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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. YODER).

———

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 1, 2012.

I hereby appoint the Honorable KEVIN
YODER to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

—————

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, we give You thanks for
giving us another day.

We come to the end of a short week
in which we have given thanks for and
honored African American men and
women whose labor, while in bondage,
built this temple of freedom and de-
mocracy within which we now stand.

Now we approach a weekend during
which many Members of this assembly
will gather to remember a historic
event in Selma, Alabama. Forty-seven
years ago, brave men and women,
Americans of all races, colors, and
faiths, walked together to help guar-
antee freedoms still denied the de-
scendants of those slave laborers.

Bless the Members of this assembly
and us all that we would be worthy of
the call we have been given as Ameri-
cans to nurture and guarantee demo-
cratic freedoms to all that dwell in our
great Nation. Help us all to be truly
thankful and appropriately generous in
our response.

May all that is done this day be for
Your greater honor and glory.

Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. FARR led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to five requests
for 1-minute speeches from each side of
the aisle.

——————

OUR MILITARY FAMILIES
DESERVE FAIRNESS

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, earlier this week I was fortu-
nate to chair a House Armed Services
Subcommittee on Military Personnel
where we had a hearing in regard to re-
ceiving information concerning the ad-

ministration’s military personnel
budget overview for 2013.
The administration constantly

preaches about fairness. Over the next
10 years, the administration has pro-
posed cutting our military personnel
by 123,000 troops and cutting civilian
employees by a mere 7,000 personnel,

but destroying 130,000 jobs. It is abso-
lutely unfair that the administration
believes in drastically eliminating our
troops with no substantial cuts to any
other Department of our government
even as we are at war with an enemy
that is obsessed with death. Addition-
ally, the administration’s proposal al-
lows an increase of TriCare health in-
surance enrollment fees by a possible
345 percent over the next 5 years. This
kind of unfairness must stop.

I urge the President and his adminis-
tration to reconsider their budget re-
quest and treat our military personnel,
military families, and veterans with
the fairness they’ve earned and the re-
spect they deserve.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

———

51ST ANNIVERSARY OF THE PEACE
CORPS

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

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to honor the 5lst anniversary of the
Peace Corps.

In just 51 years, the Peace Corps has
been an unparalleled force for peace.
Listen to the numbers: 139 developing
countries have been served; over 200,000
returned Peace Corps volunteers and
four of those are Members of Congress.
Taken together, these volunteers have
contributed more than 400,000 years of
service in the name of peace.

I am proud to be a part of these
ranks. The Peace Corps changed my
life, and it continues to change the
lives of both those who serve and the
communities that are served.

In 2012, this call to service doesn’t
show any signs of slowing down. As I
speak, 9,095 Americans are serving in 76
countries. This includes my con-
stituent Chase Rollings of Santa Cruz,
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who is working in Ethiopia teaching
the English language for a tour guide
association to increase ecotourism and
helping women develop honey produc-
tion and dried fruit projects to promote
their income. That is just the work of
one volunteer.

Today, I honor Chase and hundreds of
thousands of other Peace Corps volun-
teers past and present. Each one of you
represents America’s highest ideals:
peace, prosperity, and friendship. Truly
your service is more important today
than it has ever been.

Congress must fund the Peace Corps.
It is the best job in America.

———

SUPPORT THE FEDERAL PRICE
GOUGING PREVENTION ACT

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

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, as
Rhode Islanders and men and women
across America are hard at work trying
to put our country back on the right
track, the threat of rising gas prices
raises a specter of another difficult
driving season ahead.

While our government subsidizes Big
0Oil to the tune of $3 billion each year,
they continue to run up record profits
as hardworking families pay higher and
higher prices for gas. In my home State
of Rhode Island where families are
struggling with an 11 percent unem-
ployment rate and the average price of
a gallon of regular gas is now $3.79, ris-
ing fuel costs put far too many hard-
working families at risk.

The Federal Price Gouging Preven-
tion Act, which my colleague Mr.
BisHOP has introduced, would help
guarantee that should we face an en-
ergy emergency, middle class families
are not at the mercy of Wall Street
speculators every time they fill up
their car. While we have to work to-
gether permanently to end our addic-
tion to foreign sources of oil, in the
short term we must act on legislation
like the Federal Price Gouging Preven-
tion Act that will help prevent Wall
Street speculators from taking unfair
advantage of consumers at the pump
during energy emergencies.

——

I AM PROUD TO SUPPORT
PRESIDENT OBAMA

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I
had the pleasure of having some gentle-
men from the railroad industry come
and visit my office, and they let me
know how their business has improved
over the years.

One of the indices of an improving
economy is the number of railcars
filled, and that has gone up and up.
Warren Buffett said it was the best in-
dicator of how the economy is doing.
The railcars are being filled, and a lot
of it is because of automobile distribu-
tion and automobile production.
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The automobile industry in our Na-
tion was saved because of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act and
the work of President Barack Obama
and the TARP, all of which have helped
our economy get better and lower our
unemployment rates.

As I think of the good work Presi-
dent Obama has done, I read yesterday
about an al Qaeda arrested and stopped
in Cairo, Egypt. Besides Osama bin
Laden, other members of al Qaeda have
been eliminated and our country is
safer.

The Dow went over 13,000, which is
another indicator of a burgeoning econ-
omy that is getting out of the Bush re-
cession.

I want to say that I'm proud to sup-
port President Obama, his jobs plan,
his efforts to maintain the automobile
industry strong in America, and to sup-
port him in Libya and root out Qadhafi
and al Qaeda in other places.
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DIRECTING OFFICE OF HISTORIAN
TO COMPILE ORAL HISTORIES
FROM MEMBERS INVOLVED IN
ALABAMA CIVIL RIGHTS
MARCHES

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the
order of the House of February 29, 2012,
I call up House Resolution 562 directing
the Office of the Historian to compile
oral histories from current and former
Members of the House of Representa-
tives involved in the historic and an-
nual Selma to Montgomery, Alabama,
marches, as well as the civil rights
movement in general, for the purposes
of expanding or augmenting the his-
toric record and for public dissemina-
tion and education, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H. RES. 562

Whereas in 1965, civil rights advocates par-
ticipated in three marches from Selma to
Montgomery, Alabama, marking a watershed
moment of the civil rights movement;

Whereas the first march took place on
March 7, 1965, during which 600 civil rights
activists, led by now-Representative John
Lewis and Reverend Hosea Williams, began a
march to protest unfair voter registration
practices and the shooting death of Jimmie
Lee Jackson during a voter registration
drive;

Whereas marchers progressed only six
blocks from the Brown Chapel A.M.E.
Church to the Edmund Pettus Bridge, where
many were tear-gassed and beaten;

Whereas two days later, on March 9, 1965,
Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr., led a
symbolic march of 2,000 people to the Ed-
mund Pettus Bridge, all kneeling there to
pray;

Whereas, on March 21, 1965, with protection
from the Alabama National Guard, more
than 3,000 people set out from Selma again
led by Rev. King, marching an average of 12
miles a day along Route 80 and sleeping in
farm fields;

Whereas that group grew to 25,000 partici-
pants by the time it reached Montgomery on
March 25, 1965, where Rev. King delivered one
of his most venerated speeches;
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Whereas as a result of this historic three-
week period, Congress passed the Voting
Rights Act of 1965, five months after the
third march, as a recognition of the right of
all United States citizens to fully participate
in the electoral process;

Whereas in 1996, Congress created the 54-
mile long Selma-to-Montgomery National
Historic Trail along the route of this third
march, starting at the Brown Chapel A.M.E.
Church in Selma, crossing the Edmund
Pettus Bridge, and ending at the Alabama
State Capitol in Montgomery;

Whereas beginning in 1998, Members of
Congress have participated in an annual civil
rights pilgrimage to the Selma-to-Mont-
gomery National Historic Trail, to visit the
historic sites, participate in fellowship, and
recognize the achievements of the civil
rights movement;

Whereas the Office of the Historian, first
established in 1983, researches, preserves, and
interprets the rich institutional history of
the House of Representatives in order to
share it with Members, staff, and the public,
and serves as the institutional memory to
inspire greater understanding of the House of
Representatives’ central role in United
States history;

Whereas Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives have included participants in
the historic 1965 marches and in the annual
pilgrimages thereafter; and

Whereas the collection of oral memories of
march participants who have served in the
House of Representatives, and will continue
to serve in the House of Representatives, is
essential to the preservation of the history
of the institution: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives directs the Office of the Historian to
compile oral histories from current and
former Members of the House of Representa-
tives involved in the historic and annual
Selma to Montgomery, Alabama, marches,
as well as the civil rights movement in gen-
eral, for the purposes of expanding or aug-
menting the historic record and for public
dissemination and education.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of
Wednesday, February 29, 2012, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DANIEL E.
LUNGREN) and the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that all Members may have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such
time as I might consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Resolution 562, which directs the
Office of the Historian to compile and
disseminate oral histories from current
and former Members of the House of
Representatives involved in the his-
toric and annual Selma-to-Mont-
gomery, Alabama, marches, as well as
the civil rights movement in general.

In March of 1965, a defining 3-week
period of the civil rights movement
culminated with a historic 54-mile
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march from Selma to Montgomery.
Led by the Reverend Martin Luther
King, Jr., it was the last of three
marches that resulted in the passage of
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 recog-
nizing the right of all Americans to
participate in the electoral process.

On March 7, 1965, our colleague from
Georgia, Mr. JOHN LEWIS, and the Rev-
erend Hosea Williams led 600 civil
rights activists in the first march from
Selma to Montgomery to protest the
shooting of Jimmie Lee Jackson, killed
just a few weeks earlier by State troop-
ers while doing nothing more than reg-
istering African Americans to vote.
The march lasted only six blocks be-
fore coming to a violent end on the Ed-
mund Pettus Bridge. In what has be-
come known as Bloody Sunday, troop-
ers used tear gas and clubs to beat the
protesters back from the bridge. The
upsetting, horrifying images of peace-
ful marchers being brutally assaulted
by authorities brought national atten-
tion to the plight of African Americans
in the South and greater resolve to
those seeking equality for all.

Two days later, the Reverend Martin
Luther King, Jr., led a second symbolic
march where 2,000 participants re-
turned to the Edmund Pettus Bridge
and proceeded to kneel and pray.

On March 21, this time with protec-
tion from Federal authorities and the
Alabama National Guard, the Reverend
Martin Luther King, Jr., led a 54-mile
march to the State capitol building.
Three days later, the group that start-
ed with 3,000 participants and grew to
25,000 strong, arrived in Montgomery,
where Dr. King proclaimed:

We are on the move now. Like an idea
whose time has come, not even the marching
of mighty armies can halt us. We are moving
to the land of freedom.

Mr. Speaker, the magnitude and im-
portance of this historic event is unde-
niable, and its significance to Amer-
ican history must never be forgotten.

To commemorate these marches,
Congress in 1996 created the 54-mile-
long Selma to Montgomery National
Historic Trail along the route of Dr.
King’s march, starting at the Brown
Chapel AME Church in Selma and end-
ing at the Alabama State Capitol in
Montgomery.

Since 1998, Members of Congress have
participated in an annual civil rights
pilgrimage on the Selma to Mont-
gomery National Historic Trail. In
March of 2009, I had the privilege of
participating with my wife in this
event. We marched across the Edmund
Pettus Bridge, and we were inspired by
those with firsthand experiences from
the events of 1965.

Documenting and sharing the experi-
ences of Members who participated in
historic and annual marches from
Selma to Montgomery is critically im-
portant to the recognition and preser-
vation of the achievements of the
American civil rights movement. As I
understand it, Mr. LEWIS from Georgia
and the majority leader whip, Mr.
MCCARTHY, will lead the 2012 congres-
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sional civil rights pilgrimage starting
tomorrow. It is fitting that we are here
today with this resolution as another
group of Members begin their journey.

I want to thank my colleagues from
Alabama, Ms. SEWELL and Mrs. ROBY,
for introducing this important resolu-
tion.

I strongly urge all of my colleagues
not only to support the resolution but
also to take part in the annual con-

gressional Selma to Montgomery
march.
I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I want to thank my colleagues, Ma-
jority Leader ERIC CANTOR, Congress-
women TERRI SEWELL and MARTHA
RoBY, for offering this resolution
today.

I am so pleased that this resolution
will preserve the oral histories of cur-
rent and former Members of Congress
who participated in the civil rights
movement, and it will also preserve the
experiences of Members who have come
on the Faith & Politics Civil Rights
Pilgrimage to Alabama.

Together, we have retraced the steps
that were walked so many years ago
and have spent time with some of the
people who shaped the civil rights
movement. Some of the Members who
have gone on this pilgrimage were not
even born during the civil rights move-
ment, and they come to learn about
our Nation’s history. Many Members
have come away changed by this expe-
rience forever.

This resolution will help us preserve
a powerful and transformative period
in American history. Without the
brave and courageous souls who shed
blood, sweat, and tears in Alabama and
throughout the South, this would be a
very different Nation today.

It is very important that Members of
Congress understand and acknowledge
the debt we owe to ordinary people
with extraordinary vision, who, as Dr.
Martin Luther King once said, ‘‘in-
jected new meaning into the very veins
of our democracy.”’

Mr. Speaker, on March 7, 1965, 600
peaceful, nonviolent protesters at-
tempted to march from Selma, Ala-
bama, to the State capitol in Mont-
gomery to dramatize to the world that
people of color wanted to register to
vote.

We left Brown Chapel AME Church
that morning on a sacred mission, pre-
pared to defy the dictates of man to
demonstrate the truth of a higher law.
Ordinary citizens with extraordinary
vision walked shoulder to shoulder,
two by two, in a silent, peaceful pro-
test against injustice in the American
South. We were met at the foot of the
Edmund Pettus Bridge by a sea of
blue—Alabama State troopers. Some
were mounted on horseback, but all of
them were armed with guns, tear gas,
and billy clubs, and beyond them were
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deputized citizens who were waving
any weapons they could find.

Then we heard:

I am Major John Cloud. This is an unlawful
march. You cannot continue. You have 3
minutes to go home or return to your
church.

We were preparing to kneel and pray
when the major said, ‘‘Troopers ad-
vance.”

The troopers came toward us, beating
us and spraying tear gas. That brutal
confrontation became known as Bloody
Sunday.

It produced a sense of righteous in-
dignation around the country and
around the world that led this Congress
to pass the Voting Rights Act of 1965.
Eight days after Bloody Sunday, Presi-
dent Lyndon Johnson addressed a joint
session of Congress and made what I
believe is the greatest statement any
President has ever made on the impor-
tance of voting rights in America.

He said:

I speak tonight for the dignity of man and
for the destiny of democracy. At times, his-
tory and fate meet at a single time, in a sin-
gle place to shape a turning point in man’s
unending search for freedom. So it was at
Lexington and Concord. So it was a century
ago at Appomattox. So it was last week in
Selma, Alabama.

During that speech, President John-
son condemned the violence in Selma
and called on Congress to enact the
Voting Rights Act. He closed his
speech by echoing the words of the
civil rights movement, saying over and
over, ‘“‘And we shall overcome . . . And
we shall overcome.”

Congress did pass the Voting Rights
Act, and on August 6, 1965, it was
signed into law.

This weekend, starting tomorrow, is
the 12th congressional pilgrimage to
civil rights sites in Birmingham, Mont-
gomery, and in Selma with the Faith &
Politics Institute. We will remember
the distance we have come and the
progress we have made. We will end our
time together in Selma by crossing the
Edmund Pettus Bridge.

During this trip, we see ourselves not
as Democrats or Republicans or as ad-
versaries. We see ourselves as Ameri-
cans on a journey to discover our his-
tory. We all come away from this pil-
grimage with a deeper appreciation of
our democracy and the power of people
to make a difference in our society. I
am so pleased that this story will be
told.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure
to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI), a distin-
guished member of the Committees on
Education and the Workforce and
Transportation and Infrastructure.

Mr. PETRI. I thank my colleague
from California for yielding.

I support House Resolution 562, which
recognizes the importance of pre-
serving the oral histories of current
and former Representatives’ personal
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experiences regarding the historic
Selma to Montgomery, Alabama,
marches and the civil rights move-
ment.

As a student during the civil rights
movement, I had the opportunity to
witness the impact the Selma to Mont-
gomery marches had on shifting public
opinions. An example of the influence
the marches wielded is the fact that, 2
days after witnessing the images of the
initial march in the media, President
Johnson presented a bill to a joint ses-
sion of Congress, which became the
Voting Rights Act of 1965.

Like so many others, I tried to play
my own small part in support of the
civil rights movement. As a member of
the NAACP and as a college student, 1
participated in a boycott of a Wool-
worth’s store in support of the desegre-
gation of the chain’s lunch counters in
the South. During that time, Dr. King
came to our college, and I had the
honor to very briefly meet him.

While my direct involvement in the
civil rights movement may have been
limited, there are many former and
current Members who have unique and
inspirational stories to share about the
historic 19656 marches and the civil
rights movement.

We have the honor of serving with
Representative JOHN LEWIS, for exam-
ple, who just spoke, who is an icon of
the civil rights movement. I have been
lucky enough to hear him speak mov-
ingly to student groups and others
about his experiences as he led the
fight for racial and voter equality. It is
important that accounts such as his be
preserved in the historic record so that
they can be shared for years to come. I
believe it is important to keep the his-
tory and heritage of the civil rights
movement alive by collecting and shar-
ing these oral histories with the Amer-
ican public.

Mr. Speaker, I support this resolu-
tion, and I urge its passage by the
House today.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. DAVID
SCOoTT).

Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia.
Thank you very much, my distin-
guished colleague, JOHN LEWIS, for in-
viting me to be a part of this resolu-
tion presentation.

I think it is very important as we
commemorate this event that we real-
ize those were some dark and dan-
gerous days and that there were both
black and white people who gave their
lives so that black people could have
the right to vote.

There was Ms. Viola Gregg Liuzzo
from Detroit, Michigan, a white lady
who came down to Selma to help Afri-
can Americans get the right to vote.
She was shot and killed on Highway 80
in Selma, Alabama. We need not forget
Michael Schwerner and Andrew Good-
man, along with James Chaney, two
young white men and one black man,
who were shot and killed.

When we tell this story about the
civil rights movement, it is important
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that we tell this story right so that
this is a true story of the greatness of
America. It is not just a black story. It
is America’s story. White and black
people lost their lives, gave their lives
for us to have the right to vote. This is
the greatness of this.

I just want to say what a privilege it
is for us to have a man like JOHN LEWIS
to serve with. Let us not even begin to
underestimate the significant con-
tribution of this young man—and I call
him a young man—whom I serve with
and you serve with. I, personally, ap-
preciate JOHN LEWIS for taking me
with him when I was a student, trav-
eling through the South, and I saw
firsthand with him what we had to go
for.

JOHN, I want to say to you, thank
you for taking me through that bap-
tism of fire for it has truly made me
the man I am today. I want to thank
you for that, and the entire Nation
thanks you and all of those.

As I said, I want everybody to re-
member Ms. Viola Gregg Liuzzo from
Detroit, who came down, and Michael
Schwerner and Andrew Goodman, these
people who gave their lives.
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I want to also thank Ms. TERRI SE-
WELL, who represents the area in Ala-
bama where so much of this sacrifice
took place.

This is an extraordinary pilgrimage.
I was on it, have been on it, and I en-
courage everybody that can to go on
this pilgrimage and see and experience
what I call the greatness of America.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege
to yield 3 minutes to the gentlelady
from Alabama (Mrs. ROBY), a member
of the Committees on Armed Services,
Agriculture, Education and the Work-
force, and she cosponsored this resolu-
tion.

(Mrs. ROBY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. ROBY. Thank you for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, today I'm so proud to
join with TERRI SEWELL, another Ala-
bama freshman Member, to offer House
Resolution 562, an initiative that will
preserve a collection of accounts from
Members involved in the historic and
annual marches from Selma to Mont-
gomery, Alabama.

The oral histories preserved through
this resolution will memorialize the
symbolic events that changed the di-
rection of the civil rights movement.
What took place during three historic
marches in Alabama over a 3-week pe-
riod in 19656 proved to be a powerful
transformation in American history.
The courageous actions of so many
moved our country out of an era of
misguided actions.

Participants marched towards a uni-
fied goal to provide equal voting rights
for all Americans. The first march, on
March 7, 1965, remains, without a
doubt, one of the worst demonstrations
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of racial violence. Participants peace-
fully marching were met by a brutal
and aggressive police force.

This violence was captured by the
news and broadcast to family rooms all
over this Nation. It quickly delivered a
message to a racially divided country
of unforeseen consequences caused by
segregation.

Such shameless violent actions un-
leashed on nonviolent marchers re-
vealed the immediate need for equal
rights for citizens. Without a doubt,
the days that racial voting laws were
enforced for our country were among
the darkest and least honorable for
this Nation.

Even today, our country is still re-
pairing from the wrongs inflicted dec-
ades ago by racial segregation. If it
were not for the unwavering courage of
those marching for civil freedoms, our
country would be very different than
the way we know it today. Their brave
actions will be forever memorialized by
the Selma To Montgomery Voting
Rights Trail.

Our younger generations today did
not witness firsthand the historic dem-
onstrations that forged a unified Na-
tion, myself included. Therefore, it is
so important to record the testimonies
in order to reveal the scope and the rel-
evance of these civil rights events.

I am proud to introduce this resolu-
tion with Representative SEWELL to
preserve the history of our democracy.

The resolution instructs the Office of
the Historian to compile testimonies
from current and former Members of
Congress who have participated in his-
toric or commemorative civil rights
movement actions. It will tell every
generation a detailed timeline of these
historic moments in the civil rights
movement.

Those marching for equality were
among the many patriots that envi-
sioned a better America, one free from
racial discrimination.

The marches proved not only to be
successful in granting equal voting
rights, but an illustrative account of
citizens attaining freedom from harsh
discrimination. Though such intoler-
able actions can never be reversed,
there is still dignity knowing that the
participants of these marches perma-
nently changed the course of American
history.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote in
support of this bicameral resolution.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California, the Democratic Lead-
er, NANCY PELOSI.

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
legislation and commend Congress-
woman SEWELL and Congresswoman
ROBY for their leadership in bringing
this to the floor and giving us the op-
portunity to speak about the heroes
amongst us.

In some of the darkest hours of our
Nation’s history, as we all know, there
are stories of great courage. By pre-
serving these stories, which this legis-
lation enables us to do, we ensure that



March 1, 2012

those who come after us will know that
the cause of equality is both our Na-
tion’s heritage and our hope.

Unsurpassed in courage in our midst
is our colleague, the conscience of the
Congress, Congressman JOHN LEWIS.

On March 7, 1965, as many of us all
know, Congressman JOHN LEWIS was
the leader of 600 peaceful, orderly
Americans crossing the Edmund Pettus
Bridge. He was met by State troopers,
tear gas, bullwhips, and nightsticks.
Though he faced great prejudice and
discrimination, he was not embittered;
he was emboldened to dedicate his life
to the cause of justice and equality.

It is a great privilege for each of us
to serve with JOHN LEWIS in Congress,
an honor to call him colleague. I want
to speak about his leadership in taking
so many Members of Congress and
their families and friends across the
Edmund Pettus Bridge in recent years.

I had the privilege to join him in the
year 2001. After the visit, I said to him,
of the 3 days we were in your district,
Congresswoman ROBY, in Montgomery,
Selma, and in Birmingham, and the
course of the weekend, that the experi-
ence was one that every schoolchild in
America should experience. We talked
about Washington, DC; Philadelphia
and Independence Hall; Baltimore and
Fort McHenry; Boston with all of that
history; New York and the rest, but
this is a very important part of who we
are as a country. If you want to learn
about America, it’s important to visit
these sites to see the courage, to see
the commitment to the values of our
Founders that were so courageously de-
fended and advocated for.

At this sad time, and for many of us
it was in our lifetimes that this dis-
aster was happening in our country,
this ongoing disaster, the culmination
of it took so many people a longer time
to see. We always talk about the inevi-
table in the minds of some and the in-
conceivable in the minds of others, and
how our work is to shorten the dis-
tance between the inevitable and the
inconceivable. Well, it took some peo-
ple a much longer time to understand
what was inevitable for America, that
we would be moving, gravitating to-
ward a more perfect union. That would
not have been possible without the
leadership of people like JOHN LEWIS.
There aren’t many people like JOHN
LEWIS, but who followed his lead.

There are other Members of Congress
who also were leaders in the Nation’s
civil rights movement, and we honor
all of them today. They include Assist-
ant Leader JIM CLYBURN, who was ar-
rested several times for his civil dis-
obedience on behalf of civil rights; Con-
gressman BARNEY FRANK and Congress-
man JOHN CONYERS, who both volun-
teered during the Freedom Summer;
Congressman BOB FILNER, who spent
several months in jail after his efforts
as a Freedom Rider, and he takes great
pride in being invited back to the re-
union of the Freedom Riders; Congress-
woman ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, who
was an organizer of the Student Non-
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violent Coordinating Committee; and
Congresswoman TERRI SEWELL, who,
along with Congresswoman ROBY, is a
cosponsor of this legislation. Congress-
woman SEWELL is from Selma, and her
family opened their home to travelers
on the 1965 march from Selma to Mont-
gomery.

I am sure there are more, but all of
these people played a role. JOHN LEWIS,
of course, an icon in our country for
his leadership at that time.
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These American heroes made history.
They also made progress for our coun-
try. I urge my colleagues to join in
supporting this legislation to ensure
that our history and the heroes of it,
that that history lives on long after we
are gone.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, at this time it is
my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE), a
member of the Foreign Affairs and Ju-
diciary Committees.

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I rise in support of this important
legislation and commend Ms. SEWELL
and Mrs. RoBY for their leadership in
chronicling an extraordinary time in
our march toward a more perfect
Union. It seems altogether fitting, on
the eve of the anniversary march com-
memorating what history records as
Bloody Sunday and at the end of Black
History Month, that we consider this
resolution which will create a process
for preserving the valuable oral history
of those Members of Congress who were
early leaders in the American civil
rights movement.

There are very few giants these days
in public life, but JOHN LEWIS is among
them. Let me say what a privilege it
has been for me these last 11 years to
serve and to befriend my colleague,
Congressman JOHN LEWIS, and I thank
you for your leadership on this resolu-
tion.

There’s also an effort in this resolu-
tion to give Members of Congress who
have participated in the annual pil-
grimage to Selma and Montgomery to
reflect on their experiences, and I'll be
very humbled to be a small part of
that. I was honored to serve as the co-
leader of the 10th Congressional Civil
Rights Pilgrimage sponsored by the
Faith & Politics Institute in March of
2010, and I can say, as my colleague Mr.
LEWIS knows, it was a life-changing ex-
perience for my wife, Karen, and our
three teenaged-children, and I'll for-
ever be grateful for the experience.

We started the weekend at the Dex-
ter Avenue Baptist Church in Mont-
gomery, the home church of Reverend
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. We sat in
the pews as we heard Dorothy Cotton
and others talk about their years in
that church and how their faith in
Christ sustained the cause of liberty
and the cause of civil rights.

H1107

We made our way to the Civil Rights
Memorial to honor and remember those
who had lost their lives in the struggle
for equality. But the next day, trav-
eling with my colleague, JOHN LEWIS,
to Selma to mark the anniversary of a
day that changed his life and changed
his Nation, March 7, 1965, known as
Bloody Sunday, we will always remem-
ber.

The night before, JOHN had recounted
that momentous day. He told how he
and several hundred courageous activ-
ists had crossed the Edmund Pettus
Bridge in Selma. But it was actually
being a part of the reenactment that
most touched our hearts as a family.
We had gathered at the Brown Chapel
in Selma before we made the march,
and then, along with thousands, we
made our way the few short miles to
the Edmund Pettus Bridge. For my
part, JOHN and I walked with Dr. F.D.
Reese, pastor of the Ebenezer Baptist
Church in Selma at the time.

As we strolled that historic route, I
was enthralled as Dr. Reese, 80-some-
odd years young, recounted the day as
if it had been the day before. He told
me how the Edmund Pettus Bridge
crests at the middle, so it was not until
you all reached the top of the bridge
that you knew what was waiting on the
other side. And he described to me
what they saw. He said, ‘“‘All you saw
was a sea of blue” when they crested
the bridge.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I yield an additional 1 minute
to the gentleman.

Mr. PENCE. I thank the gentleman.

I turned to Dr. Reese, and I said to
him, “Did you think about turning
back?”’

He said, ‘““No. We had prayed at the
Brown Chapel, and we decided to go on
regardless.”

And so you did.

It’s just extraordinary to think of
the beatings that took place that day.
Our own colleague experienced a noto-
rious beating at the time. But as the
march that day, the reenactment came
to an end, I extended my hand to Dr.
Reese and I thanked him for not only
what he had done for the civil rights
movement, for what JOHN LEWIS had
done for the civil rights movement, but
for what they all had done for America.
And he put his hand on my shoulder,
Dr. Reese did, and he said, ‘“MIKE, God
did something here.”

And so He did.

Through these extraordinary and
courageous Americans, we forged a
more perfect Union.

And so I rise in support of this reso-
lution, commend my colleagues who
will participate this weekend in Mont-
gomery and Selma in this historic re-
enactment. I commend Congressman
JOHN LEWIS, Dorothy Cotton, F.D.
Reese, and all of those great Americans
who on that day made the sacrifices
necessary to further perfect this last
best hope of Earth.

The
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We should always safeguard this his-
tory, cherish it, and emulate their
courage and bravery, so help us God.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong support
of H. Res. 562, offered by Ms. SEWELL of Ala-
bama. | wish to extend my deep appreciation
to Ms. SEWELL, a native of Selma, Alabama,
for introducing this timely resolution.

As we close Black History Month and near
the anniversary of “Bloody Sunday” and the
Selma to Montgomery, Alabama civil rights
marches, it's important to remember the sac-
rifice of those who went before us nearly half
a century ago and shed blood so that freedom
could continue its march in the hearts and
minds of so many Americans.

To that end, thanks to a resolution offered
by Congresswoman TERRI SEWELL from Ala-
bama, the U.S. House of Representatives is
acting to preserve the valuable oral history of
those Members of Congress who were early
leaders in the American civil rights movement.
The resolution will also document the experi-
ences of many Congressmen and Congress-
women who have participated in the annual
pilgrimage from Selma to Montgomery. It is a
fitting honor of that momentous day in 1965
when my friend and colleague, Congressman
JOHN LEWIS, the legendary civil rights leader,
along with Hosea Williams, led 600 brave
souls across the Edmund Pettus Bridge.

| was deeply honored and humbled to serve
as the co-leader of the 10th Congressional
Civil Rights Pilgrimage sponsored by the Faith
and Politics Institute in March of 2010. My
family and | will never forget that experience.

We started the weekend at the Dexter Ave-
nue Baptist Church in Montgomery, the home
church of the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
Sitting in the front pew we heard from Dorothy
Cotton about her years working with Dr. King.
She spoke of the faith that sustained their
work and the historic importance of music and
singing to the movement.

We then made our way to the Civil Rights
Memorial to honor and remember those who
had lost their lives in the struggle for equality.
The nearby museum tells the personal stories
of segregation by those who lived it and
peacefully fought against it. Hearing firsthand
accounts of how African Americans in the
South were systematically denied the right to
vote, intimidated, beaten and even killed fight-
ing for that right will never leave us.

The next day we traveled with JOHN LEWIS
to Selma to mark the anniversary of a day that
changed his life and America: March 7, 1965,
also known as “Bloody Sunday.” JOHN was
personally recruited by Dr. King as a college
student and his courage and moral authority
continue to inspire millions.

As JOHN recounted that momentous day, he
told of how he and several hundred coura-
geous activists crossed the Edmund Pettus
Bridge in Selma during a march on the state
capitol and were beaten by state police wait-
ing on the far side of the bridge. The images
of that day were transmitted around the world
and would sear the conscience of the Nation.
It set the stage for more protests and was the
catalyst for Congress to enact the Voting
Rights Act later that year.

We gathered for worship at Brown Chapel in
Selma, and after a rousing service, we left the
church to walk to the Edmund Pettus Bridge.
| had the privilege to walk the entire way
alongside JOHN LEwis and Dr. F.D. Reese,
pastor of the Ebenezer Baptist Church in
Selma.
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As we strolled the historic route, surrounded
by thousands, | was enthralled by Dr. Reese’s
description of that fateful day. He said that
when they reached the crest of the bridge and
could see the other side of the river, the first
thing they saw was the state police waiting to
stop the march. He said, “All you saw was a
sea of blue.” But still they marched.

| asked if they thought of turning back when
they say the array of police. He smiled and
said, “No, we had prayed at the Brown Chapel
and decided we would go on regardless.” And
so they did.

After pausing at the base of the bridge for
prayer, he told me how the tear gas and the
beatings with nightsticks overtook the crowd.
My friend JOHN LEWIS was among those most
severely beaten.

As our march came to an end, | extended
my hand to Dr. Reese and thanked him not
only for what he had done for the civil rights
movement, but also for what he, JOHN LEWIS
and others had done for America that day. Dr.
Reese replied humbly, “God did something
here.” And through these brave Americans, |
believe that with all my heart.

Every American should know the story of
Montgomery and Selma. Thanks to coura-
geous Americans like Dr. King, Congressman
JOHN LEwIS, Dorothy Cotton and F.D. Reese,
these cities have become an integral part of
the American story in our nation’s unrelenting
march toward a more perfect union.

Today’s resolution further safeguards this
valuable history so that it may endure through-
out future generations, and | urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I'm pleased to yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman from
Alabama (Ms. SEWELL).

Ms. SEWELL. Mr. Speaker, as the
Representative of Alabama’s Seventh
Congressional District and a Selma na-
tive, I am proud and humbled that I
could introduce this bipartisan resolu-
tion with my colleague, friend, and fel-
low Alabamian, Representative MAR-
THA ROBY. Acknowledging the historic
significance of the Selma to Mont-
gomery marches by adding the voices
of Members of Congress, current and
former, to the history of the civil
rights movement, we are preserving an
important part of the legacy that is
the civil rights movement, a legacy
that is important not only to black
history but to American history and,
thus, to world history.

It is truly a full circle moment for
me. Personally, I stand here today be-
fore this august congressional body as
a Member of Congress and a native of
Selma, Alabama. I ask my colleagues
to support House Resolution 562. I am
humbled because I know that my elec-
tion last year would not have been pos-
sible had it not been for the courage of
Members of Congress, present and
former, like Congressman JOHN LEWIS.
For that, I say thank you.

This resolution directs the House Of-
fice of Historian to compile oral his-
tories from current and former Mem-
bers of Congress involved in the monu-
mental Selma to Montgomery marches
as well as the civil rights movement.
These documents will be used for the
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purpose of extending and augmenting
the historical record for public dis-
semination and education. The histor-
ical accounts of current and former
Members of Congress are living his-
tory. They offer an important perspec-
tive on the events of the 1960s.

The State of Alabama played a crit-
ical role and an integral part of the
fabric of the civil rights movement and
American history. It is a painful part
of Alabama’s history. But today, we
stand, opening arms and welcoming the
commemoration of those events, be-
cause without those events and the
brave men and women who traveled all
across this Nation to come to the State
of Alabama during the 1960s to bring
about the change that we all enjoy,
black men and white men, Jews and
gentiles, coming together in order to
make sure that we had a more perfect
Union and that America lived up to its
ideals of democracy and civil liberties.

I can’t imagine what it was like to be
Congressman JOHN LEWIS as he walked
across the Edmund Pettus Bridge. I
grew up in Selma. I lived my life in
Selma, Alabama. My mom and dad are
still in Selma, Alabama. I cross the Ed-
mund Pettus Bridge every time I go
home to visit them. It stands as a sym-
bol for the world of what’s possible
when brave white men and black men,
women, and children decide to change
the fate of history and, in doing so,
bring about significant changes for this
country.

I'm proud to represent Selma, Ala-
bama; Birmingham, Alabama; Tusca-
loosa, Alabama; the State of Alabama
in this Congress. I do so humbly be-
cause of the courage and bravery of
former and current Members of Con-
gress who did the unthinkable.
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I can’t imagine being Congressman
JOHN DINGELL from Michigan who first
took office in 1955. He sat in this very
Chamber and voted for the passage of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 against
amazing opposition from his own con-
stituents in Michigan. He did the brave
thing about voting in favor of these
historic legislations.

He was not the only one sitting in
this Chamber in 1965. Representative
JOHN CONYERS, a black Congressman
who was elected in 1965 and who still
serves in this Chamber, was in this
room and cast that vote for the Voting
Rights Act of 1965.

We need to remember and record the
history of Congressman LEWIS, Con-
gressman DINGELL, and Congressman
CONYERS, and so many Members of
Congress, current and past, who are
alive today and preserve that history
for future generations to come.

Over the next 3 years, Congressman
LEWIS, we will celebrate the 50th anni-
versary of so many of those events of
the 1960s. In fact, the mayor of the city
of Birmingham is declaring 2013 the
Year of Birmingham because we will be
celebrating 50 years since the bombing
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of 16th Street Baptist Church when
four little black girls gave their lives
so that I could enjoy the freedoms I
enjoy today, so that we all can enjoy
the freedoms that we enjoy today.

Over the next 3 years, it will be 50
years for a lot of significant 1960
events, and I am honored to join with
my colleague, MARTHA ROBY, who rep-
resents Montgomery and is a native of
Montgomery. Alabama has two women
Members of the congressional delega-
tion for the first time ever. Our elec-
tions in 2011 were only made possible
because of the courage of so many peo-
ple who sat in this body and made
tough votes. To the people of this
Chamber who decided that it was time
to make a difference in America, I'm
honored to share the cosponsorship of
this legislation with MARTHA ROBY. We
share a common history as proud Ala-
bamians, a history that should be re-
corded for posterity.

Now, this weekend, I get the oppor-
tunity, as well as Congresswoman MAR-
THA ROBY and Congressman SPENCER
BACHUS, to co-host with Congressman
JOHN LEWIS the Faith & Politics Insti-
tute’s annual pilgrimage back to Ala-
bama. We will start this coming Fri-
day, tomorrow, in Birmingham. We
will visit the historic site of the 16th
Street Baptist Church. We will walk in
Kelly Ingram Park with Congressman
JOoHN LEWIS and walk in his footsteps.
We will visit the Civil Rights Institute
in Birmingham, Alabama, and then we
will travel on Saturday to Mont-
gomery, Alabama, and we will see Dex-
ter Avenue Baptist Church where Mar-
tin Luther King was a young pastor.

We will also enjoy in the evening a
dinner, a dinner in the State capitol,
Montgomery, Alabama, in the State
capitol. Could you imagine that almost
50 years from 1965 that white Members
of Congress and black Members of Con-
gress would be able to sit and break
bread with the Governor of the State of
Alabama? We will do that on Saturday.
And on Sunday, I get to welcome a del-
egation to my hometown, Selma, Ala-
bama; and we will reenact that great
march.

We will go to my home church,
Brown Chapel A.M.E. Church, where 1
have been a member for 30 years, where
my mother is on the board of trustees.
We will sit in that church. We will par-
take and experience that which people
did 50 years ago. Then we will march
hand in hand across the Edmund
Pettus Bridge.

I know that I would not be here if it
weren’t for the fact that people
marched, people died, and people
prayed for the opportunity that we
enjoy today. I could not imagine as a
little black girl from Selma, Alabama,
that I would be the first black Con-
gresswoman from the State of Ala-
bama. But I can because they marched.
I can because they died. I can because
people prayed.

I ask my colleagues to join me, Con-
gresswoman MARTHA ROBY, Congress-
man JOHN LEWIS, and so0 many others
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in supporting this House resolution
today.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, although obviously the
efforts in the civil rights movement
were the culmination of efforts by peo-
ple of all faiths, I find it instructive
that this march takes place during the
period of Lent, that in the Christian
faith is a period of reflection and sac-
rifice as we prepare for Easter Sunday.

Last Sunday, in my home parish out
in California, I recall the readings at
the first Sunday of Lent were about
the temptations of Christ in the desert.
And we received a remarkable sermon
at our church in which the theme was
expressed with the words ‘‘the crown
without the cross,” that the essence of
the temptation of Christ was whether
He, as God-made man, was able to
make the decision or was tempted to
make the decision to accept the crown
without accepting the cross, that is, to
accept the kingship as Godhead with-
out going through the demands, the
terror, and the death of the cross.

I'm reminded of that today because 1
think of that question that JOHN LEWIS
and others had as they crossed that
bridge, as they reached the crest and
they saw the troopers at the other side:
Do you turn back and do you not ac-
cept the cross that is coming in order
to achieve that which needs to be done
to redeem this country and its promise
of equality of all as contained in the
Constitution and the Declaration of
Independence?

I would say that I was inspired as I
was there with my wife and others on
the march several years ago, STENY
HOYER leading those on the Democratic
side and JOHN LEWIS, of course, being a
regular Member. And he wrote to those
of us who reflected on that period that
perhaps the most magnificent piece of
literature that came out of the civil
rights movement, in my judgment, is
the ‘“‘Letter From the Birmingham
Jail” by Dr. King. I would commend to
my colleagues and to others who might
hear our words that they go back and
take time to read those words.

Dr. King, sitting in jail, without ac-
cess to any texts, wrote a magnificent
epistle of his generation and our gen-
eration to the conscience of the Amer-
ican people. And he found no difficulty
whatsoever in utilizing his heartfelt re-
ligious values and principles in extend-
ing the promise of that Christian mes-
sage and the religious values that are
found in our Judeo-Christian tradition
to the underpinnings of our Constitu-
tion and challenged us to understand
the difference between just and unjust
laws and our responsibility to ‘‘render
unto Caesar the things which are
Caesar’s, and unto God the things that
are God’s.”

It is an inspiration to me now, and it
has been an inspiration to me my en-
tire life.
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I would say to anyone who wants to
understand the civil rights movement,
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to understand the promise of America
that was not fulfilled and will never
perfectly be fulfilled but is certainly in
a better state today than it was prior
to the civil rights revolution, they
should read those words of Dr. King
and understand how that animated the
civil rights movement and gave us he-
roes such as our colleague from Geor-
gia, JOHN LEWIS.

And with that, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I'm pleased to yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland, the Demo-
cratic whip, Mr. HOYER.

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend JOHN
LEWIS for yielding.

I thank JOHN LEWIS for his service to
our country, to its principles, to its
values, to its people. I thank JOHN
LEWIS for being my friend, and I thank
JOHN LEWIS for allowing me for the
ninth time to walk with him across
that bridge. As I do, I will be holding
the hand of JOHN LEWIS and holding in
my other hand the hand of my 10-year-
old granddaughter Alexa.

This coming week marks the 47th an-
niversary of the fateful Bloody Sunday
march for civil rights. I want to say to
DAN LUNGREN, my friend, I thank him
for the remarks he just gave. They
were heartfelt and on target, and the
letter from the Birmingham jail to
which he referred is certainly one of
the great epistles, as he referred to it,
to the American people, to people of
conscience, to the fierce urgency of
now, which he referenced in that letter.

On March 7, 1965, our friend and es-
teemed colleague from Georgia, JOHN
LEWIS, was among the leaders of that
march. It says he was among the lead-
ers. He was the leader, he and Hosea
Williams. Two-by-two they walked,
some 600, with JOHN and Hosea at the
front of the line. That day, in an ex-
traordinary practice of nonviolence, he
and other marchers were brutally beat-
en while trying to cross the Edmund
Pettus Bridge in Selma, Alabama.
They were on their way to Mont-
gomery, the State capital, to protest
the murder of a young man, Jimmie
Lee Jackson, who had been shot and
killed while protecting his mother dur-
ing a voting rights drive. They were
marching to Montgomery to say, in a
nonviolent way, every American de-
serves the right to be able to register
and to vote.

Every moment has its darkest hours
when the exuberance of hope yields to
the reality of difficult and painful
struggle. Selma brought that reality
into homes across the country. News of
that Bloody Sunday awakened millions
of Americans to the horrors of Jim
Crow. It opened their eyes to the injus-
tice that had cut off so many of our
people from participation in their gov-
ernment. It made clear that while we
said in our Declaration of Independence
that we believed in equality, that we
believed that all men, and hopefully we
would now say of course all women, all
people, are endowed by God with cer-
tain unalienable rights.
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We were not doing that in this coun-
try. That’s what that epistle from Bir-
mingham jail was about. That’s what
this march was about. That march led
to another march 2 weeks later that
could not be stopped, one that saw 8,000
Americans from a diversity of back-
grounds join together in solidarity and
with a faith in the enduring promise
that America provided.

JOHN LEWIS, our colleague, our
friend, our brother, was one of the com-
pelling figures of that time and of this.
I've been blessed with the privilege of
traveling to Selma, as I said, nine
times with JOHN LEWIS, to worshipping
in TERRI’s church. The visit this week-
end will be, I know, another instructive
lesson for me and for others on how we
need to be continually aware of the dis-
crimination and prejudice that exist
today; the attempts at exclusion that
exist today; frankly, the attempts to
not empower people to vote even today.

What happened in Selma 47 years ago
ought to be remembered as a moment
when America chose to fight hatred
with love and put their faith in the val-
ues of our Constitution. In his memoir,
which I hope all of you have read,
“Walking with the Wind,” JOHN LEWIS
explains:

If you want to create an open society, your
means of doing so must also be consistent
with the society you want to create. Vio-
lence begets violence. Hatred begets hatred.
Anger begets anger, every minute of the day,
in the smallest of moments as well as the
largest.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BisHoP of Utah). The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. I yield the
gentleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.

Ladies and gentlemen, we remember
the difficult path we trod as a Nation
to ensure the participation of all, and
we ought to do everything we can to
preserve it in our own day. It is not
just history that we want to learn; it is
the lesson for today that we must re-
member and learn.

I thank JoHN LEWIS for his leader-
ship. I thank the thousands, black and
white, young and old, rich and poor,
who joined together to make America a
better place.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. At this time, it’s my pleasure to
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Virginia, the majority leader, Mr. CAN-
TOR.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California.

Mr. Speaker, on March 7, 1965, in
Selma, Alabama, now-Congressman
JOHN LEWIS, our colleague, led 600

brave Americans in a march to protest
for their equal right to vote like any
other American, and they encountered
horrific and despicable violence, pre-
venting them from reaching their des-
tination, the capital in Montgomery.
That day, now known as Bloody Sun-
day, set the stage for the landmark
march to Montgomery led by Reverend
Martin Luther King and bolstered by
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faith and prayer. This act of leader-
ship, courage, and bravery culminated
with Congress passing the Voting
Rights Act of 1965, recognizing the
right of every American to participate
in our electoral process.

At that time, there were just six
black Members of Congress. Today, I
am proud to serve with 44 black col-
leagues. As Reverend King said:

The arc of the moral universe is long, but
it bends toward justice.

Mr. Speaker, today we will pass a
resolution that will add the testi-
monies of Members of Congress, cur-
rent and past, who participated in the
civil rights movement and commemo-
rative events to the historic record of
the House. Their stories are an impor-
tant part of our Nation’s heritage and
will serve as a reminder to every Amer-
ican of the determination and sacrifice
that shaped the stronger democracy we
live in today.

I would like to thank Representative
TERRI SEWELL, who represents Selma,
and Representative MARTHA ROBY, who
represents Montgomery, for offering
this resolution to preserve a powerful
and transformative period in American
history. Mr. Speaker, I am extremely
honored to work with Congressman
LEWIS to ensure that these stories will
never be forgotten.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
may I inquire about how much time re-
mains.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia has 4Y2 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia has 11%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
COHEN).

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank also Representatives SEWELL
and ROBY for sponsoring this resolution
and Congressman LEWIS for his life.

This is a historic resolution, for the
work and the memories need to be pre-
served. I, like Congressman SEWELL,
am here because of the work of Con-
gressman LEWIS and other civil rights
leaders, making this for a better Amer-
ica.

I didn’t think I needed to go on the
pilgrimage because I'm from Memphis
and I’'ve been to the Mason Temple
where Dr. King made his last speech;
and been to Lorraine Motel, the na-
tional civil rights museum, on many
occasions; and AFSCME hall where he
rallied workers, now named for Jerry
Wurf.
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But when I went to Birmingham,
when I went to Montgomery, when I
went to Selma, I realized that there
was much more history that I needed
to know, and there was a way to be
filled with the spirit of the civil rights
movement, which one is when one goes
to the Rosa Parks Museum, the Dexter
Street Church, the 16th Street Church,
the Civil Rights Institute, and the
bridge.
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It’s hard to fathom the way the world
was in 1965, but that was only a short
number of years ago. This country
started with a history of slavery, and it
was accepted by the Founding Fathers
and others as the way things were. The
Founding Fathers were great men, and
they wrote words that were great, but
they were without absolute meaning
because they accepted, as a given, that
African Americans should be slaves and
women shouldn’t have equality. It took
a civil war to change some of that, and
then it took JOHN LEWIS and civil
rights workers to change the Jim Crow
laws that followed up, that didn’t ac-
cept the outcome of the war and con-
tinued a segregated society that said
African Americans weren’t equal,
couldn’t go in public places and public
accommodations and public res-
taurants and transit, just like others.

Well, that changed, and the people
who changed that, the civil rights
workers, the marchers, the sit-ins, the
Freedom Riders—BOB FILNER was a
Freedom Rider and was arrested, a
Congressperson—those people made the
promise that was given fulfilled.

It’s still a work. I introduced and
this House passed in 2007 an apology for
slavery and Jim Crow. It took till 2007
for this House to pass it, and I appre-
ciate the fact that when I did introduce
it and it passed, that there were two
Republican sponsors, but there were
just two Republican sponsors.

This year, I have H.R. 3866, which
recognizes all civil rights workers with
a Congressional Gold Medal. I'm sorry
to say that, to this date, there’s not a
single Republican sponsor. There
should be. Civil rights is as Republican
as it is Democrat. The party of Lin-
coln, as did the party of Kennedy, pro-
vided civil rights. And in 1965, when
that Voting Rights Act passed, there
were people like Everett Dirksen who
cast important votes.

I urge my Republican colleagues to
support this resolution, to support H.R.
3688, and honor the civil rights workers
who had to fight their country for their
rights and privileges.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. May I make an inquiry as to
whether the gentleman on the other
side, Mr. LEWIS, has additional speak-
ers?

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. We don’t have
any additional speakers.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. And how much time do we
have?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 112 min-
utes. The gentleman from Georgia has
1% minutes.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my
friend and my colleague from Cali-
fornia for his commitment, for his
dedication, with all of his kind words
today.
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I think this resolution is saying to
all of us that we have come a distance.
We’ve made a lot of progress, and the
Members of Congress participated in
helping to bring about what I like to
call a nonviolent revolution in Amer-
ica, a revolution of values, a revolution
of ideas.

It is unreal, it is unbelievable. Just
think, a few short years ago, in a place
like Selma, Alabama, or Lowndes
County, Alabama, between Selma and
Montgomery, Lowndes County was
more than 80 percent African Amer-
ican. There was not a single registered
African American voter in the county.
Today there’s a biracial county govern-
ment.

That in a city like Selma, in 1965,
only 2.1 percent of African Americans
were registered to vote. Today there is
a biracial city government.

Or in a State like the State of Mis-
sissippi, in 1965, the State had an Afri-
can American population, voting age
population, of more than 450,000, and
only about 16,000 were registered to
vote. Because of the action of Presi-
dents and Members of Congress, we
have changed, and it’s my hope and my
prayer that every Member of Congress
will vote to pass this resolution.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to echo the
words of my friend, Mr. LEWIS. Let us
have all Members vote for this resolu-
tion. It is a recognition, a simple,
straightforward, symbolic resolution
recognizing the efforts of so many, as
embodied in the gentleman, Mr. LEWIS,
and others who worked so hard to
change this country for the better.

I'm honored to be here on the floor
with Mr. LEWIS today. I appreciate the
chance I had to be with him in this
march several years ago.

I encourage all Members to take part
in that, either this year or in the fu-
ture, and I ask all Members to support
this.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Speaker, today, | am proud
to join with TERRI SEWELL, another Alabama
Freshman Member, to offer House Resolution
562, an initiative that will preserve a collection
of accounts from Members involved in the his-
toric and annual marches from Selma to Mont-
gomery, Alabama. It is a great honor to today
stand on the House floor with my colleague,
Representative JOHN LEwIS, who himself
played such an important role in the Selma
march.

The oral histories preserved through this
resolution will memorialize the symbolic events
that changed the direction of the Civil Rights
Movement.

What took place during three historic
marches in Alabama over a three-week period
in 1965 proved to be a powerful trans-
formation in American history. The courageous
actions of so many moved our country out of
an era of misguided actions.

Participants marched towards a unified
goal—to provide equal voting rights for all
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Americans. The first march on March 7, 1965,
remains, without a doubt, one of the worst
demonstrations of racial violence. Participants
peacefully marching were met by a brutal and
aggressive police force. This violence was
captured by the news and broadcast to family
rooms all over the nation. It quickly delivered
a message to a racially divided country of the
unforeseen consequences caused by segrega-
tion.

Such shameless violent actions unleashed
on nonviolent marchers revealed the imme-
diate need for equal rights for citizens. Without
a doubt, the days that racial voting laws were
enforced by our country were among the dark-
est and least honorable for this nation. Even
today, our country is still repairing from the
wrongs inflicted decades ago from racial seg-
regation.

If it were not for the unwavering courage of
those marching for civil freedoms, our country
would be very different then the way we know
it today. Their brave actions will be forever
memorialized by the Selma to Montgomery
Voting Rights Trail.

Our younger generations today did not wit-
ness first-hand the historic demonstrations that
forged a unified nation. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to record the testimonies in order to re-
veal the scope and relevance of these civil
rights events.

| am proud to introduce this resolution with
Representative SEWELL to preserve the history
of our democracy. The resolution instructs the
Office of the Historian to compile testimonies
from current and former Members of Congress
who have participated in historic or commemo-
rative Civil Rights Movement actions. It will tell
every generation a detailed timeline of these
historic moments in the American Civil Rights
Movement.

Those marching for equality were among
the first patriots to envision a better America—
one free from racial discrimination. The
marches proved not only to be successful in
granting equal voting rights, but an illustrative
account of citizens attaining freedom from
harsh discrimination.

Though such intolerable actions can never
be reversed, there is still dignity knowing that
the participants of these marches permanently
changed the course of American history. |
urge all of my colleagues to vote in support of
this bicameral resolution.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
voice my strong support for H. Res. 562,
which directs the Office of the Historian to
compile oral histories for both the historic and
annual Selma-to-Montgomery marches in Ala-
bama.

| thank my colleagues, Representatives SE-
WELL and RoBY, for sponsoring this vitally im-
portant resolution.

They say those who do not learn from his-
tory are doomed to repeat it.

| can think of no lesson more valuable for all
Americans to learn than the courage, justice,
perseverance, and non-violence exemplified
by those individuals who participated in the
historic Alabama marches of 1965.

The character shown by leaders such as Dr.
Martin Luther King, Reverend Hosea Williams,
and our very own JOHN LEWIS, was truly re-
markable.

Since 1998, Members of Congress have
had the opportunity to participate in the annual
civil rights pilgrimage to the Selma-to-Mont-
gomery National Historic Trail.
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It is fitting that the Office of the Historian of
the House compiles oral histories from those
who have participated in these historic events.

| urge my colleagues to join me in recog-
nizing those who fought for the civil rights we
enjoy today. Let us pass H. Res. 562, so that
we may never forget the lessons they have
taught us.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
express my strong support for H. Res. 562,
which will instruct the House Historian to col-
lect oral histories from Members of Congress
involved in the marches from Selma to Mont-
gomery, Alabama as well as the wider civil
rights movement. This effort will preserve for
generations to come the experiences of all
those who had to fight to bring the realities of
our nation in line with our ideals of freedom
and equality. | am glad that we can all come
together in a bipartisan fashion to support this
important initiative.

During the historic marches from Selma to
Montgomery in 1965, led by Dr. Martin Luther
King Jr. and my colleague Representative
JOHN LEWIS, many brave protesters were bru-
tally beaten and tear-gassed by authorities for
non-violently standing up for their rights. The
images of these events embodied the vicious-
ness of racism and segregation, and raised
awareness and support for the civil rights
movement across the nation. This momentum
resulted in increasing desegregation and the
passage of the Voting Rights Act by Congress
in 1965, which reaffirmed the rights of all
Americans to participate in our democratic po-
litical process, regardless of race or identity.
Starting in 1998, Members of Congress, led
once again by Congressman LEwIS, have
been participating in an annual march from
Selma to Montgomery to commemorate these
events and to underscore the immense posi-
tive impact that the participants in those
marches had on the history of our nation.

Please join me in supporting this legislation
and in recognizing my friend Representative
LEwis for his invaluable contributions to the
civil rights movement. It is my hope that the
histories to be compiled by this project will in-
spire the leaders of the future, who are fol-
lowing the example set by Representative
LEWIS and other civil leaders. They are truly
striving to make our country a more perfect re-
flection of the vision of our founders.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise today in support of H. Res. 562, “Direct-
ing the Office of the Historian to compile oral
histories from Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives involved in the historic and an-
nual Selma to Montgomery, Alabama,
marches, as well as the civil rights movement
in general, for the purposes of expanding or
augmenting the historic record for public dis-
semination and education.”

What happened in Selma 45 years ago, is
an opportunity to remember and embrace our
history and its evolution. A single day in 1965
would become known as Bloody Sunday. | am
proud to serve with Mr. JOHN LEWIS who led
600 brave Americans on that day, on a peace-
ful march for their equal rights to vote. They
were met with unspeakable violence and put
their lives on the line for the right to vote. This
resolution will ensure that future Americans
will not forget the sacrifices made by brave,
courageous, Americans seeking only to have
full participation in our fine Democracy.

| have had the honor of participating in the
Congressional Civil Rights Pilgrimage with Mr.



H1112

LEwiS. | had the opportunity to see history
come alive during my pilgrimage to Bir-
mingham, Montgomery and Selma. | left with
further appreciation for all the efforts that Afri-
can-Americans have accomplished over the
years.

The events that took place in Alabama were
pivotal in our nation’s civil rights movement.
Dr. King’s “Letter from a Birmingham Jail,” the
16th Street Baptist Church bombing and the
Bloody Sunday march were crucial experi-
ences to America’s collective psyche.

Two weeks after Bloody Sunday, under the
protection of the Alabama National Guard, Dr.
King was able to lead the march successfully,
and in August of that same year President
Johnson signed into law the Voting Rights Act
of 1965. Dr. King and his committed sup-
porters forced our nation to acknowledge the
injustices committed against African-Ameri-
cans.

This legislation will ensure the 54 mile route,
beginning at the Brown Chapel A.M.E. Church
in Selma and ending at the State Capitol
Building in Montgomery, is never forgotten.

With the support of this body, generations to
come can know and appreciate those early
steps in the civil rights movement that began
the road to making the Constitution of this
country extend its rights and protections to all
of its citizens.

The painful lessons learned in Montgomery,
Birmingham and Selma continue to be experi-
enced by minority populations all over the
United States. The struggle for political rec-
ognition and participation continues not only in
the African-American populations, but now in
the fast-growing Latino community. In addition,
many of the gains that can be traced back to
the civil rights era are currently being targeted.
We must be ever vigilant to ensure that we do
not turn back the clock and instead keep mov-
ing forward to protect the rights of minorities in
this country.

A long, bitter, and bloody struggle was
fought for the Voting Rights Act of 1965 so
that all Americans could enjoy the right to
vote, regardless of race, ethnicity, or national
origin. Americans died in that fight so that oth-
ers could achieve what they had been force-
fully deprived of for centuries—the ability to
walk freely and without fear into the polling
place and cast a voting ballot.

Efforts to keep minorities from fully exer-
cising that franchise, however, continue. In-
deed, in the past thirty years, we have wit-
nessed a pattern of efforts to intimidate and
harass minority voters including efforts that
were deemed “Ballot Security” programs that
include the mailing of threatening notices to
African-American voters, the carrying of video
cameras to monitor polls, the systematic chal-
lenging of minority voters at the polls on un-
lawful grounds, and the hiring of guards and
off-duty police officers to intimidate and fright-
en voters at the polls.

Most Americans take the right to vote for
granted. We assume that we can register and
vote if we are over 18 and are citizens. 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 African 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.

And the Voting Rights Act has made giant
strides toward that goal. 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. And Na-
tive Americans, Asians and others who have
historically encountered harsh barriers to full
political participation also have benefited
greatly.

We must not forget the importance of pro-
tecting this hard earned right. Preserving our
past and honoring those who put their lives on
the line for change is the right step toward en-
suring that history does not repeat itself.

Again, | thank Mr. LEwIS for his leadership.
| thank him for having the courage both 45
years ago and today to be a champion of
change.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Wednesday, February 29, 2012, the reso-
lution is considered read and the pre-
vious question is ordered on the resolu-
tion and on the preamble.

The question is on adoption of the
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15-
minute vote on adoption of House Res-
olution 562 will be followed by 5-minute
votes on motions to suspend the rules
on S. 1134 and House Resolution 556.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 418, nays 0,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 92]

YEAS—418
Ackerman Amash Bachus
Adams Amodei Baldwin
Aderholt Andrews Barletta
Akin Austria Barrow
Alexander Baca Bartlett
Altmire Bachmann Barton (TX)
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Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Benishek
Berg
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Brown (FL)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen

Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellison
Ellmers
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Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grijalva
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hochul
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Kucinich
Labrador

Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McNerney
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quayle
Quigley
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
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Reyes Schweikert Towns
Ribble Scott (SC) Tsongas
Richardson Scott (VA) Turner (NY)
Richmond Scott, Austin Turner (OH)
Rigell Scott, David Upton
Rivera Sensenbrenner Van Hollen
R S Veliaue
Rogers (AL) Sewell &I;fggify
Rogers (KY) Sherman 2

Walden
Rogers (MI) Shuler
Rohrabacher Shuster Walsh (IL)
Rokita Simpson Walz (MN)
Rooney Sires Wasserman
Ros-Lehtinen Slaughter Schultz
Roskam Smith (NE) Waters
Ross (AR) Smith (NJ) Watt
Ross (FL) Smith (TX) Waxman
Rothman (NJ) Smith (WA) Webster
Roybal-Allard Southerland Welch
Royce Speier West
Runyan Stark Westmoreland
Ruppersberger Stearns Whitfield
Rush Stivers Wilson (FL)
Ryan (OH) Stu’gzman Wilson (SC)
Ryan (WI) Sullivan Wittman
Sanchez, Loretta Sutton Wolf
Sarbanes Terry Womack
Scalise Thompson (CA) Woodall
Schakowsky Thompson (MS)
Schiff Thompson (PA) Woolsey
Schilling Thornberry Yarmuth
Schmidt Tiberi Yoder
Schock Tierney Young (AK)
Schrader Tipton Young (FL)
Schwartz Tonko Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—15
Campbell McMorris Payne
Cardoza Rodgers Rangel
Cleaver Meeks Sanchez, Linda
Franks (AZ) Nadler T.
Goodlatte Olver Shimkus
Kaptur Paul
O 1043

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, on
rolicall No. 92 | was in TS briefing. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

———

ST. CROIX RIVER CROSSING
PROJECT AUTHORIZATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (S. 1134) to authorize the St. Croix
River Crossing Project with appro-
priate mitigation measures to promote
river values, on which the yeas and
nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 339, nays 80,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 93]

YEAS—339
Adams Baldwin Berkley
Aderholt Barletta Bilbray
Alexander Barrow Bilirakis
Altmire Bartlett Bishop (GA)
Amodei Barton (TX) Bishop (UT)
Austria Bass (NH) Black
Baca Becerra Blackburn
Bachmann Benishek Bonner
Bachus Berg Bono Mack

Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Chandler
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeFazio
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr

Fattah
Filner
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)

Green, Al
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hall
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holden
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hunter
Hurt
Inslee
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McGovern
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McNerney
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moore
Mulvaney
Myrick
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem

Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Olver
Owens
Palazzo
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schilling
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sewell
Shuler
Shuster
Sires
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Sullivan
Sutton
Terry
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tipton
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner (NY)
Turner (OH)
Upton
Van Hollen
Visclosky
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Walberg West Wolf
Walden Westmoreland Womack
Walsh (IL) Whitfield Woodall
Walz (MN) Wilson (FL) Yoder
Watt Wilson (SC) Young (AK)
Webster Wittman Young (IN)
NAYS—80
Ackerman Hanna Murphy (PA)
Amash Hayworth Napolitano
Andrews Heinrich Pallone
Bass (CA) Hinchey Polis
Berman Hirono Price (NC)
Biggert Hochul Quigley
Bishop (NY) Holt Roybal-Allard
Blumenauer Honda Sarbanes
Bonamici Hultgren Schiff
Brown (FL) Israel Schmidt
Buchanan Johnson (GA) Serrano
Capps Johnson (IL) Sherman
Chabot Johnson, E. B. Simpson
Chu Keating Slaughter
Cohen Kucinich Speier
DeGette Langevin Stark
DeLauro Lee (CA) Stutzman
Denham Lewis (GA) Thompson (CA)
Deutch Lofgren, Zoe Velazquez
Dicks Lujan Wasserman
Doggett Maloney Schultz
Edwards Markey Waters
Ellison McCollum Waxman
Fincher McDermott Welch
Fitzpatrick Miller (NC) Woolsey
Grijalva Moran Yarmuth
Hanabusa Murphy (CT) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—14
Akin Green, Gene Nadler
Campbell Kaptur Paul
Cardoza McMorris Payne
Cleaver Rodgers Rangel
Goodlatte Meeks Shimkus

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
O 1052
Ms. WATERS and Mr. HULTGREN

changed their vote from ‘‘yea’ to
3 énay. kR
Messrs. COFFMAN of Colorado,

McCGOVERN and OLVER changed their
vote from ‘‘nay”’ to ‘‘yea.”

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
on rollcall No. 93, had | been present, | would
have voted “yea.”

————
CONDEMNING IRAN FOR ITS PER-
SECUTION OF YOUCEF
NADARKHANI

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution (H. Res. 556) condemning
the Government of Iran for its contin-
ued persecution, imprisonment, and
sentencing of Youcef Nadarkhani on
the charge of apostasy, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
P1TTs) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, as
amended.
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This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 417, nays 1,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 94]

YEAS—417
Ackerman Cummings Holt
Adams Davis (CA) Honda
Aderholt Davis (IL) Hoyer
AKkin Davis (KY) Huelskamp
Alexander DeFazio Huizenga (MI)
Altmire DeGette Hultgren
Amash DeLauro Hunter
Amodei Denham Hurt
Andrews Dent Inslee
Austria DesJarlais Israel
Baca Deutch Issa
Bachmann Diaz-Balart Jackson (IL)
Bachus Dicks Jackson Lee
Baldwin Dingell (TX)
Barletta Doggett Jenkins
Barrow Dold Johnson (GA)
Bartlett Donnelly (IN) Johnson (IL)
Barton (TX) Doyle Johnson (OH)
Bass (CA) Dreier Johnson, E. B.
Bass (NH) Duffy Johnson, Sam
Becerra Duncan (SC) Jones
Benishek Duncan (TN) Jordan
Berg Edwards Keating
Berkley Ellison Kelly
Berman Ellmers Kildee
Biggert Emerson Kind
Bilbray Engel King (IA)
Bilirakis Eshoo King (NY)
Bishop (GA) Farenthold Kingston
Bishop (NY) Farr Kinzinger (IL)
Bishop (UT) Fattah Kissell
Black Filner Kline
Blackburn Fincher Kucinich
Blumenauer Fitzpatrick Labrador
Bonamici Flake Lamborn
Bonner Fleischmann Lance
Bono Mack Fleming Langevin
Boren Flores Lankford
Boswell Forbes Larsen (WA)
Boustany Fortenberry Larson (CT)
Brady (PA) Foxx Latham
Brady (TX) Frank (MA) LaTourette
Braley (IA) Franks (AZ) Latta
Brooks Frelinghuysen Lee (CA)
Broun (GA) Fudge Levin
Brown (FL) Gallegly Lewis (CA)
Buchanan Garamendi Lewis (GA)
Bucshon Gardner Lipinski
Buerkle Garrett LoBiondo
Burgess Gerlach Loebsack
Burton (IN) Gibbs Lofgren, Zoe
Butterfield Gibson Long
Calvert Gingrey (GA) Lowey
Camp Gohmert Lucas
Canseco Gonzalez Luetkemeyer
Cantor Gosar Lujan
Capito Gowdy Lummis
Capuano Granger Lungren, Daniel
Carnahan Graves (GA) E.
Carney Graves (MO) Lynch
Carson (IN) Green, Al Mack
Carter Green, Gene Maloney
Cassidy Griffin (AR) Manzullo
Castor (FL) Griffith (VA) Marchant
Chabot Grijalva Marino
Chaffetz Grimm Markey
Chandler Guinta Matheson
Chu Guthrie Matsui
Cicilline Gutierrez McCarthy (CA)
Clarke (MI) Hahn McCarthy (NY)
Clarke (NY) Hall McCaul
Clay Hanabusa McClintock
Clyburn Hanna McCollum
Coble Harper McCotter
Coffman (CO) Harris McDermott
Cohen Hartzler McGovern
Cole Hastings (FL) McHenry
Conaway Hastings (WA) McIntyre
Connolly (VA) Hayworth McKeon
Conyers Heck McKinley
Cooper Heinrich McNerney
Costa Hensarling Meehan
Costello Herger Mica
Courtney Herrera Beutler =~ Michaud
Cravaack Higgins Miller (FL)
Crawford Himes Miller (MI)
Crenshaw Hinchey Miller (NC)
Critz Hinojosa Miller, Gary
Crowley Hirono Miller, George
Cuellar Hochul Moore
Culberson Holden Moran
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Mulvaney Rogers (KY) Stark
Murphy (PA) Rogers (MI) Stearns
Myrick Rohrabacher Stivers
Napolitano Rokita Stutzman
Neal Rooney Sullivan
Neugebauer Ros-Lehtinen Sutton
Noem Roskam Terry
Nugent Ross (AR) Thompson (CA)
Nunes Ross (FL)
Nunnelee Rothman (NJ) $Eg$g:gﬁ EIE\’/IE))
.

Tiberi
Owens Runyan Tierney
Palazzo Ruppersberger .
Pallone Rush Tipton
Pascrell Ryan (OH) Tonko
Pastor (AZ) Ryan (WI) Towns
Paulsen Sanchez, Linda Tsongas
Pearce T. Turner (NY)
Pelosi Sanchez, Loretta Turner (OH)
Pence Sarbanes Upton
Perlmutter Scalise Van Hollen
Peters Schakowsky Velazquez
Peterson Schiff Visclosky
Petri Schilling Walberg
Pingree (ME) Schmidt Walden
Pitts Schock Walz (MN)
Platts Schrader Wasserman
Poe (TX) Schwartz Schultz
Polis Schweikert Waters
Pompeo Scott (SC) Watt
Posey Scott (VA) Waxman
Price (GA) Scott, Austin Webster
Price (NC) Scott, David Welch
Quayle Sensenbrenner West
Quigley Serrano Westmoreland
Rahall Sessions iy
Reed Sewell Whitfield
Rehberg Sherman W%lson (FL)
Reichert Shuler W}lson (8C)
Renacci Shuster Wittman
Reyes Simpson Wolf
Ribble Sires Womack
Richardson Slaughter Woodall
Richmond Smith (NE) Woolsey
Rigell Smith (NJ) Yarmuth
Rivera Smith (TX) Yoder
Roby Smith (WA) Young (AK)
Roe (TN) Southerland Young (FL)
Rogers (AL) Speier Young (IN)

NAYS—1
Capps
NOT VOTING—15

Campbell McMorris Payne
Cardoza Rodgers Rangel
Cleaver Meeks Shimkus
Goodlatte Murphy (CT) Walsh (IL)
Kaptur Nadler
Landry Paul

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
O 1101

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
resolution, as amended, was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, | mistakenly
voted “no” on rollcall 94 when | intended to
vote “yes.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, due to a com-
mitment off the Hill, | had to miss votes on
H.R. 562, S. 1134, and H. Res. 556. Had |
been present, | would have voted “aye” on
H.R. 562, “aye” on S. 1134, and “aye” on H.
Res. 556.

——
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
my friend the majority leader, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR), for
the purpose of inquiring of the major-
ity leader the schedule of the week to
come.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman,
Mr. Speaker, the Democratic whip, the
gentleman from Maryland. Thank you
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House
will meet at noon for morning hour and
2 p.m. for legislative business. Votes
will be postponed until 6:30 p.m. On
Tuesday and Wednesday, the House
will be meet at 10 a.m. for morning
hour and noon for legislative business.
On Thursday, the House will meet at 9
a.m. for legislative business. The last
votes of the week are expected no later
than 3 p.m. No votes are expected in
the House on Friday.

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider
a few bills under suspension of the
rules, including a bipartisan bill deal-
ing with countervailing duties against
nonmarket economies like China. A
complete list of suspensions will be an-
nounced by the close of business to-
morrow.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the House
will consider two bills focused on job
creation and our creating an environ-
ment for that to happen. The first is
H.R. 2842, the Bureau of Reclamation
Small Conduit Hydropower Develop-
ment and Rural Jobs Act, sponsored by
Representative ScoTT TIiPTON of Colo-
rado; and H.R. 3606, the Jumpstart Our
Business Startups Act, the JOBS Act,
sponsored by Representative STEPHEN
FINCHER from Tennessee. Both bills are
bipartisan, and I would note that the
President and many outside entre-
preneurs like Steve Case have endorsed
the Fincher bill.

Mr. Speaker, I'd hope that Senator
REID would move expeditiously in pass-
ing the JOBS Act once this House
sends it to the Senate at the end of
next week.

I thank the gentleman from Mary-
land, the Democratic whip, for yield-
ing, and I yield back.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his information, and I would say
with respect to the bills that he will be
offering, we have, as the gentleman
knows, considered four of those bills on
the floor. They passed overwhelmingly.
I think they’re good bills, and I look
forward to supporting them again.

There are two bills which are new.
One of the bills was considered when it
was sponsored by Mr. HIMES. It was a
good bill then, and it’s a good bill now.
I believe our side certainly is going to
join in supporting these bills, which we
think will have some positive effect on
small business entrepreneurs, business
formation, and capital formation. I
have had the opportunity of talking to
Mr. Steve Case, a good friend, and I
want to thank Steve Case, as I know
you do, for his role working with the
White House and working with us on
moving these bills forward. I think
they are a positive contribution, and as
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the gentleman knows, four of the bills
received over 400 votes when they were
first passed on the House floor not too
long ago. We think those are positive
steps.

So, I look forward to next week being
a week in which we can vote together
on something. I'm sure America does
as well. Again, I want to congratulate
Steve Case for the work that he has
done with respect to this package.

I do want to, however, say that we do
look forward to additional legislation
dealing with jobs creation. We’ve
talked about the President’s jobs bill
or other jobs bills that might be of-
fered. We would look forward to those
coming forward, as well.

Let me ask the gentleman: one of the
jobs-related bills that we’re talking
about, of course, is infrastructure, in
this case, the highway bill, the infra-
structure bill. The gentleman did not
mention that for next week. And I
know he’s concerned about it. We’re all
concerned about the March 31 date on
which the highway program will run
out of authorization. As the gentleman
knows, there is a severe funding short-
age, and it is our fear, our concern,
that literally hundreds of thousands of
people will lose their jobs if we do not
act.

Can the gentleman tell me when he
thinks we might be acting on either a
big bill or an extension? I'll yield to
my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
for the question.

As the gentleman knows, there’s
been a lot of discussion about the way
forward given the fiscal reality of the
transportation trust fund, and talks
are continuing to ensue as we continue
to watch what the other body does on
this issue as well, knowing full well the
March 31 deadline that we’re facing.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for that information. I want to assure
him that our side of the aisle looks for-
ward to working with his side of the
aisle towards hopefully coming to-
gether with a bipartisan bill which will
certainly keep the program going. But
from our perspective, it is more than
an investment in infrastructure, which
this country needs to remain competi-
tive, but it is also an investment in job
creation, which we think this bill will
do as well.

The Export-Import Bank authoriza-
tion, as the gentleman also knows, will
be coming to a close, and Financial
Services has shared jurisdiction with
that. Can the gentleman tell me what
the status of the Export-Import Bank
is? As the gentleman knows, I think we
have a joint agenda, because I think a
lot of things on there are supported by
both sides of the aisle, what we call a
Make It in America agenda. We believe
this is very important for Make It in
America—encouraging manufacturing
and job creation here in America. Can
the gentleman tell me the status of the
reauthorization of the Export-Import
Bank? I yield to my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman,
Mr. Speaker. I think the gentleman
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knows that both his staff and mine are
in constant communication on this bill
as late as I think last night and have
met to discuss the options as to how we
proceed forward. Again, we are very
mindful of the expiration, or looming
expiration, or need for, if you will, of
the passage of this bill and look for-
ward to continuing to work with him
and his team to make sure that we get
the resolution right and are able to
proceed.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for those comments, and we look for-
ward to continuing to work together.

The next question I would like to ask
is, clearly, we’re coming up on March
15 in the not-too-distant future. It’s my
understanding from CHRIS VAN HOLLEN,
who is the ranking member of the
Budget Committee, that he believes
that the committee will markup a
budget on the 19th with the possibility
of reporting a budget to the floor on
the 26th of this month.

Can the gentleman tell me, is that a
schedule that he contemplates, and is
that information accurate? I yield to
my friend.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is correct. He stated this sort of
series of events that we anticipate, and
we look to making sure that we’re
doing everything to facilitate that and
have the budget on the floor, hopefully,
by the end of this month.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, let me say
that Mr. CANTOR and I had the oppor-
tunity to speak on the floor today. We
spoke on behalf of a resolution that
was passed overwhelmingly, unani-
mously, that spoke to commemorating
the march that both the majority lead-
er and I have participated in in the
past, and I'll be participating in again
this weekend, a march commemorating
the march across the Edmund Pettus
Bridge from Selma to Montgomery.
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Today was a day of unity on the floor
of this House in which Mr. LUNGREN
and Mr. LEwWIS and others expressed
their thoughts, as did so many of the
rest of us, about how this is a great les-
son on the fact that we have not al-
ways been where we promised to be as
a Nation, but that we’ve made
progress, and a reminder that there is
still progress yet to be done.

I want to thank the majority leader
for his comments that he made on the
floor today and for his focus on this
issue.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman and would say that the
gentleman has been a huge supporter
and participant in the pilgrimage to
Alabama marking that event, that day
in history, and I look forward to his
participation in the process of making
sure that the House Historian has the
necessary information to accurately
reflect the House’s role, the Members
of the House’s role, and certainly the
gentleman’s role in the pilgrimage to
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Alabama  celebrating that event.
Frankly, as he indicates, Mr. Speaker,
a reminder to us all that this country
didn’t always get it right, but we are
continuing to work together to make
sure that we are that land of equal
rights and opportunities for all.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his comments, and as he observes,
House Members have participated in
this.

There is a wonderful organization
known as Faith & Politics. We believe
strongly in the separation of church
and State, but as I tell people, we do
not believe in the separation of the val-
ues our faiths teach and the policies
that we pursue. There is that discus-
sion, and multifaiths are represented in
those discussions.

As the majority leader and I are of
different faiths, we are of one mind
with respect to ensuring that the val-
ues of our respective faiths are realized
in our public policies.

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

———

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 5, 2012

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at noon on Monday next for
morning-hour debate and 2 p.m. for leg-
islative business.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DUNCAN of South Carolina). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Virginia?

There was no objection.

———
IT’S SOCCER TIME

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, two
American soldiers were Killed today in
Afghanistan.

While our amazing troops are still in
the rugged field of battle fighting peo-
ple who kill in the name of religion, a
new field is getting ready for its grand
opening at Guantanamo Bay.

Finishing touches are being put on a
swanky high-dollar soccer field for
criminal terrorist detainees at Gitmo.
And, of course, Americans are picking
up the $750,000 tab for the recreational
facilities for these criminals.

Isn’t that lovely?

The U.S. Government is giving these
radical extremists access to the soccer
field for 20 hours a day. What follows,
a terrorist soccer league? These radi-
cals should be doing hard time, not soc-
cer time.

Our government has no business
building this tropical Caribbean rec-
reational facility for terrorists. It is
disrespectful and insulting to all who
are victims of these killers.

What is next at this terrorist play-
ground, a tiki hut and bar at the
beach?
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This ought not to be, but that’s just
the way it is.

———

CLEAN ENERGY JOBS BILL

(Ms. BERKLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today on behalf of Nevada’s struggling
out-of-work families who understand
that this Nation’s top priority must be
putting people back to work.

One way that we can do this is by
bringing clean energy manufacturing
jobs to our State. My clean energy jobs
bill does just that, by transforming our
State’s abundant wind, sun, and geo-
thermal energy into good-paying jobs
that can’t be shipped overseas. It does
this by getting our priorities lined up
with our values.

The bill extends a 30 percent tax
credit for clean energy manufacturing
companies that is paid for by elimi-
nating the billions of taxpayer give-
aways to big oil companies.

Last year, Big Oil made $137 billion
in profits. They don’t need our money.
Unfortunately, Washington Repub-
licans just don’t see it that way. In
fact, the Republicans vote time and
again to protect taxpayer-funded hand-
outs to greedy oil companies. Those are
the wrong priorities for our Nation,
and they are certainly the wrong prior-
ities for the State of Nevada.

With rising gas prices, it is time to
hold big oil companies accountable and
make Nevada the hub of our clean en-
ergy jobs future.

I urge swift passage of this bill.

———

THE RISING PRICE OF GAS: THIS
ADMINISTRATION MUST CHANGE
COURSE

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

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, there are a
lot of issues being debated here in our
Nation’s capital, but Hoosiers are talk-
ing about just one thing, and that is
rising prices at the pump. The average
price of gasoline in Indiana right now
is $3.82 a gallon. That is 10 cents higher
than the national average. And it is
worth noting that when President
Obama came to office, the average
price of gasoline nationwide was $1.79.

This administration pushed cap-and-
trade and a national energy tax that
the President said would cause utility
rates to skyrocket, they pushed it
through regulations even though it
didn’t make it in the Congress, they
suspended deepwater drilling in the
Gulf of Mexico for a time, they placed
the entire Pacific and Atlantic coasts
off-limits to drilling, refused to explore
Alaska, decreased production across
the Western part of our Nation, and
most recently rejected the Keystone
XL pipeline.

With no joy in saying this, Mr.
Speaker, I say rising gasoline prices
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are a natural result of the policies of
the Obama administration, and this ad-
ministration must change course. It’s
time that we enact an all-of-the-above
energy strategy that includes more ac-
cess to America’s energy reserves,
more alternative energy sources, and
encouragement of conservation. That’s
how we will tackle this crisis.

I rise on behalf of hardworking Hoo-
siers and everyday Americans who are
struggling with the prices at the pump
on this first day in March to say to this
administration: Accept the Keystone
pipeline, approve more domestic explo-
ration, abandon your headlong rush to-
ward regulation and a national energy
tax, and let’s give Americans real relief
at the pump as this spring begins.

——————

RECOGNITION OF BOSNIAN
INDEPENDENCE DAY

(Mr. CARNAHAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to the Bosnian
people as they celebrate the 20th anni-
versary of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s
independence.

As a founding member and cochair-
man of the Congressional Bosnian Cau-
cus and having the distinct honor of
representing a growing, vibrant com-
munity of Bosnian Americans in St.
Louis, Missouri, one of the largest Bos-
nian American communities in the
U.S., I'm pleased to recognize Bosnian
Independence Day with my constitu-
ents and the people of Bosnia.

Yesterday, our caucus cochair, Rep-
resentative CHRIS SMITH, and I had a
meeting with Secretary of State Hil-
lary Clinton to discuss progress and
continued challenges in Bosnia. I'm en-
couraged that the elected leaders have
begun to do what is in the best interest
of their country: to form a govern-
ment, to begin to pass laws that will
help put Bosnia on a path to member-
ship in NATO and the European Union.

In the face of tremendous challenge,
Bosnia has made great progress over
the past 20 years, but there is much
more to be done.

Yesterday, I urged Secretary Clinton
to continue active U.S. involvement in
the country and to strengthen U.S.
support for the Bosnian people as they
embark on a wide range of needed re-
forms.

I’'m proud to represent thousands of
Bosnians in the St. Louis region. It’s
with great pride that I continue to
stand with them today and offer a
hearty congratulations on the 20th an-
niversary of independence.

COMMEMORATING ALABAMA CIVIL
RIGHTS MARCHES
(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I wanted to rise to the floor
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to add my appreciation in celebration
of H. Res. 562, directing the Office of
the Historian to compile oral histories
from Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives involved in the historic
and annual Selma to Montgomery, Ala-
bama, marches, and certainly those
who started in 1965.

Let me first of all thank the sponsor
of the bill, TERRI SEWELL, and ac-
knowledge that I've had the privilege
of marching across the Edmund Pettus
Bridge for almost two decades with the
Faith & Politics organization and JOHN
LEWIS.

Just a couple of weeks ago, I was in
Marion, Alabama, receiving an award
from the Perry County organization
with Commissioner Turner on com-
memorating Jimmie Lee Jackson Day,
who was the first person shot who went
to a rally that Dr. Martin Luther King
held simply to express his right to
vote. He was shot trying to protect his
mom and his grandmother, dragged out
of the place and stomped to death.

Now some 45 years later, we’re able
to commemorate, but we must recount
the stories of those who were there and
those who still march today. As we
proceed to improve on voting today
and end the oppression of voter IDs, it
is appropriate to celebrate this resolu-
tion and to march across the Edmund
Pettus Bridge this coming Bloody Sun-
day.

———
0 1120
SHAME ON YOU, RUSH LIMBAUGH

(Ms. SPEIER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
morning to say to Rush Limbaugh,
‘““‘Shame on you.”

Shame on you for being the
hatemonger that you are. Shame on
you for being misogynistic. Shame on
you for calling the women of this coun-
try sluts and prostitutes, because
that’s what he did.

Ninety-eight percent of the women in
this country, at some time in their
lives, use birth control. And yet he
went on the air recently and called
Sandra Fluke a slut and a prostitute
because she was trying to access birth
control pills as a third-year law stu-
dent at Georgetown.

So I say to the women in this coun-
try, Do something about this. I say to
the women of this country, Ask Cen-
tury 21, Quicken Loans, Legal Zoom,
and Sleep Number to stop supporting
the hatemongering of Rush Limbaugh,
and if they do not do that, then I ask
them to boycott those companies.

———
TRIBUTE TO HARRY BELAFONTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to my friend, my
brother, the one and only Harry
Belafonte, whose birthday is today, his
fame as a singer popularizing the Car-
ibbean musical style with an inter-
national audience, and is best known
for singing the Banana Boat Song, with
its signature lyric, ‘‘Day-O.” He’s a
movie star and was in pictures filmed
with Dorothy Dandridge and then Car-
men Jones, which was Otto
Preminger’s hit musical.

Throughout his career, though, he
has been a civil rights advocate and a
leader in humanitarian causes; and, for
me, his close counsel and advice and
support to the late Dr. Reverend Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr., is something that
I think will go down in civil rights his-
tory.

He’s been a leader in humanitarian
causes for many years. He helped orga-
nize the Grammy award winning song,
“We Are the World,” a multi-artist ef-
fort to raise funds for Africa when they
needed it most. He performed in the
Live Aid concert that same year.

In 1987, Mr. Belafonte received ap-
pointment to UNICEF as a goodwill
ambassador; and following his appoint-
ment, he traveled to Dakar, Senegal,
where he served as chairman of the
International Symposium of Artists
and Intellectuals for African Children.
He also helped to raise funds with doz-
ens of other artists in the largest con-
cert ever held in sub-Saharan Africa.
And then he went on a mission to
Rwanda and launched a media cam-
paign to raise awareness of the needs
and the troubles and the nutritional
challenges of Rwandan children.

In 2001, he went to South Africa to
support the campaign to reduce HIV/
AIDS. The next year, Africare awarded
him the Bishop John Walker Distin-
guished Humanitarian Service Award
for his efforts to assist in Africa.

In 2004, he went to Kenya to stress
the importance of education for the
children in that area.

In 2006, he was the recipient of the
BET Humanitarian Award and was
named one of the nine award recipients
by AARP Magazine.

Happy birthday, Harry Belafonte. I
love you, America loves you, and the
entire world will always love and ad-
mire your artistic genius, your stead-
fast devotion to causes of justice,
peace, and your enduring spirit to
transform both our country and the
world so it is a more compassionate,
soulful, and just planet.

I'm going to yield, at this time, to
the gentlelady from Texas, Ms. SHEILA
JACKSON LEE, as much time as she may
consume.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I want
to thank the gentleman from Detroit,
with his own august history in the civil
rights movement and, as they say, he
is no short man when it comes to the
work that he has done. More than one
that we note him for and thank him
for, the hiring of Rosa Parks and the
friendship with Dr. Martin Luther
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King, JOHN CONYERS has proceeded
with his legislative history from the
time of his embracing of the 1965 Vot-
ing Rights Act; and then ongoing,
where we have joined on that com-
mittee dealing with issues of police
brutality, dealing with issues of voter
protection, dealing with the reauthor-
ization of the Voting Rights Act, deal-
ing with the maintaining of the Con-
stitution through one impeachment
proceeding for me and two impeach-
ment proceedings for JOHN CONYERS,
we know from which he has spoken.
And beyond a whole litany that I could
give in terms of giving rights to people,
his dear friend, Harry Belafonte, is
about to approach a wonderful birth-
day. And since I count Mr. Belafonte
both hero and friend, I wanted to join
briefly for a moment.

Among some other issues that I'm
going to discuss is to, again, thank a
warrior for peace and justice, and one
who—Ilet me just say that he would not
say ‘‘sacrifice”’—one who wanted to en-
sure that the movement leaders, Dr.
King, Hosea Williams, Andy Young,
James Orange, the soldiers in Mis-
sissippi and Alabama, South Carolina,
Georgia, North Carolina, and places be-
yond had the kind of financial and Hol-
lywood structure that they would
argue that they were not walking
alone.

Harry Belafonte, a significant and
monumental talent of music, a boy
that hailed from the Caribbean, who
came to the United States with style
and smoothness of voice, still kicking,
still strong, still standing for truth.
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We know of his recent vintage that
he did not mince words on wars that he
thought that we should not be in, but
he certainly has not traveled anywhere
away from the distance of the journey
that Dr. Martin Luther King walked.

As Martin fell at the age of 39 in 1968,
Harry Belafonte never gave up the flag
and continued that battlefront to en-
sure that those who could not speak for
themselves were heard through his
wonderful and sweet, resounding voice,
his ability for lyrics, and his acting
talent of the many movies that he al-
lowed us to enjoy.

So I'm delighted, Mr. CONYERS, to
join you in wishing Harry Belafonte a
very happy birthday and, again, let
him know that he is too long from see-
ing us. We saw him just recently. But
anytime he wants to come to the
United States Congress and share with
us in our fight for justice, in the desire
to pass legislation that makes sense,
whether or not it is dealing with the
rights of women, whether it is to fight
for the overdue passage of the Equal
Rights Amendment or to ensure the re-
authorization of the Violence Against
Women Act or to make sure we fund
the Office of Civil Rights or we ensure
that the stamping and trampling on
the rights of a 96-year-old grandmother
to be able to vote in the 2012 election is
now stomped out because of voter ID
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laws, we want Harry Belafonte to know
that we welcome his voice on any of
these, and we would argue vigorously
that he remains in our hearts and con-
tinues to be cherished by America, but
also an American hero in the historic
role that he plays in our history and in
our musical history and the history of
civil rights.

So I want to thank you for allowing
me to be yielded to as I proceed to uti-
lize a continued part of this Special
Order in this hour that I wish to do.

I want to have the appropriate break
so that, Mr. Chairman, I think you are
well aware that you spent your life-
time fighting for rights for women. We
have done a number of legislative ini-
tiatives that have passed through the
House Judiciary Committee that I've
been privileged during the short time
that I’ve been there to be on; certainly,
the constant renewal of the rights deal-
ing with violence against women has
been imperative, the recognition of the
court cases, such as Roe v. Wade, and
the issues dealing with employment
discrimination.

So it calls for an immediate response
to a showman that has a show, ‘“The
Rush Limbaugh Show.” It calls for a
response that is bipartisan, that is hu-
mane, that really does not, if you will,
pander to the schisms that many in
this Congress, but many in America,
think we have.

Most people don’t realize that when
we go home to our district, we are em-
bracing people from all walks of life.
Whether it is encountering in our serv-
ice, whether or not we are engaging
with our Chamber, whether or not we
are at our schools, we are embracing
our constituents. We are there to pro-
vide for them.

So I come to the floor just as an
American that finds it very difficult
that, when there are two points of
view, which, in the procedure of the
House—if I might explain, when a com-
mittee holds a hearing, the majority
has the opportunity to select a number
of witnesses. In most instances, if it is
a panel of four, then the majority se-
lects three witnesses. Courtesy says
that you yield to the minority. In the
House, it happens to be Democrats. As
in Mr. CONYERS’ Judiciary Committee
when he was chairman, they were al-
lowed a witness. Now we’re allowed a
witness.

In the oversight hearing on the ques-
tion of dealing with the compromise of
the President to ensure no religious in-
stitution ever has to engage against
their view, which I will fight to the
death to ensure that happens, there
was a witness proposed by the Demo-
crats of that committee, a young
woman law student. The last time I
heard, she was a private citizen. She
was a law student, accredited or in
good standing, of one of the Nation’s
major law schools, and she was blocked
from testifying.

Shortly thereafter, the Democratic
Policy and Steering Committee, which
I'm a member of, led by Leader PELOSI,
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held a hearing and gave this private
citizen an opportunity to be heard. She
was called before the Democratic Pol-
icy and Steering Committee, which is
an appropriate vehicle in order to have
people heard on her views about the ne-
cessity of having access to women’s
health. That was the framework of her
testimony.

There were no accusatory words, as I
understand it. There was no blaming.
It was a simple, pure testimony of the
detriment to blocking women from
having access to health care. In fact,
we have designated or determined that
contraceptives have influenced and im-
pacted the decrease in cervical cancer
as addressed by OB/GYNs in this Na-
tion. So, her testimony was a factual
testimony on the basis of her experi-
ence.

And I will tell you that that happens
all the time, Mr. CONYERS, when we
call witnesses to provide testimony on
their own experience. As I understand
it, it was a civil proceeding that is now
documented for Members to review,
and I think that is the process of this
House that witnesses are allowed to be
in support of a particular position and
to be against.

Let me be very frank. Sometimes the
hearings get very feisty, but we’re al-
ways cognizant that we’re appreciative
of witnesses who are willing to come
before us and to, in fact, share their
thoughts.

We just had one here in the Judiciary
Committee, and I was delighted to see
an array of witnesses, and almost to
the extent it looked like we had it re-
solved when one of the faith witnesses
said they would have no concern about
any person that worked for them that
secured access to contraceptives
through some other way as long as it
did not cause that religious entity to
have to be involved. What a simple ac-
knowledgment of how America can re-
solve things. So it is a resolvable ques-
tion.

But 1o and behold, we look to the air-
waves, of which we, the Federal Gov-
ernment, provide, and certainly we
know the Fairness Doctrine does not
exist, but I might say that on the Feb-
ruary 29, 2012, show of Mr. Limbaugh,
we understand that he repeatedly used
sexually charged, patently offensive,
obscene language to malign the char-
acter of a courageous young woman, a
private citizen not running for any-
thing, in law school, attempting to be
a contributing citizen to this country,
paying her taxes, graduating. I'm sure
she has a family that loves her. She
just was willing to accept the call of a
committee to do her duty to give testi-
mony in her own words, to provide a
life story to an issue that we are grap-
pling with.

So I know I am standing here in the
face of the Fairness Doctrine that does
not require any media to offer a con-
travening point. Sometime in the last
couple of decades we eliminated the re-
quirement that if you said such-and-
such, you needed to bring so-and-so
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onto the radio or TV to say that. We’'re
still grappling with that because this
allows, of course, the maligning, the
vile statements, and one cannot an-
swer.

Those of us who are in the Kkitchen,
we know that if you’re in the kitchen,
you’re in the fire. Those of us who are
elected, we understand that our task is
simply to respond by way of our works
and our deeds and to allow the national
discourse to come.
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But I rise to the floor today because
of the vileness of the statements that
were made by Mr. Limbaugh—and par-
don me for having an enormous cold
here.

So, Rush, the statements that you
made, I think, are not appropriate to a
private citizen who came before a hear-
ing that was called by Members of Con-
gress, asking to secure the appropriate
balance and where she was refused in
the regular order of the House. Where
you’re allowed to have witnesses by the
majority and witnesses by the minor-
ity—it is an accepted process that no
one objects to—this young lady was
blocked. So the leaders of our House—
Leader PELOSI, the Democratic Policy
and Steering Committee, of which I am
a  member and support whole-
heartedly—called on this young lady.

If T might, I will just deviate for a
moment.

This connects to my morning visit
this morning of women who thrive, and
I want to acknowledge my full passion
for supporting the International Vio-
lence Against Women Act that we are
fighting to pass. In this morning’s
breakfast, we heard that one in three
women will experience violence in
their lifetimes. They will be pros-
tituted; they will be sold; they will be
enslaved; they will be beaten; they will
be killed.

We have to stop this around the
world. In my own jurisdiction, I have
seen in the last couple of days and
weeks men shoot their children, their
wives or whole families. This is in the
United States. I remember sitting
down with Madeleine Albright on the
border of Bangladesh, looking at the
freed, recently recaptured, prostitutes
who had been beaten and sold by their
families for the lack of survival, and
these young girls were trying to regain
their dignity in life. We cannot tol-
erate that, so I am committing myself
wholeheartedly to the passage of the
International Violence Against Women
Act.

I would commend Rush Limbaugh to
invite us on and talk about construc-
tive ways of helping women. I give him
every opportunity to have some guest
whom we can call in. I don’t think that
is possible, but I will challenge all of
the women of the House. Let’s try to
dial that number and see if we can pro-
vide some light on this topic of dealing
with what women face beyond the car-
ing and having the joy of bearing a
child but then sometimes raising them
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as a single parent and having to have
food stamps and having to have chil-
dren’s health insurance or the Afford-
able Care Act to survive and to raise
these wonderful children.

How many have testified, from sol-
dier to President, about a single parent
who has brought them this far and who
have said, If it weren’t for my mother—
some will say if it weren’t for my sin-
gle-parent father—I wouldn’t be here
today. She was a single parent. I just
can’t imagine why Mr. Limbaugh
would carry on with this characteriza-
tion.

Let me finish on this, Mr. CONYERS.
It is something that has disturbed me
and that reflects on my word of in-
struction.

I know that we have a schedule for
the war in Afghanistan. I cochair the
Afghan Caucus, so let me pronounce
now my desire for an immediate up-
surging, meaning upsurging out—
speeding out, expediting—the return of
our heroes home. I thank the President
for his dinner in honor of the soldiers
from Iraq. I have been wearing for a
number of months—and I'm not sure if
I still have it on. There it is—a yellow
ribbon to acknowledge these soldiers
who have come home from Iraq, and I
look forward to many parades coming
forward. But it is time to bring our sol-
diers home from Iraq, to thank the
NATO partnership, and it is time to ex-
press outrage. I offer the deepest sym-
pathy.

I have no problem with apologies. 1
am a grown person who is not dimin-
ished by saying, I'm sorry. I'm sorry
that a mistake in the channel of in-
structions and commands allowed Ko-
rans to be burned. We all know that
they were collected, first of all, be-
cause they thought they were commu-
nicating dastardly instructions that
would harm either those who were the
officers over the detention prison or
that they were sending messages. We
understand that, but there is no reason
not to offer an apology. We have sacred
documents from the Torah to the Bible
to the Koran because there are people
in the United States of different faiths.
So we have no problem with that.

Yet when we have a government, as
much as we try to encourage and to ap-
plaud and to support it, that allows the
reckless spreading of violence and that
the Taliban celebrates by permeating
the population with ugliness and riot-
ing and when you shoot point blank my
officers of the United States military,
enough is enough. There is no reason
for me to be able to accept individuals
who are there to help build up a soci-
ety, in my understanding, where they
are unarmed, and then you cause vio-
lence with four other soldiers. Then
there are allegations that food is being
poisoned. There are allegations that we
can’t even walk the streets.

The sadness is that women in Af-
ghanistan have come to me and have
said, We can’t even walk the streets.
Babies—girl children—are killed. Par-
liamentarians have spoken to me and
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have said, I can’t g0 home to my home
district.

How would that be for my distin-
guished colleague, when I yield to Con-
gresswoman CAPPS or to any of the
women, to know that we cannot go
home to our districts because we are in
fear of being killed by the men in that
region?

So I would argue that we have been
valiant, that we are heroes, that we
have done what we have been called to
do. The Commander in Chief has, in
fact, brought the demise of Osama bin
Laden and other high-dollar targets,
and I would believe that it is appro-
priate that Congress gathers. I am now
looking and contemplating a resolution
in which we ask for a more expedited
return of our soldiers and in which we
ask that the President of Afghanistan,
in the appropriate way, denounce and
call for the end of this violence and
that the Taliban be addressed by the
Afghan National Security Forces, as
we have trained them.

So I would say in my closing remarks
that we have much to do. Many women
suffer. In this country, we can at least
acknowledge that we are civilized and
that we respect women and the choices
they have to make, that we have re-
spect for the faith that has its own po-
sition and that we as a Nation will in-
sist on that firewall; but we will also
have access to women’s health care. It
makes no sense that a talk-show host,
who is on the airwaves provided by the
American people and by the tax dol-
lars, would go after an innocent law
student who simply was called as an
American citizen to be heard in the
Halls of Congress and who had no other
angst but to be able to present her life
story.

I conclude, Mr. CONYERS, by saying I
see that, by the men and women in the
United States military, all they have
asked to do is to serve their Nation
under the orders of the Commander in
Chief in Afghanistan. I am now saying
to them that I salute them and that it
is time to bring our men and women
home in dignity, in health, in safety,
and with their lives—for their loved
ones.

Mr. CONYERS. I want to thank the
gentlelady from Texas for her wide-
ranging comments, for her very closely
held beliefs, and for her very articulate
way of joining me in the dialogue this
morning.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen-
tlelady from California, LOIS CAPPS.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
correct the RECORD. I mistakenly voted
“no” just a few moments ago on roll-
call 94 when I intended to vote ‘‘yes.”

I do support H. Res. 556 and strongly
condemn the Government of Iran for
its state-sponsored persecution of reli-
gious minorities.

I concur with the resolution in call-
ing for the exoneration and immediate
release of Youcef Nadarkhani and all
other individuals held or charged on
account of their religion.
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.
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HONORING ANDREW BREITBART

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. MCCOTTER) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. McCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to observe the loss of my friend, An-
drew Breitbart, at the age of 43.

In endeavoring to eulogize anyone,
there is truly no more eloquent testa-
ment than their family. To his wife,
Susie, and their four beautiful chil-
dren, our prayers, our thoughts, and
our acts are with you.

Professionally, in Andrew’s pro-
digious genius that was his life’s work,
he tirelessly fought the good fight and,
in the end, gave his all with every fiber
of his soul to serve his fellow human
beings and his country.

Numbed with shock and loss at the
word of his passing, and in reflecting
upon the pleasure of his company,
which I and so many others shared, I do
find that I am at a loss for words and
will, instead, rely upon those of the
poet, Rupert Brooke:

Now, God be thanked Who has matched us
with His hour

And caught our youth, and wakened us from
sleeping,

With hand made sure, clear eye, and sharp-
ened power,

To turn, as swimmers into cleanness leaping,

Glad from a world grown old and cold and
weary,

Leave the sick hearts that honour could not
move,

And half-men, and their dirty songs and
dreary,

And all the little emptiness of love!

Oh! we, who have known shame, we have
found release there,

Where there is no ill, no grief, but sleep has
mending,

Naught broken save this body,
breath;

Nothing to shake the laughing heart’s long
peace there

But only agony, and that has ending;

And the worst friend and enemy is but
Death.

Good-bye and God bless, brother An-
drew. You are loved and mourned and
ever remembered. You never wasted a
day of our finite time called life.

I yield back the balance of my time.

lost but

———

DO NOT RAISE TAXES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON) is recognized for the
remainder of the hour as the designee
of the majority leader.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I was talking to my good friend on
the other side of the aisle, a Democrat,
GREG MEEKS, and GREG said that if we
would raise taxes, put taxes on the
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table, that he would be willing to put
cuts and entitlements and other things
on the table in an equal measure; and
I told him that there was no way that
we could raise taxes enough to offset
the things that really needed to be
dealt with.

We have got to control spending. We
have got to cut spending. We have got
to look at the entitlements and the
rules and regulations that we have to
live by and make dramatic changes in
government if we’re going to balance
the budget.

This year, we have reached over $15
trillion in debt—$15 trillion. That kind
of goes right past most people because
they can’t imagine what a trillion dol-
lars is. But $15 trillion, just to put it in
perspective, it took the Presidencies of
George Washington all the way to Bill
Clinton to amass the same amount of
debt that President Obama has racked
up in 32 months.

Now, think about that: from George
Washington to Bill Clinton, the
amount of money in debt that we’ve
added has been reached in 32 months by
President Obama.

We have to get control of spending.
It’s absolutely essential. Otherwise,
we’ll be in the same shape as many of
those countries in Europe, like Greece.

The President’s solution to the bur-
geoning problem is to increase taxes,
as I said. So I went through the
amount of taxes it would take and
what we would have to do to reach the
goals that the President talks about.

Now, if you raise the taxes on every-
body that makes over $250,000 to 100
percent—in other words, you take
every dime that they make, 100 per-
cent, above $250,000—that would yield
about $1.4 trillion, and that would keep
government running for 141 days. So if
we took all the money that people
make over $250,000, you would still only
run government for less than half a
year.

If you gave the $400 billion of profits
that was reaped by the Fortune 500
companies and gave them the same 100
percent tax treatment, you could add
another 40 days to the amount of time
that we could run the government.

So taxing is not going to solve the
problem.

Now, Herbert Hoover, when he was
President, decided—a Republican—that
the way to help stop the economic
tragedy that was about to occur was to
raise taxes on businesses and individ-
uals, and what happened? We ended up
with the greatest depression in the his-
tory of this country.

Now, President Obama said the one
thing that you don’t want to do during
a time of recession is raise taxes, and
yvet that’s what he’s advocating and my
Democrat colleagues are advocating
right now: raise taxes during a time of
economic recession.

When people talk about unemploy-
ment in this country, they say, well,
now it’s 8.2 percent. But if you look at
the people who dropped off the unem-
ployment rolls and those who are un-
deremployed, the unemployment rate
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is probably closer to 15 percent. So the
figures we are getting from the admin-
istration are really not that accurate.

It’s extremely important that the ad-
ministration, and my Democrat col-
leagues here in the House and espe-
cially in the Senate, take a hard look
at where we’re going. The projections
are over the next 10 years we’re going
to increase the deficit by at least $1
trillion a year. We cannot afford that.
This country will go completely bank-
rupt. You’ll see inflation that you
won’t believe.

Right now the Fed is printing money
to cover the expenditures that we’re in-
curring day after day after day. That
money they’re using, they’re buying
bonds with it, Treasury bonds. So that
money is not actually being seen in cir-
culation. But the fact is that we’re in-
creasing the debt by printing money at
the Fed on a daily basis. In Europe, the
European Central Bank is doing the
same thing with the euro. This country
and the rest of the world is heading to-
ward an inflationary problem that’s
going to be unbelievable.

Now, people say in this country right
now we haven’t seen any inflation. If
you look at the figures that are coming
out from the administration, inflation
last year went up about 1 to 2 percent,
but they’re including in that figure all
the new technologies that are taking
place. They’re not going to the grocery
store.

I went to the grocery store last week
and bought four apples at a cost of al-
most $5. Three tomatoes cost almost
$5. If you go to the gas pump today—
and my colleague from Indiana (Mr.
PENCE) talked about that just a few
minutes ago. If you go to the gas pump
today, it’s almost $4 for a gallon of gas.
So the inflation rate on staples, on
things that we use on a daily basis is
probably well over 10 percent, maybe
even higher than that.

We don’t know, but the administra-
tion says it’s only 1 to 2 percent. Talk
to the wives and husbands of people
that are really strapped for cash right
now, and you will find that it’s costing
them a great deal more than that on a
daily basis for gasoline, food, clothes,
and everything else.

It’s extremely important that we get
control of spending. This is not the
time to raise taxes. The President has
said that himself, especially back in
2008 and 2009. Yet now they are taking
a different tack and saying we need to
raise taxes.
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That would be like throwing gasoline
on a fire. We should not be raising
taxes. We should be addressing the
spending side of the ledger; and if we do
that, we will get this country back on
the right track.

I just got back from Europe. I took a
codel over there to Brussels to meet
with the finance people in the Euro-
pean Union to find out where they are
heading, and they’re heading in a very
difficult direction right now. If Greece
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goes belly up, it’s very likely that
you’re going to see other countries go
belly up. And we have investments in
money market funds and bonds that
we’ve purchased in those countries.
And if those countries default, it’s
going to affect the United States as
well. So we need to get our house in
order so that we don’t end up in the
same bailiwick that Europe is in right
now that could cause severe economic
problems in this country.

So, Mr. Speaker, I'll end by saying
it’s important to get control of spend-
ing. This is not the time to raise taxes.
A poll was taken recently by the Polit-
ico magazine here on Capitol Hill, and
75 percent of the people in this country
that were polled said not to raise taxes.
So the people get it. I just hope that
the White House will.

The United States still finds
spending driven debt crisis.

The National Debt has now surpassed an
unprecedented $15 trillion dollars.

House Republicans approved a budget that
would have put a stop to spending money that
we don’t have as well as cutting $6.2 Trillion
Dollars more than the President’s budget. The
Democrats blocked it.

The U.S. debt-to-GDP ratio is now officially
over 100 percent (approx. 110 percent at the
end of 2011).

To put the severity of this crisis into per-
spective, it took from the presidencies of
George Washington to Bill Clinton to amass
the same amount of debt that President
Obama has racked up in the past 32 months.

The President’s solution to the burgeoning
problem his Administration’s reckless behavior
has caused? Increase Taxes.

The Problem, according to the President is
simply that the most successful among us
simply aren’t paying their fair share . . .

This sentiment has most recently mani-
fested itself in the President’s proposed budg-
et, in which he has increased taxes to the
tune of $1.5 Trillion Dollars.

The simple reality of the situation is that this
is nothing more than campaign rhetoric, em-
ployed in hopes of fomenting class warfare
and dividing the American people.

“You cannot tax your way into prosperity.”

We learned this after the 1929 stock market
crash when Herbert Hoover, a Republican,
signed legislation to sharply increase taxes on
businesses, who were seen as the catalyst for
the market crash.

Hoover’s draconian tax increases, fueled by
a similar populist outcry heard today, ulti-
mately served as the first salvo in a series of
policy missteps that would ultimately lead to
the Great Depression of the 1930’s.

Keep In Mind That:

Even If Congress imposed a 100 percent
tax, taking all earnings above $250,000 per
year, it would yield $1.4 Trillion Dollars. That
would keep the government running for 141
days.

The problem is there are 224 more days left
in the year.

If we gave the $400 Billion Dollars of profits
reaped by the Fortune 500 the 100 percent
tax treatment . . . We Could fund the Govern-
ment for another 40 days.

It was not too long ago that President
Obama himself was quoted as saying, “You
do not raise taxes during a recession.”

itself in a
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If only he had the resolve to heed his own
advice.

The American people also believe that the
course of action taken by Hoover and en-
dorsed by Obama is not the right way forward.

In a recent poll in The Hill Newspaper, 75
percent of American’s polled felt that, the
“most appropriate top tax rate for families
earning $250,000 or more” is 30 percent or
less. This would be 5 percent less than what
this income group currently pays.

This is in stark contrast to the 40 percent
tax rate that Obama and like-minded Demo-
crats in the Congress have called for to enact
in 2013.

When one couples this with the expiration of
the Bush Tax Cuts . . . We are creating an
environment where the entire tax code as we
know it will cease to exist.

If we continue in this vein, in 2013:

The 8 out of 10 businesses in America that
file taxes as individuals will see their tax rate
go to 44.8 percent.

This will effectively kill what little growth our
embattled economy has left.

Despite the top marginal tax rate varying
between 35 percent and 91 percent since
1960, Federal tax collections have been be-
tween 15 and 20 percent of the nation’s Gross
Domestic Product every year since 1960.

From this we can infer whether taxes are
high or low, people make adjustments in their
economic behavior so as to keep the govern-
ment tax take at 15 to 20 percent of the GDP.

History has proven unequivocally that tax
rates have always had a greater impact on
economic growth than they do on Federal rev-
enues.

It is no longer good enough to kick the can
down the road and make this the next Con-
gresses’ or next President’s problem.

Unless we wish to bring the problems of Eu-
rope to our shores it is incumbent on us to
champion responsible spending restraint; a re-
paired safety net; reforms that ensure real
health and retirement security; and a simplified
tax code oriented toward economic growth.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———

AFGHAN SECURITY FORCES KILL-
ING AMERICAN SERVICE MEM-
BERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) is recognized for the
remainder of the hour as the designee
of the majority leader.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, just today
we heard reports that two more Amer-
ican servicemembers in Afghanistan
were gunned down by the very security
forces they are helping to train. Unfor-
tunately, this is not an isolated inci-
dent. Last week, two Army officers
were gunned down inside the Afghan
Interior Ministry. Attacks by Afghan
soldiers and security forces have ac-
counted for nearly 70 deaths since 2007.

The U.S. military did a report on this
phenomenon, referred to as ‘‘Green on
Blue” attacks, and determined that
they are turning into a ‘‘growing sys-
temic threat’” to our military per-
sonnel in the region. These are not U.S.
deaths from combat with Taliban and
other insurgent groups, although some
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of the perpetrators likely hold Taliban
sympathies. These attacks are by the
very forces our military is trying to
train to take control of their own
country—a significant component of
the Obama administration’s military
draw-down strategy.

What are American forces to do when
they doubt whether they can trust
those who wear the uniform of an ally
we are spending blood and treasure
supporting? These attacks further com-
plicate U.S. strategy.

Mr. Speaker, Congress and the
Obama administration need to realize
that these things are not going well in
Afghanistan, and it has nothing to do
with the capabilities of our troops. Not
only are Afghan security forces gun-
ning down their American advisers,
terrorist and insurgent groups con-
tinue to find sanctuary in the tribal
wilderness areas of Pakistan.

In January, the most recent National
Intelligence Estimate painted a very
bleak picture of the war in Afghanistan
and the future of U.S. operations in the
region. It reflects concerns that I've
expressed numerous times to Secretary
of Defense Leon Panetta, especially the
importance of understanding Afghan
tribal structures and the Pakistani
military and intelligence services ac-
tively cooperating with two of the
mostly deadly terror networks in the
region.

Last week, The Washington Post re-
ported that U.S. Ambassador to Af-
ghanistan Ryan Crocker wrote a cable
describing the fragile situation in the
region. The cable described many of
the problems in the region, including
terrorist sanctuaries in Pakistan where
militants continue training to attack
U.S. forces. Ryan Crocker has a tre-
mendous history in that region, having
been Ambassador to Iraq, and also Am-
bassador to Pakistan.

Secretary Panetta has stated that
U.S. forces are ‘‘working hard with
Pakistan to improve the level of co-
operation’ so that terrorist groups no
longer find safe haven in the country.

While I appreciate the hard work
being done by our forces in the region,
I'm afraid that the complexity of the
evolving situation may necessitate
that we take a very close examination
of how we’re operating.

Mr. Speaker, I do not have the an-
swers to these extremely complicated
and dangerous challenges; but last year
Congress gave the Obama administra-
tion the ability to create an Afghani-
stan-Pakistan Study Group, an inde-
pendent panel of five Democrats and
five Republicans who love their coun-
try more than they love their political
party. The Afghanistan-Pakistan
Study Group would put their expertise
to work and offer constructive rec-
ommendations to the administration
to achieve our mission and to be suc-
cessful in Afghanistan.

This panel would be modeled after
the Iraq Study Group, which was con-
vened during the worst violence in
Iraq. The panel was formed only after 3
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yvears of fighting in that country. It
was called the Baker-Hamilton Com-
mission. With the Iraq Study Group, it
was an amendment that I offered, and
I think it made a constructive dif-
ference. It was five Republicans and
five Democrats. Secretary Gates served
on the commission. Secretary Panetta
served on the commission, Ed Meese.
Fine people, distinguished people, peo-
ple of integrity and good judgment; and
they came up with some good rec-
ommendations. I have urged Secretary
Panetta repeatedly to embrace this
tried and tested model, this time for
the Nation’s longest war. Five Repub-
licans, five Democrats, all people who
are no longer involved in the political
process but have understanding and
knowledge both from a diplomatic and
a military point of that region, both
with Afghanistan and with Pakistan.

U.S. forces have been on the ground
in Afghanistan for over 10 years now,
and it is clear that things are not going
well. Given the challenges I have dis-
cussed, I find it difficult to understand
why Secretary Panetta and President
Obama refuse to use the authority it
has right now to establish the Afghani-
stan-Pakistan Study Group. Such a
group already has the support of Con-
gress. This bill passed the TUnited
States Congress, and I ask what harm
can come from a group of independent
experts looking at our missions with
fresh eyes, fresh eyes on the target.
Secretary Panetta and the administra-
tion gets to select the group, the five
Republicans and five Democrats, so
those who serve on this study will be
selected by the administration, and
particularly by Secretary Panetta, who
I have great respect for.

It’s hard for me to understand why
Secretary Panetta was willing to sit on
the Iraq Study Group, which was going
to evaluate a war that had gone on for
3% years under a Republican adminis-
tration, but is not willing to do the
same thing to have an outside group
look at a war that has now been going
on for over 10 years.

This would be totally bipartisan. It
would be objective. It would be fresh
eyes on the target. Ryan Crocker be-
fore he was appointed Ambassador to
Afghanistan supported this concept,
and many very patriotic Americans
have, with the idea of how can we be
successful in Afghanistan and also in
Pakistan.

I do not know what the recommenda-
tions of the panel would be. Maybe
they will examine the current policy
and determine that it is the best pos-
sible way to achieve success; but the
fact remains that Congress provided
the resources and the authority for the
Obama administration to conduct an
independent review, and they are refus-
ing as of this moment to take action.

Again, it was interesting during the
Iraq war, Secretary Rumsfeld was will-
ing to have the Iraq Study Group go
forward. General Peter Pace, who was
the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, was willing to have the Iraq
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Study Group go forward. Condoleezza
Rice, the Secretary of State, was will-
ing to have the Iraq Study Group go
forward. Mr. Steve Hadley, the Na-
tional Security Adviser, was willing to
have the Iraq Study Group go forward.
They picked two outstanding Ameri-
cans—probably could not have had
finer people—former Secretary of State
Jim Baker and former Congressman
Lee Hamilton, who was co-chairman of
the 9/11 Commission, was chairman of
the Intelligence Committee, and has
done a lot of very good things. It was a
bipartisan effort.

Again, we had people like Secretary
Gates, and we had Attorney General
Meese; and they came together with a
very constructive proposal. And as
many Members may remember, the
surge was in the Iraq Study Group. It
was on page 73.

So why would Secretary Panetta,
who was willing to judge activities for
a war gone on for 3% years during the
Bush administration, not be willing to
have 10 objective people that he pro-
poses, not that the Congress proposes,
not that any partisan group proposes,
but that he would propose to bring
fresh eyes on the target, to look to see
how we can deal with the issue in Af-
ghanistan and Pakistan and do it in a
way to make sure that we are doing ev-
erything we can to protect the men and
women who are serving so honorably
and so well our Nation?
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I believe also, Mr. Speaker, that it’s
a moral issue, too. I believe we owe
this—we owe this to the men and
women who are serving, and we also
owe it to the families.

If other Members care, I would ask
you to look at the language and then
also write a letter to Leon Panetta.
Leon Panetta is a good man. I served
with him here in the House. He loves
his country, and I think he is working
very, very hard. The people serving in
the military at the Pentagon are very
committed and very capable people,
but like anything else, sometimes a
fresh approach, or fresh eyes, again, I
think would be very good for our coun-
try and something that we owe to the
men and women who are serving in the
military and to their families.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
July 19, 2011.
Hon. LEON PANETTA,
Secretary of Defense,
ington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY PANETTA: I write today
concerning the U.S. mission in Afghanistan
and Pakistan. My amendment, which gives
the secretary of Defense the authority to es-
tablish an Afghanistan/Pakistan (Af/Pak)
Study Group, was included in the House-
passed FY 2012 Defense Appropriations bill. I
pressed for the amendment because I believe
fresh eyes are needed now to examine the sit-
uation on the ground and the overall U.S.
mission.

I envision the Af/Pak Study Group being
modeled after the Iraq Study Group (ISG).
Both you and your predecessor Bob Gates
served on the ISG and know better than

The Pentagon, Wash-
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most the benefits it provided after three
years of fighting in Iraq. Now that the U.S.
is in its 10th year in Afghanistan, I believe a
similar effort is necessary.

Before he was appointed as ambassador to
Afghanistan, Ryan Crocker supported cre-
ating an Af/Pak Study Group, along with
Ambassador Ronald Neumann and Jim Dob-
bins from the RAND Corporation. American
men and women are fighting and dying in Af-
ghanistan. If we are asking them to put their
lives on the line daily, I believe we have an
obligation to provide an independent evalua-
tion of the U.S. mission. We owe our mili-
tary forces nothing less.

I do not have the answers. But as you
know, there is a movement building in Con-
gress in favor of pulling troops out of Af-
ghanistan. An amendment offered by Rep.
Jim McGovern earlier this year to the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act to accel-
erate U.S. departure from Afghanistan was
narrowly defeated 204-215. If six members
had changed their vote, the amendment
would have passed. I have talked to several
members who voted against the McGovern
amendment who are seriously concerned
about the war in Afghanistan and could
change their vote if the situation on the
ground does not improve rapidly.

I also believe it is critical that Afghani-
stan be examined in tandem with the facts
on the ground in Pakistan. It is clear that in
order to be successful in Afghanistan, we
must have a clear understanding of how
Pakistan is influencing U.S. operations. Just
look at the recent news from the region.
Hamid Karzai’s half-brother was murdered
and his funeral bombed, Karzai advisor Jan
Mohammed Kahn-was murdered, and mili-
tants attacked and laid siege to the Inter-
continental Hotel in Kabul. The enclosed ar-
ticle printed recently in the Washington
Post states, ‘. . . optimism and energy van-
ished long ago, gradually replaced by cyni-
cism and fear. The trappings of democracy
remained in place . . . but the politics of eth-
nic dog fights, tribal feuds and personal pa-
tronage continued to prevail.”

The men and women serving in Afghani-
stan deserve to have fresh eyes look at this
region as soon as possible. With House pas-
sage of the Af/Pak amendment, I ask that
you use your authority as secretary and
move quickly to create this study group. I
have discussed my amendment with John
Hamre at the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies (CSIS) and he has offered to
coordinate the group with professionals with
a wide range of expertise.

I would appreciate the opportunity to meet
with you to discuss this important initiative
and look forward to working with you to en-
sure we are successful in Afghanistan and
Pakistan.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,
FRANK R. WOLF,
Member of Congress.
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
August 1, 2011.
Hon. LEON PANETTA,
Secretary of Defense, The Pentagon,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY PANETTA: I want to fol-
low up on my previous letter regarding Af-
ghanistan policy and bring to your attention
a book I am reading, The Wars in Afghani-
stan, discussed in the enclosed Washington
Post book review. Its author, Ambassador
Peter Tomsen, is a veteran of the Foreign
Service and has an impressive background in
the South Asia region. If you have not read
his book, I highly recommend it to you. The
Post review concludes: ‘“This long overdue
work . . . is the most authoritative account
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yvet of Afghanistan’s wars over the last 30
years and should be essential reading for
those wishing to forge a way forward without
repeating the mistakes of the past.”

After three years of the Iraq war, the for-
mation of the Iraq Study Group garnered the
support of Secretary Rumsfeld, Secretary
Rice, and Joint Chiefs General Pace. Our
military men and women have been putting
their lives on the line in Afghanistan every
day for 10 years, seven years longer than
when the decision was made to create the
ISG to provide the independent assessment
needed for U.S. policy in Iraq. I believe we
owe it to our brave soldiers to focus now
with fresh eyes on the target in Afghanistan.

I have spoken with Ambassador Tomsen
about a framework for moving forward in Af-
ghanistan, and he would be happy to meet
with you and your team to discuss his
breadth of experience there. I urge you to
take him up on his offer.

Best wishes,

Sincerely,
FRANK R. WOLF,
Member of Congress
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
September 15, 2011.
Hon. LEON PANETTA,
Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense,
The Pentagon, Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY PANETTA: It was good to
be with you at the Pentagon on Sunday to
honor the lives lost there 10 years ago in the
9/11 attacks. I want to congratulate you on a
moving ceremony that showed reverence to
the Pentagon employees and the passengers
of American Flight 77 that perished on that
awful morning. I appreciated your comments
and those of Admiral Mullen. Several of my
constituents died at the Pentagon and the
first U.S. service member killed in Afghani-
stan was my constituent. I thank you and all
those who have served in public office and in
uniform in the 10 years we have waged war
against global terrorism.

As I waited for the program to begin on
Sunday, I saw you and former Defense Sec-
retary Rumsfeld and was struck by a vivid
memory from 2005 of the events surrounding
the Iraq war. We were three years into the
war, the security situation in Iraq was dete-
riorating, and our soldiers were dying every
day. As a member of Congress who voted to
send our troops to fight, I believed I had the
added responsibility to make sure the ad-
ministration was receiving the best advice
possible on our Iraq strategy.

So I proposed creating the Iraq Study
Group (ISG) made up of experts outside gov-
ernment to bring what I called ‘‘fresh eyes”
on the target. Secretary Rumsfeld, General
Pace, Secretary Rice, and NSC Chairman
Hadley all came to see the value in the ISG.
By your participation, I think it is fair to
say you also saw its benefit, and I greatly
appreciated your outstanding service on the
bipartisan panel. You and the other Demo-
cratic members who gave your time during a
Republican administration exemplified the
true meaning of service to your country.

We are now into the 10th year of fighting
in Afghanistan and the challenges we face
there continue. In 2001, I was the first mem-
ber of Congress, along with Rep. Joe Pitts, to
visit Afghanistan after the U.S. invasion,
against the wishes of the Defense Depart-
ment. We saw firsthand the devastation that
the Taliban had visited on Kabul as well as
the remnants of the U.S. Embassy that was
abandoned in 1979. I have also traveled to
Pakistan and seen the difficulties that coun-
try faces combating the Afghan Taliban and
other terror groups. Despite the current con-
ditions, all my experience in this region tells
me that success is possible if we formulate
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the right strategy to deal with both Afghani-
stan and Pakistan.

As with the ISG, I believe fresh eyes are
needed now to examine U.S. policy in Af-
ghanistan and Pakistan. The security situa-
tion continues to erode as evidenced by co-
ordinated insurgent attacks on heavily for-
tified U.S. and NATO compounds just this
week. The Taliban still finds safe haven in
the tribal wilderness of Pakistan and the ISI
actively funds terrorist groups.

Given these and other concerns on the
ground in Afghanistan, I continue to be puz-
zled why you, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
Secretary Clinton are not-supporting the Af/
Pak Study Group idea in the same manner
that Secretary Rumsfeld and other Bush ad-
ministration officials supported the ISG.
Having the experience of serving on the ISG
and now serving as secretary of Defense with
a Democratic president (who I acknowledge
inherited the war in Afghanistan), you are in
a unique position to make this group a re-
ality. The authorization and funding for the
Af/Pak Study Group in the House-passed De-
fense Appropriations bill gives you the au-
thority to create this group today.

I have to tell you that I continue to be dis-
appointed that your staff has yet to contact
former Ambassador Peter Tomsen to discuss
his book, The Wars of Afghanistan. His book
provides insightful information on the tribal
structure of both Afghanistan and Pakistan
and the political allegiances that underlie
all actions in the region. I believe his knowl-
edge and experience in this region would be
invaluable in formatting future policy in
South Asia. I respectfully ask again: please
take advantage of his work and meet with
him as soon as possible.

Leon, I don’t have the answers on Afghani-
stan. Perhaps current U.S. strategy is the
best way forward. But we owe it to the men
and women in uniform who have served and
continue to serve there—some paying the ul-
timate sacrifice—to know definitively. I con-
tinue to believe that fresh eyes from outside
government focused on assessing the situa-
tion is the prudent action to take. I ask that
you take the advice of those who support an
Af/Pak Study Group, including Jim Dobbins,
General Charles Krulak, Ryan Crocker, who
I spoke with prior to his appointment as am-
bassador to Afghanistan, and other promi-
nent Americans with experience in this re-
gion.

I believe it would be a sign of strength to
appoint a study group and let the American
people know that the administration is will-
ing to examine all possible policies to
achieve a successful outcome in this trou-
bled region.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,
FRANK R. WOLF,
Member of Congress.
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
January 17, 2012.
Hon. LEON PANETTA,
Secretary of Defense, The Pentagon,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY PANETTA: As I am sure
you are aware, the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act of 2012 contains language providing
your office with $1 million to assemble the
Afghanistan/Pakistan (Af/Pak) Study Group.
I request that you do so immediately.

The Los Angeles Times reported last week
(article enclosed) that the most recent Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate (NIE) paints a
very bleak picture of the war in Afghanistan
and the future of U.S. operations in that re-
gion. It reflects concerns that I have ex-
pressed in numerous letters to you over
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time, especially the importance of under-
standing Afghan tribal and political struc-
tures and the Pakistani military and intel-
ligence services actively cooperating with
two of the most deadly terror networks in
the region.

Given this stark assessment from our own
intelligence community, the need to create
the Af/Pak Study Group is clear. The Af/Pak
Study Group’s analysis and recommenda-
tions could bring needed clarity to current
and future U.S. military and diplomatic op-
erations. You supported the Iraq Study
Group and lent your considerable expertise
to that effort, so I am perplexed as to why
you do not similarly support the Af/Pak
Study Group.

Your November 3, 2011, letter to me stated
that coalition troops are making progress
against the Taliban and other militants and
that progress is being made on our relation-
ship with the Pakistani government and
military. I have enormous respect for the-
men and women serving our country in
South Asia and acknowledge that our troops
are performing their mission with bravery
and resolve, however, the NIE appears to
contradict your assessment.

Also enclosed is an article by the Hudson
Institute’s Nina Shea that discusses how
Hussain Haqqani, the former Pakistani Am-
bassador to the United States is facing pos-
sible charges of treason for his alleged in-
volvement in ‘‘Memogate.”” Shea asserts,
“There is every reason to believe that the
real reason Haqqani is being targeted is that
he is a prominent moderate Muslim, one of
the few remaining in Pakistan’s govern-
ment.”” Shea goes on to point out that
Haqqani was personal friends with two men,
Punjab governor Salman Taseer and Paki-
stan’s Federal Minister of Minority Affairs
Shabbaz Bhatti, whose lives were cut trag-
ically short last year as a result of their out-
spoken critique of Pakistan’s draconian blas-
phemy laws.

Increasingly we see a trend in Pakistan of
moderating voices being marginalized and
altogether silenced. While I appreciate that
you are ‘‘working hard with Pakistan to im-
prove the level of cooperation’ so that ter-
rorist and militant groups no longer find safe
haven in the country—I am afraid the com-
plexity of the evolving situation in Pakistan
necessitates more.

The NIE’s assessment could lead to support
for the war in Afghanistan eroding among
the American people and I feel the same sen-
timent will soon permeate the halls of Con-
gress. If the president has simply decided
that U.S. involvement will end in 2014 and
that no further U.S. strategy is needed, he
should clearly state that this is his policy
and be forthcoming with the American peo-
ple. If President Obama has not made a final
determination on U.S. strategy going for-
ward, I ask again, what harm can come from
a group of independent experts using their
experience to offer solutions for long-term
success?

Following 9/11, I have supported U.S. mili-
tary actions in the War on Terror. I want to
see our soldiers, diplomats and Foreign Serv-
ice personnel return home with their heads
held high, knowing they all played a crucial
role in establishing stability in South Asia
where countries no longer pose a threat to
our national security. I firmly believe that
you can help ensure this happens by using
the money made available to you to create
the Af/Pak Study Group. Establishing this
panel quickly will show the American people
that the Obama Administration is willing to
consider all possible options to achieve suc-
cess in this volatile region.

I urge you to take these steps immediately
before support for our mission in Afghani-
stan further erodes.
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Best wishes.
Sincerely,
FRANK R. WOLF,
Member of Congress.
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
February 10, 2012.
Hon. LEON PANETTA,
Secretary of Defense, The Pentagon,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY PANETTA: I am sure you
are aware of the enclosed article by Army
Lt. Col. Daniel Davis that recently appeared
in the Armed Forces Journal regarding the
status of our mission in Afghanistan and the
capabilities of Afghan National Army (ANA)
forces. I am deeply troubled by the conclu-
sions reached in Col. Davis’ assessment and
believe that it further underscores the im-
portance of immediately creating the Af-
ghanistan/Pakistan Study Group.

Col. Davis’ piece tracks closely with the
latest National Intelligence Estimate’s as-
sessment of current and future conditions in
the region which I referenced in my January
17 letter to you (enclosed). These two assess-
ments, coupled with the February 4 United
Nations report showing that Afghan civilian
casualties are increasing and the 2011 Red
Team study by NATO on fratricide by ANA
forces on coalition troops, lend credibility to
the growing belief that U.S. strategy in
South Asia is not going well.

In the interest of the soldiers, sailors, air-
men and Marines serving—and in many cases
dying—in Afghanistan, I implore you to im-
mediately establish the Afghanistan/Paki-
stan Study Group. As I have referenced in
previous letters to you, Congress has pro-
vided the funding for this panel and under
the law, you can select its members.

While reasonable people can disagree on
specific policy options, I find it difficult to
understand why the Obama Administration
would not embrace a panel of five Democrats
and five Republicans (modeled on the Iraq
Study Group on which you and former Sec-
retary Gates served), who love their country
more than their party, putting their exper-
tise to work and offering constructive rec-
ommendations to achieve our mission.

We owe it to the men and women serving
in uniform—and the families supporting
them—to have the best possible long-term
strategy for success.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,
FRANK R. WOLF,
Member of Congress.

P.S. I know you care deeply about our
service members serving overseas and that
you and your team are doing what you think
is best for our country. But I believe any ob-
jective observer would agree we need fresh
eyes on the target.

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

THE ADMINISTRATION IS
NEGOTIATING WITH MURDERERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for the re-
mainder of the hour as the designee of
the majority leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, there’s
so much going on in this country.
There are so many great folks and
some that are not so much. There are
stories out indicating that this admin-
istration is considering releasing the
Blind Sheikh. He’s credited with help-
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ing mastermind the first attempt to
bring down our World Trade Centers.
He is credited as the Islamic fanatic
who issued the fatwa that was consid-
ered by the radical extremist jihadists
to justify killing thousands and thou-
sands of Americans—what they hoped
would be tens of thousands of Ameri-
cans—at the World Trade Center and
the Pentagon. One report indicated
that with regard to the Pentagon, if
the plane had not just brushed across a
berm outside the parking lot before it
hit, it probably would have gone all the
way into the interior, doing a massive
amount of more damage than it actu-
ally did. Because of the valiant work of
so many first responders, there weren’t
tens of thousands killed at the World
Trade Center. But we suffered the loss
of 3,000 murdered because of some reli-
gious fanatics, the Blind Sheikh being
one of them.

The story is out yesterday and today
that the administration is considering
the release of the Blind Sheikh and
other American murderers so that we
can obtain the complete release from
Egypt of people that went there to try
to help the Egyptians have free and
fair elections. And in return for going
there and providing the billions of dol-
lars this country gives to Egypt and
continues to give, in return, the people
in charge—that this administration
welcomed in charge of the Hgyptian
Government, as they stabbed an ally
name Mubarak with whom they had
written agreements—I'm not saying
he’s a great man; I'm saying this coun-
try, this administration, had agree-
ments with that man, and this admin-
istration broke those agreements and
stabbed him in the back. As a result,
now we have Americans in harm’s way,
some of them in the Embassy in Egypt.

Now, the reports are that the admin-
istration is considering releasing mur-
derers, people who planned and were
complicit in murders and attempted
murders of Americans, and this admin-
istration is considering releasing them
and may be negotiating that.

Now, I'm hoping that this report is
what this administration has done
many times, and that is release a trial
balloon to see how people react. And if
people react violently enough—ver-
bally, that is—against it, then they
will say, hey, no, we never planned to
do that. And I'm hopeful that that will
be the case here. People who have been
responsible for murdering and attempt-
ing to murder Americans have no busi-
ness being used as bargaining chips. If
the rule of law and of justice is going
to mean anything in this country going
forward, we cannot be bargaining with
American liberty.

Now, some of us recall very well in
1979 when an act of war occurred by the
people, by the Government of Iran in
Tehran, against the American Em-
bassy. Everyone’s idea of international
law indicates that the soil on which an
Embassy exists is the soil of that coun-
try. If you attack the Embassy, then
you have attacked that country. And it
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was my recollection, and those of us
that were stationed at Fort Benning at
the time, we knew it meant that many
of the people, many of us at Fort
Benning, may have been sent to Iran if
a war broke out. Everyone was watch-
ing to see if, as the term was used, the
flag were to go up, who was going to
go. Nobody was dying to go, but every-
one was willing to go and die in defense
of our country.

The Carter administration, instead,
began pleading with the Iranian Gov-
ernment to let our hostages go. It was
my recollection back during the time
as we watched from Fort Benning, I'm
not sure what the fate of those of us at
Fort Benning would be, but the spokes-
man for the Iranian Government kept
saying, the students have the hostages,
the students attacked the Embassy.
And it just seemed to me, as a captain
in the Army at the time, do you know
what it sounds like? The Iranian Gov-
ernment is trying to give themselves a
backdoor so that if President Carter
stands up and finally becomes a great
leader and shows great leadership and
stands up and says:

All right, you’re saying that students
have the American hostages? Well,
then, here is the deal: An act of war
has been committed, and either you re-
lease, you deal with those students and
you get those American hostages re-
leased, or we’re bringing the full
weight of the American military
against Tehran for the release of those
people. And if those hostages are
harmed before we get there, then we
will overthrow your government and
we’ll leave. We’re not going to nation-
build. You can pick whatever govern-
ment you want, it’s your business, un-
less you attack the United States of
America. Because when you attack the
United States of America, it is our
business. We won’t nation-build, but we
will take down any government of any
nation anywhere that commits an act
of war against us.

That’s what President Carter should
have done. And now these rumors swirl
around, these reports from media re-
sources that tell us they are reliable,
that this government now is thinking,
well, maybe we’ll dodge what the Car-
ter administration did that got Presi-
dent Carter defeated for a second term.
Maybe if we just release murderers of
Americans, maybe if we’ll just give
them whatever they want, they’ll re-
lease these people or allow them to
leave the Embassy and travel back to
America, and we’ll be okay.
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Wrong. You release people who de-
clared war on America, who declared
war on the World Trade Centers, on
New York City, on Washington, D.C.,
you release those people, you have not
made America safer. You'’ve endan-
gered far more lives than you got re-
leased.

I like Ray LaHood. He’s a good man.
We haven’t agreed on some things, but
he’s a good man. I know that. It broke
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my heart when I saw that his wonder-
ful son, who believes in liberty and
freedom, was being kept against his
will from leaving Egypt. He went over
there to help them have a free and fair
election. But from what I know—hav-
ing not met Ray’s son—I don’t think he
would want the lives of tens of thou-
sands or millions of Americans jeop-
ardized because this administration
might be trying to avoid losing an elec-
tion as President Carter did.

The thing to do is the thing that
President Carter didn’t try. He tried
the negotiations. He offered all kinds
of things. The thing to do is say:
Egypt, we have given you American
treasure. We supported your efforts in
electing leaders. Here is the deal. We
sent you people to have free and fair
elections. If you’re going to hold them
hostage, then that is an act of war on
us and we will come to Egypt.

We’re not going to go to war with the
nation. The whole nation of Egypt is
not against America. But if the regime
in power is going to take Americans
who came over there to help them, who
were participating in helping a process
so that Egypt could continue to get
U.S. funds to stabilize their country, if
they’re going to declare war on those
individuals, then we will take out that
group that is presiding and attempting
to govern. We won’t nation-build, but
we will allow you to put whatever gov-
ernment you want in place. If they
come against America, we will come
against that government; not against
the people, but against the govern-
ment. We will take that government
out and then you pick some other gov-
ernment. We don’t care who it is. We
don’t care what kind of government
you have, as long as they’re not at war
with America. But if you commit these
kind of criminal acts of war against
American citizens, against America, we
will take that group out that is gov-
erning in that manner and then you
find one that won’t declare war on
America.

That’s what needs to be done, not re-
leasing the Blind Sheikh, not releasing
American murderers. That is not the
thing to do. I hope and pray that tens
of thousands, hundreds of thousands,
millions of American lives will not be
jeopardized by this administration just
hoping to avoid a hostage crisis like
arose in Tehran.

That arose because of a weak admin-
istration refusing to do what it should
have in response to an act of war. Be-
cause what we saw after those initial
periods where they said, ‘‘No, the stu-
dents had them; we’re trying to nego-
tiate; we’re trying to work with them,”
eventually they saw the Carter admin-
istration was not going to do anything,
and so they began saying, ‘“We had the
hostages; we had the hostages,” and
started making demands and threats
and things like that.

The thing to do is say, look, we want
to live at peace with every nation in
the world; but you declare war on
Americans, we will take that govern-
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ment out and let the people choose
whatever kind of government they
want. We should not be nation-build-
ing. You pick what government you
want and we will live in peace as long
as they don’t declare war on us. If they
do, we’re coming. We’ll take them out
and then you pick your next govern-
ment. That’s what should be done, not
the release of murderers, of those
complicit in American murders, such
as the Blind Sheikh.

I hope that enough people in America
will rise up, Mr. Speaker, and make
their voices heard. Don’t be releasing
people who declare war on America,
who have American blood on their
hands. We do not want to put the fu-
ture of America in foreign hands that
are covered with American blood. That
is not the course to take.

CIVIL RIGHTS MOVEMENT

One other thing I wanted to mention
before I get to a tribute, and that is
with regard to the Selma march, that
is with regard to the civil rights move-
ment.

There are some in America who
think people like Martin Luther King,
Jr., JOHN LEWIS, others who were such
participants in the civil rights move-
ment—people see that and say that was
a movement by blacks or African
Americans to try to have equal civil
rights. But having read a great deal
about Martin Luther King, Jr., it’s
very clear this was a Christian min-
ister, an ordained Christian pastor. I
haven’t heard anybody in the wonder-
ful tributes that have been paid here
today as we commemorate that march
in Selma, I haven’t heard anybody
mention this.

As a Christian minister, Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr., and those who partici-
pated, did more than help African
Americans move closer toward having
full equality, toward equal rights. It
did more than that. For those of us
who were young, white Christians, for
those who would come behind us as
Euro Americans, white Americans,
they did something wonderful for us.
They created an environment in which
all Christians—whites, all Christians—
would be able to treat brothers and sis-
ters as being brothers and sisters. They
did a great service for all Americans.

So I will lend my voice, such as it is,
in tribute for the service that was done
for all Americans, and anxiously long
for the day—we’re getting so close—but
long for the day when people are judged
by the content of their character and
not the color of their skin; where there
are no quotas, there is no need for a
Justice Department to review every-
thing, because people are acting and
treating each other in ways of equal-
ity, so that we finally achieve the
dream.

ANDREW BREITBART

Now I want to turn to a tribute to a
great man. This Nation and freedom
has lost a great proponent and de-
fender.

Andrew Breitbart, who was reported
to have died this early morning in Cali-
fornia, was and is an American hero of
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mine. This man, in what appeared to be
the prime of his life, knew that the key
to keeping our endowed freedoms was
shining the bright rays of sunlight on
whatever issue was stealing away our
Nation’s prosperity and liberties.

Many came to know Andrew as the
brains and the will behind the exposure
of a cancer on our system that was ex-
emplified by some of the things going
on with ACORN, where they were not
bothered by the thought of underage
girls being placed in the bondage of
sexual prostitution and they were not
bothered by the idea of getting people
in the country illegally for immoral
and illegal purposes. He figured out a
way to deal with these issues and to
address what was sucking the nutrients
and the life from this host country as,
really, a cancer.
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He figured out how to shine sunlight
inside offices of what was happening
and gave a good dose of chemotherapy
to the cancer.

He also innovated ways to expose the
extreme bias within many in the media
that were holding themselves out as
being objective. We have freedom of
speech. We have freedom of the press.
But there should be some degree of
honesty. If someone is expressing an
opinion, it should be reflected as an
opinion and not as unbiased jour-
nalism.

Andrew had been in the process of ex-
posing that, as well as so many other
issues that were weakening our Nation
and infringing our liberties, were de-
ceiving rank-and-file Americans of the
truth and our factual history. Andrew
was serving as a clarion call to action
for honorable Americans across the
country to seek truth, justice, and the
American way.

In visiting numerous times with An-
drew, he was so excited. He could see
that he was literally, and profoundly,
making a difference for truth.

Often, when innovators or impas-
sioned innovative visionary people de-
part this world, they have not had the
benefit of seeing any of the fruits of
their labor. God had favored Andrew
with a glimpse of the difference that he
was making.

In this book that—and I acquired this
copy from the Library of Congress,
“Righteous Indignation’ by Andrew
Breitbart—this is a new conclusion to
Andrew’s recent books. He wrote this
new conclusion himself.

These are Andrew’s words:

I love my job. I love fighting for what I be-
lieve in. I love having fun while doing it. I
love reporting stories that the complex re-
fuses to report. I love fighting back. I love
finding allies and, famously, I enjoy making
enemies.

Three years ago I was mostly a behind-the-
scenes guy who linked to stuff on a very pop-
ular Web site. I always wondered what it
would be like to enter the public realm to
fight for what I believe in. I've lost friends,
perhaps dozens, but I've gained hundreds,
thousands, who knows, of allies. At the end
of the day, I can look myself in the mirror
and I sleep very well at night.
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He now sleeps in the arms of God.

Andrew was being demonized by
those who were profiting from their de-
ceptions of people and their cronyism
with the government. He was rallying
like-minded Americans to seek and
take back the liberties with which they
were endowed and upon which liberties
vast encroachments have been occur-
ring.

I would like to speak straight from
the heart, but I typed these lines up
just moments ago because of the dif-
ficulty. It’s easier to read. Let me fin-
ish with what I wrote moments ago.

Andrew had two films coming out in
the near future, of which he was so
proud, as he showed me and my friend,
STEVE KING, here the trailers very re-
cently. Those films can and will be
quite powerful in furthering the cause
of sunlight on darkness, though they
may now have to be modified because
of his passing.

But Andrew was so kind to be an
encourager to my daughter in Cali-
fornia, was always complimentary of
her when we talked. He knew how to
make a father proud.

In considering Andrew’s works, the
life and death of John Quincy Adams
comes to mind. Adams had been elect-
ed President in 1824, first son of a
former President to be so elected. In
1828, he was defeated by Andrew Jack-
son.

In 1830, John Quincy Adams did the
unthinkable. He had been President of
the United States; and yet he was driv-
en by a God-placed feeling, a need to
stop slavery in America. So after hav-
ing been President, he lowered himself
to run for the House of Representatives
and was elected in 1830, sworn in in
1831, and served until 1848 just down
the Hall in what we now call Statuary
Hall. He was a driven man.

He believed God had called him, as he
did William Wilberforce, to bring an
end to slavery—Wilberforce in the Brit-
ish Isles, the United Kingdom, and
Adams in America. He was concerned,
appropriately, that it would be difficult
to expect God to keep blessing America
if we were putting brothers and sisters
in chains and bondage.

He gave powerful speeches over and
over down the Hall trying to convince
the other Members of the House to pass
bills that would end slavery, that
would free slaves, and he never got it
done. In fact, at one point, he had so
alienated the Rules Committee, they
passed a rule, he couldn’t even bring
those types of bills anymore. So then
he had to fight the rule so he could go
back to filing bills to end slavery and
free slaves, and eventually he did. And
he preached those powerful sermons
down the Hall against slavery.

In 1846, a young man, not particu-
larly handsome, some at Gettysburg
that heard him years later said he
didn’t have all that pleasing a voice to
listen to, he didn’t have a beard at that
time, but a young, skinny, some-would-
say homely-looking guy was on the
back row, just down the Hall of the
House of Representatives.
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Adams liked this guy. Adams was not
necessarily referred to as being a warm
and fuzzy, cozy kind of guy, easy to
warm up to, a bit cantankerous at
times; but he liked Lincoln.

In 1848, having spent so many years
devoted to many great causes, but par-
ticularly to the cause of trying to end
slavery, sitting at his desk, John Quin-
cy Adams had a massive stroke. He was
moved back into the Speaker’s suite
just off the floor, died 2 days later.
1848.

Thirteen years later, Abraham Lin-
coln was sworn in as President of the
United States. It was reported that
someone had asked Lincoln was there
anything memorable that happened
during your two brief years in the
House of Representatives. He was re-
ported to have said, in essence, not
other than those powerful speeches of
John Quincy Adams on the evils of
slavery.

Lincoln knew it was wrong. It tore at
his soul that slavery existed in Amer-
ica. After he lost after one term, he
went back, tried to make a little
money, did, practiced law, represented
the railroad some, but the compromise
of 1850 allowed new States to come in
that would have slavery.

Lincoln had thought perhaps he was
done with slavery, but he couldn’t
stand it. He got back involved in poli-
tics, lost, lost again, got elected Presi-
dent, and then helped bring about an
end to slavery in the United States.

John Quincy Adams did not bring an
end to slavery as he had hoped, but he
profoundly affected that young, skin-
ny, less-than-handsome-looking guy
named Abraham Lincoln.
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Andrew Breitbart is gone. That’s the
report. I'll be interested to see what
the autopsy says.

But I can’t help but think his devo-
tion to truth, to preserving liberty will
have inspired so many who will pick up
that banner and potentially, as was the
case with John Quincy Adams and
Abraham Lincoln, do far more than
Adams himself could have done, and in
this day, in the years to come, do more
than Andrew could have done by him-
self.

Though Andrew did great service to
himself, his family, and his Nation, it’s
my prayer that his greatest contribu-
tion to this, the greatest Nation with
the greatest freedoms in the history of
the world, will not be those specific but
amazing accomplishments he achieved,
but that his greatest accomplishment
will be the inspiration he was and is to
so many who saw his devotion, saw his
commitment, saw his goals, and will,
just as did John Quincy Adams, accom-
plish more through those he inspired
than those he could ever have accom-
plished individually.

At a time like this, there is some-
times a temptation to blame God and
ask, why did God take such an indi-
vidual so soon? Our directed comments
to our Creator should instead be,
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Thank You, dear God, for the gift of
Andrew Breitbart. We wish we could
have kept him longer, but thank You
for this marvelous gift.

God be with his family, comfort his
family. Andrew will be sorely missed
by seekers of truth. His departure will
be welcomed by those he was exposing,
but they shouldn’t be too comfortable.
He was a patriot. He was a lover of lib-
erty. He was a lover of family. He was
a lover of God, a lover of this Nation.
He was also a friend and encourager to
me.

With that, I would yield to my friend,
STEVE KING, from Iowa.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I want to thank
the gentleman from Texas.

Timing of circumstances, Mr. Speak-
er, brought me to the floor here simul-
taneous with this wonderful tribute
that Mr. GOHMERT has provided to An-
drew Breitbart and the life and the
things that he stood for and believed
in. I don’t know how I can add to the
completeness of the message that
LOUIE GOHMERT has delivered here.

I had the privilege of calling Andrew
Breitbart my friend as well. I think of
the last time LOUIE GOHMERT, STEVE
KING, and Andrew Breitbart were in the
same room, and it was over in the place
that I affectionately call The Bunker,
the house a couple of blocks east of the
Supreme Court—very fitting, by the
way—just almost within gaze of the
east portico of the Supreme Court
where Moses sits there looking down
upon all of humanity with the tablets
on his knees, with the Ten Command-
ments in his arms, and saying to all
the world, We’re a Nation of laws, not
a Nation of men, and that our laws
come from God, and his profound belief
in that.

As we were there, I remember I was
invited to a dinner over at Breitbart’s.
Now, some might think that a dinner
with Andrew Breitbart could be some-
body sitting at the table with
cufflinks, for example. It’s possible,
but it’s unlikely that there’s actually
going to be a table. It’s more likely
that there’s a counter in the middle of
the kitchen, and on that counter and
on the counter over on the wall were
refreshments of all kinds, teetotaling
and nonteetotaling refreshments. On
the other counter are ribs and chicken.
I think the ribs were there for LOUIE
GOHMERT, personally. He and I are the
only two Members of Congress.

In that room was a constant din.
Within that din, you’d always Kknow
what was on Andrew Breitbart’s mind.
Whenever he spoke, there was always
an ear tuned to that, but he was very
much a person engaged in the moment.
He was driven to no end. I know when
I walked in the room, he played a
trumpet with his hand just to get the
attention in that din now that I'd ar-
rived.

But what I remember was that it was
an engaging conversation about liberty
and freedom and freedom of the press
and truth, justice, and the American
way, as LOUIE has said. When it was all
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done, the refreshment bottles were
empty and the ribs and chicken were
bones, and we’d had one of the most en-
gaging evenings you could ask to have
in Washington, DC, and we have some
here.

That, I think, does describe Andrew
Breitbart’s life: engaging.

I don’t know who was more engaged
than Andrew Breitbart. I look back at
it. Just, for example, this morning I
got up and I got ready to go, and I
changed my pin over here and I put my
Constitution in my pocket here and I
put my keys in this pocket. Other than
that, the only one other constant was I
had to look around this morning and I
couldn’t find it. I went over to my
backup storage, and I pulled this out
and put it in my pocket this morning.

Let the record show, Mr. Speaker,
this is an acorn. I've carried an acorn
around in my pocket for about 2 years.
I wouldn’t be doing this if it weren’t
for the influence of Andrew Breitbart.
In fact, we might not even know about
the threat to the underpinnings of our
Constitution, the legitimate electoral
process we have in this country, if it
hadn’t been for Andrew Breitbart.

Hannah Giles and James O’Keefe
came together and they went out and
got some brilliant tape of the uncon-
scionable activities of ACORN that
produced over 400,000 false or fraudu-
lent voter registrations. How many
other false votes went up, we don’t
know.

But my belief is, and I believe An-
drew’s belief was, that the Constitution
is the foundation of American liberty.
But underneath that foundation that
sits on the bedrock of legitimate elec-
tions, any entity that threatens those
legitimate elections threatens the very
Constitution itself and American free-
dom.

It was Andrew’s brilliance that took
those tapes of Hannah’s and James and
said, You roll these out, they will dis-
credit you. They will attack you. You
will be under the heat like you've
never seen before in your life. We need
to give them a little bit, and then they
will attack you and say that’s the only
one. It’s an anomaly.

Really, the tapes of the unconscion-
able acts of ACORN would be discred-
ited immediately. It was Andrew who
put together the strategy.

First, you have to know the man to
have instant confidence that he knows,
and he instantly thinks ahead. He
never was, I don’t think, a linear
thinker. He always was a conceptual
thinker. Some might go A, B, C, and
maybe can get their way to Z. Andrew
could go A, here’s Z, and you know he
knew every letter in between and how
they were rearranged, and he could see
the strategy in an instant and he could
inspire you to step forward to that.
That was part of the brilliance of An-
drew Breitbart. That’s one of the rea-
sons I will carry this acorn in my pock-
et until they are gone.

As I sat and thought about the life of
Andrew, I wrote these words down to
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try to describe him, and words do not
describe the man that Andrew was.

I used the words ‘‘dynamic,” ‘“bril-
liant,” ‘“‘fearless,” ‘‘visionary,” ‘‘altru-
istic,” ‘“‘passionate,”’ ‘‘unconven-

tional,” ‘‘trailblazer,” ‘‘patriot,” ‘‘lost
friend.”” All of those things describe
Andrew Breitbart, and many, many
more.

As LOUIE GOHMERT has said, his influ-
ence will be cascaded across this civili-
zation and this culture, I believe, in
perpetuity, just like the influence of
John Quincy Adams has had that influ-
ence.

What I want to say also is that An-
drew had a real sense of righteous in-
dignation of when the ObamaCare de-
bate was taking place here and an ef-
fort was staged to cast aspersions on
the Tea Party as being racist. I remem-
ber in the middle of that press gaggle
when they said, What do you think?
Somebody was hollering the ‘“N”’ word
out at the Congressional Black Caucus
as they walked across the grounds.

I said, Who has reported that? They
named that. Who actually heard it?

They couldn’t name me who heard it.

Andrew Breitbart understood that it
was a manufactured story created to
discredit the Tea Party and put $100,000
on the table for anybody that could
produce an audio or a video that would
confirm the false allegations of racial
epithets being thrown by the Tea Party
at anybody. He shot that story down,
and he has provided us a tremendous
amount of credibility for the Tea Party
in the process.

Pigford Farms, another story. The
list goes on.

Andrew Breitbart understood the
science behind the communications in
the world. He understood the Internet
before many even knew the Internet
existed. He understood its potential. He
had opened that up with big every-
thing, with big ideas and global ideas
and had them grounded in the full spec-
trum constitutional conservatism with
an effort to provide protection for the
rights of everybody, as God gives us
those rights.
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I am also tremendously saddened by
the loss of our good friend. It’s a big
Breitbart family that grieves today
and prays that he will be nestled in the
hands of God and that his close family
will be well taken care of and energized
and nurtured by the profound belief
that they’ve had the wonderful privi-
lege to have Andrew Breitbart as their
father, husband, friend, and that his in-
fluence moves on. We dedicate our-
selves to the renewed effort to follow
through on those efforts, and we will
seek to do what we can to match and
emulate the brilliance of Andrew
Breitbart.

I appreciate my friend LOUIE GOH-
MERT for coming to the floor and start-
ing the beginning of a national con-
versation about the long reach of An-
drew Breitbart, and it reaches into the
future. I thank Andrew for his life. I
thank God for Andrew’s life.
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Mr. GOHMERT. In conclusion, we
pay tribute to a big man, as Jesus said
to the poor man of Nazareth, who has
now been carried to the bosom of Abra-
ham by the angels.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

———

REAPPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF
SOCIAL  SECURITY ADVISORY
BOARD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces the Speaker’s re-
appointment, pursuant to section 703 of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 903)
and the order of the House of January
5, 2011, and upon the recommendation
of the minority leader, of the following
member on the part of the House to the
Social Security Advisory Board for a
term of 6 years:

Ms. Barbara Kennelly, Hartford, CT

————

HOME RULE IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er.

I come to the floor today to begin a
series of half-hour conversations con-
taining information that I believe
many Members of our House simply do
not have, especially considering how
often the Constitution and the Framers
are cited. I have no reason to believe
that there is any intention on the part
of any Member to deny democracy to
any American citizen in our great
country.

So during these half-hour Special Or-
ders, I will be offering some evidence
and information that go back to the
Framers and come forward into the era
when the District of Columbia was
granted home rule in order to try to in-
form Members of the standing of the
District of Columbia, which is often re-
ferred to as the ‘“‘Federal district.”

It, of course, is not a Federal district.
It is a hometown of more than 600,000
residents, which has been granted full
and complete authority to govern
itself—too late, of course, but finally.
It was too late in this era, but not too
late in the history of the country be-
cause, as the country began, the citi-
zens, indeed, at that time had that
right.

The Framers, of course, were con-
fronted with a dilemma. They wanted a
capital to be located here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and they wanted
that capital to have the same rights as
any other Americans. They had had an
experience in Philadelphia of some con-
cern, when veterans had marched on
that capital, about who would defend
the capital. They tried to sort out this
dilemma and thought they had by cre-
ating the District of Columbia—whose
residents would have the same rights
as every other American citizen, but
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giving the Congress authority over the
District. Let me indicate how that hap-
pened.

No one who has any knowledge of the
history of our country can believe that
the Framers fought against taxation
without representation for everybody
except the people who happened to live
in the Nation’s Capital. That would be
sacrilege to say that of the great
Framers of the Constitution, particu-
larly since people from this very area,
now known as the District of Colum-
bia, went to war on the slogan of ‘‘no
taxation without representation” and
fought and died under that slogan.
They didn’t go and die under that slo-
gan so that everybody but themselves
could be freed from England and have
full democracy.

It is also clear from looking at the
Constitution that there were two
Maryland and two Virginia signers who
made clear that in the land they gave
to the District of Columbia they
weren’t giving away their citizens’
rights. So their citizens in Maryland
and Virginia, during the 10-year transi-
tion period, in fact, voted for Members
of this body and had the right to vote
in Maryland and Virginia.

Some would call what Congress has
done in the intervening years an abuse
of power. I believe it is a failure to
come to grips with what the Framers
intended. In Federalist 43, James Madi-
son says from the very beginning that
there would be ‘‘a municipal legisla-
ture for local purposes, derived from
their own suffrages.’”” That’s, of course,
the man and the document we rely on
when we need some legislative history
about the Constitution.

It is very important to note that the
first government in the city of Wash-
ington was established in 1802 when the
District of Columbia became the Na-
tion’s Capital. At that point, contem-
poraneous with the Constitution, there
was a city council elected by the people
of the District of Columbia to fully
govern this city the way the districts
and the jurisdictions of the Members of
this body are fully governed. In 1812,
the city council was permitted to elect
the mayor. Before that, the mayor was
appointed. In 1820 and thereafter, the
mayor was elected by the people. That
continued until 1871.

It should be said that the status of
the District of Columbia, until home
rule was granted, was constantly a part
of the mix, the long, tortured part of
our history about racial segregation.
Many of the perpetrators who denied
home rule were Southern Democrats. It
was only when a Southern Democrat
who chaired the ‘“‘District Committee”
was defeated, after the Voting Rights
Act was passed, that the District was
granted home rule in 1973.

So this has not been a matter of
party. If anything, the Republican
Party had much cleaner hands until re-
cently when, for its own purposes, it
adopted the posture of deciding that
there would be home rule when it
wanted and that violates every stand-
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ard, every principle of the Framers and
Founders when members simply step in
and try to abolish democratic policy
and laws enacted by a local govern-
ment to which they are not account-
able.
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It’s important to note that when the
Home Rule Act was passed in 1973, the
first line said that the purpose was to
“‘restore’ to the citizens of the District
of Columbia, ‘“‘restore’’. Those words, I
think, were chosen with great meaning
and understanding of history, ‘‘re-
store” because it was clear that the
people who lived in this city had every
right of every other American citizen
before the city was created, that those
from Maryland, Virginia, who gave the
land, saw to it that these rights were
preserved. Only in the political
maneuverings of the Congress itself has
that right been at risk, but that right
has never been at risk except for Mem-
bers of Congress who did not adhere to
the principles of full democracy for
every citizen of the United States.

The purpose of the Home Rule Act
was to restore, not to create, rights.
Congress can not create rights for peo-
ple born in this country. The rights are
given with their citizenship.

Now the District of Columbia, if one
looks at the Home Rule Act, and the
trends of all of the legislation pre-
ceding the Home Rule Act, was never
given partial home rule except when
Members of Congress from other juris-
dictions decide they want to make
changes in the District. That is found
nowhere in the Home Rule Act, and
that flies in the face of every principle
of those who created the United States
of America and those who died under
the slogan of ‘‘no taxation without rep-
resentation.”

We created a very diverse democracy,
and we have held it together through a
principle of local deference and local
control. We have people in one part of
the country who detest some of the
laws and policies in another part of the
country, but the first thing they will
do is honor local control and the right
of local citizens to elect people who are
accountable to them. When those who
are not accountable to them want to
get something done they must go to
those who are, indeed, accountable to
them.

Congress thought about what enact-
ing home rule would mean. It said,
there are some specific exceptions.
Congress did not leave it to the discre-
tion of Members of this body to decide
what those exceptions would be. Con-
gress, in fact, did something very spe-
cific with respect to those exceptions
because it understood that once home
rule is granted, there would be dif-
ferences between the local legislature
and the Congress of the United States.
So it said, this is what we mean, and
this is what we do not mean.

These limitations on the District and
its council need to be rehearsed and
need to be understood by anybody who
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believes in democracy as a principle
here in the United States, as much as
we believed in it when all of us stood
up for democracy in Egypt and else-
where in the Middle East and around
the world. We have got to make sure
that we’re not seen as hypocrites since
we are the first to rise when there is
democracy that is ignored elsewhere,
and appear to deny it in our own coun-
try. That is something the world will
never understand.

The Congress, recognizing the dif-
ferences, spelled out what the excep-
tions would be, and you can imagine
why the exceptions were there. They
have almost nothing to do with any-
thing that a local legislature would
want to enact. Occasionally they do,
and the District simply cannot do it
because it’s in the Home Rule Act, and
the District does not do it because it’s
in the Home Rule Act.

For example, the District of Colum-
bia cannot impose any tax on the prop-
erty of the United States or any of the
several States. Well, that’s important
because the property that is most valu-
able, the property that would yield the
most revenue, is located in the center,
the monumental core of the capital,
and the District of Columbia would not
have a thing to worry about if it could
tax that property. It cannot be done.

The District of Columbia cannot lend
the public credit, the credit of the local
jurisdiction, for support of any private
undertaking. The District cannot im-
pose any tax, partial or whole, on the
personal income of individuals who are
not residents of the District of Colum-
bia.

Now, I emphasize that one, because
that’s one that local citizens particu-
larly resent. It’s a ban on a commuter
tax. What it means is, if you come into
the District of Columbia to work, as
hundreds of thousands do from the sur-
rounding region, use the resources, the
roads, partake of the same public
amenities that residents do, neverthe-
less, said the Home Rule Act, the Dis-
trict of Columbia may not impose any
commuter tax.

Well, the District, of course, resents
that because there are commuter taxes
all over the United States. But the Dis-
trict isn’t asking to overturn the Home
Rule Act; it’s simply asking the Con-
gress abide by the Home Rule Act.
Maybe at some point Congress would
want to reconsider this matter. I think
my good friends of both parties from
Maryland and Virginia would not want
this matter reconsidered.

At the moment, I haven’t heard any-
one say out that this is the reason that
you find people in the District of Co-
lumbia engaging in civil disobedience.
It is when Congress intervenes into the
local affairs of the District of Colum-
bia. Yes, the commuter tax is a local
matter, but it involves other Ameri-
cans.

The Home Rule Act says Congress
wants you to have as much—I'm trying
to be fair—those who wrote it would
say, we want you to have as much ju-
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risdiction, as much authority over
your own business as you can. Once
you go to taxing those from another re-
gion, well, we are going to draw the
line.

Well, the District resents it, but
there is at least a theory for why that
was done. There is no theory for trying
to overturn a law of the District of Co-
lumbia simply because you disagree
with it, pure and simple, no theory
that can be mustered and certainly not
from the Framers, who were clear that
every citizen of the United States, in-
cluding those who lived in the Nation’s
Capital, would have the full democracy
they fought for in the Revolutionary
War.
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The Home Rule Act contains a height
limit. Although many in the city would
like to build high, the Home Rule Act
recognizes that the monumental core
has its own Federal meaning because
that’s where the monuments and the
Capitol are, and they did not want
those buildings which are central to
our identity as a Nation overpowered
by the tall buildings, even skyscrapers,
we see in other big cities. But there,
frankly, has not been a great deal of
concern about that. Indeed, D.C. has its
own height limit. The height limit
helps the city when it comes to tour-
ism. We, too, want everyone to see the
monumental core, although you will
find a healthy number of citizens here
who would like to build as they build
in other cities.

We are not trying to overturn the
Home Rule Act now; we are trying to
get observance of the Home Rule Act.
And when you pass a law that says, for
example, no District funds may be used
on something because it offends your
personal predilection, you then are vio-
lating the most basic principle of any
democracy, and that is why I have
come to the floor and will be coming to
the floor throughout the year.

The District of Columbia may not
enact any regulation or law having to
do with any Federal court, any court of
the United States. That’s true of any
jurisdiction. And there are a number of
others. The District of Columbia can-
not enact any law having to do with
the National Zoo. That’s a Federal zoo.
I’'m not sure why someone was con-
cerned about that, but that’s in the
Home Rule Act. And you’re not going
to find the District Mayor or city coun-
cil or residents going to the streets
over the zoo.

They went to the streets because
they passed a law that Members of this
House sought to overturn—and with re-
spect to at least one of them have suc-
ceeded—and that brings shame on our
democracy, because if you were to ask
the citizens of the United States or of
any place in the world whether or not
any Member of this body should be able
to overturn a law passed by the local
government of the District of Columbia
in a democratic fashion, you would find
almost nobody in this country who
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would say yes, and you would find al-
most nobody in the world who would
say anything but, You cannot be seri-
ous; you, who preach democracy all
over the world. If these are your prin-
ciples, the place and the time to apply
them is right here, right now, at home.

It is interesting to know that there
was a lot of controversy until finally
the Home Rule Act was passed, and it
is no accident that the Home Rule Act
was passed during the period of the six-
ties and the seventies when the great
civil rights laws were passed. The coun-
try came to understand that you can
hardly have civil rights laws and then
have people in your own capital who
have no mayor, no city council, no
right to vote for local government, no
vote in this body and still call yourself
a democracy. All of that came together
in the sixties and the seventies.

I'd like to refer to two Presidents
from that era, the so-called home rule
era. You will find that every President
of the era—in the postwar era—agreed
with the notion that the District of Co-
lumbia should have unlimited right to
self-government except for the express
and specific exceptions in the Home
Rule Act. It was Richard Nixon who
signed the Home Rule Act. President
Lyndon Johnson, in his message on
home rule made these comments:

Our Federal, State, and local governments
rest on the principle of democratic represen-
tation—the people elect those who govern
them. We cherish the creed declared by our
forefathers: No taxation without representa-
tion. We know full well that men and women
give the most of themselves when they are
permitted to attack problems which directly
affect them. Yet the citizens of the District
of Columbia, at the very seat of the govern-
ment created by our Constitution, have no
vote in the government of their city. They
are taxed without representation. They are
asked to assume the responsibilities of citi-
zenship while denied one of its basic rights.
No major capital in the free world is in a
comparable condition of disenfranchisement.

He laid it straight out. How did this
happen? Well, the Congress got a con-
science from time to time and there
were periods when the District had its
full home rule. This is one of those pe-
riods. The Congress does not intervene
into the life of this city—except when
individual Members disagree with its
actions.

Let me read from Richard Nixon, who
signed the Home Rule Act:

The District’s citizens should not be ex-
pected to pay taxes for a government which
they have no part in choosing—or to bear the
full burdens of citizenship without the full
rights of citizenship. I share the chagrin that
most Americans feel at the fact that Con-
gress continues to deny self-government to
the Nation’s capital. I would remind the Con-
gress that the Founding Fathers did nothing
of the sort. Home rule was taken from the
District only after more than 70 years of self-
government, and this was done on grounds
that were either factually shaky or morally
doubtful.

It is morally doubtful for any Mem-
ber of this body to assume he or she
has the right to tell the citizens of the
District of Columbia how to govern
themselves unless you are a member of
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the local body that governs the Dis-
trict of Columbia. If that is a principle
which applies to your district, it must
apply to mine. So we greatly resent
that we are allowed to govern ourselves
except when some Member decides that
some matter would be controversial in
his district, so, therefore, he wants to
deny the District the right to carry out
that matter after that matter has be-
come a matter of local law. Every
Framer would turn over in his grave to
recognize that we could come to the
21st century with such provisions.

Congress took action in the 110th and
111th Congresses to remove prohibi-
tions on the District’s use of local
funds for medical marijuana, for needle
exchange, and for abortions for low-in-
come women.

In the 112th Congress, Republicans
re-imposed the ban on the use of local
funds for abortion. Who do they think
they are? They are accountable to no
one in the District of Columbia. They
are in straight, sure violation of every
principle of the founding document.

I believe that in good faith many
Members, especially newer Members,
are simply not aware of this history
and not aware that it is grounded in
the Framers’ documents themselves.
That’s why, instead of assuming that
any Member of this body would inten-
tionally deny democracy to any Amer-
ican, I think the way to proceed is for
this American, this Member, this rep-
resentative of the people of the District
of Columbia, to come forward on occa-
sion with information and material
that I hope Members will take under
advisement.

I thank the Speaker, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

————
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THE UNITED STATES
CONSTITUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DENHAM). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is
a privilege to be recognized by you and
to address you here on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

As I listened to the dialogue take
place here in the last 30 minutes and
the gentlelady from the District of Co-
lumbia, I'm glad she has a voice here in
this Congress. And I do take an oath to
uphold the Constitution, as does every-
one who serves in this body, as does the
President of the United States and
many of our executive officers and
every military personnel. I believe
every State legislator takes an oath, as
I did when I was in the State senate in
Iowa, to preserve, protect, and defend
the Constitution of the United States
and the State of Iowa.

As that oath takes place, I would just
remind you, Mr. Speaker, that we have
to have an understanding of the Con-
stitution in order to take an oath to
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the Constitution. And when we Dplace
our hand on the Bible and raise our
right hand and take the oath to the
Constitution of the United States, it’s
not an oath to a constitution as it
might be reinterpreted by activist
judges at a later date. It’s not even an
oath to a constitution that has been in-
terpreted by the activist judges that
came after the Constitution was rati-
fied.

The oath that I take to uphold this
Constitution is the oath to uphold the
Constitution as it was written, as the
clear text of the Constitution defines,
and as the amendments, the clear text
of the amendments defined, and as it
was understood to mean at the time of
the ratification, whether it would be
the full body of the Constitution, or
later on the Bill of Rights, or whether
it would be the subsequent amend-
ments to the Constitution.

No public official, no person who
takes an oath to a constitution can be
taking an oath to something that is
amorphous, something that fluctuates
and something that can change. The
Constitution has to be fixed in place.
Guarantees aren’t amorphous, Mr.
Speaker. It is no guarantee if it’s
amorphous. It has to be fixed in place
and fixed in time.

I understand that our language
changes over time, and I understand
that we have people that have looked
at this Constitution with disrespect
and they would like to disregard the
American Constitution.

If we look back through history, we
will see that there was an effort that
began in the late 19th century, espe-
cially when some of the liberal-think-
ing people emerged here and in the in-
tellectual world. In the United States,
many of those people came here from
Germany and established themselves.
In fact, they established themselves on
the west coast. And our friend whom
we expressed our deep regrets at the
loss of and our deep sympathy to the
family of Andrew Breitbart grew up
around some of those people that were
the foundation of the progressive
movement in America.

These are the people that grew from
socialism, the ideology of utopianism.
Karl Marx put it down, and it grew
from there. Lenin advanced it, and
Gramsci also advanced it. It has gone
on to the day where liberalism got a
bad reputation, so they decided to de-
fine themselves as ‘‘progressives.” It’s
all rooted in a Marxist, socialist, uto-
pian ideology. And that Marxist, so-
cialist, utopian ideology looks at the
United States Constitution, the Con-
stitution of the United States of Amer-
ica, with abhorrence. They reject our
Constitution. They’re just afraid to
stand up and say so.

The clear meaning of the Constitu-
tion is something that they concluded,
back in the late part of the 19th cen-
tury and coming into the early part of
the 20th century, that they would like
to abolish. They would like to abolish
our Constitution. They would like to
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have a new Constitutional Convention
or no Constitution and change and
shape America at their will. They re-
ject an America with individual rights
that come from God. I would like to
think the gentlelady from the District
of Columbia and I would likely agree
on that. They want an America that
can always be in constant flux and con-
stant change with no locked-down
guarantees or values.

In other words, they looked at an ef-
fort to undo and repeal America’s Con-
stitution. They concluded that they
could not do so because the culture of
America has so embraced the Constitu-
tion of the United States that Ameri-
cans would rise up in defense of the
Constitution. If they tried to assault
the Constitution, Americans would rise
up and reject anybody that would seek
to do that. So they sold us an alter-
native of trying to repeal and undo the
Constitution and amend it out of exist-
ence.

There’s another alternative, and that
alternative is the one that they chose
more than 100 years ago. That was the
effort to redefine the Constitution, to
undermine the meaning of the Con-
stitution and turn it into this—remem-
ber the language, Mr. Speaker?—a liv-
ing, breathing document. A living,
breathing document is the language for
an amorphous constitution, a constitu-
tion with no guarantees, a constitution
that only takes reaction to the major-
ity at the time that can be found in the
House of Representatives, in the
United States Senate, or a majority in
the United States Supreme Court or
the activist judges that by the hun-
dreds have been appointed since that
period of time during the last more
than 100 years, and the law schools in
America that have been populated by
leftists who have been undermining the
Constitution even while they teach the
Constitution.

That’s what we’ve seen here in Amer-
ica, Mr. Speaker.

And if the solid, conservative Amer-
ican people understood the flow of his-
tory and how the Constitution has been
willfully undermined by active and by
now self-labeled progressives, they
would stand up against them every-
where they appear.

Think of a contract. The Constitu-
tion is a contract, it is a guarantee,
and it is the supreme law of the land.
It’s defined as the supreme law of the
land in the Constitution itself. When
you have a supreme law, a law has to
be black and white, it has to be clear,
and it must be also enforced. It’s im-
possible to take an oath to something
that is amorphous, that’s living and
breathing.

It is now being taught under con-
stitutional law in universities across
the land that this Constitution doesn’t
mean what it says. That’s what some of
the judges say. That’s what some of the
law school professors say. In fact,
that’s what a majority of the law
schools in America teach. They don’t
teach the foundation of American lib-
erty, which is the clear text of this
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Constitution, but they teach some-
thing that’s been redefined by the
courts.

And, by the way, we have course
after course across the country—and I
could go back to my big-ring notebook
when we did the research on this—that
teaches constitutional law in law
school without using the basis of the
Constitution. You can take the course
on con law and never be required to
read the Constitution. And the test
questions aren’t on the Constitution;
they’re on what they call ‘‘case law.”
Well, I will sometimes refer to case
law. It is usually a slip of the tongue
when I do that. Case law is what they
say now is the Constitution. I can
think of a lawyer who says: I don’t
have to amend the Constitution. If you
give me a favorable judge and a favor-
able jury, then I will amend the Con-
stitution in the courtroom.

Think of what that means, Mr.
Speaker. An attack on the Constitu-
tion is taking place by activist lawyer
after activist lawyer with favorable
judge after favorable judge in front of a
favorable jury that a lot of times just
doesn’t know the movement of the cur-
rents in this country and the competi-
tion that’s going on between two phi-
losophies and ideologies.

One of them mirrors the words of our
Founding Fathers, the beliefs and the
foundation of our Founding Fathers,
that our rights come from God. No
place in history have we seen that
aside from the New Testament. No gov-
ernment was ever formed on the foun-
dation of religious belief and believing
that we have individual human rights,
that these rights come from God. We’re
endowed by our Creator with certain
unalienable rights. I don’t say ‘‘in-
alienable.”” That is a typo in the Jeffer-

son Monument down here. It’s
‘“‘unalienable’ rights. We’re endowed
by our Creator with certain

unalienable rights, and among them
are life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness.

We all know those words. They
echoed us. They are writ on our hearts
as Americans. And we should remem-
ber that our Founding Fathers were in-
spired and, I believe, guided by God to
articulate the vision of the unique lib-
erty that’s endowed within each of us
who is created in His image. They ar-
ticulated it; they understood it; they
made the argument; they laid it out in
the Declaration; they fought a war for
it; and they enshrined it within the
Constitution itself, this rule of law.
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How hard was that compared to our
charge today, Mr. Speaker? How hard
was it in comparison to the Founding
Fathers identifying liberty, articu-
lating liberty, using the language and
the scholarship that they created to
write on our hearts: life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness?

As an aside, Mr. Speaker, it wasn’t
an accident that they delivered to us
three distinct rights, not exclusive to
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those three. When they said life, lib-
erty, and the pursuit of happiness,
Thomas Jefferson didn’t just pull those
things out of a hat and say, Well, let
me see. Life came out first and what is
the next one? Well, it is like a Chinese
fortune cookie. Liberty. And the third
one he pulled out is pursuit of happi-
ness. They are carefully placed in the
Declaration because they are
prioritized rights.

The most important right is life, the
next most important right is liberty,
and the last of the three is pursuit of
happiness.

Let me start with pursuit of happi-
ness. Our Founding Fathers—and espe-
cially Thomas Jefferson—studied and
understood Greek. They looked back in
the history of Greece and they under-
stood this term that I will pronounce
“eudamonia.” It is a Greek term that
really is pursuit of happiness. It is
spelled e-u-d-a-m-o-n-i-a. Eudamonia
by my pronunciation. What it means is
to be intellectually and spiritually
whole, to pursue knowledge, to pursue
an understanding of this unique being
that we are with a soul, with a spirit,
with an intellect, and to expand that to
the maximum limit that God has given
us. That was eudamonia. Pursuit of
happiness wasn’t a tailgate party at
the ball game. Pursuit of happiness was
the Greek understanding of happiness,
which was developing your whole being
to the maximum amount.

Thomas Jefferson placed that pursuit
of happiness language in there under-
standing what it meant in the Greek
understanding. He understood what it
meant to the Americans at the time.
That’s been redefined since that time
to now people think somehow pursuit
of happiness is a tailgate party or
going to the ball game or going out on
the deck to light the grill or going
down to the corner pub and having a
drink with the guys, whatever it is
that people do. Go fishing, go skiing in
the mountains, that is pursuit of hap-
piness? None of that was in the minds
of the Founding Fathers. What was in
their minds was the ability to have the
freedom that God gave us to develop
ourselves as human beings spiritually
and intellectually. That was
eudamonia. That was the pursuit of
happiness. It was the third right, Mr.
Speaker.

The second one was liberty. We un-
derstand, I think, liberty better here in
America than in the rest of the world.
Liberty is a component of our history
and often gets conflated with the term
“freedom.” Freedom and liberty are
two different terms, Mr. Speaker. They
have two different meanings even
though they are associated with each
other.

You might think of freedom—as 1
look across outside the snowy land-
scape where I live, sometimes I will see
a coyote run across the field and I will
think he has freedom. He is out there
in the wild; he can run wherever he
wants to run; no fence keeps him in; he
is free to chase down rabbits and any-
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thing else that he wants to go after,
and my pheasants I might say. He has
freedom. But there is a difference be-
tween freedom and liberty. The distinc-
tion is this: liberty is freedom bridled
by morality, bridled by an under-
standing that you have a moral obliga-
tion, a faithful obligation not to go
outside those bounds that have been
laid out for us. If that is the case, you
have liberty. You have freedom, and
the bridle that goes on freedom is the
moral underpinnings that we must ad-
here to as Americans. That’s why this
Constitution works for us, we know.

So within liberty, are those rights
that are defined in the first 10 amend-
ments in the Bill of Rights? The liberty
for freedom of speech, for religion, free-
dom to assembly and peaceably assem-
ble for redress of grievances, the free-
dom to keep and bear arms, the free-
dom from double jeopardy, the freedom
to keep and own property, the freedom
to have a trial by a jury of our peers,
the freedom for the powers that are not
defined within the Constitution for the
Federal Government to devolve down
for the States or the people respec-
tively, that is all liberty. Everything
I’ve defined in there is liberty, pro-
vided it is within the moral boundaries.

Now I take us up the ladder of the
priorities of life, liberty, pursuit of
happiness—eudamonia. Pursuit of hap-
piness is subordinated to liberty. You
can develop yourself, Mr. Speaker, in-
tellectually and spiritually in the phi-
losophy of our Founding Fathers, pro-
vided that you don’t trample on some-
one else’s liberty. If I want to develop
my knowledge base, my spiritual base,
I can exercise my freedom of religion,
my freedom of speech, my freedom of
assembly in any way that I so choose
under the rights that we have that are
liberties, provided that I don’t trample
on the liberty of someone else.

I can’t take a position that says you
will be censored because I'm going to
exercise my freedom of speech or you
can’t assemble because I don’t like
what you say, I'm exercising my free-
dom of assembly, you must not. I can
exercise my pursuit of happiness, my
development, my own liberties, pro-
vided I don’t trample someone else’s.
The Founding Fathers understood that
priority. In the exercise of our lib-
erties—freedom of speech, religion, as-
sembly, keep and bear arms, the list
that I've given—Mr. Speaker, in no
case can we take someone else’s life in
the expansion of our liberties.

If I say that there’s someone that en-
croaches upon my liberties, therefore
I'm going to take their life, I have vio-
lated the principles of the Declaration,
the principles of this country, let alone
the laws of the United States of Amer-
ica. We need to understand that the
Founding Fathers laid out prioritized
rights in the Declaration: life, liberty,
and pursuit of happiness. That pursuit
of happiness cannot trample on liberty
or life, and the exercise of our liberties
cannot trample on life.

They understood that and that life is
the most sacred. If we understand also
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that life begins at the instant of con-
ception and we need to protect that life
both in law and in fact and provide for
those who cannot scream for their own
mercy, cannot speak for themselves,
that protection for life, all of that is
wrapped up in this Constitution and in
the rights that the gentlelady from the
District of Columbia referred to.

I go back to law schools in this land
teaching Constitution law as if this
Constitution is a living, breathing doc-
ument and some amorphous combina-
tion of case law created by activist
lawyers, activist judges, and some-
times I will say compliant juries, be-
cause they seldom see the big picture
of what is going on. They have respect
for what is taught in law schools; they
have respect for judges sitting behind
the bench. I do too.

But I will take the position, Mr.
Speaker, that any judge that believes
they can amend the Constitution by
their policy decision on case law should
not be seated on that bench. Anyone
who takes an oath to the Constitution
and they believe it was whatever it will
be defined to mean by somebody that
comes along later, they should stop
and take stock of what they are about
to do. That may be a violation of con-
science just not thought through.

We had a major case in Iowa a couple
of years ago called Varnum v. Brien.
Seven State supreme court justices
universally declared that they could
find rights in the Constitution that
were up to this point unimagined. They
wrote unanimously that they had dis-
covered unimagined rights in the Con-
stitution itself.

Can you imagine a guarantee with
unimagined rights, Mr. Speaker? The
Founding Fathers could not have imag-
ined allowing judges to sit on a bench
who believe that they could write any
decision they chose to write, that they
could manufacture unimagined rights
in order to get their public policy in
place. But that’s exactly what hap-
pened in Iowa in that case. Three of
those judges were up for retention and
Iowans voted them off the bench. Now
there are three new supreme court jus-
tices there, and hopefully there is a re-
consideration among the other four.

The unimagined rights that were in-
serted into the supreme court decision
impose same-sex marriage on the State
of Iowa. That brought about some peo-
ple like my good friend Congressman
LOUIE GOHMERT, who came there to
help with that cause and went on the
bus to help with that cause who made
the constitutional argument consist-
ently and continually. It is an example,
Mr. Speaker. But we have a number of
other examples of activist courts, and
I’'m concerned about what has hap-
pened historically.
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And T'll make this point: that if I
look through the continuum of Su-
preme Court cases that take us to
where we are today, and we have a con-
science protection piece of legislation

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

before this Congress, one of them may
have had a vote in the Senate this
afternoon, and that would be Senator
BLUNT’s language, Senator BLUNT from
Missouri. In this Congress, it’s JEFF
FORTENBERRY from Nebraska, who un-
derstood conscience protection and in-
troduced the legislation that protects
the health care providers and all of us
for our religious liberty. And this Con-
gress may get a vote on it, and it may
actually have failed in the Senate this
afternoon is what I'm advised was
about to happen. I haven’t confirmed
that. And it could actually be hap-
pening after I finish speaking, Mr.
Speaker.

But what I see happening is that the
Constitution protects our religious lib-
erty, our religious rights, and still, this
government steps in to usurp them.
This executive branch steps in to usurp
our religious rights.

To this extent, and I'll take you, Mr.
Speaker, through this continuum that
is appalling to me, and it would be ap-
palling to the Founding Fathers had
they lived through these decisions.

1965, no, excuse me; I'll go back to
1963, Mr. Speaker. There was a case
called Murray v. Curlett, and I don’t
know that that is very well universally
recognized, but that was the case that
took prayer out of the public schools.
There was an argument made before
the activist court in 1963 that there
was a separation of church and state,
and that that separation of church and
state was firm enough and solid enough
that we could not pray in our public
schools because that advocated for a
religion.

And so I'll read to you the language
that surely had to be reviewed by the
Supreme Court justices. It says, Con-
gress shall make—this is the First
Amendment, Mr. Speaker—Congress
shall make no law respecting an estab-
lishment of religion or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof. And it goes on, of
course, freedom of speech, the press,
and the right of the people to assemble.

It says Congress shall make no law.
There was no law that came from Con-
gress that established a religion. The
law that Congress made just didn’t
exist with religious freedom because
Congress understood that the First
Amendment means what it says. The
textual reading and the original under-
standing said Congress shall not estab-
lish a religion. We’re not going to be
like Sweden, establishing Lutheranism
as a state religion. We’re going to have
freedom of religion, but it shall not es-
tablish a religion. Congress shall make
no law respecting an establishment of
religion or prohibiting the free exercise
thereof.

But if you believe in judge-made law,
the Supreme Court, by that decision in
1963, Murray v. Curlett, outlawed pray-
er in the public schools by a court deci-
sion. I think it’s in direct violation of
the First Amendment of the Constitu-
tion. If we’re going to respect judge-
made law and stop praying in our pub-
lic schools, that was the beginning of
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the judicial activism that’s begun to
break down this civilization and this
culture. I think those decisions needed
to be made at the local school level,
not at the Supreme Court level.

And I remember sitting, as a fresh-
man in high school, and this news came
to me, I was sitting in general science
class. And they said now there will be
no more prayer in our school. And I re-
member thinking, what does that actu-
ally stop? How will they stop us from
praying? If the teachers decide not to,
does that mean I can’t? Can we not, as
students? Can I not pray before a test?
I needed help, I will tell you.

A thought process went through my
mind. The only way that the Federal
Government could prohibit prayer in
the public schools would be to clear out
the public schools. If we insisted on fol-
lowing through, they’d have to empty
the schools. Otherwise, there was going
to be prayer in the public schools, as
well as our parochial schools. They
would have to come in and march us all
out of school, chain the doors shut, and
post a guard to prevent prayer in the
public schools.

So what did we do? We genuflected to
the Supreme Court, accepted the Mur-
ray v. Curlett decision in 1963, stopped
activity of public prayer in public
schools, and we’ve had subsequent deci-
sions along the way about whether stu-
dents could pray, whether athletes
could pray, whether coaches could pray
with athletes, whether coaches could
be there when athletes prayed with
themselves, all of these things decided
by a Supreme Court that believes in
stare decisis, that there was a decision
made in 1963, and that they’re somehow
bound by that decision, rather than
looking back at the plain text of this
Constitution and concluding that as
long as Congress doesn’t make a law
establishing a state religion, or inter-
fere with the practice of religion, then
it isn’t the Federal Government’s busi-
ness to be engaged in religious activity
that takes place in the public or the
private schools. But that’s what hap-
pened in 1963.

Then, Mr. Speaker, 1965, we went
through, at breakneck speed, went
through the Constitution over here at
the Supreme Court, out those doorways
and off that way, breakneck speed.
This was Griswold, Griswold v. Con-
necticut. At that time, Connecticut
and Massachusetts and multiple other
States had outlawed contraceptives in
their States. That meant that you
couldn’t go in and buy contraceptives
at the drug store. The case of Griswold
was brought against—Griswold brought
the case against the State of Con-
necticut and said, your State law that
bans contraceptives is unconstitu-
tional. And they went before the Su-
preme Court and argued.

What are you going to base that on?
How does a State not have a power
that’s not—all non-enumerated powers
are reserved for the States or the peo-
ple, respectively. So the Constitution, I
say, defines that the States had that
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power. But yet, the Supreme Court, in
their imagination in 1965, created this
right to privacy, a right to privacy fab-
ricated out of whole cloth, didn’t exist
in the Constitution, doesn’t exist today
in the Constitution, but it exists on the
lips of every law school professor that’s
teaching constitutional law, a right to
privacy that’s been created now by the
Supreme Court. They say it was in this
Constitution somehow but had never
been discovered until the Supreme
Court discovered it in Griswold v. Con-
necticut.

So it was against the law in Con-
necticut, Massachusetts, and multiple
other States to even sell contracep-
tives. So the Supreme Court created a
right to privacy and outlawed the ban
on contraceptives in Connecticut.

I say if you lived in Connecticut in
1965 and you wanted contraceptives,
you could drive across the State line,
or you could move to another State.
That was the vision of the laboratories
of the State experiment of the Found-

ing Fathers. States’ rights, Tenth
Amendment. They imposed that in
1965.

Oh, by the way, in 1972 there was a
case called Eisenstadt that said, well—
it was just married people in Griswold
in 1965. Eisenstadt came along and
said, well, if there’s a right to privacy
for married people to be able to pur-
chase contraceptives, surely that exists
for unmarried people as well. They im-
posed that, and the Federal Govern-
ment took another reach, and now we
have the foundation for Roe v. Wade,
which turned into—the right to privacy
became the foundational argument for
Roe v. Wade in 1973, just 8 years after
Griswold.

And they found, in the emanations
and penumbras, a right to abortion.
Only the right to abortion of a non-
viable fetus, I might add, but the com-
panion case was Doe v. Bolton. And in
that case it said, But there will be ex-
ceptions to the viable fetus if the
health of the mother is considered. And
health of the mother was defined to be
mental, physical, or familial health of
the mother. And so it was an open door
right to any kind of abortion, this all
rooted in judicial activism, I might
add.

Today, seeing what has happened in
Griswold, and them setting aside a
State law, now, to the point where the
President of the United States, Mr.
Speaker, stepped before a press con-
ference, a week, 2 weeks ago, on a Fri-
day at noon, and he said, Well, okay,
you know I might have gotten in a lit-
tle hot water about taking away the
rights to conscience of the Catholic
Church and other religious institutions
by telling them, through Kathleen
Sebelius, that they shall provide, not
just contraceptives any longer—I want
to emphasize, Mr. Speaker, it wasn’t
just that. It was contraceptives, steri-
lizations, and abortifacients, pills that
cause abortion, requiring religious or-
ganizations, pro-life organizations, es-
pecially the Catholic Church, to pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

vide that if they’re going to provide
any kind of health care for their em-
ployees or their patients, a direct,
clear, imposition of a violation of
rights to conscience.

And Father Jonathan Morris said,
publicly, that you cannot force some-
one to violate their conscience. You
keep your convictions of your con-
science, even unto death. I applaud the
position that he has taken. I endorse
that position that he has taken.

But now, a few days after this an-
nouncement came out, and the heat
came on the President, his noon press
conference on that Friday, he stepped
up and, instead of, let’s say, legislating
within the confines of the Constitution
itself, the supreme law of the land, or
amending the Constitution if you dis-
agree with what it says, or even legis-
lating from the bench, as Griswold,
Eisenstadt, Roe and Doe, and many
others have done, we have now a Presi-
dent with the highest degree of audac-
ity I have ever seen—and by the way,
he uses that term ‘‘audacity’ pretty
often.
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He thinks he’s legislating by press
conference. He said, Well, I'm not going
to impose this on you any longer,
Catholic Church and others. I'm going
to impose it on insurance companies.
They shall provide contraceptives,
sterilizations, abortifacients, abortion-
causing pills, and they shall do it at no
charge.

The audacity of the President of the
United States to issue such a thing.
And we should not comply with such an
unconstitutional order from the Presi-
dent of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your indul-
gence, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. NADLER (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of med-
ical reasons.

Mr. SHIMKUS (at the request of Mr.
CANTOR) for today on account of sur-
veying tornado damage in his district.

———
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 50 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, March
5, 2012, at noon for morning-hour de-
bate.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

5146. A letter from the Chairman, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
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a report of a violation of the Antideficiency
Act; to the Committee on Appropriations.

5147. A letter from the Chairman, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
a report of a violation of the Antideficiency
Act; to the Committee on Appropriations.

5148. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen-
sion of Community Eligibility [Docket ID:
FEMA-2011-0002] [Internal Agency Docket
No.: FEMA-8213] received January 13, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

5149. A letter from the Chairman, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s 2010 Annual Report of the
Securities Investor Protection Corporation;
to the Committee on Financial Services.

5150. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En-
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Patent Compensation Board Regulations
(RIN: 1990-AA33) received February 2, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

5151. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En-
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
DOE Patent Licensing Regulations (RIN:
1990-AA41) received February 2, 2012, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

5152. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the
Commissions’s final rule — NRC Procedures
for Placement and Monitoring of Work with
the U.S. Department of Energy, Management
Directive 11.7, DT-12-02 received February 6,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

5153. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting a notice of proposed lease with the
Government of Poland (Transmittal No. 02-
12) pursuant to Section 62(a) of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

5154. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting Periodic
Report on the National Emergency Caused
by the Lapse of the Export Administration
Act of 1979 for February 26, 2011 — August 25,
2011; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

5155. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting report
on proposed obligations of funds provided for
the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

5156. A letter from the Special Inspector
General for Afghanistan Reconstruction,
transmitting the fourteenth quarterly report
on the Afghanistan reconstruction, pursuant
to Public Law 110-181, section 1229; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

5157. A letter from the Director, Office of
Communications and Legislative Affairs,
Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s Annual
Sunshine Act Report for 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

5158. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Na-
tional Forest System, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s re-
port on the detailed boundary of Sturgeon
Wild and Scenic River in Michigan, pursuant
to 16 U.S.C. 1274; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

5159. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks,
Department of the Interior, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Change of Ad-
dresses for Regional Offices, Addition of One
New Address, and Correction of Names of
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House and Senate Committees We Must No-
tify [Docket No.: FWS-R9-NWRS-2011-0108]
(RIN: 1018-AU89) received February 2, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

5160. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Fish and Wildlife and Parks, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Special Regula-
tions; Areas of the National Park System,
Cape Cod National Seashore (RIN: 1024-AD88)
received February 15, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

5161. A letter from the FWS Chief, Branch
of Aquatic Invasive Species, Department of
the Interior, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Injurious Wildlife Species; List-
ing Three Python Species and One Anaconda
Species as Injurious Reptiles [FWS-R9-FHC-
2008-0015; FXFR13360900000N5-123-FF09F14000]
received February 6, 2012, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

5162. A letter from the Chief, Recovery and
Delisting, Department of the Interior, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — En-
dangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants; Bald Eagles Nesting in Sonoran
Desert Area of Central Arizona Removed
from the List of Endangered and Threatened
Wildlife [Docket ID: FWS-R2-ES-2011-0069]
(RIN: 1018-AX08) received February 6, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

5163. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Visas: Issuance of Full Validity L Visas to
Qualified Applicants received February 13,
2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

5164. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s report on the Tribal-State
Road Maintenance Agreements for 2011, pur-
suant to Public Law 109-59, section 1119(k);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

5165. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Determination of Housing Cost Amounts
Eligible for Exclusion or Deduction for 2012
[Notice 2012-19] received February 15, 2012,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BACHUS: Committee on Financial
Services. H.R. 3606. A bill to increase Amer-
ican job creation and economic growth by
improving access to the public capital mar-
kets for emerging growth companies, with an
amendment. (Rept. 112-406). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. LATHAM:

H.R. 4116. A bill to provide for regulatory
accountability and for the revision of eco-
nomically burdensome regulations, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
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diciary, and in addition to the Committees
on Rules, the Budget, and Oversight and
Government Reform, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. MCKEON:

H.R. 4117. A bill to prohibit the use of pri-
vate security contractors and members of
the Afghan Public Protection Force to pro-
vide security for members of the Armed
Forces and military installations and facili-
ties in Afghanistan, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. CRITZ (for himself, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. CICILLINE, and Ms.
HAHN):

H.R. 4118. A Dbill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to provide for increased small busi-
ness participation in multiple award con-
tracts, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business, and in addition to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. REYES (for himself, Mr.
QUAYLE, Mr. DREIER, and Mr. THOMP-
SON of Mississippi):

H.R. 4119. A bill to reduce the trafficking
of drugs and to prevent human smuggling
across the Southwest Border by deterring
the construction and use of border tunnels;
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and in
addition to the Committees on Ways and
Means, and Homeland Security, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mr. COURT-
NEY, Mr. FITZPATRICK, and Mr.
PAYNE):

H.R. 4120. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to waive coinsurance
under Medicare for colorectal cancer screen-
ing tests, regardless of whether therapeutic
intervention is required during the screen-
ing; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. SCHRADER (for himself, Ms.
HAHN, Mr. CICILLINE, Ms. CHU, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. PETERS, and Mr.
RICHMOND):

H.R. 4121. A Dbill to provide for a program to
provide Federal contracts to early stage
small businesses, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Small Business.

By Mr. MCKEON (for himself, Ms. Lo-
RETTA SANCHEZ of California, Mr.
FARR, and Mr. KUCINICH):

H.R. 4122. A bill to amend the Lacey Act
Amendments of 1981 to clarify provisions en-
acted by the Captive Wildlife Safety Act, to
further the conservation of certain wildlife
species, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. PAs-
TOR of Arizona, Mr. STARK, Ms. SUT-
TON, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. KIND, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. CHU, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. NAD-
LER, Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, Ms.
SPEIER, Ms. McCoLLUM, Mrs. MALO-
NEY, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. HOLT, and Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia):
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H.R. 4123. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permit the Secretary of
the Treasury to issue prospective guidance
clarifying the employment status of individ-
uals for purposes of employment taxes and to
prevent retroactive assessments with respect
to such clarifications; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois (for
himself, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HUN-
TER, Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. SCHILLING,
and Mr. SCHOCK):

H.R. 4124. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide grants to
States to streamline State requirements and
procedures for veterans with military emer-
gency medical training to become civilian
emergency medical technicians; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. BROOKS (for himself, Mr. ROG-
ERS of Alabama, Mr. JONES, Mr. TUR-
NER of Ohio, and Mr. FRANKS of Ari-
zona):

H.R. 4125. A bill to ensure the effectiveness
of the missile defense system of the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, and in addition to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Ms. NOR-
TON, Ms. MOORE, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. ELLISON, and Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY):

H.R. 4126. A bill to amend the National
Voter Registration Act of 1993 to require
each voter registration agency in a State
which requires an individual to present a
government-issued photo identification as a
condition of voting in an election for Federal
office to provide such an identification with-
out charge upon request to any such indi-
vidual who does not otherwise possess one,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. HECK (for himself, Mrs.
ELLMERS, Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr.
AMODEI, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. ROE of

Tennessee, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. PRICE
of Georgia, and Mr. SESSIONS):

H.R. 4127. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to exempt certain re-
quests by physicians for consultations by ra-
diation oncologists from the limitation on
certain physician referrals under Medicare;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Ways
and Means, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself, Mr.
STUTZMAN, Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois,
Mr. DENHAM, Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. Roo-
NEY, Mr. QUAYLE, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. GRIMM, Mr.
IssA, Mr. PITTS, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mrs.
BLACKBURN, Mr. BROUN of Georgia,
Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. WALSH of Illinois,
and Mr. BILBRAY):

H.R. 4128. A bill to recognize a primary
measure of national unemployment for pur-
poses of the Federal Government; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. LANGEVIN (for himself and
Mr. CICILLINE):

H.R. 4129. A bill to amend the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Manage-
ment Act to add Rhode Island to the Mid-At-
lantic Fishery Management Council; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself and Mr.
RANGEL):
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H.R. 4130. A bill to award posthumously a
Congressional Gold Medal to Althea Gibson,
in recognition of her ground breaking
achievements in athletics and her commit-
ment to ending racial discrimination and
prejudice within the world of athletics; to
the Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. BORDALLO, and Mr.
SABLAN):

H.R. 4131. A Dbill to facilitate land acquisi-
tion for the consolidation of lands located
within the boundaries of, or abutting the
boundaries of, E1 Yunque National Forest in
Puerto Rico, and to further the protection of
the ecological integrity and biological diver-
sity of the National Forest, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr.
ScoTT of South Carolina, Mr. HAS-
TINGS of Florida, Mr. TURNER of New
York, and Mr. DEUTCH):

H. Res. 568. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the importance of preventing the Gov-
ernment of Iran from acquiring a nuclear
weapons capability; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. ELLISON:

H. Res. 569. A resolution recognizing the
tenth anniversary of the tragic communal
violence in Gujarat, India; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

———

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. LATHAM:

H.R. 4116.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 1 and Section 5, Clause 2
of the United States Constitution; and Arti-
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution, including, but not limited to,
Clauses 1, 3 and 18.

By Mr. MCKEON:

H.R. 4117.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of Congress ‘‘to pro-
vide for the common Defence’, ‘‘to raise and
support Armies”’, ‘‘to provide and maintain a
Navy” and ‘‘to make Rules for the Govern-
ment and Regulation of the land and naval
Forces” as enumerated in Article I, section 8
of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. CRITZ:

H.R. 4118.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

The Congress shall have Power to .
vide for the
United States; . . .

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

The Congress shall have Power . . . To reg-
ulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes.

By Mr. REYES:

H.R. 4119.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

. . pro-
general Welfare of the
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The authority to enact this bill is derived
from, but may not be limited to, Article I,
Section 8, Clause 3 of the United States Con-
stitution.

By Mr. DENT:

H.R. 4120.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion.

By Mr. SCHRADER:

H.R. 4121.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

The Congress shall have Power to . . . pro-
vide for the general Welfare of the
United States; . . .

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

The Congress shall have Power . . . To reg-
ulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes.

By Mr. MCKEON:

H.R. 4122.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

(Article I, Section 8, Clause 3). The com-
merce clause states that the United States
Congress shall have power ‘‘To regulate
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among
the several States, and with the Indian
Tribes.”” Courts and commentators

By Mr. MCDERMOTT:

H.R. 4123.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I Section 8.

The Congress shall have Power To . . . reg-
ulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes;

By Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois:

H.R. 4124.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

According to clause 7 of Section 9 of Arti-
cle I of the Constitution, Congress has the
authority to control the expenditures of the
federal government.

By Mr. BROOKS:

H.R. 4125.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8. The Congress shall
have the power to .. .make rules for the
Government and Regulation of land and
naval Forces . . . To make all laws this shall
be necessary and proper. . . .

By Mr. COHEN:

H.R. 4126.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 4 of the United States
Constitution.

By Mr. HECK:

H.R. 4127.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con-
gress shall have Power To. . .make all Laws
which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers,
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States
or in any Department or Officer thereof.

By Mr. HUNTER:

H.R. 4128.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8, clauses 1 and 18

‘““The Congress shall have the power to . . .
provide for the common defense and general
welfare of the United States.”

“To make all laws which shall be nec-
essary and proper for carrying into execution
the foregoing powers) . . .

By Mr. LANGEVIN:

H.R. 4129.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8, Clause 1 of the Con-
stitution of the United States grants Con-
gress the authority to enact this bill.

By Mr. PAYNE:

H.R. 4130.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-
stitution

The Congress shall have Power . . . To reg-
ulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes.

By Mr. PIERLUISI:

H.R. 4131.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is the power of the Congress enu-
merated in Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of
the United States Constitution.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 104: Mr. DENHAM.

H.R. 361: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia.

H.R. 365: Mr. NUGENT.

H.R. 452: Mr. REYES and Mr. MACK.

H.R. 498: Mr. NUGENT.

H.R. 583: Mr. POLIS.

H.R. 719: Mr. HALL.

H.R. 749: Mrs. BLACK.

H.R. 890: Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. CHU, and Mr.
PASCRELL.

H.R. 1065: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 1206: Mr. HENSARLING and Mr. JONES.

H.R. 1236: Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mrs.
BIGGERT, Mr. HULTGREN, Ms. BONAMICI, and
Mr. PASTOR of Arizona.

H.R. 1265: Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. HARRIS, Mr.
BAss of New Hampshire, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. DEUTCH and Mr. WEST.

. 1283: . CHU and Mr. RAHALL.

. 1381: . ROTHMAN of New Jersey.
. 1397: . HINOJOSA.

. 1418: . JACKSON LEE of Texas.

. 1426: . CHABOT.

. 1479: . PRICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 1546: Mr. PERLMUTTER.

H.R. 1648: Ms. BROWN of Florida and Mr.
BUTTERFIELD.

. 1695: Mr.
. 1699: Mr.
. 1741: Mr.
. 1744: Mr.
. 1755: Mr.
. 1792: Mr.
. 1897: Mr.
. 1964: Mr. RIBBLE.

. 2003: Mr. CICILLINE.

. 2106: Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MARINO, Mr. PITTS, and Ms.
BUERKLE.

H.R. 2188: Mr. KING of Iowa.

H.R. 2288: Mr. MCKINLEY.

H.R. 2557: Mr. MEEHAN and Mr. BOSWELL.

. 2697: Mrs. MALONEY and Mr. WALDEN.
. 2896: Mr. PASCRELL and Mr. GARRETT.
. 2959: Mr. BERG.

HEINRICH.
SCHILLING.
COBLE.
COBLE.
MATHESON.
ALTMIRE.
REYES.

. 2960: Mr. HALL.
H.R. 3059: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia.
H.R. 3067: Mr. YODER, Mr. PoLIS, Ms. KAP-

TUR, Mr. STARK, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. LARSON of
Connecticut, Mr. RUSH, Ms. HOCHUL, Ms.
McCoLLuM, Mr. DUFFY, Mr. FARR, and Mrs.
MALONEY.

H.R. 3086: Mr. COURTNEY and Mr. MATHE-
SON.

H.R. 3091: Mr. PLATTS.

H.R. 3114: Mr. DOGGETT.
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H.R. 3187: Ms. BORDALLO.

H.R. 3236: Mr. DAVID SCcOTT of Georgia.

H.R. 3269: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia and Mr.
DUNCAN of South Carolina.

H.R. 3283: Mr. HINOJOSA.

H.R. 3286: Mrs. DAVIS of California.

H.R. 3313: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 3401: Mr. COBLE.

H.R. 3461: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Ms.
JACKSON LEE of Texas, Mr. LOEBSACK, and
Ms. BUERKLE.

H.R. 3511: Mr. MATHESON.

H.R. 3515: Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas,
RICHARDSON, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. TOWNS,
CLAY, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. WATERS, and
PAYNE.

H.R. 3523: Mr.

H.R. 3534: Mr.

H.R. 3596: Ms.
Mr. PITTS.

H.R. 3610:

H.R. 3611:

H.R. 3612: Mr. MORAN.

H.R. 3661: Mr. REICHERT and Mr. NUNES.

H.R. 3663: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS.

H.R. 3676: Mr. LAMBORN.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.

WITTMAN.
PoOLIS.
EDWARDS, Mr. LOEBSACK, and

Mr.
Mr.

CLAY.
CLAY.
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. GONZALEZ.

. OWENS.

. GRIFFITH of Virginia.

. LAMBORN.

. DEGETTE.

. SHERMAN.

. RUSH.

. GIBBS.

. 4010: Mr. PIERLUISI, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr.
AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
SABLAN, and Mr. SIRES.

H.R. 4032: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. FILNER, MR.
HoNDA, and Ms. RICHARDSON.

H.R. 4060: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr.
WALSH of Illinois, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. Ross of
Florida, and Mr. GOWDY.

H.R. 4070: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr.
COBLE.

H.R. 4094: Mrs. ELLMERS.

H.R. 4105: Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. LYNCH, Mr. PETRI, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr.
WOMACK, Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. CARNAHAN,
Ms. HOCHUL, and Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.J. Res. 13: Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. BOUSTANY,
Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr. MICA, Mr. MARINO, Mr.

3710:
3769:
3785:
3828:
3839:
3880:
3895:
3982:

GEEEEERE
EEEERERE

=
=
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SHIMKUS, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. JONES, Mr.
WEST, Mr. BERG, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jer-
sey, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mr. ROONEY.

H.J. Res. 90: Mr. ENGEL.

H. Con. Res. 87: Mr.
FORBES.

H. Con. Res. 101: Mr. FINCHER, Mr. GALLE-
GLY, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California,
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, and Mr. SCHIFF.

H. Res. 134: Ms. BORDALLO.

H. Res. 298: Mr. DEUTCH.

H. Res. 506: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California,
Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. RIVERA, Mr. SIRES, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. MANZULLO,
Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mrs. ELLMERS, and Mr.
CARTER.

H. Res. 526: Mr. ENGEL.

H. Res. 543: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.

H. Res. 559: Mrs. ELLMERS and Mr. WOLF.

H. Res. 564: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr. NADLER.

RUNYAN and Mr.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable Tom
UDALL, a Senator from the State of
New Mexico.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal Lord God, who rules the rag-
ing of the sea, thank You for the gift of
freedom. We are grateful for a nation
where we can speak, vote, and worship
as we wish. May we never take lib-
erty’s blessings for granted but remem-
ber our accountability to You to be re-
sponsible in our thoughts, words, and
actions.

Use our Senators to preserve our
freedoms. Let integrity be the hall-
mark of their characters, individually
and corporately. Fill their hearts with
Your unalterable, undiminishing, and
unending love.

We pray in Your
Amen.

merciful Name.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable ToM UDALL led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. INOUYE).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 1, 2012.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable ToM UDALL, a Senator

Senate

from the State of New Mexico, to perform
the duties of the Chair.
DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon
assumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks, the Senate will resume
consideration of the surface transpor-
tation bill.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

As I indicated last night, I now ask
unanimous consent that there be 90
minutes of debate equally divided and
controlled prior to the vote in relation
to the Blunt amendment; that all other
provisions of the previous order remain
in effect; and that the time Senator
McCONNELL and I use prior to the vote
not count against the 90 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. REID. The vote will be somewhat
after 11:00, but it shouldn’t be long
after 11:00. We hope that when we get
rid of this amendment, we will be able
to make an agreement with the Repub-
licans on moving forward on this bill.
We have been unsuccessful in doing
that to this point.

——————

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ACT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, too often
cooperation is in short supply here in
the Senate, so I was pleased when we
began consideration of a truly bipar-
tisan jobs bill.

As I have said here a number of times
in the past week or so, if there were

ever a bipartisan bill, this is it. Pro-
gressive BARBARA BOXER, conservative
JIM INHOFE—they have agreed on a way
to move forward on a bill that will save
1.8 million jobs and create about 1 mil-
lion more jobs. So this would put mil-
lions of people to work right away.

Although our economy has gained
momentum, there are still millions of
Americans out of work, so it should be
obvious why we can’t afford to delay
efforts to rebuild our roadways, our
railways, and our bridges.

Almost 1,000 organizations, including
business groups and labor unions that
rarely see eye to eye on anything, sup-
port this commonsense measure. More
than 30 of those groups, including the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the
American Automobile Association,
AAA, have asked Senators to refrain
from offering unrelated, ideological
amendments to this bill. As I said, al-
most 1,000 organizations want this
done.

Here is what the U.S. Chamber and
AAA wrote recently:

The organizations that we represent may
hold diverse views on social, energy, and fis-
cal issues, but we are united in our desire to
see immediate action on the Senate’s bipar-
tisan highway and transit reauthorization
measures.

We started on this piece of legisla-
tion on February 7. It is the first day of
March now. These groups don’t agree
on much, but they do agree this legis-
lation is too important to be bogged
down with political amendments, so
they spoke as one.

There was a time when this kind of
cooperation was the standard in the
Senate. There was a time when two
Senators who had little in common
could still share common purpose.
There was a time when groups of Sen-
ators divided by political party could
still be united in their desire to pass
worthy legislation.

One Senator who has always exempli-
fied that willingness to set aside philo-
sophical and political differences and
work together is my friend, the senior

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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Senator from Maine, OLYMPIA SNOWE. I
have always appreciated Senator
SNOWE’s ability to look at every side of
an issue with a practical eye and not a
political eye. Her courage, common
sense, and moderation will be missed
here in the Senate.

Over the last 15 years, I have had the
pleasure of working many times with
Senator SNOWE on an issue now at the
forefront of this debate, both across
the Nation and on the Senate floor. Be-
ginning in 1997, we worked together to
increase women’s access to contracep-
tion and to make sure insurance com-
panies treated contraceptives the same
as other prescription medications.
There are plenty of things on which
Senator SNOWE and I disagree, lots of
things, but by finding common ground,
we improved women’s health and re-
duced unintended pregnancies—some-
thing we should all agree on—and there
is no question that it was accomplished
by what we did legislatively. Unfortu-
nately, the bipartisan progress Senator
SNOWE and I made over the years is
now under attack.

Today the Senate will vote on an ex-
treme ideological amendment to the
bipartisan Transportation bill. This
amendment takes aim at women’s ac-
cess to health care. It will allow any
employer or insurer to deny coverage
for virtually any treatment for vir-
tually any reason. I repeat: It will
allow any employer or insurer to deny
coverage for virtually any treatment
for virtually any reason. I was pleased
to hear that Senator SNOWE intends to
oppose this measure. I read that last
night.

Although the amendment was de-
signed to restrict women’s access to
contraception, it would also limit all
Americans’ access to essential health
care. Here are just a few of the life-
saving treatments employers could
deny if this amendment passes. This is
hard to comprehend, but here is what
some of them would be: mammograms
and other cancer screenings, prenatal
care, flu shots, diabetes screenings,
childhood vaccinations.

To make matters worse, Republicans
held up progress on an important jobs
bill to extract this political vote. As
the economy is finally moving forward
a little bit, Republicans have tried to
force Congress to take its foot off the
gas. Every Member of this body knows
the Blunt amendment has nothing to
do with highways or bridges or trains
or train tracks. This amendment has
no place on a transportation bill, but
with 2 million jobs at stake, the Senate
cannot afford to delay progress on a
job-creating measure any longer, so
Democrats have agreed to vote on Sen-
ator BLUNT’s amendment so we can
hopefully move on. Once the Senate
disposes of this partisan political
amendment, I hope we will be able to
resume in earnest bipartisan work on a
transportation bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.
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RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
have spent a lot of time in my Senate
career defending the first amendment.
Most of that time, I focused on the part
that deals with free speech. But recent
actions by the Obama administration
related to the President’s health care
law have prompted many of us here and
many across the country to stand in
defense of another freedom that is cov-
ered in the first amendment; that is,
religious freedom.

Let me say at the outset that most of
us didn’t expect we would ever have to
defend this right in a body in which
every one of us is sworn to uphold and
defend the U.S. Constitution. Most of
us probably assumed that if religious
liberty were ever seriously challenged
in this country, we could always expect
a robust, bipartisan defense of it—at
least from within the Congress itself.
But, unfortunately, that is not the sit-
uation in which we find ourselves.

Democrats have evidently decided
they would rather defend a President of
their own party regardless of the im-
pact of his policies. So rather than de-
fend the first amendment in this par-
ticular case, they have decided to en-
gage in a campaign of distraction as a
way of obscuring the larger issue which
is at stake.

If Democrats no longer see the value
in defending the first amendment be-
cause they don’t think it is politically
expedient to do so or because they
want to protect the President, then Re-
publicans will have to do it for them.
And we are happy to do that because
this is an issue that is greater than any
short-term political gain; it gets right
at the heart of who we are as a people,
and we welcome the opportunity to af-
firm what this country is all about.

What makes America unique in the
world is the fact that it was estab-
lished on the basis of an idea, the idea
that all of us have been endowed by our
Creator with certain unalienable
rights—in other words, rights that are
conferred not by a King or a President
or certainly a Congress but by the Cre-
ator Himself. The State protects these
rights, but it does not grant them, and
what the State doesn’t grant, the State
can’t take away.

The first of these rights, according to
the men who wrote the U.S. Constitu-
tion, is the right to have one’s reli-
gious beliefs protected from govern-
ment interference. The first amend-
ment couldn’t be clearer on this point.
The government can neither establish
religion nor can it prevent its free ex-
ercise. And if the free-exercise-of-reli-
gion clause of the first amendment
means anything at all, it means it is
not within the power of the Federal
Government to tell anybody what to
believe or to punish them for prac-
ticing those beliefs. Yet that is pre-
cisely what the Obama administration
is trying to do through the President’s
health care law.

We all remember then-Speaker
PELOSI saying that we would have to
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pass the health care bill to find out
what was in it. Well, this is one of the
things we found: It empowers bureau-
crats here in Washington to decide
which tenets religious institutions can
and can’t adhere to. If they don’t get in
line, they will be penalized.

According to congressional testi-
mony delivered this week by Asma
Uddin of the Becket Fund for Religious
Liberty, this is not only unprecedented
in Federal law but broader in scope and
narrower in its exemption than the 28
State mandates that some have point-
ed to in the administration’s defense.

Moreover, even in States with the
strictest mandates, religious institu-
tions can still either opt out of State-
level mandate or self-insure. But if
they try that now, they run into this
new Federal mandate, making it im-
possible for the first time for religious
institutions to avoid punishment for
practicing what they preach.

Some of the proponents of this man-
date say that in this case, we should
just ignore the first amendment. That
is what the proponents are saying—in
this particular instance, just ignore
the first amendment. They say that
certain religious beliefs in question
aren’t particularly popular, so they
don’t really deserve first amendment
protection. But isn’t that the entire
point of the first amendment—to pro-
tect rights regardless of who or how
many people hold them? Isn’t that the
reason people came to this country in
the first place, as a refuge from govern-
ments that said they had to toe the
majority line?

Some of the proponents of this man-
date have also said they are willing to
offer a so-called compromise that
would respect what they call the core
mission of religious institutions. But
here is the catch: They want to be the
ones to tell these religious institutions
what their core mission is. The govern-
ment telling the religious institution
what the core mission is—that isn’t a
compromise; that is another govern-
ment takeover, only this time it isn’t
the banks or the car companies, it is
religion.

Who do you think has a better grasp
of the mission of the Catholic church,
the cardinal archbishop of New York or
the President’s campaign manager?
Who are you going to listen to on the
question of whether this mandate vio-
lates freedom of religion, the president
of one of the largest seminaries on the
planet, R. Albert Mohler, or some bu-
reaucrat in Washington? The question
answers itself.

Look, this is precisely the kind of
thing the Founders feared. It was pre-
cisely because of the danger of a gov-
ernment intrusion into religion, like
this one, that they left us the first
amendment in the first place, so that
we could always point to it and say: No
government—no government, no Presi-
dent has that right. Religious institu-
tions are free to decide what they be-
lieve. And the government must re-
spect their right to do so.
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And remember: as many of us said
during the debate on the President’s
health care bill, this is just the begin-
ning. If the government is allowed to
compel people to buy health care, it
won’t stop there. Now, it is telling peo-
ple what their religious beliefs are and
what their religious practices ought to
be. I wonder What is next?

Let’s be clear: this is not about any
one particular religion.

It is about the right of Americans of
any religion to live out their faith
without the government picking and
choosing which doctrines they are al-
lowed to follow. When one religion is
threatened, all religions are threat-
ened. And allowing this particular in-
fringement would surely ease the way
for others.

This is something my constituents
understood immediately in this debate.

I have received a lot of letters from
religious leaders and concerned citi-
zens who know that an attack on the
beliefs of one religion is an attack on
the beliefs of any religion. And many of
them make the case a lot better than I
can. So I'd like to just share for a mo-
ment some thoughts from my constitu-
ents on this issue.

I will start with the Catholic Arch-
bishop of Louisville, Archbishop Joseph
Kurtz. Here’s what he wrote:

The federal government, which claims to
be ‘‘of, by, and for the people,”” has just dealt
a heavy blow to almost a quarter of those
people—the Catholic population—and to the
millions more who are served by the Catholic
faithful. In so ruling, the Administration has
cast aside the First Amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, denying to
Catholics our nation’s first and most funda-
mental freedom, that of religious liberty. We
cannot—we will not—comply with this un-
just law. People of faith cannot be made sec-
ond class citizens.

Here’s Bishop Ronald Gainer of the
Catholic Diocese of Lexington:

Civil law and civil structures should recog-
nize and protect the Church’s right and obli-
gation to participate in society without ex-
pecting us or forcing us to abandon or com-
promise our fundamental moral convictions.
If we have an obligation to teach and give
witness to the moral values that should
shape our lives and inspire our society, then
there is a corresponding obligation that we
be allowed to follow and express freely those
religious values. Anything short of govern-
ment protection of that freedom represents
an unwarranted threat of government inter-
ference. . . .

Here is the President of the Univer-
sity of the Cumberlands, Jim Taylor:

The intrusion of the administration into
the right of the free exercise of religion is
disappointing. The choice to interfere with
religious hospitals, charities and schools
with a mandate violating their religious
views is disconcerting and will, in all prob-
ability, be totally counterproductive, further
polarizing this nation.

And, finally, I want to read a letter
from Dr. R. Albert Mohler, Jr. I men-
tioned him earlier. He is the President
of the Southern Baptist Theological
Seminary, the flagship school of the
Southern Baptist Convention and one
of the largest seminaries in the world.
I am going to quote it in full.
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I write to express my deepest concern re-
garding the recent policy announced by the
Department of Health and Human Services
that will require religious institutions to
provide mandated contraceptive and abor-
tifacient services to employees.

This policy, announced by Secretary
Sebelius, tramples upon the religious liberty
of American Christians, who are now in-
formed that our colleges, schools, hospitals,
and other service organizations must violate
conscience in order to comply with the Af-
fordable Care Act. The religious exemption
announced by the Obama Administration is
so intentionally narrow that it will cover
only congregations and religious institutions
that employ and serve only members of our
own faiths.

This exemption deliberately excludes
Christian institutions that have served this
nation and its people through education, so-
cial services, and heath care. The new policy
effectively tells Christian institutions that,
if we want to remain true to our convictions
and consciences, we will have to cease serv-
ing the public. This is a policy that will ei-
ther require millions upon millions of Amer-
icans to accept a gross and deliberate viola-
tion of religious liberty, or to accept the
total secularization of all education and so-
cial services.

Christians of conscience are now informed
by our own government that we must violate
our convictions on a matter of grave theo-
logical and moral significance. This is not a
Catholic issue. The inclusion of abortifacient
forms of birth control such as so-called
emergency contraceptives will violate the
deepest beliefs of millions upon millions of
Christians, along with Americans of other
faiths who share these convictions. The reli-
gious objections to this policy are rooted in
centuries of teaching, belief, and moral in-
struction.

This policy is an outrage that violates our
deepest constitutional principles and tram-
ples religious liberty under the feet of delib-
erate government policy. As many religious
leaders have already indicated, we cannot
comply with this policy. The one-year exten-
sion offered by the Obama Administration is
a further insult, providing a year in which
we are, by government mandate, to prepare
to sacrifice our religious liberties and vio-
late conscience.

I, along with millions of other Americans,
humbly request that the Congress of the
United States provide an immediate and ef-
fective remedy to this intolerable violation
of religious liberty. Please do not allow this
abominable policy to stand. The protection
of our most basic and fundamental liberties
now rests in your hands.

I will conclude with this: if there is
one good thing about this debate, it is
that it has given all of us an oppor-
tunity to reaffirm what we believe as
Americans. It gives us an opportunity
to stand together and to say, this is
what we are all about. This is what
makes America unique, and this is
what makes it great.

That is why I will be voting in favor
of the Blunt amendment.

And that is why it is my sincere hope
that the President and those in his ad-
ministration come around to this view
too—that they come to realize from
the outpouring we have seen over the
past several weeks from across the
country that the free and diverse exer-
cise of religion in this country has al-
ways been one of our nation’s greatest
assets and one of the things that truly
sets us apart. As I said at the outset of
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this debate, I hope the President recon-
siders this deeply misguided policy and
reverses it. It crosses a dangerous line.
It must be reversed. But if he doesn’t,
either Congress or the courts will sure-
ly act.

STORM DAMAGE IN KENTUCKY

Mr. President, I wish to say a few
words about another matter related to
my own State. We have had severe
storms and tornadoes that cut through
parts of the Midwest yesterday, includ-
ing in my home State of Kentucky.
People across the Bluegrass State are
still recovering this morning from the
considerable damage caused by the se-
vere weather.

The National Weather Service has
confirmed 4 tornadoes struck in Ken-
tucky with winds of up to 125 miles per
hour. These funnel clouds were sighted
in Elizabethtown, eastern Grayson
County, Larue County, and near down-
town Hodgenville, which is home to the
Abraham Lincoln Birthplace National
Historic Park.

In all, the National Weather Service
has confirmed at least 16 tornadoes
across the country through seven
States—Nebraska, Kansas, Missouri, I1-
linois, Tennessee, Indiana, and Ken-
tucky. Over 300 reports of severe
weather across the region describe
frightening details such as wind gusts
of over 80 miles per hour, and golf-ball
sized hail stones.

There were reports of power outages
for thousands of people across Ken-
tucky, particularly in my hometown of
Louisville, the towns of Elizabethtown
and Paducah, and in Muhlenberg and
Grayson counties. Downed power lines
and flash flooding were reported across
the State.

News reports and accounts from my
own staff tell me that there has been
considerable damage across Kentucky,
including dozens of homes and busi-
nesses damaged and several people in-
jured. Two people in McCracken Coun-
ty near Paducah were rescued from an
overturned mobile home and rushed to
the hospital in critical condition. From
what we know at this point, however,
thankfully it appears no lives were lost
in Kentucky.

Unfortunately, the same cannot be
said elsewhere, as the severe weather
that raged through 6 other States has
reportedly claimed at least 12 lives. I
join my colleagues from the affected
States in keeping in my thoughts
today all those affected by these
storms, especially the families of those
lost in these tragic and unforeseeable
circumstances.

I also want to extend my gratitude to
the first responders in Kentucky and
across the entire Midwest who have
risen to the occasion and provided the
much-needed response and relief. Let
me particularly thank the Kentucky
National Guard, who is there to assist,
as always, when disaster strikes.

Authorities are warning us that the
threat from severe weather is not over.
More storms are expected today in Ala-
bama, Tennessee and again in my home
State of Kentucky.
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We will continue to keep a close eye
on Kentucky and other States in the
affected region, and make sure people
have everything they need to clean up,
rebuild, and reclaim their dignity from
the wreckage of this tragedy.

I yield the floor.

————
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved.

———

MOVING AHEAD FOR PROGRESS IN
THE 21ST CENTURY ACT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
1813, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1813) to reauthorize Federal aid
highway and highway safety construction
programs, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Reid amendment No. 1730, of a perfecting
nature.

Reid (for Blunt) amendment No. 1520 (to
amendment No. 1730), to amend the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act to pro-
tect rights of conscience with regard to re-
quirements for coverage of specific items and
services

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be 90 minutes equally divided
and controlled between the two leaders
or their designees.

The Senator from Louisiana is recog-
nized.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise in
strong, passionate support of the Blunt
amendment. It is a very important
amendment which we will be voting on
as an entire Senate at 11 a.m. this
morning.

The Blunt amendment is an abso-
lutely necessary measure to fix what is
a very egregious overstepping of the
bounds of government in terms of the
newly articulated ObamaCare mandate
on religion. As we all know through
the debate and discussion of the last
several weeks, the Obama administra-
tion has made it clear that everyone,
including persons of faith, including re-
ligious institutions, are not only going
to be forced to buy a product in the
marketplace—and many of us think
that itself is unprecedented and uncon-
stitutional—but it gets worse because
they will be forced to buy a product in
the marketplace that violates their
conscience, that violates their core be-
liefs.

Catholics and many other Christians,
many people of faith, do not believe in
certain activity and treatment that is
mandated now to be covered by this
mandatory insurance. That is crossing
a line we have never before crossed in
this country, in terms of government
power, government mandates, and gov-
ernment intrusion into the conscience
of others and to the free exercise of re-
ligion. We absolutely need to fix this.
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This is a fundamental conscience
issue. This is a freedom of religion
issue. That is exactly why it is so im-
portant.

Let me also clarify, this is not mere-
ly about contraception. Folks on the
other side of the debate and most of
the media constantly put it merely in
those terms. First of all, those meas-
ures in and of themselves violate the
conscience of many Americans. But,
second, it is not just about that, it is
about abortion, it is about abortion-in-
ducing drugs such as Plan B, it is about
sterilization. Clearly, the government
mandating Americans to buy, to pay
for, to subsidize these measures vio-
lates the conscience of tens and tens of
millions of Americans. That is why we
must act, hopefully today, starting
today, by passing the Blunt amend-
ment.

The arguments made on the other
side, when we look at them carefully,
do not hold water. First of all, there is
President Obama’s so-called accommo-
dation, so-called compromise, which is
not an accommodation and is not a
meaningful compromise at all. What
did he say? He said: OK. We are not
going to make Americans, persons of
faith, religious institutions buy cov-
erage they have moral qualms with. We
are merely going to make the insur-
ance provider provide that coverage
whether the customer wants it or not.
Well, that is a completely superficial
and completely meaningless word
game. The insurer is providing this
how? What payment is supporting it?
The only payment the insurer is get-
ting is from a customer who objects to
the coverage. So who is supporting it?
Who is paying for it? Clearly this is a
word game. If it weren’t clear enough
for the typical person or institution in-
volved, what about institutions—and
there are many of them—which are
self-insured? What about the Univer-
sity of Notre Dame, Catholic Univer-
sity, or Catholic institutions? They
don’t go to an insurance company to
buy insurance; they are self-insured.
That word game doesn’t even work on
the surface there. Those cases number
in the hundreds or thousands around
the country, and that is a clear exam-
ple of how that so-called compromise
or accommodation is merely a sleight
of hand and a word game.

Another argument which the other
side has made in this debate is that
somehow correcting this situation
through the Blunt amendment or
through similar measures will shut
down access to these services. That is
patently not true. These services, these
medicines, and other treatments are
widely available in every community
across the country at little cost or no
cost for folks who cannot afford it, and
that is not going to change. It is abso-
lutely not necessary to tear away reli-
gious liberty and violate conscience
rights of millions of Americans with
that argument in mind. It isn’t true.

That is why respected religious lead-
ers, such as Cardinal-designate Tim-
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othy Dolan, president of the U.S. Con-
ference of Catholic Bishops, has argued
strenuously and passionately against
this mandate. Cardinal-designate
Dolan said:

Never before has the Federal Government
forced individuals and organizations to go
out into the marketplace and buy a product
that violates their conscience. This
shouldn’t happen in a land where free exer-
cise of religion ranks first in the Bill of
Rights.

And so that is what it comes down to,
free exercise of religion and funda-
mental conscience protection. The first
amendment to the Constitution, the
first item in the Bill of Rights, it
doesn’t get much headier or more sig-
nificant than that, and that is what
this is all about. Again, it is all about,
yes, contraception, but abortion, abor-
tion-inducing pills like Plan B, and
sterilization.

Mr. President, please assure me that
the free exercise of religion is not now
a partisan issue. Please assure me that
we are going to correct this situation
and not allow this egregious overstep-
ping of the bounds of the power of gov-
ernment. We must act to stop this
grave injustice, and I hope we start
that process in a very serious way
today by voting positively and passing
the Blunt amendment.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
we are engaged in the business of the
Senate, and it is not always discernible
that it is the business of the people.
What we see taking place these days is
a principle mantra of Republicans on
the campaign trail seeking more free-
dom for the American people. The Re-
publicans like to say they ‘‘don’t want
government interfering in people’s
lives.” Then I ask: Why the devil are
we debating a Republican amendment
that limits a woman’s freedom to make
her own health care choices? With
women, the Republicans have a dif-
ferent idea about freedom. They want
government to interfere in the most
personal aspects of women’s lives.

The amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Missouri, the Blunt amend-
ment, will allow a woman’s employer
to deny coverage for any medical serv-
ice that they, the employer, have a
moral problem with. Imagine that.
Your boss is going to decide whether
you are acting morally. The Repub-
licans want to take us forward to the
Dark Ages again when women were
property that they could easily control
and even trade if they wanted to. It is
appalling that we are having this de-
bate in the 21st century.

Yesterday we heard something as-
tounding. It came from Rush
Limbaugh, who is a prime voice of
modern conservatism in this country.
Yesterday he said—and I had it
checked because I wanted to be sure
that I am not misquoting anything—
that a woman who wants affordable
birth control is ‘‘a prostitute.” Talking
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about your wife, your sister, your
daughter, your child. This is hateful,
ugly language, and we condemn it. Re-
publicans like to talk about the Con-
stitution and freedom, but once again,
when it comes to women, they don’t
get rights, they get restrictions. This
foul amendment before us tells women
that you cannot be trusted to make
your own health care decisions. Your
employer may judge if your actions are
moral. More than 20 million women in
America—including more than 600,000
in my home State of New Jersey—
could lose access to health care serv-
ices they need under this scheme.

The Republican attack on women is
not just happening here in Congress, it
is happening on the Presidential cam-
paign trail. I show you here what one
of the two leading Republican Presi-
dential candidates has to say about
birth control:

I'm not a believer in birth control ... I
don’t think it works. I think it’s harmful to
women. I think it’s harmful to our society

That is the kind of judgment they
want to put in employers’ hands? It is
outrageous. Imagine that in a Presi-
dential contest, dismissing the kinds of
things that millions and millions of
women rely upon to protect their
health, to keep them from unwanted
pregnancies, to keep them from dis-
ease, to keep them from all kinds of
things that can make life difficult.

Women of America, former Senator
Santorum and Republicans here almost
require a tap on the head: Don’t worry.
We know what is best for you.

I want to be clear: Rick Santorum
does not have a physician’s training.
He is a politician. And when we look at
polls across the country, we see what
the people in our society are thinking
about politicians these days. It is time
for Senator Santorum and his fellow
Republicans to mind their business.
Let’s get on with the needs of the coun-
try and put people back to work, give
them health care, and let them have an
education. No, we are going to spend
time here keeping people from going to
work. There are thousands of jobs that
are at stake on the legislation that is
in front of us.

I have five daughters and eight
granddaughters and the one thing that
I worry about for them, more than any-
thing else, is their health. I want to
know when I see those little kids—the
youngest of my grandchildren—I like
to see their happy faces; I like to see
them feeling good. And if one of my
daughters or my son says so-and-so has
a cold and this one fell and broke some-
thing, that is my worry for the day.
That is the way it is. So I want them
to have doctors making decisions, not
some employer who has a self-right-
eous moral view that he wants to im-
pose on my daughters, my grand-
daughters, or my wife. No, I don’t want
Republican politicians making deci-
sions about my family’s health care or
yours or even those who are on the
other side.
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On our side of the aisle, we believe
that women are capable of making
their own health care decisions, and
that is why President Obama is trying
hard to make contraception more af-
fordable because he knows it is basic
health care for women and almost all
women of age have used birth control
at some point in their lives, and yet
many have to struggle to pay for it. We
ought to applaud President Obama for
trying to make it more affordable. He
believes they are capable of making
their own decision. He wants them to
be healthy. His proposal respects the
rights of religious organizations that
don’t wish to provide birth control to
their employees. Under the President’s
plan, women who work for religious or-
ganizations don’t have to go through
their employer to get affordable con-
traception. These women will be able
to get it directly from their insurance
company, and I think it is a reasonable
compromise. But some of our Repub-
lican colleagues refuse to recognize
this.

Listen to what the other side is say-
ing. You don’t hear the Republicans
talking about empowering women or
giving them more opportunities. No,
the GOP agenda is about denying bene-
fits, restricting access, and taking
away options.

We weren’t sent here to intrude in
the lives of fellow citizens or to drag
women back to the Dark Ages. We were
sent here to offer people options, not
obstacles. So I urge my colleagues to
reject this amendment, hold your head
high and say to your family, your
daughter, your wife, your sister, your
mother: We want you to be healthy.
That is our prime issue in life. I ask
that my colleagues turn down this
amendment.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, very
shortly we will be voting on the
amendment filed by my colleague from
Missouri, Senator BLUNT—the Respect
for Rights of Conscience Act. I am a co-
sponsor of this amendment, and I think
we all ought to be cosponsors of it.
Many of my colleagues have supported
it as well, and for good reason. It pro-
vides statutory protection for one of
our deepest constitutional commit-
ments—the right to free exercise of re-
ligion. It is an effort to fulfill our oath
to protect and defend the Constitution.
It is an effort to put the enduring con-
stitutional rights of the American peo-
ple first, over any fleeting and con-
troversial political interests.

In my view, those who support this
amendment have been unjustly criti-
cized over the past few days, and they
have been unjustly criticized on a po-
litical basis, not really on an intellec-
tual basis. Unable to win this debate
through a fair criticism of the amend-
ment, it has been mischaracterized and
misrepresented.

Opponents are desperate to distract
the public from one simple fact: This
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amendment is necessary because of
ObamaCare, the health care law that
manifests new threats to personal lib-
erty and individual rights with each
passing week. It is an indictment of the
President’s signature domestic
achievement and all of those who sup-
port it.

ObamaCare took over and regulated
the Nation’s health care sector—one-
sixth of the American economy. It
stripped individuals and employers of
their right to go without coverage and
the right to determine what type of
coverage they would have.

ObamaCare is what has brought us
here today. The health care law re-
quires that women’s preventive serv-
ices, including sterilization and access
to abortion-inducing drugs, be included
in health care coverage beginning in
2012. This is a questionable policy in
and of itself. Like the rest of
ObamacCare, it assumes the government
is able to provide all good things to the
American people through a simple
mandate with no consequences for cost
or access.

The problems with this mandate were
compounded, however, when the ad-
ministration, deferring to its feminist
allies, determined that the mandate
would apply to religious citizens and
institutions. To their credit, these in-
stitutions, which are compelled by this
regulation to violate their moral be-
liefs, announced that they would not
comply with this unjust law. They re-
fused to roll over and allow the govern-
ment to force them to provide steri-
lizations and abortion-inducing drugs
to their employees. They stood as a
witness for constitutional liberty, the
free exercise of religion, and against an
administration that put basic partisan
politics above our beloved Constitu-
tion.

The President’s self-proclaimed com-
promise does absolutely nothing to
minimize the constitutional problems
with this mandate. The Department of
Health and Human Services never—
never—consulted with the Department
of Justice about the constitutionality
of this mandate, and it shows. That is
why we are here today: to undo just
some of the damage to our liberty and
our Constitution wrought by
ObamaCare.

All of the misleading arguments re-
garding this amendment run square to
one simple fact: ObamaCare only be-
came law in 2010. There was no Federal
mandate for these services prior to
2010, and the regulations have not yet
gone into effect. In other words, no-
body is taking anything away from
anybody. But to hear the other side
talk, one would think the cosponsors of
this amendment and the groups who
support it are committed to a mon-
strous deprivation of women’s rights.
With due respect, that is absolute hog-
wash.

I appreciate that the advocates of
ObamaCare might be embarrassed by
this episode, but we are not going to
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let them get away with a gross mis-
representation of what we are trying to
do here.

Prior to 2010 and the partisan passage
of ObamaCare, access to contraceptives
was abundant and nobody advocated
that the Federal Government involve
itself in those personal, moral deci-
sions. After 2010, access to contracep-
tives remained abundant, with nobody
advocating for restrictions on their ac-
cess.

Here is what changed in the mean-
time. In 2010, ObamaCare mandated
that health coverage include steriliza-
tions, abortion-inducing drugs, and
contraceptive coverage. As a result, re-
ligious institutions and persons will
now be compelled by the State to vio-
late their conscience—compelled by
the Federal Government to violate
their conscience. It isn’t just the
Catholic Church; it is many churches
that feel just the same way as the
Catholic Church does. It is a moral and
religious issue that should not be inter-
fered with by the Federal Government.

Prior to 2010 and the passage of
ObamaCare, the first amendment was
intact. Today, the first amendment is
in tatters. The Democrats who passed
this law know this to be true, so they
have to distract and confuse. They
claim Senator BLUNT’S amendment is
overbroad. They claim religious insti-
tutions and individuals would deny
critical health services, such as blood
transfusions and psychiatric care. The
Senate Democratic steering committee
claims 20.4 million women who are now
receiving coverage for preventive serv-
ices would lose that coverage under
this amendment. Absolutely none of
this is accurate.

Again, all this amendment does is re-
store the pre-ObamaCare status quo.
All it does is restore the religious lib-
erties and constitutional freedoms that
existed prior to this government take-
over of our Nation’s health care sys-
tem. It restores the conscience protec-
tions that existed for all Americans for
the past 220 years.

If this amendment passes, here are a
few things that do not change: State
mandates for health coverage will re-
main in place. Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, preventing discrimi-
nation on the basis of race, color, reli-
gion, sex, or national origin in employ-
ment benefits remains in place. The
Pregnancy Discrimination Act, requir-
ing health plans to cover pregnancy,
childbirth, and related conditions re-
mains in place. The Americans With
Disabilities Act prohibiting s discrimi-
natory withholding of health care and
other benefits for people with HIV or
other disabilities remains in place. And
the Mental Health Parity Act of 2008
requiring equitable coverage of mental
illness remains in place.

Prior to ObamaCare, very few people
excluded any of the services that
Democrats are pointing at in their ef-
forts to scare the American people, and
few will do so should the Blunt amend-
ment pass. But our Constitution de-
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mands that those individuals and insti-
tutions that object to providing these
services on religious and moral grounds
be protected. That is what the Con-
stitution demands.

Even though the individuals and in-
stitutions protected by the Blunt
amendment are a minority, it is that
minority that our first amendment ex-
ists to protect. The rule agreed to by
President Obama would force religious
organizations to violate their moral
convictions. This cannot be allowed to
stand.

I call on my colleagues on the other
side to wake up and realize what they
are doing. There is only so much poli-
tics that should be played around here,
and this is an issue we should not be
playing politics with. It involves reli-
gious freedom and liberty.

There was a time when a regulation
of this sort would not have been coun-
tenanced by this body, let alone some
of the arguments that have been made
on the other side—trying to obscure
and to make a political issue out of
this.

I have had the good fortune of rep-
resenting the people of Utah for many
years. It has been an honor for me. In
that time, I have seen many good peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle serve well
in the Senate. One thing we could al-
ways be sure of was that when it came
to our first amendment freedoms—in
particular, the freedom to practice
one’s religion without interference
from the State—Republicans and
Democrats would join together in the
defense of religious rights and liberty.
Why are we not joining together? Yet
under this administration, our Bill of
Rights has been subordinated to Presi-
dent Obama’s desire to micromanage
the Nation’s health care system.

It was not always this way. When the
Senate considered President Clinton’s
health care law—itself an attempt at a
sweeping takover of the Nation’s
health care system—giants such as
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, a Democrat
and colleague who served as the chair-
man of the Finance Committee, stood
up for broad conscience protections
such as the one we are considering
today in the Blunt amendment.

I worked closely with many of my
Democratic colleagues in passing the
Religious Freedom Restoration Act. I
was the author of that bill. We passed
it. It overwhelmingly passed. I was
there when President Clinton signed it
into law. A lot of religious leaders were
there and a lot of liberals and conserv-
atives were there who were very happy
to pass that law. But, apparently, those
days of bipartisanship are laid to rest,
and they are long past.

Today the administration ignores the
clear dictates of the first amendment
and the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act.

ObamaCare is unconstitutional to its
core. It threatens the liberties an-
nounced and protected by our Declara-
tion of Independence. This mandate is
just one more example of how the law
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restricts personal liberty. It will force
religious persons and institutions to
violate their beliefs or pay a fine.

Defending this disaster at a townhall
meeting recently, one Democratic
Member of the House of Representa-
tives told her constituents that they
were ‘‘not looking to the Constitution”
when they supported this mandate. No
kidding. Our Founding Fathers fought
a revolution to prevent this type of
tyranny; and that is what this is. This
is tyranny. It is the political bullying
of a religious group with—in the views
of the President’s allies—unpopular re-
ligious beliefs. So for political reasons
the religious groups who differ with
this are being pushed around. The
media, polite society, and the adminis-
tration are picking on religious free-
dom and on religious people.

Democrats like to claim they stand
for the little guy. Not in this case. In
this case, the little guy is being pushed
around by the State. I, for one, am not
going to stand for it. This is discrimi-
nation masquerading as compassion,
and I am going to fight it. My oath of
office, an oath to protect the Constitu-
tion, compels me to do this.

I am putting the administration on
notice: I am not done with you, and my
colleagues are not done with you.
Whatever happens with this vote
today, you are going to be held to ac-
count for your actions. We are going to
get to the bottom of how this happened
and, ultimately, I am confident that
justice will prevail.

Ultimately, I am confident justice
will prevail.

I commend my colleague from Mis-
souri and all of the Members who have
spoken out for this amendment. It is
reasonable. It is just. I urge all of my
colleagues to vote for it.

The American people understand this
amendment is necessary because of
ObamacCare, and they know who is re-
sponsible for this monstrosity. I expect
they will look favorably on those who
stand up for the first amendment today
and attempt to correct their folly by
restoring the conscience protections
that preexisted ObamaCare. The reac-
tion to those who stand by this historic
deprivation of first amendment rights?
Only time is going to tell.

Let me close by saying there are very
few things that get me worked up as
much as I am about this. I feel very
deeply about a lot of things, but the
first amendment, to me, means every-
thing. I have heard the President say,
well, we will just require the insurance
companies to provide this. Give me a
break. A lot of Catholic institutions
are self-insured, and that is true of
other churches as well.

Religious beliefs are important. The
first amendment is important. The free
exercise of religion is important. That
is what is involved here.

My gosh, to hear these arguments
that this is all about contraception—
that is not what it is about. It is about
the right of people with religious be-
liefs to practice their religion,
unmolested by government.



March 1, 2012

I want to commend the distinguished
Senator from Missouri. It takes guts to
stand up on these issues when they are
so distorted by some on the other side.
I would be ashamed to make some of
the arguments that were made on this
issue. The Catholic Church, which is
the largest congregation in our coun-
try, is not going to abide by this man-
date. And I am 100 percent with them.

When we start going down this road,
let me tell you, beware, because that is
when tyranny begins. The religious
commitments of our Nation have made
it the greatest Nation in the world. I
have to tell you, those of you who vote
against this amendment are playing
with fire. Those of you who vote
against this amendment are ignoring
the Constitution. Those of you who
vote against this amendment are
wrong.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Colorado is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I want
to, since he is on the floor, recognize
the Senator from Utah and his extraor-
dinary service in the U.S. Senate. We
do not agree on this issue, but he has
done a tremendous job for the people of
Utah over many years.

I rise to talk a little bit about the
amendment we are considering that
would allow all employers and insurers
to deny coverage, particularly for
women, on any health care procedure
or service they object to—mnot the
women, but the employers and the in-
surance companies—on moral or reli-
gious grounds.

The first thing I want to do—and I
have not been around here a long time,
but I want to first observe in what con-
text we are discussing and debating
this amendment. We have devoted ex-
tensive floor time on this amendment
about contraception and the lack of
coverage for women’s health care in
the context of a job-creation bill, in
the context of the Transportation bill.
This is the bill I hold in my hand. This
is the bill that is on the floor of the
U.S. Senate right now. The title says:

A bill (S. 1813) to reauthorize Federal-aid
highway and highway safety construction
programs, and for other purposes.

I would have thought those ‘‘other
purposes’ would be related to transpor-
tation, transit, to job creation in the
United States. I do not think the
‘“‘other purposes’ that are talked about
in this bill have anything to do with
contraception or women’s health. But
that is what we are spending our time
debating this week on the floor of the
Senate, instead of passing this Trans-
portation bill and putting people in
this country back to work. How is this
conversation relevant to job creation
or to infrastructure? It is not.

In my home State of Colorado, I have
held hundreds of townhall meetings in
red parts of the State and blue parts of
the State, and I do not remember a sin-
gle time this issue—the issue that is of
concern with this amendment—has
been raised by anybody—by anybody—
in 3 years.
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I can tell you what people are talking
about in Colorado. They want to know
why we are not spending our time
working on how to create more jobs for
them, more jobs in the 21st century in
this country or how to fix this Nation’s
debt or deficit or how we pass a bipar-
tisan Transportation bill that creates
immediate jobs and fixes a crumbling
infrastructure, while maintaining the
infrastructure assets our parents and
grandparents had the thoughtfulness to
build for us—another case where polit-
ical games are risking our ability to
provide more opportunity, not less, for
the next generation of Americans,
something every single generation,
until this one at least—the politi-
cians—has treated as a sacred trust. In-
stead, over the last several weeks, we
have continued to debate about women
and whether they should have access to
the health care services they need, and
whether they should be the ones who
are able to make the decisions about
the health care services they need. And
we sit here and wonder why the U.S.
Congress is stuck at an approval rating
of 11 percent. Maybe it is because we
are talking about contraception in the

context of a Transportation bill.
I have a wife and three daughters—12,

11, and 7. There are a lot of women in
my life telling me what to do every
minute of every day and during the
week, and thank goodness for that. One
thing I know is they do not need to be
told by the government how to make
their own health care decisions—nor do
the 362,000 Colorado women who would
be affected immediately if this amend-

ment passed.
This amendment is written so broad-

ly that it would allow any employer to
deny any health service to any Amer-
ican for virtually any reason—not just
for religious objections. Women could
lose coverage for mammograms, pre-
natal care, flu shots, to name only a
few essential services, and, yes—and
yes—the right to make decisions
around contraception and their own re-
productive health.

My State, the great State of Colo-
rado, is a third Democratic, a third Re-
publican, and a third Independent. I
can tell you, the last time there was an
initiative on the ballot in my State to
let the government intervene in wom-
en’s health care decisions, it was de-
feated by 70 percent of the voters. Sev-
enty percent of the voters said: You
know what. We would rather leave
these decisions to women to make for
themselves. That is what my daughters
want as well.

People are speaking loudly and clear-
ly on this issue all across the country.
These are not the issues we should be
debating right now. We need to be hav-
ing the conversations people are having
at home in my townhalls instead of dis-
tracting them with politics: How do we
create more jobs? How do we reform
our entitlements so Medicare, Med-
icaid, and Social Security are here for
our grandchildren and for our children?
How do we create an education system
that is training our people for the 21st
century? How do we assure poor chil-
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dren in this country that they can have
a quality education and make a con-
tribution to this economy?

So I urge my colleagues to oppose
this amendment and help us get back
on the road to passing a bipartisan
Transportation bill that will create
new jobs and make substantial im-
provements in our economy and infra-
structure. There is a time to debate
this, but that time is not now when we
are having this infrastructure discus-
sion, we are having this transportation
discussion.

I urge my colleagues to support the
rights of women all across this country
and their families and reject this
amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Missouri is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, the rea-
son this amendment is being debated
right now is because the administra-
tion issued an order that is unprece-
dented. It is unprecedented because the
mandate provisions of the health care
bill are also unprecedented. That is the
reason we are debating this now. The
administration brought this up. I am
still amazed by the fact that the ad-
ministration would not have excluded
all of at least the faith-based institu-
tions from their order.

The Catholic hospitals, the Baptist
universities, the Catholic schools of all
kinds, the Christian schools of all
kinds, the Muslim daycare centers—
why would they not have exempted
these people? They say: We exempted
the church itself, as if the work of the
church or the character of the church
or the faith distinctives of the church,
the synagogue, the mosque are only
what happens inside that building.

There is a reason we have so much of
our health care, our social services pro-
vided by faith-based institutions, and
one of the reasons is those faith-based
institutions want those institutions—
that they fund, they support, they en-
courage—to reflect their faith prin-
ciples. What is wrong with that?

There are a couple of issues here. One
is the separation in the President’s
mind of the work of the church or the
synagogue or the mosque from the
building itself. It is impossible to sepa-
rate those two things; otherwise, you
have another high school that has a
chaplain, you do not have a Christian
high school or you have another hos-
pital that is run by the Sisters of
Mercy, you do not have a Catholic hos-
pital, because you have decided you are
going to define the character of what
that hospital stands for and what they
provide.

The administration recently took a
Lutheran school to court. The EEOC
took a Lutheran school to court and
asserted that school did not have any
special constitutional protections as to
how they hired people, and you could
have heard all these same kinds of ar-
guments: Well, they will discriminate
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against people; they will not hire peo-
ple who otherwise should be hired; they
will not make accessibility to the
handicapped. You could hear all of that
sort of thing, none of which would have
been true, and the Supreme Court
voted 9-0 that the administration was
wrong.

You can try all you want to separate
these two issues, but they do not sepa-
rate. They are both fundamental first
amendment issues.

Let’s talk about some of the things I
have heard here this morning. My good
friend, Senator BENNET from Colorado,
said if this amendment passed, 362,000
Colorado women would lose their cur-
rent health care services. Why would
that be the case at all? This amend-
ment does nothing to modify State or
Federal laws that are now in effect. If
you have those services now, there is
nothing in this amendment that would
change the world we live in right now.
People have the same protection today
to exert their religious views in their
health care policies that they provide
as an employer that they would have if
this amendment passed. They have
those protections now. They would not
lose those rights.

It does not modify any State or Fed-
eral law. And there are plenty of Fed-
eral laws. There is a Federal law on
pregnancy discrimination that says
pregnancy-related benefits cannot be
limited to married employees. That
law does not go away if this amend-
ment passes. State laws that require
things to be in health care policies, if
you have one, do not go away if this
amendment passes. It only amends the
new mandate provisions of title I of the
new health care law, the health care
law that has received so much con-
troversial attention, for good reason.
And this is one of those reasons.

Supplying respect for religious be-
liefs and moral convictions is already
part of Federal health programs of all
kinds, it just does not happen to be in
the new law. There is no health care
law since 1973 that does not have these
provisions in this bill that are part of
the law. The law is there now, and the
world does not change. No Colorado
woman will lose any health care bene-
fits they have today if this amendment
passes. No New Jersey woman will lose
any benefits they have today if this
amendment passes.

Regarding any health care service
people may be worried about, we asked
one question: Are people allowed to ex-
clude this service from their health
care benefit under current State or
Federal law? If they are not allowed to
exclude it under current State or Fed-
eral law, they would not be allowed to
exclude it if this amendment passes. If
they are not allowed to exclude it, they
are still not allowed to exclude it under
this amendment. And if they are al-
lowed to exclude such service, why
haven’t the critics been protesting be-
fore? This amendment does not change
anything in the law today. So why
haven’t we heard these speeches before
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about how the law does not protect em-
ployers from deciding not to offer this
or not to offer that? In fact, this makes
it much more difficult to exclude serv-
ices than it is now.

In fact, it allows for an actuarial
equivalent to have to be added to a pol-
icy if you take something away. That
means there is no financial reason—
there is no financial reason—to exclude
a service because if you exclude a serv-
ice because you believe it is the wrong
thing, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services has the power to say:
You have to come back and include a
new service of equal value that we did
not require.

I assume everybody on the other side
of this debate would think that em-
ployers must be motivated to exclude
these services if they are not legiti-
mate religious beliefs and moral con-
viction; that they must exclude them
because they would save some money.
We do not allow them to save money.
So there is no reason. The Secretary of
Health and Human Services can say:
OK. You can exclude that, but you have
to include something we did not re-
quire something of equal value. That
means something that is going to be
equally used. That means something
that is going to be equally costly to
the employer.

Why would the employer do that? I
mean, why are we not hearing all these
stories now about how—why did the
200,000 women who have these health
services today—I think it is 20 mil-
lion—why do they have those services?
There is nothing in the law that re-
quires it. This law does not change the
laws today.

From the point of view of having a
political discussion instead of a discus-
sion about what the amendment does
or why it is consistent with what we
have always done, I think the other
side has done a great job of that. But
consistently we have protected this
principle of first amendment freedoms.
In fact, in 1994, in the bill Mrs. Clinton,
the First Lady at the time, worked so
hard for, that was introduced by Sen-
ator Moynihan—here is what it said.
This was the bill that also would re-
quire people to provide insurance. You
know we do not have much about in-
surance because we have not required
people to provide it before. There are
some Federal health benefits about in-
surance I may talk about in a minute
that also are protected.

But this was a bill that required peo-
ple to provide insurance, and Senator
Moynihan said about his bill in 1994,
less than 20 years ago, ‘‘Nothing in this
title shall be construed to prevent any
employer from contributing to the pur-
chase of a standard benefits package
which excludes coverage for abortion
and other services if the employer ob-
jects to such service on the basis of re-
ligious belief or moral conviction.”

The most amazing aspect of this
whole debate, to me, is that in 20 years,
this has gone from language that would
be in what was considered the most
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progressive, liberal health care bill
that had ever been offered, by one of
the most respected Senators by Ameri-
cans of all political philosophies but
most agreed with by Americans of the
more liberal political philosophy, that
he would just put that in the bill—I
have asked: Is there any indication in
the debate on that bill that this was a
big item? The answer I hear is: No, it
was not a big item because it was part
of who we are. It was part of what we
had been as a nation. It was part of
protecting the first amendment.

This amendment does not mention
any procedure because I do not know
what kind of—and nobody knows what
might be, at some future date, offen-
sive to somebody’s religious beliefs,
but they have no financial reason to
not provide a service. So the only rea-
son they would have under this amend-
ment would be a true moral objection.

I had some initial hesitation myself.
I said: OK. I understand the faith-based
institutions. I used to be the president
of a Christian university and so I un-
derstand why it is important those in-
stitutions keep their faith-based dis-
tinctions. But what about other em-
ployers? Frankly, I did not have to
think about that very long to realize
that if someone is of a faith that be-
lieves something is absolutely wrong,
as an employer why would they want
to pay for that? They believe this is a
wrong thing to do. Why would they
want to pay for that?

The language of equivalency in this
bill means, if they choose not to pay
for that, the Secretary can say: OK.
Come up with something else that
would be equally used and equally val-
uable that they would pay for. So there
is no financial reason not to do it. The
only reason not to do it is they truly
believe it is a wrong thing to do.

Surely, every person in the Senate
has at least one thing that because of
religious reasons they believe is wrong
to do. Do they want to be forced by the
government to be a participant in that
wrong thing? The things we are talking
about, in my particular faith, I am not
opposed to all these things the Presi-
dent said he would require. But that
does not mean I should be any less con-
cerned about people who legitimately,
week after week at their place of wor-
ship, express this to be something that
they would not participate in.

If the congregants want to go on
their own and figure out how to par-
ticipate, that is one thing. If they want
to go on their own and provide insur-
ance to their employees that include
these things that they heard at church
are wrong to do, that is another thing.
But if they want to say, look, I am not
going to do that—but under the new
mandate, we do not do anything that
eliminates the mandate. There is still
a mandate—under the new mandate, I
am not going to do that, but I am
going to have to add something to the
policy to the mandate that would be of
equal financial value, of equivalent
value.
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So the only reason to object is they
believe it is wrong, and that what the
first amendment is all about. That is
why, consistently, through employ-
ment law we have protected—even
though the administration lost a 9-to-0
case trying to interpret that the same
way they want to interpret this—the
government knows best. If we are al-
lowed to, we will abuse the hiring situ-
ation. Now they say if we are allowed
to, we will abuse the health care pro-
viding situation.

I think we have taken away the fi-
nancial incentive to do that. I believe
what this does is protect first amend-
ment rights. The first freedom in the
founding documents is freedom of reli-
gion, and we have protected it over and
over and over again. Every Member of
this Senate who has been here in any
recent time, except the very newest
Members, have voted for bills that had
this language in them, whether it was
the Clinton administration, whether it
was the Moynihan proposal, whether it
was the Patients’ Bill of Rights or the
religious freedom law. It was all there.

I think it is—to come up with all
these cases that they would not treat
prenatal care, might not treat cancer—
why would they not do that? Why
would they not do that? If they do not
treat that, they have to pay for some-
thing else of equal value. Look at the
very last provision of this amendment.

So there is no financial reason not to
do this. The only reason is that they
believe it is against their religious
views. The phrase we use in this bill is
exactly the phrase Senator Moynihan
used, it is exactly the phrase Frank
Church used, it is exactly the phrase
people on the floor at this moment
voted for when they said we do not
want people to have to participate in
capital punishment or prosecuting
crimes where capital punishment is a
possibility because of religious belief
or moral conviction.

It was good enough for everything up
until now, including this principle,
until we get to 2012. Suddenly, we have
all these reasons people cannot make
faith decisions that relate to providing
health care to employees. I disagree
with that.

I think the first amendment protects
that. I believe if and when—if this rule
goes forward, it will go to the Supreme
Court. It will be something close to
that 9-to-0 decision on hiring rights.
There is no difference in the principle.
Again, I would say, look at the last
section of this bill if one believes em-
ployers are going to do this to save
money.

Otherwise, what motivation do they
have, besides the moral conviction and
religious belief that is protected by the
first amendment? I hope my colleagues
will read this amendment carefully,
will understand that protection cur-
rently in the law is taken away by this
amendment. If one has a right now, one
would still have it if this amendment
passed. To argue otherwise denies the
facts of both people who have coverage
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today and 220-plus years of constitu-
tional protections in the country.

Read the bill. It may not change any
minds today. But this issue will not go
away unless the administration decides
to take it away by giving people of
faith these first amendment protec-
tions.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Washington is
recognized.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
rise to join this debate. I certainly re-
spect the Senator from Missouri for his
views and for his own interpretation of
what he thinks his amendment does.
But I could not disagree more on what
the amendment says, what the amend-
ment will do, and what the process has
been for us to get to this point.

We are down here, and I know my
own office, myself, my focus is on our
economy and getting our country mov-
ing again and focusing on jobs. So
when I see a transportation bill that is
now mired in this debate, I ask myself:
How much more time are we going to
waste debating and redebating an issue
we have been debating?

I know some people think this is an
important debate related to transpor-
tation. But it seems as if the other side
of the aisle, in all the discussions we
have been having for the last year
about jobs, about appropriations bills,
about the debt ceiling, about moving
forward on reconciliation all come
down to one thing: Let’s get rid of re-
productive health care for women.

In February of last year, they intro-
duced a bill, H.R. 1. They said, let’s
defund Planned Parenthood. Then,
later in April, came a big moment of
are we going to move forward with the
continuing resolution. It was all
brought to a halt until we could have a
vote on defunding Planned Parenthood.
Then we had another vote on it.

In the latest discussions about the
payroll deal, there were discussions
about whether a rider was going to be
in there that cut women’s reproductive
health care access and appropriations
bills, just last December, same issue.
Every step of the way it seems as if
there is an assault on women’s repro-
ductive choice and having access to
health care.

I know my colleague from Missouri
thinks this issue might just be about
something the administration has done
in the health care bill, but his party is
making everybody in America believe
we cannot get our economy going and
balance our budget and deal with our
deficit unless we defund women’s
health care choices. Nothing could be
more incorrect about that logic.

We are holding up the business of
America just for these votes on basi-
cally curtailing rights to access that
women already have. It is so frus-
trating to think we would be going
backward on this. I applaud the chair
of the Transportation Committee be-
cause she has worked hard on this leg-
islation. It is 30,000 jobs in the State of
Washington by the Department of
Transportation estimate.
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I know it is going to help save about
1.8 million jobs and create another mil-
lion jobs on a national basis. So I cer-
tainly want to get to the job at hand.
When I think about the 435,000 Wash-
ington women who would be affected
by the Blunt amendment, by curtailing
their access to health care, and while
some people think it is about contra-
ceptives, which it is about that, but it
is also about breast cancer screening—
and we have one of the highest rates of
breast cancer in the country, so we
want to make sure we get these
screenings done—about wellness
exams, about diabetes screening, about
flu shots, about vaccinations, about
mammograms, about cholesterol, we
are having this debate instead of talk-
ing about transportation infrastruc-
ture, about defunding these vital pro-
grams. The reason why I say this is so
important to us and so important to us
in Washington State is because we
have been having this debate, we have
been having this debate since almost
2001, 2002, on the Bartell drug decision.

So my colleague who says: These
businesses would not dare do anything
based on costs under my amendment, I
think all he has to do is look at the

Federal cases that were brought
against major employers such as
Walmart, such as Bartell, such as

Daimler-Chrysler, and other organiza-
tions that were not providing full re-
productive choice for women and dis-
criminating against them in their
health care benefits.

A Federal law, a Federal statute was
used to say these practices were dis-
criminatory. So the same debate we
are having today has played out in
State after State—in our State, the
Bartell drug decision. In that decision,
the courts found we cannot use these
principles to discriminate. It is a viola-
tion of the civil rights clause.

While I know my colleague thinks
this is a new debate, it is not a new de-
bate. It is a debate that has been had in
America among States, and courts
have used Federal statutes to protect
the rights of women. Now I see we are
going to have this debate today. I ask
my colleagues, how many more times
this year are we going to interrupt the
business of the Congress on things such
as transportation, on infrastructure, to
have a debate that has already been
settled?

I know my colleague thinks the
amendment is very narrowly written;
it is not.

It is not. I don’t think that is the in-
terpretation of any legal mind, that it
is narrowly written. It will affect and
give employers the right—the courts
have already said they don’t have the
right to discriminate. It will reopen
the cases of those large employers that
have already been found against and
say to them: Yes, you can come up
with a reason and curtail access to pre-
ventive health care for women that is
so needed at this time.

I ask my colleagues to turn down
this amendment, and let’s get at the
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business at hand, focusing on our econ-
omy and jobs, and stop making wom-
en’s health care a scapegoat for what
you think is wrong with America. It is
actually what is right with America.
Let’s focus on jobs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BROWN of Ohio). The
Maine is recognized.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I have
always been a very strong proponent of
family planning programs and of meas-
ures to promote and protect women’s
health. Like many Americans, how-
ever, I was very concerned in January
when the Department of Health and
Human Services issued a final regula-
tion to require religious universities,
hospitals, charities, and other faith-
based organizations to pay for health
insurance that covers contraceptives
and sterilizations regardless of the or-
ganization’s religious beliefs. I believe
such a mandate poses a threat to our
religious freedom and presents the
Catholic Church and other faith-based
organizations with an impossible
choice between violating their reli-
gious beliefs or violating Federal regu-
lations.

In February President Obama an-
nounced what he termed an ‘‘accommo-
dation” that would require insurance
companies, rather than religious orga-
nizations, to provide these services.
But as I read the details of that ‘“‘ac-
commodation,’”’ it became very clear to
me that many parts of the plan re-
mained unclear. A key issue, for exam-
ple, revolves around self-insured reli-
gious-based organizations. There are
many Catholic hospitals and univer-
sities that are self-insured and thus act
as both the employer and the insurer,
and a very important issue is how the
rule would treat these self-insured
faith-based organizations. But the rule
was totally unclear. It simply said that
the ‘“‘Departments intend to develop
policies to achieve the same goals for
self-insured group health plans spon-
sored by non-exempted, non-profit reli-
gious organizations with religious ob-
jections to contraceptive coverage.”’

In an attempt to clarify this critical
issue, I sent a letter to Secretary
Sebelius asking for specific clarifica-
tion on how faith-based organizations
that are self-insured and thus act as
both the insurer and the employer
would have their rights of conscience
protected. This was not a complicated
question. It was a very straightforward
question, and frankly, the answer to
the question was going to determine
my vote on this very important amend-
ment.

Sadly, the administration once again
skirted the answer. In her response,
Secretary Sebelius simply said the
President ‘‘is committed to rule-
making to ensure access to these im-
portant preventive services in fully in-
sured and self-insured group health
plans while further accommodating re-
ligious organizations’ beliefs.”’

What does that mean, Mr. President?

I ask unanimous consent that both
my letter to Secretary Sebelius and

(Mr.
Senator from
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her reply be printed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, this
was very frustrating to me. I asked a
key question, and I could not get a
straight answer. It also demonstrates
many of the problems associated with
employer mandates.

I believe the sponsor of this amend-
ment is completely sincere. I want to
make that clear. But this issue has be-
come yet another sad example of elec-
tion-year politics. I believe a good
compromise could have been reached
and should have been worked out. For
example, in Maine, State law requiring
contraception coverage includes a spe-
cific exemption for religious employ-
ers, such as churches, schools, and hos-
pitals. Surely we could have reached a
similar accommodation. Unfortu-
nately, what we are left with is an-
other example of the political pan-
dering that has so tested Americans’
patience.

Since I could not and did not receive
a straightforward answer to my ques-
tion about protecting self-insured
faith-based organizations, I feel that I
have to vote for Senator BLUNT’s
amendment, with the hope that its
scope will be further narrowed and re-
fined as the legislative process pro-
ceeds.

Critics of the Blunt amendment have
charged that employers could use it as
an excuse to deny coverage for services
simply as a means to reduce their in-
surance costs. As Senator BLUNT, how-
ever, has pointed out, the amendment
includes specific language to require
that the overall cost of the coverage
remains the same even though an em-
ployer excludes certain services be-
cause of their religious beliefs. As a
consequence, under this amendment,
employers would have no incentive to
exclude coverage of items or services
simply because of financial consider-
ations.

Mr. President, while I plan to support
the amendment, I do so with serious
reservations because I think the
amendment does have its flaws. But
when the administration cannot even
assure me that self-insured faith-based
organizations’ religious freedoms are
protected, I feel I have no choice.

I hope that the Senate will now be
able to move forward to address the
many important and pressing issues
facing our Nation such as job creation,
energy and rebuilding our nation’s in-
frastructure.

EXHIBIT 1
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, February 24, 2012.
Hon. KATHLEEN SEBELIUS,
Secretary, Department of Health and Human
Services, Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY SEBELIUS: Like many
Americans, I was very concerned when, on
January 20, 2012, the Department of Health
and Human Services issued a final regulation
to require religious universities, hospitals,
charities and other faith-based organizations
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to pay for health insurance that covers con-
traceptives and sterilizations regardless of
the organization’s religious objections. I be-
lieve that such a broad mandate poses a
threat to our religious freedom and presents
the Catholic church and other faith-based or-
ganizations with an impossible choice be-
tween violating their religious beliefs or vio-
lating federal regulations.

I was somewhat reassured when, on Feb-
ruary 10, the President announced an ‘‘ac-
commodation’ that would require insurance
companies rather than religious organiza-
tions to provide these services. According to
the White House statement, ‘“‘religious orga-
nizations will not have to provide contracep-
tive coverage or refer their employees to or-
ganizations that provide contraception,” and
“‘religious organizations will not be required
to subsidize the cost of contraception.”

While the President has announced some
changes in how the new preventive coverage
mandate will be administered, many of the
details remain unclear. A very important
issue is how the rule would treat self-insured
faith-based institutions. For example, there
are many Catholic hospitals that are self-in-
sured, and therefore act as both the em-
ployer and the insurer. The final rule simply
states that the ‘‘Departments intend to de-
velop policies to achieve the same goals for
self-insured group health plans sponsored by
non-exempted, non-profit religious organiza-
tions with religious objections to contracep-
tive coverage.”’

I would therefore like further specific clar-
ification of how self-insured faith-based or-
ganizations will be treated under the rule to
ensure that their rights of conscience are
protected.

Thank you for your prompt assistance on
this important issue.

Sincerely,
SUSAN M. COLLINS,
United States Senator.

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES,
Washington, DC, February 29, 2012.
Hon. SUSAN COLLINS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR COLLINS: Thank you for
your letter regarding the August 2011 Guide-
lines on Women’s Preventive Services. On
February 15, 2012, related final rules were
published exempting group health plans
sponsored by certain religious employers
(and any associated group health insurance
coverage) from any requirement to cover
contraceptive services under section 2713 of
the Public Health Service Act and cor-
responding provisions in the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act and the Inter-
nal Revenue Code, and related guidance.

As you know, in August 2011, the Health
Resources and Services Administration
(HRSA) published Guidelines that operate to
require non-grandfathered health plans to
cover certain preventive services for women,
including Food and Drug Administration-ap-
proved contraceptive services, without
charging a co-pay, co-insurance, or a deduct-
ible. HRSA based the Guidelines on rec-
ommendations from the Institute of Medi-
cine, which relied on independent physicians,
nurses, scientists, and other experts, as well
as evidence-based research, to formulate its
recommendations. Evidence shows the use of
contraceptives has significant health bene-
fits for women and their families, signifi-
cantly reducing health costs for women and
society.

With the Departments of Labor and the
Treasury, the Department of Health and
Human Services also published in August
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2011 an amendment to the July 2010 Preven-
tive Services Interim Final Rules author-
izing an exemption for certain religious em-
ployers’ health plans from any requirement
to cover contraceptive services. Twenty-
eight states already require health insurance
coverage to cover contraception, and the ex-
emption in the amendment to the Interim
Final Rules was modeled on one adopted by
some of these states. After considering the
many comments received in response to the
amendment to the Interim Final Rules, the
Departments published final rules on Feb-
ruary 15, 2012, retaining the exemption.

At the same time, we released guidance
providing a one-year enforcement safe har-
bor for group health plans sponsored by cer-
tain nonprofit employers that, for religious
reasons, do not provide contraceptive cov-
erage and do not qualify for the exemption
(and any associated group health insurance
coverage). Such nonprofit employers could
include religious universities, hospitals, and
charities.

In his recent announcement related to
these issues, the President committed to
rulemaking to ensure access to these impor-
tant preventive services in fully insured and
self-insured group health plans while further
accommodating religious organizations’ be-
liefs. We are engaging in a collaborative
process with affected stakeholders including
religiously affiliated employers, insurers,
plan administrators, faith-based organiza-
tions, and women’s organizations as we de-
velop policies in this area. Our preliminary
discussions with a number of religiously af-
filiated employers and faith based organiza-
tions have been very productive. And, of
course, the future rulemaking process will
afford a full opportunity for public input.

The Administration remains fully com-
mitted to its partnerships with faith-based
organizations to promote healthy commu-
nities and serve the common good.

Again, thank you for your letter. I appre-
ciate your input on this matter.

Sincerely,
KATHLEEN SEBELIUS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to 5
minutes on the Blunt amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, in
Vermont and across this country, there
is growing frustration that Members of
Congress—mostly men, I should add—
are trying to roll back the clock on
women’s reproductive rights—in this
case, the right of women to receive
contraceptive services through their
insurance plan. This attack is grossly
unfair, and I hope men will stand with
women in the fight to protect this very
basic right.

Let me add my strong belief that if
the Senate had 83 women and 17 men
rather than 83 men and 17 women, a
bill such as this would never even
make it to the floor.

Two years ago Congress passed a
health care reform bill that will ex-
pand health care access for over 30 mil-
lion Americans who are uninsured as
well as millions of Americans who are
covered through their employers. This
bill is by no means perfect—I would go
further—but it is a step forward in al-
lowing us to catch up with the rest of
the industrialized world that guaran-
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tees health care to all of their people
as a right.

Unfortunately, the amendment we
are discussing today—Senator BLUNT’S
amendment—would undermine much of
the progress being made for women’s
health care through a new version of a
so-called conscience exemption. Not
just content to attack women’s rights,
Mr. BLUNT’s amendment would go even
further and seeks to deny patients ac-
cess to any essential health care serv-
ice their employer or insurance com-
pany objects to based simply on the
employer’s ‘‘religious beliefs” and
“moral convictions.”

This amendment would especially
have an adverse impact on women’s
health. Starting in August, women en-
rolled in new plans will have access to
a range of preventive services at no
cost. But allowing the kind of extreme,
so-called conscience clause included in
the Blunt amendment would allow an
employer to refuse coverage of contra-
ceptives, annual well-woman visits, or
even treatments for both genders, such
as mental health services or HIV/AIDS
treatment, based not on a doctor’s rec-
ommendation but on the religious be-
lief or moral conviction of a person’s
employer. This is an absolutely unprec-
edented vrefusal right. The Blunt
amendment must be defeated.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to 8
minutes on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this is
obviously a difficult time in our poli-
tics—the polarization. It is a difficult
time in the Senate, in particular, be-
cause over the years this has been a
place where we have prided ourselves
on really working to find ways to avoid
the kind of polarization we see today
and actually to find the common de-
nominator on a number of sensitive
issues.

I think our friend from Maine, Sen-
ator SNOWE, spoke for many of us this
week when she talked about the ‘“‘my
way or the highway’ approaches to
partisan politics that have made it
harder for people to work with each
other and actually get things done. I
would never speak for her, but I think
given her diagnosis of what is wrong
with the Senate today, she has made a
decision not to run for reelection. I
think the amendment we are debating
today, frankly, is exhibit A.

Two years ago many of us voted to
end an era where many Americans felt
that women in particular but poor peo-
ple and others also were put into a po-
sition of a second-tier status with re-
spect to access to health care in Amer-
ica. There were so many discrepancies.
One example, for instance, that was in
error before the reform we passed was
where Viagra was covered for men, at
no cost, by insurance companies but
contraception, which 99 percent of
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American women use, was not covered.
So we addressed this issue in the re-
form we passed, Congress sent it to the
President, and the President signed it.

The administration then took the
time appropriate. Recognizing the dif-
ficulty of implementing some of this,
they allowed for a time period in order
to be able to work through the rules.
When they did come out with the first
rule, I regret that they came out with
a rule that many of us felt—I felt and
shared with others in America—a sense
that it was not going to work. There
was a firestorm in the country over
that for a brief period of time. I spoke
out in our caucus, and I said I thought
there was a better way to try to deal
with that that created a balance be-
tween the first amendment require-
ments and the needs of people to be
able to have access and be protected. I
didn’t think it was and I don’t think
today it is right to force a religiously
affiliated institution to pay for contra-
ception if it violates fundamental reli-
gious beliefs.

I am glad to say that the administra-
tion—the White House, which I think
perhaps hadn’t been able to see all of
the implications of what had happened
at that point in time—quickly moved
to recognize that indeed the rule was
not proposed as it ought to be, and
they changed it. They responded. That
was the right decision. This week, Sec-
retary Sebelius made it clear they are
still working with the faith community
on a final rule that will address the
concerns of my church and of other in-
stitutions which are self-insured.

But with all due respect to what the
Senator from Maine, Senator COLLINS,
said a few minutes ago, Secretary
Sebelius said publicly, after the Senate
Finance Committee hearing on this
subject on the budget, whether it is an
insured plan or self-insured plan, the
employer who has a religious objection
doesn’t have to directly offer or pay for
contraception. So I take issue. I believe
the letter the Senator received actu-
ally addresses this question and says
they are working with the community,
as I believe they ought to, in order to
come up with a means of guaranteeing
that self-insurance will be protected, as
I believe it ought to be protected.

But I don’t believe we ought to em-
brace the Blunt amendment as this
broad-based opening of Pandora’s box
that carries with it all kinds of other
risks and potential mischief. We don’t
have to do that in order to protect the
self-insured here. I think it is impor-
tant to work together with patience to
try to find a way to do no harm, if you
will, to the Constitution or to the
rights of women in this country to ac-
cess health care.

I believe in the spirit of the amend-
ment that is in front of us today. I
know the Senator from Missouri acts
in good faith personally, and I respect
that. But language is always impor-
tant, critical in legislating, and the
language is overbroad. If there is one
thing I know after 27 years of legis-
lating here, it is that when you are
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writing legislation, it is critical to un-
derstand the implications of the lan-
guage you use. Precision matters. This
amendment opens the potential for
overly broad and vague exceptions that
could allow children to be denied im-
munizations. It could allow a com-
pany—and a company is quite different
from an individual’s right to protection
under the Constitution—to actually ob-
ject to mental health services. It could
allow for the denial of HIV screenings
because people think somehow that is a
disease that belongs to a category they
object to in terms of social life and
structure in America. It would allow,
potentially, the objection of maternity
care for single mothers because people
have an objection to a single mother
being pregnant and having a child.

There is all kinds of mischief that
could be implemented as a consequence
of people’s assertion of a belief that is
not in fact covered under the first
amendment but which, as a result of
the language in this amendment, could
be swept into some claim, and I don’t
think we should do that. That is not
good legislating. That is dangerous.

I was interested to hear the minority
leader this morning assert some things
about the first amendment. I think
they are absolutely incorrect. The first
amendment is a guarantee that reli-
gious liberty will be protected in
America and that government will not
institute one religion or another or es-
tablish a religion for the Nation. It
also says no religious view will be im-
posed on anybody. The Blunt amend-
ment is, in fact, an assault on that pro-
tection of the first amendment because
it imposes one view on a whole bunch
of people who don’t share that view or
on those who want to choose for them-
selves.

The Affordable Care Act and the
President’s compromise and the final
rule leave all of the existing conscience
clause provisions in place—it doesn’t
change them at all—while adding addi-
tional protection for churches and for
religious organizations. The adminis-
tration’s compromise regulation, en-
dorsed by the Catholic Hospital Asso-
ciation and other religious organiza-
tions, maintains conscience protec-
tions so that any religious employer
with objections to coverage of contra-
ceptive services will not be required to
provide, refer, or pay for these services.
Furthermore, all churches and houses
of worship are exempt from the com-
promise regulation.

In fact, as the Women’s Law Center
pointed out:

Under current law, individuals and entities
who wish to refuse a role in abortion services
are protected by three different federal laws,
the Church Amendments (42 U.S.C. §300a-7),
the Coats Amendment (42 U.S.C. §238n), and
the Weldon Amendment, which is attached
to the Labor-HHS appropriations bill each
year. The health care reform law explicitly
said it would not have any effect on these
laws, meaning these were the law of the land
before the health care reform law and con-
tinue to be the law now. So, the Blunt
Amendment doesn’t ‘‘restore’” these rights
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because they never went away. What could
the Blunt Amendment be about, then? Before
the health care reform law, refusals hap-
pened all the time, and that was a big part of
the problem that the health care reform law
was meant to address. People were refused
coverage for things like having had a C-sec-
tion or being a cancer survivor. Insurance
plans refused to provide coverage for serv-
ices, like maternity care or mental health.
But to call the refusals that happened before
health care reform a ‘‘conscience right’ is a
mischaracterization. Refusals were business
as usual. They had very little, if anything, to
do with an individual’s or insurance com-
pany’s conscience. They had to do with in-
surance companies refusing coverage for
things they didn’t find profitable. And by
granting a huge loophole with its permission
to refuse coverage based on ‘‘moral consider-
ations” the Blunt Amendment would take us
right back there, while hiding under the
guise of ‘‘conscience rights.”’

I have met with and had conversa-
tions with conscientious people in my
Church, because it is important to lis-
ten to help find answers to these dif-
ficult questions. It has left me con-
vinced that we don’t have to support a
back-door dismantling of health care
rights to protect religious liberty. The
administration’s dialogue with the
faith community to reach a final ac-
cord that protects patients, including
women, and also protects religious lib-
erty is a far better outcome than to
have the Senate rush to undercut that
effort and pass something that is over-
ly broad, risking dangerous unintended
consequences.

Mr. President, this amendment would
be a mistake—for women, for health
care, for millions of Americans who
don’t want to go back to the days when
they could be denied care for any rea-
son. We don’t need to drive another
wedge in our politics. We need to drive
towards that common denominator,
that common ground—and that is why
this amendment must be defeated.

I would simply close by saying the
Senate should not rush to undercut the
protections already in place and which,
ultimately, would undermine the
teachings of my church, which argues
that social conscience and values ought
to be primarily established by caring
for our sick, and this would in fact
deny that, to some degree.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to address Senator BLUNT’s
amendment to the surface transpor-
tation bill, which deals with the Obama
Administration’s recent proposal to re-
quire group and individual health in-
surance plans, with the exception of
those issued to churches or other
houses of worship, to cover contracep-
tive care for all women.

I believe the administration’s pro-
posal is inadequate, but I will not sup-
port the Blunt Amendment because I
believe it is too broad. I want to dis-
cuss how this amendment came before
the Senate and then I will lay out the
reasons why I will vote against it and
offer a different way forward.

The question before us deals with one
of the most controversial matters
raised by the Affordable Care Act—
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which is finding a balance between re-
quiring health insurance plans to cover
a core level of benefits and respecting
the religious rights and moral beliefs
of those who will be mandated to pur-
chase these health insurance products.
This is a difficult issue because reli-
gious freedom, as enshrined in the Bill
of Rights, is literally the first of our
freedoms. And the issue of access to
quality health insurance for every
American is at the cornerstone of the
Affordable Care Act.

I would like to quickly review how
the administration has addressed this
question in its regulations imple-
menting the Affordable Care Act. The
ACA, as adopted by Congress, directs
all health insurance plans to cover a
number of preventative care services,
without cost sharing or copays, to in-
clude some immunizations, preventive
care and screenings for children and
adolescents, and with respect to
women, additional preventive care and
screenings that the Secretary of Health
and Human Services has determined
should include contraception and con-
traception screening.

In explaining its decision to include
contraceptive services within that
mandate, the administration has ref-
erenced the Institute of Medicine’s
conclusion that there are significant
health benefits derived from providing
women with access to contraceptive
care. I agree with the Institute of Med-
icine and the overwhelming majority
of Americans who believe that having
access to contraceptive care is impor-
tant for women and is a right protected
by U.S. Supreme Court precedent. But
then we have to ask, must the cost of
contraceptive coverage be covered by
the health insurance plans of every em-
ployer?

In answering this question, we are re-
quired to address the concerns of those
who oppose the use of contraceptives
based on their religious or moral con-
victions. The administration provided,
correctly in my view, a total exemp-
tion from this mandate for houses of
worship that oppose the use of contra-
ception on moral and religious
grounds. But the administration did
not extend this total exemption to
such church-affiliated, non-profit orga-
nizations as hospitals, charities, and
schools.

In response to the public outcry to
the original regulation, the President
amended his proposal in order to allow
church-affiliated, non-profits, such as
hospitals, schools, and charities, to ex-
clude contraceptive coverage in the
health insurance plans they provide to
their employees, but only if their in-
surer directly contacts each employee
covered under their health insurance
plan and makes them aware that they
are eligible to obtain contraceptive
coverage at no cost if they choose to do
so. In my view, this proposed com-
promise falls short of protecting the
values and beliefs of America’s faith-
based institutions. It can and should be
strengthened to give religiously affili-
ated organizations the same protection
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of their religious beliefs as the admin-
istration would give to houses of wor-
ship.

I do not see why religious affiliated
institutions like hospitals, universities
and their employees should be treated
differently from churches, synagogues
and their employees. Many States, ever
the laboratories of our democracy,
have already addressed this question in
a reasonable and responsible way that
is different from the administration’s
response. In fact, many States have es-
tablished their own mandates with re-
gard to contraceptive coverage, and
along the way devised their own ap-
proaches to respect the balance be-
tween requiring health insurance plans
to cover a core level of benefits and re-
specting the right of conscience for
those who purchase or offer a private
health insurance plan to their employ-
ees.

Specifically, I believe that Connecti-
cut’s approach to this question is one
that could serve as a model of how to
address this issue on a national level.

In Connecticut, health insurance
plans are required to cover contracep-
tive care for all women, but the law
provides a full exemption for health in-
surance plans purchased and provided
by churches and church-affiliated orga-
nizations, acknowledging their unique,
faith-inspired mission and core reli-
gious values. Specifically, the law in
Connecticut states that churches and
their affiliated institutions, may be
issued a health insurance policy that,
“‘excludes coverage for prescription
contraceptive methods which are con-
trary to the religious employer’s bona
fide religious tenets.” The law in Con-
necticut also allows any individual
beneficiary in any health insurance
plan to opt out of contraceptive cov-
erage as long as she or he notifies their
insurance provider, ‘‘that prescription
contraceptive methods are contrary to
such individual’s religious or moral be-
liefs.”

Unlike Connecticut’s approach, Sen-
ator BLUNT’s amendment would provide
a broad based exemption from all man-
dated health insurance benefits re-
quired by the Affordable Care Act—by
allowing any business or organization
to refuse to offer any coverage to its
employees that it finds objectionable
on a religious or moral basis. Such a
broad exemption could undermine the
intent of Congress in mandating cov-
erage for such essential services as ma-
ternity care, mental health, and immu-
nizations.

In conclusion, the experiences of
many of our States, including Con-
necticut, shows that it is possible to
find a better balance between requiring
health insurance companies to offer a
quality health insurance product and
respecting the religious liberties of our
Nation’s religious-affiliated organiza-
tion than either the administration or
this amendment offers. There is a bet-
ter way forward on this important de-
cision than the options that have been
presented so far and I hope to work
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with my colleagues in the Senate to de-
velop one.

Mr. LEAHY. The Senate is consid-
ering a bipartisan bill that would reau-
thorize critical infrastructure invest-
ments and that will protect an esti-
mated 1.8 million jobs if enacted before
the end of this month. Unfortunately,
in order to move forward on this im-
portant legislation, my friends on the
other side of the aisle have demanded
that we first consider an amendment
entirely unrelated to transportation or
even job creation. We have now spent
the past 2 days considering a Repub-
lican amendment that would roll back
access to health care for millions of
Americans.

Access to health care for women has
come under attack in recent weeks
after the Department of Health and
Human Services announced it would
follow the recommendations of the
nonpartisan Institute of Medicine and
require that under the Affordable Care
Act, health plans must cover a range of
preventative services for women, in-
cluding contraception. This is not a
novel solution. Twenty-eight States,
including Vermont, already require
such coverage. The new rule will also
include no-cost preventative coverage
of a range of services for women includ-
ing mammograms, prenatal screenings,
cervical cancer screenings, flu shots,
and much more.

Some religious institutions were ap-
prehensive about the policy and, in re-
sponse, the Obama administration
made further accommodations to ad-
dress these concerns. The new policy
strikes a reasonable balance and is a
solution that continues to recognize
the obvious truth that women have a
right to affordable and comprehensive
health care, just as men do. One thing
we all should agree on is that avail-
ability of birth control has improved
women’s health and reduced the num-
ber of teen pregnancies and the rates of
abortion. This should be applauded.

Unfortunately, this compromise did
not satisfy some who insist on politi-
cizing women’s health. At a House
Oversight and Government Reform
Committee hearing a few weeks ago, a
thoughtful Georgetown law student
was prevented from testifying about
her experiences Dbecause she was
deemed not ‘‘appropriate and quali-
fied” to testify at the hearing by its
Republican chairman. Not surprisingly,
the all-male panel failed to raise any
first-hand concern about women’s
health care needs. Rather than demon-
izing women who speak out on behalf
of the millions who use contraception,
we should be having a principled debate
about access to health care. Last year,
Congress nearly shut down the govern-
ment over funding for Planned Parent-
hood and other title X providers.
States have recently followed suit by
passing laws limiting women’s access
to health care services. Our focus
should be on improving access to qual-
ity and affordable health care for all
Americans, not arbitrarily restricting
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important services needed by millions
of women.

The Republican amendment marks
just the latest overreach and intrusion
into women’s health care. While this
debate began as one focused on access
to birth control, the amendment has a
far greater reach and jeopardizes vir-
tually any health care service that an
employer or insurance plan deems con-
trary to its undefined ‘‘moral convic-
tion”’—whether the employer is a reli-
gious institution or not. For example,
any plan or insurer could deny cov-
erage of vaccinations or HIV/AIDS
treatment based on a moral or reli-
gious objection. The pending amend-
ment would allow any employer or in-
surer to refuse contraceptive coverage,
annual well-women visits, gestational
diabetes screening, and domestic vio-
lence screenings. This amendment
could allow an insurance provider to
refuse coverage of health care services
to an interracial couple or single mom
because of a religious or moral objec-
tion.

At the core of the Affordable Care
Act was the principle that all Ameri-
cans, regardless of health history or
gender, have the right to access health
care services. This amendment turns
that belief around and would take deci-
sions out of the hands of patients and
doctors and place them with businesses
and insurance plans. This serves only
to put businesses and insurance compa-
nies in the driver’s seat, allowing them
to capriciously deny women coverage
of health care services. The amend-
ment is a direct attack on women’s
health that would have public health
consequences for all Americans.

Today marks the first day of Wom-
en’s History Month. Instead of consid-
ering legislation that might promote
women’s equality such as the Paycheck
Fairness Act or the Fair Pay Act, we
are being forced to vote on the amend-
ment that undermines the ability of
women to access basic health care. I
will vote today in favor of the health of
women and against the proposed
amendment. I urge my fellow Senators
to do the same.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from California is recog-
nized.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak for 5 minutes, and that Senator
MURRAY conclude our side with 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have
news for the supporters of the Blunt
amendment: We were not born yester-
day. And no matter how many times
they say this is nothing more than a
restatement of old laws, the facts are
not with them. We have never had a
conscience clause for insurance compa-
nies. And if you wanted to give them a
chance to say no, a lot of them don’t
have any conscience, so they would
take it. And this is what Blunt does. It
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allows any insurance company that
doesn’t want to provide a service—
maybe an expensive service—to say,
oh, I meant to tell you, I have a moral
objection to this.

What a situation. How many people
have struggled with their insurance
companies to get them to cover what
they have paid for for years and years
and years, only to have the insurance
company say, sorry, sue us. Now Mr.
BLUNT is giving insurance companies a
way to say, oh, we feel sorry that you
have cancer; we are sad you have diabe-
tes; we are torn apart you might have
a stroke, but, you know what, we have
a moral objection to the kind of thera-
pies that are out there today, so we are
sorry.

That is what the Blunt amendment
does.

Should anyone think I am making it
up, let’s look at the words in the Blunt
amendment. They are right here. They
are right here. So the Senator from
Maine can say whatever she wants
about it, the Senator from Missouri
can talk about what he wants to, but
the fact is they say if you deny any
coverage from the essential health ben-
efits package or the preventive health
package it is fine as long as you hide
behind—my words—a moral objection.

This started out with birth control.
There was a hearing over in the House,
and this iconic picture will Ilast
through my lifetime and yours. Here is
a photograph of a panel discussing
women’s health care over in the Repub-
lican House. A discussion on women’s
health care. Do you see one woman
there? I don’t. They are all men. And
these men are waxing eloquent about
birth control and the fact that, oh, it is
just a moral issue with them and they
do not think women should have the
right to have it. Not one of them sug-
gested men shouldn’t have their
Viagra, but we will put that aside. We
will put that aside.

Not one woman was called. And when
a woman raised her hand in the audi-
ence and said, I have a very important
story to tell about a friend of mine who
lost her ovary because she couldn’t af-
ford birth control, which would have
controlled the size of the cyst on the
ovary, you know what Mr. ISsSA said
over there? He said, you are not quali-
fied. You are not qualified to talk
about women'’s issues. I guess only men
are qualified to talk about women’s
issues. We have men on the other side
of the aisle here, for the most part—
with a little assist—telling women
what their rights should be.

I cannot believe this battle is on a
highway bill, on a transportation bill,
where 2.8 million jobs are at stake. We
have been diverted with this amend-
ment about women’s health. Look at
the different important benefits that
any insurer or any employer could
walk away from. Because if this
amendment passes, they would have
the right to do so. They would no
longer have to cover emergency serv-
ices, hospitalization, maternity care,
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mental health treatment, pediatric
services, rehabilitative services, ambu-
latory patient services, laboratory
services. They would no longer have to
offer breast cancer screenings, cervical
cancer screenings. All they have to do
is say, oh, I am sorry, we believe pray-
er is the answer. We don’t believe in
chemotherapy. If someone is heavy and
they are obese and they get diabetes,
we have a moral objection to helping
them because, you know what, they
didn’t lead a clean life. So they could
deny any of these things—flu vaccines,
osteoporosis screening, TB testing for
children, autism screening.

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues
to vote down this dangerous amend-
ment. Vote it down. We will have a mo-
tion to table, and I urge my colleagues
to stand for the women and the fami-
lies of this Nation and let’s get back to
the highway bill. Get rid of this thing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Washington State.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair, and I want to thank
the Senator from California and the
many Senators who have stood proudly
to fight for a woman’s right to make
her own health care decisions. Cer-
tainly in this year of 2012, after decades
of fighting to make sure women have
the rights and opportunities to be who-
ever they want and to make their own
health care choices, this vote today is
an affirmation of that, if we can beat
back this Blunt amendment.

We are at a very serious time in our
Nation’s history. Our economy is
struggling, and though we are getting
back on track, millions of families get
up every day and are concerned about
whether they can afford their mortgage
or send their kids to college. I have to
say, I am sure millions of women in
this country did not think they would
have to get up this morning and worry
about whether contraception would be
available to them depending on who
their employer was.

This is a serious issue. We have heard
a lot of rhetoric about what the Blunt
amendment is. My colleague from Cali-
fornia just described it for us. It is ter-
rible policy. It will allow any employer
in America to cut off any preventive
care for any religious or moral reason.
It would simply give every boss in
America the right to make health care
decisions for their workers and their
families. It is a radical assault on the
comprehensive preventive health care
coverage we have fought so hard to
make sure women and men and fami-
lies across this country have. If this
amendment were to pass, employers
could cut off coverage for children’s
immunizations, if they object to that.
They could cut off prenatal care for
children born to unmarried parents if
they object to that.

The American people are watching
today. Young women are watching
today. Is the Senate a place where
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their voice will be heard and their
rights will be stood up for?

We have watched this assault on
women’s health care for more than a
year now. A year ago, almost to this
very day, we were working to make
sure we kept the government open by
putting together our budget agree-
ment. In the middle of the night, all
the numbers were decided, all the
issues were decided, and we were ready
to move forward within hours to make
sure our government did not shut
down. What was the last issue between
us and the doors of this government
closing? The funding for Planned Par-
enthood.

I was the only woman in the room,
and I stood with those men and I said,
no, we will not give away the funding
for this over this budget. The women of
the Senate the next morning stood tall.
We gathered all our colleagues to-
gether and we fought back and we won
that battle. And those who are trying
to take away the rights of women to
make their own health care choices
and to have access to contraception in
this country today have been at it
every day since.

We are not going to allow a panel of
men in the House to make the deci-
sions for women about their health
care choices. We are not going to allow
the Blunt amendment before us today
to take away that right. We believe
this is an important day. In fact, this
happens to be March 1, the beginning of
Women’s History Month in this coun-
try. Let us stand tall today in this mo-
ment of history and say the United
States Senate will not allow women’s
health care choices to be taken away
from them.

I urge my colleagues to vote with us
to table the Blunt amendment and to
tell women in this country everywhere
that we stand with them in the privacy
of their own homes to make their own
health care choices.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, has all
time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mrs. MURRAY. I move to table the
Blunt amendment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 48, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 24 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Akaka Hagan Nelson (FL)
Baucus Harkin Pryor
Begich Inouye Reed
Bennet Johnson (SD) Reid
Bingaman Kerry Rockefeller
Blumenthal Klobuchar Sanders
Boxer Kohl Schumer
Brown (OH) Landrieu Shaheen
Cantwell Lautenberg Snowe
Cardin Leahy Stabenow
Carper Levin Tester
Conrad Lieberman Udall (CO)
Coons McCaskill Udall (NM)
Durbin Menendez Warner
Feinstein Merkley Webb
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murray Wyden

NAYS—48
Alexander DeMint McCain
Ayotte Enzi McConnell
Barrasso Graham Moran
Blunt Grassley Murkowski
Boozman Hatch Nelson (NE)
Brown (MA) Heller Paul
Burr Hoeven Portman
Casey Hutchison Risch
Chambliss Inhofe Roberts
Coats Isakson Rubio
Coburn Johanns Sessions
Cochran Johnson (WI) Shelby
Collins Kyl Thune
Corker Lee Toomey
Cornyn Lugar Vitter
Crapo Manchin Wicker

NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The motion was agreed to.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.
Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent we now proceed to a pe-
riod for morning business until 2
o’clock, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each in that
period of time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2146
are located in today’s RECORD under
““‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. BINGAMAN. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HAGAN). The Senator from Texas.

TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
I see the Senator from Arkansas on the
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Senate floor. I will follow the Senator
from Arkansas on another piece of leg-
islation about which I hope to speak,
but I do want to take about 5 minutes
to read the letter William Barret Trav-
is sent from the Alamo. 176 years ago
tomorrow, March 2, 1836, is the anni-
versary date of Texas’ independence.

I am going to read this letter in com-
memoration of Texas Independence
Day because it was on that date that
Texas declared its independence from
Mexico. Fifty-nine brave men signed
the Texas Declaration of Independence,
putting their lives, and the lives of
their families, on the line to declare
that ‘‘the people of Texas do now con-
stitute a free, Sovereign, and inde-
pendent republic.”’

I am proud that my great-great
grandfather, Charles S. Taylor, was
willing to sign that document that de-
clared our freedom. In fact my son
Houston is named Houston Taylor
Hutchison for that Texas patriot. I am
humbled to hold the seat that was first
held by another signer, and one of
Charles S. Taylor’s best friends, and
that was Thomas Rusk, who was the
Secretary of War who defended the
Declaration of Independence by fight-
ing at the Battle of San Jacinto.

As was the case in the American Rev-
olution, our freedom was ultimately se-
cured through the actions of the brave
Texans who fought and died on the bat-
tlefield. The late Senator John Tower
started the tradition of a Texas Sen-
ator reading the Travis letter, and it
was continued by Phil Gramm, and I
took it over in 1994. This is something
we do to tell America and to assure
that Texans always remember this day
in our history because after this, of
course, we became a republic and we
were a republic for 10 years before we
became a part of the United States.

So it is with pride that I read—for
the last time as a Senator representing
Texas—the wonderful letter that was
written by COL William Barret Travis.
He said:

To the people of Texas and all Americans
in the world—

Fellow citizens and compatriots—I am be-
sieged by a thousand or more of the Mexi-
cans under Santa Anna. I have sustained a
continual bombardment and cannonade for
24 hours and have not lost a man. The enemy
has demanded a surrender at discretion, oth-
erwise, the garrison are to be put to the
sword, if the fort is taken. I have answered
the demand with a cannon shot, and our flag
still waves proudly from the walls. I shall
never surrender or retreat.

Then, I call on you in the name of Liberty,
of patriotism and everything dear to the
American character to come to our aid with
all dispatch. The enemy is receiving rein-
forcements daily and will no doubt increase
to three or four thousand in four or five
days. If this call is neglected, I am deter-
mined to sustain myself as long as possible
and die like a soldier who never forgets what
is due his own honor and that of his country.
Victory or Death.

WILLIAM BARRET TRAVIS LT. COL. COMDT.

True to his word, he did not sur-
render. The Mexicans did have thou-
sands of reinforcements. He drew a line
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in the sand at the Alamo. All but one
man bravely crossed that line or was
carried over it on a stretcher to accept
the challenge to stay and fight. These
men knew they would never leave the
Alamo alive, but they heroically de-
fended the Alamo for 13 days; the 13
days of glory, as it is known, against a
force that eventually outnumbered
them by more than 10 to 1.

William Barrett Travis, Davy Crock-
ett, Jim Bowie, and the rest of the 189
men at the Alamo gave their lives
fighting for something greater than
themselves. It was that delay that gave
GEN Sam Houston the time to organize
his men and retreat to a point they
could defend, which eventually became
the Battle of San Jacinto. Just seven
weeks later, on April 21, 1836, Sam
Houston—because of that delay that
was given to them by William Barret
Travis and the 189 men at the Alamo—
was able to take a stand at the Battle
of San Jacinto, and Texas was a repub-
lic from that time forward, for 10
years. Texas is the only State that was
a republic when it entered the United
States. With that distinction, we like
to share our vivid history.

It has been a wonderful opportunity
for me to be able to read this letter
every year. I feel sure it will be contin-
ued by Senator CORNYN or my suc-
cessor in this seat. We will always
make sure people know we fought for
our freedom just as the American pa-
triots did, and we are very proud to
have that rich and colorful history.

So I thank the Senator from Arkan-
sas, and I look forward to serving the
rest of my term, but this will be the
last time I get to share this piece of
history.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I
think it is unanimous on this side of
the aisle that we are going to miss the
Senator from Texas when she leaves,
and it is sad to hear about her doing
something for the last time in the Sen-
ate. She has been a wonderful Senator
and colleague and all of us on the
Democratic side, and I am sure the Re-
publican side as well, will greatly miss
her.

I wish the RECORD to reflect that
Texas does have a glorious history. One
of the things we are proud of in our
State is that many of the men who
gave their lives for the republic of
Texas at the Alamo actually passed
through Arkansas because that was the
Southwest Trail back in those days.
Many of those men passed through the
State—actually, it was a meeting
place, maybe a tavern I think they
might have called it back then—near
Hope, AR. So we share a little piece of
that history in our State as well.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
I wish to thank the Senator from Ar-
kansas for his kind remarks. I have so
enjoyed serving with his father before
him and then him. It is a point of his-
tory for Arkansas that this Senator
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PRYOR followed his father into the Sen-
ate. I appreciate so much that we are
contiguous with the State of Arkansas
and that so many of the people who
settled the West did come through Ar-
kansas. Some stayed there and some
came on to Texas. Our whole history of
the West is so exciting, and I am glad
people remember it.
——

ENERGY

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I
thank the Chair for the recognition. I
wish to talk about something that is
on everyone’s mind. When I was in Ar-
kansas last week for the recess, I did
four or five townhall meetings and
pretty much everywhere I went, this
was the topic of discussion; that is, gas
prices in our State.

I know it hurts every American when
gas prices go up because gasoline prices
and diesel prices have a way of working
their way through the entire economy
and causing economic difficulties for
this country. One of the things people
pointed out to me is this roller coaster
effect we have seen on gas prices over
the last year or so. One thing my
friends in Arkansas noticed is that the
price there has gone up about 30 cents
a gallon just in the last couple months.
So it has been a very dramatic increase
and it is something people are very
concerned about.

I wish to make three points about
this. One is that I think the Congress—
House and Senate—as well as the White
House should look at this problem of
speculation. When we look at the num-
bers, some are saying a fairly large per-
centage of the costs of a gallon of gas—
some people say 20 cents a gallon and
some people say 40 cents a gallon—ac-
tually goes to the speculators. So what
that means is a lot of these guys have
no intention of ever taking the product
and doing anything with it, other than
just trading it, to try to profiteer in a
volatile market. That is a big concern.

We actually passed something 2 or 3
years ago to get the CFTC to issue
some regulations on how to handle
this, and now those apparently have
been challenged in court. Of course, the
people challenging this are the people
who are benefiting from the specula-
tion. So I think we need to find that
balance.

When we have a market, there are
going to be speculators in the market
and they are going to get out there and
try to make some money in the mar-
ketplace. That is the nature of the
business. Sometimes they win; some-
times they lose. That is legitimate.
But I think there are people and com-
panies, some invest billions and bil-
lions of dollars, but they are trying to
profiteer off the volatile oil situation.
So we need to focus on speculation.

We also need to focus on the supply
of oil in this country. The good news is
we are seeing more and more acreage
being drilled and permitted to be
drilled in this country. After the ter-
rible gulf spill a couple years ago,
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those permits are starting to be issued
again down in the Gulf of Mexico, as I
understand it. Also, I am a supporter of
the Keystone Pipeline as well. We need
to continue to develop our domestic
supply, and even our near domestic
supply in Canada, of oil. We also need
to have diversity in our energy port-
folio. There needs to be alternatives to
gasoline and diesel. We need to find dif-
ferent ways to run our vehicles, wheth-
er it is natural gas or whatever it may
be. It could be electricity. It could be
lots of different products. We need to
continue to innovate in this country
and try to do great things.

That brings me to my third point,
which is the real reason why I am on
the floor. Certainly, it touches on gas
prices, and that is very important. We
don’t want to see gas prices slow down
our economic recovery we are under-
going right now.

We also need a more comprehensive
and smarter national energy policy. I
think an important first step toward
that is for us to evaluate all the energy
programs we happen to have on the
books already—what the Department
of Energy is doing, what other various
departments are doing. Someone needs
to be looking at all the tax credits and
tax incentives when it comes to en-
ergy. We need a comprehensive anal-
ysis of where we are as a nation: what
our strengths are, what our weaknesses
are.

What I am proposing is a bill, the
Quadrennial Energy Review. It is a bill
we have introduced, and I am fortunate
enough to have Senator BINGAMAN, the
chairman of the Energy Committee, as
well as Senator MURKOWSKI, the rank-
ing member of the Energy Committee,
as cosponsors. We would love to have
other Senators look at this, maybe rel-
atively soon, because we would like to
start moving this through the process,
if at all possible.

A quadrennial energy review is based
on what they do at the Department of
Defense. Every 4 years, the DOD goes
through this very detailed, top-to-bot-
tom analysis of all the things they
need to consider in the Department of
Defense, and they come out with the
QDR—the Quadrennial Defense Review.
Basically, it looks at what we have and
it presents a roadmap for where we
need to go.

That is what we need to do with en-
ergy. We already have this model that
works. This idea would be more govern-
mentwide—not just the Department of
Energy but governmentwide. I encour-
age all my colleagues to look at this
and if they wouldn’t mind having their
staff check back with my office be-
cause we would love to have other col-
leagues as cosponsors if they are inter-
ested. I don’t think it is controversial.
I don’t think there is much money or
much requirement involved. I think it
is good government and smart govern-
ment to come up with a comprehensive
energy policy for our Nation.

In Washington we hear the American
people loudly and clearly. We are con-
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cerned about gas prices as well on lots
of different levels and we will certainly
be focused on that and paying a lot of
attention to that issue over the next
several weeks and, hopefully, we can do
some good for the market and do some
good for the American people.

With that, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AUTO INDUSTRY RESCUE

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I have had, over the last couple
weeks around my State of Ohio, a num-
ber of conversations with workers and
management both who work for auto
companies, from foreign-owned Honda
in central Ohio to the big three auto
companies, which are very involved in
the Ohio economy—Chrysler, GM, and
Ford—and a number of conversations
with auto suppliers: those companies
that are less well known, companies
such as Magna and Johnson Controls
and companies that are smaller than
that that are so-called tier 1, 2, or 3
suppliers, those companies that sell
components into the manufacturing
supply chain that ultimately end up in
a Jeep Wrangler made in Toledo or a
Chevy Cruze made in Lordstown, OH,
near Youngstown.

In almost all these conversations,
these companies, these executives, and
workers are simply incredulous that
the auto rescue is still being debated—
that it worked or it did not work.

One just has to come to Ohio, and not
just northern Ohio, where the assump-
tion is that is sort of where the auto
industry is in Ohio—it is true, but it is
also in the rest of the State—but peo-
ple all over Ohio and all over the whole
industrial Midwest and I think all over
the country understand the auto rescue
worked.

We remember back when Senator
LEVIN and Senator STABENOW and Sen-
ator Voinovich, a Republican from my
State who has since retired, took to
the floor—and in committee hearings
and all that—in December of 2008, when
President Bush realized the auto indus-
try needed, at a minimum, some bridge
loans to stay in business, not because
we have any interest in the govern-
ment owning auto companies but be-
cause we knew hundreds and hundreds
and hundreds of thousands of workers
and thousands of small businesses that
manufacture goods in our State and in
Michigan and in Indiana and all over
the region, all understood it would be
economic devastation. I think and I
think most economists think and most
auto people think and I think most
Ohioans think it would have led to a
depression. That was in December of
2008.
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Because of a whole bunch of reasons,
this place decided not to do what Presi-
dent Bush thought we should do. Then,
later on, a few months later, when
President Obama said we have to step
up and do the right thing, it was still a
difficult vote. It passed, with some Re-
publican support but not as much as we
had hoped. But it passed. This was in
December 2008 and then early 2009 when
President Obama took the oath of of-
fice. We can now look at what has hap-
pened in this country.

Fundamentally, we see an auto in-
dustry that is so important to manu-
facturing in our country and so impor-
tant to building a middle class. We can
see what that has meant to our coun-
try. I will give you one big example.
From 1997 to 2010, every single year we
have seen a decline in manufacturing
jobs in our country—every single year.
In my State, and I know in the Pre-
siding Officer’s State of North Caro-
lina, in which manufacturing has been
a huge presence, they have suffered as
every State has. From 2008 to 2010,
every single year there have been man-
ufacturing job losses. But you know
what, since the auto rescue, for the
last 20, 21, 22 months, we have seen
manufacturing job growth—manufac-
turing job growth every single month
for the country and for my State of
Ohio. Every single month, we have had
more manufacturing jobs than the
month before. That is not good enough
because it is not enough growth, but it
is clearly going in the right direction.

In auto alone, you can see what is
happening in my State. The four large
auto companies in Ohio—Ford, Chrys-
ler, General Motors, and Honda—all
four of them have announced major ex-
pansion plans, major investments in
our State, including building a new car
in some cases, building a new line of
cars, and in other cases expanding sig-
nificantly.

Look at a car like the Chevy Cruz.
Its engine is made in Defiance, near the
Indiana border. Its bumper is made in
Northwood. Its transmission is made in
Toledo. Its speakers are made in
Springboro, near Dayton in southwest
Ohio, so the Dayton-Cincinnati area.
There are brackets made in, I believe,
Brunswick and other places. The steel
comes from Cleveland. The aluminum
comes from Cleveland. Stamping is in a
plant in Parma—the stamping, I be-
lieve, of the components to the car.
The assembly is ultimately in
Lordstown, and 5,000 people work in
Lordstown, OH, stamping and assem-
bling this small car that has been one
of the best sellers of any car in the
United States of America.

In Toledo, where the Jeep Wrangler
is assembled, prior to the auto rescue,
only about 50 percent of the compo-
nents in a Jeep Wrangler were Amer-
ican made—only 50 percent. So half of
them came from production outside of
the United States. Today about 75 per-
cent of the Jeep Wrangler—the compo-
nents to the Jeep Wrangler are assem-
bled in the United States—is so-called
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domestic content. What does that
mean? That means jobs.

That is why it is so important that
the President continue to move for-
ward—and I hope more aggressively—
on the whole issue of auto supply parts.
We saw how just 10 years ago we had a
deficit with China of about $1 billion in
auto parts. Today we have a trade def-
icit with China in auto parts of almost
$10 billion. So I know how concerned
the President is.

I know that American auto compa-
nies, including Honda, want to source
more and more of their products in the
United States of America. They want
those products to be manufactured
here in addition to being assembled
here. And manufactured here obviously
means it will be close to the final as-
sembly point in the critical mass that
these manufacturers want to grow jobs.

So we are seeing a partnership now
that we have never seen in my lifetime,
I believe, between the auto industry
and the U.S. Government, not for the
government to have ownership, not for
the government to tell the auto indus-
try what to do, but for the government
to make the business climate for these
auto companies more and more favor-
able. That is what is good. That is what
has come out of the auto rescue for To-
ledo—the assembly of the Jeep Wran-
gler. That is what has come out of the
auto rescue in Youngstown—in
Lordstown, the Youngstown area—for
the Chevy Cruz. All of that is good
news, that economic growth, that man-
ufacturing job growth we have seen for
more than 20 months. It clearly takes
us in the right direction.

It is important that the naysayers
just kind of drop—I mean, they can say
whatever they want about the auto res-
cue. They are going to say what they
want for political reasons. But it is
clear that we as policymakers—you
know Presidential candidates are going
to do what the Presidential candidates
are going to do in both parties. I don’t
really much care. But I do care that
this body, the Senate, focus its efforts
on how do we cooperatively grow this
industry. It means more union auto
workers going to work. It means more
nonunion supply chain workers going
to work. All of these are good-paying
jobs. What do we care about more here
than preparing an environment for
good-paying jobs that put people back
to work and can help them join the
middle class.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
McCASKILL.) Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(The remarks of Mrs. HUTCHISON per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2151
are printed in today’s RECORD under
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“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended for an additional 10
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
engage in a colloquy with the Senator
from South Carolina, Senator GRAHAM,
and the Senator from North Dakota,
Senator HOEVEN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——

RELEASE OF AMERICAN
HOSTAGES

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I,
along with Senators GRAHAM, HOEVEN,
BLUMENTHAL, and SESSIONS, had a very
interesting trip last week, where we
visited various countries and learned a
lot at each one. The reason we are here
on the floor today is to talk a bit about
the recent release—thank God—of
Americans who were in the American
Embassy and were subject to trial and
prosecution by the Egyptian Govern-
ment. This was a humanitarian issue
from the standpoint that no American
citizen should be treated that way, es-
pecially by an ally, but it was also a
larger issue in that the outcome could
have significantly impacted relations
between our country and Egypt.

Egypt, as my friend from South Caro-
lina well knows, is the heart and soul
of the Arab world. What happens in
Egypt affects the entire Arab world.
Our relationship with Egypt is one that
is vital not just for Egypt but our na-
tional security interests are that the
region remain peaceful and that there
not be conflict and abrogation of the
treaty that was concluded between
Egypt and Israel as a result of the
Camp David agreements.

I think it is important to recognize
that Egypt is in a bit of turmoil. These
young people, from the National Demo-
cratic Institute, the International Re-
publican Institute, and Freedom House,
unfortunately, had to go to our em-
bassy because they were going to be
prosecuted under then-Egyptian law.

I wish to begin by saying that our
Ambassador to Egypt, Anne Patterson,
may be one of the finest diplomats this
Nation has produced. The more the
Senator from South Carolina and I
travel, and the more we meet with and
have discussions with representatives
at our U.S. Embassies, we realize these
people are enormously good, and we are
proud they represent the TUnited
States, particularly Anne Patterson.
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She has worked tirelessly since this
whole crisis began. I believe the major-
ity of the credit for this successful out-
come, as far as our American citizens
are concerned, can be directly attrib-
uted to her dedication, her hard work,
and her tireless efforts day and night
on behalf of these young people. So we
are extremely proud of her.

I wish to ask my friend from South
Carolina what he thinks were the rea-
sons why the Egyptian Government
changed what they had previously said
would be a judicial prosecution of these
American citizens to allowing them to
leave Egypt and return to the United
States, as they are now on their way?

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I
wish to add my gratitude and recogni-
tion of Ambassador Patterson and her
whole team—the State Department
team on the ground. They did a very
good job making the case to the Egyp-
tian Government. But we have to all
realize Egypt is in transition. They
have just had their elections for the
lower house, the Parliament. The upper
house has not been seated yet, and they
have not elected a President. They
have gone from a dictatorship to an
emerging democracy, and this case
comes along, the NGO prosecutions.

I think both of us—our entire delega-
tion—think this is offensive. The IRI,
the NDI are Republican-Democratic or-
ganizations funded by the government
and the private sector that try to help
emerging democracies all over the
world. They have been in every country
hotspot you can name—after the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union—doing great
work. So the accusations were the peo-
ple involved in these organizations—
and Senator MCCAIN is the head of
IRI—were involved in spying and espio-
nage, and I wanted to take the floor to
say I found the accusations offensive
and without merit.

The Egyptian coworkers, Hgyptian
citizens who were working with the IRI
and NDI, are still in custody in Egypt,
facing criminal prosecutions for help-
ing these fine organizations, and we
will not take our eye off of that and we
will keep pushing to make sure we get
the right answer.

But how did this end? We know how
it started. I think it was a political ef-
fort to try to justify Mubarak-era law
that was used to oppress and keep out
of the country people who were helping
to bring about change. One of the
bright spots of this engagement was
that the army—and General Tantawi
was as helpful as he could be, given the
constraints of the army in this new
government formation.

But when we engaged the Muslim
Brotherhood, the Freedom and Justice
Party, the largest bloc in Parliament,
Senator McCAIN, in his first engage-
ment, the first thing he said to the rep-
resentative was this NGO situation and
how damaging it was to Egypt-Amer-
ican relationships, how unfair it was,
how out of bounds it was in terms of
the law. The response was from this
group that we find the NGO law unac-
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ceptable, unjust, and we are wanting to
change it. Once that statement was
made publicly, it allowed this momen-
tum to withdraw or lift the administra-
tive travel ban. The cases may still go
forward, but our people are coming
home.

I think the reason this happened is
because of the collaboration between
the State Department, the delegation,
every aspect of the American Govern-
ment, and the people on the ground in
Egypt I think understood the value of
the United States-Egyptian relation-
ship, and the judicial system finally
made a wise decision. To those left be-
hind, we are certainly standing with
you, and you will not be forgotten.

But this could have ended the United
States-Egyptian relationship.

Senator McCAIN and Senator HOEVEN,
let me ask a question to you both. If
this had not ended well, if they had in-
sisted on prosecuting and having the
American citizens questioned appear in
cages before an Egyptian court based
on an outlandish acquisition, what
kind of reaction would we have had in
the United States and what damage
would it have done to United States-
Egyptian relationships, in your opin-
ion?

Mr. McCAIN. As the Senator from
South Carolina knows, there was a
pending amendment to cut off the $1.3
billion. I would emphasize to my col-
leagues that $1.3 billion was a commit-
ment that was made at the time of the
Camp David agreement which led to a
peace agreement between Egypt and
Israel, which, if that amendment had
been enacted, I am confident would
have been cause for the Hgyptians to
abrogate the peace treaty with Israel.
The consequences of all that I am not
sure of.

I wish to emphasize to my friend—
and I see Senator HOEVEN here—we did
have meetings with the speaker of
their Parliament and his colleagues.
We did have meetings with the chair-
man of their committee on human
rights, who happens to be the nephew
of Anwar Sadat, one of the signatories
to the Camp David agreement—the sig-
natory, along with Menachem Begin.
We did meet with the Muslim Brother-
hood, who then agreed with us that
NGOs are important and the law need-
ed to be revised. Of course, we met with
Marshal Tantawi, the head of the in-
terim military government.

What confused us a bit at first, I ask
my colleague from North Dakota, was
that everybody said: We are with you.
Yet, they were gridlocked. In the words
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff who had been over there, they
were paralyzed. It seemed to me that
the statement of the Muslim Brother-
hood—who all of us I know have con-
cerns about, but it was the statement
of the Muslim Brotherhood supporting
NGOs, supporting revision of the Muba-
rak law that seemed to be a major fac-
tor in unsticking what had clearly been
a situation which day by day grew
more and more of a crisis. I would ask
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my friend from North Dakota if he had
that same impression.

Mr. HOEVEN. I wish to thank the es-
teemed Senator from Arizona for al-
lowing me to join him on the floor
today to talk about this very impor-
tant issue that has had a favorable out-
come. Even more importantly, I want
to express my great appreciation and
gratitude to Senator McCAIN and Sen-
ator GRAHAM for organizing the oppor-
tunity for us to go over to Egypt, and
to not only meet with our NGO work-
ers at the U.S. Embassy, but to engage
in conversations and meetings with
military and government leaders on
this very important issue.

It is not just these seven Americans
we are very concerned about, and their
safety—which obviously is paramount.
But as Senator GRAHAM indicated, this
situation clearly had ramifications for
the relationship on a longer term basis
between Egypt and the United States,
and Egypt and Israel, particularly in
regard to the peace treaty.

So taking this initiative to sit down
with Field Marshal Tantawi, who is the
leader of the military council, but also
the leaders of the Freedom and Justice
Party—which is the majority party
now in the Parliament. Of course, that
is the Muslim Brotherhood. We sat
down with the Muslim Brotherhood as
well. I think those meetings were ex-
tremely important in helping to foster
an understanding that broke the log-
jam.

I too want to commend the work of
our Ambassador, Ambassador Anne
Patterson. She did an outstanding job.
I want to thank Secretary Clinton and
the people at the State Department for
their diligent efforts. But I must say,
having the opportunity to be part of a
delegation led by Senator MCCAIN and
Senator GRAHAM gave us the oppor-
tunity to talk to the Muslim Brother-
hood, gave us the opportunity to talk
to the leaders of the Freedom and Jus-
tice Party. And the next day they put
out a statement, which I agree was
very important in helping move things
forward, because what they said in that
statement involved two things, two
things that I do think helped break the
logjam; first, that they support non-
government organizations. They sup-
port nongovernment organizations.
They recognize that these NGOs do im-
portant work, and they want to address
the laws in Egypt to make sure they
have good laws that will enable the
NGOs to continue.

The second thing they said, which I
thought was particularly important, is
they also expressed their concern about
NGO workers, and that those NGO
workers be treated fairly.

As Senator McCAIN said, I hail from
the State of North Dakota, and he
knows I am going to say this. I can see
the smile sneaking up on his face al-
ready. One of the NGO workers, one of
the Americans detained under the trav-
el ban whom I had the opportunity to
visit with at the Embassy is a woman
named Staci Haag. She has been over
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there working. Needless to say, I was
worried about all of our Americans. 1
was really worried about Staci, and
making sure that she and her fellow
workers—and of course, Secretary
LaHood’s son, Sam LaHood, but all of
them, that they were able to get home
safely.

Again, I think it was important in
terms of fostering an understanding
that I hope now will continue as we
work to build relations with Egypt and
their new government.

Mr. GRAHAM. Will
yield?

Mr. HOEVEN. I will, to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. And I will turn it back
over to Senator MCCAIN.

I can tell you that very few people in
Egypt, almost no one in Egypt realized
somebody from North Dakota was
being held. You were on message. You
were very effective. I hope Staci and
her family appreciate it, and I know
they do. But for everybody—Sam, the
NDI workers, the whole gang—we are
proud of what they do.

Senator BLUMENTHAL is here, and I
want people to know this is a bipar-
tisan delegation. We had kind of a din-
ner meeting, when things were not
going so well, about the idea of bring-
ing our American citizens down to
Egyptian court to be put at risk
securitywise and maybe to be put be-
hind cages—which would have de-
stroyed the relationship. I think Sen-
ator BLUMENTHAL made it crystal clear
that was not a good idea. And thank
God it didn’t happen.

With that, I yield back to Senator
MCcCCAIN.

Mr. McCAIN. I agree with my col-
league from South Carolina. Senator
BLUMENTHAL was very important, one,
for bipartisanship, but also his back-
ground as a prosecutor.

At one point in all of this back and
forth, one of the lawyers—who will be
unnamed—said to Senator BLUMENTHAL
that: Well, we probably have to go
along with the advice of the lawyers.
And Senator BLUMENTHAL, in a very
succinct way, said: Well, maybe it is
time to fire the lawyers.

So I want to thank Senator
BLUMENTHAL for his involvement and
the expertise and knowledge that he
brought to this whole scenario because
of his background as a prosecutor and
attorney general of his State.

I guess I wonder, from my friend
from Connecticut, if he believes that
this kind of thing is something we
should be emphasizing, these NGOs, so
maybe we can prevent this in the fu-
ture.

For example, when we visited Tuni-
sia, the Tunisians have enacted a law
that encourages the participation of
these dedicated men and women who
come and live and work in their coun-
try and help them build democracy.
That was what was so—not enraging,
but certainly it was so frustrating to
hear these people who are only trying
to build democracy. They weren’t there

the Senator
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to make money. They weren’t contrac-
tors. They weren’t anybody who was in
business. They were just trying to help
them build democracy, and they end up
in the situation that they were in—
which caused us from time to time to
maybe grit our teeth, I would ask my
friend from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I thank my col-
league from Arizona who led this trip.
Very enthusiastically and emphati-
cally I would say the answer is, yes, we
should be encouraging these non-
governmental organizations that are
committed to the cause of democracy
and human rights and civil society.
Their work in Egypt and in places such
as Tunisia and other areas of the Mid-
dle East, as well as around the globe
where democracy and freedom are at
risk and sometimes at great peril, has
been enormously important.

I was so proud and grateful to be part
of this trip led by Senator MCcCAIN, and
to hear and see the Kkind of respect
there is in the world for his views, for
his leadership, as well as for Senator
GRAHAM’s. And ‘‘receptiveness’ is prob-
ably an understatement that Field
Marshal Tantawi, leaders of Par-
liament, and others in Egypt had for
his statements about the importance of
allowing these Americans, these seven
Americans, who committed no crime,
to leave that country. The power of his
and Senator GRAHAM'’s statements, the
ability of our colleagues such as Sen-
ator HOEVEN and Senator SESSIONS to
speak—not on behalf of the United
States, because we were not there to
negotiate—but on behalf of public opin-
ion in the United States I think was
very instrumental and shows the im-
portance of the interchanges and the
relationships that can be built when we
interact face to face, on the ground,
with our peers and contemporaries in
foreign countries. Not that we were
speaking as military people or as dip-
lomats, but simply in reflecting the
opinion of people in the United States
that these Americans, innocent of any
crime, should be permitted to leave the
country.

Mr. McCAIN. Didn’t my friend from
Connecticut find it striking that these
new parliamentarians were most eager
to have interparliamentary association
with us? They wanted to come to the
United States to have further relations
between the two elected bodies. I was
very impressed by that.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. I would say, yes,
indeed. I was extraordinarily impressed
by their eagerness to see what democ-
racy looks like as it works. Remember,
some of these individuals have been in
prison for long periods of time, some of
them under the most brutal conditions,
many of them tortured while they were
there, with little exposure to the real
world of democracy.

In answer to the question of the Sen-
ator from Arizona, it would be very
helpful to them. In fact, on a number of
occasions we invited them to come to
this country.

But I would ask the Senator from Ar-
izona and perhaps my other colleagues
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who are on the floor today to look
ahead and to comment perhaps on what
we can do to move in a positive way
from here, because I think all of us feel
Egypt is a linchpin for our relationship
to that area of the world going for-
ward. So much that is exciting is hap-
pening in that part of the world, and
Egypt is so critical to it. So I would
ask my friends from Arizona and South
Carolina and North Dakota what they
feel perhaps are positive steps we can
take to build on this good step forward.

Mr. McCAIN. Very briefly, before I
turn to my other two colleagues, the
day we arrived in Egypt there was a
suppliers conference, companies and
corporations from all over the world,
ranging from companies such as Gen-
eral Electric, Boeing—the major cor-
porations. It is very clear that the one
thing they need is jobs—jobs and jobs
and jobs. Their tourism has collapsed.
Unless their economy improves, I think
they are going to face some very sig-
nificant challenges.

At least I was very happy to see a lot
of American participation in that gath-
ering. I think they said there were like
600 people in that room, all of them
representing various businesses in the
United States. And of course they are
experiencing a hard currency crunch
right now that is very significant.

Mr. GRAHAM. I think this is a very
good topic to be talking about—the fu-
ture—because this is an episode that
could have destroyed the relationship
before it had a chance to mature. What
am I concerned about? I am still con-
cerned about the development in
Egypt. The Constitution will be writ-
ten here in the coming months, by the
summer. I want to make sure Amer-
ica’s voice is heard about who we are.
We hope that the Egyptian people em-
brace tolerance; that the Coptic Chris-
tians are going to be welcomed as they
have been for centuries in Egypt; that
religious minorities will be protected;
that women will not be taken back
into the darkness; that the Constitu-
tion will reflect an Islamic nation that
understands the concepts of tolerance
and free enterprise.

The Muslim Brotherhood will be the
leading organization politically. It is
up to them to create an environment
where the world feels welcome. It is up
to them to create an economy, working
with their coalition partners. We will
be watching. It is not what you say in
politics, it is what you do. Apply that
to all of us here. I think we are failing
our people back in the United States
by talking way too much and doing too
little.

Between now and the summer can
really be outcome-determinative for
decades in Egypt. I am urging the
Egyptian political leadership, the Mus-
lim Brotherhood included, to write a
constitution and create an environ-
ment where people believe they can
come and visit Egypt and do business.
Senator MCCAIN is dead-on. There is a
lot of money to be made interacting
with the Egyptian people, and they are
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a proud people and smart people, and I
want to get our businesses on the
ground. I want to help the Egyptian
economy develop through the private
sector, not just the public.

I am the ranking member of the For-
eign Relations Committee, working
with Senator LEAHY, the chairman. We
will be continuing to provide economic
assistance, but the end game is to cre-
ate a functioning society we can do
business with where we can create jobs
in America.

The main thing to do in the short
term is maintain the military relation-
ship. The reason Egypt did not become
Syria when people were rising against
the autocratic regime is because the
Army stood by the people. The rela-
tionship we have had with the Egyp-
tian military over 30 years really paid
dividends. Egyptian officers coming to
American military academies and
schools has been invaluable.

As we go forward, maintain that rela-
tionship between us and the Egyptian
Army, honor the treaty with Israel,
make sure you write a constitution
worthy of a bright future in Egypt, and
to all the political leaders in Egypt:
The world is watching, the Arab world
is watching, and if you have a narrow
agenda, if you have an exclusive agen-
da, you will be doing your country a
disservice. We will be a willing partner
but not under any and all cir-
cumstances. Maybe we have learned
our lesson—that you cannot have part-
nerships without basic principles.

We look forward to working with the
Egyptian Parliament and people. They
have a chance to change the course of
history in the Arab world and the Mid-
east. Don’t lose the opportunity.

Mr. HOEVEN. I echo the sentiments
of the good Senator from South Caro-
lina. What I would like to add is I
think that is exactly the right question
to pose. The Senator from Connecticut
says: Where do we go from here? I
think that is right-on. There is no
question in my mind but that the rela-
tionships Senator MCCAIN and Senator
GRAHAM have built overseas made a
difference for the United States and
our foreign policy. This is a clear ex-
ample of it.

When we sat down with Field Mar-
shal Tantawi, when we met with other
government leaders, even when we met
with the Muslim Brotherhood, because
of the fact that there was a relation-
ship there, that they knew these indi-
viduals, there was some level of trust
there that enabled us to engage in very
important communications that pro-
duced a message that I think was inte-
gral to the resolution of this situation,
which could have been a very bad one.

These relationships matter when we
talk about working with other coun-
tries, particularly in that part of the
world. There are so many differences
between our countries and how we op-
erate that having some relationships
where people can sit down, have these
discussions, and talk about how we
work together and foster some future
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agreement and some mutual under-
standing is vitally important.

At the meeting with the Freedom
and Justice Party parliamentary mem-
bers, we invited them to come visit us.
I think that would be very helpful and
very important, not only so these new
leaders and their parliament have a
better sense of the United States and
how we work and the kinds of relation-
ships we can foster in both business
and government but also so the Mem-
bers of this Senate, of this Congress,
and our people here get a better sense
of them as well. I believe that is very
important as we track forward with
this new, young government that is
now embarking on writing a constitu-
tion and governing in a vitally impor-
tant country in the Middle East.

At this point, I would like to turn
things back to the good Senator from
Arizona, with my sincere gratitude.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank my colleagues
and dear friends. It was an exciting trip
and a very interesting one. I would just
like to say that when you go to a coun-
try such as Libya and see the chal-
lenges they have with the militias and
yet the dedication of their leadership
toward a free and democratic country;
when you go into Libya, where both
the Prime Minister and the Deputy
Prime Minister both attended school or
were professors at the University of
Alabama, it really does show the in-
credible effect of an education in the
United States of America.

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the Senator yield
for just 1 second?

Mr. McCAIN. Extremist, but any-
way——

Mr. GRAHAM. Not only did we meet
with people who came back to Libya
from the University of Alabama—if
there had been anybody from North
Dakota, I would have known about it, I
assure you.

We met a person who was detained at
Gitmo—you talk about a small world
and how the world changes—someone
detained at Guantanamo Bay because
they had been involved with some very
unsavory characters but who did not
adopt the al-Qaida agenda but will be a
key player between the United States
and Libya.

I want to mention—I think my col-
leagues will verify this—you have been
nice to Senator MCCAIN and myself,
but let me tell you, having the three
Senators there, as Senator
BLUMENTHAL said, echoing public opin-
ion in America—we were not nego-
tiators, we were trying to tell people
the way it was here at home—we could
not have done it without the three of
you saying, here is the way it is.

But let me say, when Senator MCCAIN
turned to the former Guantanamo Bay
detainee and said: You know, I have
been in prison, too, and about forgive-
ness and about starting over and start-
ing a relationship in Vietnam—Senator
McCAIN and Senator KERRY did that—
and about understanding that the fu-
ture is what we want it to be, I thought
it was a very moving moment. I think

March 1, 2012

the interaction between the two indi-
viduals gave me a sense that there is
hope out there.

I want to acknowledge that was an
unusual moment, when you meet some-
one who had been in Guantanamo Bay,
who is now one of the future leaders of
Libya, and have a Senator from the
U.S. Senate who served his country and
was a prisoner of war—that was an in-
credible exchange. I hope something
good comes from it.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. It was an ex-
traordinary moment but even more so
because Senator MCCAIN asked a num-
ber of them—one in particular—about
the impacts on their families and in
that case, I believe, the impact on his
wife. We tend to forget in this coun-
try—all too often we tend to take for
granted the immense protections we
enjoy in this country, the value of our
freedoms.

That moment was profoundly moving
for me, and his reaction in the realiza-
tion of how far he has come as a leader
in his country, how much he has en-
dured, how much pain and travail for
him and his family. It was a striking
reminder about the importance of de-
mocracy and freedom and the protec-
tions we often take for granted and the
great work being done by those non-
governmental organizations in fos-
tering freedom and democracy, some-
times at peril or risk to themselves.

The Senator from South Carolina has
hit a very important point, and it ties
to what Senator McCAIN said about the
suppliers conference in Egypt. These
principles and the growth of democ-
racies in that part of the world are im-
portant, not just because we like de-
mocracy and not just because of the
strategic value, militarily, and the in-
terests that our national security has,
but also they are potential markets for
our exports. The Senator from South
Carolina used that word. People should
understand that there is an important
interest that we have in promoting
jobs in those countries because it will
be jobs for us. That is, at a very basic
level, one of the values of this trip, try-
ing to promote and expand those mar-
kets, as Senator McCAIN did in speak-
ing at the suppliers conference in Cairo
to hundreds of Egyptian businessmen
wanting to do business, buy our prod-
ucts, and expand their markets.

I yield.

Mr. McCAIN. I note the presence of
my colleague from Vermont. I once
again thank my colleague. Every once
in a while we can think we did a little
bit of good around the world, and
thanks to the five of us, I think we
really did. I think we can be proud.

We are also proud that we represent,
still, in their view and our view, the
greatest Nation in the world.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I re-
quest 10 minutes to speak in regard to
a resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANDERS). Is there objection? Without
objection, it is so ordered.



March 1, 2012

(The remarks of Mr. HOEVEN and Mr.
BLUMENTHAL pertaining to the submis-
sion of S. Res. 386 are located in to-
day’s RECORD under ‘‘Submitted Reso-
lutions.”)

————

MOVING AHEAD FOR PROGRESS IN
THE 21ST CENTURY ACT—Continued

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding the business before the
Senate now is the surface transpor-
tation reauthorization bill; is that
right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. REID. Does that need to be re-
ported?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has al-
ready been reported.

AMENDMENT NO. 1730 WITHDRAWN

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I withdraw
amendment No. 1730.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. The amendment is
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 1761
(Purpose: To make a perfecting amendment)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
first-degree amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1761.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1762 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1761

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
second-degree amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1762 to
amendment No. 1761.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1762

At the end, add the following:
SEC.  .EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act shall become effective 7 days
after enactment.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH AMENDMENT NO. 1763

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
motion to recommit the bill with in-
structions, which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
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The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves
to recommit the bill, S. 1813, to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works
with instructions to report back forthwith
with an amendment.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1763

At the end, add the following new section:
SEC. .

This Act shall become effective 6 days
after enactment.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on that motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1764

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have an
amendment at the desk, and that
amendment is to the instructions that
we have already set forth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1764 to the
instructions (amendment No. 1763) of the mo-
tion to recommit.

The amendment is as follows:

In the amendment, strike ‘6 days’ and in-
sert ‘6 days’’.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on that
amendment I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1765 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1764

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
second-degree amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1765 to
amendment No. 1764.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

In the amendment, strike ‘5 days’ and in-
sert ‘4 days’’.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, let me take
a moment where we are in this impor-
tant surface transportation reauthor-
ization bill. No one disputes the fact
that this is a job creator. Millions of
jobs, plural. Today with the Senate’s
vote to dispose of the Blunt amend-
ment, the Senate completed an impor-
tant step to advance this bill. The Re-
publican leaders on the Republican side
made clear that they would not allow
the Senate to move forward on this
piece of legislation until they got a
vote on contraception. We waited and
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waited. It is done. Now we can move on
to attempting to process other amend-
ments to this important piece of legis-
lation.

Not everything ground to a halt
while the Senate was working toward
processing the Blunt amendment. The
bill’s able managers have been working
to clear amendments offered by a num-
ber of Senators. As I have said before,
the managers of this bill—multiple in
nature—are seasoned and know what is
going on legislatively. They worked to-
gether, Senators BOXER and INHOFE es-
pecially, because there is more of what
they have in this bill than what other
committees have. But we have the
Banking Committee, the Finance Com-
mittee, the Commerce Committee, and
they have all worked together in com-
ing up with a number of cleared amend-
ments. All of these Senators have
worked closely together. They worked
so closely even before the work over
the past week, and on February 9, 85
Senators voted on cloture to proceed to
the bill. And as I have indicated, over
the last several weeks they have con-
tinued to work together and clear nu-
merous amendments that Senators
have filed.

I offered a revised amendment a few
minutes ago. This amendment includes
the very same consensus that comes
from the product of these three com-
mittees regarding my earlier amend-
ment. It includes matters reported
unanimously by the Banking Com-
mittee, strong bipartisan vote with the
Finance Committee, matters nego-
tiated between the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Commerce Com-
mittee.

What is new in the amendment I just
offered is that it now also includes 37
additional amendments cleared by the
managers of this bill and, where appro-
priate, cleared by other committees,
specifically the Commerce Committee
and the Banking Committee. Thirty-
seven amendments. So that is now part
of my substitute that is now before the
Senate.

I would be very satisfied if the Sen-
ate adopted this amendment, and pro-
vided that it serve as additional text
for purpose of further amendment. The
two managers will work to clear addi-
tional amendments.

We need a path forward on this bill,
and we don’t have it now. We continue
to work on an agreement to have votes
on a number of nongermane amend-
ments which the Republican caucus
says they want. And our side, if they
want amendments, we could have some
nongermane amendments also. I would
rather we disposed of the nongermane
amendments, and I am thinking seri-
ously of coming to the floor today and
asking consent that we move forward
on this bill with no irrelevant or non-
germane amendments.

It is vital that we complete work on
this surface transportation reauthor-
ization bill. I am determined that the
Senate will do so and do so as quickly
as possible. Doing so will take coopera-
tion from different Senators, so we
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need to keep our eye on the road. We
need to get this legislation passed. Sav-
ing or creating up to 2.8 million jobs is
the destination of this path that we are
seeking. Let’s work together to get
there as soon as possible.

ST. CROIX RIVER VALLEY BRIDGE

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I come to the floor
today on another topic; that is, to
thank and congratulate the House of
Representatives, which earlier handed
a great victory to the people of Wis-
consin and Minnesota by passing legis-
lation that will finally allow construc-
tion to begin on a stronger, safer
bridge in the St. Croix River Valley.
After 30 years of debate and delay, we
have finally gotten it done, and I am
proud to say it was done with broad
support in both Chambers.

The legislation I introduced in the
Senate to allow this bridge to be built
passed unanimously in January, and
our Senate bill has passed the House
today with the overwhelming backing
of 339 Members, making the final vote
count 339 to 80. This was truly a team
effort, and it is an inspiring example of
what we can accomplish when we are
willing to put politics aside and come
together to do what is right for the
people we represent.

I thank my colleagues in the House
for their hard work and dedication in
moving this legislation forward: Rep-
resentatives RON KIND, SEAN DUFFY,
MICHELE BACHMANN, CHIP CRAVAACK,
and TAMMY BALDWIN. I also thank Sec-
retary Ray LaHood and his staff at the
Department of Transportation, as well
as Governors Mark Dayton and Scott
Walker for their leadership at the
State level.

In both Minnesota and Wisconsin,
there is overwhelming consensus about
the critical need for a new bridge in the
St. Croix River Valley. There are some-
times disputes on what that bridge
should look like, but there tends to be
consensus that we simply can’t have a
lift bridge built in the 1930s, with 18,000
cars going over it. The current lift
bridge was built in 1931. Chunks of
rusting steel and concrete fall off and
into the river below. Traffic backs up
behind it, especially in the summer
months, sometimes for a mile. Cars are
lined up by houses, cars are lined up by
businesses, and it is not a desirable sit-
uation for anyone in the town of Still-
water.

The Minnesota Department of Trans-
portation has listed the bridge as being
“structurally deficient” and ‘‘fracture
critical,”” meaning if one component of
the bridge fails, the entire structure
fails. Simply put, the bridge cannot
meet the needs of the region either in
terms of public safety or in supporting
traffic caused by a growing population.

As the bridge has aged, we have seen
significant increases in congestion.
This is an especially big problem in the
summer months when the bridge lifts
frequently to allow watercraft to pass,
causing traffic to back up on both sides
of the bridge, increasing gridlock and
air pollution, hindering economic ac-
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tivity, and threatening public safety,
particularly when emergency vehicles
are unable to pass through.

Here are the numbers: The current
structure was designed to support
11,200 vehicles a day. It cannot handle
the average of 18,400 cars that cross it
every day, let alone anticipated in-
creases in usage. But with this new
bridge, 48,000 vehicles will be able to
cross safely and efficiently every day.
This is important from a public safety
perspective, but it also means new
channels for economic growth. Without
a new bridge, anticipated usage would
reach 23,500 by 2030. With a new bridge,
anticipated usage will meet 43,000 vehi-
cles per day. Those 20,000 additional ve-
hicles will mean more opportunity for
local industry and more customers for
local businesses made possible by an
infrastructure capable of supporting
new growth and development.

When we look at the numbers, it is
easy to see why my Senate legislation
was able to pass not only the Senate
without any opposition, but it is easy
to see why the House passed the bill by
such a wide bipartisan margin. We are
less than an inch away from the finish
line. Now we need the President of the
United States to sign the bill.

I spoke with Secretary LaHood this
morning. I don’t anticipate there will
be an issue. He was very positive about
the bridge. But we need a prompt sig-
nature. The people of Minnesota and
Wisconsin have already waited 30
years. They cannot afford to wait any
longer. We cannot afford to delay. It is
time to finally get this bridge done.

I, once again, thank all of my col-
leagues who worked hard to advance
this bill. MICHELE BACHMANN in the
House led the effort on the Minnesota
side, and I led the effort in the Senate.
I thank the other Senators who were so
good to support this bill, including
Senator FRANKEN, Senator KOHL, and
Senator JOHNSON.

I look forward to standing with all of
my colleagues when the President
signs this bill into law. I look forward
to standing with my colleagues again
on that proud day in the near future
when we finally break ground on a
stronger, safer bridge for the St. Croix
River Valley.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

PROGRESS FOR DEAMONTE DRIVER

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, today I
come to the Senate floor to mark the
fifth anniversary of Deamonte Driver’s
death. Deamonte was a 12-year-old who
lived in Prince George’s County, MD,
only a few short miles from here. He
died 5 years ago at the Children’s Na-
tional Medical Center in Washington,
DC, from a brain infection caused by an
untreated tooth abscess.

The Driver family, like many fami-
lies across the country, lacked dental
insurance. At one point his family had
Medicaid coverage, but they lost it be-
cause they had moved into a temporary
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shelter and their paperwork fell
through the cracks. When advocates
for the family tried to help, it took
more than 20 calls just to find a dentist
who would treat him.

Deamonte began to complain about
headaches on January 11. Then, an
evaluation at Children’s Hospital led
beyond basic dental care to emergency
brain surgery. He later experienced sei-
zures, and a second operation was re-
quired. Even though he received addi-
tional treatment and therapy, and he
appeared to be recovering, medical
intervention came too late. By the end
of his treatment, the total cost to our
health care system exceeded $% mil-
lion—more than 3,000 times the $80 it
would have cost for a tooth extraction.

Deamonte Driver passed away on
Sunday, February 25, 2007. Deamonte’s
death was a national tragedy. It was a
tragedy because it could have been pre-
vented if he had received timely and
proper basic dental care. It was a trag-
edy because it happened right here in
the United States, in one of the most
affluent States in the Nation. It hap-
pened in a State with one of the best
dental schools in the Nation—the Uni-
versity of Maryland’s. It happened in
Prince George’s County, whose border
is less than 6 miles from where we are
standing in the U.S. Capitol.

I have spoken on the Senate floor
about Deamonte Driver several times
since that tragedy, and in the inter-
vening years, in both my home State of
Maryland and nationally, we have
made progress. When Deamonte’s case
was brought to light, I believe it served
as a wake-up call for our Nation. It
brought home what former Surgeon
General C. Everett Koop once said:
“There is no health without oral
health.”

Medical researchers have discovered
the nexus between tooth plaque and
heart disease, that chewing stimulates
brain cell growth, and that gum disease
can signal diabetes, liver ailments, and
hormone imbalances. They have identi-
fied the vital connection between oral
health research and advanced treat-
ments such as gene therapy, which can
help patients with chronic renal fail-
ure. They know investing in basic den-
tal care can save money down the road
in costly medical interventions for
other diseases.

But for all the research findings,
without insurance coverage and ade-
quate access to providers, we Kknow
millions of children and adults will
have oral health care needs that re-
main unmet. That is why the progress
we have made over the past b years is
so0 important to America’s health. So I
have come to the floor today to talk
about what we have achieved and how
we can move forward as a nation to en-
sure better access to oral health care.

The Maryland delegation is proud
that Maryland has emerged as a na-
tional leader in this area, launching a
$1.2 million oral health literacy cam-
paign, raising Medicaid reimbursement
rates for dentists, and providing some
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allied health professionals and hygien-
ists the opportunity to practice outside
of clinics. Today, the Deamonte Driver
Dental Project Van, which was dedi-
cated in front of the U.S. Capitol in
May 2010 provides services in under-
served neighborhoods in Prince
George’s County, thanks to the efforts
launched by members of the Robert T.
Freeman Dental Society. This society,
an arm of the National Dental Associa-
tion, is named for Dr. Robert Tanner
Freeman, who in 1869 became the first
Black graduate of the Harvard School
of Dental Medicine.

Congressman ELIJAH CUMMINGS and I
were joined that day by Mrs. Alyce
Driver and her sons; the project’s co-
founders Drs. Hazel Harper and Belinda
Carver-Taylor; and the National Dental
Association President, Dr. Walter
Owens.

In 2009, 2 years after Deamonte’s
death, Congress took up the reauthor-
ization of the Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program. In a frustrating attempt
to locate a dentist for her child,
Deamonte Driver’s mother and her ad-
vocates had to contact numerous of-
fices before locating one who would
treat him.

For a variety of reasons, it is dif-
ficult for Medicaid and CHIP enrollees
to find dental care, and working par-
ents whose children qualify for those
programs are likely to be employed at
jobs where they can’t spend 2 hours a
day on the phone to find a provider. So
part of the CHIP reauthorization now
requires HHS to include on its Insure
Kids Now Web site a list of partici-
pating dentists and benefit information
for all 50 States and the District of Co-
lumbia.

Also, in 2009, Congress passed the Ed-
ward M. Kennedy Serve America Act.
That law created the Healthy Futures
Corps, which provides grants to the
States and nonprofit organizations so
they can fund national service in low-
income communities. It will allow us
to put into action tools that can help
us close the gap in health status—pre-
vention and health promotion. For too
long we have acknowledged health dis-
parities, studied them, and written re-
ports about them. With the help of the
senior Senator from Maryland, my col-
league, Senator BARBARA MIKULSKI, we
added language to that law specifying
oral health as an area of focus.

Now the Healthy Futures Corps can
help recruit young people to work in
the dental profession, where they can
serve in areas that we have shortages
of providers in urban and rural areas.
It will fund the work of individuals
who can help parents find available
oral health services for themselves and
their children. It will make a dif-
ference in the lives of the Healthy Fu-
tures Corps members who will work in
underserved communities and in the
lives and health of those who get im-
proved access to care.

Then, in 2010, we passed the Afford-
able Care Act which guarantees pedi-
atric oral health care as part of each
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State’s essential benefit health care
package. The law also establishes an
oral health care prevention education
program at the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention targeted to-
ward key populations, including chil-
dren and pregnant women, and it cre-
ated demonstration programs to en-
courage innovation in oral health de-
livery. It also significantly expanded
workforce training programs for oral
health professionals.

Moving forward, the States have a
critical role to play in ensuring that
the Affordable Care Act benefit is de-
signed to incentivize prevention, recog-
nize that some children have greater
risks of dental disease than others, and
deliver care based on their level of
risk. Among the most cost-effective
ways to improve children’s health care
are investments in prevention. Dental
sealants—clear plastic coatings applied
to the chewing surfaces of molars—
have been proven to prevent 60 percent
of tooth decay at one-third the cost of
filling a cavity. So we must make sure
prevention is a key part of every
State’s benefit package.

Further, in 2010, the U.S. Department
of Health and Human  Services
launched its oral health initiative, es-
tablishing a coordinated multiagency
effort to improve access to care across
the Nation.

Yet for all the progress we have
made, we know more must be done. In
2009, the last year for which we have
complete data that is available, more
than 16 million American children
went without dental care. That is not
acceptable.

Our Nation has made significant
progress in improving children’s dental
care in the 5 years since the death of
Deamonte Driver, but there is still
much work to be done.

Case in point: Last summer, 24-year-
old Kyle Willis of Ohio died from an un-
treated tooth infection that spread to
his brain. In fact, the health of mil-
lions of Americans is jeopardized be-
cause they cannot get treatment for
tooth decay.

The access problem has become so se-
vere that many people are forced to
seek treatment for tooth pain in the
Nation’s emergency rooms, increasing
the overall cost of health care and re-
ceiving uncoordinated care in the least
cost-efficient setting. In fact, more
people seek treatment in emergency
rooms for tooth pain than they do for
asthma.

The Pew Children’s Dental Campaign
produces report cards that grade the
States on eight policies that are evi-
dence-based solutions to the problem of
tooth decay.

Maryland received an A grade in both
reports for meeting or exceeding these
benchmarks, which include dental seal-
ant programs, community water fluori-
dation, Medicaid reimbursement and
enrollment, and collection of data on
children’s dental health.

This is even more striking because in
the late 1990s, Maryland had one of the
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worst records in the Nation regarding
oral health care for its underserved
population. But in 2011, the Pew Center
on the States ranked Maryland as the
top State in the country for oral
health.

However, the access issues remain.
As Mrs. Driver’s efforts to find care for
her son showed, low-income families
have great difficulty obtaining care
due to a shortage of dentists willing to
treat Medicaid patients.

Nationally, the National Health
Service Corps addresses the nationwide
shortage of primary care oral health
providers in dental health professional
shortage areas by offering incentives in
the form of scholarships and loan re-
payments to primary care dentists and
registered dental hygienists to practice
in underserved communities.

I will continue to work to increase
funding for grants to States and ex-
pand training opportunities for den-
tists. We do not have enough profes-
sionals who are trained and available
to treat children and adults with den-
tal problems, and it is our responsi-
bility to fix that. We must improve re-
imbursement to dental providers in of-
fices and clinics so no one who needs
dental treatment will be turned away.

I conclude my remarks with con-
gratulatory wishes to Mrs. Alyce Driv-
er. For as painful as Deamonte’s pass-
ing was for all of us, nothing can com-
pare to the loss of one’s own child. Yet
Mrs. Driver has worked hard and she
has been awarded a dental tech degree.
She is now out there helping others
with dental care. She will be going
back to school next month to receive
training in radiology. Yes, in Maryland
and throughout the Nation, there are
signs of hope for the future of oral
health care.

February is National Children’s Den-
tal Health Month, and I wish to express
my appreciation to the many nonprofit
organizations, universities, and pro-
viders who are also working across the
Nation to make sure we will never for-
get Deamonte Driver and never forget
our responsibility to improving oral
health care for America’s children.

With that, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
SHAHEEN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak for up
to 10 minutes as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

GAS PRICES

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
come to the floor to talk about some-
thing that is on the minds of people in
my home State of Wyoming and people
across the country, the high cost of
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gasoline. When I filled up on Sunday
evening in Wyoming and on Monday
morning on the way to the airport I no-
ticed that the price of gasoline in Wyo-
ming was 10 cents higher per gallon
than it was Sunday night when I filled
the tank. I am heading back this week-
end, later today, to Wyoming, and we
will see what the cost of a gallon of
gasoline will be. I know absolutely that
the price of diesel fuel is much higher,
almost by a dollar a gallon, than the
price of regular unleaded gasoline.

I think it is something that is hap-
pening all across the country because
even in this morning’s New York
Times, Thursday, March 1, 2012, on the
front page, a headline reads ‘‘Tensions
Raise Specter of Gas At $56 a Gallon.”
That is on the front page of the New
York Times. It says, ‘“‘Gasoline for $5 a
gallon? The possibility is hardly far-
fetched.”

It goes on to say:

With no clear end to tensions with Iran and
Syria and rising demand from countries like
China, gas prices are already at record highs
for the winter months—averaging $4.32 in
California and $3.73 a gallon nationally on
Wednesday, according to the AAA’s Daily
Fuel Gauge Report. As summer approaches,
demand for gasoline rises, typically pushing
prices up.

Again, ‘“‘no clear end to tensions in
Iran and Syria and rising demand from
countries like China. . . .”

It is interesting because, obviously,
China is the country that told the
Prime Minister from Canada recently:
We will buy all that extra oil you have
that apparently the President of the
United States isn’t interested in, as he
continues to block the Keystone XL
Pipeline.

That is what the American public is
facing today, rising prices and an ad-
ministration that continues to block
access to an important source of safe,
secure energy, as opposed to sending so
much money overseas. Here we are
with high gasoline prices, which is con-
tinuing to cause additional hardship
for American families and American
businesses. When families pay more at
the pump, it impacts the quality of
their lives. Families are dealing with
mortgages, goods and services, and
their kids as they continue to see the
money going to fill the tank. This also
hurts economic growth and our ability
to create jobs.

When companies pay more for gaso-
line, they have less money to expand
their businesses and create new jobs.
Wyoming families and businesses know
this all too well because in Wyoming
we drive longer distances than most
Americans. The President also knows
this impacts the economy. That is why
he continues to give speeches on en-
ergy.

It is clear the President is defensive
on this issue, and it is understandable
because the average price of gasoline,
regular unleaded, the day he became
President—today it is 103 percent high-
er, over double what it was the day
President Obama took office just 3
years ago. Again, the price of gasoline
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is 103 percent higher than the day the
President took office.

There are a lot of factors at play.
What this does show is that the Presi-
dent’s policies are at best ineffectual;
at worst they are contributing to the
higher gas prices. People on both sides
of the aisle know this and are hearing
it at home. This week, actually, one
Senate Democrat wrote to the Obama
administration and pointed this out.
Specifically, he pointed out that these
are ‘‘the highest prices we have ever
seen for this time of year.”

Unfortunately, that Senate Demo-
crat’s solution is to request that Saudi
Arabia produce more oil. I will repeat
that. His solution is to have the Sec-
retary of State ask Saudi Arabia to
produce more oil.

Of course, the President is also con-
sidering other proposals as well. Like
asking Saudi Arabia to produce more
oil, the President’s ideas would put na-
tional security at risk. There I am re-
ferring to the President’s threat to tap
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. This
will be the second time that President
Obama has tapped the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. Prior to the President’s
decision to do that last June, it had
only been tapped twice for emergencies
since 1975. So between 1975 and 2011, the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve had only
been tapped twice for emergencies—in
1991 upon the outbreak of the Persian
Gulf war and then again more recently
following Hurricane Katrina.

In both of these instances we are
talking about actual supply disruption.
However, when President Obama
tapped the Reserve last year, there was
no substantial prospect of a supply dis-
ruption. The decision was based on pol-
itics, as would be the decision this
time. That is why Jay Leno, earlier
this week during his nightly television
show, called the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve President Obama’s strategic
“‘reelection” reserve.

A number of my colleagues and I
think there are other ways to address
high gasoline prices. We understand
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve is for
emergencies, not political disasters.

It is interesting because just earlier
today, the House minority leader
NANCY PELOSI endorsed tapping the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve—not be-
cause of an emergency or a crisis or
supply disruption, but she says ‘‘to
combat rising gas prices.”

There is only so much oil in the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve. The amount
that was taken last year was never put
back in to fill the tank. The amount
taken out last year was sold. If we use
that money to fill the tank, it is not
enough—almost $1 billion more this
yvear to fill the tank than what they
got for selling what they took out last
year.

So we have a tank at the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve that is not full,
still waiting to be filled from what was
taken from it last year. Now, here we
are a year later, and the President, as
well as NANCY PELOSI, is considering
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tapping the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve again, drawing it down again,
making us that much more vulnerable
in case of a true emergency.

The President actually has some op-
tions that make a lot of sense to a lot
of Americans. An option, of course, is
to increase American energy produc-
tion. The President can begin to follow
through on his words in Miami a week
or so ago, when he said, “‘I’ll do what-
ever I can to develop every source of
American energy.”’

The President can provide more ac-
cess to Federal lands and waters. This
week we learned the oil and gas pro-
duction on Federal public lands and
public waters is down. In 2011 there was
a l4-percent decrease in oil production
on public lands and water from 2010—
less energy produced in Federal lands
and waters. There was an 11-percent de-
crease in gas production from 2010.

In Miami, the President said he has
“‘directed my administration to look at
every single area where we can make
an impact and help consumers in the
months ahead, [including] permitting.

Again, the President needs to follow
through on his words. He can begin by
increasing the number of permits
issued for development in the Gulf of
Mexico. I understand that the adminis-
tration has issued only 21 permits so
far this year. In 2010 the administra-
tion issued 32 permits by this time.

The President can also increase ac-
cess to other offshore areas. He can
provide access to offshore areas in the
Atlantic and the Pacific Oceans, not
just the Gulf of Mexico. In November
he proposed an offshore leasing plan
that excluded the Atlantic Ocean and
the Pacific Ocean. What kind of off-
shore leasing plan is that? The Presi-
dent excluded areas off the coast of
Virginia, even though both Senators
and the Governor of Virginia supported
such energy exploration. The President
said no.

The President can also increase ac-
cess to onshore areas. The President
can open areas in Alaska, and he can
support proposals to open ANWR. Both
Senators from Alaska—one Republican
and one Democrat—and the Governor
strongly support opening ANWR for ex-
ploration. The President should too.
The President should also take steps to
facilitate onshore exploration in the
West. Specifically, he should scrap new
regulations requiring what is called
“master leasing and development
plans.”

These regulations were put into place
over 2 years ago by the Secretary of
the Interior. It is unclear why the Sec-
retary issued such regulations. They
add more redtape and cause more bu-
reaucratic delay and slow down Amer-
ican energy production.

Of course, there are other regulations
that drive up the cost of American en-
ergy—specifically, the EPA’s forth-
coming tier III regulations which will
affect America’s refineries. A recent
study says this rule could increase the
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cost of manufacturing gasoline, which
will add to what Americans are paying
at the pump and will add to the pain at
the pump. They could also raise oper-
ating costs for refineries by anywhere
from $5 billion to $13 billion a year.
They could force as many as seven U.S.
refineries to shut down and could lead
to a T7- to 14-percent reduction in gaso-
line supplies for American refineries.
These policies, by this administration,
are completely unacceptable. The
President should, at the very least,
delay the issuance of this current rule.

In addition to providing more access
to Federal lands and Federal waters
and eliminating burdensome regula-
tions, the President should follow
through on his words—his words—and
address what he called delivery bottle-
necks. Specifically, he should address
the bottlenecks the Keystone XL Pipe-
line would relieve. I am referring to
100,000 barrels of oil a day that the
pipeline would be able to ship from
Montana and North Dakota.

That is right; we are talking about
homegrown American energy. Oof
course, the President ought to approve
the Keystone XL Pipeline coming in
from Canada. It is North American oil
from Canada but specific and signifi-
cant amounts of 0il—100,000 barrels a
day—from Montana and North Dakota.
Right now, there isn’t sufficient pipe-
line capacity out of North Dakota and
Montana. They are shipping the oil on
trucks and trains, and that is much
more expensive than shipping it by
pipeline. Approving the Keystone XL
Pipeline is an easy decision and the
President should make this decision
immediately.

It was interesting today to see in Po-
litico—one of the local papers on Cap-
itol Hill—an article quoting Bill Clin-
ton as saying, ‘“We should embrace”
the Keystone XIL.. The first sentence of
the article says:

Bill Clinton says it is time to build the
Keystone XL Pipeline.

Perhaps President Obama ought to
listen to President Clinton.

Finally, the President says there are
no silver bullets. That doesn’t mean
the President should sit on the side-
lines. It doesn’t mean his only options
are asking Saudi Arabia to boost pro-
duction or opening the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. The President needs to
promote American energy production.
He can eliminate costly regulations
and he can approve the Keystone XL
Pipeline. Those are the steps the Presi-
dent needs to take, and he needs to do
that in the very near future because I
believe we are going to continue to see
headlines such as the one in today’s
New York Times: ‘“‘Tensions Raise
Specter of Gas at $5 a Gallon.”

With that, I yield the floor and I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DEATH OF MARIE COLVIN IN SYRIA

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, Marie Colvin died last week,
Wednesday, in Syria. As I speak, her
body is still in Homs because the Assad
regime refuses to honor the centuries-
old tradition of human decency that
even in war you are allowed to recover
your dead.

An American official in a position to
know about the circumstances of her
death has used with me the word ‘‘mur-
der,” and this is not an official who
uses such words loosely. News reports
have suggested Marie was targeted
using her cell phone signals. Why was
she killed? Marie once said: ‘‘Covering
a war means going to places torn by
chaos, destruction, and death, and try-
ing to bear witness.”

She was killed because she was doing
what she was passionate about and
what her gift was; that is, to bear wit-
ness.

Marie was in Syria to bear witness to
the massacre of the innocent in the
city of Homs by the Assad regime. Her
last report to the BBC was of a baby
killed by shrapnel, dying in its moth-
er’s arms. That baby had no voice and
that mother had no voice, but Marie
was there. She was there making sure
the dead did not die unheralded and the
killers did not escape unwatched. She
was there so they wouldn’t get away
with it. She was there to bear witness.

The dictionary tells us that to bear
witness means ‘‘to see, to be present
at, or know at firsthand.” It means to
“testify.” It means ‘‘to show by your
existence that something is true.”

This was Marie. Over and over she
put herself in harm’s way as she fol-
lowed her calling to bear witness to the
atrocities of our world.

In Sri Lanka’s brutal conflict, she
was hit by the explosion of a rocket-
propelled grenade, and in addition to
other injuries, she lost sight in one
eye. She was shot at that day after
calling out, “I'm a journalist.”

In the Balkans and Chechnya, at
Libya and around the world, she went
to bear witness to suffering and corrup-
tion. I think she spent more time on
the ground in Libya than any other
Western correspondent.

Marie was proud of this work, saying:

We can and do make a difference in expos-
ing the horrors of war and especially the
atrocities that befall civilians.

Sometimes she managed to do more
than just expose atrocities. In East
Timor, she went to bear witness to the
massacres. When the U.N. threatened
to pull out of a base, leaving local em-
ployees and those sheltering there to
the mercies of the massacre, Marie an-
nounced, ‘“‘I’'m staying with them.”

That created a new predicament for
the U.N. leadership, and faced with
Marie’s courage, they decided to stay.
Massacre averted.

Marie was special. Her friends all
knew it. Her colleagues knew it. The
people who were trapped in the wars
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and conflicts she covered and who saw
her there, sharing their risks and their
suffering, and who knew someone
would bear witness knew it. The Bible
talks of bearing witness. It tells that
John the Baptist ‘‘came as a witness,
to bear witness about the Light, that
all might believe through him.”

There is a parallel. Marie went as a
witness. She went to bear witness in
the places cloaked in darkness, that we
all might perceive through her. With
her death, it is our turn to bear wit-
ness. Marie Colvin had a calling, and it
is our turn to bear witness to the cour-
age and the passion of that calling. It
is our time to bear witness to the grace
and humor and brains and skill with
which Marie Colvin pursued that call-
ing. It is worth noting Marie did this
all with style. I don’t think Marie
would want the record to fail to reflect
that she had style.

There has been an outpouring since
the news of Marie’s death spread
around the world. From heads of state,
famous writers, press celebrities, from
old friends and colleagues, and from
those whose praise she valued the
most, the small band of brothers and
sisters who practiced the dangerous
craft of conflict journalism, there has
been a torrent of grief and praise. I
have culled from this torrent a collec-
tion of remembrances, reflections, trib-
utes, and obituaries about Marie that I
now ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Yale Daily News, Feb. 23, 2012]
FROM THE ARCHIVES: COLVIN ’78 RELECTS ON
YALE CAREER
(By Marie Colvin)

The piece below, titled ‘“‘Running out of
time,” was written by Marie Colvin 78 for
the special issue of the News handed out at
Commencement 1978. Colvin, a seasoned war
correspondent, was killed by a mortar strike
on Wednesday while covering the escalating
violence in the city of Homs.

The most memorable event of my Yale ca-
reer occurred in the dining hall. At Silliman
lunch last week, I was eating and commis-
erating with a group of fellow seniors, slap-
happy at the thought of all the work to be
done in the last week of term. Everyone had
a how-to story, the kind that only circulates
at finals time, like the one about the student
who handed in a bluebook with “IV” written
on the cover, inscribed with one sentence on
the first page: ‘“‘and that’s the way it was in
seventeenth century England,” and received
a final grade of ‘B’ from some T.A.; talk
about surefire dean’s excuses and where to
catch a quick 24-hour bug, always good for a
night at DUH.

At a pause in the conversation, during
which I flashed on the twelve pages per day
I'd have to write for the next week, a friend
next to me sighed and said profoundly,
“There’s just not enough time.”” It came out
of the blue, but it was the most relevant non-
sequitur ever uttered.

It sums up my Yale career. I've spent the
last weeks of every semester holed up in the
Sillibrary, coffeepot by my side, moving
from one stack of books and clutter of papers
to the next like a guest at the Mad Hatter’s
Tea Party. The last week of my senior year
I was there again, drinking coffee by the pot,



S1184

sleeping two hours nightly,
enough credits to graduate.

That’s why I wasn’t a varsity athlete, or
an editor of the Oldest College Daily, why
every room I've ever lived in has been almost
furnished. It’s why my papers come back
marked ‘‘good potential, inadequately real-
ized.” And it’s why I can’t tell you what it
feels like to be finished with Yale, whether
it’s euphoric or just anti-climatic, because
I'm not, and by the time I am everyone will
have left and I won’t even be able to ask any-
one.

It takes everybody but the football team
four years to realize that there is no way to
do the work expected of you, that teachers
and deans don’t really expect you to do it all
and that the real test of intelligence is to do
the minimum amount of work for the max-
imum reward. The football team somehow
learns freshman year what it takes everyone
else three years (it took me four). The most
important things to look for when choosing
a course are not relevancy to future career,
interesting subject, or something you should
know. Number of papers and pages per paper,
number of exams, and Course Critique grade
point spread are all you need to look for.
And if the football team shows up for the
first lecture, you’ve chosen correctly.

The finer points of course selection involve
arranging enough of a workload so that when
you do go out to Rudy’s, Mory’s, or the Eliz-
abethan Club for tea you can feel a twinge of
guilt. And so that you can participate in
end-of-semester-conversations.

The worst thing about graduating is that I
can’t remember what I did all semester. I
thought I was working, but that seems im-
possible. I've started promoting the theory
that Yale is centered in a time warp. Time
doesn’t just seem to pass twice as fast, it
does. We have only one week to the universal
two.

I haven’t accepted the fact that I am not
going to do everything I kept putting off. I
am not graduating Phi Beta Kappa, I don’t
have 48 credits and 47 A’s, I will never read
the bookcase of course books diligently
bought in the Co-op, lined up neatly with
their binders unwrinkled. I will not paint the
fourth wall in my bedroom. I will probably
never even find out the name of that curly-
haired boy in my English seminar I've been
flirting with all year.

It’s hard to say even what I've learned
here. I don’t think I’'ve finished adjusting
yet. I have nothing striking to say about
anything and it seems like I should. I've
changed from a regular science major to a
science major who only takes English
courses (there was no time to change ma-
jors), learned about weenies, jocks, and
turned-up collars, learned how to run, not
fast but far enough to enjoy the sweat,
learned how to do footnotes. Unlearned a lot
too—like weenies and jocks don’t exist and
that turned-up collar means zilch. And I've
learned how ridiculous it is to try to con-
vince people that you are serious about
something, that you have a direction. Best of
all, I missed all the deadlines—LSAT, GRE,
scholarships, grants, and fellowships—not
enough time—so I guess I'll wake up Tuesday
morning and start thinking about it. Or else
just buy a plane ticket.

The one realization I have come to after
four years is that I can still make all the
mistakes I want and it doesn’t matter. I re-
mind myself of this often, whenever I feel
the ‘“‘let’s get serious mood’’ coming on, or I
lunch with law-business-medical school
prospectives, or read an article about shop-
ping bag ladies in the New York subway sys-
tem. Not that there’s anything at all wrong
with going to law-business-medical school,
but enough people stick up for it, and that’s
not the point anyway.

marshaling
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The point is that it doesn’t matter if you
mess up, choose the wrong road, flop in
Vegas. What’s important is to throw yourself
in head first, to ‘‘go for the gusto.” And if
you blow it, you blow it. What we have to
worry about now is success. Once you're suc-
cessful, it becomes embarrassing to make
mistakes, and more difficult to grab onto the
nearest straw and hold on. You can always
be a star, so what’s the rush?

MARIE COLVIN—THE NATURAL
(By Allison Silver)

I have been reading all day about Marie
Colvin, the terrific London Sunday Times
foreign correspondent who was Kkilled
Wednesday in Syria. David Remnick wrote a
lovely piece about her. It captures her cool-
ness and professionalism.

Marie was a remarkable writer—and per-
son. Talented and persistent: An unbeatable
combo.

I knew her back at Yale, and she often
cited me as the person who started her writ-
ing. And I think I was. Her mother, Rose-
marie Colvin, described Wednesday how her
daughter had decided to be a journalist back
when she was writing for The Yale Daily
News.

I was an editor on the Yalie Daily when
Marie was in a seminar with me. She was
funny and savvy and amazing looking. Tall
and slim, with a baby face surrounded by
masses of black corkscrew curls. Her best
friend was equally tall—and they stood out
on campus.

She hung out with all the campus ‘‘writ-
ers’”’—who took prestigious writing classes
but wouldn’t deign to take part in the hurly-
burly of daily campus journalism. They were
serious writers—and serious partiers. I knew
most of them—but her least of all. She was
not quite regarded as a ‘‘writer,” like they
were.

In that class, I realized Marie had a clear,
clean talent for writing. So I kept on her to
write for me at the News. She started doing
longer reported feature pieces—and thrived.

I could see she was jazzed by the process of
reporting. She had started off insisting that
she was not the writer of the group. And I
kept saying to her you can do this. So do it!
And she did. She was a natural.

With all that persistence, of course she
pursued it and went on to serious inter-
national reporting. I remember, back in the
90s I think, she was one of the elite Middle
East reporters who attained an interview
with Qadhafi—a feat she pulled off again re-
cently.

Meanwhile, I'm still a desk jockey. As my
career took me to Los Angeles, New York
and DC, she was reporting from hot spots
around the globe. I rarely saw her, which is
something I will always regret. But when-
ever I ran into her, we talked about Yale and
our varied paths from there.

She lived the life she wanted to. And that
is to be admired.

TRIBUTE TO MARIE COLVIN
(By Gerald Weaver)

Marie Colvin sat across the table from me
in the kitchen of her Thames-side home in
the Hammersmith neighborhood of London
on October 18, 2011, as she looked me in the
eye and gave me a completely unexpected
answer to a question I had long planned to
asked her. ‘“‘So, Marie, do you have some
kind of a death wish or something?’’ I had
asked, waiting and watching her intently. I
had expected that she maybe she would react
a bit too defensively or that she might have
otherwise partially admitted to the premise
of the question. But I realized immediately
that it had been the quintessential stupid
question. The gist of her answer was that
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these were normal people who were being at-
tacked, bombed, uprooted and murdered in
the stories she was uncovering and report-
ing. The normal people who would read her
reports should have a normal reaction to
them, she said. And by that, she meant they
should be appalled and horrified. So for
Marie it was merely normal to pick up and
go find the most terrible story that no other
reporter would cover and then report it as a
matter of fact. The danger simply did not
occur to her. She neither feared nor courted
it. As I listened to her, I heard the word
“human” for the word ‘‘normal.”

She also had no interest in romanticizing
or aggrandizing what it was that she did in
her work. She used to laugh it off when I
would call her ‘‘the distaff Ernest Heming-
way of Great Britain.” I was in London those
four months ago at her urging, because I had
just written the first three chapters of a
novel that I had only started and only be-
cause she had urged me to write it, and
which I have only recently completed with
her encouragement and through her help.
She then started talking to me about us con-
tacting literary agents in London that she
knew and it occurred to me ask her when she
was going to write her own book about her
very interesting, exciting and inspiring life.
I knew that the possibility of such a book
would be why agents would have wanted to
court her. She only laughed and suggested
that maybe I should write her book. She was
only interested in reporting, not in making
herself the story. She was in her life and in
her death utterly heroic, but she would have
been the last person to think that or to want
to even talk about it.

Marie also had that same good natured dis-
interest when it came to politics, or to her
more difficult role as a woman in her profes-
sion, or to moving about in a part of the
world that was not particularly easy for a
woman. For the almost forty years that I
knew her, she only ever addressed politics
obliquely. I always assumed she was a lib-
eral. But it was more than that and it was
much different. She was, through her work
and her life, a liberalizing force within the
world. She hoped to speak to a better part
within us all that she felt simply must
empathize with the least fortunate, the ter-
rorized, the forgotten and the innocents who
are under attack. And when she called me on
her satellite phone one night this past De-
cember, it was only in passing that she men-
tioned how she had been chased through
Tahrir Square on the same night that many
women had been assaulted there. And even
then she only spoke of her gratitude to the
Egyptians who had saved her and not of the
special dangers to her as a woman.

She used to always apologize for often
being out of touch, for answering with one
phone call three or four weeks of daily
emails, for disappearing for weeks or months
on end. I have no doubt that for many of us
who were even her closest friends that her
columns in the Sunday Times were perhaps
the most reliable way for us to hear her
voice and know what was on her mind. It was
almost as if she was expressing her worry
that her relationships were like her politics
or what she might say about her work or
what it meant to her to be a woman war cor-
respondent. They came after her need to tell
the story. My best insight into this came the
day after I had asked my stupid question, on
October 19, 2011, the day it was reported that
Muammar Gadaffi had been killed.

I watched her at her home in that morning
as she accomplished what would have taken
anyone else several days. She juggled several
phones, gave an interview to National Public
Radio, made calls in English and French to
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make arrangements for two separate clan-
destine border crossings, made flight ar-
rangements, coordinated with other report-
ers, communicated with her office, dug up
leads, tracked down reports. And that was
all the while she was packing and gathering
up several different phones and communica-
tions uplinks, taking deliveries at the front
door, and pulling out her helmet, her flak
jacket and all her other protective gear,
which was all marked, ‘‘Marie Colvin, O +,”
for her blood type. She laughed about that
too, and all the time she was apologizing for
cutting our visit short. She was generous to
a fault and she showed her idiosyncratic dis-
interest when it came to compliments. And
when I pitched in and helped her prepare to
leave in what limited ways I could, she was
surprised by it and slightly embarrassed.

But what I noticed that morning has stuck
with me now that she is gone. There can be
no doubt of the magnitude of the loss that is
encompassed by her death, personally to her
family and friends, professionally in the
realm of journalism, and even to the world in
what has been lost in the reporting of stories
that are the most harrowing and dangerous
to reporters and perhaps the most important
for the rest of us to know. When I read what
has been written and what I write about her
passing, and even when I read what has been
reported about what Marie herself had said
about the importance of reporting these sto-
ries, I realize that all of it is true but that
all of it is necessarily a reduction of what
she actually was. That morning she was in-
credibly alive with a passion to get to the
story and to tell it. And she was filled with
what can only be called joy. In all the moods
and stages of her life in which I had wit-
nessed her, at that moment of going to cover
the story she was the most of who she really
was, and she was at one with it.

She was a tirelessly brave and compas-
sionate female war correspondent, true. But
to me she really was what few people ever
get the opportunity to be and what almost
none of us have the will to be. She was a free
artist of herself and of her life. Her com-
manding if almost sole interest was in being
our eyes and ears in places where most peo-
ple would be afraid to look or to go. I think
the joy I saw in her was that she knew how
rare such a life can be, and that she was for-
tunate to be living it. That is the small per-
sonal consolation that I draw from her
death. It would be tremendous if something
positive would come out of it in terms of ex-
pediting the end of the massacre in Syria,
but I believe that is something even she
would not have expected and would have
been something for which she had only
hoped. The possible larger consolation would
be to the way in which her death might
speak, in the same way that her life and her
reporting had, to that part of us that should
care for the world’s innocent and obscure
victims. And I also hope that it might speak
to some others who might be inspired to go
in her wake and report those same kinds of
stories to the world, and do so regardless of
the personal risk and do it heroically, as did
my friend, Marie Colvin.

FOR MARIE COLVIN
(By Katrina Heron)

I've spent my adult life refusing to envi-
sion an obituary for Marie. I planned with all
my conscious powers never to read one, and
I promised myself that I would never have to
write one. Along with her family and her
great caravan of other friends, I celebrated
Marie’s determination to put herself in
harm’s way, to ‘‘bear witness’’ as a foreign
correspondent in so many parts of the
world—Lebanon, Libya, Israel, the Pales-
tinian refugee camps in the West Bank,
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Chechnya, Sri Lanka, East Timor, Irag—and
waited each time she went out on assign-
ment, fretting, for her to signal the all-clear.
“Will call when I'm outta here,” she would
write as she filed her last story from the
danger zone.

From our mid-20s until yesterday, that
fragile insistence of mine mostly held. There
were terrifying moments, and Marie was
gravely wounded in 2001; caught in a firefight
in Sri Lanka, she lost sight in one eye and
nearly died from shrapnel wounds. But she
survived, and when she arrived back in New
York, we went together to interview oph-
thalmological surgeons (waving away, re-
gretfully, the very handsome young doctor
who eagerly auditioned with his grasp of geo-
politics), shopped for eye patches and drank
quite a lot of Champagne. I didn’t stop wor-
rying after that, but my hope swelled to a
greater confidence. Marie took the greatest
possible precautions in conflict areas, so far
from rash or merely impulsive that other
journalists often looked to her for guidance
on the risk calculus of a given situation. She
focused on bringing back the story and
didn’t dwell personally on the dire cir-
cumstances in which she found herself except
insofar as they served her formidable powers
of description and, often, hilarity.

I look back over the last year or so of scat-
tered emails, sitting there innocently in the
queue. She wrote last June: “I am STILL in
Misrata, Libya, and the ever brutal Gadaffi
is ruining any chance of a social life or in-
deed a life by selfishly refusing to Go. De-
spite all the graffiti on walls here giving ex-
cellent advice, ‘“‘Just Go!”’

I had one of my best offers ever today. A
rebel fighter on the front ambled over, on his
break from firing, so to speak, and said,
‘“‘Hey, do you want to shoot the mortar?” It
is definitely a sign that I may have been here
too long because I REALLY WANTED TO
SHOOT THE MORTAR. I mean, when will I
ever get a chance to shoot a mortar again?”’

A couple of days later: ‘I am sitting in the
gloaming on the stern of a Turkish boat in
Misurata harbor, looking out over an ugly
seascape of cranes and broken concrete and
blasted buildings from months of bombing. I
am finally homeward bound, a day’s journey
to Benghazi, a few days in the rebel capital
for a story then an overnight drive to Cairo.
It gives one respect for travel, having to run
the spectrum of transport. It will be strange
coming out of this world that, however mad,
has a simplicity to it of sand and courage
and bombs and sleep and canned tuna and a
few shirts, washed out in a bowl when the
dust threatens to take over.”

A bit farther on, there’s an invitation to
connect with her on LinkedIn, which
prompted some hazing about whether she
was trying to beat the rap on her famously
abysmal grasp of basic networking tech-
nology (she used a satellite phone but was
flummoxed by her iPhone). In truth, she was
a technical wizard of a different sort, a
skilled sailor who had done a lot of deep-
water racing and had recently, proudly,
earned her yachtmaster qualification. She
grew up sailing in Long Island Sound, and
the loss of vision had slowed her down not a
bit.

There’s a quick back and forth toward fall
on a subject we talked about often by phone
and during our last couple of visits—me
going to London, where she lived, or her
coming to California, where I am. She kept
saying she wanted to spend less time in the
Middle East and more time at home—and on
the ocean. She had briefly tried a desk job at
her paper, the Times of London, but of
course it drove her nuts. Still, the job was
getting more perilous. Tim Hetherington,
the photojournalist killed in Misrata in
April 2011, had been very generously helping
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me on a book I was editing about Liberia,
where he’d spent a good deal of time. Marie
knew about the project and had written me:
“Weirdly, I went by the place today where
Tim and [photographer] Chris Hondros were
killed. A shiver of mortality. The forecourt
of the car repair shop still bears the mark of
the mortar shell that killed them, and a
starburst of chips in the concrete where the
metal flew out as shrapnel.”

Around Thanksgiving, the messages trail
off for a bit, as they often did. But even when
I didn’t know exactly where she was, I didn’t
worry desperately. I was used to periods of
silence, plus there was a group of us that al-
ways passed around bits of her itinerary.
Sightings by other journalists would filter
back or someone would see her on CNN or
hear her on NPR. She knew she could call
day or night, and I could always reach at
least her voice—I was thinking tonight that
her cell is probably still on, with its years-
old, soft and slightly lilting greeting. But I
couldn’t bear to hear it now so I won’t try.
Christmas Day she there in my inbox, brief
but joyful.

A couple of weeks ago, Marie wrote that
she was going to Syria. I think her col-
leagues were uneasy, and I know now that
several of our friends tried to talk her out of
it. I felt fairly calm, which just goes to show
you how great is the power of willful opti-
mism. In the last email I have from her, she
wrote: ‘I am now in Beirut, negotiating with
smugglers to get me across the border. After
six weeks in Libya this year, under shelling
and that low level of anxiety every day
brings, I had said I'll do a bit less of the hot
spots, but what is happening in Syria, espe-
cially Homs, is criminal, so I am once again,
knapsack on back with my satellite phone
and computer, clambering across a dark bor-
der.”

I was fast asleep in my bed in Berkeley
yesterday when Marie was killed in Homs. I
woke up to what the world was learning—
that the house she and several others were
camping out in had been hit by rockets; that
with Marie in the lead, the group had just
run down the stairs to the front door when a
blast obliterated the entryway; that a 28-
year-old French photographer, Remi Ochlik,
also died, and three others were wounded.
Right now, all of us are panicked about the
condition of the injured journalists, not
knowing whether rescue workers will be al-
lowed in to Homs to get them. It brings me
back to those frantic, terrible hours in 2001
when all we knew was that Marie was wound-
ed in Sri Lanka and had yet to be evacuated.

I have been walking around all day talking
to her, asking her dumbly where she is. Ever
since we first met and became roommates in
college, we’ve been inseparable in one way or
another. In that same last email she said we
should charter a boat this summer—sail mer-
rily to the ends of the earth: ‘““‘More when I
am back from Syria. I love you very much.”

The phones and email and all the rest have
been humming with misery, and with Marie’s
love. So many wonderful people adored her
and she them that I've been swathed in
stunned, overflowing warmth all day. At the
same time, it’s impossible to believe she’s
dead, but then I'm scared of the moment
when it will be impossible not to.

Further tributes to Marie Colvin can be
found at http:/whitehouse.senate.gov/.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. On behalf of a
group of old friends who are stricken
by her loss, I offer this in affection, in
appreciation, and in memorandum.

Marie’s mother, Rosemarie Colvin,
said of Marie:

Her legacy is: be passionate and be in-
volved in what you believe in. And do it as
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thoroughly and honestly and fearlessly as
you can.

Indeed.

With those words, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
did not know Marie personally, as my
friend and colleague from Rhode Island
did. But his words, his passion, his
emotion allow us all to know her a lit-
tle bit better.

Even just reading the newspaper ac-
counts, she was a remarkable person.
But hearing from SHELDON, both here
and speaking to him privately, it is ob-
vious that those who knew Marie were
privileged and were touched by her life
long before her untimely death. She
leaves an amagzing mark.

I just wish to say to my colleague
SHELDON, there are times that measure
the mettle of a person and one of them
is when they go through grief and trag-
edy. My respect for him, as high as it
was before, is higher still knowing
what he is going through and how he
has worked to handle this difficult sit-
uation.

I rise simply as a New York Senator
who represents the area, Long Island,
where Marie Catherine Colvin came
from. We are working—SHELDON above
all—desperately, to bring her home to
her mother Rosemarie, so her family
can provide her with a final resting
place, providing her with the dignity
she deserves.

Marie had a remarkable career. It is
no doubt that not only, as SHELDON
said, the small band of journalists but
many larger than that and anyone she
knew will mourn her death for years to
come because we have not just lost a
daring journalist, but we also have lost
a humanitarian, one who took her
abilities as an investigator and a story-
teller to speak for the voiceless. It is
clear from SHELDON’s remarks and
from reading the biographical accounts
and her obituary that this was a
woman of both courage and passion
who managed to sort of weave the two
into an amazing life where she served
SO many.

Marie grew up on Long Island, at-
tended Oyster Bay High School, and of
course, as we know from what SHELDON
has said, went on to study at Yale. She
studied anthropology. She moved to
New York City, worked as a UPI police
reporter on the midnight to 6 a.m.
shift. That is the time when most
crimes occur. That is the times in the
dark, particularly in those days in New
York City, to be a journalist was dif-
ficult. It took courage. But even then,
Colvin didn’t shy away from tough
jobs.

She worked her way up, moving to
Paris and later to work for the UK’s
Sunday Times and became their Middle
East correspondent in 1968. She has
been doing this kind of dangerous and
important work that inevitably and in-
exorably saved lives for so many years,
27 years. Colvin focused on years when
the Middle East was not calm. It hasn’t
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been the warmest climate for women
and certainly was not an area for the
weak of heart. But she didn’t just stay
for a year or two. She stayed at the
front, and after each conflict ended,
she went to the next one because I
think she knew—and, again, SHELDON
would know this much better than I.
But just reading about her, she knew
her talents were unique; that there
wasn’t anybody else who might fill
those gaps and be able to do the kind of
reporting that might bring change. So
she followed the conflicts in Chechnya
and the Balkans, East Timor, Sierra
Leone, Zimbabwe. She was not just in
the Middle East. She was there.

For those who cannot instantly re-
member some of her coverage, I am
sure they remember her eye patch.
This is from her work in Sri Lanka,
where she defied a government ban on
journalists’ access, traveled over 30
miles through the Vanni jungles to re-
port on the terrible war crimes of the
Sri Lankan civil war. I remember read-
ing them at the time and being moved
to try and do something.

Colvin suffered. She never threw in
the towel. If anything, it pushed her to
work even harder. Her quests to help
the women and children from every
single war-torn country she entered en-
deared her to those women, those com-
munities, those members of our global
community who knew and know that
her type of bravery was so rare indeed.

This brutal regime has broken fami-
lies, torn apart homes, and forever
changed the way of life for the Syrian
people. There is darkness that has de-
scended over Syria by design, by this
awful regime. There was Colvin, shin-
ing a candle, letting the world know,
and now we are all deprived of an in-
credible journalist.

With her, we lose an international
role model. We lose the story she would
tell, the light she would bring to the
darkest lives, most recently in Syria
but throughout the world, and we lose
the voice she would have found wher-
ever the next merciless regime tried to
suppress it. Yes, Marie Colvin would
have been there.

While there is currently no official
U.S. diplomatic presence in Syria due
to the awful human rights tragedy
being carried out by the Assad regime,
we are working as best we can to ex-
plore every avenue to help SHELDON
and her family bring closure and to
help her mother, in particular, who
made clear that she will not rest until
her daughter returns home.

On behalf of all my colleagues, I offer
my condolences to Rosemarie Colvin in
East Norwich, Marie’s mother, and to
the many people who will miss the
work of one of the greatest correspond-
ents of this generation.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant editor of the Daily Di-
gest proceeded to call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN of OHIO. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak
for up to 20 minutes and to yield at the
conclusion of my first 10 minutes to
Senator PORTMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

HIGH SCHOOL TRAGEDY

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I join my fellow colleague from
Ohio Senator PORTMAN to offer our
condolences and prayers to the people
of Chardon, OH, who experienced a ter-
rible tragedy earlier this week.

On Monday morning, February 27, a
troubled young boy opened fire in the
crowded cafeteria at Chardon High
School. Three students were Kkilled.
Two students were wounded. The entire
community remains shaken.

As fathers, we cannot imagine the
loss of a child and the loss of innocence
of children who will now grow up
knowing tragedy all too early in life.
As Members of the Senate, we couldn’t
be more proud of the resiliency and the
love and the compassion the people of
Chardon have shown in the wake of
such fear and sorrow.

During the shooting, teachers and
school administrators risked their lives
to protect and save the lives of their
students. Assistant Football Coach
Frank Hall chased the gunman out of
the cafeteria, Principal Andy Fetchik
called 911, and countless other teachers
and students provided safety and com-
fort until help could arrive.

Chardon law enforcement and first
responders—from the 911 dispatchers to
the police, to the emergency medical
people—arrived at the scene to appre-
hend the suspect and restore calm and
order.

Chardon Police Chief Tim McKenna
and his team—especially the three offi-
cers who rushed to the school—did an
outstanding job. Hospital staff at
MetroHealth and Hillcrest cared for
the victims and counseled the families
of lost ones. Out of this week’s turmoil
and tragedy, we remain proud of the
community that has come together
through vigils and prayer services,
through support and red ribbons worn.

The day after the shooting, more
than 1,000 people crammed into the St.
Mary’s parish across from Chardon
High School. The overflow crowd of an-
other 1,000 was outside listening to
Principal Fetchik express how proud he
was of the students.

Yesterday, President Obama spoke to
Principal Fetchik to say how proud he
was—as Senator PORTMAN and I are—of
the school and of the community.

At the prayer service, Super-
intendent Joseph Bergant explained
why the school would close for a few
days this week to reflect, for students
and families to get the help they need,
for parents to hug their children, and
for children to hug their parents.
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Yesterday, I spoke with Super-
intendent Bergant to express Connie’s
and my gratitude and prayers. The in-
vestigation into how and why this hap-
pened continues, but resilience, com-
passion, and love, we know, will re-
main.

Tomorrow classes resume in Chardon
and at Lake Academy and Auburn Ca-
reer Center, where students and staff
are also dealing with this tragedy. To-
morrow, Chardon High School students
will march together from the town
square to the school in a show of soli-
darity and unity. They will remember
Joy Rickers and Nicoloas Wajczak, who
are still recovering from their injuries.
They will honor those fellow students
no longer with them. Daniel Parmertor
was a 16-year-old high school junior.
Known as Danny, he was a student who
loved snowboarding and video games
and computers. He enjoyed wing nights
at Cleats with friends and was excited
about starting his first job in a bowling
alley and picking up his first paycheck.

His father Bob, a boiler technician
with First Energy, and his mother
Dina, a nurse at Hillcrest Hospital,
were finishing their night shifts. If we
can imagine, they were finishing their
night shifts when they learned of the
shooting.

In their statement, the family said:

Danny was a bright young boy, who had a
bright future ahead of him. The family is
torn by this loss.

He is survived by his parents, sib-
lings, grandparents, a great-grand-
mother, and numbers of aunts, uncles,
and cousins.

Russell King, Jr., was 17 years old.
His friends described him as sociable
and who got along with everyone. A
junior, he was enrolled in Chardon
High School and the Auburn Career
Center. He was studying alternative
energy such as solar and wind power as
S0 many young people are today.

Demetrius Hewlin was 16 years old,
affectionately known as ‘D’ to his
family and friends. Demetrius was in-
terested in healthy living, staying ac-
tive, playing computer games, and
reading books.

In their statement, his family said:

We are saddened by the loss of our son and
others in our Chardon community.

Demetrius was a happy young man who
loved life and his family and friends.

We will very much miss him, but we are
proud he will be able to help others through
organ donation.

Imagine that, the parents and the
family thinking of others so imme-
diately.

He is survived by his parents, grand-
parents, a brother and sister, and nu-
merous aunts, uncles, and cousins.

On behalf of all Ohioans, the Senate,
and joining with Senator PORTMAN, we
offer our continued prayers and condo-
lences to the Chardon community.

Thank you. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I
rise with my colleague Senator BROWN,
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who has just spoken about this terrible
tragedy that occurred in our State on
Monday at Chardon High School in
Geauga County. I was calling into a
radio program in the Cleveland area on
Monday morning when the first reports
started to come in. Frankly, it was un-
believable that there could be a shoot-
ing anywhere but certainly in a high
school and in this community that I
visited that Senator BROWN and I both
know. Unfortunately, the rumors ended
up being true and the tragedy is—as
Senator BROWN has just described so
well—that lives were cut short and
these were lives full of promise. We
will never know those young people
Senator BROWN was just talking about
as adults, but we will always remember
them, and now they are memorialized
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

My wife Jane and I have been keep-
ing the families in our prayers, and for
that matter the entire Chardon High
School community. We continue to
pray for the healing of those who were
injured in flesh and in spirit through
this terrible act. As the parent of a
high school student who is about the
same age as these young people, I can-
not imagine what the parents have
gone through over the last 4 days.
Chardon is a beautiful community. It is
almost a New England-style town on
the Western Reserve, with a beautiful
town square. It is a place of certainty,
and that certainty, of course, now has
been shattered. It touches so many
people around Ohio.

One of my staff has two cousins who
attend the school, and along with two
other cousins who have already grad-
uated from the school, fortunately,
their family members are all OK. But
it shows that despite being a big State,
all of us in Ohio are tied together.

We have been in touch with the
Chardon officials offering to help where
it is appropriate. I know Senator
BROWN has made a call, as has the Gov-
ernor, and the President has made a
call. We all want to be there and help
in any way we can. We can draw some
hope from the heroism of the day.

Unbelievably, the assistant football
coach and teacher, Frank Hall, chased
the shooter with his gun and showed a
lot of bravery. A math teacher, Joe
Ricci, rescued one of the injured stu-
dents. We draw hope from the rank and
leadership of Principal Andy Fetchik,
Chardon schools Superintendent Joe
Bergant, Geauga County Sheriff Dan
McClelland, Chardon Police Chief Tim
McKenna, and the first responders who
responded as they always do, and we
appreciate and commend them for
their reactions and their ability to deal
with a very difficult situation.

The community has received a lot of
support and will need it as they come
together to grieve and to heal. The re-
ports I have heard about, the vigils and
gatherings over the last week have
been moving. I am told as students re-
turned to school for the first time
today, they gathered in that town
square I talked about and walked to-
gether in unison.
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We need to make sure we continue to
pull together and continue to support
the community and school. For the
parents to heal is a journey, and the
journey has just begun.

I have been moved by the expressions
of support f