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The House met at 12:30 p.m.

——
MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of January 4, 2005,
the Chair will now recognize Members
from lists submitted by the majority
and minority leaders for morning hour
debates. The Chair will alternate rec-
ognition between the parties, with each
party limited to not to exceed 30 min-
utes, and each Member except the ma-
jority leader, the minority leader or
the minority whip limited to not to ex-
ceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) for 5 min-
utes.

———————

IN DEFENSE OF THE POSTING OF
THE TEN COMMANDMENTS

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, last
week a few of us had the opportunity
to attend the opening arguments at the
United States Supreme Court for two
cases about the public display of the
Ten Commandments.

These cases are very interesting be-
cause not only are they specifically
about the Ten Commandments, but in
a larger sense, they are about the long-
running dispute over the so-called sep-
aration of church and state. I say so-
called, because there is not one word in
the Constitution that mentions this al-
leged separation of church and state.

And for over 150 years, the Supreme
Court barely referenced this infamous
phrase at all. The establishment clause
of the first amendment provides that
““Congress shall make no law respect-
ing an establishment of religion.” For
over 150 years, this was commonly un-
derstood to mean that the Federal Gov-
ernment cannot establish a national
religion as the English did with the An-
glican Church.

But ever since cases like Everson in
1947; Engel, 1961; Lemon, 1971; and

Wiseman in 1992, a handful of judges
have interpreted the first amendment’s
establishment clause, misinterpreted, I
might add in my view, to exclude more
and more expressions of religion from
the public square.

Now we are at the point where chil-
dren are not allowed to pray in public
schools. The mildest nonsectarian in-
vocations are forbidden at public
events, the Boy Scouts are ostracized
for mentioning God in their oath, and
even the words ‘‘under God” in the
Pledge of Allegiance are under fire.

Perhaps these Ten Commandments
cases will be the turning point in the
legal war against religion. We need to
have a commonsense approach towards
the relationship between religion and
the State. That is why I was particu-
larly interested to hear Justice
Scalia’s take on this case.

He was his usual straightforward and
honest self in his questions. He asked
the ACLU lawyer, “If a legislature can
open its session with the public present
with a prayer, why can it not, in the
same building, post the Ten Command-
ments?’”’ He also called the Ten Com-
mandments ‘“‘a symbol of the fact that
Government derives its authority from
God, which seems to me an appropriate

symbol to put on Government
grounds.”’
Justice Scalia also logically noted

that those who oppose the Ten Com-
mandments on public grounds would
“also think that Thanksgiving procla-
mations are also unconstitutional,
which were recommended by the very
first Congress, the same Congress that
proposed the first amendments.”’

Mr. Speaker, this is an issue that the
American people care about deeply. In
fact, according to a recent AP poll, 76
percent of Americans support these re-
ligious displays, which Justice Scalia
alluded to when he said the Ten Com-
mandments send ‘‘a profoundly reli-
gious message, but it is a profoundly
religious message believed in by a vast
majority of the American people.”

The irony of the Supreme Court hear-
ing on these cases last week and of the
outright hostility that the Court has
displayed against religion in recent
years is that above the head of the
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court is a
concrete display of the Ten Command-
ments.

And close to these commandments is
a marble sculptured relief of Moses
himself, the great lawgiver. And let us
not forget that at the beginning of
each session at the Court, the crier
opens with the proclamation: “God
save the United States and this Honor-
able Court.”

I agree with Justice Scalia and with
the vast majority of the American peo-
ple. In fact, to quote former Supreme
Court Justice William O. Douglas: ‘“We
are a religious people whose institu-
tions presuppose a supreme being.”
That is why I have introduced legisla-
tion to display the Ten Commandments
in the Capitol.

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is
that the Ten Commandments are a his-
torical document that contains moral,
ethical, and legal truisms that any per-
son of any religion or even an atheist
can recognize and appreciate. They
present a concise set of values that rep-
resent the moral background of this
Nation and our common view on right
and wrong.

I believe that they promote a com-
mitment to decency, which is why I
have them hanging in my office. We
start off every day with prayer and the
Pledge of Allegiance. Over the Speak-
er’s rostrum it is posted, “In God we
Trust.”

There are statues and representa-
tions of religious figures scattered
throughout the Capitol and House
buildings. Posting the Ten Command-
ments would fit right in and would
merely serve to remind Members that
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we have the responsibility as law-
makers to be as fair and just as pos-
sible. Certainly a reminder of God’s law
would be appropriate as we consider
the Nation’s laws.

——————

SUPPORT FOR FREEDOM AND
HUMAN RIGHTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). Pursuant to the order of the
House of January 4, 2005, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, we
come to the floor to speak to the
American public. Sometimes we come
to speak to one another.

It is in that spirit of speaking to my
fellow Members of Congress that I rise
today. Like you, I was horrified when
the pictures at the Abu Ghraib prison
first came forward, and then the addi-
tional admission of abuse, mistreat-
ment, indeed, torture at the hands of
people that we were responsible for.

And it seems, Mr. Speaker, that this
is not an isolated set of circumstances.
Indeed, there are more stories coming
out of torture and death of detainees,
and of extraordinary rendition, where
people the United States is concerned
with, we allow them to be transported
to other dictatorships where we know
that they will be abused.

I have been horrified as the stories
start to come out, broadly reported in
the press; and from Amnesty Inter-
national, and the Red Cross. I, like
you, my fellow Members of Congress,
am horrified that the United States
would be lumped into the same cat-
egories as countries that we are trying
to encourage to honor human rights.
Syria, Egypt, Morocco, Saudi Arabia
look to be countries where we have al-
lowed people or sent them to be tor-
tured.

This took on a decidedly local flavor
for me as press accounts came out that
a shadow, perhaps illegal dummy, front
company, Bayard Foreign Marketing,
LLC, in my home town of Portland, Or-
egon, was used to transport these peo-
ple.

It appears to have been this com-
pany, organized in violation of Oregon
law, to hide the true nature and
breadth of this extraordinary rendition
program. It is important for us as
Members of Congress to be clear. Tor-
ture is morally wrong. It is not just a
quaint idea that some people feel that
it is morally wrong, but it is immoral.

Additionally, torture is a bad idea for
intelligence purposes. The experts tell
us that if you attempt to drown, beat,
shock, freeze people, deprive them of
sleep long enough, they will admit to
almost anything you want them to
admit to, but it is not the soundest
basis upon which to base our intel-
ligence decisions.

Furthermore, when prisoners are tor-
tured, it taints the case against them;
makes it impossible to bring them to
justice in a court of law; and, sadly, it
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puts Americans at risk. The reason
that we obey these quaint notions
against torture is not just because it is
morally wrong but tactically it puts
Americans at risk in uniform and not.

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned about
how Congress can sit on the sidelines
and let the press and human rights
groups do our job. Well, actually, they
can only do part of our job. They can
get the truth out, and that ought to be
something that each Member of Con-
gress ought to be concerned about. But
being able to fix abuses, to hold respon-
sible parties accountable for violation
of human rights, a United States policy
and perhaps law, that is our job.

Mr. Speaker, in the history of this
country perhaps a half billion Ameri-
cans have lived; only 11,571 Americans
have been privileged to be Members of
Congress. Who do we represent in this
matter? Yes, we listen to special inter-
ests, those with strong political voices.
We listen to the voters. We listen to
the press. But at the end of the day,
the things that matter most to us, I am
convinced, are our family, our friends,
the outstanding men and women who
work for us here on Capitol Hill, who
are almost like family. How can we
look them in the eye when such a cloud
hangs over America’s honor?

I strongly urge each of my colleagues
to look deep into their hearts and
think about what they are going to do
to provide the answer to their friends,
their family, their neighbors, their
staff about what we are doing to pro-
tect America’s honor and to protect
the abuse of human rights wherever it
may be.

————
INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Tennessee (Mrs.
BLACKBURN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker,
today is International Women’s Day,
and I come before the body this morn-
ing to salute our Iraqi women friends.
I have with me a group of e-mails that
I have received the past couple of days
from the Iraqi women that we have
been working with; and they are ex-
pressing their thanks to our military
men and women who have fought so
diligently and have worked right
alongside with them and with their
country to help their country go
through successful elections, to recog-
nize the freedom that they have sought
and that they have fought for and
longed for for 30 years. So it is with
great excitement today that they are
communicating with us as a free people
and as free women.

Not only are they grateful to our
military, Mr. Speaker, they are grate-
ful to those of us in the Congressional
Iraqi Women’s Caucus, from both sides
of the aisle here in this body, a group
that has come together to walk with
them as they walk toward opportunity
and hope and freedom.
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I would like to express my thanks for
the leadership in that caucus to our
former colleague, Ms. Dunn, who put a
tremendous amount of leadership in
this, and to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. GRANGER) and the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE),
who are continuing to work and lead
this group as we seek to help the Iraqi
women.

I would like to share with the body
some of the e-mails and some of the
communication that has been ex-
pressed from these women as women
and as free people to speak on Inter-
national Women’s Day.

This e-mail says: this is the second
year Iraqi women have contributed to
this important international gathering
as free and independent people. They
had a goal of 25 percent representation
rights for women in the National As-
sembly in Iraq. Iraqi women have
reached a target beyond that, with 31

percent representation. Spectacular.
Spectacular.
] 1245
Another, ‘“Iragi women are now in

the future that we all dreamed of. Iraqi
women are heroes. They deserve to be
leaders. They deserve to participate in
building the bright future for their
children. We owe our brave brothers
and partners their support and under-
standing. Together, we all celebrate
the International Women’s Day.”

And another, ‘“This day, March 8, is a
sign of civilization and democracy. Let
us celebrate together.”

Another, ‘““Your voice is reaching
other countries in the Middle East. Our
sisters in Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, and
Kuwait are also rising. People are
speaking out and enjoying democracy.
Congratulations to all, celebrating the
spirit and courage and contributions of
Iraqi women who have added to the vi-
tality, the richness, and the diversity
of Iraqi life. In this amazing trans-
formation to democracy in our coun-
try, we must recognize women’s his-
toric accomplishments and always
honor those who have left us behind to
carry through.”

Mr. Speaker, I am so encouraged by
the voices of freedom that we hear in
this budding democracy. I stand today
to salute the Iragqi women and to en-
courage them as they continue to work
toward freedom, hope and opportunity
in their country.

———

NO PLAN FOR SOCIAL SECURITY
SOLVENCY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). Pursuant to the order of the
House of January 4, 2005, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, the
President of the United States, despite
confusion in the press, does not have a
plan to ensure the long-term financial
solvency of Social Security. His privat-
ization plan would actually reduce So-
cial Security’s income and accelerate
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its financial problems. His privatiza-
tion commission, which met a few
years ago, did have some solutions to
the financial solvency of Social Secu-
rity. Generally, their preferred solu-
tion was to dramatically reduce future
benefits, to change from wage indexing
to price indexing, which means a young
person who retires in 40 years would
see generally a Social Security benefit
reduced by 40 percent, far in excess of
the predicted possible shortfalls that
Social Security might have if we did
nothing.

Now the President says he has not
recommended that. He has not rec-
ommended dramatic reductions in ben-
efits; it is just on the table. He has also
said increasing the retirement age is
on the table, and it is already pro-
grammed to go up to 67 by 2020. We are
going to have people 70 years old log-
ging in the Oregon forests and working
other back-breaking jobs across Amer-
ica. But he says that is just on the
table. He has not recommended that
yet.

He did, in an encouraging manner,
leave open the door a tiny bit to a fair
solution, which would be lifting the cap
on wages. Only people who earn less
than $90,000 a year pay Social Security
taxes on all their income. He left that
door open.

In fact, I have introduced a plan in
the last 30 Congresses which would
fully ensure the future of Social Secu-
rity by lifting the cap, reducing taxes
for those who earn less than $94,000,
and people who earn more than $94,000
pay more in taxes. But that door was
promptly slammed by the Republican
leaders in Congress. No, they are not
going to do that. That would benefit
working people too much.

So we are back to the point where
the Republicans do not have a plan to
ensure the financial security of Social
Security. They do have a plan to make
it worse, to carve out resources, to re-
direct income from Social Security
into a privatization plan.

Some people get excited when they
hear privatization. They think: It is
my money; I can do what I want with
it. No. Here are the details. They are
detailed in this proposal, very detailed.
Wage earners can divert 4 percent, two-
thirds of their contribution. They can
divert it into government-chosen con-
servative, as the President says, index
funds that will be managed by a com-
pany chosen by the government. You
could not touch your money, could not
borrow against it, like people in
401(k)s, or withdraw it early. The gov-
ernment would control the money until
retirement, and then the government
would compute a bill, and the bill
would be how much your taxes would
have earned in the Social Security
trust fund plus inflation plus manage-
ment fees, and they give you that bill.

If investments did not do well, the
wage earners might end up writing a
check to the Federal Government when
they retired. No privatization account
for them. Other people who did pretty
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well will see they have to pay that
money back to the government, and
then the government will say your So-
cial Security benefits are really low.
This is the President’s so-called privat-
ization plan. The government would
force, force people retiring to buy an
annuity, to bring their Social Security
benefit for their predicted lifetime up
to the predicted poverty level. It would
force people to do that. What a boon
for the private insurance industry. Of
course, these would not be guaranteed
by anybody. You buy one of those
plans. That insurance company goes
broke. Sorry, you just lost everything.

So instead of an assured benefit
under Social Security, taxpayers would
be purchasing a very expensive annuity
that does not have survivor’s benefits,
is not indexed for inflation, unlike So-
cial Security, but then very few people
maybe, according to a Wall Street
Journal article a couple of weeks ago,
none of the people in all probability,
but maybe a few would do even better,
and they could keep that extra money.

So we would undermine the guaran-
teed benefit indexed for cost of living
with survivor’s and disabilities benefits
for all working Americans so maybe a
few could do better, but the insurance
companies could do a lot better. The
brokers who manage the accounts
could do a lot better, but other people
would be left in the cold.

And what about survivor and disabil-
ities benefits? They cannot talk about
that, because it is impossible. You are
18 years old. You go into the so-called
optional account. You save every
penny you are allowed to invest. At 24,
you are tragically hurt in an accident.
You are not capable of working for the
rest of your life, and you can withdraw
your $38,000 in your Social Security pri-
vate account and live on that. No, you
cannot.

We need to deal with disability bene-
fits, survivor’s benefits and financial
problems of Social Security, and the
President has not done that with his
so-called privatization plan.

——————

INCAPACITATED PERSONS LEGAL
PROTECTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to speak on the legislation I
have just introduced, the Incapacitated
Persons Legal Protection Act, enrolled
as H.R. 1151. This legislation’s imme-
diate intent is to deal with the issues
surrounding Terry Schiavo.

I practiced medicine for 15 years
prior to my election to the House of
Representatives. I still see patients
once a month, and I was involved in
numerous cases involving situations
like this.

Terry has been described in the press
as being in a vegetative state, and I be-
lieve that she is not, absolutely that
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she is not. The correct term to describe
Terry Schiavo is brain-damaged, se-
verely brain-damaged, but you can see
her on videos. Now the judge will not
let people such as myself go in there to
see her even though the family would
like me to be able to examine her. But
according to the family, she is the
same way. She is responsive. She will
look at you, attempt to vocalize. She
will attempt to kiss her parents.

The judge in the case, Judge Greer,
has tried to dismiss these obvious be-
haviors indicating that she does have a
higher level of functioning and she
should not be described as vegetative,
as primitive reflexes. And I would as-
sert as a physician that it is extremely
dangerous to walk down that kind of a
path, where you have somebody with
mental retardation, disability or any
type of brain injury and you start as-
cribing obvious human-like behavior
on the part of these individuals as
being primitive reflexes and that these
people are expendable.

Terry is under a court order to with-
draw food and water. This is unprece-
dented in our legal history. Previous
cases that received national notoriety,
like the Karen Ann Quinlan case, in-
volved family and physicians mutually
recognizing that this person did not
have a chance of surviving and wanting
to withdraw, in the case of the Quinlan
case, a respirator, and the court going
along with it because the clinicians in-
volved did not want to be prosecuted
for manslaughter or murder.

In this case, there is a dispute. The
husband wants to terminate food and
water, and the family, in the form of
the mother and father, vehemently
being opposed to it.

The judge has stepped in, and I think
he has made some clinical judgments
that are not really founded in good
clinical science. I am certain if doctors
put an EEG on her, we would see exten-
sive brain waves indicating activity in
the visual cortex and in the speech cen-
ters, and she should not be defined as
vegetative,

My bill, H.R. 1151, Incapacitated Per-
sons Legal Protection Act, would sim-
ply extend to Terry Schiavo the same
benefits currently afforded death row
inmates, and she is under a death war-
rant, death by essential dehydration. It
would allow her to receive legal rep-
resentation, the same kind of legal rep-
resentation that death row inmates re-
ceive. Currently, she does not have her
own attorney. Her parents have an at-
torney. Her attorney has an attorney.
Under this bill, she would get legal rep-
resentation. It would allow for a more
detailed review of the case.

As a clinician, she has gotten, to my
knowledge, according to the family I
have spoken to, no therapy since 1993. 1
know from having worked with stroke
victims and therapists, you can some-
times give these people thicken liquids,
and they are able to swallow. Evi-
dently, Terry, prior to the termination
of her therapy, was working with a
speech therapist and was able to say a
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few words. She may be able to survive
without a tube.

Another important point I want to
make here, there was a $1.56 million
medical malpractice settlement that
was provided for her care. Much of that
has been spent on legal fees trying to
end her life. This is not a case where
the State is spending a lot of money.
The resources are there to take care of
her needs in the future. Her parents do
not want to see her dying of starvation
and thirst. I think it is fully appro-
priate for us to step in, for her to have
a right, the same right a death row in-
mate gets, and to allow, hopefully, re-
view in front of a Federal judge review-
ing all of the facts in this case. When
doctors really look at the facts, I think
it is very, very hard to justify ending
her life in such a way.

So I would encourage all of my col-
leagues to sign on and support the bill
and, most importantly, for our leader-
ship on both sides of the aisle to allow
expedited review. If not, her tube is
scheduled to come out March 18.

———
THE VALUES OF DEMOCRACY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
something terribly wrong has happened
in the House of Representatives. I am
not talking about, from a partisan
standpoint, the Republican takeover in
1995, I am not even talking about the
ascension of Newt Gingrich to the
Speakership. What I am talking about
is the ascension of a new kind of House
leaders who have run this institution
even as former Speaker Gingrich has
said, not in the fairest possible way,
basically in an unprecedented way. We
have seen things in the House of Rep-
resentatives in the last couple of years
that we have literally never seen.

I want to tell a story and spell out
what I mean by this one example. Be-
ginning a couple of years ago, at 2:54
a.m. on a Friday in March, the House
of Representatives cut veterans’ bene-
fits by three votes.

At 2:39 a.m. on a Friday in April, the
House slashed education and health
care benefits by five votes.

At 1:56 a.m. on a Friday in May, the
House passed the Leave No Millionaire
Behind tax-cut bill by a handful of
votes.

At 2:33 a.m. on a Friday in June, the
House passed the first round of the
Medicare privatization bill by one vote.

At 12:57 a.m. on a Friday in July, the
House eviscerated Head Start by one
vote.

After returning from summer recess,
at 12:12 a.m. on a Friday in October,
the House voted $87 billion for Iraq.

O 1300

Always on a Thursday night, Friday
morning, always in the middle of the
night, always after the public has
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turned their TV sets off and gone to
bed and after most of the media which
sits up there has left. As I said, always
on a Thursday night, because if it gets
in the paper at all, it would appear
then in the Saturday paper, the paper
that is the least read paper of the
week.

That was just the beginning. Then
came the Medicare vote. The final
round of the Medicare vote took place
in November. The debate began at mid-
night on a Friday night in November.
The debate took 3 hours. The vote
began at 3 a.m. Members of Congress
are given this card, which we stick in a
little black box on the House floor to
vote. The votes as we all know are then
recorded electronically. Almost all of
us went down and cast our votes. Pret-
ty soon after the vote was called at 3
o’clock in the morning, the privatiza-
tion of Medicare, the most important
piece of domestic legislation that prob-
ably anybody in this body had ever
voted on, at 3 o’clock in the morning
the vote began, as I said. We are nor-
mally given 15 minutes, an extra 5 min-
utes sometimes, to cast our votes. Nor-
mally not much more than that.

At 3:30 the vote was still on. At 4
o’clock, an hour after the vote had
begun, an hour after most of us voted,
the vote was 216 ‘‘yes’ and 218 ‘‘no.” At
about 4:15, the Republican leadership,
the Speaker of the House, the majority
leader, the chairman of the committee
that the gentleman from New Jersey
and I are on that wrote the bill began
to go around to recalcitrant Members
of their party, Republican Members
who had voted ‘‘no,” trying to get
them to change their vote. It is now
4:30. They woke up the President of the
United States who from his living
quarters at the White House got on the
phone and began to try to lobby the 26
or 27 Members of the Republican side
who had voted ‘“‘no’” on Medicare. They
all stood their ground.

At about 4:45, the Republican leaders
surrounded Nick Smith, a Republican
from Michigan, who told his story on
the radio the next day. He had already
announced his retirement. His son was
running for his seat. He was told that if
he changed his vote, they would come
up with $100,000 for his son’s campaign.
When he said no, they said, if you do
not change your vote, we will come up
with $100,000 for your son’s opponent’s
campaign.

Congressman SMITH, under great du-
ress with great courage, said, Nothing
doing. Incidentally, his son later lost
the primary. Finally, it is 5 o’clock. It
is 216-218. It is 5:30. It is 216-218. It is
5:45 in the morning. It is still 216 ‘‘yes,”’
218 ‘‘no.” Two hours and 55 minutes
after the vote was called, two Repub-
licans, one from Idaho and one from
Arizona, came out of the cloakroom,
walked down here, picked up one of
these green cards, you cannot use the
plastic electronic card that late in the
voting, marked the card, changed their
vote, sheepishly handed it to the House
Clerk, the Speaker then gaveled the
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vote closed, and that is how Medicare
privatization passed.

We have seen in this body a new leg-
acy of one-party rule, legislative
strong-arming and abuses of power
never before seen under leaders of ei-
ther party in this House of Representa-
tives, hiding votes from the American
public under the cover of darkness. We
spend plenty of time, Mr. Speaker,
passing votes on naming post offices in
the middle of the day and doing impor-
tant controversial votes at night.

Mr. Speaker, this abuse of power has
to stop.

——
SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). Pursuant to the order of the
House of January 4, 2005, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, last Fri-
day, President Bush quickly stopped in
on Westfield, New Jersey, to talk to a
bunch of his supporters about his So-
cial Security privatization proposal.
The Westfield, New Jersey, stop was
part of a 6-week push to convince
Americans that the Social Security
program faces an immediate crisis. The
President did not do as well as he
wanted, and so now he has hired a cou-
ple of public relations experts to run a
war room at the Social Security Ad-
ministration. The administration is
also beginning a 60-day push to con-
vince voters that his privatization plan
is the best thing for both seniors today
and young people tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, President Bush has
failed in convincing Americans that his
plan is the way to go because he has
even admitted that privatization does
nothing to fix the solvency problem So-
cial Security faces in the year 2052. As
the President goes around the country
pitching his privatization plan, he con-
tinues to exaggerate Social Security’s
current fiscal state. Last Friday in
Westfield, he claimed, ‘‘The safety net
has a hole in it,” and he continues to
say that the whole system goes broke
in 2042.

That is simply not true. Based on the
most current estimates from the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office,
Social Security is fully solvent until
2052, meaning that every benefit that
has been promised to seniors, the dis-
abled, and survivors can be paid
through that year. Imagine that. There
is no other government program that is
fully funded for the next 47 years. And
President Bush calls this a crisis?

The President is also wrong when he
says the program goes broke in 2042,
because, as I stated, it is not only fully
solvent another decade after that, but
what exactly happens in 2052? When
President Bush says Social Security
goes broke, most would believe there is
no money left after 2052 in Social Secu-
rity. After all, if you look at Webster’s
Dictionary, it defines ‘‘broke’” simply
as ‘‘penniless.” Again, this is another
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fabrication because even after 2052, the
Social Security system would still
have enough money to be able to pay
out 80 percent of all guaranteed bene-
fits. That does not sound broke to me:
100 percent to 2052, 80 percent after
that. How is that a crisis? How is that
broke?

Again, the President exaggerates the
solvency of Social Security. But what
has he proposed that will extend that
solvency beyond 2052? The answer is,
nothing, as of today. Last Friday in
New Jersey, the President said, ‘“We’ve
got to make sure we save the safety
net for future generations.” But even
the President has admitted that his
privatization plan does nothing to ex-
tend the solvency of Social Security. In
fact, because the President’s plan
would take money out of the Social Se-
curity trust fund to pay for these pri-
vate accounts, Social Security would
actually become insolvent more than
20 years earlier under President Bush’s
plan.

Mr. Speaker, for 70 years, Social Se-
curity has improved the lives of mil-
lions of Americans. Nearly 47 million
people receive Social Security benefits,
including more than 32 million retired
workers. Of those, two-thirds receive
more than half of their retirement in-
come from Social Security, meaning
that without the guaranteed benefit of
Social Security, more than two-thirds
of today’s seniors would be living in ex-
treme poverty.

Social Security gave our parents and
our grandparents independence. Demo-
crats, Mr. Speaker, are willing to work
with the President in a bipartisan fash-
ion to address Social Security’s future,
but we simply refuse to support the
President’s privatization proposal be-
cause it dismantles the independent
Social Security program. Our seniors
now have a guaranteed benefit. They
would not have one if we adopt the
President’s plan. And it does nothing
to solve the Social Security solvency
problem, again, in 2052.

I think our seniors deserve better. We
deserve a President that tells us the
truth about what is going on. There is
no crisis. Let us sit down together on a
bipartisan basis and see what we can do
to come up with a solution other than
privatization.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 2
p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 8 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.

——
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. BOOZMAN) at 2 p.m.
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PRAYER

The Reverend E. Terri LaVelle, Pro-
gram Director, The Faith & Politics In-
stitute, Washington, D.C., offered the
following prayer:

God of compassion, grace, mercy, rec-
onciliation, we are coming boldly to
the throne of grace to obtain mercy
and find grace to help in the time of
need. Thank You for these, my broth-
ers and sisters elected to serve the
common good of all humanity. Give di-
vine guidance and wisdom individually
and collectively as they carry out their
sworn duties.

Give them ears to hear, and hearts to
discern what the needs are, and boldly
meet the challenges even when it in-
volves making hard and uncomfortable
choices.

God, Your word states that You have
not given us a spirit of fear but of love,
power, and a sound mind. Empower
this congressional body to operate in
love, Godly power, and with sound
minds. Your word says that we have
been given the word and ministry of
reconciliation.

Let these, Your servants called Con-
gresswomen and Congressmen, be serv-
ants of reconciliation domestically and
globally. In the name that is above
every name, 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.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

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

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mr. BURGESS 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.
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SOCIAL SECURITY IS NOT SECURE

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

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
you know Social Security is quickly
becoming social insecurity for millions
of Americans approaching retirement.
Let us take a step back for a moment
and take the politics and the pundits
and rhetoric out of the debate, and let
us examine the most overlooked aspect
of what has been discussed thus far, the
facts.

Fact: Social Security is safe for to-
day’s seniors, but is in serious danger
for our children and our grandchildren.
Fact: since the 1950s, the number of re-
tirees has been rising faster than the
number of workers. And fact: without
reforms, Social Security is not sustain-
able in the long run.

Mr. Speaker, the system is not in cri-
sis; the system is not in limbo. The
system which worked well for many,
many years is now broken.

Payroll taxes have been raised 20
times since the 1930s to keep the sys-
tem functioning, and that is no longer
an option. Soon Social Security will be
paying out more than it takes in. No
matter which side of the aisle you are
on, if things continue the way they are,
there will be no security for our chil-
dren and our grandchildren.

———

RAISE THE MINIMUM WAGE

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, Repub-
licans in the Senate yesterday showed
that they have no interest in helping
millions of working families who clock
40 hours a week at their jobs for the
minimum wage. Today, millions of
hard-working Americans are working
harder for less and less money.

Since the minimum wage has not in-
creased in 8 years, these workers’ pay-
checks are simply not increasing as the
cost of living increases every year. Be-
cause congressional Republicans refuse
to act, the real value of the minimum
wage is not worth nearly as much as
past minimum wages.

Consider that if a minimum wage
this year provided the same wage to
workers today, including cost-of-living
adjustments, as it provided to workers
in 1968, the minimum wage today
would be $8.88 per hour, rather than
$56.15 per hour. That is a big difference,
and I believe working families living
on the minimum wage feel the pinch
every day.

Raising the minimum wage also
raises the wages of all low-income
workers, not just those below the pov-
erty line. Mr. Speaker, Americans who
work 40 hours a week should not be liv-
ing in poverty. It is time congressional
Republicans in both Houses join us in
supporting an increase in the minimum
wage.
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STRENGTHENING SOCIAL
SECURITY NOW

(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, I rise today in appreciation of
President Bush seeking to strengthen
our Social Security system.

When Social Security was conceived
in the mid-1930s, the average age of life
expectancy in the United States was 60.
Today the average American’s life ex-
pectancy is over 77.

Americans are now receiving benefits
over longer periods of time because we
are so grateful they are living longer.
Our current Social Security system is
financially broken, outdated, and un-
able to meet the retirement needs of
our children and grandchildren.

If we fail to act now, we will burden
further generations with dramatically
higher taxes, massive new borrowing,
or sudden and severe cuts to Social Se-
curity benefits or other government
programs. In 1998, President Bill Clin-
ton said, ‘“My fellow baby boomers, let
me say that none of us wants our own
retirement to be a burden to our chil-
dren and to their efforts to raise our
grandchildren.”

Seven years later, we still have not
solved the problems facing Social Secu-
rity.

Congress must act soon to provide
younger Americans with retirement
choices and strengthen benefits for to-
day’s retirees. We need to fix the sys-
tem now, once and for all.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September 11.

———

REFORMING MEDICAL LIABILITY

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

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, 2 years
ago this month, this House passed a
meaningful bill to reform medical li-
ability in this country. Since that
time, of course, the other body has
failed to even have a vote on this im-
portant piece of legislation, so now we
are going to see this legislation again
in this Congress.

But in the 2 years that have inter-
vened, in my home State of Texas, we
passed a bill and a constitutional
amendment that allowed caps on non-
economic damages within the State of
Texas. I think it would behoove this
House to examine what has happened
in the State of Texas since that time.

Since then, medical liability insurers
have returned to the State. We had
fallen from 17 insurers to two, and now
we stand at 14, with several insurers
having come back into the State with
rates that were flat or, in fact, lower.
In fact, Texas Medical Liability Trust,
my old insurer of record, has dropped
rates from 12 percent right after the
constitutional amendment passed and
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another 5 percent this year, for a total
of 17 percent.

But most importantly, Mr. Speaker,
the Cristus Health Care System in
south Texas, a self-insured hospital
system, realized a $12 million savings
in the first 9 months of this legislation,
money that was put back into nurses’
salaries, capital expansion, the types of
things that we want hospitals to be
doing, not paying for noneconomic
damages.

———

THERE THEY GO AGAIN

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, Howard
Dean, the new duly elected chairman of
the Democratic Party, had quite a
kick-off tour recently. He started off
by making racially insensitive remarks
about African Americans and Repub-
licans. Then he said he ‘‘hates Repub-
licans and everything they stand for.”
Next he told a group of activists in
Kansas that Republicans are evil. The
battle between Democrats and Repub-
licans, he said, is a ‘‘struggle between
good and evil, and we are the good.”

It would be easy to write this off as
just another Dean rant. But a woman
in the audience, and remember, this is
Kansas, hardly a left-wing bastion, said
Dean did not go far enough. He was too
conservative, she said.

Mr. Dean is the leader of a major po-
litical party. Even if his demagoguery
is too timid for some activists, he rep-
resents the Democratic Party and its
views, and his comments are yet fur-
ther confirmation that the rhetoric of
the left is eroding our political dis-
course.

———

PAYING TRIBUTE TO SAMUEL
FRANCIS, A BRILLIANT AND
BRAVE WRITER

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to a fellow Ten-
nessean, but a man whom I never had
the privilege of meeting. Samuel
Francis was a nationally syndicated
newspaper columnist and a leading
voice of traditional conservatism. He
passed away several days ago, just
after the Congress had gone into re-
cess, at the too-young age of 57 from
complications after heart surgery.

No two people, not even husbands
and wives or best friends, agree on ev-
erything; and I did not always agree
with Sam Francis. But I admired his
courage. He was politically incorrect
on almost everything, which made him
right on most things, but also very
controversial. He was a leading critic
of neo-conservatives, Big Government
conservatives who really are not very
conservative at all.

Raised in Chattanooga, Tennessee,
Dr. Francis had a bachelor’s degree
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from Johns Hopkins and master’s and
Ph.D. degrees from the University of
North Carolina.

Sam Francis did not believe in world
government and multiculturalism. He
was a patriotic American who put his
own country first and was a brilliant
and brave writer.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote is objected to under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today.

——————

PROVIDING AMOUNTS FOR CON-
TINUING EXPENSES OF STAND-
ING AND SELECT COMMITTEES
OF THE HOUSE FROM APRIL 1,
20056 THROUGH APRIL 30, 2005

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 133) providing amounts
from the applicable accounts of the
House of Representatives for con-
tinuing expenses of standing and select
committees of the House from April 1,
2005, through April 30, 2005, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 133

Resolved, That there shall be available
from the applicable accounts of the House of
Representatives such amounts as may be
necessary for continuing expenses of stand-
ing and select committees of the House for
the period beginning on April 1, 2005, and
ending on April 30, 2005, on the same terms
and conditions as amounts were available to
such committees for the period beginning at
noon on January 3, 2005, and ending at mid-
night on March 31, 2005, pursuant to clause 7
of rule X of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives (or, in the case of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security, on the same
terms and conditions as amounts were avail-
able to such Committee for such period pur-
suant to House Resolution 10, agreed to Jan-
uary 4, 2005).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) each will con-
trol 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY).

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of House Resolution 133. It is a pleasure
to be here today with the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT); and I also
want to mention our ranking member,
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD). As Wwe go
through the process here, it is going to
be a privilege and a pleasure to work
with her and all the Democrats and Re-
publicans on the committee to provide
for the funding resolution.
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Mr. Speaker, today I rise in support
of House Resolution 133, which provides
interim funding for the standing select
committees of the House from April 1,
2005, through April 30, 2005. The rules of
the House provide interim funding for
committees until March 31 of 2005. This
resolution will extend that funding for
an additional month, thereby allowing
the Committee on House Administra-
tion the time needed to put together
the committee funding resolution that
will, once passed, fund the committees
for the duration of the 109th Congress.

This is nothing unusual. We have
done this in the past. The committee
chairmen and ranking members will
appear Thursday of this week and the
following Wednesday to present their
budget requests to the committee, and
that will be all the committee Chairs.

As the House will be out of session
for the final 2 weeks of March for the
Easter district work period, floor con-
sideration of the committee funding
resolution really will not be practical
or possible, therefore, before March 31;
and, therefore, it necessitates passage
of this interim funding resolution.
That is why we are here today. I there-
fore urge my colleagues to support res-
olution 133; it is needed.

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

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I join the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio in supporting
House Resolution 133, providing in-
terim funding for standing and select
committees of the House through April
30, 2005.

As most chairmen and ranking mem-
bers know, funding for House commit-
tees would expire March 31 without
this resolution.
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I would like to thank the chairman
for ensuring the committees will have
the resources to continue operating
while the Committee on House Admin-
istration processes their funding re-
quests for the 109th Congress.

President Woodrow Wilson from my
home State of New Jersey said it well
when he said here on the floor, ‘‘Con-
gress in session is Congress on public
exhibition, whilst Congress in its com-
mittee rooms is Congress at work.”

Yes, we have to keep the committees
going, and I support the chairman in
this effort. The Committee on House
Administration’s ranking member, the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD), who is return-
ing from her district, has asked me to
stand in for her and asked me to spe-
cifically relay that she is looking for-
ward to working with the chairman on
hearings this week and next week. She
is especially keen to ensure that in this
Congress committee minorities will re-
ceive at least one-third of all com-
mittee resources.

Now, I, speaking as a member of the
Commission on Congressional Mailing
Standards, which is commonly known
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as the Franking Commission, am con-
cerned about problems with the in-
creased abuse of the frank by one or
more committee chairs for blatantly, I
would have to say, blatantly political
purposes. And I am hopeful that the
Committee on House Administration
will address this issue through the up-
coming Committee Funding Resolution
and take appropriate action to stop
any such abuses.

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

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman for supporting this resolu-
tion today and also look forward to
working with the Congresswoman and
ranking member.

When the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMAS) chaired the Committee
on House Administration, he pushed
towards the one-third and always pro-
vided one-third at that time to the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER). We have kept in
that tradition, together with the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LLARSON)
and also with the current ranking
member, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD). I
am very happy to say that last session,
with the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. LARSON), we achieved the two-
thirds/one-third, and we need to con-
tinue to do that. And I think that is
the only fair way, and we need to
evaluate how the two-thirds and one-
third is split.

Again, with the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON), we did that. It
was a great achievement that was
started by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS).

As far as the issue of the committees,
although I do not see any abuse that
has occurred, as far as retooling the
rules and regs of the House, we are al-
ways willing to sit and talk about that.

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

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would say many
Americans wonder why the resources
for the committees are not divided one-
half/one-half. Well, they should under-
stand that it is traditional, now that
the majority party would have most of
the committee staff, most of the com-
mittee resources, and so two-thirds/
one-third division has become tradi-
tional and that is what the gentle-
woman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is hoping to
achieve. I thank the chairman for his
consideration.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
B00zMAN). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the resolution,
H. Res. 133, as amended.
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The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

——
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H. Res.
133.

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

There was no objection.

———

SUPPORTING THE DESIGNATION
OF A YEAR OF LANGUAGES

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 122) expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the study of languages and sup-
porting the designation of a Year of
Languages.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 122

Whereas the people of the United States
have growing social, cultural, and economic
ties to the international community that
present new challenges as the United States
seeks to communicate with and understand
international partners from different lan-
guage and cultural backgrounds;

Whereas communities across the United
States are welcoming many new neighbors,
friends, employees, and citizens from many
countries throughout the world;

Whereas increased language learning is a
critical national interest and is necessary to
maintain the economic edge the United
States has in the worldwide marketplace;

Whereas developing a workforce that is
skilled in languages and cultural under-
standing is vital for conducting inter-
national commerce;

Whereas both the 2000 Cox Commission and
the National Intelligence Council have re-
ported that a shortfall of experts in foreign
languages, particularly the languages of Asia
and the Middle East, has seriously hampered
information gathering and analysis within
the intelligence community of the United
States;

Whereas studying other languages has been
shown to contribute to increased cognitive
skills, better academic performance, and a
greater understanding of others, while also
providing life-long learning opportunities;

Whereas language education in the 2lst
century includes a commitment to the study
of long sequences of world languages, begin-
ning in early grades and continuing through-
out the academic career of an individual, in
order to develop the levels of proficiency
needed to effectively communicate with peo-
ple from other cultures at home and abroad;
and

Whereas the American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages, along with
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its affiliate organizations, is urging the pub-
lic to support increased language education
for students, which will expand the cultural
and literary horizons of adult learners and
strengthen the position and security of the
United States throughout the world: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that—

(1) the study of languages contributes to
the intellectual and social development of a
student and the economy and security of the
United States;

(2) there should be a Year of Languages in
the United States, during which language
study is promoted and expanded in elemen-
tary schools, secondary schools, institutions
of higher education, businesses, and govern-
ment programs; and

(3) the President should issue a proclama-
tion calling upon the people of the United
States to—

(A) encourage and support initiatives to
promote and expand the study of languages;
and

(B) observe a Year of Languages with ap-
propriate ceremonies, programs, and other
activities.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. PORTER) and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada (Mr. PORTER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Res. 122.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
122. This resolution expresses the im-
portance of foreign language study and
supports the designation of a Year of
Languages. Increased language learn-
ing is a critical national interest and is
necessary to maintain the economic
edge of the United States as well as
serving to better secure our national
interest abroad.

Currently, 9.3 percent of Americans
speak their native language and an-
other language fluently, compared to
52.7 percent of Europeans.

Foreign language education has long
been determined to increase a student’s
cognitive and critical thinking abili-
ties. The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act names foreign language
study as a part of a core curriculum,
and the Higher Education Act denotes
that foreign language study is vital to
secure the future economic welfare of
the United States. Therefore, language
education in our Nation’s schools
should begin in early grades and con-
tinue throughout the student’s entire
academic career.

By designating a Year of Languages,
this Congress highlights the impor-
tance of foreign languages and cultural
understanding in our schools, our
workforces and our society. The cele-
bration of languages will serve as a
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look to the future for Americans who
will be entering the workforce at a
time when international under-
standing, cross-cultural awareness and
linguistic capacity are increasingly im-
portant for their success in the world.

In light of the attacks of September
11, 2001, the American intelligence
community stresses that individuals
with proper foreign language expertise
are greatly needed to work on impor-
tant national security and foreign pol-
icy issues. As we enter into a time that
requires an increased understanding of
world cultures, foreign language study
and requisite knowledge in languages
is vital for meeting 21st century secu-
rity challenges properly, effectively
and efficiently.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this resolution.

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

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to speak at
some length about this because it is
really so important to our country. I
would like to thank the leadership for
allowing us to bring up this resolution
which expresses the sense of the House
of Representatives regarding the study
of languages and supporting the des-
ignation of a Year of Languages. I
would like to thank the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TIBERI) for co-spon-
soring the resolution.

Under the guidance and guardianship
of the American Council on the Teach-
ing of Foreign Languages, 2005 will be
celebrated as the Year of Languages in
the United States. These celebrations
will take place in a variety of settings
including elementary and secondary
schools and post-secondary institutions
as well as at events at local and State
and national levels across America. It
is an opportunity to focus on America’s
need to focus our attention on the so-
cial and economic benefits of studying
other languages and cultures around
the world and on the importance of
these studies to our national security.

This initiative will seek to influence
the full range of language programs in
the United States schools and commu-
nities, and I think the campaign plan
will capture the attention and, I hope,
the interest of all Americans with the
involvement and assistance of teach-
ers, administrators and local officials.
If the United States is going to con-
tinue to play an important role in the
global economy and in the business
world and to be the leader politically,
and I would say militarily, we must be
able to understand and communicate
with other cultures around the world.

According to a 2002 survey from
Healthy Companies International, the
average number of languages spoken by
American business executives is less
than one and a half, compared with say
3.9 languages spoken on average by
business executives in the Netherlands.

The goals of the Year of Languages
are four: To expand the public’s under-
standing of the role of language in all
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aspects of people’s lives, in society and
in the future of human and inter-
national relations; to promote the im-
portance of language learning and lan-
guage proficiency, urging every Amer-
ican to commit to learning other lan-
guages; to build awareness of the diver-
sity of languages that now play an in-
tegral part of everyday life in our
country; and to promote the formation
of a national task force to study and
strengthen national policy on language
learning and teaching and to make rec-
ommendations to strengthen U.S. pol-
icy.

Some members of the public and the
media might question why, with our
unparalleled military and economic
power, Americans need to learn lan-
guages of the world. Does not everyone
speak English anyway? So they say.

Well, the reasons to launch a govern-
ment-wide effort to build a pipeline of
professionals with advanced foreign
language capabilities, I think, should
be self-evident to Americans. Let me
quote a statement. ‘“The United States
today carries new responsibilities in
many quarters of the globe, and we are
at a serious disadvantage because of
the difficulty of finding persons who
can deal with the foreign language
problems.”’

Those are not my words. Those are
the words of former U.S. Secretary of
State John Foster Dulles, spoken in
1953. What was true in the post-World
War II world of 1953 is even more true
in the post-9/11 world of 2004 and 2005.

Our national deficiency in the lan-
guages and cultures of critical areas
around the world is compromising
American security interests. And in ad-
dition to diminishing our opportunities
economically and culturally, the defi-
ciency is making our troops overseas
more vulnerable and, I would argue,
the American people less safer.

A few years after John Foster Dulles
spoke these words, Russia launched a
small beeping sphere above the Earth
known as Sputnik. Americans were
shocked, even fearful, and Congress,
saying America would never be caught
flat-footed again, passed the National
Defense Education Act in 1958 that did
much to overhaul the teaching of
science and math and also provided
some assistance for the study of lan-
guages.

September 11, 2001, was also a wake-
up call for us. If we fail to address one
of the most serious problems facing our
Nation, we will not have risen to the
challenge of September 11, 2001. The
9/11 joint inquiry reported a year and a
half ago that our intelligence commu-
nity is at 30 percent readiness in lan-
guages critical to national security. A
State Department commissioned re-
port from a year ago found that our
government has only 54, or at that
time, only 54 genuine Arabic speakers
working in the entire Foreign Service.

A year or so ago, I asked David Kay,
the former head of the Iraq Survey
Group, how many on his 1,400 member
team spoke Arabic and understood the
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technology of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. Well, he said he could count on
the fingers of one hand.

I posed similar questions to some
members of the special forces who had
been combing the mountains of Af-
ghanistan 1looking for Osama bin
Laden. I asked how many of them
spoke Pushtu. Well, they responded,
they had picked some up during the
year they had been there. Although our
special forces represent some of the
best trained forces in the world, we are
clearly not giving them the skills they
need. If Osama bin Laden is truly
American public enemy number one,
how do we expect to track him down if
we cannot speak the languages of the
people who are hiding him?

As Dr. David Chu, the U.S. Undersec-
retary of Defense, said in his opening
remarks at the National Language
Conference last June, we need ‘‘a per-
manent change in our approach to the
peoples and cultures of the rest of the
world.”

O 1430

Our need to understand the world is a
prime national security concern.

He went on, ‘“National security con-
cerns have taken us from the streets of
Manhattan to the mountains of Af-
ghanistan and to the resort cities of
Bali. Our economy has brought work-
ers here to America and sent jobs to 100
countries around the world. Our health
is affected by conditions and events in
China, Britain, Africa and South Amer-
ica. Criminal cartels and corrupt offi-
cials hundreds of miles beyond our bor-
ders have an immediate impact on our
streets, in our schools and our homes.
Within one generation, we have become
integrated into the world as never be-
fore.”” Those are the words of the Un-
dersecretary of Defense Dr. Chu.

While the Defense Department, the
State Department and our intelligence
agencies have recently turned their at-
tention to the language problem, their
approach remains focused on imme-
diate needs. They are stepping up re-
cruitment efforts, and they are expand-
ing the language education programs
in Monterey, here in Washington and
elsewhere, and these are promising and
necessary changes, but they only
scratch the surface.

They do not deal with the problem of
the pool. From what pool will they be
recruiting the linguists for the Defense
Department, the State Department,
our intelligence agencies?

The root of the problem, I think, is in
our schools. If we are to address ade-
quately the language shortage in the
Federal Government, we have to look
past the issues of immediate recruit-
ment and foreign language training.
Federal language schools are building
on a poor language foundation. We
must design and implement a Federal
language strategy that begins at the
earliest years of education and con-
tinues through college.

Mr. Speaker, consider the following
facts: Al Qaeda and similar terrorist
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elements operate in over 75 countries
where hundreds of languages and dia-
lects are spoken. However, 99 percent
of American high school, college and
university programs concentrate on a
few, mostly European, languages. Ac-
cording to figures from a couple of
years ago, 2002, more college students
study Ancient Greek than Arabic, Ko-
rean, Persian, Pashto and a number of
other languages put together. Nothing
against Ancient Greek, but certainly it
is an important area of study, but the
shortage of training in Arabic, Korean,
Persian, Pashto and a long list of oth-
ers should be cause for concern.

Out of 1.3 million graduates at Amer-
ica’s colleges and universities, 17, two
years ago, earned a bachelor’s or ad-
vanced degree in Arabic, according to
the Department of Education, 17. In
Chinese, the language spoken by bil-
lions of people, 217 degrees were grant-
ed, according to the Department of
Education. That is compared with al-
most 3,000 in French, more than 8,000 in
Spanish. We need to improve not just
the number of degrees but the quality
of education throughout the edu-
cational years.

In addition to the resolution before
us today, I have introduced the Na-
tional Security Language Act, legisla-
tion that would expand the Federal in-
vestment in education in foreign lan-
guages of critical need. It would pro-
vide Federal incentives for high school
students to study languages in college.
It would give universities resources to
expand language programs overseas,
and it would identify Americans with
preexisting language abilities for re-
cruitment.

The bill would create an inter-
national flagship language initiative
that would provide Federal grants to
specific universities and colleges to es-
tablish high-quality, intensive, in-
country language study programs in
countries around the world. It would
establish a science and technology ad-
vanced language grant program for in-
stitutions of higher education to estab-
lish programs that encourage students
to develop foreign language proficiency
as they study science, engineering and
other technologies.

The bill would provide loan forgive-
ness of up to $10,000 for undergraduate
students in foreign languages. It would
encourage early mnorthern language
studies by establishing grants for for-
eign language partnerships between
local districts and foreign language de-
partments at institutes of higher edu-
cation.

It would create a commission of na-
tional study of foreign language herit-
age and a Federal marketing campaign
to identify heritage communities with
native speakers of critical foreign lan-
guages and market to them the need to
pursue the study of languages.

I believe the next step then would be
to increase the supply line of students
who have strong language skills, and
this can only be done through the K-
through-12 system. The Council for
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Basic Education recently released a
study. Foreign language instruction
experienced decreases in instruction
time as reported by principals, particu-
larly in high minority schools. Whereas
in low minority schools, 9 percent of
the principals reported a decrease in
time spent studying languages; 11 per-
cent reported an increase. But in mi-
nority schools, schools with a high pro-
portion of minority students, there was
a 23 percent decline in instructional
time, with only 9 percent of the prin-
cipals reporting an increase. In other
words, this is also a matter of our edu-
cational divide in this country.

In addition to developing a lifelong
ability to communicate with people
from other countries and backgrounds,
other benefits include improved overall
school performance and improved prob-
lem solving skills. Students of foreign
languages tend to score higher on
standardized tests. And results from
the Scholastic Aptitude Test show that
students who had studied a foreign lan-
guage for 4 or more years outscored
other students on the verbal and math
portions of the test. This is according
to the college board SAT as reported in
2003.

Knowledge of a second language also
seems to coincide with high academic
achievement. It is not just whether a
school has a rigorous program, al-
though certainly that helps, but time
spent in studying foreign languages
means that students earn better grades
in college and are less likely to drop
out.

There are all sorts of reasons to
study foreign languages, and studying
the language, learning a language at
any age is beneficial. Some studies
have shown that the brain is more open
to linguistic development in the early
years. I have certainly seen that in my
own grandchildren and children. When
children have an early start to a long
sequence of language instruction that
continues through high school and col-
lege, they will be, studies have shown,
able to achieve levels of fluency in that
and to pick up other languages. Never-
theless, older children and adults can
still be successful at learning a second
or third or fourth language. Although
the level of attainment is a little more
predictable for us older learners, it is
still worth doing.

In 1958, as I said, Congress responded
to Sputnik by passing the National De-
fense Education Act. It focused on
science and engineering and, to some
extent, on languages. Immediately
after September 11, Americans found
themselves once again facing a Sput-
nik moment. Americans realized that
we were caught flatfooted and unpre-
pared to deal with not just hatred
around the world but hatred that was
turned into vicious attacks.

We need a national commitment to
languages on a scale of the NDEA, the
National Defense Education Act, and
Mr. Speaker, I think today’s resolution
that will, among other things, recog-
nize 2005 as the year of languages is a
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start toward making that commit-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to reserve
the balance of my time.

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

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, may I ask
the time remaining on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
B00ZMAN). The gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HOLT) has 3% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. DAVIS), my colleague.

(Mrs. DAVIS of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of House Resolu-
tion 122.

For years, we have known that, to be
competitive in the world, Americans
must acquire the language capacity to
speak with our counterparts. Person-
ally, for myself, when my husband was
stationed in Japan during the Vietnam
War, we lived in a Japanese commu-
nity, and with my toddler and baby
there, I learned some minimal Japa-
nese so that I could speak with and
spend time with my neighbors in a way
that was really meaningful to both of
us. We became friends, and the impor-
tance of language study became so real
to me in those days.

In San Diego, we are Kkeenly aware
that so many of our residents are bilin-
gual. Indeed, in our schools, students
come from homes where English is not
spoken. Over a hundred languages are
represented in our schools.

As a school board member, I have
worked hard to develop better training
of foreign language instructors and to
bring in more initiatives that recognize
the diverse languages in our schools,
but I must say that that issue really
did not progress nearly as much as I
would like, and in fact, today, we still
have issues around certifying teachers
in many different languages.

Critically, we are also so aware that
our service members must be equipped
with even the basic ability to speak
with the citizens of Iraq and with the
citizens of Afghanistan. So I am proud
that our service personnel in Camp
Pendleton are now being given that
very introductory language instruction
from our higher education institutions.

It is clearly appropriate that we es-
tablish a year of languages to focus on
the importance of developing bpro-
ficiency in a language other than
English, and it must be a strong initia-
tive that we bring forward. It will only
be meaningful, however, if we only
move forward and we develop a kind of
strategic plan so that we find the re-
sources, and more than anything, we
find the will to make foreign language
development an integral part of our
daily lives.

I salute my colleague for bringing
this forward. I thank him very much
because I think it has to be the kind of
initiative that goes beyond many of
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our dreams for this area. It must have
the kind of applicability that says this
is important to us; this is important to
our country.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume, and I
am delighted to hear that my colleague
has studied Japanese.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that my col-
leagues pass this resolution and work
with me on other language projects to
see that we address this Sputnik mo-
ment that this country faces and that
we work hard to address our poor, I
would use that word, language pro-
ficiency here in the United States, for
reasons of culture, for reasons of eco-
nomics and for reasons of national se-
curity.

I urge the passage of H. Res. 122.

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

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr. POR-
TER) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the resolution, H. Res. 122.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. PORTER. 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 and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
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APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
CANADA-UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Boo0zMAN). Pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276d,
and the order of the House of January
4, 2005, the Chair announces the Speak-
er’s appointment of the following Mem-
bers of the House to the Canada-United
States Interparliamentary group:

Mr. MANZULLO, Illinois, Chairman

Mr. McCOTTER, Michigan, Vice Chair-
man

——
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 45 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 6:30 p.m.

0 1832
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. PUTNAM) at 6 o’clock and
31 minutes p.m.
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PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE TO FILE SUPPLE-
MENTAL REPORT ON H.R. 3,
TRANSPORTATION EQUITY ACT:
A LEGACY FOR USERS

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure may file a supplemental re-
port on the bill, H.R. 3, to authorize
funds for federal-aid highways, high-
way safety programs, and transit pro-
grams, and for other purposes, at any
time before midnight, March 8, 2005.

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

There was no objection.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on approving the Journal,
and on motions to suspend the rules
previously postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Approval of the Journal, de novo.

House Resolution 133, by the yeas and
nays.

House Resolution 122, by the yeas and
nays.

The first and third electronic votes
will be conducted as 15 minute votes.
The second vote in this series will be a
5-minute vote.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the pending
business is the question on agreeing to
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal
of the last day’s proceedings.

The question is on agreeing to the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 1
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 378, nays 29,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 53]

BEvi-

YEAS—378
Abercrombie Beauprez Boehner
Ackerman Becerra Bonilla
Aderholt Berman Bonner
AKkin Berry Bono
Alexander Biggert Boozman
Allen Bilirakis Boren
Andrews Bishop (GA) Boswell
Baca Bishop (NY) Boustany
Bachus Bishop (UT) Boyd
Baker Blackburn Bradley (NH)
Barrett (SC) Blumenauer Brady (TX)
Bartlett (MD) Blunt Brown (OH)
Barton (TX) Boehlert Brown (SC)
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Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carter
Case
Castle
Chabot
Chandler
Chocola
Clyburn
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crenshaw
Cubin
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fortenberry
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger

Graves
Green (WI)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall
Harman
Harris
Hart
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hensarling
Herger
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McMorris
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Melancon
Menendez
Mica
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Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Osborne
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Saxton
Schiff
Schwartz (PA)
Schwarz (MI)
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)

Smith (TX) Thomas Waxman
Smith (WA) Thompson (CA) Weldon (FL)
Snyder Thornberry Weldon (PA)
Sodrel Tiahrt Westmoreland
Solis Tiberi Wexler
Souder Tierney Whitfield
Spratt Turner Wicker
Stearns Upton X
Strickland Van Hollen wlson (NM)

N P ilson (SC)
Sullivan Velazquez
Sweeney Visclosky Wolf
Tancredo Walden (OR) Woolsey
Tanner Walsh Wu
Tauscher Wamp Wynn
Taylor (NC) Watson Young (AK)
Terry Watt Young (FL)

NAYS—29
Baldwin Kucinich Peterson (MN)
Capuano Larsen (WA) Sabo
English (PA) Latham Schakowsky
Filner LoBiondo Taylor (MS)
Fossella McDermott Thompson (MS)
Gutknecht Miller, George Udall (CO)
Hastings (FL) Oberstar Udall (NM)
Hefley Olver
Hinchey Otter &/:flirrs
Hooley Pastor
NOT VOTING—26
Baird Cleaver Meeks (NY)
Barrow Crowley Moore (WI)
Bass Herseth Ramstad
Bean Higgins Stark
Berkley Kanjorski Stupak
Boucher Kennedy (RI) Towns
Brady (PA) Leach Wasserman
Carson Lee Schultz
Clay McCarthy Weiner
0 1904
Mr. LoOBIONDO and Mr. WELLER

changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to

“nay.”

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

———

PROVIDING AMOUNTS FOR CON-
TINUING EXPENSES OF STAND-
ING AND SELECT COMMITTEES
OF THE HOUSE FROM APRIL 1,
2005, THROUGH APRIL 30, 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PuTNAM). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
agreeing to the resolution, H. Res. 133,
as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY)
that the House suspend the rules and
agree to the resolution, H. Res. 133, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 406, nays 0,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 54]

YEAS—406
Abercrombie Beauprez Bonilla
Ackerman Becerra Bonner
Aderholt Berman Bono
AKkin Berry Boozman
Alexander Biggert Boren
Allen Bilirakis Boswell
Andrews Bishop (GA) Boustany
Baca Bishop (NY) Boyd
Bachus Bishop (UT) Bradley (NH)
Baker Blackburn
Baldwin Blumenauer Brady (TX)
Barrett (SC) Blunt Brown (OH)
Bartlett (MD)  Boehlert Brown (8C)
Barton (TX) Boehner Brown, Corrine

Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carter
Case
Castle
Chabot
Chandler
Chocola
Clyburn
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crenshaw
Cubin
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode

Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall
Harman
Harris
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
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McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McMorris
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Melancon
Menendez
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Saxton
Schakowsky
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Schiff Souder Visclosky

Schwartz (PA) Spratt Walden (OR)

Schwarz (MI) Stearns Walsh

Scott (GA) Strickland Wamp

Scott (VA) Sullivan Waters

Sensenbrenner Sweeney Watson

gerrgno %ancredo Watt

essions anner

Shadegg Tauscher gaxman
eldon (FL)

Shaw Taylor (MS) Weldon (PA)

Shays Taylor (NC)

Sherman Terry Weller

Sherwood Thomas Westmoreland

Shimkus Thompson (CA) We{(le.r'

Shuster Thompson (MS) ~ Whitfield

Simmons Thornberry Wicker

Simpson Tiahrt Wilson (NM)

Skelton Tiberi Wilson (SC)

Slaughter Tierney Wolf

Smith (NJ) Turner Woolsey

Smith (TX) Udall (CO) Wu

Smith (WA) Udall (NM) Wynn

Snyder Upton Young (AK)

Sodrel Van Hollen Young (FL)

Solis Velazquez

NOT VOTING—27

Baird Crowley Ramstad

Barrow Herseth Sanders

Bass Higgins Stark

Bean Kanjorski Stupak

Berkley Kennedy (RI) Towns

Boucher Leach Wasserman

lgrady (PA) Il\;fec h Schultz

arson cCarthy ;
Clay Meeks (NY) Weiner
Cleaver Moore (WI)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain in this vote.

O 1916

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) 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.

SUPPORTING THE DESIGNATION
OF A YEAR OF LANGUAGES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
resolution, H. Res. 122.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr. POR-
TER) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the resolution, H. Res. 122,
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 396, nays 0,
not voting 37, as follows:

[Roll No. 55]

YEAS—396
Abercrombie Beauprez Bonner
Ackerman Becerra Bono
Aderholt Berman Boozman
Akin Berry Boren
Alexander Biggert Boswell
Allen Bilirakis Boustany
Andrews Bishop (GA) Boyd
Baca Bishop (NY) Bradley (NH)
Bachus Bishop (UT) Brady (TX)
Baker Blackburn Brown (OH)
Baldwin Blunt Brown (SC)
Barrett (SC) Boehlert Brown, Corrine
Bartlett (MD) Boehner Brown-Waite,
Barton (TX) Bonilla Ginny

Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carter

Case

Castle
Chabot
Chandler
Chocola
Clyburn
Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cox

Cramer
Crenshaw
Cubin
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Dayvis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis (TN)
Davis, Jo Ann
Dayvis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay

Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Fitzpatrick (PA)
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger

Graves
Green (WI)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutknecht
Hall
Harman
Harris
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hensarling
Herger
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hyde
Inglis (SC)
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Jindal
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McMorris

McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Melancon
Menendez
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nunes
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Saxton
Schiff
Schwartz (PA)
Schwarz (MI)
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions

March 8, 2005

Shadegg Sweeney Walsh
Shaw Tancredo Wamp
Shays Tanner Waters
Sherman Tauscher Watson
Shgrwood Taylor (MS) Watt
Shimkus Taylor (NC) Waxman
Sl,mswr $§rry Weldon (FL)
immons omas
Skelton Thompson (CA) geldon (PA)
eller
Slaughter Thompson (MS)
Smith (NJ) Thornberry Westmoreland
Smith (TX) Tiahrt Wexler
Smith (WA) Tiberi Whitfield
Snyder Tierney W}cker
Sodrel Turner Wilson (NM)
Solis Udall (CO) Wilson (SC)
Souder Udall (NM) Woolsey
Spratt Upton Wu
Stearns Van Hollen Young (AK)
Strickland Velazquez Young (FL)
Sullivan Visclosky
NOT VOTING—37
Baird Gutierrez Ramstad
Barrow Herseth Sanders
Bass Higgins Schakowsky
Bean Hunter Simpson
Berkley Jackson-Lee Stark
Blumenauer (TX) Stupak
Boucher Johnson (CT) Towns
Brady (PA) Kanjorski Walden (OR)
Carson Leach Wasserman
Clay Lee Schultz
Cleaver McCarthy Weiner
Conyers Meeks (NY) Wolf
Crowley Moore (WI) Wynn

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW) (during the vote). Members are
advised that 2 minutes remain in this
vote.

0 1933

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO COM-
MITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
resolution (H. Res. 139) and I ask unan-
imous consent for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 139

Resolved, That the following Member be
and is hereby elected to the following stand-
ing committee of the House Representatives:

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Mr. Bur-
ton of Indiana to rank after Mr. Stearns.

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

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DREIER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

SMART SECURITY AND INTER-
NATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this week, the United Nations High-
Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and
Change released a report to correspond
with International Women’s Day 2005,
which is today, March 8, 2005.

Since March is also Women’s History
Month, it is important to discuss the
proven link between gender equality
and global security and development.
There is an important link here, but it
is one that we seldom discuss.

The UN’s comprehensive report ad-
dresses the inter-connectedness of gen-
der equality and the threats that most
affect our world: International secu-
rity, extreme poverty, environmental
degradation and diseases such as HIV/
AIDS, malaria and tuberculosis.

Because women constitute a greater
proportion than men of the world’s
poorest people, women stand to gain
the most from the alleviation of ex-
treme poverty. And because women
around the world experience higher il-
literacy rates than men, they also
stand to gain more from education pro-
grams, particularly in the world’s poor-
est countries where opportunities to
receive quality instruction are ex-
tremely scarce.

The link between poverty and illit-
eracy and global insecurity is clear.
The bipartisan 9/11 Commission that
addressed the terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001 acknowledged that pov-
erty, illiteracy and despair do not
cause terrorism, but they do breed con-
ditions in which terrorism is created.

That is why any attempt to address
international security must include a
discussion about high poverty and illit-
eracy rates. And because women are
burdened disproportionately by pov-
erty and illiteracy, any attempt to ad-
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dress those plights must begin by ad-
dressing the excessive degree to which
women are affected.

Even in America, women who work
full-time year-round earn only 76 cents
for every $1 that their male counter-
parts earn. And every day, in nearly
every country in the world, women are
beaten, raped and killed. This crisis of
violence against women has reached
the most dire magnitude in countries
like Sudan and Congo and Angola,
where rape and brutality towards
women is used as a political tool and
an act of war.

The international trafficking of
women and girls is also a huge prob-
lem. Trafficking, the process by which
women are sold into sexual slavery, is
particularly rampant in Africa and in
Southeast Asia.

For those who do not believe there to
be an issue of concern for the United
States, think again. The trafficking of
women reinforces the vicious cycle
that continually prevents women from
earning a decent living wage, keeping
them in slavery and keeping them from
receiving the same quality of edu-
cation as men. This in turn reinforces
the root cause of global instability
that often gives rise to terrorism.

Fortunately, there is a way to ad-
dress this crisis. It is called SMART se-
curity for the 21st century. SMART is
a Sensible Multilateral American Re-
sponse to Terrorism. SMART security
addresses the security of women by
urging educational opportunities for
women and girls. Studies have proven
that the more girls that are enrolled in
schools in developing countries, the
more the population of that country
stabilizes. And the more stable the
country, the more violence decreases.
In fact, domestic violence lessens and
crime levels decrease in line with edu-
cational opportunities.

We must prevent future acts of the
terrorism, and SMART security is a
way to do it. Instead of trying to
spread democracy through the barrel of
a gun, like we have been in Iraq, let us
spread it through books, by increasing
educational opportunities for women
and girls. Today, International Wom-
en’s Day, let us make it a priority to
ensure that women in the poorest
countries receive the educational op-
portunities they need and deserve.

Just as important, women need to be
encouraged and allowed to participate
in the political process in every coun-
try if we are to see a more secure
world. And above all else, we must re-
member that if international security
efforts fail to include women, then
they are excluding more than half of
the world’s population. Let us include
all of the world’s population and let us
secure our world for the 21st century.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOHMERT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) is recognized
for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. GUTKNECHT addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. EMANUEL addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to claim the
time of the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. EMANUEL).

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

There was no objection.

SUPPORTING NATIONAL
MANUFACTURING WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, we
all support American manufacturers;
every Member of Congress should. But
feel-good resolutions such as the one
we are voting on this week will do lit-
tle to cure our manufacturing ills.

We are running record trade deficits
each year. When I first ran for Con-
gress in 1992, the U.S. trade deficit, as
you can see on this chart, was $38 bil-
lion. The trade deficit last year, after
12 years of misplaced trade policy, 12
years of misplaced tax policy and 4
years of a Bush administration that
has totally ignored manufacturing, we
now see a trade deficit of $617 billion.
From $38 billion to $617 billion in a
space of only 13 years.

The U.S. has become the world’s larg-
est debtor nation, over $2.5 trillion in
2002. The dollar continues to lose value
in world markets.

Last year, we had the opportunity to
pass Crane/Rangel, a bipartisan bill to
help the American manufacturing in-
dustry by encouraging them to produce
goods in the United States. But in-
stead, we passed an alternative that, as
usual, gave handouts to multinational
corporations and did little to nothing
for our family-owned manufacturing
facilities.

My State of Ohio has lost more than
170,000 manufacturing jobs since 2001,
and the remaining small manufac-
turing businesses are struggling to
keep the doors open. The manufac-
turing extension program, MEP, is an
important resource that helps small
manufacturers in Ohio and across the
country to help improve efficiency, in-
crease competitiveness and stay in
business. Despite this success, the
President is asking in his budget to
eviscerate MEP.

In 2003, when MEP was funded at $111
million, Ohio, although only receiving



H1004

a small fraction of that funding, that
modest investment produced impres-
sive results. MEP helped more than
2,700 Ohio businesses to create or re-
tain more than 1,100 jobs, increase
sales by $20 million, cut costs by $47
million, increase investments by $58
million. That is exactly the sort of
helping hand Ohio and the Nation’s
small manufacturers need.

Then the President proposed an MEP
funding cut of 88 percent, ended up
signing a law a couple of years ago that
cut it almost that much. Not surpris-
ingly, services to Ohio businesses
dropped significantly. This year, the
President’s budget request asked for a
funding cut of another 50 percent. Less
than $1 million per State will be left
for MEP. We should be supporting a
funding level five times that amount
because it would mean more tax rev-
enue, more jobs, more success for U.S.
manufacturers.

Ohio’s Republican governors urge the
President to change his position on
MEP. Working men and women from
my State and across the Nation under-
stand that our economic future is at
stake. We should pass a bill this week
ensuring increased MEP funds over the
President’s request, but this body prob-
ably will not do it.

To support our Nation’s manufac-
turing, we should pass a bill to stop
China from manipulating its currency
by artificially pegging it below the dol-
lar. China starts outs with a 40 percent
advantage over American manufactur-
ers by this illegal act, not to mention
having no minimum wage and forced
labor camps and child labor and all the
other advantages, artificial advantages
if you will, in a free marketplace that
China has. But I do not think that leg-
islation to deal with currency manipu-
lating will be on the House floor this
week.

To support our Nation’s manufactur-
ers, we should pass such a bill making
sure China plays fair and meets its
World Trade Organization obligations,
but I do not see a bill on the floor this
week to do that.

To support our Nation’s manufac-
turing, we should pass the bill of the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN), the Foreign Debt Ceiling Act
of 2005, that would create an emer-
gency trade review group at the U.S.
Trade Representative’s Office to de-
velop a plan of action if the trade def-
icit is above 5 percent of U.S. GDP or
if foreign debt climbs above 25 percent
of GDP. But that is not being consid-
ered this week either.

The manufacturing industry is the
backbone of our country. This indus-
try, these workers, these communities
built America. And when these indus-
tries suffer, our communities suffer,
our families suffer, our schools suffer,
our Nation is hurt. Yet many in Con-
gress continue to support measures
that move these jobs overseas. Let us
be clear about whom we should sup-
port.

Congratulate manufacturers, is what
the resolution on the floor will do and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

nothing else this week, who have re-
mained in the U.S. and refrained from
sending manufacturing jobs overseas.
But it is not just about keeping our
middle class strong; we should be con-
cerned about national security. With-
out a strong manufacturing base, there
can be no strong reliable national secu-
rity in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that we, finally,
in this Congress adopt a manufacturing
policy.

——
0 1945
ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to speak out of
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOHMERT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

————

SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, the
American people are hearing a lot of
information about our Social Security
system, and I am sure they have got le-
gitimate questions: Is there a crisis or
not? If there is a crisis, then is there a
trust fund or not? If there is not a trust
fund, where did it go, who took it and
when?

There are, of course, those who say
that there is no crisis, that we have a
system that is awash in cash and can
fund all future benefits but it needs
minor tweaking to ensure solvency.

Perhaps crisis is the wrong word.
Captive may be a better selection be-
cause certainly we are held captive by
our demographics. If our current sys-
tem is to work and work well, we need
large numbers of young people to pay
into the system, and we need retirees
to live relatively short intervals after
their retirement; but in fact, neither of
these situations reflects reality.

Birth rates are down in this country,
although not to the degree as seen in
some Western European countries, still
resulting in a smaller pool of younger
workers to support retirees. Life ex-
pectancy is up, largely because of the
unbelievable advances in medical care
that have occurred in the last 70 years
since 1935. Both situations are arguably
good news, but they do portend a seri-
ous situation for our Social Security
system.

For example, in the country of Japan
there are now four retirees to be sup-
ported by every new job that is cre-
ated. It becomes extremely difficult to
remain competitive in such an environ-
ment. Raising taxes to deal with the
Social Security shortfall arguably has
been done several times in the past 70
years; but, unfortunately, that makes
the problem even worse. The old axiom
states that you tax what you do not
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want, but surely we want jobs for to-
morrow’s Americans, but increasing
the payroll tax may mean ultimately
there are fewer such jobs.

In 1937, the Supreme Court ruled that
excess Social Security funds were to be
placed in the general revenue fund. Mr.
Speaker, that is what happened to the
trust fund. In fact, nonnegotiable gov-
ernment instruments housed in a metal
filing cabinet in West Virginia rep-
resent the surplus in Social Security,
and that surplus has been spent over
the last several decades by Congress.
Congress spent the money, Congress
wrote out an IOU for the money, and
we continue to write IOUs for the in-
terest.

Mr. Speaker, where is the fairness in
a system that holds captive 12 percent
of the country’s payroll and pays no in-
terest on the money? This, I think, is
the heart of the problem. What Albert
Einstein described as the miracle of
compound interest is denied to Amer-
ican workers.

What are the solutions that might be
there for us to help with Social Secu-
rity? We could cut benefits. I did not
come to Congress to do that. We could
raise taxes. Not this guy.

There are, of course, those who feel
that growth in the economy will help
those two workers that are going to
have to support every retiree into the
future; and I will tell my colleagues,
Mr. Speaker, I will bet on the Amer-
ican economy every time, but I am not
sure if we can improve productivity to
that degree.

Mr. Speaker, what we can do is take
those excess funds being paid into So-
cial Security and place them into indi-
vidual accounts that would not be ac-
cessible to government spenders and
not be accessible to congressional ap-
propriators. Allow these accounts to
earn interest by following a conserv-
ative investment strategy, and now
perhaps we begin to see the oppor-
tunity to preserve Social Security and
ensure its solvency well into the fu-
ture.

The question is always asked how to
pay for this transition. I have already
excluded a tax increase or benefit cut
as a viable mechanism. The money to
finance the transition would have to be
borrowed; and in fact, this does not
represent new debt because the obliga-
tion has already been incurred. The
borrowing is only to refinance an obli-
gation that already exists, a situation
analogous to refinancing a mortgage.

Mr. Speaker, we should always be for
good government. The principle of good
government would suggest that the
current obligation is present, but we
are not acknowledging its presence. By
financing the transition, we can con-
vert an unknown obligation into bond-
ed indebtedness. It becomes a market-
able instrument; and that, in fact,
would be a commitment to good gov-
ernment.

Financial markets are not known for
their courage. They do not like uncer-
tainty; and, clearly, the uncertainty of
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monetizing the Social Security debt in
the future is one that they will deal
with fairly severely. But by making
that a known obligation, we are giving
the markets more comfort into what
our intentions are with regard to the
unfunded Social Security liability.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to close
with a quotation that was delivered in
this House some years ago: ‘‘Voluntary
contributory annuities by which indi-
vidual initiative can increase the an-
nual amounts received in old age. It is
proposed that the Federal Government
assume one-half of the cost of the old-
age pension plan, which ought ulti-
mately to be supplanted by self-sup-
porting annuity plans.”

These words were spoken in this
Chamber 70 years ago by Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, the father of Social
Security.

Mr. Speaker, it is our obligation to
deal with this problem this year. I ap-
plaud the President for pushing it on
the national agenda, and I look forward
to the debate.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——————

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to speak out of order for
5 minutes.

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

There was no objection.

———

THE DREAM LIVES ON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, 40 years ago
yesterday on March 7, 1965, events in
Selma, Alabama, became a seminal
moment for the advancement of civil
rights in our country. Last weekend, I
had the privilege to join one of my he-
roes, the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LEWIS), who was also one of the leaders
of the nonviolent civil rights move-
ment, to retrace his steps across the
Edmund Pettus Bridge where Amer-
ica’s long march to freedom met a
roadblock of violent resistance. The
day became known as Bloody Sunday.

By 1965, the cause of equality and
human dignity had already seen much
progress and setbacks: the Supreme
Court decision of Brown v. Board of
Education, Rosa Parks’s defiance on a
bus in Montgomery, the breaking of a
color barrier at Ole Miss, the historic
March on Washington, the assassina-
tions of Medgar Evers and President
Kennedy, the bombing deaths of four
little girls at the 16th Street Baptist
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Church in Birmingham, Alabama, the
Mississippi freedom summer, the pas-
sage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

But on this Bloody Sunday, about 600
people, young and old, put their lives
on the line and met the unbridled force
of racism for the most basic American
right, the right to vote and be full par-
ticipants in our democracy. The Ala-
bama State Patrol was waiting for
them at the other side of the Pettus
Bridge and attacked them with clubs,
tear gas, and dogs.

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LEWIS) was beaten so badly he believed
he was going to die. The images were
captured on TV. When the movie
“Judgment at Nuremberg’ was inter-
rupted with the news, many people
watching the movie first thought that
it was a continuation of the movie de-
picting brutal Nazi oppression, until
they realized that this was happening
in America, right now. People’s shock
moved the political world.

One week after Bloody Sunday,
President Johnson spoke to the Nation.
In inspiring words, he said: ‘““At times,
history and fate meet in a single time
and a single 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. Their cause must be our cause.”

Two weeks after Bloody Sunday, Dr.
Martin Luther King and the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) led 4,000 peo-
ple across the Pettus Bridge on their
54-mile march to Montgomery. Six
months later, President Johnson
signed the Voting Rights Act, pro-
claiming that the right to vote is the
most powerful instrument ever devised
for breaking down injustice and de-
stroying the terrible walls which im-
prison all people merely because they
are different from each other.

Soon the Voting Rights Act will be
up again before Congress for reauthor-
ization. We should do it sooner rather
than later. We should make it perma-
nent, rather than for short periods, so
we do not have to revisit the issue and
debate its provisions. Surely there is
enough common interest and bipar-
tisan support to accomplish this.

Their cause 40 years ago this week
still must be our cause to overcome
today. For as long as the power of
America’s diversity is diminished by
acts of discrimination and violence
against people just because they are
black, Hispanic, Asian, Jewish, Muslim
or gay, we still must overcome.

As long as the gap between rich and
poor continues to spread in our Nation,
with some and not all having access to
health care, we still must overcome.

As long as children of color are more
likely to live in poverty, die sooner,
and less likely to graduate high school
and go on to college, we still must
overcome.

As President Bush stated during his
recent trip to Europe: ‘“We cannot
carry the message of freedom and the
baggage of bigotry at the same time.
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All our nations must work to integrate
minorities into the mainstream of soci-
ety, and to teach the value of tolerance
to each new generation.”

President Clinton pointed out 5 years
ago at the Pettus Bridge that these
challenges already have existing
bridges waiting to be crossed. He said:
“These bridges stand on the strong
foundations of our Constitution. They
were built by our forebears through si-
lent tears and weary years. They are
waiting to take us to higher ground.”

But there is still much work to be
done. In the words of Martin Luther
King, Jr.: “Human progress never rolls
on the wheels of inevitability. It comes
through the tireless efforts of people
willing to be co-workers with God.”

We remember the event of 40 years
ago this week not only to honor the
courage, sacrifice and accomplish-
ments by those like the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) and so many
more, but also to rededicate ourselves
to their unfinished work: the pursuit of
justice, love, tolerance and human
rights, in our country and throughout
the world.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. WELDON of Florida addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) is recognized for 56 minutes.

(Mrs. MCCARTHY addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

—

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MICA addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. CORRINE
BROWN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

———

HONORING INTERNATIONAL
WOMEN’S DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, today is Inter-
national Women’s Day, a day we honor
women and their contributions to the
American way of life. American
women, from the frontier era to the
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space age, have steadily blazed the
trails and stayed the course to bring
recognition of the accomplishments of
women not only in the United States
but across the world and across the
seas.

Each of us can identify at least one
woman who forever marked our life in
a positive way. My grandmother lived
to her late nineties and was always the
most influential person in my life. In
the 1950s, after my grandfather was
killed by a drunk driver, she went to
work as a clerk in the ladies’ ready-to-
wear section of a department store; and
while she would have continued to
work there, they forced her to quit at
the age of 75.

She taught me the values of public
service, and this is why I have dedi-
cated my life to public service. She was
the most influential woman in my life.
All of us have people like that, women
who have influenced us in a positive
way. Those American women, they are
a rare breed.

In other countries, like Iraq, where I
recently traveled on a fact-finding mis-
sion, women recount the decades of
torture and execution and oppression
they experienced under the tyrant and
dictator Saddam Hussein. For most
women it has only been since our top-
pling of that vicious and murderous ty-
rant that they have been allowed to
pursue opportunities that we take for
granted, like employment. On the his-
toric election day, which I was privi-
leged to observe this year, for many
Iraqi women this was their first chance
to ever vote.

Yet as encouraging as these illustra-
tions are, millions of women are vic-
tims to a destructive force known as
domestic violence. In fact, in the
United States alone, according to the
National Domestic Violence Hotline,
nearly one-third of American women
report being physically or sexually
abused by a boyfriend or a husband at
some point in their life. Moreover, the
Department of Justice’s statistics show
that in 2003 alone 9 percent of all mur-
der victims were killed by their spouse
or their partners. Eighty percent of
those victims were females.
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Mr. Speaker, this is a serious prob-
lem, not just for our Nation’s women
but also for our Nation’s families. It is
a serious problem for children, children
that live in those homes with all of
that serious, serious turmoil.

Domestic  abuse scars children
through the images of violence and
fighting; the ramifications if they try
to intervene; the emotional anguish
they suffer for years. Domestic abuse
in some cases results in withdrawal or
unhealthy perfectionism, and in other
cases they act it out.

The American Psychological Associa-
tion Presidential Task Force on Vio-
lence and the Family concluded in 1996
that a child’s exposure to the father
abusing the mother is the strongest
risk factor for transmitting violent be-
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havior from one generation to the next.
In addition, the American Medical As-
sociation has calculated that family vi-
olence costs taxpayers in the range of
$5 billion to $10 billion a year in med-
ical expenses.

It is not only a family problem and a
criminal problem; it is a health issue.
Domestic violence costs us in police
and court costs, shelters, foster care,
sick leave, and nonproductivity.

As a former judge and founder of the
Congressional Victims’ Rights Caucus,
this epidemic is of great alarm to me.
I believe we must work to eliminate
this domestic abuse while protecting
the victims that have already resulted
from this trend.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that all of us on
this day, as we recognize the worth of
women, are determined to make sure
that they live in a safe environment in
their homes.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOHMERT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY) is recognized for
5 minutes.

(Mrs. MALONEY addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

IN HONOR OF TILLIE FOWLER,
FORMER MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. CRENSHAW) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of this Special
Order.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, last
Wednesday we announced on the floor
of this House that our former col-
league, Tillie Fowler, had passed away
that day. She suffered a stroke on Mon-
day and went to the hospital and never
recovered from that. It was a sad day
for all of us, and there were so many
Members that served with Tillie that
wanted to honor her life and her
achievements that we asked for this
time tonight to celebrate her life, to
celebrate the contributions that she
made not only to her community, not
only to the State of Florida, but to the
Nation as a whole; and so that is why
we are here tonight.

Tillie Fowler was one of those unique
individuals that could balance so many
things in her life. I never had the
chance to actually serve with Tillie be-
cause we were from the same home-
town and while she served on the city
council at the local level, I was serving
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in the State government; and when she
left the Congress in 2000, I ran to take
her seat. But I knew her as a friend for
35 years, and I watched her involve her-
self in the community, and I watched
her get involved in local politics; I
watched her become a United States
House of Representative representative
from the Fourth Congressional Dis-
trict. Through all of that, I saw the
way that she loved her children, the
way that she loved her husband, Buck,
and the way that she loved her commu-
nity.

I can remember so many times, as we
would come back, because she was in
Washington working with a large law
firm, that we would ride a plane here
and ride a plane back to Jacksonville
and her husband, Buck, was always
there at the airport to greet her and
give her a big hug. So I just think
there are so many people here that
cared so much about her, because not
only was she tough in what she tried to
do but, more than anything, she just
liked people. She cared about people,
whether they were important people or
just people she would see on the street.
She had a way of making everybody
feel at ease.

So, Mr. Speaker, I am saddened by
her death, but I am proud of the legacy
that she leaves behind her; and I know
that Members here tonight share in
that.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to join with my colleagues in celebrating the
life and accomplishments of former Congress-
woman Tillie Kidd Fowler. Ms. Fowler passed
away suddenly last week but leaves a proud
legacy of achievement and integrity.

Tillie Fowler was born in 1942 and grew up
in Milledgeville, Georgia. Her father, state
Senator Culver Kidd, was a legendary Demo-
cratic political figure in the Georgia Legislature
for over 40 years and her mother, Katherine,
was active in the community. She received
both her bachelor's degree and law degree
from Emory University.

After law school, she moved to Washington,
DC and worked as a congressional staffer for
Representative Robert Stephens (D-GA) and
later as Counsel in the White House Office of
Consumer Affairs under President Richard
Nixon. In 1968, she married attorney L. Buck
Fowler and in 1971 moved to Jacksonville,
Florida. Shortly thereafter, she put her profes-
sional career on hold to raise her daughters,
Tillie Anne and Elizabeth. During this time she
served as the President of the Junior League
of Jacksonville (1982-83), chaired the Florida
Humanities Council (1989-91) and was active
in a number of other charitable organizations,
including the American Red Cross and Volun-
teer Jacksonville.

She returned to political public service when
she was elected to the Jacksonville City Coun-
cil in 1985. She became that body’s first Re-
publican and first woman President.

Tillie Fowler was elected to Congress in
1992, winning a seat that had been held by a
Democrat for 42 years. She secured an ap-
pointment to the House Armed Services com-
mittee, the only Republican woman on that
committee at the time. Her subcommittee as-
signments included Readiness, Personnel and
Military Construction. In 1997, she was ap-
pointed by the Speaker of the House to a task
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force created to investigate allegations of sex-
ual harassment and abuse at U.S. military
training bases.

She also served on the Transportation & In-
frastructure Committee, and in the 106th Con-
gress she was named Chairman of the newly
created Subcommittee on Oversight, Inves-
tigations and Emergency Management.

In 1998, she was chosen by her Republican
colleagues to be the Vice Chairman of the Re-
publican Conference, making her the highest-
ranking woman in the U.S. Congress when
she retired. She also served for six years as
a Deputy Majority Whip.

A year and a half before the terrible events
of September 11, 2001, she drafted the Pre-
paredness Against Terrorism Act of 2000
(H.R. 4210). Her bill would have centralized
the Federal government’s anti-terrorism efforts
by creating the President’s Council on Domes-
tic Terrorism Preparedness within the White
House. Many of her proposed reforms were
enacted in the legislation creating the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security.

Her reputation as a knowledgeable and ar-
ticulate U.S. Representative resulted in her
appointment to several boards outside of her
committee responsibilities: U.S. Naval Acad-
emy Board of Visitors; Stennis Center for Pub-
lic Service Board of Trustees, Vice Chairman;
Defense Department’s Centers for Security
Studies Board of Visitors; and the House Page
Board, Chairman.

Upon her departure from Congress, Rep-
resentative Fowler's extraordinary efforts to
ensure a strong United States military were
recognized by the Secretary of the Navy and
the Secretary of Defense. She received the
Navy’s Distinguished Public Service Award
and the Department of Defense Medal for Dis-
tinguished Public Service. These are the high-
est civilian awards given by the Navy and the
Department of Defense.

Shortly after leaving Congress, she was ap-
pointed by the Speaker of the House to the
Commission on the Future of the Aerospace
Industry which was created by Congress to
assess the aerospace industry in the global
economy, particularly in relationship to the na-
tional security of the United States. The Cen-
ter for Strategic & International Studies also
named her to its Distinguished Congressional
Fellows panel.

She was appointed to the Defense Policy
Board Advisory Committee by Defense Sec-
retary Donald Rumsfeld in 2001. In May of
2003, the Secretary named her as Chairman
of the prestigious board which advises the
Secretary of Defense on issues central to stra-
tegic planning for the department. She is the
first woman to serve of Chairman of the De-
fense Policy Board in its 20-year history. She
also serves on the Chief of Naval Operations’
Executive Panel whose purpose is to advise
the CNO on questions related to national
seapower.

In the spring of 2003, she was appointed by
the Secretary of Defense to lead the seven-
member panel created by Congress to review
sexual misconduct allegations at the U.S. Air
Force Academy. The panel conducted a 90-
day study of the policies, management, orga-
nizational practices and cultural elements of
the Academy that may have been conducive
to alleged sexual misconduct. The panel’s final
report was delivered to the Secretary of De-
fense and the Congress on September 22,
20083.
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When allegations of prisoner abuse by U.S.
military personnel at Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq
surfaced in May 2004, the Secretary of De-
fense again turned to Representative Fowler.
The Secretary appointed her along with two
former Secretaries of Defense and a retired
four-star general, to a blue-ribbon panel
charged with providing the Secretary with
independent, professional advice on issues re-
lated to the allegations of prisoner mistreat-
ment.

And finally, Mr. Speaker, this House was a
better place for Tillie Fowler's service. She
was a remarkable woman with a rare com-
bination of passionate drive and dedication for
what she believed and a caring spirit for the
people around her. She made people feel at
ease and she always did anything she could
to help others. During lifetime of service she
exhibited a striking presence of personality, in-
tegrity and intellect that will be sorely missed.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield to
our conference chairman, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE).

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding to me and for hosting this
Special Order honoring Tillie’s life and
her legacy. It is a wonderful tribute
that Tillie deserved. The outpouring of
emotion and praise here tonight, in
Jacksonville, and all over the Nation
proves how special a person Tillie
Fowler was.

Universally respected and trusted,
Tillie was a model public servant. She
was also a model parent, a model
spouse, and most importantly to me, a
model friend. Lucky enough to have
found her calling at an early age, Tillie
became an aide to Congressman Robert
Stephens from Georgia shortly after
earning her law degree from Emory
University. Her talents were quickly
recognized, and she soon found herself
in the Office of Consumer Affairs in the
Nixon White House. There she met her
good lifelong friend, now Senator ELI1Z-
ABETH DOLE.

Following her public service early in
life, Tillie and her husband moved to
Florida and began their family. They
raised two lovely daughters, Tillie
Anne and Elizabeth. While in Florida,
Tillie mastered one of the most impor-
tant skills for a woman in politics: bal-
ancing her family and her desire to
serve. Tillie always put her family first
and, at the same time, found the en-
ergy to serve her community, first in
the Jacksonville City Council and then
as its chair.

In 1993, Tillie came to Washington as
a Member of Congress, the same year I
did; and we became fast friends. As my
classmate, she was more than a col-
league. Together we entered what was
then, and still now to some extent, a
man’s world. We relied on each other
for strength and for guidance, and
shared the experience of being fresh-
men women together, two of only three
in our Republican class that year.

From those first days in Congress, I
recognized Tillie as a savvy politician
but also as a selfless soul. She followed
her convictions with tenacity and with
courage. More than just a Member of
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Congress, Tillie Fowler was a patriotic
legislator who let her conscience guide
her through the most treacherous halls
of Congress oftentimes. She earned re-
spect from her colleagues, both men
and women, Democrat and Republican;
and she had no enemies that I ever
knew of.

As Vice Chair of the House Repub-
lican Conference, Tillie set the stand-
ard for women in our leadership. She
worked tirelessly on issues that af-
fected the entire Nation. She was an
active proponent of a strong military,
and even went on to advise the Defense
Department. She knew her stuff and
she was never shy about speaking her
mind, confident that her insight was
valuable, and it was.

Tillie had the ability to disagree with
you with a smile on her face all the
while. She showed America that
women legislators need not be rel-
egated solely to women’s issues; that
we care about the same issues that
men do, but with just a little different
perspective. And today, International
Women’s Day, it is truly appropriate
that we honor and celebrate the life of
one of our Nation’s finest.

Tillie was a friend to me, a great
friend in times of sadness and in times
of joy. I will miss her friendship and
her guidance and know that there are
countless others among us to whom she
meant so much. Our prayers continue
to be with Tillie’s family, her two won-
derful daughters and her husband,
Buck; but her loved ones should know
that Tillie left them, our country, and
all who had the very, very good fortune
to know her a wonderful and lasting
legacy.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield
now to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), the distinguished majority
leader of the House.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Florida for taking this
Special Order in memory of Tillie
Fowler.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to remember a
warrior, Tillie Kidd Fowler, wife,
mother, friend and patriot, died 6 days
ago and left behind her a legacy of
service all will admire but few will
match.

She was as good a friend as she was a
politician and was superb in both roles
because no matter what hat she was
wearing, it was still the same Tillie un-
derneath. When word reached Wash-
ington last week that Tillie had left us,
we all remembered the same things: we
remembered her courage, her tenacity,
and we remembered her leadership.

There was no national security issue
about which she was not an expert.
There was not a branch of our military
that did not seek her guidance and help
in promoting the policies that keep our
Nation safe. And there was not a serv-
iceman or -woman in uniform who did
not have a loyal and caring friend in
the gentlewoman from Jacksonville.

Her retirement from Congress, as
anyone who knew Tillie could have
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guessed, did not in any way signal her
retirement from public service. In the
years after she left us, she helped lead
public investigations into sexual mis-
conduct at the Air Force Academy and
prison abuse in Iraq. The wrongdoers in
those cases up and down the chains of
command, like her political opponents
over the years, learned the hard way
why Representative Fowler earned the
nickname ‘‘Steel Magnolia.”

She had also served since 2001 on the
Pentagon’s Defense Policy Board, ad-
vising Secretary Rumsfeld on strategy
and policy during the tumultuous last
4 years.

Whatever the situation, Tillie Fowl-
er’s motivation was service: service to
her family, to her community, to her
country. For that reason, far more
than for her many career and legisla-
tive achievements, last week this coun-
try lost a hero.

Decades from mnow, Mr. Speaker,
when we too have left this building
and, indeed, this world; when the con-
troversies of our age are largely forgot-
ten, the service and integrity that de-
fined Tillie Fowler’s life will still be re-
membered. She was a woman, good and
true, who said things worth saying, did
things worth doing, and served causes
worth serving.

When you think about it, what more
can you say about anyone? Tillie
Fowler was always admired, Mr.
Speaker, and now she will be missed.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Florida (Mr.
CRENSHAW) for arranging this Special
Order.

As all of my colleagues probably
know, as we remember Tillie it is al-
ways easy to remember the great, won-
derful stories of an incredible life.
When she left Congress, I knew how
proud she was of the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CRENSHAW) replacing her,
if you can replace anyone in this world.
She knew the important things for her
community, for her Nation were to be
able to lead in a strong collective voice
on national security. In that effort, she
was the most incredible of spokes-
persons.

She was an incredibly strong voice
for Jacksonville, a stronger voice for
women, a role model for any person
striving to serve in public life, and an
incredible friend to all who knew her.
There was not a day that went by that
she did not mention Buck or her chil-
dren, Elizabeth or Tillie, Jr. Whether it
was just a casual comment; that she
was heading back to see them at home
this weekend; that they had just
bought a condo at the beach; that they
were getting ready to embark on an-
other adventure; or that Tillie, Jr. had
got a job, it was always about her fam-
ily that she shared the joys of her life
in service here.

I know Buck, Elizabeth, and Tillie,
Jr. that your hearts ache, but they cer-
tainly do not ache alone. I will always
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remember her generosity of spirit and
the time she took for a new Member of
this Congress. Her first question when-
ever she saw you, in that gorgeous
Southern accent, was ‘“‘How are you,
dear?” ‘“How is your day?”’ ‘“‘How can I
help?”’

She had a little ceremonial leather
chair that was a beautiful antique. And
when she was leaving Congress, she
rolled it down to my office and said,
“You always admired this chair. I want
you to have it.”” I hope the office of the
Capitol architect does not come look-
ing for it, but I do have Tillie’s chair.

When I ran for the Senate, I remem-
ber her coming from across town, sit-
ting in my office and asking me if 1
really wanted to do this and if I knew
what I was getting into. I told her I
thought I did. And she said, well, if you
are ready for the challenge, I am ready
to saddle up and ride alongside you.
And she never, never wavered in her
support.

When I would go to Jacksonville and
meet new friends, they would first ask
me, what does Tillie think; what does
Tillie think of your chances; does
Tillie support you; and if Tillie sup-
ports you, that is good enough for me.
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This business of politics, it is incred-
ible when that universal voice of a
community would always first ask, re-
gardless of party, what does Tillie
think?

As we honor her memory and pray for
her soul, we thank God that he gave us
a chance to get to know her. And those
that did not, you missed an incredibly
vivacious, talented and smart woman.
We honor her commitment to this Na-
tion and the legacy she leaves behind.
And we pray for Buck and her kids, as
they struggle through these dark days
and as they reflect on her life, they
know, yes, she was larger than life, but
she was simply and modestly just
Tillie. That is how she would want to
be remembered, and we remember her
in that way, a hero among us, a great
patriot, a loving mother and wife, a su-
perb human being. We pray for her
soul.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SHAW).

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, it is difficult to express
in words the feeling that we have out-
pouring here this evening for Tillie and
our remembrance of her. She was al-
ways strong but gentle, brilliant yet
reasonable. She had all of the types of
things that we really need to look for
in our leaders.

Emily, my wife, and I had a very
unique relationship with Tillie. When
married Members come to Congress,
they are assigned by the congressional
spouses what we call a little brother or
little sister. And Emily loved to re-
mind Buck that he was her little broth-
er. We had a friendship that went be-
yond being just colleagues; it went out-
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side of this Chamber, outside of this
Capitol. The friendship that evolved is
one that I will always remember.

We had a service down in Jackson-
ville just a few days ago. Two plane
loads came down to be at that service
from both the Pentagon as well as from
this great body here. The outpouring
that we saw in that community was
really beautiful. The military was
there. Both sides of the church were
flanked by soldiers from all of the serv-
ices, and the service ended up with a
flyover, which I am sure Tillie would
have loved. I remember the preacher in
that small church. The church was ab-
solutely full. People were standing in
the front yard of the church just to
hear the service and be near those so
close to Tillie. The preacher talked
about one of the greatest gifts man has
is your memory. Tillie will always live
in our memory. We love her, and we
really just absolutely will never forget
how wonderful she was and what a
great influence she was and how she
left her mark permanently on this
body, her community and her country.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS).

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

Mr. Speaker, I represent the western
part of Jacksonville and flew down for
the funeral for Tillie Fowler and was
quite moved. We lost a great leader.
For Florida, she was a strong advocate,
and we will miss Tillie quite a bit.

For 8 years, I had the privilege and
honor of working with her in Congress
on behalf of the people of Jacksonville.
I feel a great deal of sympathy and ex-
tend prayers for her husband, Buck,
and her two daughters, Tillie Ann and
Elizabeth. Tillie and I worked on the
Cecil Field Navy Master Jet Base when
it showed up on the base closure. Many
a night we were working together
shoulder to shoulder trying to figure
out how we could prevent the Navy
from closing this important Navy jet
base. Unfortunately, we did not suc-
ceed, but I learned a lot from her.

She combined humility with ambi-
tion. She had dedication, but she had
grace. She was a woman of many tal-
ents. What the remarkable thing about
Tillie was, you would talk to her and
say, Tillie, I do not want to do that.
She could get other people to do what
they did not want to do, and in the end,
they liked doing it somehow because of
her leadership. It is a remarkable trait.
She had a profound impact on all of the
people she worked with, and she
touched all of us.

Jacksonville used to be a small town.
It is a much larger town, and that is
largely attributable, I think, to Tillie
Fowler’s activities. It has 1 million
people. The city is recognized as a
growing urban center. It hosted the
Super Bowl recently, a feat very few
cities have had the opportunity to
claim. Jacksonville maintains a strong
commitment to armed services, and
has two major Naval facilities there.
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The successful transformation of Jack-
sonville over the past two decades owes
much to Tillie Fowler. She worked on
behalf of the area as a volunteer and as
an elected official at the local and Fed-
eral level. This dedication to public
service is really a family trait.

While making a run for Congress in
1992, she offered to limit herself to four
terms. All of us went up to her after
she was in the midst of trying to decide
to tell her, I think your constituents
would be very happy if you continue
serving, but she was quite principled,
and she said she was going to leave
Congress and honor her four terms. In
fact, I believe the leadership asked her
to stay. She accomplished many of the
goals she set out to achieve.

Mr. Speaker, we have lost more than
an experienced lawmaker, public serv-
ant; we lost a good friend. She was a
good friend to the people of Florida and
to all of the men and women of our
armed services. God TDbless Tillie
Fowler.

Mr. Speaker, last week our nation lost a
great leader and Florida lost a strong advo-
cate with the death of Tillie Fowler. For eight
years, | had the privilege and honor of working
with her in Congress on behalf of the people
of Jacksonville. | miss my former colleague
and my friend, and my prayers are with her
husband Buck and their two daughters, Tillie
Ann and Elizabeth.

We worked together on the Brae commis-
sion when they had Cecil Field Navy master
jet base on the closure list. We worked many
nights together.

She combined humility with ambition, and
dedication with grace. As a women of many
talents, she could get other people to do what
they didn’t want to do and to like it. She had
a profound impact on all of the lives she
touched throughout her life.

Not so long ago, Jacksonville was looked
upon as a small city supporting paper mills, a
commercial port, and military bases. Today,
the Jacksonville area numbers one million
people and the city is recognized as a vibrant,
growing urban center. Most recently it hosted
the Super Bowl, a feat only a few cities can
claim. Although it has shed some of its past,
Jacksonville maintains its strong commitment
to our armed services as the host to major
military facilities.

The successful transformation of Jackson-
ville over the past two decades owes much to
Tillie Fowler. She worked on behalf of the
area as a volunteer, and as an elected official
at the local and federal levels. This dedication
to public service is a family trait.

Tillie’'s father, Culver Kidd, served for 42
years in the Georgia legislature, and her moth-
er, Katherine Kidd, was a community leader.
Tillie learned about civic and local involvement
in Milledgeville, Georgia. | should point out
that Milledgeville has contributed a great deal
to this nation. It was also the home of the dis-
tinguished writer Flannery O’Connor and the
long-time Chairman of the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee, Carl Vinson.

From her small hometown, Tillie pursued
her education at Emory University in Atlanta
earning a B.A. in political science and later a
J.D. Armed with her law degree, Tillie came
here to Washington, D.C., and worked on the
staff of Congressman Robert Stephens of
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Georgia. Her strong talents were soon recog-
nized and she was brought to the White
House as a counsel in the Nixon Administra-
tion.

During this period, Tillie not only expanded
her professional horizons, she met and mar-
ried a fellow attorney, L. Buck Fowler. In 1971,
she moved with her husband to Jacksonville,
Florida, where she set about the important job
of raising a family. Although she put her ca-
reer on hold, Tillie did not ease up on public
service. She volunteered her efforts as the
President of the Junior League of Jacksonville,
with the American Red Cross, and other chari-
table groups.

In 1985, she returned to the political scene
with her election to the City Council and
served on the council from 1985 through
1992. In 1989, she became President of the
Jacksonville City Council, the first Republican
and the first woman to hold that position. Al-
though she retired from the council in 1992,
her political career was just changing direc-
tion; she then successfully ran for Congress.

Congresswoman Fowler returned to Wash-
ington with an ambitious agenda. She vowed
to make Mayport Naval Station a top priority,
and she succeeded. Through her position on
the Armed Services Committee, she built a
reputation as an advocate of a strong national
defense. She improved the nation’s commit-
ment to military personnel and facilities in her
district, throughout the nation, and around the
world. Although a woman with a petite figure,
she cast a giant shadow in support of our
armed services: generals and admirals always
knew her by her first name.

While making her first run for Congress in
1992, Mrs. Fowler offered to limit herself to
four terms. Although she was asked by her
leadership and her colleagues to reconsider,
Tillie is stepping down after four terms. After
all, she had accomplished the goals she set
out to achieve.

We have lost more than an experienced
lawmaker and public servant; we have lost a
good friend. In fact, Mrs. Fowler was a good
friend to the people of Florida, and perhaps
more importantly, to the men and women of
our armed services.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
CORRINE BROWN) who also represents
part of Jacksonville.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.
Mr. Speaker, my favorite hymn is ‘‘Let
the Work I Have Done Speak For Me.”
I think that more than anything ex-
plains our friend and former colleague,
Tillie Fowler. My prayers and deepest
regret goes out to her immediate fam-
ily, Buck and their two girls, Tillie
Ann and Elizabeth.

Tillie and I shared a lot. We were in
the great class of 1992. We said that
was the class, the year of the woman.
One distinguished objective to describe
Tillie was she was a tremendous fight-
er. She struggled for what she believed
in and for the betterment of the people
in the region she served. Above all,
Tillie loved her country, and she
fought hard to protect it. She distin-
guished herself in the area of military
and, in particular, fighting for women’s
rights in the military.

I also served with Tillie on the Com-
mittee on Transportation and the In-
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frastructure, and we crossed party
lines numerous times to work together
to do what was best for the city of
Jacksonville and North Florida. I al-
most said Georgia because I know that
my colleague is here, and he is going to
speak from Georgia, but her roots came
from Georgia. She came from a polit-
ical family. One could tell she was a
lady, a southern lady.

We all must pass this way, but, hope-
fully, when we do, we can look back on
all of the things that Tillie Fowler has
done, not just for the community but
for the entire country, to make this
place a better place because Tillie
Fowler has passed here. When you are
born, you get a birth certificate. And
when you die, you get a death certifi-
cate. And the only thing that really
matters is that dash on your tomb-
stone in between. Tillie, let the work
she has done speak for her because she
has done a great job for our commu-
nity.

| was deeply saddened to hear of the sud-
den passing of my former colleague, Tillie
Fowler. My prayers and deepest regrets go
out to her and her immediate family, Buck,
and her two girls, Tillie Ann and Elizabeth.

Tillie and | shared a lot in common. In fact,
in 1992, we came up to Washington together
as members of the same class of elected rep-
resentatives. This class was so dynamic, and
filled with so many new and soon to be influ-
ential women members, that it was referred to
as “The Year of the Woman.”

One distinct adjective to describe Tillie is
that she was a tremendous fighter. She strug-
gled hard for what she believed in, and for the
betterment of the people and the region she
served. Above all, Tillie loved her country, and
fought hard to protect the freedoms we
enjoy—even the freedom to disagree. Tillie
was a woman of great distinction, highly re-
spected, and was always extremely active in
her community. She served our country well,
particularly in her strong support of the mili-
tary, specializing in issues concerning wom-
en’s roles and rights within the military. She
was also a woman with strong leadership
qualities and one who believed in the value of
volunteerism and community service.

| also served with Tillie on the Transpor-
tation Committee, and we crossed party lines
numerous times to work together to do what
was best for the city of Jacksonville and North
Florida as a whole.

In closing, my heart and prayers go out to
Tillie’s dear family during this difficult time.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
Cox).

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, Tillie Fowler
was a giant in this Congress. Though
she served only four terms, 100 percent
faithful to her pledge to limit her serv-
ice in this House, she rose to our elect-
ed leadership, and she kept us focused
on national security as our highest pri-
ority. She was called the Steel Mag-
nolia because she was a hybrid of a
southern belle and a marine drill ser-
geant. She was best known for her
roles on the Committee on Armed
Services and in the House leadership
where she consistently was the voice of
the military, calling for a defense
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budget and defense resources always
sufficient to keep America strong.

It was Tillie’s intellect and her will-
ingness to work across the aisle that
advanced her to a preeminent position
as vice chairwoman of the House Re-
publican Conference and as a deputy
minority whip for 6 years. I worked
with Tillie in our House leadership and
on the House Policy Committee and on
such special projects as the Speaker’s
Working Group on Russia.

Today, as the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security, I miss
Tillie Fowler more than ever because
nowhere was her national leadership
more in evidence than in her work to-
ward terrorism preparedness. As a
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, her top
priority was the country’s prepared-
ness for a domestic terror attack. She
found overlap inadequacies among the
Federal agencies, the many agencies
that were responsible in those days for
terrorism preparedness, and she tried
to fix it.

A year and a half before 9/11, she
drafted the Preparedness Against Ter-
rorism Act of 2000. If we had followed
her farsighted advice, the Congress
would have placed top priority on ele-
vating and consolidating the Federal
Government’s anti-terrorism efforts by
creating a Presidential Council on Do-
mestic Terrorism Preparedness. Tillie’s
legislation was not passed in the 106th
Congress, but we soon came to realize
through the tragic events of 9/11 that
her focus and her proposed reforms
were vitally necessary. As a result,
many of her recommended reforms are
included in what is now law, the Home-
land Security Act.

She was truly the guardian angel of
our national security. Tillie Fowler,
our friend and colleague, dedicated her
life to her community and our Nation.
It was an honor to serve with her, and
it will be an honor to carry on her
work to ensure that America is always
prepared so we may be always free. Our
prayers are with her husband, Buck;
with her daughters, Tillie Ann and
Elizabeth; and with her entire family.

Tillie Fowler was a giant in this Congress.
Though she served only four terms—100 per-
cent faithful to her pledge to limit her service
in this House—she rose to the Leadership of
our ranks, and kept us focused on our national
security as our highest priority.

She was called the “Steel Magnolia”—be-
cause she was a hybrid of a Southern belle
and a Marine drill sergeant.

She was best known for her roles on the
Armed Services Committee and in the House
Leadership, where she was consistently the
voice of the military, calling for a defense
budget sufficient to ensure a strong America.

It was Tillie’s intellect, and willingness to
work across the aisle, that advanced her to a
preeminent position of leadership as Vice
Chairwoman of the House Republican Con-
ference, and as a deputy majority whip for six
years.

| had the wonderful opportunity to serve with
Tillie in the elected Leadership, on the House
Policy Committee, and on such vital national
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security projects as the Speaker's Advisory
Group on Russia.

Today, as the Chairman of the Homeland
Security Committee, | miss Tillie Fowler more
than ever, because nowhere was her national
leadership more in evidence than in her work
toward terrorism preparedness.

As a member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, her top priority
was the country’s preparedness for a domestic
terrorist attack. She found overlap and inad-
equacies among the several federal agencies
with jurisdiction over terrorism preparedness,
and she tried to fix it.

A year and a half before 9/11, she drafted
the “Preparedness Against Terrorism Act of
2000.” If we had followed her far sighted ad-
vice, the Congress would have placed top pri-
ority on elevating and consolidating the federal
government’s anti-terrorism efforts by creating
a Presidential Council on Domestic Terrorism
Preparedness.

Tillie’s legislation was not passed in the
106th Congress, but we soon came to real-
ize—through the tragic events of 9/11—that
her focus and her proposed reforms were vi-
tally necessary. As a result, many of her pro-
posed reforms were included in the Homeland
Security Act, which is now law. She was truly
the guardian angel of our national security.

Tillie Fowler, my friend and colleague, dedi-
cated her life to her community and her na-
tion. It was an honor to serve with her, and it
will be an honor to carry on her work to en-
sure that America is always prepared, so that
we may be always free.

Mr. CRENSHAW. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Mrs.
CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to add my
thoughts in remembrance of our dear
friend and colleague, Tillie Fowler. I
pay tribute to her, her service here, the
events in her life that made her who
she was with respect to her family and
her community. I knew her here in this
place.

I first got to know Tillie through her
friendship with my late husband, Con-
gressman Walter Capps. Walter and
Tillie served only 10 months together
before his death in 1997, and it might
have appeared that they did not have
much in common, but, in fact, they
did. Tillie had been elected to a district
that had been represented by a Demo-
crat for 42 years. Walter’s district had
been represented by Republicans for 50
years. Both Tillie and Walter under-
stood that it was more important to
try to reach bipartisan solutions than
to engage in partisan politics.

0 2030

Even as she rose through the ranks of
her party’s leadership, and that has
been attested to this evening, a strong
and loyal leader within the Republican
Conference, Tillie always tried to work
across the aisle on issues that were im-
portant to her. One such issue where
again she worked closely with my hus-
band, Walter, was her support for the
humanities. Like Walter, Tillie had
once served as her State’s humanities
chair. And back in the days when fund-
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ing for the National Endowment for
the Humanities was in the crosshairs of
congressional budget cutters, Tillie
stood up to protect that program. The
fact that support for the NEH is now
stronger than ever in Congress is due
in no small part to all of Tillie’s efforts
a few years ago.

She also helped to pioneer the bipar-
tisan nature of the Congressional Cau-
cus on Women’s Issues. Here again, she
tried to bring Members of both parties
together to address the serious issues
affecting American women, and she
bravely challenged her own party lead-
ers to moderate their relentless focus
on reproductive rights.

After leaving the House, Tillie com-
bined her military expertise with her
support for women’s rights when she
headed up the panel to review sexual
misconduct at the Air Force Academy.
She also served on the panel charged
with investigating prisoner abuse at
Abu Ghraib. These difficult assign-
ments demonstrated Tillie’s belief that
we can best support our military by
uncovering the truth and ensuring that
these horrible scandals never be al-
lowed to repeat themselves.

Tillie Fowler was a very proud Re-
publican, and her party can be honored
and proud of her. But she did not put
her party over her principles. During
one particularly tough election that I
was engaged in, my opponent an-
nounced that Tillie had endorsed and
would campaign for him. But she came
up to me on the floor one day and told
me that it was not true. As Eleanor
Clift just wrote in her heartfelt News-
week obituary, Tillie always said, ‘I
can’t sit next to them one day and
campaign against them the next. If I'm
your friend, then I'm your friend.”

We will all dearly miss our friend
Tillie and we mourn today that there
simply are not enough people like her.
She will be missed, and she will always
be remembered with great honor.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the right honorable gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN).

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, as
so many of the viewers of CSPAN know
by now, we are here today in great sad-
ness but also in great joy that we cele-
brate a wonderful life exemplified by
Tillie Fowler. We came together last
week when we announced the unex-
pected death of Tillie Fowler, who
passed away at the age of 62; but she
made such a strong imprint on the
lives of so many and on the lives of this
House.

Tillie, as we have heard, was a fierce-
ly loyal, dedicated public servant from
our home State of Florida, a true cru-
sader for the citizens of our State and
especially for all who served in our
Armed Forces, the men and women in
uniform. She fought hard, especially
for the women serving in the military
so that they would be treated fairly, so
that they would be free from sexual
harassment, so they would be free from
discrimination. During her four terms
in Congress, Tillie became the highest-
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ranking woman in the House leader-
ship.

She possessed a quiet tenacity. She
had the grace and the strength to rise
above partisan differences and to con-
tinuously reach across the aisle in a
true spirit of unity, as we just heard
from my good friend from California
(Mrs. CAPPS) who really showed that in
a very clear way. Tillie was an out-
standing member of our Florida team.
She was a true asset to our commu-
nity. I feel blessed to have had the op-
portunity to have served in the House
of Representatives with her.

I think it is most appropriate, Mr.
Speaker, as we commemorate this
week, which is the Stop Violence
Against Women Week, that we cele-
brate Tillie’s life and Tillie’s work here
in Congress, because through her tire-
less efforts, she worked to protect
women from all types of injustices.
During her short tenure in Congress,
she and I worked together on a number
of important women’s issues, such as
breast cancer research, the protection
of our environment, the security of our
women, SO many issues that we were
involved with.

All of us in the House extend our
heartfelt condolences to Tillie’s be-
loved husband, Buck; to their two
beautiful daughters, Tillie and Eliza-
beth; and to the rest of her loving fam-
ily. Our thoughts and our prayers are
with all of you during this difficult
time.

Thank you, Tillie, for your gentle
leadership. You were a true friend to
me, to our Florida community, to all
whose lives you touched. You will be
greatly missed. Our country is safer
today because of Tillie’s hard work,
and the women who are serving in the
U.S. Armed Forces are better protected
because of your efforts, Tillie. Tillie
leaves a strong legacy of service with
honor, and it was my honor to call her
my friend.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the honorable gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BISHOP).

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, it is with deep sadness
that we accept the loss of our good
friend Tillie Kidd Fowler. Shakespeare
wrote: ‘“‘All the world’s a stage and all
the men and women are merely play-
ers. Each has an entrance and an exit.
One in her time may play many parts.”

So it was with Tillie. Tillie was the
daughter of Senator and Mrs. Culver
Kidd. She was, of course, sister to
Rusty. She had another sibling who
now lives in Macon, Georgia. Tillie
grew up in Milledgeville, and she had
politics in her DNA. Her father, Culver
Kidd, a Yellow Dog Democrat, served
under the gold dome in Atlanta for
more than 3 decades. I had the good
fortune of calling Culver friend and
mentor; and when I was elected to Con-
gress in 1992, Culver called to congratu-
late me, but he said, “I want you to
meet my daughter. She was elected,
also.” As soon as I got here, I had the
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good fortune to meet Tillie, and we be-
came friends. Although we were on dif-
ferent sides of the aisle, when I had a
difficult election, Tillie came over and
said, how can I help? And she did help.
She was very, very, very savvy, just as
her father and her brother were; and
she has been a true public servant.

Tillie and I shared the fact that both
of us attended Emory University Law
School. Both of us were selected to be
among that distinguished group called
the Distinguished Alumni. She and I
join others who are blessed to have had
our portraits hanging in the law
school. Each year, about this time, we
cohosted a reception for the newly
elected students from the Washington,
D.C. area to the Emory Law School.
That reception is coming up soon.

But most importantly, Tillie was a
friend to me and that friendship was
because of my friendship with her fa-
ther and her brother. Just a couple of
weeks ago when I was in Atlanta, I ran
into her brother and I inquired about
Tillie, and he told me she was doing
fine. Little did we know that we would
be coming here tonight to say these
wonderful things about Tillie because
she had gone.

All the world is a stage and all the
men and women are players. Tillie
served in so many capacities. She was
wife to Buck and mother to Tillie and
Elizabeth. But through all of that, she
touched our lives in so many ways. We
are sad and only one who has worn the
garment of bereavement can truly un-
derstand the pain that comes when one
has been taken from the midst. Yet as
we reflect prayerfully, our pain must
turn into joy because truly all of us
have been blessed to know, love and to
have shared this life with such a won-
derful woman as Tillie Kidd Fowler.

Mr. CRENSHAW. I yield to the hon-
orable gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE).

(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank the gentleman
from Jacksonville for leading this ses-
sion in memory of our dear friend
Tillie Fowler. I had the opportunity to
first meet Tillie after I was elected to
the House in 1992, the same year that
she was. I found her to be a wonderful
woman with a kind heart, but also a
firm conviction who stood up strongly
for her beliefs.

We found that we had many things in
common. It turned out that we had a
number of friends that we shared that
we did not know anything about until
we found each other here. My niece and
her husband were dorm parents at
Choate School in Connecticut where
Tillie’s children attended, and we
shared many a story about that. She
had friends in my congressional dis-
trict in Lynchburg, Virginia, who were
very dear to her and I found that I had
friends in Florida that she knew as
well.

One day I was driving through a car
wash in my hometown of Roanoke, Vir-
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ginia, and the car in front of me had a
Tillie Fowler for Congress bumper
sticker. This was right after the elec-
tion in 1992. I had to stop the lady and
tell her that I had just met Tillie and
knew her. It turned out this was a
very, very close friend of Tillie’s who
had moved to my district.

So it is with much sadness that I join
my colleagues this evening in paying
tribute to former Congresswoman
Fowler, a devoted mother and wife, a
public servant, a dear friend, and a
woman of impeccable virtue and integ-
rity, a truly remarkable woman. It
seems as though Tillie succeeded in ev-
erything she attempted. She attended
and graduated from Emory University
and then Emory University Law
School. After graduation she came to
work as a congressional aide and then
went on to serve as general counsel in
the White House Office of Consumer
Affairs from 1970 to 1971, after which
she returned home to focus on her new
family and volunteer activities. She
was elected to the Jacksonville City
Council in 1985 and served until 1992
when she successfully ran for Congress
and served for 8 years.

In Congress, Tillie was the fifth-
ranking Republican in the House of
Representatives and served 6 years as
the deputy conference chair. She also
served on the House Committee on
Armed Services where she was a strong
advocate of the Navy. After serving in
Congress, she continued her service to
the country and served as a leader in
Washington as an attorney with the
Washington office of Holland & Knight.

Tillie and I both came to Congress in
1993, and we shared many stories all
through the years that we served to-
gether. My sincerest sympathies are
extended to Tillie’s family. I hope that
it comforts you to know that Tillie
lived her life to the fullest and she did
so with graciousness and integrity. She
had, as I said, a kind heart and a firm
conviction. She represented her con-
stituents with dedication, tenacity,
and fairness. For that reason, she
earned the respect of her colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, and she will be
sincerely missed. It is my prayer that
her family and the deep loss that they
are suffering now will overcome that
and have many, many, many fond
memories of a wonderful and delightful
woman who blessed all who ever knew
her.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the honorable gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BUYER).

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I join my
colleagues here tonight because we are
all deeply saddened by the loss of our
former colleague and dear friend, Tillie
Fowler. I first met Tillie in December
of 1992. We were both of the newly
elected class of the 103rd Congress. It
was during that incoming freshman
class that we met for the first time. We
were to meet in this big room. As I
came through that door, I was 32 years
old. I did not even know where the
bathrooms were. The first person I see
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is this lady who is very gracious with
these very large glasses with the most
beautiful smile, and I knew that this
had to be a Southern belle. Boy, was I
right. I went over, immediately at-
tracted to that smile, and we started
talking. Then somebody called the
meeting to order and Tillie and I sat
down next to each other.
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And what a beginning of a great rela-
tionship. Ironically, we were then ap-
pointed both to the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee and were assigned com-
mittee seats then right next to each
other.

During our tenure on the Armed
Services Committee, I came to know
and appreciate and respect the loyalty,
dedication and hard work of Tillie. Al-
though Tillie never served in the mili-
tary, she understood and subscribed to
the very same core values that I had
been inculcated with and advocated by
all members of the uniformed services.

To that end, we shared the same val-
ues and beliefs: Duty, honor, courage,
commitment to God, country, family,
and our fellow human beings. And for
that, the Armed Services reciprocated
in their love toward her.

In short, Tillie Fowler’s values re-
flected a common theme of unswerving
devotion and honorable service. As
members of the Committee on Armed
Services, we are faced with very dif-
ficult issues that would have and that
in fact had a significant impact on
military readiness.

JANE HARMAN, Tillie Fowler and I
worked together on the Speaker’s Task
Force on Gender Training, a commis-
sion that reviewed the politically sen-
sitive issues of coed training in the
military services and the issues of sex-
ual harassment in the military and
sexual assaults.

Tillie and I fought hard together in
order to try to prevent the closure of
the Department of the Navy’s live-fire
trying range in Vieques in Puerto Rico.
I also supported Tillie in her belief of a
second port for CVNs to replace the
carrier John F. Kennedy in Jackson-
ville.

And when it came to developing the
TRICARE for life program for the over
65 military retirees, it was Tillie that I
turned to who quietly assisted me in
gaining the support of the Speaker and
other Congressional leaders in this pro-
gram.

Through it all, Tillie repeatedly dis-
tinguished herself with a sense of jus-
tice and always sound judgment. Her
resolve and tenacity were always fo-
cused on ensuring that our military
forces were physically, mentally and
operationally prepared for war. She
was known for her superior knowledge,
her ethics and both physical and moral
courage.

Above else, she was a woman of in-
tegrity and great dignity. It is individ-
uals like Tillie that give the American
system of Government, indeed this leg-
islative body, honor and respect.
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My friend will be remembered in his-
tory as one of the world’s iron ladies,
like Margaret Thatcher, Golda Meir,
Tillie Fowler and others. As a col-
league, she was a confidant and a true
inspiration, someone that you could al-
ways turn to in a very difficult mo-
ment.

And Tillie always seemed to say the
right words. She was like a human
sponge. She would soak up and be such
a great listener, and then she would al-
ways convey the right words, and you
would walk by feeling good about your-
self that you now have a direction, and
she would do that in such warm per-
sonal leadership.

I am grateful for the time that we
spent together in this chamber and
thankful for the memories that she
will leave with me. I am a better per-
son for having known her, and the
country is a better place through her
efforts.

To her husband, Buck, and her
daughters, Tillie and Elizabeth, I ex-
tend my heartfelt sympathy. To my
friend Tillie, I know you are in heaven;
vouch for me, my dear friend, so I may
see you again.

Mr. CRENSHAW. I yield now to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD).

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I, too, rise today to share a
few remarks about my friend, our
friend, the Honorable Tillie Fowler,
who served with honor and distinction
in this House. I shall remember her as
someone with enormous capacity, in-
clusive and fiercely loyal to her friends
on both sides of the aisle. Her sacred
belief while serving in Congress was, 1
cannot sit next to them one day and
campaign against them the next.

What a lady. If I am your friend, then
I am your friend. As the politics
around her grew more partisan and un-
kind through her tenure here, Tillie
held her ground. She knew that, in
order to get things done, she had to do
away with partisan rancor. She was
never reluctant to embrace an idea she
felt strongly about.

She had a tiny frame, but a great
heart and a giant heart. She was a good
soul. Tillie wanted more women to get
involved in politics and championed
the issues women care so much about.
She challenged us all of the time with
a question: Does it matter whether
women are involved in politics? Her ca-
reer exemplifies that answer.

Upon entering Congress in 1992, Tillie
was elected co-chairwoman of the
Freshman Republican Task Force on
Reform. And in her second term, she
became a deputy whip for the Repub-
licans. She was elected vice -chair-
woman of the House Republican Con-
ference on the vow that she would
serve no longer than 2 years in the Re-
publican leadership.

When she left Congress in 2001, she
was number five in the House leader-
ship. Tillie served with distinction on
the Armed Services Committee, which
led the former Speaker, Newt Gingrich,
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to give her and Representative JANE
HARMAN the tough assignment of inves-
tigating sexual harassment in the
Army.

Her experience on defense matters
was not limited to gender issues. And
she earned respect as an authority on a
range of essential military issues. In
1998, it was indeed my privilege to ask
Tillie Fowler to join me, as we would
have the first memorial wreath-laying
ceremony at Arlington National Cere-
mony honoring women in military
service from the American Revolu-
tionary Army until the present.

In subsequent years, Tillie never
missed the annual occasion to stand
with us women of the House at Arling-
ton to honor current and past service-
women. For all of us who will gather
together again this May in Arlington,
Tillie’s absence will be felt and regret-
ted. But she stands among the greatest
of women of this country.

I think Tillie Fowler’s career is a re-
minder of what we need to be about, a
shining example for all women, civilian
or in the military, seeking opportuni-
ties to become the best that one can
be, to their families, to their Nation.
Tillie Fowler was that lady. She will be
sorely missed. My condolences go to
her husband, Buck, and her two daugh-
ters.

Mr. CRENSHAW. I yield now to the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. HAR-
RIS).

(Ms. HARRIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
thank the gentleman from Jackson-
ville for hosting such an honorable
memory to Tillie Fowler.

Mr. Speaker, America lost a remark-
able leader last week. The people of
Florida lost a passionate and effective
ally, and our brave men and women in
uniform lost a stellar advocate. I lost a
dear friend.

Congresswoman Tillie Fowler was
much more than a role model for
women who followed her into public
service. Though her trail-blazing exam-
ple and her indomitable spirit will al-
ways inspire us, she was much more
than northwest Florida’s greatest pro-
moter. Through her service, her dedica-
tion to the people will always guide us.

She was much more than a trusted
colleague, to members of both parties,
and her unimpeachable standard of
honor and integrity will always in-
struct us.

In fact, today, I was even speaking
with one of her colleagues at Holland &
Knight, and we said, you know, we feel
like she is still here, we can still see
her smile, we can still see those big
glasses, we can still hear her laughter.
Not often does someone leave you and
you still feel them so strongly.

Tillie Fowler’s contributions as a
public servant, as an attorney, as a
civic volunteer and, most important, as
a beloved wife and mother were rou-
tinely extraordinary. Why? Because at
every stage of her life, she had the
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courage to follow common sense and
uncommon dreams.

Whether she was graduating as one of
five women at Emory University Law
School’s class of 1967, or successfully
challenging a political establishment
dominated by male Democrats, Tillie
Fowler never met a barrier that she
could not shatter.

Yet, while fighting relentlessly for
her principles for Florida and for
America, she never lost her love of hu-
manity, her charity or her grace.

Mr. Speaker, as we offer our prayers
and condolences to her husband of 37
years, Buck, and her two lovely daugh-
ters, Tillie and Elizabeth, let us honor
Congresswoman Tillie Fowler’s mem-
ory by elevating our purpose as well as
the means we choose to achieve it.

Mr. CRENSHAW. I yield now to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I, too, as a fellow Floridian would like
to pay tribute tonight to my friend,
Tillie Fowler.

Tillie was a role model, not just for
the women who followed in her foot-
steps, but for all of us who attempt to
represent our communities and our Na-
tion with dignity and respect.

Through hard work and perseverance,
Tillie was a true trail-blazer, one of
five women in her class of 106 from
Emory University’s law school. She
was the first female president of the
Jacksonville City Council. As we re-
counted here tonight, in her 8 years in
Congress, Tillie rose to the highest
rungs of power in the United States
Congress in the Republican Caucus.

But, in my opinion, what made Tillie
so powerful and so special was not the
positions that she held, it was the fact
that she never lost sight of who she
was here to serve. She never forgot
where she came from. She relentlessly
fought for the people she represented.
She served the country. She served her
community.

It was not just Tillie’s resume that
was impressive; it was her firm stance
on the issues. When Tillie dug in, she
dug in. She stood her ground. But she
always treated everybody with respect.
Regardless of whether they agreed with
her or not, she always listened. She
treated folks at home that way. She
treated everybody that way, including
Members of Congress.

And Tillie always kept her word.
Probably one of the most difficult tests
for Tillie was her decision to honor her
8-year term limit pledge. She was a
person of her word. Regrettably, this
Congress lost her much too soon. We
have lost her much too soon on this
earth.

Tip O’Neill once said, the sign of a
successful politician is, from the time
they start to when they finish their ca-
reer, they have the same spouse, same
home, same set of friends. He could
have been talking about Tillie Fowler.
Tillie was the same person from the
day she was an adult to the day she left
Congress. She never forgot who she
was.
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Tillie was also one of those rare
Members of Congress whose service to
the country and to the world only grew
after she left the United States Con-
gress. As has been recounted here to-
night, she served on the Defense Policy
Board Advisory Committee. She took
charge of some very serious investiga-
tions about potential sexual abuse,
about sexual misconduct, about pris-
oner abuse.

Tillie has been called, by many peo-
ple here tonight and in the past and
she will continue to be referred to as
truly a steel magnolia. She was a pow-
erful, delicate balance of grace and
strength. She was fair in pursuing her
goals, but always friendly, always
warm, always caring, always time for a
gentle word to a friend or colleague.

For these reasons, Floridians will al-
ways treasure, we will always appre-
ciate, we will never forget the legacy of
Tillie Fowler.

On behalf of my community, the
Tampa Bay area, Tillie, thanks for
your service. Thanks for being who you
were. Thanks for the power of your ex-
ample.

And to your husband, Buck, and to
your daughters, thank you for sharing
a precious amount of the too short life
of your mother and your wife here with
us in the United States Congress.

Mr. CRENSHAW. I yield now to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM).

Mr. PUTNAM. I thank my friend and
colleague from Jacksonville and the
successor to Tillie Fowler’s great 4th
District in Florida. And I appreciate
the opportunity that you have given us
all to share our feelings and our re-
membrances of this lovely woman.

And I think how sad it is that we so
often save our kindest words for those
that we love and care so deeply for
until it is too late.

It is an honor to pay tribute today to
a great Floridian, a woman who
touched so many lives, including my
own, and dedicated herself to making
our State and our Nation a better
place.

Congresswoman Tillie Fowler was a
remarkable woman. She was an inspi-
ration to us all, and she sought to
bring out the very best in each and
every American. Her optimism was
contagious, as she brought a sunny dis-
position to the greatest of tasks and
backed it up with a steel will.

Tillie was a public servant, in the
truest sense of the word, who not only
served her community in the Sunshine
State but also her Nation. In the 8
yvears she spent in the halls of Con-
gress, she earned a reputation as one of
the hardest-working and most effective
Members of this House.
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After leaving this House, her service
continued. In fact, I think it is a testi-
mony to her abilities that some of her
greatest challenges were given to her
after she had retired from the House,
as through her service she continued to
support a strong and modern military
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through her chairmanship of the De-
fense Policy Board and every other dif-
ficult task that the Secretary could
pass her way.

We all mourn the loss of MTillie
Fowler. Her distinguished leadership
and grace will be dearly missed and her
accomplishments and her legacy will
be with us always. Tillie blessed our
Nation through her hard work and her
generous nature. My thoughts and
prayers are with her family, her hus-
band, Buck, and her two daughters,
Tillie and Elizabeth.

May we all be worthy of the honor
that she bestowed upon this House, and
may we all work hard to maintain and
to follow that blazing trail which she
cut through for us.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, it is clear from
what we have heard tonight the great
esteem in which Tillie Fowler was held
in this House. We have heard about her
service in the community, we have
heard about her service in local poli-
tics, and we have heard about her serv-
ice here in the United States House of
Representatives, as well as when she
left this place. So I would simply say in
closing that we all loved Tillie, we all
will miss Tillie.

One of the things was, in spite of all
the honors and accomplishments that
came about in her short life, she was
always just a great friend. As I said, I
never had a chance to serve in this
body with her because I took her place
when she left, but knowing her for 35
years and watching her in the commu-
nity, seeing how hard she worked, ob-
serving all the things that people have
talked about tonight, it is just so clear
the legacy that she leaves behind.

I can remember just a couple of occa-
sions, once when she came to see me
when she was going to run for the city
council. She said, What do you think?
I lived in that particular district; my
brother had represented that area. I
said, Tillie, it would just be magnifi-
cent if you would do that. You have
been involved in the community; you
have done so much. What a great serv-
ice you would be. I said, You are going
to be a star, I can just tell. I know you.

She became one of the first women to
serve on our city council, the first Re-
publican president of the city council,
the first woman to be president of the
city council. Then she went on to serve
in this body. I think most people know
she left in 2000 after serving for 8 years,
not because she would not have been
reelected overwhelmingly, but because
she made a promise to the people in her
district that she would only serve for
four terms. It would have been very
easy for her to decide that people need-
ed her. She would have won over-
whelmingly. But, true to who she was,
she made a commitment and she kept
it. It was as simple as that.

When I decided to run in 2000, I will
never forget the night that I called
Tillie to say, in a strange set of cir-
cumstances all this kind of came
about, I said, I have decided to run in
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the seat that you are going to vacate.
You could feel this sense of excitement
and enthusiasm over the telephone,
that somebody that she had known for
35 years, and I am honored to say she
believed in me, not only just helped me
in the campaign, but paved the way for
me in this body, to bring me up, intro-
duce me to her friends, her colleagues,
many whom you have heard tonight,
just went out of her way to go above
and beyond. That is just the kind of
person she was.

She did everything wholeheartedly.
She came to see me the last Friday,
the following Monday is when she had
the stroke, but true to form, she came
to see me just to visit, to talk about
things. She was almost like another
Representative from the fourth dis-
trict. She never stopped serving the
people. We talked about issues that
were important, and how she could
help and ‘‘here are some ideas.” Al-
ways, always on the go.

So, tonight we are sad. We will miss
her. She will be missed. She will be
missed not only by her family, she will
be missed not only by her friends, not
only by the people of Florida, but she
will be missed by the people of this Na-
tion whom she so proudly served.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, America has
lost a great public servant and a gracious
lady.

V>\/Ihen | became Speaker, Tillie Fowler was
there with me at the leadership table, serving
as the Republican Conference Vice-Chair.

But despite the burden of her many respon-
sibilities, she always had time to be a friend.

She was an effective legislator because she
always kept her word to her colleagues and
constituents.

She rose within the Republican leadership
and became one of the most powerful women
in Congress. Despite her influence—she kept
her word and honored her term limits pledge
because she had promised her constituents
she would serve no more than four terms.

After leaving Congress, she continued to
devote herself to public service by serving on
critical commissions related to her area of ex-
pertise in national defense.

Her selflessness and service to her commu-
nity and family are the legacies she leaves be-
hind.

The House is a better institution because of
people like Tillie Fowler. We will miss her
greatly.

Our thoughts and prayers go out to her hus-
band Buck and her two daughters Elizabeth
and Tillie.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
sadness that | discuss the life of the late Con-
gresswoman Tillie Fowler. | knew Tillie during
the eight years she served in the House of
Representatives and remember vividly her
strong work as a member of the House Trans-
portation Committee. | join my colleagues in
mourning her loss.

Tillie Fowler was born into a family with a
tradition of leadership and service. Her father
was a member of the Georgia legislature for
44 years. He urged her to go to law school
because he had seen widowed women during
the Depression unable to get a job and earn
a decent living.

Following her graduation from law school,
she worked as a House aide and as a general
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counsel in the White House Office of Con-
sumer Affairs.

As Vice Chairwoman of the House Repub-
lican Conference—number 5 in House leader-
ship—she represented her constituents well
and with distinction. She was a tireless advo-
cate for a strong national defense, which was
natural for her because her district was in the
midst of several naval installations. Out of
Congress she sustained her interest in the
Armed Forces by serving on several influential
panels. As always, she brought passion and
professionalism to these difficult tasks.

| had occasion to work with her as a mem-
ber of the Transportation Committee. | remem-
ber her as cordial and gracious, but always in-
tensely passionate about the needs of her
constituents. These traits helped her get the
nickname “Steel Magnolia.”

| join my colleagues in mourning the death
of Tillie Fowler. She was a strong leader and
good friend to all of us. On behalf of the peo-
ple of the Third District of West Virginia, | ex-
tend condolences to her husband Buck and
two daughters, Tillie and Elizabeth.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, we are
here to honor the memory of a woman whose
life may not have been rich in the years that
we all hope and pray for, but who enriched the
lives of so many. Tilie Fowler's career was
filled with accomplishments, and hear calling
was to serve all: her family, her hometown,
her state, her country, and her God.

Many glowing words have been used to de-
scribe Tillie’s attributes this past week: bright,
charismatic, determined, gracious, thoughtful,
kind, unrelenting. Every one of them is true.
There have been few political careers quite
like hers, but thanks to her pioneering spirit,
many paths have been charted to follow.

Tillie was a woman of deep conviction. No
issue mattered more greatly to her than the
security of our nation. She cared deeply about
our servicemembers, and she acted on that
concern during her tenure of service on the
House Armed Services Committee. Tillie’s
trademark steadfastness could be seen in her
unfailing support for a well-trained and well-
equipped military. One small part of her legacy
can be seen in this time of challenge for our
country, when we are calling upon the skill
and bravery of our people in uniform. We're
realizing the quality force that Tillie Fowler
helped to build. All Americans are grateful to
our military, and | know that all branches of
the service are grateful to their faithful and ad-
vocate from the Sunshine State.

| don’t believe that Tillie ever once took her
office or her consitutents for granted. She
were sincerely grateful for the chance to
serve, and we saw that gratitude every day in
her work ethic. Rarely has this body seen a
Member who studies so tirelessly that with
which she was responsible. Legislative Coun-
cil once told her staff that they’d never seen
a Member pore so intently over draft bill text!
But this was indicative of the life of steady,
consistent, and unfailing effort that she led on
behalf of Jacksonville and the state of Florida.
She was the embodiment of the Teddy Roo-
sevelt quote that she favored repeating. “Far
and away the best prize that life offers is the
chance to work hard at work worth doing.”

And to watch Tillie serve her fellow man,
from her days in the Nixon White House to the
halls of Congress, between and beyond, one
might have thought she found even the small-
est task worth doing, and that she believed
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she’d won that prize. Yes, she was a lady of
firsts; first woman to serve as President of the
Jacksonville City Council; amongst the first
handful of female colleagues on the Armed
Services Committee; the highest ranking
woman in Congress within just six years of ar-
riving—in this institution built on seniority and
tenure of service. And her groundbreaking
achievements continued as she accepted and
executed great responsibility at the behest of
Secretary Rumsfeld. But as Tillie Fowler
walked with giants, she never lost the com-
mon touch.

That may perhaps be her greatest legacy to
us all. Even as she balanced her many duties,
Tillie found the time to pay tribute to our
Pages from the House floor. Because of the
deep, personal interest she took in the lines of
her staff, they remained extremely loyal, stay-
ing with her for many years.

It's evident that her attention to detail tran-
scended paper and pencil; Tillie offered tre-
mendous attention to the details of people’s
lives. Last week’s Jacksonville Times-Union
guestbook is a testament; everyone from Sec-
retary of the Navy Gordon England, to those
who checked her out at the supermarket, re-
membered Tillie’'s humaneness and genuine
interest. One Jacksonville resident said, “Mrs.
Fowler . . . obtained information on my fa-
ther's WWII service for which | will always be
grateful. When she left office she made sure
that the process was completed by her suc-
cessor. While she impacted this nation in so
many positive ways, her attention to the de-
tails of one small request gives her a special
place in the hearts of my family.”

We can take a lesson from this. And our
contribution to Tillie’s legacy should be to con-
tinue her work here in Congress. Her remarks
at the 1995 National Prayer breakfast can
guide us:

For a Member of Congress, Washington can
be a dangerous place, not because of crime,
although that exists, but because every day
we face the possibility of losing our perspec-
tive, of becoming tangled in the snares of
business, partisanship and self-importance
that lie all around us and which distract us
from remembering why we are here. . . . In
the mist of all the sound and fury it is very
easy and very human to get carried away by
some personal or partisan agenda and forget
about the importance of actually accom-
plishing something constructive on behalf of
the people who sent us to Washington.

It is statements like this that reflect why
Tillie will be remembered not just as a con-
scientious public servant, but also as a human
being who was unfailingly courteous and had
a kind word for everyone she ever met. Re-
gardless of party or point of view, we will al-
ways remember her with fondness and re-
spect.

Tillie Fowler managed to fit an extraordinary
amount of living and human impact in sixty-
two years. She was a beloved wife, mother,
sister, friend, and American patriot. Her name
will live on in American history, and in the
memory of all who were privileged to know
her. While we mourn her passing, we take
comfort in knowing that another chapter has
just begun, and that this chapter will be far
longer than the days she spent on this Earth.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speak-
er, | am honored to participate in the tributes
in memory of former Congresswoman Tillie
Fowler. Although she retired before | entered
Congress, | was fortunate to work with her
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while campaigning for my predecessor, former
Congressman Floyd Spence. As Spence Cam-
paign Manager in 1998, | learned firsthand of
Tillie’s warm and convincing personality. Her
enthusiastic endorsement of Congressman
Spence made her a hero of the Second Dis-
trict of South Carolina and propelled Con-
gressman Spence to tremendous victory.

Tillie was a gracious friend and diligent pub-
lic servant. She once remarked that she tried
to live by her father's guidance “don’t try to be
popular. Just do the right thing.” In following
his advice, she became one of the most well
respected and effective members of Congress.
Through her quiet tenacity and steady leader-
ship, Tillie solved difficult problems and
achieved tremendous successes. She was
committed to protecting Florida’s bases, help-
ing America’s military families, and enabling
our men and women in uniform to successfully
defend our country. As we fight the War on
Terrorism today, Tillie’s accomplishments are
more relevant than ever.

True to her word, Tillie retired after eight
years of service in the House of Representa-
tives. She continued to serve her country as
Chairman of the Defense Policy Board Advi-
sory Committee. She was awarded the Navy’s
Distinguished Public Service Award and the
Department of Defense Medal for Distin-
guished Public Service, the highest civilian
awards given by the Navy and the Department
of Defense.

Tillie also possessed an extraordinary sense
of purpose and a profound understanding of
what matters most in life. Her dedication to
her family and her friends was possibly her
most admirable quality. She will be greatly
missed. My thoughts and prayers go out to
Buck and her daughters, Elizabeth and Tillie.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | would like to
honor the memory of a dear colleague. | first
met Tillie Fowler when | came to Congress in
1995. Tillie always stood out as someone
Members could admire. The more we worked
together, the more | grew to admire her. She
always took time to give advice—no matter
how busy she was.

Tillie would stick to her convictions regard-
less of who disagreed with her. Yet, at the
same time, she was also very warm and
friendly. Due to these characteristics Tillie
earned the nickname “Steel Magnolia,” which
| thought really suited her.

Tillie was a staunch supporter of strength-
ening the defense of our country. She was
also a strong conservative who wanted gov-
ernment to stop interfering in people’s lives.
Due to her strong stances and warm person-
ality, Tillie was chosen as one of our top Re-
publican Leaders; a position she filled with
grace and wisdom.

To those of us who knew Tillie, simple
words or speeches cannot describe her. Nor
can they speak enough about the woman she
was. | will always remember Tillie as more
than just a colleague during my years here. |
will remember her as a good friend.

May God bless Tilie and her family, and
may we not forget the contributions she has
made to our country.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, when former
U.S. Representative Tillie Fowler passed away
last week, we lost an inspiration, a mentor, a
patriot, and a friend. From the time she first
came to Congress, Tillie Fowler was com-
mitted above all else to serving the American
people. Her warm manner, unmistakable intel-
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ligence, clear understanding of defense policy,
and obvious love for her country helped her
quickly rise to a position of influence within the
party. Despite her great responsibilities, Con-
gresswoman Fowler remained deeply rooted
in her community, and committed to those in-
dividuals she was elected to represent.

Tillie Fowler demonstrated to us all what a
noble calling public service can be; and she
still serves as an inspiration to many of us
today, myself included. With the passing of
Tillie Fowler, we truly lost one of the brightest
stars the Sunshine State ever had to offer.
Her legacy and influence will not be forgotten,
for we are forever indebted to her for all that
she was able to accomplish.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
place into the RECORD a tribute to honor
former Representative Tillie Kidd Fowler, who
passed away unexpectedly on March 2, 2005.

Tillie was not only an extraordinary leader
and a dedicated public servant, she was also
a dear and loyal friend.

Tillie and | came to the Congress together
in 1993, and worked together on many issues
during the eight years she served her constitu-
ents in the communities of Jacksonville, Flor-
ida. Tillie was kind, intelligent and thoughtful.
She put aside partisanship and politics for the
good of the American people. Too few today
speak with courtesy and respect when in dis-
agreement with a colleague on important
issues, but Tillie always did. These attributes
earned her enormous respect among Repub-
licans and Democrats alike, and undoubtedly
played a role in her rise to Chairwoman of the
House Republican Conference, placing her
fifth in the Republican leadership hierarchy.

As a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, Tillie was a champion of a strong na-
tional defense and worked tirelessly to im-
prove military culture in the U.S. and abroad.
She continued this good work after her retire-
ment from Congress in 2001, serving on the
Defense Policy Board Advisory Committee
where she aided the Secretary of Defense on
strategy and policy matters. She also served
on several panels to investigate allegations of
discrimination and sexual misconduct at the
U.S. Air Force Academy, as well as prisoner
abuse in Irag. Her work to improve our na-
tion’s military is second to none and she will
be remembered for her role in eliminating in-
timidation, discrimination, harassment and as-
sault from the culture of our military.

The State of Florida, our nation and those of
us who are Members of Congress have lost a
true friend and wonderful leader.

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me
in honoring the extraordinary life of Tillie
Fowler and in extending our deepest sym-
pathies to her beloved husband Buck, their
daughters Tillie and Elizabeth, and their entire
family.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, | join my col-
leagues today in paying special tribute to a
unique patriot and a great American. Tillie
Fowler was known as a “Steel Magnolia” be-
cause she was a grand class act with enor-
mous strength of character.

Tillie and | worked together on a host of de-
fense-related issues, including the Depot Cau-
cus which | co-chair. In a world of Republicans
and Democrats who often see only the worst
in each other, Tillie stood out as a hard-nosed
realist and a reliable partner for any Member
of Congress who stood with her on an issue.

She didn’t see party affiliation as the most
important aspect of a colleague; she judged
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each of us individually, by how we worked on
issues important to Florida, the district she
represented, and to the nation.

We served together on the House Armed
Services Committee, and we traveled together
on behalf of the House of Representatives.
She cared deeply about the national security
of the United States and about her constitu-
ents in Florida.

She was a remarkable public servant; she
broke the mold, becoming the first woman and
first Republican to serve as council President
of the Jacksonville City Council in 1985. She
was a woman of her word—here in Congress
and with the people she represented so well
here.

When she first ran, she pledged to only
serve here for 6 years. Very few members
who make such a pledge actually keep it in
the end. But Tillie did. She was as good as
her word on any matter. She made the most
of her service here, becoming the 5th ranking
Republican in the House by 2000.

After she left the House, she remained ac-
tively engaged in matters of national defense.
In 2001 she was appointed to the Defense
Policy Advisory Board by Secretary of De-
fense Donald Rumsfeld. She also continued to
be involved in local civic and business affairs.

She always took on the hard issues, inves-
tigating sexual assaults at our military acad-
emies and torture at prisons in Iraq . . . both
difficult and thankless jobs. Tillie was a rare
breed—a class act and a scrappy fighter.

Tillie was the picture of grace and compas-
sion. Public service was genetic for her; her
father was former Georgia State Sen. Culver
Kidd.

| will miss my friend; | fully expected to be
working with her in the upcoming BRAC delib-
erations this year. She was tenacious, she
was gracious and she was a beautiful soul.
Her family—her husband, Buck, and their
daughters—will be in my thoughts and pray-
ers.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | was deeply saddened to hear of
the sudden passing of my former colleague,
Tillie Fowler. My prayers and deepest regrets
go out to her and her immediate family, Buck,
and her two girls, Tillie Ann and Elizabeth.

Tillie and | shared a lot in common. In fact,
in 1992, we came up to Washington together
as members of the same class of elected rep-
resentatives. This class was so dynamic, and
filled with so many new and soon to be influ-
ential women members, that it was referred to
as “The Year of the Woman.”

One distinct adjective to describe Tillie is
that she was a tremendous fighter. She strug-
gled hard for what she believed in, and for the
betterment of the people and the region she
served. Above all, Tillie loved her country, and
fought hard to protect the freedoms we
enjoy—even the freedom to disagree. Tillie
was a woman of great distinction, highly re-
spected, and was always extremely active in
her community. She served our country well,
particularly in her strong support of the mili-
tary, specializing in issues concerning wom-
en’s roles and rights within the military. She
was also a woman with strong leadership
qualities and one who believed in the value of
volunteerism and community service.

Even though Tillie worked on the opposite
end of the political spectrum, | recognize tre-
mendous contributions Tillie made, and influ-
ence she had within the Republican Party. In
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1998 in fact, she was chosen by her col-
leagues within the Republican Party to be the
Vice Chairman (or Chairwoman) of the Repub-
lican Conference. This honor made her the
highest ranking woman in the U.S. Congress
at the time she retired, in 2000. She also
served for 6 years as Deputy Majority Whip in
the Party, paving the way for future women to
move up the political ranks here on Capitol
Hill.

Moreover, when she obtained a seat on the
House Armed Services Committee, she was
the only Republican woman at that time on the
committee. Given the tremendous influence
the military plays in the city of Jacksonville,
her appointment to this committee was more
than critical. Upon leaving Congress, Tillie
worked hard to ensure a strong U.S. military
was recognized by the Secretary of the Navy
and the Secretary of Defense. She went on to
receive the Navy’s Distinguished Public Serv-
ice Award and the Department of Defense
Medal for Distinguished Public Service, both of
which was the highest civilian awards given by
the Navy and DOD.

Additionally, | served with Tillie on the T &
| committee, and crossed party lines numer-
ous times to work together and do what was
best for the city of Jacksonville and North Flor-
ida as a whole.

My heart and prayers go out to Tillie’s dear
family during this difficult time. They will re-
main in my thoughts and prayers.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor Congresswoman Tillie Fowler, our friend
and former colleague who recently passed
away.

Tillie Fowler was a unique individual. She
was tough. She was smart. She was deter-
mined. She was gracious. She was an effec-
tive advocate for her Jacksonville-area con-
stituents. She also was a loving wife and de-
voted mother, as well as a friend of mine.

Born in Georgia as the daughter of a politi-
cian, Tillie quickly distinguished herself as a
force with which to be reckoned. She earned
a law degree from Emory University. She be-
came a congressional aide and White House
staffer. She was elected President of the Jack-
sonville City Council.

Tillie won election to Congress in 1992 and
did such a good job that she was unopposed
in her three subsequent elections. She be-
came the most powerful woman in Congress
during her time here, rising to become Vice
Chair of the House Republican Conference.
She willingly retired from Congress after serv-
ing eight years, though her public service con-
tinued until the day she died. Those who knew
her remember her wisdom, common sense,
fairness, and gentle disposition that could dis-
arm even the most hardened opponent.

Mr. Speaker, Tillie once said that “I'd rather
have people’s respect than have them like
me.” | think | speak for all of us when | say
that she gained our love, admiration, and re-
spect. | join our colleagues in mourning Con-
gresswoman Tillie Fowler's passing and cele-
brating her life. | extend my thoughts and
prayers to her husband, Buck, and her daugh-
ters, Tillie and Elizabeth.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, with the
passing of Tillie Fowler, America has lost a
great American, dedicated public servant, and
friend to many.

Ms. Fowler's distinguished career in public
service started as a legislative assistant to
Representative Robert J. Stephens, Jr. For the
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next 37 years, Ms. Fowler served our Nation
in many different capacities culminating in her
election as a Republican representative in
Congress. | had the honor of serving with Ms.
Fowler on the Armed Service Committee. |
have not known a stronger supporter of na-
tional defense, those who serve in the military,
and their families.

After leaving Congress, Ms. Fowler re-
mained dedicated to our country. She has
done extraordinary work helping lead the com-
mission reviewing sexual harassment at our
Nation’s military academies. | am pleased that
we were able to continue our professional
working relationship when Tillie left Congress,
and that we were still in touch this year work-
ing on mutual issues of interest for the San
Diego Airport Authority.

Tillie K. Fowler was not just a colleague,
she was a friend. She will truly be missed, by
me and a grateful Nation.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | join with my col-
leagues today in this special order tribute to
the life and achievements of our former col-
league, Congresswoman Tilie Fowler, who
passed away suddenly last week.

| had the privilege of serving with Tillie. She
was a good person—a woman of honesty and
integrity—and a remarkable public servant.
She had a distinguished eight-year tenure in
the House of Representatives. When she re-
tired in 2001 after a self-imposed four-term
limit, she was the highest-ranking woman in
the House leadership, serving as the vice
chairman of the Republican Conference. She
also served for six years as a deputy majority
whip.

Representing the area around Jacksonville,
Florida, Tillie quickly made a mark in the
House after her election in 1992. She obtained
a seat on the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, the only Republican woman on the
committee at that time, enabling her to rep-
resent well the military and naval installations
in her northern Florida district.

She also served on the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee and chaired the Sub-
committee on Oversight, Investigations and
Emergency Management, from which she led
an investigation of the nation’s preparedness
for a domestic terrorist attack. Eighteen
months before 9/11, she authored legislation
that would have centralized federal anti-ter-
rorism efforts. After the 2001 terrorists attacks,
many of the reforms she proposed were en-
acted in the creation of Department of Home-
land Security.

She gained a reputation as a knowledge-
able and articulate advocate for a strong U.S.
military and when she retired from Congress,
she received the highest civilian awards given
by the U.S. Navy and the Department of De-
fense—the Navy’s Distinguished Public Serv-
ice Award and the Defense Department's
Medal for Distinguished Public Service.

An attorney by profession, Tillie became a
Washington-based partner in the Holland &
Knight law firm after leaving Congress, but
also continued her public service work. She
served on the Defense Policy Advisory Com-
mittee, later chairing the panel—the first
woman to head the board in its 20-year his-
tory—which advises the secretary of Defense
on strategic planning matters. She also led a
panel created by Congress in 2003 to inves-
tigate allegations of sexual misconduct at the
U.S. Air Force Academy, and was a member
of a blue-ribbon panel which advised the De-
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fense secretary last year on issues related to
the allegations of prisoner abuse by U.S. mili-
tary personnel at Abu Ghraib prison in Irag.

Tilie Fowler was a wonderful person, the
beloved wife of Buck Fowler of Jacksonville
and devoted mother of two daughters, Tillie
Fowler of Washington, D.C., and Elizabeth
Fowler of San Francisco.

We mourn her sudden passing and offer our
deepest sympathies to the Fowler family and
the many, many friends and colleagues in
both the public and private sectors whose
lives were touched and enriched by Tillie
Fowler.

DEFENDING SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOHMERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the
gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms.
BALDWIN) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this evening to draw attention to some
of the hundreds of letters that I receive
every week from constituents who are
outraged or frightened by the Presi-
dent’s plan to privatize Social Secu-
rity. Americans of all ages know that
the President’s private accounts are a
risky change that will do nothing to al-
leviate Social Security’s long-term fi-
nancial pressures. As more details of
this plan trickle out of the White
House, Americans are not commu-
nicating a mandate; they are express-
ing outrage and fear.

Social Security is the single most
successful anti-poverty program in our
country’s and government’s history. I
intend to do all that I can to make sure
that this program survives this current
attack, and I know that millions of
Americans are joining in this effort.

I hear from those that I have the
honor of representing in Wisconsin’s
Second Congressional District every
day. They write to tell me about their
profound concern with this plan, and
they also write to tell me about the
profound difference that Social Secu-
rity has made in their lives. They write
to share their fears about how privat-
ization could jeopardize their retire-
ment. They write to express frustra-
tion that our President has proposed a
scheme that would dismantle Social
Security, not strengthen it for future
generations.

I have come to the floor tonight to
share portions of these letters that I
receive on a daily basis, and I hope
that those who seek to privatize and to
dismantle Social Security are listening
this evening. I will also be joined by
colleagues tonight who wish to share
the words and stories of the constitu-
ents that they represent with the
American public.

I would like to start this evening
with excerpts from a few letters con-
cerning the general importance of the
Social Security program.

Ann, from Madison, writes: “I am ap-
palled at the changes suggested for So-
cial Security. If you have known any-
one living on it entirely, the monthly
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amount cannot be cut at all without
leaving the retiree or the disabled per-
son in utter poverty. Private plans
have been tried and failed in a number
of other countries. You only have to
look at the last several years to see
what could happen to someone reach-
ing retirement age in the wrong time
or period. If the administration wants
to experiment, let the government do
it and take the risks. If this fails, are
we really going to let that frail, 80-
year-old for whom work is no longer an
option, starve sitting on the curb?”’

Mary, also from Madison, writes: ‘I
stand behind you in your fight against
privatization of Social Security. I do
not believe that privatization is a good
idea at all. From everything I have
learned about this issue, Social Secu-
rity privatization would reduce bene-
fits because of increased overhead costs
and would also transfer the risk from
the government to the individual. Also
that move is likely to reduce benefits.”

Mary continues: ‘I am 31 years old,
so I am a person who supposedly would
be helped by the privatization of Social
Security. But I don’t believe it. And
even if I were personally helped, I do
not believe the financial risk to my fel-
low Americans that they would incur is
worth any possible benefit I would re-
ceive.”

Doug writes: ‘““Among many other
things that concern me deeply in re-
gards to the Bush administration, it is
this whole Social Security business
that is going on. Inherent in the defini-
tion of the name ‘security’ and the
principle of Social Security is the fact
that it is secure and guaranteed. That
fundamental right, that we pay in, that
we will get out, is essential to the
whole idea of the plan and the system.
I think it would set a very bad prece-
dent if that whole idea were struck
down.”

Marcie, from Madison, writes: ‘I find
the changes Bush proposes for Social
Security to be very scary at best.
There is already an ever-growing gap
between the haves and the have-nots in
this country, and this will only make
the situation worse. The haves already
know about investing or can afford to
hire someone to advise them. How
many of the have-nots know much
about investing or have the time or the
ability to learn? If the changes go
through, I hope they will at least
change the name. There will be no so-
cial, all citizens contributing to the
well-being of others in our society, and
no security. There will no longer be a
safety net for those retiring and those
who are disabled.”

And Marcie brings up a very impor-
tant point: ‘“‘Seniors are not the only
people who rely on Social Security
benefits. People receiving survivor ben-
efits and disability benefits make up 31
percent of the Social Security pro-
gram. Social Security is insurance, a
safety net that we can all expect to
benefit from when we retire, but it is
also an insurance or safety net that
you could benefit from before you re-
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tire. None of us aspire to benefit from
the survivor or disability portions of
Social Security, but they are there for
all of us, just in case we need them.”

Before I read some additional letter
excerpts from those who have received
Social Security for disability or as sur-
vivors, I would like to yield to my col-
league who I thank for helping to co-
organize this evening’s Special Order
on Social Security, my friend, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON).

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman, and
I commend the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin for truly putting this together
and taking the time to make sure that
all of America gets to hear what has
got to be a mosaic of concern all across
this country, because, like the gentle-
woman and myself, several others have
conducted town hall meetings and fo-
rums and have received letters of con-
cern from our constituents all across
this great country of ours. It is quite
compelling when you both read the
mail and you listen to the citizens of
this great country speak their minds.

I was particularly struck by a gen-
tleman from Windsor, Connecticut,
who wrote me and said: “I would like
to encourage you to oppose President
Bush’s Social Security personal ac-
counts with every resource possible. I
turned 54 this year, missing the cutoff
for retaining my full promised benefit
by 7 months. I am not a spend-thrift
who has wasted his money over the
years. In fact, I have placed at least 10
percent of my earnings in retirement
savings plans since 1978. I fully fund
my 401(k) and my Roth. But I have no
pension, and my wife is not even eligi-
ble for a 401(k) or equivalent since she
works for the Manchester School Dis-
trict as a tutor.

“Despite all my efforts to save, I will
not have enough to retire on without
the guarantee of Social Security. Why?
Because I worked for five companies
between 1984 and 2000 that all went out
of business or left Connecticut:
Heublein, Ames, Shawmut, Northeast
Savings and International Paper. Each
time I was forced to find another job, I
lost a year of contribution to my 401(k)
and another year of employer match,
through no fault of my own. That adds
up to quite a bit of savings that have
been lost. I am putting one child
through college and I have another yet
to go. I have no more to save. I have al-
ways supported my family and paid my
own way. I am relying on the Social
Security system my employers and I
have already contributed about $200,000
to, to live up to its promises. If the
government of the United States can
turn its back on its promises to its own
citizens, of what value is it?
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‘““Please, help me and every other per-
son in my shoes.”

It is this kind of poignant response
that we have heard from our citizens
all across the country that screams out
for this Congress to take action.
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One little woman in my district, part
of the golden girls, her name is Gracie
Vigneau, stood up and said, I under-
stand that there are three legs to this
stool. I understand the importance,
having lived through the Great Depres-
sion, having fought and persevered
through the Second World War, having
come home and rebuilt this Nation, but
I always felt that we had this special
contract, that guarantee from our gov-
ernment, that third leg of the stool, if
you will, that was the Social Security
guarantee. It provided the floor, the
safety net from which nobody could
fall through. That was the contract
that came out of the, well, the Great
Depression and its aftermath, and what
it did to so many people and how it ru-
ined their lives. Yet, today, we see the
problems that exist both in pensions
and personal savings, which are in far
greater crisis than Social Security.”

And so she asks, “Why would we
place any element of risk in the pro-
gram that is there for our guarantee?”’
She said, ‘I will be long gone.” She
said, “I am concerned about my chil-
dren and their children and their chil-
dren’s children.”

This has been the most successful
program in the history of this country,
and it has kept so many people out of
the depths of poverty. Just last week
we talked about the impact that this
program has had on women and how
they are disproportionately disadvan-
taged and how crippled they would be-
come if the so-called Bush plan were
ever to go into effect.

So I commend the gentlewoman. I
have other things, other letters to read
as well in this dialogue that we have
here this evening, this important dia-
logue with the American public, that
they have with us placed their trust,
and where we have sworn to give our
very best.

I know that we are joined by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, and I will
yield back to the gentlewoman from
Wisconsin so that she may recognize
another outstanding member of this
caucus.

Ms. BALDWIN. Madam Speaker, I
yield to the distinguished gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT), my friend
and colleague.

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Wisconsin and
the gentleman from Connecticut for ar-
ranging this discussion.

Madam Speaker, America is all abuzz
about this discussion on Social Secu-
rity, and that is because it is recog-
nized from coast to coast, from every
little village to every city, as very im-
portant. It is recognized, I would say,
as one of the great accomplishments of
America in the past century.

One of my constituents wrote me
saying, ‘‘Representative HOLT, please
remind the Members of the House of
Representatives how important Social
Security has become for American
families.”

And she tells an important story that
brings up a part of Social Security that
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we sometimes forget. The discussion
often concerns retirement. But she
tells the story of how her mother was
widowed, and she and her two brothers
were left without their father when he
died in 1931. This was before Social Se-
curity was passed. ‘“We had to return,”
she said, ‘““to my mother’s family home
where we were reminded constantly
how fortunate we were that we were
from a family willing to take us in.”
She grew up feeling like a charity case.

But the story goes on. A couple of
decades later, when her brother died
young at age 38, his five children re-
ceived Social Security survivor bene-
fits until they were able to care for
themselves. They stayed in their own
home, went to the same school and
never had to feel like charity cases.

Social Security survivor benefits,
just as Social Security retirement ben-
efits, bring with them not just money
but dignity. This story, I think, high-
lights one of the important aspects of
Social Security.

Another constituent wrote to me and
said, ‘“The President claims that plac-
ing Social Security savings into mu-
tual funds will yield a positive result.
Mutual funds still have risk. They go
up and down. I have lost capital in sev-
eral mutual funds. The average person
is not an investment sophisticate.”

Another resident of Central New Jer-
sey writes to his representative, ‘It is
bad enough that corporate America is
trying to take away employee retire-
ment and benefits. Now the President
is talking about taking away Social
Security.”

Madam Speaker, they see this as tak-
ing it away something that they have
earned, something they are entitled to.

Anyway, he says, ‘“I don’t want to
save Social Security just for my gen-
eration, but for all generations. I be-
lieve it is the best and most needed
program the government ever came up
with. I believe Senator DOLE said it
best when he headed a committee a
couple of decades ago dealing with So-
cial Security. When large corporations
or even the State of California wanted
to drop out, the Senator said, Social
Security is not a tax; it is a Federal re-
tirement plan that everyone has to be
in for it to work.”

I am sure my colleague from Wis-
consin has had a similar situation, has
had similar experiences. When I go be-
fore a group of Social Security recipi-
ents, I ask: Is there anyone here
ashamed to take Social Security? And
they all chuckle and say, of course not,
because we have earned it, because So-
cial Security is for everyone. And ev-
eryone knows that it is for everyone. It
is not for the ones who are clever in
the market. It is not for the ones who
are welfare cases. It is an earned ben-
efit that brings with it dignity in the
non-wage-earning years, those years of
retirement or years after the family
breadwinner has died or those years
when disability makes it impossible to
earn wages. It brings income and dig-
nity in all of those cases. And like my
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colleague, I have heard it now from
thousands, and I am not exaggerating,
of my constituents.

I thank the gentlewoman for arrang-
ing this discussion.

Ms. BALDWIN. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his words and
also for the spotlight he has put on the
words of his constituents.

I was mentioning, as the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HoLT) just did,
about the 31 percent of all Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries who are not retirees
but are, in fact, disabled workers or
survivors. I would like to have my col-
leagues hear from some additional con-
stituents of mine who fit in that cat-
egory and are advocating in that man-
ner.

Martha from Madison writes, ‘I can
speak to the power of Social Security
professionally as well as personally. I
work for an agency that assists adults
with developmental disabilities. For
these individuals, much, if not all, of
their livelihood comes from monthly
Social Security checks. Few of us could
live on $568.77 a month. Their lifestyle is
not extravagant, but it is possible.
More personally, my family has seen
the effects of Social Security.”

Martha writes, ‘“My husband became
unable to work just as he was entering
the prime of his life. How would a
privatized plan secure my family as we
raise our three children? How would a
privatized plan continue to address my
family’s needs over the next 40 years as
we age and retire? My greatest fear is
that those who are most removed from
poverty are in the decision-making po-
sitions. It is perhaps too easy for the
President and those like him to assume
that all Americans have the means to
weather life’s most unexpected
storms.”

Kathy from McFarland, Wisconsin,
wrote, ‘I lost my daughter in July. She
was 31 and left two children, ages 12
and 8. It is Social Security that is pro-
viding a safety net for my grand-
children. My daughter paid for this. My
husband and I paid for this. And my
son, who served in Iraq, paid for this.”

Stephanie from Madison writes, ‘I
am writing to encourage you to reject
President Bush’s plan to partially pri-
vatize Social Security. When my father
died in 1958, my sister and I were 9 and
15 years old. My mother had never
graduated from high school, so she was
only able to get low-paying jobs. If it
hadn’t been for our survivor benefits, I
don’t know what we would have done.
As it was, my mom’s budget was very
tight. People need to realize that So-
cial Security isn’t just for seniors; it
also pays out survivor benefits as well
as disability benefits. All of us are sim-
ply one accident or disease away from
needing Social Security.”

Before proceeding to other letters
from my constituents, I would like to
yield time to my distinguished col-
league from the State of Michigan, a
leader on this issue, a champion on this
issue on the Committee on Ways and
Means, to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN).
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Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman, and congratulate her
on doing this. What we are doing here
tonight, I say to my colleague from
Connecticut and, later on, from Cali-
fornia, and my good colleague from
New Jersey, is to read some of the let-
ters that we have been receiving from
constituents. There are so many, I
thought I would read just three of
them, and then let others carry on. I
hope we will continue to do this, be-
cause it brings home to Washington
what we hear at home and what comes
from home, what comes from home.

The first letter comes from a con-
stituent in Clinton Township, Michi-
gan. She wrote to a colleague of mine,
and under our procedures, it was trans-
ferred to our office. And it reads, ‘‘“The
Bush administration has placed Social
Security on the top of the domestic
priority list, but should it be? The ‘cri-
sis’”’, and that is in her quotes, ‘‘they
are trying to fix has been taking in
more money than it has paid out since
the 1980s. If left untouched, our current
system would be capable of paying full
benefits until 2042 and 75 percent after
that.”

“If this administration wants to fix a
crisis, they should begin with the na-
tional debt that’ and there is a word
left out I think, ‘“‘that have created
over the past 4 years. Increasing the
deficit each year has weakened our
country tremendously. Furthermore,
allowing Social Security reform would
cost the government between $1 tril-
lion and $2 trillion. We live in an econ-
omy of job loss, underfunded schools,
costly health care, and debt. The prob-
lems of today still need to be con-
fronted, so why is this their focus in
2042? Reducing benefits would deprive
citizens of the stability they deserve
during retirement. The Bush adminis-
tration is attempting to undermine the
very concept of Social Security by
doing so. If we allow this reform, the
future of numerous citizens would be
placed in jeopardy. This need to pri-
vatize Social Security is fiction, but
the national debt is not.” This is a wise
constituent. All our constituents are
wise; this is one who may be especially
wise.

“Our government should be working
to strengthen stability within our
country, not weaken it. My suggestion
to the Bush administration is this: Fix
the problems you have created before
addressing those of 2042. Continuing to
ignore the issues of today will not en-
sure a better future for tomorrow.”

0O 2130

It was sent, and we checked with this
constituent to make sure we could use
her name, Colleen Szeliga.

Let me just read a second letter that
is much briefer. I think the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN)
mentioned a letter from someone who
had worked in the system. This is a
brief letter from Jeanne Polisei who
says the following in a letter to me: ‘I
worked for SSA for 18 years. I know,”’
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and it is underlined, ‘“‘what a great pro-
gram it is. I know it has done wonders
for people who would otherwise be
poor. Please do all you can to keep this
program as it is. Wall Street is not de-
pendable but SSA is.”

If I may take a minute to read an ex-
cerpt from a letter. I will just read an
excerpt because we did not have a
chance to reach this constituent, so I
will not mention the name or place
this fully in the RECORD. Just the heart
of this letter that was written Novem-
ber 10, 2004. This is her handwritten let-
ter and I will read it exactly as it is:
“My daughter is on childhood benefits
on her dad’s work record and this is the
only source of income, just as I am on
widows benefits. We are both on Social
Security. This has made’ and I think
the word me is left out ‘‘so sick with
worry. What Bush wants to do is ‘pri-
vatize’ Social Security.”

And then she goes on to say: ‘“The
late President Roosevelt set this up as
a trust fund for families and their chil-
dren and the disabled. This is not his
money.”” And then I finish with this:
“My husband worked hard for this
money and died before his time. I pay
the mortgage, the utilities, and food on
the table. It is a daily struggle just to
make ends meet from month to
month.”

So this letter and the others and the
ones other Members have read and
those that will be coming express so di-
rectly and poignantly what this strug-
gle is all about. It is to indeed to save
and strengthen Social Security. We are
willing to step up to the plate as we
were 20 years ago. What we do not want
to do is to weaken and dismantle it.
And these letters express why this is so
important for the people of our Nation.

So carry on with more letters. We are
going to keep reading the letters to get
this message across as to what the di-
version of monies from Social Security
to private accounts would really mean
for the people of this country. And I
think another time we will be reading
letters from younger people because
they have so much at stake and would
be hurt so badly by the effort of the
President to take monies out of Social
Security, put them into private ac-
counts, making the shortfall worse, not
less, and undercutting a program that
has meant so much in terms of inde-
pendence for those on Social Security
and will mean so much for my children
and my grandchildren.

I thank the gentlewoman very much
for giving me this opportunity.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, I wanted to ask the leading
Democrat on Social Security on the
Committee on Ways and Means, the
gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms.
BALDWIN) discussed very eloquently
and poignantly, as the gentlewoman
pointed out in her letters, the number
of people outside of the retirement ben-
efits, but survivors benefits and also
those on disability, what are the statis-
tics on that?

Mr. LEVIN. About 30 percent of So-
cial Security benefits go to those who
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are disabled and those who are family
members. And the President said, if I
might take another 30 seconds, that
they would not be affected, the dis-
abled. But that does not work out be-
cause what he has called a good blue-
print provides for major benefits cut.
And the plan, the second plan of the
commission that is part of that good
blueprint does affect the disabled. And
if you were to have these massive cuts
over time, especially hurting younger
workers, for retirees and not for the
disabled, it would mean deeper cuts yet
for younger workers who are going to
retire.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. So
when the gentleman says the Presi-
dent’s good blueprint will in fact weak-
en Social Security, that is exactly
what it is doing?

Mr. LEVIN. It would not only weaken
it; but one last point, it would in the
end shrivel it next to nothing and
mean its demise because of the cuts in
benefits and what is called the claw-
back which would be an offset against
your Social Security of what is in your
private accounts and that would be for
younger workers, about 70 percent of
what was left in your Social Security
benefits. So in the end the younger
worker in most cases would end up less
in both, end up with less in both than
if Social Security had not been de-
stroyed. And the Social Security part
of it would be so small that it would no
longer be sustainable. And that is why
this privatization by diversion of So-
cial Security monies is essentially a
path to the dismantling of Social Secu-
rity.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Has the
administration now admitted that that
will not in any way, shape, manner or
form close the gap that exists?

Mr. LEVIN. The privatization pro-
posal does nothing to address the
shortfall and, indeed, makes it worse.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I thank
the gentleman for clarifying that.

Ms. BALDWIN. I thank the gen-
tleman for his tireless leadership on
protecting our Social Security system
and amplifying the voices of your con-
stituents’ very powerful letters. I
would like to yield to my distinguished
colleague from the State of California
(Ms. WATSON).

Ms. WATSON. Madam Speaker, we
held two public forums in the 33rd Con-
gressional District in Los Angeles,
California; and I would like to just
quote from three of the speakers that
participated.

This one 1is from Miss Nina
Diamantle Vera, and she is worried
that the proposal for private accounts
would put her hard-earned retirement
savings at the mercy of the stock mar-
ket. She was compelled to write me a
letter to warn me of the perils of pri-
vate investment. And she said: ‘I lost
$90,000 in the stock market. The privat-
ization program will only make stock-
brokers richer. It is the stupidest thing
that President Bush has done.” That is
the quote.

H1019

The stock market is a fluctuating ve-
hicle for savings. It goes up, but it also
goes down. The administration should
be working with Congress to promote
personal wealth and savings through
investment but not at the cost of So-
cial Security.

Then Ms. Verdine F. Alston. Ms. Al-
ston is an 89-year-old widow. She is
concerned about the Republican pro-
posals for Social Security. This is an
American that has contributed to soci-
ety for most of the 20th century. And
she states: ‘‘Please stop President Bush
from privatizing Social Security. I
have paid into Social Security since it
started and before I was to vote. I am
now 89 years old and a widow. My hus-
band has been deceased for 10 years,
and his pension just expired. I am de-
pendent solely on Social Security.”

Now, it is unacceptable to pull the
rug out from under our senior citizens.
A proud American, Ms. Alston stressed
the wisdom of a past President and
said, ‘“The very first time I voted was
for President Roosevelt when I was 21
years old. Social Security is not wel-
fare.”

And according to the National Part-
nership For Women and Families, So-
cial Security provides 90 percent or
more of the total income for 44 percent
of nonmarried women 65 and older, 66
percent of nonmarried Hispanic women
65 and older, 74 percent of nonmarried
African American women 65 and over,
and 35 percent of all nonmarried men 65
and older.

Now, Marvin Tavlin, who is a 90-year-
old legislative chairperson for the
Westside Chapter Alliance of Retired
Americans, said it is important to re-
member that our country is made up of
compassionate Americans, many of
whom study the history of our great
country. And during the town hall
meeting that I just held in February,
Mr. Tavlin asked if he could share his
modern Gettysburg Address with us,
and it goes like this:

“Three score and 10 years ago our fa-
thers brought forth to this Nation a
new idea, a compact between the gov-
ernment and the people to promote the
general welfare and for the first time
in our history to guarantee the Social
Security of our senior citizens. We are
now engaged in a great political battle
testing whether the new concept can
truly endure. The dedicated men and
women, living and dead, who fought so
long to achieve this worthy goal in-
spired us to carry on their tradition. It
is now up to us, the living, to rededi-
cate ourselves to the great task re-
maining before us, to guarantee that
this renowned social program for the
American people who have worked and
struggled so long and so hard for their
families, their communities and their
country; yes, that this great social pro-
gram shall never perish from the land.”

We gave him great applause because 1
think he spoke for most Americans.

Ms. BALDWIN. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for sharing
with America the powerful words and
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stories of those who she proudly rep-
resents.

I am now delighted to yield to one of
our new colleagues who we are so proud
has joined us from the State of Mis-
souri. We know that this gentleman
has been home in his district listening
to his constituents actively providing
them an opportunity to speak to him
and tonight to America through him. I
am honored to recognize the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CARNAHAN).

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker, 1
am pleased to join in tonight and share
some of my experiences over the last
few weeks.

Like many of our fellow Members
here in the Congress, my office has
been flooded with letters about Social
Security and what it has meant to peo-
ple across this country by many people
in my district in the St. Louis area of
Missouri. I have received in my office
alone over 1,000 letters from people
concerned about these privatization
schemes that have been talked about in
Washington. I scheduled, based on
those meetings, two town hall meet-
ings. Each one had over 200 people that
attended.
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It was not just seniors. We had people
there that were baby-boomers and my
generation. We had young people there.
We had people that were not just retir-
ees, but people who had been survivors
and people who had disabilities. They
all had been beneficiaries in some way
from this vital American program.

We talked about what it has meant
to our country, to their families. We
also talked about the success of the
program, how it has been studied and
mentioned as one of the most efficient
programs in our government’s history,
only having 1.5 percent overhead. So it
is a great model to look at in terms of
efficiency and delivering vital services
to our country.

People are very concerned about
their Social Security, the real bedrock
foundation of their retirement security
being subjected to benefit cuts, being
subjected to broker fees, being sub-
jected to the risk of the stock market.

One of my constituents in particular
stood up and shared her own personal
story. She knew too well the potential
risk of depending on the stock market
for a guaranteed source of income. She
was a 70-year-old grandmother from
Arnold, Missouri, and she shared her
story in front of about 200 people.

In 1999, a stockbroker had encour-
aged her to transfer $1565,000 from a ma-
ture CD and invest it with the broker’s
local firm. The broker put her money
into an aggressive investment account
that, at her age, would not have been
highly advised. Her investments now
were worth only $85,000. She says that
if it were not for her monthly Social
Security checks she and her husband
would be under great financial strain.
For people 1like her, privatization
would be a disaster.

Social Security beneficiaries, includ-
ing survivors, children and those who
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are disabled, stand to lose the most
under President Bush’s plan. His pro-
posed changes will not help preserve
benefits for those who depend on them
the most.

Let us strengthen Social Security,
the very foundation of retirement secu-
rity in this country, and if we are
going to have discussions about private
accounts, let us talk about those in ad-
dition to and on top of this solid foun-
dation of Social Security.

Ms. BALDWIN. Madam Speaker, I
thank the Congressman and I am very
pleased that he brought up the issue of
the risk that Social Security would be
subject to if these private accounts
were allowed to occur, and I have just
a couple of letters on that point too
that I wish to share.

Jack from Fort Atkinson, Wisconsin,
writes me, ‘“Tammy, thanks for your
hard work to keep the promise of So-
cial Security. This privatization plan is
about the dumbest thing that Bush has
come up with besides the war in Iraq.
We have a privatization deal now via
IRAs, and let me tell you, my wife and
I lost over half of our investment in
our IRA accounts after 2000. The only
people that will make money in this
deal are the brokers.”

Another one here, Cheryl, from Madi-
son, writes, ‘I have deep concerns with
President Bush’s proposal. By
privatizing a portion of Social Secu-
rity, you have added an element of
risk. Some people may come out ahead,
others may not. The safety net is gone.
For many people Social Security will
only be a small part of their retire-
ment. These people can invest their
disposable income in the many options
available, IRAs, 401(k)s, et cetera.
Those that are not as well off and are
not able to put much away on their
own should be able to count on a
known amount from Social Security.”

Before continuing, I would like to
yield to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON ), my colleague,
who is a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means and has really tackled
this threat to Social Security with
great vigor, and I appreciate his orga-
nizing this evening’s Special Order
with me.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin again for her diligence
and hard work in this effort and deeply
appreciate the opportunity to be here
this evening.

I honestly believe that Congress
should do more of this. I hope that peo-
ple all across this country are listening
to these heartfelt responses from our
constituents, and in so many ways,
they are often more eloquent than any
Member of the United States Congress
because their needs and concerns are so
heartfelt and real, and this is what I
think makes this such a special
evening for this Special Order.

I would just like to read one more
letter that I have, with the gentle-
woman’s permission, and this is from a
woman in Newington in my district
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who writes, I am very concerned about
what Mr. Bush is doing to the country.
I have been working for 37 years, and I
have been at my current position for 28
years. From day one, I was told that I
would be given a pension at the end of
my tenure. Over the years, the com-
pany has changed hands and, in fact,
changed leaders. Now, the pension has
been changed to a cash balance. Be-
cause of this change, I will be getting
about one-quarter of what I would have
been getting in my pension, and now,
Mr. Bush claims that under his privat-
ization plan, Social Security benefits
would go up. Yet the Congressional
Budget Office says Bush’s privatization
plan will cut benefits by 45 percent or
more for seniors. The Bush plan will re-
duce benefits for all seniors, even those
who choose not to invest in private ac-
counts. I am too old to build up a sub-
stantial plan and account. Have we not
been traumatized enough under this
man? I do not want you to vote on this
plan or make such a drastic change to
the system. If the politicians put a
lock on it, like Mr. Gore wanted to, we
most likely would not be in this situa-
tion. Mr. Bush should stop spending
the money. We have the money for Iraq
but not for our seniors in this country.
I am asking you, please, not to vote for
this.

She, like so many others we have
heard tonight, I think speaks to what
is their concern. Some of our col-
leagues on the other side have said
that these are fear tactics. Hardly.

Grace Vignean again points out that
we were a strong generation that per-
severed through the Great Depression,
a Second World War, the Korean and
Vietnam Wars. We raised families, re-
built these countries. We do not scare
easy. What we want is the truth. What
we need, I think, is for all of us to
come together with an understanding,
and it is my sincere hope that our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are listening, as well as the President.

President Roosevelt said it best. He
said he was concerned that they had
become frozen in the ice of their own
indifference. Frozen in the ice of their
own indifference towards collapsing
pensions and shriveled up savings that,
for the most part, have to go for the
care of your health. Indifference to the
45 million people in this country that
are uninsured, indifference to the
women and minorities whose drops off
in benefits will be so dramatic.

That is why the voices of these citi-
zens need to be heard and why this
Congress needs to act in a responsible
and bipartisan manner in order to con-
tinue to strengthen and preserve the
most successful social program and
governmental program in the history
of this country.

Again, I thank the gentlewoman for
providing us the opportunity to discuss
these letters and the concern of our
constituents.

Ms. BALDWIN. Madam Speaker, the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
LARSON) mentioned the fear tactics
that are being used.
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The President, in advocating for his
privatization, has made the case or at-
tempted to that Social Security faces
an impending crisis, and I just want to
let the administration know I think
the American public sees through this
fear tactic, this scare tactic.

I just want to read one quick letter
on that point from Robert from Madi-
son in my district. As he writes, ‘“‘Bush
has in recent weeks been repeatedly in-
flating the significance of 2018 and 2042,
especially the early date, so as to
imply that Social Security is in immi-
nent danger of bankruptcy and must be
overhauled very soon. The sheer ur-
gency of Bush’s tone is unsettlingly
consistent with his demonstrated tend-
ency to conjure up a crisis where none
exists, as he did during the run-up to
the war with Iraq.

“The overblown nature of Bush’s
alarms over Social Security is re-
flected in the Social Security trustee’s
estimate that, even if nothing drastic
is done between now and 2042, Social
Security will still be able to pay retir-
ees”’ almost 75 percent ‘‘of the prom-
ised amount’ and ‘‘this timeline hard-
ly suggests any crisis that necessitates
pounding away at a need to overhaul
Social Security’”’ or dismantle it
“now.”’

I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT),
my colleague.

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, the gen-
tlewoman from Wisconsin raises this
approach of fear tactics, and of course,
it leads to the question, well, why?
Why does the President, why do some
of our colleagues, why are people try-
ing to change this program that our
constituents tell us over and over
again has meant the difference between
dignity and destitution for them? Why
do they want to change a program that
works so well?

The spokesman from the White
House and the President himself have
said that privatization is not likely to
help the finances of Social Security,
but then they have gone on to say,
well, even if it does not, it is the right
thing to do. Then we have these young-
sters at some of the President’s road
shows around the country chanting,
‘““Hey, hey, ho, ho, Social Security has
got to go.”

We begin to understand what this is
about. It is to overturn a program that
they find ideologically unacceptable.

Leslie from Milltown, New Jersey,
says, I think we have evidence that the
motivation of these politicians for pro-
posing individualized private accounts
is driven by ideology, not by a real con-
cern for strengthening and preserving
Social Security.

That ideology I think is best summed
up with the phrase, you are on your
own. You are on your own and you will
do well in the market. You are smarter
than the market and you will be fine.

Let me tell my colleagues, my con-
stituents say over and over again, we
have tried private accounts. Before 1935
you were entitled to invest as much as
you wanted in private accounts to pre-
pare for your retirement, and you
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know what, a majority of the elderly
lived below the poverty line. That is
why we have Social Security. It is a
program that is, I think, one of the
most successful we have had in Amer-
ica.

Let me just finish by saying we have
had testimonials from so many of our
constituents. Let me give a personal
one.

My father died when I was six, with-
out insurance, without a pension. My
sister and mother and I received Social
Security survivor benefits. She was
teaching at a junior college on a small
teacher’s salary. That made an enor-
mous difference.

When I talk about Pat from Lincroft

who said Social Security for her broth-
er’s children brought dignity, whereas
when her father had died before Social
Security came into place, they had to
live as charity cases, I know what she

is talking about.
Social Security binds this country

together in a way that no other pro-
gram that has come out of this body
has, and we should not throw it out
just because of some ideological whim
which is what is happening right now.
That is why the country is so upset,

why we are getting so much mail.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, if the gentlewoman would
yield, on that point, we heard the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) dis-
cuss that earlier, that even the Presi-
dent’s so-called privatization plan does
nothing to close the gap or the short-
falls that potentially exist in Social
Security if we do not act on a bipar-
tisan basis.

So to the gentleman’s point, this is
all about ideology and politics and not
substantively about doing what is in
the best interest of the American pub-
lic. I think that is what has citizens so
outraged, that this seems to be from
the very get-go, from whether you go
back to Hoover and Landon and Fried-
man and Stockman, who said we must
starve the beast, that beast being So-
cial Security, that is what has Amer-
ican citizens outraged at this proposal.
That is what has them writing thou-
sands of letters to each and every one
of us because of their deep-seated con-
cern of where this administration is
taking us, to a ‘‘me’ society versus

LX)

The gentleman said it very elo-
quently and passionately, and again, I
want to thank the gentlewoman for ar-
ranging this dialogue and these letters
which I hope we continue to come to
the floor and discuss.
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Ms. BALDWIN. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his comments,
and I would like to thank all of my col-
leagues who joined me here tonight in
giving voice to these very real, very
human stories. These are real letters
from real people, and privatization
would have a real and ultimately nega-
tive effect on their lives.

I know that those who seek to dis-
mantle the Social Security System
must receive similar letters, and I sin-
cerely hope that they pause and con-
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sider what Social Security means to
Americans. It is not an arbitrary gov-
ernment program. Social Security is a
support system, it is an insurance pro-
gram, and, in many instances, Social
Security is the difference between a
comfortable life and a life of poverty.
We must do all that we can to protect
this vital safety net, this lifeline.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3, TRANSPORTATION EQUITY
ACT: A LEGACY FOR USERS

Mrs. CAPITO (during the Special
Order of Ms. BALDWIN), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 109-14) on the
resolution (H. Res. 140) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3) to au-
thorize funds for Federal-aid highways,
highway safety programs, and transit
programs, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

—————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

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

Ms. HERSETH (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today and March 9 on ac-
count of a death in the family.

Mr. STUPAK (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today and the balance of
the week on account of medical rea-
sons.

Mr. LEACH (at the request of Mr.
DELAY) for today on account of illness
in the family.

Mr. RAMSTAD (at the request of Mr.
DELAY) for today on account of com-
plications from eye surgery.

Mr. TIBERI (at the request of Mr.
DELAY) for March 9 until 5:30 p.m. on
account of his traveling to his district
with the President.

———

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. CAPPS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BrROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mrs. MCCARTHY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. KIND, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, for 5
minutes, today.

Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)
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Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, March 9.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today and March 9 and 10.

Mr. DREIER, for 5 minutes, today and
March 9.

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today
and March 9 and 10.

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, today
and March 9.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,
March 9.

Mr. WELDON of Florida, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. CONAWAY, for 5 minutes, March
10.

Mr. MicA, for 56 minutes, today.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 3 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, March 9, 2005, at
10 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1098. A letter from the Executive Director,
Commodity Futures Trading Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Rules Relating to Review of National Fu-
tures Association Decisions in Disciplinary,
Membership Denial, Registration and Mem-
ber Responsibility Actions (RIN: 3038-AC12)
received February 28, 2005, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

1099. A letter from the Assistant Chief,
WCB/TAPD, Federal Communication Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Rural Health Care Support Mech-
anism [WC Docket No. 02-60] received Feb-
ruary 9, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1100. A letter from the Legal Advisor to the
Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.202(b) Table of Allotments, FM Broad-
cast Stations. (Grayville, Illinois) [MB Dock-
et No. 04-368; RM-11067] (Alamogordo, New
Mexico) [MB Docket No. 04-369; RM-11068] re-
ceived February 9, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1101. A letter from the Legal Advisor,
WTB, Federal Communications Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Improving Public Safety Communications in
the 800 MHz Band [Dkt.02-55] Consolidating
the 800 and 900 MHz Industrial /Land Trans-
portation and Business Pool Channels;
Amendment of Part 2 of the Rules to Allo-
cate Spectrum Below 3 GHz for Mobile and
Fixed Services to Support the Introduction
of New Advanced Wireless Services [DKkt.00-
2568] Petition for Rule Making of the Wireless
Information Networks Forum Concerning
the Unlicensed Personal Communications
Service [RM-9498] Petition for Rule Making
of UT Starcom, Inc. Concerning the Unli-
censed Personal Communications Service
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[RM-10024] Amendment of Section 2.106 of
the Rules to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1102. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Montana Regulatory Program [MT-024-FOR]
received February 10, 2005, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

1103. A letter from the Deputy Director of
Budget, Department of the Interior, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Pay-
ment in Lieu of Taxes (RIN: 1093-AA09) re-
ceived February 15, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

1104. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Atka Mackerel Lottery in Areas
542 and 543 [Docket No. 041202338-4338-01; I.D.
011305B] received February 24, 2005, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

1105. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Atka Mackerel in the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands Management Area
[Docket No. 041202338-4338-01; I.D. 011305A] re-
ceived February 24, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

1106. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of
Mexico, and South Atlantic; Coastal Migra-
tory Pelagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico
and South Atlantic; Closure [Docket No.
001005281-0369-02; I.D. 012105B] received Feb-
ruary 14, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

1107. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Airworthiness Directives; Airbus Model A320
Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2004-18773; Direc-
torate Identifier 2002-NM-312-AD; Amend-
ment 39-13889; AD 2004-25-02] (RIN: 2120-A A64)
received March 3, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1108. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Warrensburg,
MO. [Docket No. FAA-2004-19333; Airspace
Docket No. 04-ACE-62] received March 3, 2005,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

1109. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Lexington, MO.
[Docket No. FAA-2004-19575; Airspace Docket
No. 04-ACE-65] received March 3, 2005, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1110. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Fremont, NE.
[Docket No. FAA-2004-18818; Airspace Docket
No. 04-ACE-44] received March 3, 2005, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1111. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Burwell, NE.
[Docket No. FAA-2004-18823; Airspace Docket
No. 04-ACE-49] received March 3, 2005, pursu-
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ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

1112. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Management, Office of Regulations
Policy and Management, Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Payment for Non-VA Physician
and Other Health Care Professional Services
Associated with Either Outpatient or Inpa-
tient Care Provided at Non-VA Facilities
(RIN: 2900-AK94) received February 2, 2005,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

1113. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Management, Office of Regulations Policy
and Management, Department of Veterans
Affairs, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Board of Veterans’ Appeals: Appeals
Regulations, Rules of Practice; Delegations
of Authority (RIN: 2900-AL96) received Feb-
ruary 24, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

1114. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Br., Internal Rev-
enue Service, transmitting the Service’s
final rule—Uniform Capitalization of Inter-
est Expense in Safe Harbor and Leaseback
Transactions [TD 9179] (RIN: 1545-BB62) re-
ceived February 28, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1115. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Br., Internal Rev-
enue Service, transmitting the Service’s
final rule—Real Estate Mortgage Investment
Conduits [TD 9184] (RIN: 1545-BCT71) received
February 28, 2005, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1116. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Br., Internal Rev-
enue Service, transmitting the Service’s
final rule—Qualified Interests [TD 9181]
(RIN: 1545-BB72) received February 28, 2005,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

1117. A letter from the Chair of the Board
of Directors, Office of Compliance, transmit-
ting notice of adoption of substantive regula-
tions under Section 304(b)(3) of the Congres-
sional Accountability Act of 1995 for publica-
tion in the Congressional Record, pursuant
to 2 U.S.C. 1384(b)(3); jointly to the Commit-
tees on House Administration and Education
and the Workforce.

————

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. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. Supple-
mental report on H.R. 3. A bill to authorize
funds for Federal-aid highways, highway
safety programs, and transit programs, and
for other purposes (Rept. 109-12 Pt. 2).

Mr. THOMAS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 996. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for the ex-
tension of highway-related taxes and trust
funds, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 109-13). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mrs. CAPITO: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 140. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3) to authorize
funds for Federal-aid highways, highway
safety programs, and transit programs, and
for other purposes (Rept. 109-14). Referred to
the House Calendar.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. NUSSLE:

H.R. 1140. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permit financial institu-
tions to determine their interest expense de-
duction without regard to tax-exempt bonds
issued to provide certain small loans for
health care or educational purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself,
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. MACK,
Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
BOOZMAN, and Ms. BERKLEY):

H.R. 1141. A bill to strengthen sanctions
against the Government of Syria, to estab-
lish a program to support a transition to a
democratically elected government in Syria
and the restoration of sovereignty and demo-
cratic rule in Lebanon, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on International
Relations, and in addition to the Committees
on Financial Services, Ways and Means, 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. FOLEY (for himself, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, Mrs.
MCCARTHY, Mr. McCNULTY, Mr.

FORBES, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. GENE GREEN
of Texas, Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. CANNON,
and Mr. CALVERT):

H.R. 1142. A bill to protect children from
exploitive child modeling, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. WEINER (for himself, Ms.
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. McCNULTY, and Mr.
OTTER):

H.R. 1143. A Dbill to prohibit United States
assistance for the Palestinian Authority and
for programs, projects, and activities in the
West Bank and Gaza, unless certain condi-
tions are met; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. ALLEN:

H.R. 1144. A bill to continue State coverage
of Medicaid prescription drug coverage to
Medicare dual eligible beneficiaries for 6
months while still allowing the Medicare
part D benefit to be implemented as sched-
uled; 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. BACA (for himself, Mr. WOLF,
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
SPRATT, Mr. FORD, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
BERRY, and Mr. HINOJOSA):

H.R. 1145. A bill to require the Federal
Trade Commission to study the rating sys-
tem of the video game industry and assess
their labeling practices to determine if such
practices are unfair or deceptive; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. PAUL:

H.R. 1146. A Dbill to end membership of the
United States in the United Nations; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. BACA:

H.R. 1147. A bill to provide benefits to pub-
lic safety officers who die or become disabled
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as a result of certain injuries; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. BORDALLO (for herself, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN):

H.R. 1148. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to designate Guam, the Virgin Is-
lands, American Samoa, and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands as
historically underutilized business zones

(HUBZones); to the Committee on Small
Business.
By Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida:

H.R. 1149. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to conduct a study of the
accuracy of expiration dates on certain pre-
scription drugs maintained by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs; to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida:

H.R. 1150. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit to indi-
viduals for certain long-term care expenses;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WELDON of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
MOLLOHAN, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. LIPINSKI,

Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. PENCE, Mr.
ADERHOLT, Mr. HERGER, Mr. AKIN,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs.

MYRICK, Mr. FEENEY, Ms. HART, Mr.
GARRETT of New Jersey, Ms. FOXX,
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
PITTS, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mrs.
MUSGRAVE, Mr. BARRETT of South
Carolina, Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr.
ISTOOK, Mr. CHOCOLA, Mr. SODREL,
Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. COX,
Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
SULLIVAN, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr.
MCHENRY, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr.
KENNEDY of Minnesota, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. FRANKS of Ar-
izona, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. INGLIS
of South Carolina, Mr. RENZzI, Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. MIcA, Mr.
LINCOLN Di1AzZ-BALART of Florida,
Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
CRENSHAW, Mr. KELLER, Mr. MARIO
DIAZ-BALART of Florida, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. WILSON of South Caro-

lina, Mr. HYDE, Mr. BLUNT, Mrs.
BLACKBURN, Mr. FITZPATRICK of
Pennsylvania, Mr. DAVIS of Ken-

tucky, and Mr. PLATTS):

H.R. 1151. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to provide the protections of
habeas corpus for certain incapacitated indi-
viduals whose life is in jeopardy, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. CALVERT (for himself, Mr.
DINGELL, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. THOMAS, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mrs. BONO,
Mr. NUNES, and Mr. DREIER):

H.R. 1152. A bill to redesignate the dam lo-
cated on the Santa Ana River as the ‘‘Victor
V. Veysey Dam’; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. CAPUANO (for himself, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. KANJORSKI, and Mr. CROWLEY):

H.R. 1153. A bill to extend the terrorism in-
surance program of the Department of the
Treasury; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

By Mrs. CUBIN:

H.R. 1154. A bill to provide for the reten-
tion of the name of the geologic formation
known as ‘“‘Devils Tower” at the Devils
Tower National Monument in the State of
Wyoming; to the Committee on Resources.
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By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. INS-
LEE, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. WEINER, Ms. LEE,
Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. MARKEY, Ms. SOLIS, Mr.
FARR, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. CASE, Mr. SERRANO,
Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. McCoLLUM of Min-
nesota, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. OLVER, Mr. HONDA, Mr. LYNCH,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. SABO, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.
COOPER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. McNULTY, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. WEXLER,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. EVANS, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mrs. DAvIis of California, Mr.
BERMAN, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. COSTELLO,
Mr. BAIRD, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Mr. DOGGETT, Mrs. CAPPS,
Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. CLAY,
Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
Wu, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD,
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. HoLT, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY, Mr. RUSH, Mr. MOORE of Kansas,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
SANDERS, and Mr. PAYNE):

H.R. 1155. A bill to provide additional pro-
tections for National Forest System lands in
Alaska through the designation of wilderness
areas, wilderness study areas, Land Use Des-
ignation II management areas, restoration
areas, special management areas, and addi-
tional components of the national wild and
scenic rivers system; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. GILLMOR (for himself and Mr.
GALLEGLY):

H.R. 1156. A bill to amend title II of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 to increase
teacher familiarity with the educational
needs of gifted and talented students, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr.
OTTER, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. HOLT, Ms.
WATSON, Ms. LEE, Mr. INSLEE, Mr.
FARR, Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. MALONEY,
Mr. MORAN of  Virginia, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. OLVER, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. KIND, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. OWENS, Mr. BROWN
of Ohio, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. FILNER, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Ms. WATERS, Ms. McCOLLUM of
Minnesota, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. PAUL, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. STARK,
Mr. UDpALL of Colorado, Ms. SOLIS,
Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. ZOE
LOFGREN of California, Mr. CAPUANO,
Mr. CLAY, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. CONYERS,
Ms. CARSON, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. DOGGETT,
Mr. PALLONE, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. DAVIS
of Illinois, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Mr. WYNN, Mrs. DAVIS of
California, Mr. HONDA, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr. LARSEN of
Washington, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.
SABO, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr.
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STUPAK, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. ROTHMAN,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. PASCRELL, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY, Mr. RUSH, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska,
Mr. CASE, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
Mr. CLYBURN, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ
of California, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DAVIS
of Florida, Mr. BIsSHOP of New York,
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. ISRAEL,
Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr.
KILDEE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, and Ms. KAPTUR):

H.R. 1157. A bill to amend the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act to exempt book-
stores and libraries from orders requiring the
production of any tangible things for certain
foreign intelligence investigations, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, and in addition to the Committee on
Intelligence (Permanent Select), 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 Ms. HART (for herself and Mr. LiI-
PINSKI):

H.R. 1158. A bill to reauthorize the Steel
and Aluminum Energy Conservation and
Technology Competitiveness Act of 1988; to
the Committee on Science.

By Mr. HEFLEY:

H.R. 1159. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to establish a national cem-
etery for veterans in the Colorado Springs,
Colorado, metropolitan area; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, 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 within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HERGER:

H.R. 1160. A bill to reauthorize the Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families block
grant program through June 30, 2005, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, and in addition to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl-
vania):

H.R. 1161. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for employer re-
tirement savings accounts, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl-
vania, and Mr. PORTMAN):

H.R. 1162. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for retirement
savings accounts, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl-
vania):

H.R. 1163. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to create Lifetime Savings
Accounts; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina (for
himself and Mr. GOODE):

H.R. 1164. A bill to guarantee the right of
individuals to receive Social Security bene-
fits under title II of the Social Security Act
in full with an accurate annual cost-of-living
adjustment; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. KANJORSKI (for himself, Mr.
MURTHA, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. UDALL of
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Colorado, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, and Mr. NEY):

H.R. 1165. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against
income tax to holders of bonds issued to fi-
nance land and water reclamation of aban-
doned mine land areas; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Ms. KAPTUR:

H.R. 1166. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to improve the quality
of care in skilled nursing facilities under the
Medicare Program through development of
quality measures and changes in reimburse-
ment; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, 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 Mrs. KELLY:

H.R. 1167. A bill to amend the Truth in
Regulating Act to make permanent the pilot
project for the report on rules; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself
and Mr. CONYERS):

H.R. 1168. A bill to ensure that the national
instant criminal background check system
provides the Federal Bureau of Investigation
with information on approved firearms
transfers to persons named in the Violent
Gang and Terrorist Organization File; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LARSON of Connecticut (for
himself, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr.
TAYLOR of Mississippi):

H.R. 1169. A bill to enhance the benefits
and protections for members of the reserve
components of the Armed Forces who are
called or ordered to extended active duty,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Energy and Commerce, Education
and the Workforce, and Ways and Means, for
a period 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. LEVIN (for himself, Mrs. MIL-
LER of Michigan, and Mr. ENGEL):

H.R. 1170. A bill to authorize the extension
of unconditional and permanent nondiscrim-
inatory treatment (permanent normal trade
relations treatment) to the products of
Ukraine, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committee on Rules, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky:

H.R. 1171. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify the small issuer
exception from the tax-exempt bond arbi-
trage rebate requirement; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Ms. ZoE LOFGREN of California
(for herself, Mr. CANNON, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
CONYERS, and Ms. HART):

H.R. 1172. A bill to provide for the protec-
tion of unaccompanied alien children, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia:

H.R. 1173. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to allow States to regulate tow
truck operations; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. SHAW (for himself and Mr.
PALLONE):

H.R. 1174. A bill to improve regional sedi-
ment management; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.
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By Mr. SHIMKUS (for himself, Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois, and Mr. BILI-
RAKIS):

H.R. 11756. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act with respect to the short-
age of medical laboratory personnel; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. SOUDER (for himself and Mr.
CANTOR):

H.R. 1176. A bill to provide immunity for
nonprofit athletic organizations in lawsuits
arising from claims of ordinary negligence
relating to the passage, adoption, or failure
to adopt rules of play for athletic competi-
tions and practices; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TERRY:

H.R. 1177. A bill to amend the account-
ability provisions of part A of title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr.
NUNES, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of
California, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. PoMBO, Mr. DOOLITTLE,
Mr. CARDOZA, and Mr. COSTA):

H.R. 1178. A bill to create 4 new permanent
judgeships for the eastern district of Cali-
fornia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOEKSTRA:

H. Res. 138. A resolution providing
amounts for the expenses of the Committee
on Intelligence in the One Hundred Ninth
Congress; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. GINGREY:

H. Res. 139. A resolution electing a certain
Member to a certain standing committee of
the House of Representatives; considered and
agreed to.

By Mr. HUNTER:

H. Res. 141. A resolution honoring the life
of Enrique ‘“‘Kiki” Camarena; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself, Mr.
KIRK, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. MORAN
of Virginia, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. ALLEN,
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Mr. COOPER, Mr. GILLMOR,
Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Ms. CARSON,
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
HALL, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. MCCOLLUM
of Minnesota, Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina, Mr. WYNN, Mr. MCNULTY,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
Wu, Ms. WATSON, Mr. SKELTON, Ms.
LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, Mr.
REYES, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
BisHOP of New York, Mr. ETHERIDGE,
Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. DAVIS of I1-
linois, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. VISCLOSKY,
Mr. FARR, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. ED-
WARDS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. LIPIN-
SKI, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. GOODE, Mr.
DENT, Mr. TANNER, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs.
BIGGERT, Mr. SHIMKUS, Ms. BEAN, Mr.
HYDE, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. WELLER,
Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr.
CUELLAR, Mr. EVANS, Mr. TERRY, and
Mr. GUTIERREZ):

H. Res. 142. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of a ‘‘Rotary International
Day” and celebrating and honoring Rotary
International on the occasion of its centen-
nial anniversary; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

By Mrs. TAUSCHER (for herself, Mr.
LANTOS, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. OSBORNE,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mr. ACKER-
MAN):
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H. Res. 143. A resolution recognizing and
commending the courage of Iraqi women
candidates in the January 30, 2005, Iraqi elec-
tions; to the Committee on International Re-
lations.

———

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private
bills and resolutions of the
followingtitles were introduced and
severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. MARKEY:

H.R. 1179. A Dbill for the relief of Obain
Attouoman; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. PLATTS:

H.R. 1180. A bill for the relief of certain
aliens who were aboard the Golden Venture;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to the public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 8: Mr. MURPHY, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr.
BEAUPREZ, Mr. COBLE, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.
ADERHOLT, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. KNOLLENBERG,
Mr. NEY, Mr. MCHENRY, Ms. FoxxX, Mr. NOR-
wooD, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Ms. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE of Florida, and Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER.

H.R. 11: Mr. WALSH, Mr. SHUSTER, and Mr.
MORAN of Kansas.

H.R. 19: Mr. SHADEGG.

H.R. 21: Ms. HOOLEY, Mr. ISRAEL, and Mr.

LINDER.
H.R. 22: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. FARR, Mr.
STARK, Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, Ms.

HOOLEY, and Mr. PLATTS.

H.R. 25: Mr. BAKER and Mr. CONAWAY.

H.R. 29: Mr. SHADEGG.

H.R. 32: Mr. KANJORSKI, Ms. HART, Mrs.
BoNO, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. FORTUNO, Mr.
ROTHMAN, and Mr. CHOCOLA.

H.R. 37: Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 42: Mr. MCHENRY.

H.R. 64: Mr. MARCHANT.

H.R. 65: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina
and Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 68: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. CONAWAY, Ms.
McCoLLUM of Minnesota, and Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina.

H.R. 111: Mr. YouNG of Florida, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Mr. McCAUL of Texas, Mr. BARROW, Mr.
DAvVIS of Kentucky, Mr. CANNON, Mr. FILNER,
Mr. BURGESS, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. SWEENEY, and
Ms. BEAN.

H.R. 135: Ms. HART, Ms. BERKLEY, and Mr.
GOODLATTE.

H.R. 136: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. TANCREDO.

H.R. 139: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. LINCOLN
DI1AZ-BALART of Florida.

H.R. 151: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Ms. LEE, and Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ
of California.

H.R. 179: Mr. COX.

H.R. 181: Mr. HOSTETTLER and Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 216: Mr. RENZI, Mr. WAMP, Mr. PETER-
SON of Minnesota, and Mr. LAHOOD.

H.R. 282: Mr. SHAW, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ
of California, Mr. MACK, Ms. BEAN, Mr.
MCHENRY, and Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 302: Mr. PORTER.

H.R. 303: Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. SCOTT
of Georgia, Mr. BARROW, Mr. LARSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. CASE, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr. GOODE,
Ms. HARRIS, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. WoOLF, and Mr.
MATHESON.

H.R. 307: Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. McNuLTY, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, and Mr. TOWNS.
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H.R. 313: Mrs. EMERSON and Mr. MORAN of
Kansas.

H.R. 314: Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
MORAN of Kansas, and Mr. SKELTON.

H.R. 328: Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. OSBORNE, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. SABO, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 333: Mr. SIMPSON, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms.
ESHOO, and Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 3564: Mr. SULLIVAN.

H.R. 358: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Ms. BEAN, Mr. MEEKS of New York,
Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. MCNULTY,
Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. SULLIVAN,
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. CoX, and Mr. NORWOOD.

H.R. 370: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 377: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. GINGREY, Mr.
GORDON, Mr. ISRAEL, and Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 389: Mr. OWENS, Mr. TAYLOR of North
Carolina, and Mr. KUHL of New York.

H.R. 405: Mr. HYDE.

H.R. 406: Ms. HART.

H.R. 408: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 420: Mr. MCHENRY.

H.R. 458: Mr. EDWARDS and Mr. CARTER.

H.R. 466: Mr. MCHUGH and Mr. SCOTT of
Georgia.

H.R. 490: Ms. HART.

H.R. 499: Mrs. LOWEY.

H.R. 515: Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. FORD, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, and Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsyl-
vania.

H.R.524: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 525: Ms. HART, Mr. DELAY, Mr. GOOD-
LATTE, Mr. KNOLLENBERG.

H.R. 534: Mr. KOLBE and Mr. KUHL of New
York.

H.R. 554: Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, and Mr. MCHENRY.

H.R. 556: Mr. SCHIFF and Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 557: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 558: Mr. BisHOP of Utah, Mr. PALLONE,
Mr. TERRY, and Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 562: Mr. MENENDEZ.

H.R. 580: Mr. CULBERSON.

H.R. 583: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. MORAN
of Virginia, Mr. McCCOTTER, Mr. KNOLLEN-
BERG, Mr. WYNN, and Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 602: Ms. WATSON, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. GINGREY, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr.
LARSEN of Washington, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
WICKER, and Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.

H.R. 616: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 623: Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. PETERSON of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. SHUSTER.

H.R. 650: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan.

H.R. 6568: Mr. WALSH.

H.R. 669: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
NORwWOOD, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Illinois, Mr. BARROW, Mr. DAVIS of
Kentucky, and Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 670: Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 688: Mr. PLATTS.

H.R. 691: Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 711: Mr. LANGEVIN, Mrs. MCCARTHY,
Mr. TowNs, Ms. NORTON, Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. MEEHAN,
Ms. SoLis, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. HOLT, Ms. LEE,
Mr. CONYERS, and Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 712: Mr. GOODLATTE.

H.R. 739: Mr. FORTUNO, Mrs. DRAKE,
P1TTS, and Mr. HALL.

H.R. 740: Mr. FORTUNO, Mrs. DRAKE,
P1TTS, and Mr. HALL.

H.R. 741: Mr. FORTUNO, Mrs. DRAKE,
PITTS, and Mr. HALL.

H.R. 742: Mr. FORTUNO, Mrs. DRAKE,
P1TTS, and Mr. HALL.

H.R. 748: Mr. PETRI and Mr. LINDER.

H.R. 752: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 754: Mr. IssA, Mr. WEINER, Mr. CASE,
and Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 759: Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and
Mrs. LOWEY.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.
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H.R. 762: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. DINGELL, and
Mr. MILLER of Florida.

H.R. 763: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, and Mr. SKELTON.

H.R. 771: Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, and Mr. ETHERIDGE.

H.R. 793: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina, and Mr. BISHOP of New York.

H.R. 795: Mr. HOLT and Mr. RADANOVICH.

H.R. 798: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina,
Mr. CoLE of Oklahoma, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. SODREL,
and Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 800: Mr. OXLEY, Mr. TURNER, Mr.
BOOZMAN, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. GRAVES, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. HALL, Mr.
PITTS, Mr. WOLF, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. NEY,
Mr. BisHOP of Utah, and Mr. HAYES.

H.R. 809: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. GOOD-
LATTE, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr.
LATHAM, and Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 818: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. BORDALLO,
Mr. CUMMINGS, and Mr. SHERMAN.

H.R. 819: Mr. GOODLATTE.

H.R. 820: Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 827: Mr. HULSHOF and Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 838: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
GORDON, Mr. SIMMONS, and Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 840: Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 869: Mr. STARK, Mr. GALLEGLY, and
Mr. LEVIN.

H.R. 871: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 874: Mr. CARTER, Mr.
HERGER, and Mr. KOLBE.

H.R. 878: Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 880: Mr. POMEROY and Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 881: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. SMITH
of New Jersey, Mr. OSBORNE, Mrs. JO ANN
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. TERRY, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. CLAY, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr.
RYAN of Ohio.

H.R. 893: Mr. PASTOR and Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 894: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 895: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 896: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. WoLF, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
WYNN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. SCHWARZ of
Michigan, and Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 908: Mr. OWENS and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 909: Ms. LEE.

H.R. 920: Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 931: Mr. MCHENRY and Mr. GREEN of
Wisconsin.

H.R. 932: Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 940: Mr. MACK.

H.R. 952: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. LYNCH, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. PAYNE, and Ms. WATSON.

H.R. 970: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
CARDOZA, and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H.R. 972: Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. BURTON of
Indiana, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mrs.
MALONEY, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
EvANS, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. WATSON, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Ms. HARRIS, Mr. FOLEY, Ms. CORRINE BROWN
of Florida, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Mr. TANCREDO, and Mr. FRANKS of Arizona.

H.R. 975: Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. SIMPSON, and
Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 976: Mr. KOLBE, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of
Virginia, and Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 983: Mr. CASE.

H.R. 984: Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 986: Mr. FORD.

H.R. 997: Mr. PORTMAN and Ms. FOXX.

H.R. 998: Mr. CASE, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, and Mr.
LATHAM.

H.R. 999: Mr. LEACH, Ms. HERSETH, Mr.
DUNCAN, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 1000: Mr. TIBERI, Mr. OXLEY, and Mr.
LIPINSKI.

CANTOR, Mr.
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H.R. 1001: Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. DELAY,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Ms. GRANG-
ER, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. CARTER, Mr. CONAWAY,
Mr. MARCHANT, and Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN
of California.

H.R. 1003:
MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 1006: Mr. FORTUNO.

H.R. 1010: Mr. PAUL, Mr. FOSSELLA, and Mr.
REHBERG.

H.R. 1042: Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 1059: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mrs.
MALONEY, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 1080: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. CAPPS, and Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 1081: Mr. BERMAN.

. 1092: Mr. SESSIONS.

. 1106: Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. KILDEE.

. 1124: Mr. SIMMONS and Mr. HOLT.
.R. 1131: Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 1134: Mr. PoE, Mr. BLUNT, Mrs. LOWEY,
Mr. AKIN, and Mr. PAUL.

H.J. Res. 10: Ms. HERSETH, and Mr. ENGLISH
of Pennsylvania.

H. Con. Res. 18: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr.
MENENDEZ.

H. Con. Res. 32: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. KING of New York, Mr. LINCOLN
Di1Az-BALART of Florida, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
MENENDEZ, and Mr. MCHENRY.

H. Con. Res. 34: Mr. IsSsA, Mr. LARSEN of
Washington, and Mr. KING of New York.

H. Con. Res. 40: Mr. KILDEE, Ms. WATSON,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.
ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms. LINDA
T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. KILPATRICK of
Michigan, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. TOWNS, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. FARR, Mr. CLAY, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
CARNAHAN, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
HoONDA, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. CORRINE BROWN
of Florida, Ms. SoLis, Mr. BoyD, Mr. HOLT,
Ms. CARSON, Mr. OLVER, Mr. RoOss, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
BAcA, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. McCoLLUM of Min-
nesota, Mr. SIMMONS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
KuciNICcH, and Mr. PASTOR.

H. Con. Res. 42: Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
KuciNICH, and Mrs. MUSGRAVE.

Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mr.
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H. Con. Res. 47: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of
California.

H. Con. Res. 52: Mr. GOODE.

H. Con. Res. 70: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. MCNULTY,
Mr. MACK, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. ToOwNS, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-
BALART of Florida, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART
of Florida, Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr. BEAUPREZ.

H. Con. Res. 76: Mr. ScoTT of Georgia, Mr.
PENCE, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. ROGERS of Ala-
bama, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr.
GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
BEAUPREZ, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, and
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

H. Con. Res. 81: Mr. LYNCH, Mr. MCGOVERN,
and Mr. SNYDER.

H. Con. Res. 82: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. CARDOZA, Ms. WATSON, Ms.
McCoLLUM of Minnesota, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. BURTON of
Indiana, and Mr. PITTS.

H. Con. Res. 83: Mr. PITTS, Mr. TANCREDO,
Mr. SOUDER, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. RYAN of Ohio,
Mr. McCOTTER, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Ms. KILPATRICK of Michi-
gan, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida,
Ms. WATSON, Mr. JONES of North Carolina,
Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
and Mr. WAXMAN.

H. Res. 22: Mr. MCHENRY and Mr. GOHMERT.

H. Res. 37: Mr. PENCE, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Mr. ISSA, Ms. HARRIS, Mr. KIRK, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,
and Mr. WELLER.

H. Res. 38: Mr. MCHENRY.

H. Res. 54: Mr. KING of New York and Mr.
MCHENRY.

H. Res. 84: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. KIRK, and
Mr. BLUNT.

H. Res. 85: Mr. CULBERSON.

H. Res. 90: Mr. EVANS, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr.
CONYERS, and Mr. WAXMAN.

H. Res. 99: Mr. TowNS, Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana, Mr. NADLER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. BIisHOP of Georgia, Mr. HONDA,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.
WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. LYNCH, Mr.
WEXLER, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. SMITH of
Washington, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. PITTS, Mr. LARSEN of
Washington, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr.
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CHANDLER, Mr. PENCE, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
BARRETT of South Carolina, Mr. GALLEGLY,
Mr. DAvVIS of Tennessee, Mr. POE, and Mr.
NUNES.

H. Res. 101: Mr. ROYCE, Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. WYNN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. MARKEY, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. HOLDEN, and Mr.
POE.

H. Res. 108: Mr. IssA, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
FLAKE, Mr. PITTS, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. WIL-
SON of South Carolina, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr.

FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. PENCE, Mr. SMITH of
Washington, Mr. ROHRABACHER, and Mr.
BLUMENAUER.

H. Res. 119: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. MCKEON, and
Mr. DREIER.

H. Res. 120: Mr. INSLEE, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. PITTS.

H. Res. 131: Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
DOYLE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. HOYER, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. MURTHA, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. McGovV-
ERN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. DICKS, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
CHANDLER, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, Ms. LEE, Mr. BisHOP of Georgia, Mr.
WATT, Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. HOOLEY, Mr. MEE-
HAN, Mr. TANNER, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. SCOTT of Georgia, Mrs. CAPPS, and
Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan.

H. Res. 135: Mr. LEACH, Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
WELLER, Mr. PENCE, Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. WATSON, Mr. CARDOZA,
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
TANNER, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. UDALL of New Mex-
ico, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Mr. CoX, Mr. LEWIS of California,
Mr. WATT, Mr. REGULA, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
HOYER, Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr. PITTS.
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The Senate met at 9:45 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable LISA
MURKOWSKI, a Senator from the State
of Alaska.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Our Lord and Ruler, Your Name is
wonderful. We see Your glory in the
heavens above and in the beauties of
the Earth. Give us this day our march-
ing orders. We seek Your wisdom.
Guide our priorities so that we glorify
Your Name. May even our thoughts be
acceptable to You. Help our words and
actions to be strengthened by Your
precepts. Give us enough humility to
acknowledge our dependence on You,
for even our heartbeats are borrowed.

Strengthen our Senators for today’s
journey. Listen to their longings and
give them Your peace. Protect and sus-
tain their loved ones. We pray in Your
strong Name. Amen.

———————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable LISA MURKOWSKI, a
Senator from the State of Alaska, 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. STEVENS).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 8, 2005.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable LISA MURKOWSKI, a

Senate

Senator from the State of Alaska, to perform
the duties of the Chair.
TED STEVENS,
President pro tempore.
Ms. MURKOWSKI thereupon assumed
the Chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

———————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
———
SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, this
morning the Senate will resume debate
on the bankruptcy legislation. Under
the order, at 10:15 this morning we will
begin 2 hours of debate on Senator
SCHUMER’s amendment related to abor-
tion clinics. That vote will, therefore,
occur at 12:15 today. Following that
vote, the Senate will recess until 2:15
for our weekly policy luncheons to
meet. When we return to session at
2:15, the Senate will proceed to vote on
invoking cloture on the underlying
bankruptcy bill. I hope and expect the
Senate will be able to invoke cloture
this afternoon so that we will be able
to vote on passage this week. We will
have germane amendments to consider
postcloture and, therefore, additional
votes can be expected.

———

BANKRUPTCY REFORM

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, we
have made tremendous progress on the
bankruptcy bill over the last 2 weeks.
Republicans and Democrats have stood
together to support a bankruptcy re-
form package that the House will pass
and the President will sign into law.
The Senate has resisted attempts to re-
negotiate hard-fought compromises
and legislate on unrelated issues. I do
thank my colleagues, our colleagues,
for staying focused on the bankruptcy
bill.

There have been many attempts to
sidetrack the Senate on this bill. But
let me just take a moment to reiterate
why we need bankruptcy reform and
what this bill really does.

The bill before us establishes a means
test based on a simple, fair principle:
those who have the means should repay
their debts. Personal bankruptcies are
skyrocketing, and wealthy debtors are
walking away from debts that they had
the ability to repay. Opportunistic
debtors who have the means to repay
use the law to evade personal responsi-
bility.

This abuse does not hurt the creditor
only, it hurts all who pay higher fees
and prices as a result. Every bill that
you and I pay, that our families pay,
includes a ‘‘bankruptcy tax’’ of about
$400 a year per household. That tax is
figured into every bill, every phone
bill, every electric bill, every mortgage
payment, every furniture purchase or
car loan we pay. Interest rates are
higher, downpayment requirements are
larger, grace periods become shorter,
late payment penalties become astro-
nomical—all because some people are
shirking their debt obligations.

This legislation is targeted to ensure
that wealthy debtors who can pay their
debts do so. It specifically exempts
anyone who earns less than the median
income in their State, and it also al-
lows every consumer to show special
circumstances if they cannot handle a
repayment plan.

We know that one reason people file
for bankruptcy is because of unex-
pected medical emergencies. Con-
sequently, this legislation allows every
filer to deduct 100 percent of their med-
ical costs. We also know that education
is a big outlay for many families.
Under bankruptcy reform, parents can
deduct private school tuition to pro-
tect their children’s educational oppor-
tunities.

In addition, the bankruptcy bill
strengthens protections for child sup-
port and alimony payments. It protects

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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patient privacy and care during bank-
ruptcy proceedings that involve health
care facilities. It protects consumers
from deceptive credit practice that can
lead to financial distress, and it pro-
tects the system that allows America
to be one of the most generous coun-
tries when it comes to bankruptcy.

There remain, however, some mis-
conceptions about this bill that should
be dispelled. The first regards our pro-
tections for Active-Duty military per-
sonnel and veterans. Some opponents
of the bill charge that we do not ade-
quately address the needs of our com-
bat men and women who suffer finan-
cially.

Madam President, it should go with-
out saying that the Senate and the
American people deeply honor our men
and women in uniform. Every day,
these young soldiers sacrifice to pro-
tect us and to defend the freedom we
enjoy. We are indebted to them for the
dangers they face on the field, and we
are indebted to their families they
leave in order to fight for that freedom.

That is why last Tuesday we passed
the Sessions amendment to help clarify
protections for our military and others
under a safe harbor in the bill. This
provision, which passed with 63 votes,
makes explicitly clear that Active-
Duty military and low-income veterans
are protected by the safe harbor. In ad-
dition, it also protects debtors with se-
rious medical conditions.

On this issue, the other side has cre-
ated a red herring designed to score po-
litical points and shift the debate away
from bankruptcy abuse. Another red
herring is the charge that the bank-
ruptcy bill sacrifices consumers to ben-
efit credit card companies. The truth is
that the bill before us includes several
carefully negotiated amendments that
expressly protect credit card holders.

Among its beefed-up consumer pro-
tections are increased disclosure re-
quirements for credit card statements
and mandates that credit card compa-
nies assist borrowers in determining
how long it will take to pay off their
credit card balances, additional disclo-
sures to borrowers buying and refi-
nancing their homes, and additional
disclosures regarding credit card intro-
ductory rates and new disclosures re-
lated to credit card late fees.

These protections are the result of
lengthy and careful negotiation. Addi-
tional measures should be properly ad-
dressed in the Banking Committee. As
Senator SESSIONS has pointed out, we
are debating a bankruptcy bill designed
to create a fair and commonsense proc-
ess in the Federal courts.

Moreover, the bill before us has
passed this body three times, with
overwhelming bipartisan support. In
the 105th Congress, it passed by a vote
of 97 to 1. In the 106th Congress, it
passed 83 to 14. And again in the 107th
Congress, it passed by a vote of 82 to 16.

It is time to take action on this
much needed reform that is supported
by both sides of the aisle.

I am confident that by working to-
gether we can get this done in this
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Congress, this week, and see bank-
ruptcy reform signed into law. I en-
courage our Members, this afternoon,
to vote for cloture so we can bring this
bill to fruition, to make it the reality
we know the American people deserve.

It is long past time to stop the
abuses of the Bankruptcy Code. The
legislation before us is thoughtful. It is
built on common sense. It offers the
opportunity to give the system, and
the people it is designed to help, a fresh
start. In short, it promises to deliver
meaningful solutions that will keep
America moving forward.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

———

BANKRUPTCY ABUSE PREVENTION
AND CONSUMER PROTECTION
ACT OF 2005

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
256, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 256) to amend title 11 of the
United States Code, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Dorgan/Durbin amendment No. 45, to es-
tablish a special committee of the Senate to
investigate the awarding and carrying out of
contracts to conduct activities in Afghani-
stan and Iraq and to fight the war on ter-
rorism.

Pryor amendment No. 40, to amend the
Fair Credit Reporting Act to prohibit the use
of any information in any consumer report
by any credit card issuer that is unrelated to
the transactions and experience of the card
issuer with the consumer to increase the an-
nual percentage rate applicable to credit ex-
tended to the consumer.

Reid (for Baucus) amendment No. 50, to
amend section 524(g)(1) of title 11, United
States Code, to predicate the discharge of
debts in bankruptcy by an vermiculite min-
ing company meeting certain criteria on the
establishment of a health care trust fund for
certain individuals suffering from an asbes-
tos related disease.

Dodd amendment No. 52, to prohibit exten-
sions of credit to underage consumers.

Dodd amendment No. 53, to require prior
notice of rate increases.

Kennedy (for Leahy/Sarbanes) amendment
No. 83, to modify the definition of disin-
terested person in the Bankruptcy Code.

Harkin amendment No. 66, to increase the
accrual period for the employee wage pri-
ority in bankruptcy.

Dodd amendment No. 67, to modify the bill
to protect families.

Kennedy amendment No. 68, to provide a
maximum amount for a homestead exemp-
tion under State law.

Kennedy amendment No. 69, to amend the
definition of current monthly income.

Kennedy amendment No. 70, to exempt
debtors whose financial problems were
caused by failure to receive alimony or child
support, or both, from means testing.

Kennedy amendment No. 72, to ensure that
families below median income are not sub-
jected to means test requirements.

Kennedy amendment No. 71, to strike the
provision relating to the presumption of lux-
ury goods.
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Kennedy amendment No. 119, to amend sec-
tion 502(b) of title 11, United States Code, to
limit usurious claims in bankruptcy.

Akaka amendment No. 105, to limit claims
in bankruptcy by certain unsecured credi-
tors.

Feingold amendment No. 87, to amend sec-
tion 104 of title 11, United States Code, to in-
clude certain provisions in the triennial in-
flation adjustment of dollar amounts.

Feingold amendment No. 88, to amend the
plan filing and confirmation deadlines.

Feingold amendment No. 89, to strike cer-
tain small business related bankruptcy pro-
visions in the bill.

Feingold amendment No. 90, to amend the
provision relating to fair notice given to
creditors.

Feingold amendment No. 91, to amend sec-
tion 303 of title 11, United States Code, with
respect to the sealing and expungement of
court records relating to fraudulent involun-
tary bankruptcy petitions.

Feingold amendment No. 92, to amend the
credit counseling provision.

Feingold amendment No. 93, to modify the
disclosure requirements for debt relief agen-
cies providing bankruptcy assistance.

Feingold amendment No. 94, to clarify the
application of the term disposable income.

Feingold amendment No. 95, to amend the
provisions relating to the discharge of taxes
under chapter 13.

Feingold amendment No. 96, to amend the
provisions relating to chapter 13 plans to
have a 5-year duration in certain cases and
to amend the definition of disposable income
for purposes of chapter 13.

Feingold amendment No. 97, to amend the
provisions relating to chapter 13 plans to
have a 5-year duration in certain cases and
to amend the definition of disposable income
for purposes of chapter 13.

Feingold amendment No. 98, to modify the
disclosure requirements for debt relief agen-
cies providing bankruptcy assistance.

Feingold amendment No. 99, to provide no
bankruptcy protection for insolvent political
committees.

Feingold amendment No. 100, to provide
authority for a court to order disgorgement
or other remedies relating to an agreement
that is not enforceable.

Feingold amendment No. 101, to amend the
definition of small business debtor.

Talent amendment No. 121, to deter cor-
porate fraud and prevent the abuse of State
self-settled trust law.

Schumer amendment No. 129 (to amend-
ment No. 121), to limit the exemption for
asset protection trusts.

Durbin amendment No. 110, to clarify that
the means test does not apply to debtors
below median income.

Durbin amendment No. 111, to protect vet-
erans and members of the armed forces on
active duty or performing homeland security
activities from means testing in bankruptcy.

Durbin amendment No. 112, to protect dis-
abled veterans from means testing in bank-
ruptcy under certain circumstances.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
understand that at 10:15, the Senator
from New York is to be recognized to
offer an amendment?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
this bankruptcy bill is mean-spirited
and unfair. In anything like its present
form, it should and will be an embar-
rassment to anyone who votes for it. It
is a bonanza for the credit card compa-
nies, which made $30 billion in profits
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last year, and a nightmare for the
poorest of the poor and the weakest of
the weak.

It favors the credit card companies,
the giant banks, and the big car loan
companies at every turn. It favors the
worst of the credit industry—the inter-
est rate gougers, the payday lenders,
and the abusive collection agencies. It
hurts real people who lose their savings
because of a medical crisis or lose their
jobs because of outsourcing or suffer
major loss of income because they were
called up for duty in Iraq or Afghani-
stan.

It protects corporate interests at the
expense of the needs of real people. It
does absolutely nothing about the glar-
ing abuses of the bankruptcy system
by the executives of giant companies
such as Enron, WorldCom, and Polar-
oid, who lined their own pockets but
left thousands of employees and retir-
ees out in the cold.

It favors companies like MBNA, a top
credit card issuer, with over $80 billion
in loans, which has contributed $7 mil-
lion to Federal candidates, a half a
million dollars to President Bush
alone, and spent over $20 million in lob-
bying, since 1997, when their lobbyists
wrote this bill.

On the other side are people like spe-
cial ed teacher Fatemeh Hosseini on
the front page of Sunday’s Washington
Post. She fell on hard times when her
husband left her and their three chil-
dren. After her credit card debt reached
$25,000, she stopped using the cards and
took a second job to try to pay down
that debt. She paid $2,000 a month but
was hit with very high interest rates,
which were raised even higher because
of missed payments, heavy late fees,
and over-limit penalties.

She made no new purchases, but by
last June her $25,000 debt had nearly
doubled to almost $50,000. The longer
she tried to pay what her statements
told her were her minimum payments,
the more her debt went up. When all of
her salary was going for payments, she
had no choice: she was forced into
bankruptcy, in the hope of getting the
“fresh start’” the Nation has long pro-
vided to its working people when they
hit bottom.

This bill says to companies like
MBNA: We’ll help you scare that teach-
er out of going into bankruptcy by
making the bankruptcy process expen-
sive and burdensome to people like her.
If we can’t scare her away, we will help
you squeeze your high interest rates
out of her for a few years longer, even
though she can’t possibly pay off the
amount she owes. We will take sides
with companies like you and against
people like her.

That is what this bill says. We all
know that is wrong. How could the
Senate possibly do something so im-
moral and unreasonable and unfair to
our constituents when they are most in
need of our help? Where are the
vaunted values our colleagues talk
about so much? Why didn’t the Judici-
ary Committee do something about
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this travesty before it reached the
floor? Why haven’t we fixed it on the
floor after more than a week of debate?

This bill was bulldozed through the
committee on the pretense that we
should not deal with its serious prob-
lems there but should wait until it
reached the full Senate for serious ne-
gotiations and basic improvements. We
were assured that there would be good-
faith discussions and compromises and
that all reasonable amendments would
be given fair consideration.

But now there has been no good faith
at all-nmo meaningful discussions, no
negotiation, no real consideration of
any of the very reasonable amend-
ments that have been proposed to give
this bill some shred of balance and fair-
ness. On the contrary, the Republican
leadership has invoked the strictest
possible party discipline. When indi-
vidual Republicans say they want to
support or offer constructive amend-
ments, they are ordered not to do so.
Even when a Republican identifies a se-
rious gap in the bill, such as the very
basic jurisdiction outrage pointed out
by Senator CORNYN, an outrage that
has prejudiced workers and retirees in
almost every State, the Republican
leadership said no and refused to let
the amendment be called up.

The excuse for this bad faith and
breach of promise is itself bizarre. The
Republican leaders say they cannot
upset the delicate compromise reached
two Congresses ago, but the only real
compromise was the one that had the
Schumer amendment in it, and this
year’s bill doesn’t have that amend-
ment in it. In committee Senator
SCHUMER discussed his amendment, but
I didn’t see the other side jumping up
to adopt it in order to restore and pre-
serve the so-called compromise. The
floor leaders have not indicated that
they plan to accept this amendment to
restore and preserve the supposed com-
promise.

Let’s be clear—any pretense of pro-
tecting a previous compromise dis-
appeared when the bill’s sponsors uni-
laterally took the Schumer amend-
ment out of the bill before introducing
it this year. So there is no compromise
before us in the first place. What’s
more, even the 2001 bill is now totally
obsolete.

A great deal has happened in the past
4 years that helps us understand the
real issues in this bill and shows that
abuse of the system by consumers is
not the real problem. We have now felt
the full impact of the Bush economic
decline, the broad record levels of sus-
tained unemployment.

We have seen an explosion of medical
costs, prescription drug costs, and
health insurance costs. We have seen
job after job eliminated or downgraded
or outsourced.

A half million guardsmen and reserv-
ists have been called to active duty in
Afghanistan or Iraq, leaving their fam-
ilies and their jobs and their small
businesses behind to suffer the eco-
nomic consequences, but this Senate
said no to the Durbin amendment.
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We have seen the enormous harm
caused to employees and retirees by
corporate mismanagement and fraud at
major companies like Enron and
WorldCom and Polaroid, which abused
the bankruptcy laws to avoid their ob-
ligation to their own loyal workers. We
have seen credit card rates go higher
and higher and higher, as high as 30
percent or more, plus fees and penalties
and charges, raising credit card profits
by another $10 billion, even as general
interest rates remain low.

We have seen the credit card compa-
nies use a self-help remedy for the
problems they create by their own in-
discriminate and predatory marketing
practices. They charge still higher
risk-based rates to the very same peo-
ple who can’t even afford the lower
bait-and-switch rates.

We now know a lot more about the
abuse of bankruptcy this bill was sup-
posedly designed to address. Four years
ago we were told we were a nation of
bankruptcy abusers. But now, thanks
to the careful study of actual bank-
ruptcy case files, we know the truth.
We know that 50 percent of the families
who go bankrupt have suffered from se-
rious medical problems and have ex-
hausted their savings. Most of those
families had paid for health insurance,
but it still left them with no financial
protection from serious illness or acci-
dents.

If the family is impacted by cancer,
you know right at the outset, even if
they have health insurance, they are
going to have a $35,000 bill. If it is the
heart or stroke, it may be $20,000. If
they have a child, spina bifida, autism,
other kinds of serious children’s dis-
eases, it is going to be $15,000 to $20,000.
We know that right at the start. And in
too many instances, that is just enough
to throw hard-working Americans into
the bankruptcy system and the harsh
provisions of this legislation. Most of
these families tried in every possible
way to avoid bankruptcy for years.
They gave up food and medicine and
utilities and other necessities of life
and even transferred their elderly par-
ents into less adequate nursing homes
in order to try and avoid bankruptcy.
But facts like these don’t bother the
sponsors of this bill. They just make it
up as they go along.

In the past week, for example, some
of us offered amendments that would
exempt people from the burdensome
procedures in this bill if their finances
were devastated by medical problems
or because they were called up for mili-
tary duty, and they were voted down.
Instead the bill’s sponsors introduced
and adopted a devious amendment that
they said would do what our amend-
ment did. But, of course, it did nothing
of the kind. It simply added some
words about medical costs and military
callups in a way that did not change
the real substance of the committee’s
bill.

The sponsors also said our amend-
ments exempting those below the me-
dian income from the means test were



S2202

unnecessary because low-income filers
were already exempt. If they really
mean what they say about no means
testing for people below the median in-
come, then they should not be refusing
to accept our amendment which makes
that exemption absolutely clear.

Another Democratic amendment
would have placed a generous limit of
30 percent on the interest rates any
credit card company could charge. It
very carefully stated that it would not
change the status quo in States which
already had lower limits. That didn’t
stop the bill’s supporters from claiming
that the bill would be an intrusion on
States rights because it would lift the
limit in States with a lower limit.

And perhaps the most outrageous
claim of all, one which I thought was
dead and buried after it was dragged
out in 2001, was dragged out again—a
big blue chart and all—and further in-
flated in their debate. The sponsors re-
peated the old chestnut that every
American family is paying $400 a year
in a hidden bankruptcy tax for abuses
that this bill would stop. Only now
they say this mysterious tax has risen
to $650 per person per year.

How is the original $400 number cal-
culated? The debts discharged from all
consumer bankruptcies each year are
about $40 billion. There are 100 million
families in the United States. There-
fore, those consumer bankruptcies
must be costing each family $400 per
family. But this phony math assumes
that every dollar discharged in bank-
ruptcy, 100 percent, could have been
collected in full, if not for the massive
abuse of the system by every consumer
who goes bankrupt.

It assumes that the credit card com-
panies and payday lenders and other
lenders who collect this debt under the
bill would somehow distribute it to all
100 million American families instead
of keeping it for themselves. Obvi-
ously, neither of these assumptions is
true. Even the bill’s supporters have
long ago conceded that the maximum
conceivable amount recoverable from
the consumer bankruptcies is about 10
percent of the total. Other estimates
conclude that the real number is a
small fraction of that.

We don’t have to guess what a re-
sponsible lender’s loss from bankruptcy
abuse might be. The lead-off pro-bill
witness at our hearing on the bill was
the head of the Wisconsin community
credit union, testifying for the na-
tional credit union lobby. He told us in
the last 9 years his credit union has
had an average of 10 bankruptcies a
year from 11,000 members. He esti-
mated that the 9-year loss from abu-
sive cases was $15,000 to $75,000, with
the higher figure based on an unlikely
assumption of 15 percent abuse. His
credit union’s loss from possible abuse
spread across its entire membership
was 15 to 74 cents a year per member—
not per every family in his county or
state, but just his members. Yes, a real
15 cents instead of the mythical $400
dollars we have heard about for years
on this floor.
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Why is that lender’s loss from abuse
so low? Because that credit union cares
about its members, who are also its
owners. It gives them a credit level ap-
propriate to their finances, and does
not promote across-the-board increases
in credit limits. It routinely monitors
credit card debt for signs of trouble.
When members hit hard times, the
credit union does not pounce on them.
It looks for ways to help them out. In
short, it is a careful and responsible
lender, not a predatory lender.

Hello? Could this tell us something
about the real problem here? Perhaps
the credit card companies who are real-
ly pushing this bill should think again
about having solicitation desks every
fifty feet in the airport, offering gifts
to anyone who signs up for a card. Per-
haps they should think twice about of-
fering multiple cards to young college
students. Perhaps they should not en-
courage people to raise their card lim-
its recklessly or send them pre-printed
checks against their accounts in junk
mailings. Perhaps they should not send
monthly statements urging their cus-
tomers to pay only the monthly min-
imum and pile up their debt.

This bill does nothing to prevent the
enticements that the credit card com-
panies use to run up their profits. It
does nothing to prevent the real abuses
of the system by those who use unlim-
ited homestead exemptions or ‘‘protec-
tive” trusts to hide tens of millions of
dollars from the bankruptcy process.

We still have time for common sense
amendments on all of these issues, but
unless there is a change in direction,
Republican party discipline will be in-
voked to defeat them.

In fact, the present bankruptcy sys-
tem has an effective way of dealing
with real abusers. Bankruptcy judges
can and do deny the petitions of those
who have defrauded or abused the
bankruptcy process. The corporate
sponsors of this bill know that, but
their real motivation is only partly to
squeeze millions more dollars from the
people who do get into the bankruptcy
system.

The more insidious purpose of this
bill is to frighten people away from the
system altogether, by making it so
burdensome and expensive, that they
delay filing for bankruptcy or never
file. That way, the predatory lenders
can continue to collect excessive inter-
est and fees and penalties month after
month from people who cannot afford
to pay them.

What this bill does to catch the very
small number of potential abusers—
most of whom can be caught and
screened out under the existing sys-
tem—is to impose huge new paperwork
and filing and counseling and other
barriers on all those who seek to enter
the system, whether they are above or
below the median income level, and
whether or not there is the slightest
indication that they are trying to
game the system.

Why else would the bill place such
strict and intolerable personal liability
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on the bankruptcy lawyer for mistakes
made in the detailed information pro-
vided by the client? In Boston and
throughout the country, pro-bono law-
yers from leading firms now lend a
hand with bankruptcy filings to people
down on their luck. The sponsors know
that if this bill passes, those firms will
not let their lawyers do that public in-
terest work, because the risk will be
too high.

There is so much wrong with this bill
that we must take the time to get it
right. That is why we must have a seri-
ous discussion and negotiation and
amendment process.

That is why we must defeat tomor-
row’s cloture vote and continue to seek
a bill that is not an embarrassment to
the Senate and the fundamental prin-
ciple of fairness and simple justice for
all. It’s wrong, deeply wrong, for the
Senate to rubber-stamp the greed of
the credit card industry.

In a few moments, the Senator from
New York will be recognized. I wanted
to add a word of support for his amend-
ment. His amendment is not about
abortion. It is about violence. Those
who promote the culture of life should
not be encouraging acts of violence
against any members of our society.
There is no legitimate reason to oppose
this amendment. Those who break the
law through violence and intimidation
should not have bankruptcy as a
shield.

Finally, in a vote later this after-
noon, the Senate will declare its true
loyalties. Do we stand with low- and
middle-income families who fall on
hard times, or do we stand with the
credit card companies looking for high-
er and higher profits at any cost? If we
are true to our values, we will stand
with America’s families and defeat this
bill because above all else, America
stands for freedom and fairness and op-
portunity. There is nothing fair about
a single parent struggling to make
ends meet only to be gouged by credit
card companies with double-digit rates.
There is no freedom in falling ill with
cancer and facing a mountain of med-
ical bills only to be hounded by credit
card companies to pay them first.

And what is fair when an average
American who has done everything
right still has to go alone into bank-
ruptcy court and stand up against the
big credit card companies and all their
might and try to make a fresh start?

I am reminded of the words of Leviti-
cus in the 25th chapter which reads: If
one of your brethren becomes poor and
falls into poverty among you, then you
shall help him, like a stranger or a so-
journer, that he may live with you.
Take no usury or interest from him,
but fear your God that your brother
may live with you. You shall not lend
him your money for usury nor lend him
your food at a profit.

One glance at the story of Fatemeh
Hosseini shows that even when you try
your hardest to repay your debts, you
are met by the cold, cruel world of the
credit card companies. With our vote
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this afternoon, we have an opportunity
to live up to the words of Leviticus and
our basic values as Americans and vote
against this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. VIT-
TER). The Senator from Illinois is rec-
ognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Massachusetts for his
leadership on this legislation. The bill
we are considering today, S. 256, is the
bankruptcy reform bill. For American
families who have been absolutely dev-
astated by medical bills, by loss of jobs
from outsourcing of jobs overseas, by
family circumstances beyond their
control, this bill makes it more dif-
ficult to go to bankruptcy court to put
whatever they have on the table and to
try to start anew. It was written by the
financial industry, by credit card com-
panies, and big banks in an effort to
make certain that people in debt never
get out of debt. They want to make
certain that debt will hound you and
trail you for a lifetime.

When Senator KENNEDY offers an
amendment and says should we not at
least say to people who have been dev-
astated by a medical crisis in their
family and go through bankruptcy that
they will have a roof over their heads,
that we will protect their home for
$150,000 worth of value, the Republicans
on this side of the aisle said no. They
should put that home up, lose it if nec-
essary, if they want to file for bank-
ruptey.

I offered an amendment that said
what about the Guard and Reserve
units, men and women who are serving
overseas leaving behind businesses that
go bankrupt? Should we not give them
some consideration in this bill? Should
not the harshest aspects of this bill not
apply to men and women in uniform
serving our country? The Republican
side of the aisle said no; apply the law
as harshly as possible to these soldiers
as you would to everyone else.

Time and again, as we have offered
amendments to try to stand up for
those who were struggling in America
to get by in a tough economy, in dif-
ficult times, facing family disasters,
the Republican side of the aisle said it
is more important that the credit card
companies get another dollar from
those families. It is more important
that the banks prevail. Even if the
loans they offered in the first place are
illegal, we have to stand by the credit
industry.

The credit industry will win this bat-
tle. American families, American sol-
diers, and those struggling with med-
ical bills will be the losers.

I hope before this bill is completed
that a few basic amendments that show
common decency and common sense
will prevail.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 10:15
a.m. having arrived, the Senate will
proceed to the consideration of amend-
ment No. 47 to be offered by the Sen-
ator from New York. The time until
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12:15 p.m. will be equally divided for de-
bate.

Does the Senator offer the amend-
ment?

AMENDMENT NO. 47

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I offer
the amendment, and I ask unanimous
consent that Senator FEINSTEIN be
added as a cosponsor to the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mr. SCHU-
MER], for himself, Mr. REID, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs.
MURRAY, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN, proposes an
amendment numbered 47.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To prohibit the discharge, in bank-
ruptcy, of a debt resulting from the debt-
or’s unlawful interference with the provi-
sion of lawful goods or services or damage
to property used to provide lawful goods or
services)

On page 205, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

SEC. 332. NONDISCHARGEABILITY OF DEBTS IN-

CURRED THROUGH VIOLATIONS OF
LAWS RELATING TO THE PROVISION
OF LAWFUL GOODS AND SERVICES.

Section 523(a) of title 11, United States
Code, as amended by this Act, is further
amended—

(1) in paragraph (18), by striking ‘‘or” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (19), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘; or’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (19) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(20) that results from any judgment,
order, consent order, or decree entered in
any Federal or State court, or contained in
any settlement agreement entered into by
the debtor, including any court ordered dam-
ages, fine, penalty, citation, or attorney fee
or cost owed by the debtor, arising from—

‘“(A) an action alleging the violation of any
Federal, State, or local statute, including
but not limited to a violation of section 247
or 248 of title 18, that results from the debt-
or’s—

‘(i) harassment of, intimidation of, inter-
ference with, obstruction of, injury to,
threat to, or violence against, any person—

‘“(I) because that person provides, or has
provided, lawful goods or services;

“(IT) because that person is, or has been,
obtaining lawful goods or services; or

‘“(III) to deter that person, any other per-
son, or a class of persons, from obtaining or
providing lawful goods or services; or

‘(i) damage to, or destruction of, property
of a facility providing lawful goods or serv-
ices; or

‘“(B) a violation of a court order or injunc-
tion that protects access to—

‘(i) a facility that provides lawful goods or
services; or

‘“(i1) the provision of lawful goods or serv-

ices.
Nothing in paragraph (20) shall be construed
to affect any expressive conduct (including
peaceful picketing or other peaceful dem-
onstration) protected from legal prohibition
by the first amendment to the Constitution
of the United States.”.
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Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I hope
everybody will pay attention to this
debate, which has been going on inter-
mittently in the Chamber for the last 4
or 5 years. Not much has changed, ex-
cept the votes of some of my col-
leagues, if you can believe the press re-
ports.

Let me start by saying I believe in
bankruptcy reform. It is very wrong for
people to abuse the code. But reform
should be across the board, it should be
applied fairly. It should not be just for
some interests. When some interests
are abused, we legislate on that, but
when other interests are abused, we do
not. It should not sweep under the rug
people who have real needs, as the
amendments of some of my col-
leagues—the Senator from Massachu-
setts and the Senator from Illinois—
have tried to address. A reform bill
should not contain a trove of treats for
some supposed victims of the system,
such as banks and credit card compa-
nies, but leave others shivering in the
cold.

For this reason, the bankruptcy bill
before us today does not do the trick.
It has many deficiencies and, to my
mind, a glaring, gaping hole. While the
bill supporters give lipservice to fair-
ness, they have carved out a loophole
for those who use violence, for those
who seek to use bankruptcy for a pur-
pose it was never intended. It is a loop-
hole that I cannot live with, and, once
upon a time, in a different world, the
vast majority of Senators agreed with
me and voted to close this loophole.

Most of you are already familiar with
this provision. After all, most of you
have voted for it before. Indeed, this is
identical language; there is not a single
word change in this amendment, the
Schumer-Reid amendment, from the
amendment that was added to the bill
a few years ago. This identical lan-
guage was contained in the com-
promise bill we have heard so much
about this past week.

Along with Senator REID, I am re-
introducing the provision that would
close this loophole once and for all. I
am pleased that Senators LEAHY, FEIN-
STEIN, and MURRAY are also cosponsors
of the amendment.

Put simply, the Schumer-Reid
amendment would end the ability of
violent extremists to hide behind bank-
ruptcy laws to escape court-imposed
debts. The amendment is very simple:
If you use violence or the threat of vio-
lence to achieve a goal, a political
goal, and you are successfully sued—as
you should be—by the person or per-
sons you have used violence against,
you cannot then go back home to a
bankruptcy court and say, protect me.
Has anyone who ever envisioned the
bankruptcy law felt that it should be
used to protect those who use violence
or threats of violence? I doubt it.

There is talk by some of ‘‘peaceful
protests.” As I will talk about later,
the bill explicitly protects peaceful
protests but not violence or the threat
of violence. It doesn’t matter if you are
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an extremist in the pro-life movement
or the animal rights movement or any
other movement; if you believe you are
so right that you have the ability to
take the law into your own hands and
threaten others and do violence to oth-
ers because your knowledge and feel-
ings are superior to everybody else’s,
you are wrong. That is not American.
Again, you should not be allowed to
use the Bankruptcy Code to protect
yourself from a rightfully imposed civil
remedy.

This amendment could really be
called the Schumer-Reid-Hatch amend-
ment because in 2001 Senator HATCH
sat down with me and together we
worked out this compromise. We
worked out this precise language in a
bipartisan fashion over 4 years ago.
There is only one difference—that since
we worked out this compromise, which
a large number of colleagues on the
other side of the aisle supported, in-
cluding those who disagree with me on
the issue of choice, we have found that
a small group in the House has been
able to block the bill if it had this
amendment in it. There is no reconsid-
eration of the merits of the amend-
ment. There is no argument made
against the amendment that hasn’t
been made before and rejected over-
whelmingly by this body. It is simply
allowing a small few in the other body
to dictate what we are doing here.

If reason and logic prevail, this
amendment would be considered among
the least controversial and most sen-
sible fixes to the current bill. If bipar-
tisanship and consistency were the
order of the day, this provision, which
was unceremoniously stripped from the
current bill, would pass again over-
whelmingly. The bill is intended to
curb abuses of the Bankruptcy Code.
But why are we curbing abuses when
the victim is a credit card company or
a bank but not anybody else? Why not
also when the victim is a woman pur-
suing her constitutional rights? Does
that woman have any less rights than a
bank or credit card company, or a doc-
tor pursuing a living, doing what he be-
lieves is right and what is allowed by
law, according to the Supreme Court
and enshrined in the Constitution, and
this doctor tries to prevent people from
hounding his children, from threat-
ening them with violence, and then you
say, no, we are going to protect the
credit card companies and the banks
but not that doctor, not that woman; is
that fair? Is this bill fair and balanced?

We want to reform bankruptcy; there
are abuses. But why are we only re-
forming the abuses that affect some
and not others? Why are we only re-
forming the abuses that affect some of
the most powerful interests and not
those who are weaker or more helpless?

In the current climate, I am sad to
say that there appears to be an edict
from the leadership on the other side
to vote down every amendment, no
matter what its wisdom for efficacy.
That is not what the Senate is about,
that is not what America is all about,
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and that is not what our constituents
sent us here to do. It would be a trag-
edy if that sort of marching-in-lock-
step attitude affected the Schumer-
Reid amendment.

Let me take a minute to describe the
history of this amendment, to refresh
the recollection of many of my col-
leagues who may have forgotten it. Let
me tell you what happened. Of course,
Roe v. Wade was passed by the Su-
preme Court in 1973. Many opposed Roe
v. Wade; they felt it was against their
religious beliefs. I respect those reli-
gious beliefs. A large movement of pro-
tests developed, the vast majority of
which was peaceful. The former bishop
in my home of Brooklyn would stand in
front of a clinic every week and pray
the rosary. That is an American thing
to do. That is a peaceful protest. But
there were some—an extreme few—who
decided that they were so right, that
what they heard from God prevailed
over what anybody else heard from
God, and that they should take the
issue into their own hands. Some used
the methods of blockade, passive re-
sistance. Others went further. They
would put acid on clinics that would
render them useless—a destruction of
personal and private property, if there
ever was. They would threaten doctors.
They would follow their children going
home from school and harass them. In-
humane. They would even encourage
people to kill doctors. We know doctors
who were killed.

This protest movement was largely
successful. It shut down about 80 per-
cent of the clinics in America. There
were some States and many counties
where a woman who was seeking her
own right to choose would not get that
right, and, as a result, a number of us
worked on a law—I was a sponsor in
the House, and I believe Senator BOXER
was a sponsor in the Senate—that
would give the clinics that offered peo-
ple a way to effect their right to choose
some help. The law made it a Federal
crime to use violence or the threat of
violence against clinics. That was nec-
essary because you had large jurisdic-
tions where the elected sheriff said, I
will not enforce the law, taking mat-
ters into his own hands.

As we were discussing what to do
with this bill, I remember a meeting in
New York, and a young woman from
one of the defense funds that represent
women said: Why don’t you include the
right to sue, so if the Federal Govern-
ment is unwilling or slow and cum-
bersome in protecting this Federal
right, the clinic could sue. We put it in
the bill as an afterthought, but it real-
ly proved to be the hope and the salva-
tion of the clinics because they began
to sue those who would blockade them
when police forces would not enforce
the law.

There was Dobbs Ferry in New York,
where they wanted to enforce the law.
They had a police force of three, and
hundreds of people were protesting vio-
lently and blockading—not peace-
fully—and the police force was over-
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whelmed. But the right to sue opened
up these clinics and, once again, the
constitutional right, available volun-
tarily to women.

No woman is forced to avail herself of
this right; it is choice. That is what it
is all about—choice. Your beliefs may
be different from mine, but I respect
yours; I hope you respect mine. I am
not imposing mine on you, and you
should not impose yours on me, par-
ticularly when they are deeply held re-
ligious beliefs. That is America.

So the clinics were open again. Many
of these violent protesters sort of faded
away. They realized the legislatures
were going to keep the Roe v. Wade
law, that they could not succeed in
overturning it. If you believe the polls,
over 60 percent of Americans support
the right to choose. They had turned to
violence and threats of violence, and
now the FACE law had stymied them
in that decidedly un-American way to
enforce your views or effect your views.
So we offered an amendment.

I skipped one point. Some of the
more militant of these groups—the
militant of the militant—came up with
a new way to avoid these civil suits
that the FACE law allowed. They said:
Go back and declare bankruptcy once
you are sued, and then they cannot
pursue the money judgment used
against you. This was made particu-
larly difficult because most of the
groups that used violence or threats of
violence were not indigenous. They
were not from the local community.
There were a lot of people against the
clinics in the legal community, but
they, like most Americans, effected
their views peacefully. But these were
sort of roving bands of groups from
across the country. They would be sued
successfully, and then they would each
g0 back to their home jurisdiction and
file for bankruptcy.

It was impossible for these clinics,
most of which were small and not ter-
ribly well funded, to then file after
they won the first suit—a burden
enough to them. They should not have
had to do it. It should have been the
Federal Government or the local gov-
ernment enforcing the law. But they
went back home, declared bankruptcy,
and the clinics were not able to pursue
each of those suits in their home
States.

An example is that of the notorious
Nuremberg files case that took place in
Portland, OR. The defendants created,
in that case, a Web site that collected
personal information about providers
of abortion, clinic staff, law enforce-
ment officials, judges, and even Sen-
ators. The site listed the names of
those wounded in gray type and for
those who had been Kkilled—including
Dr. Barnett Slepian in my State who
was murdered in front of his family in
1998—they crossed out the names, as if
they had achieved something good.

Doctors and their families targeted
by this Web site had to wear bullet-
proof vests, install security systems,
and take other precautions. As one wit-
ness testified before the Judiciary
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Committee, speaking of the targeted
doctors:

They are not secure in their homes or in
their offices. They do not sit by windows in
restaurants, and they even refrain from hug-
ging their children in front of open windows.

Can you imagine? Under the FACE
law, the victimized doctors sued these
violent radicals who would threaten
them. Judges and juries sided with the
victims and issued verdicts. For exam-
ple, there was a $109 million verdict
against the Nuremberg defendants. In
another case, Operation Rescue Presi-
dent Randall Terry ran up $1.6 million
in fines on account of his acts of clinic
violence. But did these violent extrem-
ists pay up? No. They instead filed for
bankruptcy to avoid responsibility for
their heinous acts. In fact, many of
these public defendants publicly
bragged about being judgment proof
and thumbed their noses at their vic-
tims, forcing years of protracted litiga-
tion.

Randall Terry, for example, blithely
filed for bankruptcy to avoid paying
his debts. And the Nuremberg file de-
fendants forced bankruptcy litigation
for years in six different jurisdictions
to avoid their debts. Some of the ex-
tremist groups even recruited people
and had as a criteria for admission to
the group that you make yourself judg-
ment proof. One radical group, for in-
stance, the American Coalition of Life
Activists, drafted its Constitution to
state that members of the organization
“must have their assets protected from
possible civil lawsuits (judgment
proof).”’

As one can imagine, with these tac-
tics, it took years to enforce the judg-
ments against these violent radicals,
and victimized doctors, families, and
clinics could not get the justice they
deserved. We all know that the wheels
of justice are sometimes too slow, but
tactics such as this made a mockery of
our system.

So when the bankruptcy bill came
before the Senate back in 1999, I offered
an amendment to stop this awful abuse
of the system. It made sense. It was
not adding a new issue to the bill. The
bill was supposed to deal with abuses of
bankruptcy, and if there was ever an
abuse of bankruptcy, what these vio-
lent extremists did was an abuse of the
bankruptcy law. No one, when they
wrote the bankruptcy law, thought the
Randall Terrys of the world deserved
protection.

When I offered the amendment, Sen-
ator HATCH and others—some pro-
choice, some pro-life—came to me and
said: Why are we singling out pro-life
activists who engage in violence and
take the law into their own hands?
What about other extremists who
abuse the Bankruptcy Code by using
violence or the threat of violence?

They were right. So we sat down. We
had a fruitful discussion. From this,
Senator HATCH and I worked out a
compromise with which everyone could
live. We hammered out an amendment
that was not particular to the issue of
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the clinics but dealt with anybody who
would use violence or the threat of vio-
lence in the same way—Dblockades,
arson, whatever. They, too, if they had
a judgment against them, could not go
to bankruptcy court and successfully
ask for protection.

The amendment we have does not
mention the word ‘‘abortion’” or
“‘choice.” It simply talks about anyone
who uses violence. It would be applied
with equal force and vigor to animal
rights activists, to the environmental
extremists in the ELF movement. It
only affects, frankly, those on the far
right or the far left who believe they
are so morally superior to all of us that
they can avoid this constitutional de-
mocracy and, with violence, take ac-
tions into their own hands. Anyone
who violently or misguidedly blocks
access to services, whether in the name
of the pro-life movement, the animal
rights movement, the environmental
movement, or any other movement,
would lose the ability to hide behind
the Bankruptcy Code.

It would apply equally. It did apply
equally to pro-life extremists and
ecoterrorists, one on the far right and
one on the far left. Indeed, if militants
in the pro-choice movement should
block a facility that was pushing absti-
nence, it would apply to them, too. If
violent atheists blocked access or
burned down a church, it would apply
to them. It applies to anybody who
uses violence and then seeks protection
of the Bankruptcy Code.

This amendment is not about abor-
tion, as its critics attack it. It did have
its origins there because that is where
violence was used, but now, after the
Schumer-Hatch compromise, it is an
amendment simply about the rule of
law, something everyone of any polit-
ical party, of any political belief who is
an American—when you swear your
loyalty to the Constitution of the
United States, you are basically swear-
ing loyalty to the rule of law.

Let me underscore this: It does no
harm, none, not 2-percent harm, not 1-
percent harm, not .l1-percent harm; it
does zero harm to legitimate protesters
who do not engage in violence or
threats of violence. The amendment
expressly states that ‘‘nothing in this
provision shall be construed to affect
any expressive conduct, including
peaceful picketing or peaceful dem-
onstration, protected from legal prohi-
bition by the first amendment to the
Constitution of the United States.” If
you protest peacefully, you are pro-
tected. If you use violence or the
threat of violence, you are not. That is
the American way, and we made it
clear.

People who are against this amend-
ment say it stands in the way of peace-
ful protests. I ask them to cite me a
single example where that has hap-
pened. It has not.

This was a fair amendment. It ap-
plied to anyone who used violence to
effect their means and, in over-
whelming numbers, Democrats and Re-
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publicans supported it. Virtually all of
my Republican colleagues now on the
Judiciary Committee, including some
leading pro-life Senators, supported
it—Senators HATCH, GRASSLEY, KYL,
and SESSIONS. I take off my hat to
them. They were being fair. I am sure
they received a little pressure: Don’t
do this. Maybe there were some winks:
Hey, maybe this violence is OK because
we feel so passionately about an issue.
But they stood up. To their credit,
these Senators, even though they are
staunchly pro-life, were reasonable and
sensible about the issue.

Then on March 15, 2001, a bankruptcy
bill, largely identical to the one before
us today, except that it had the Schu-
mer-Reid-Hatch language in it, passed
in the Senate by a vote of 83 to 15. Only
two Republicans voted against it, and
that was for reasons other than this
amendment.

Then, of course, the bill was sent to
the House. It looked like as if would
pass. I supported the bill with this
amendment in it. I have always said I
will be for the bill with this amend-
ment because I think this amendment
is so important, even though I am not
happy with other provisions in the bill.
I am, frankly, less happy today with
the other provisions in the bill.

The bill was sent to the other body,
and a fight ensued within the Repub-
lican caucus. A large number, probably
a majority of the Republican caucus,
wanted to support the bill, but a small
number who were the most fervent in
their pro-life beliefs said no bill. The
Republican leadership in the House
said since this divides our caucus, even
though a vast majority of the House
would have supported the legislation,
in my judgment, they pulled the bill.

So now we are back to where we are
today. We have basically the same
compromise as last year but without
the Schumer-Hatch compromise. All I
am doing today is adding that com-
promise word for word. Again, not a
comma, jot, or tittle has been changed
in the bill.

I have watched while amendment
after amendment offered by Demo-
cratic Senators to end abuses and close
loopholes has been beaten back because
of an edict that this ‘‘negotiated com-
promise’”—not negotiated certainly
with many of us on this side—should be
delivered pristine to the House.

Republicans defeated an amendment
to protect veterans because it was not
part of the compromise. That was of-
fered by the Senator from Illinois, Mr.
DURBIN. For example, a National Guard
man or woman, a reservist sent over-
seas does not make the same money
they made before, and maybe they have
to go into bankruptcy. Do we want to
come down like a hammer on these
people the same as we would come
down on somebody who squandered
whatever money they had in Las Vegas
gambling? Absolutely not. But the
amendment was defeated.

There was an amendment that was
defeated to protect victims of identity
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theft. I believe that was done by my
colleague from Florida, Senator NEL-
SON, because it was not part of the
compromise.

Senator KENNEDY has eloquently spo-
ken of those who have to go into bank-
ruptcy because they do not have ade-
quate health insurance or any health
insurance, and they are putting their
every last nickel to save their husband
or their wife or their mother or their
father or their child. Again, no protec-
tion.

An amendment I offered which said
millionaires could not abuse the code
by setting up a trust and putting all
their assets in this trust and then de-
claring bankruptcy and shedding them-
selves of debt also was not allowed be-
cause of the compromise.

Mr. President, do you know what was
part of the original compromise? The
Schumer-Reid amendment or, more
correctly, the Schumer-Reid-Hatch
amendment. Yet this provision was
stripped from the current bankruptcy
bill.

If Senator HATCH continues to sug-
gest we should honor the grand com-
promise from last time and not change
it, then let’s do it for everybody. Let’s
not just take out this provision.

What, I ask, has changed since the
bill of this language passed by a vote of
85 to 13?7 Absolutely nothing. It was a
good law then, it is a good law now. On
what basis can my colleagues now op-
pose the Schumer-Reid amendment be-
cause it targets, among others, those
who take the law into their own hands
to oppose a woman’s right to choose?
That is nonsense. Senator REID is the
lead cosponsor of the amendment, and
he is pro-life. And as I have said, the
language is not particular to abortion.

Let me ask my Republican col-
leagues a question. I hope they are lis-
tening: Would my Republican col-
leagues oppose a broadly worded mur-
der statute Dbecause, among other
things, prosecutors could bring charges
against someone who killed a doctor
who would provide abortion services?
Would they oppose a neutrally drafted
arson statute because men and women
who burn down health clinics might
come under its ambit?

There is no moral reason, no legal
reason, no logical reason, for Senators
who once overwhelmingly supported
this language to now oppose the Schu-
mer-Reid amendment. Some of my col-
leagues have said they are still in favor
of this amendment but do not want the
entire bankruptcy bill to be held up be-
cause of it. My purpose is not to hold
up the bankruptcy bill, and I think my
colleagues on the other side who
worked with me over the years on this
bill understand that. My purpose is to
preserve the rights of those who seek
to do constitutionally protected acts in
the face of violence.

So I ask my colleagues to please
think about what they are doing. If
they vote against this amendment,
they are voting against the rule of law.
If they vote against this amendment,
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they are voting against the funda-
mental way we do things in America. If
they vote against this amendment,
many of my colleagues are voting ex-
actly the opposite of what they did a
few years ago. I ask my colleagues not
to change their vote because of polit-
ical expediency. If my colleagues turn
their back on this amendment now, it
will be a turnaround, an about-face, on
fairness, on reform, and on bipartisan-
ship.

As I have said, this is not pro-choice
or pro-life. It is pro rule of law and it
is antiviolence. No matter how strong-
ly people feel—and I respect people’s
passions; I respect their passions
whether they come from religion or
politics or anything else—the greatest
danger our Republic faces is apathy, so
people who feel passionately are good.
Because someone feels passionately,
they should not be allowed to take the
law into their own hands and then hide
like a coward behind the bankruptcy
law.

Just as we are trying to end the
abuses of the bankruptcy law when it
affects banks, we should also end
abuses of that law when it affects vic-
tims of violence. It is vital that we
make the law perfectly clear that debts
incurred by violent extremists who
take the law into their own hands are
nondischargeable, and that is all this
amendment does, no more or no less. If
we do not, individuals and organiza-
tions seeking to shut down public fa-
cilities, whether they be clinics, power-
plants or animal laboratories, will con-
tinue to force victims of clinics and
other violence into a world of perpetual
litigation by using the Bankruptcy
Code as it was never intended.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment. Most of them did once and
they should do so again.

I reserve the remainder of my time,
and 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. SCHUMER. 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. SCHUMER. Mr. President, my
colleague from Alabama is in the
Chamber. I was going to ask that the
time be equally divided as we were in
the quorum call and not charged to
myself, but if my colleague from Ala-
bama is taking the time, then that is
moot.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator
from New York. As someone who has
worked hard on this bankruptcy legis-
lation for the 8 years I have been in the
Senate, I have learned a political les-
son that no matter how much bipar-
tisan support a bill has, how much mo-
mentum it has, how needed it is, things
can go awry.

In the last passage of this bill, Sen-
ator SCHUMER offered, and aggressively
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argued, for the amendment that we are
debating today. The leadership on this
side of the aisle said, OK, we will ac-
cept it. I realized that it was problem-
atic for a number of reasons. I opposed
the amendment, but it passed, and
without a whole 1ot of objection, I sup-
pose, from this side. The truth is it
then became the single factor in the
House’s rejection of the bankruptcy
bill, a bill that passed this body by a
vote of 83 to 15. It was really a remark-
able sort of event.

Let me just say a few things about
the bankruptcy procedure. It has long
been a fundamental principle of bank-
ruptcy that while a bankrupt indi-
vidual may bankrupt against their law-
ful debts, wipe them all out, and pay
none of those debts, it has always been
the law that a bankrupt may not dis-
charge, may not wipe out, erase the
debts that they incur as a result of in-
tentional or willful misconduct.

If a debtor lists debts that arise from
an intentional wrong against someone,
the trustee in bankruptcy or a creditor
or any of the creditors can object to
that discharge, and they would note
that it should not be wiped out, it
should not be discharged, because it is
a debt that arises from a willful,
wrongful act.

The court then considers that and de-
termines whether or not the debt
should be wiped out and whether or not
it was a debt that arose from a non-
dischargeable reason like willfulness.

Senator SCHUMER’s amendment says
that willful violators of abortion clinic
protest prohibitions, and really a lot of
other protestors, it appears to me—
maybe unions, civil rights, environ-
mental, I think he has said that they
are covered here—he says that if will-
ful violators of abortion clinics and
these others included in his bill are
sued and a judgment is rendered
against this protestor under Federal
law, then automatically those judg-
ments are not subject to discharge; the
court does not review it; they remain a
debt of the protestor for their life, and
they can be pursued by collection at-
tempts for as long as that debt exists,
and it can be for some time.

What we do know is this: Abortion
clinic protestors have been sued for
misbehavior at abortion clinics under
the FACE Act. Some of these people
have been relentless in their actions
and have acted repeatedly in violation
of law, and they have been sued. Judg-
ments have been rendered against
them. Most of them do not violate the
law. As the Senator has said, the arch-
bishop prays the rosary and conducts
lawful acts, demonstrating his concern
over the taking of what I consider to be
life by the abortion act, and this is a
free country and they are allowed to do
that. But there are certain things that
one cannot do in that protest, and a
number of people in the past, a lot
more than is currently happening,
frankly, violated those prohibitions of
the FACE Act. They have been sued
and judgments have been rendered
against them.
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We also know that some of those
protestors who had judgments rendered
against them went to bankruptcy court
and sought to wipe out their debts and
not pay these debts for their protests,
to discharge them from bankruptcy.

Finally, we know that under the cur-
rent law, and under the law that is in
the bankruptcy bill that is moving for-
ward today, it has not changed on this
point. That law prohibits the discharge
of debts arising from willful acts. In
every single case that the courts have
considered petitions for discharge, in
these abortion FACE Act violation
cases, the bankruptcy court has re-
fused to discharge the debt. They say,
no, it was a willful act and you cannot
discharge it; you still owe it. And the
abortion clinic plaintiff or doctors or
whoever is victimized can continue to
pursue collection wherever they go.
They can file garnishments against
people’s wages, file judgments against
their property and pursue them aggres-
sively and steadfastly to collect that
debt. That is what the law has said
every single time, and there is not
much dispute about that. I do not
think the Senator from New York
would dispute that.

By his amendment, the Senator from
New York, because of his concern over
these very few cases, frankly, but he is
concerned about it and has raised the
issue a number of times, has managed,
as a result of his successful passing of
that amendment on this Senate floor 2
years ago, to cause the bankruptcy bill
and all of its important parts to actu-
ally die and not become law because
the House refused to accept it. Because
of his concern, I know he has offered
this again.

What he would want to say, and what
his amendment says, I think fairly
stated, is that a protestor and not just
abortion clinics but any number of
protestors who are sued under Federal
law, and a judgment is rendered
against them, Senator SCHUMER would
want to make that judgment automati-
cally not dischargeable, automatically
without review by the court or any ex-
amination of the facts of the situation,
to say it should not be discharged and
will remain a permanent debt of the
protestor.

I know the Senator said we all voted
for this and there was some sort of
agreement. I really do not think there
was an agreement about this. As I re-
call, it came up in the Judiciary Com-
mittee. Chairman HATCH was trying to
move the bill forward, as he frequently
does, and allowed it to become accept-
ed by a voice vote without any big to-
do. It came up to the floor and was de-
bated again, and a decision was made
that we would just allow it to pass. It
was not that big a deal as people saw it
at the time.

I opposed it. I did not feel good about
targeting these Kkinds of cases. I
thought that the current law was ac-
ceptable and we should not go in this
direction, but it passed and I voted for
final passage of the overall bankruptcy
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bill. So I think that is why the Senator
says I and others voted for it. A lot of
people voted for the bill on final pas-
sage that may not have voted for the
amendment on the floor.

Regardless of that, the question is,
now what should we do? I would just
note that there are a number of rea-
sons why I think this should not be a
part of the bill. First, as I have noted,
these protestors have lost every single
case in which they have sought to dis-
charge debts arising from judgments
under the FACE Act. The current
bankruptcy law and this bill will say
flatly that such debts are not dis-
chargeable if the injury is the result of
a willful, malicious act, as these viola-
tions for the most part are.

So, first, it is not necessary, and I
would again note that the bill covers
more than just abortion protestors.
There could be any number of
protestors. I think about the situation
where maybe somebody from Alabama
goes up to the southern district of New
York and gets sued up there and a big
judgment is rendered against them for
taking a position unpopular in New
York or maybe, as has happened in the
past, people from New York have come
down to Alabama and have been in-
volved in protests and could have judg-
ments rendered against them in local
courts. So the Senator would say that
under no circumstances, when that
judgment were to appear on a dis-
charge petition in bankruptcy court,
would the court have any authority to
look behind it. This Federal bank-
ruptcy judge would have no authority
to look behind this judgment to see if
it was willful or intentional as the cur-
rent law and the law has always been
in bankruptcy, to my recollection,
pretty much from the history of bank-
ruptcy law. He would not look behind
it and he would decide automatically it
is a judgment not dischargeable. I am
not sure that is good policy. I am not
sure we want to do that. As a matter of
fact, I do not think it is. I think the
current law works. We should not do
this. The Schumer amendment is bad
policy. I disagree with it. I do not
think it is the biggest deal in the en-
tire world, but I think under the legal
system and the principles of this bill,
we would be better off allowing the
bankruptcy court to consider these
debts and examine them to make sure
they meet the standards of discharge.

There is a big practical reason. This
bill has passed the Senate four times
by an overwhelming vote. One time I
think it was 97 to 1. It has been marked
up in the Senate Judiciary Committee
four times, and it has not been lightly
considered on the floor of the Senate.
It has been the subject of hours and
hours and days of debate. We are al-
ready into the second week on this bill.
After all the debate and all the hoopla
we have had, and so many other issues,
we continue to pound away at this leg-
islation for reasons that I am unable to
fathom. But we are moving forward. I
believe we will pass it again.
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What is the practical reason? The
House of Representatives rejected this
bill the last time for the sole reason of
the Schumer amendment. It is unbe-
lievable. As much as we had in this
bill, all the pages of this legislation,
one little amendment killed this legis-
lation, an amendment that I believe is
bad policy, certainly not necessary,
and I submit could result in Kkilling
this legislation again if we move it for-
ward.

So let’s not do it. Let’s not do this.
Let’s not go beyond the bill that we
have now, that came out of the Judici-
ary Committee with a bipartisan vote,
an overwhelming vote out of the Judi-
ciary Committee to come to the floor
without the Schumer amendment in it.
Let’s not add this amendment and
jeopardize the passage of the bill.

Let’s not add this amendment and
perhaps take a step, I submit with all
seriousness, that could curtail protests
and freedom of expression in America.
Sure the protesters have lost every
time. I believe they should have lost
every time under the law. But there
may be some times, under some of
these provisions of Federal law, that
could result in judgments that legiti-
mate protesters were simply standing
up under hostile circumstances in a
hostile jurisdiction for what they truly
believe in, and then the bankruptcy
judge has no ability whatsoever to pro-
hibit this judgment from sticking
against them perhaps for the rest of
their lives.

I don’t know.

I don’t think the law is failing in this
regard, and I do not think the law is
being abused in this regard. I think it
is being handled well. We do not need
this amendment for the reasons I stat-
ed, and for other reasons, frankly, that
I will not state at this time.

I urge the rejection of the Schumer
amendment and note with pleasure
that Senator HATCH, the former chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee, now
a senior Republican member of it who
has worked on this legislation since
the beginning, is on the Senate floor. I
am pleased to yield to him.

Mr. HATCH. I thank my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SUNUNU). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the remarks of my colleague. As
usual, he has done a very good job in
outlining what is involved in this
bankruptcy bill, and I believe he de-
serves a lot of credit for the hard work
he has done on the floor.

Mr. President, comes now the Schu-
mer amendment or, should I say, comes
again the Schumer amendment. I rise
to speak in opposition to this amend-
ment. Been there. Done that. In fact, I
have been there and done that a few
times.

I have been around here long enough
to know a poison pill when I see one.
And make no mistake about it, this
has become a classic poison pill amend-
ment.

I have worked in good faith for sev-
eral years to attempt to neutralize the
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counterproductive effects of this
amendment. But no matter how we try
to adjust the language, we cannot over-
come the basic flaw in the amendment:
The Schumer amendment is a solution
in search of a problem.

I oppose this amendment. It is no se-
cret that I am genuinely fond of the
senior Senator from New York. While I
frequently disagree with him on issues,
I respect enormously his political
skills.

Even when from my perspective he is
wrong—such as the leadership role he
has played in organizing the first per-
manent filibusters of majority-sup-
ported judicial nominations—I know
that he always tries to act in a heart-
felt manner that advances his political
agenda.

We have been able to achieve com-
promises on many issues over the
years. Senator SCHUMER and I have
worked together on many crime issues.
For example, we have worked on lan-
guage pertaining to the designation of
high-intensity drug trafficking areas.

Over a period of years we have tried
to work together on the subject matter
of the pending amendment to the bank-
ruptcy bill. I have always been willing
to work with him and others in the in-
terest of passing the bankruptcy re-
form bill.

From the beginning of this debate,
many others and I have long contended
that his amendment is unnecessary on
its own merits. The amendment which
we consider today appears to seek to
guarantee the collection of civil and
criminal penalties arising from crimi-
nal violations of the 1994 Freedom of
Access to Clinic Entrances Act. The
purpose of the Schumer amendment is
to make clear that those who are fined
due to attacks on abortion clinics are
prevented from being able to discharge
these fines and civil judgments result-
ing from such attacks through bank-
ruptcy proceedings.

My friend from New York has pushed
a hot button. He must know that. In-
jecting the polarizing politics of abor-
tion into the bankruptcy bill, most
would have to agree, does not appear to
be calculated to help the passage of the
bankruptcy bill. Quite the opposite,
the Schumer amendment has become a
wedge issue that has stopped the bill in
the past and, today, can threaten the
passage of this important bipartisan
bill that enjoys broad bicameral sup-
port.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Schumer amendment. Let me first
explain my substantive objections and
then I will describe my procedural,
pragmatic, and political concerns with
the Schumer amendment.

At the outset, it should be under-
stood that in its best light the Schu-
mer amendment is a belts-and-sus-
pender proposition that attempts to
solve a problem which, as far as I can
tell, has never actually occurred.

We have been debating this bill for 8
years, and I am still unaware of any ac-
tual case in which a person who has
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been fined for harming a person or
property in connection with any un-
lawful protests against, or attacks on,
abortion clinics, has had any subse-
quent fines or financial penalties dis-
charged through bankruptcy. At our
markup of this legislation in February
of 2001—more than 4 years ago, Senator
Schumer said in justification of the
amendment:

. .. this is a vital amendment. I am not
going into all the details . . . I will not cata-
logue them except to tell you that when
Maria Vullo testified and anyone else did,
they said without the Schumer Amendment
we would go back to the days before 1994
when the clinics were closed by some who
had felt . . . that they were more moral than
the rest of us. . . .

Certainly that prophesy has not
come to pass in the 4 years subsequent
to the time that Senator SCHUMER
made that statement back in 2001.

I am unaware of a systemic shutdown
of the network of abortion clinics in
this country over the past four years.
Nor am I aware of any evidence of the
use of the bankruptcy code as a mecha-
nism of escaping financial responsi-
bility for acts of violence against abor-
tion clinics or their personnel, or for
that matter, any other criminal enter-
prise.

The reason for this outcome is sim-
ple: Current law prevents such an out-
come. Section 523(a)(6) of the bank-
ruptcy code already prohibits the dis-
charge of debts through willful or mali-
cious injury to a person or property,
and section 523(a)(12) makes restitution
orders resulting from a criminal con-
viction nondischargeable through
bankruptcy.

Nothing in this bill changes these
provisions in the law. Moreover, a
growing body of case law confirms the
adequacy of these provisions when it
comes to enforcing judgments arising
from FACE Act violations.

In Behn v. Buffalo GYN Womenserv-
ices, a 1999 decision in Federal bank-
ruptcy court in Senator SCHUMER’S
home State, the court rejected an at-
tempt to discharge a civil award debt
resulting from an abortion protest.

So it was rejected.

In Bray v. Planned Parenthood of Co-
lumbia/Willamette, decided in 2000, a
bankruptcy court in Maryland rejected
the attempt to discharge debts result-
ing from an Oregon case in which a
Web site produced by anti-abortion ex-
tremists threatened the lives of those
working in these clinics. The 2001
Treshman decision in a Maryland
bankruptcy court confirmed that such
actions will not be tolerated by permit-
ting discharge of restitution or judg-
ment through bankruptcy.

Randall Terry, the founder of Oper-
ation Rescue, is living proof of the ade-
quacy of these laws. His Web site now
solicits contributions after he was
completely bankrupted as a result of
actions found to be violative of the
FACE Act.

From a purely legal perspective, it
seems fair to say that what we have
here is a solution in search of a prob-
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lem. This is actually confirmed by the
most recent testimony of my colleague
from New York’s star witness on this
subject, Maria Vullo.

Way back when this amendment was
first suggested back in 1998 or 1999, sev-
eral cases were still pending. But now
these cases have been resolved. And in
every instance, the courts have refused
a discharge of these debts.

In answer to a question of Chairman
SPECTER in connection with the Judici-
ary Committee’s last hearing on bank-
ruptcy reform, held only 3 weeks ago,
Ms. Maria Vullo acknowledged that she
was ultimately successful under cur-
rent law in all six bankruptcy courts
where she acted to help prevent such
improper bankruptcy discharges of
abortion clinic-related fines.

There you have it. The primary liti-
gator in these cases testified that she
has won in all of her cases under exist-
ing law. This should help lead us to the
conclusion that there is no compelling
legal reason to change the law. There
is an old saying: If it ain’t broke, don’t
fix it.

We are not talking just belts and sus-
penders, we are talking belts, sus-
penders, and an elastic waist band. Dis-
charges related to FACE Act violations
have not been permitted under current
law.

Our laws are clear. We discourage,
prevent, and punish abusive filings, in-
cluding those related to those offenses
that occur in connection with abortion
clinics. Again, to my knowledge, there
is a complete absence of cases dem-
onstrating the problem that this
amendment seeks to address. This is
not surprising.

Our bankruptcy laws already act to
prevent, have prevented, and will act in
the future to prevent precisely the
problem that Senator SCHUMER is wor-
ried about, but cannot, it appears, doc-
ument. The truth of the matter is that,
on the merits, this is just an unneces-
sary amendment. Yet this amendment
has already scuttled bankruptcy re-
form on two occasions.

In 2000 essentially the same bank-
ruptcy bill passed this body with 83
votes and then 70 votes. It was vetoed
by President Clinton in the waning
days of his second term for failing to
include this amendment. Then in the
107th Congress, the House of Represent-
atives rejected even a twice-amended—
and moderated—Schumer amendment.

Now that it is clear that the courts
will not discharge these debts, the pro-
ponents of this amendment have slight-
ly but subtly changed their tune. Now
the alleged issue of concern is that
some will nevertheless continue to at-
tempt to discharge such fines and pen-
alties—that is, sometime, some place,
someone will try to use the bankruptcy
code to shield illicit acts involving at-
tacks on abortion clinics.

Some argue the amendment is justi-
fied on the supposed need to codify the
general prohibition of section 523(a)(6)
against discharging debts accrued in
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connection with willful or malicious
injury to a person or property with a
special provision of law geared solely
toward abortion clinic-related vio-
lence. The fact is, however, current
bankruptcy law, along with the ever
growing body of precedents on this sub-
ject, make it clear that attorneys will
not be inclined to make these frivolous
and abusive filings in the future.

Rule 9011 of the Federal Rules of
Bankruptcy Procedure already allows
sanctions against attorneys who par-
ticipate in submissions to delay pro-
ceedings and needlessly increase the
cost of litigation. It says a frivolous
action without evidentiary support can
be punished. I guess it is true that par-
ticular bankruptcy courts may some-
time in the future eventually be faced
with a filing by someone asking for im-
proper discharge of debts, but that is
just the nature of litigation within the
bankruptcy system and the American
system of justice.

Having the right to bring a claim in
our system is very different from win-
ning that claim. For each case that
goes to trial, there is a winner and a
loser. Trying to get around the bank-
ruptcy code and case law precedents in
the manner feared by supporters of the
Schumer amendment is a losing case
under current law.

Courts decide cases on the basis of
the law and the particular facts in
front of them. That bankruptcy courts
will have to undertake their normal
and traditional role of reviewing all
relevant aspects of individual filings
that may, or may not, include these
improper and unsustainable claims re-
lated to abortion clinic damages is
hardly a grave injustice.

And for what it is worth, the success
of the FACE Act and the decisions of
bankruptcy courts that hold those
debtors to account appears to have re-
sulted in an ever dwindling number of
judgments that must be litigated.

This is an issue that is
overhyped.

The current statutes are clear.

The case law is clear.

The paucity of evidence of such
claims for abortion clinic-related vio-
lence and injuries being routinely, or
even infrequently, made in bankruptcy
proceedings, reflects the fact that the
word is out that the statutes and case
law already prevent the problem that
the Schumer amendment allegedly
solves.

Moreover, I would like to add that
section 319 of this bill expresses the
sense of the Senate that all signed and
unsigned documents submitted to a
bankruptcy court must be preceded by
a reasonable inquiry to verify that this
information is well grounded in fact
and warranted by existing law or based
on a good faith argument for an exten-
sion, modification, or reversal of exist-
ing law.

I am hopeful that this sense-of-the-
Senate provision will help spread the
word even further.

When the Schumer amendment burst
upon the floor in 2000, I worked in good

being
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faith to make this questionably meri-
torious issue more palatable to Mem-
bers on my side of the aisle.

In particular, I wanted to help allevi-
ate the concerns of those who, as I,
hold strong pro-life views. We are sen-
sitive to the fact that the original
Schumer amendment could reasonably
be interpreted as affecting first amend-
ment rights to protest against what we
believe is the unjustifiable practice of
abortion.

It is my recollection that the origi-
nal Schumer language back in 2000 also
addressed attempted or alleged harass-
ment, interference, and obstruction.
Many believed that this language was
way too broad and could have poten-
tially implicated the actions of peace-
ful anti-abortion protestors who were
simply exercising their freedom of
speech.

Nevertheless, for a variety of rea-
sons, mostly political rather than legal
or policy, the Schumer amendment was
accepted. One of the key factors was
that it appeared to some at the time
that the amendment was offered in
part to give then-Vice President Gore
an opportunity to possibly cast a tie
breaking abortion vote during the
Presidential election year of 2000.

I cannot say for certain that this was
the case. But if it was, it probably
would not have been the first time that
Presidential politics played out on the
floor of the Senate.

Before the February 2, 2000, vote on
the Schumer amendment, I said the
following on the Senate floor:

Although I believe this amendment to be
tremendously flawed, the majority leader,
Senator Grassley, and I recommend that
Members on both sides vote for this amend-
ment. We will, in good faith, in conference
correct the amendment and resolve these
problems at that time. With this amendment
accepted, nobody will be able to demagogue
this issue politically in the context of true
bankruptcy reform. We pledge to work with
our friends on both sides of the aisle who are
interested in this issue during conference to
make sure the law is clear, that the due re-
spect for the first amendment, and debts
arising from violent acts cannot be dis-
charged in bankruptcy.

This is hardly a ringing endorsement
and certainly nothing near an absolute
commitment to retain this language at
any cost or contingency.

Nevertheless, in the 106th Congress
the bankruptcy bill, with this flawed
language, passed the Senate with 83
votes.

Eventually during the House-Senate
conference committee the Schumer
abortion clinic-specific amendment
was not contained in the conference re-
port. The bankruptcy legislation, with-
out the Schumer language still passed
the Senate with a strong bipartisan 70
votes.

Unfortunately, President Clinton
then pocket vetoed the bill passed by
both the House and Senate.

Early in the 107th Congress, I worked
with Senator SCHUMER on compromise
language that moved away from the in-
cendiary abortion clinics-specific lan-
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guage to a more general and neutrally-
phrased provision related to ‘‘lawful
good and services.”” This provision was
adopted by a unanimous voice vote of
the Judiciary Committee on February
28, 2001.

I would note for the record that de-
spite this compromise, Senator SCHU-
MER voted against the bill on final ap-
proval in the Judiciary Committee.

On July 17 , 2001, this bill passed the
Senate by a vote of 82-16.

The House-passed version of the
bankruptcy bill in the 107th Congress
once again did not contain comparable
language. I might add that the House
passed its bill by a strong bipartisan
vote of 306-108 on February 26, 2001.

At this point Senator SCHUMER and I
worked with Representatives HENRY
HYDE and JOHN CONYERS and others to
fashion an acceptable compromise.

This compromise was rejected.

Frankly, at the time, I would have
preferred that the compromise be ac-
cepted and this already overdue bill be
signed into law.

However, I can well understand the
frustration of many of my colleagues
in the House being asked to adopt a
watered-down version of an amendment
without meaningful legal effect derived
from the inflammatory original
version of the Schumer amendment
that addresses a problem that appar-
ently does not exist in the first place.

Rather than go down this fruitless
road again, I ask my colleagues to vote
down the Schumer amendment for once
and all.

Not only is it unlikely that the
House will accept it, the Senate should
not accept it either.

One important difference from the
situation of 3 and 4 years ago is that we
now have, as I discussed earlier, a more
definitive picture of how the courts
will interpret the application of sec-
tion 523(a)(6) in the context of abor-
tion-clinic related claims.

In short, the courts have not and will
not allow fines or judgments stemming
from the willful or malicious injury to
a person or property to be discharged
in bankruptcy whether they arise out
of illicit actions against abortion clin-
ics that violate the FACE Act, or, for
that matter, any other of the literally
dozens of other injuries that can be
conjured up relating to willful or mali-
cious injury to a person or property.

No one would, or should, take seri-
ously any amendment that purported
to state explicitly that fines or judg-
ments incurred from yelling fire in a
crowded theater could not be dis-
charged through bankruptcy.

Nor should we support the Schumer
amendment when we know it is both
unnecessary and divisive.

You do not have to be pro-life to be
against the Schumer amendment. You
just have to conclude that 8 years is
enough time to have worked on one bill
that has repeatedly engendered broad
bipartisan support.

And to hold up this legislation once
again over an incendiary, extraneous,
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redundant poison pill amendment is
just not right.

I always try to seek a compromise or
accommodation with my colleagues
whenever it is productive to do so and
consistent with my principles.

In this case it is simply not possible
to do so in a productive manner absent
any sign from the House that its Mem-
bers are receptive to such a com-
promise.

Having worked on this issue for sev-
eral years, I have reached the conclu-
sion that the inherent volatility of the
subject matter of the original Schumer
amendment has made it nearly impos-
sible to arrive at a neutral language
resolution to this undocumented prob-
lem at this time.

Moreover, the well-known by now im-
passe over the acceptability of com-
promise language is compounded by
the simple fact that there is, to my
knowledge, no compelling evidence
that there is a problem requiring a leg-
islative fix.

To a certain extent, this is an exer-
cise that demonstrates why it can be
harder to fix a hypothetical problem
than a real problem.

Frankly, that we would even be con-
sidering an amendment based on the
2001 Judiciary Committee markup lan-
guage, rather than the revised 2001 con-
ference report language, hardly seems
like a step in the right direction. To
use an expression that my friend from
New York sometimes uses himself, re-
verting to the earlier language may
seem to some a bit like a poke in the
eye.

I suspect that this is unintentional
on the part of my friend from New
York. I wish we could have worked this
out, and I thought we did work it out.

But as I look at all the facts and cir-
cumstances, including the develop-
ments in the actual cases brought and
decided over the last few years, I can
only conclude that there is even
stronger evidence today than there was
in 2000 and 2001 that this amendment is
simply unnecessary.

While I attempted in good faith to re-
solve this problem 4 years ago, time
seems to have proven that those I who
looked askance at this compromise in
the first place were correct in their as-
sessment of the lack of necessity for
this amendment.

I ask my colleagues to oppose the
amendment of my distinguished friend
from New York for these reasons. It is
important that we get this bankruptcy
bill finished. It is extremely important
that we get it done. If this amendment
is added, it isn’t going to get done
again, and we will be in the ninth year
next year, frankly, probably 2 years
from now because we will never get
what really has to be done in the best
interests of bankruptcy reform.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I
would like to ask my colleague a ques-
tion, but, first, I will make a couple of
points.
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First of all, nothing has changed
since we all supported the Schumer-
Reid-Hatch amendment of a few years
ago. The basic purpose then was not to
make sure that cases in bankruptcy
court did not come out on the side of
those who were victims of violence. It
was just impossible to pursue the
claims of bankruptcy.

My good friend from Utah cites
Maria Vullo. She is a successful lawyer
in New York who donated her own time
which she estimated at one of our hear-
ings to be worth over $1 million. She
believed passionately that those who
used violence should be stopped. Not
every clinic has it. And, of course, if
you go through the bankruptcy pro-
ceedings, you will win. Clinics don’t
have the ability to do that; first, to
fight in court on the issue of violence
and then to go back to the bankruptcy
court.

I say in all due respect to my good
friend from Utah, he knew that then,
and he knows it now. It is the same
issue. The very issue that he says we
don’t need this law was brought up in
2000 and 2001. My good colleague was
then good enough to admit we did need
the law even though we couldn’t find
cases, and even though there were no
cases in bankruptcy court where the
Randall Terrys of the world prevailed.
You would never have the successful
suit.

That is why these fanatical groups
are insisting that bankruptcy be used.

I make another point to my col-
league. If the amendment is unneces-
sary now, why wasn’t it unnecessary
then?

I make this point to my colleagues:
The merits have not changed. Exactly
the situation that prevailed in 2000 and
2001 prevails in 2005.

What has happened is people have
done a 180-degree about-face because of
a small group in the House who do not
represent the mainstream views of the
House or of even the Republican Party
in the House but who have insisted on
not going forward with a bill with this
worthy amendment in it. An amend-
ment that was praised, a compromise
that was hailed a few years ago is
every bit as valid today as it was then.

I know it is difficult and awkward for
people to say, well, never mind, but we
cannot let this issue just die. The rule
of law is too important. Fairness is too
important. What is good and beautiful
about America is too important.

We will ask our colleagues to stick
with their convictions that they have
had over the last few years and not do
an about-face simply because a small
group of industry leaders says we must
have this bill no matter what.

Senator HATCH spoke for a long pe-
riod of time. I wanted to rebut him. He
did not want to do it on his time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York does control time.
The Senator can yield time to the Sen-
ator from California, but in doing so
the Senator will lose his right to the
floor.

March 8, 2005

Mr. SCHUMER. I yield 10 minutes to
my friend and colleague from Cali-
fornia, and cosponsor of this legisla-
tion, Senator FEINSTEIN.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
New York.

We are both members of the Judici-
ary Committee. We had an opportunity
to discuss and debate this amendment
in the Judiciary Committee.

Senator SCHUMER’s amendment is a
critical amendment. HEssentially, when
this body in 1994 passed the Freedom of
Access to Clinic Entrances Act, we said
that individuals should be able to go
into clinics without being obstructed.
The law was very clear.

The law also has led to successful
criminal and civil judgments against
groups that use intimidation and out-
right violence to prevent people from
obtaining or providing reproductive
health services.

This law would be seriously damaged
if we do not close this loophole that
has allowed some antiabortion extrem-
ists to use bankruptcy to shield their
assets. The Senator from New York
mentioned the founder of Operation
Rescue, Randall Terry, who said in 1998
after filing for bankruptcy:

I have filed a chapter 7 petition to dis-
charge my debts to those who would use my
money to promote the killing of the unborn.

In my home State of California there
was a similar incident involving a man
by the name of John Stoos and several
other people in 1989 who were sued by
the operators of a Sacramento abortion
clinic for allegedly blocking the clin-
ic’s entrance and harassing patients. A
judge ordered Stoos and others to pay
nearly $100,000 in attorney’s fees in-
curred by the clinic. As a result, Stoos
filed for personal bankruptcy, listing
that debt among many he could not
pay. These actions are clear evidence
of abuse of the bankruptcy system.
This bankruptcy bill should stop them.

I hope the Schumer amendment
would be accepted by this Senate.

Let me use this time to speak a bit
more generally about this bill. I voted
for this bill when it left committee. I
have decided to vote against this bill in
the Senate. I want to say why. In com-
mittee, we were asked to withhold all
amendments to the floor. We knew the
bill was not a perfect bill. We have seen
it improved over the years. We knew it
was better than the House bill. And
with all complicated, difficult bills, the
tradition of the Senate has always been
the floor debate and discussion. In a
majority of times as a product of floor
debate and discussion, problems in the
bill can be remedied.

We knew there were problems in the
bill. For example, I have an amend-
ment which I have withdrawn which
says that the credit card companies
should, in fact, notify a minimum
payer how long it would take that
payer of a credit card, if he only paid
the minimum amount of interest, to
pay off the debt. Senator AKAKA had a
similar amendment. It was summarily
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defeated. I had an amendment; I had
two Republican cosponsors. I learned it
would also be summarily defeated.
Thanks to Senator SHELBY and Senator
SARBANES, the Banking Committee has
taken an interest in this and in the fu-
ture and will take a look at it.

Nonetheless, the fact of the matter is
this bill is all for the credit card com-
panies. I know there is credit card
fraud. I know that has to be met. I felt
the bill was important to pass. How-
ever, I also felt the bill should be bal-
anced and that we should see that the
consumer is also protected in this proc-
ess, protected with notice of what a
minimum payment means, and also,
frankly, protected against high inter-
est rates.

Senator DAYTON moved an amend-
ment which would limit interest rates
on credit cards to 30 percent. The
amendment was summarily defeated.
The fact is with penalties, with other
charges, with high interest rates—and
many companies have interest rates,
believe it or not, well in excess of 30
percent—a minimum payer cannot ever
pay the full debt because the interest
on the debt, if combined with certain
penalties and/or fixed payments, be-
comes such that it overwhelms the
principal. Many people do not know
that.

The fact is 40 percent of credit card
holders pay off their debt every month;
40 percent make only the minimum
payment; and 20 percent are kind of 50/
50 in that category. For those 60 per-
cent who are generally people who are
not as informed, not as able to pay
back their bill, who may have one, two,
three, four, five, six different credit
cards, because this is a credit economy,
credit card companies have been able,
with very little interest to the payer of
the debt, to solicit huge fees, penalties,
and interest rates. This is plain wrong.

If we are unable to correct it, which
I had hoped would be corrected by
these amendments that have been pre-
sented, I cannot vote for this bill as
long as these gross injustices remain.

Let’s for a moment look at the 30-
percent interest rate. It is very high.
Inflation is about 2 percent. The inter-
est rate on 3-month Treasury bills is
2.75 percent. The national average lend-
ing rate on a 30-year mortgage is 5.59
percent. Yet an amendment to limit in-
terest rates on credit cards to 30 per-
cent went down dramatically.

I mention there are companies that
are charging high annual interest
rates. Some charge 384 percent, 535 per-
cent. Amazingly, one Delaware-based
company has charged 1,095 percent, ac-
cording to the Minnesota chapter of
the National Association of Consumer
Bankruptcy Attorneys.

The Washington Post, the Los Ange-
les Times, other major newspapers
have pointed out where fees, rates, and
charges have buried debtors. They have
pointed out a multitude of cases. A spe-
cial education teacher from my home
State worked a second job to keep up
with $2,000 in monthly payments. She
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collectively went to five banks to try
to pay $25,000 in credit card debt. Even
though she did not use her cards to buy
anything else, her debt doubled to
$49,574 by the time she filed for bank-
ruptcy last June. Effectively, interest
payments are half of the debt. She will
never be able to pay that off.

To push people like this from chapter
7 into chapter 13, when what is the
problem is interest rates and penalty
fees that ¢truly do victimize an
unsuspecting individual—how could
this Senate do that, if someone is going
to charge a 100-percent interest rate?

One of my own staff members found
that simply getting a credit card cash
advance resulted in an immediate 3
percent fee which was simply added to
the interest rate.

The result is even the most careful
credit card users find themselves often
swamped, particularly those who can
only afford to make a minimum pay-
ment, and the fees, charges, and inter-
ests pile up, making it virtually impos-
sible to ever pay off the debt.

This amendment would have been a
meaningful addition to the bill. It cer-
tainly would have added fairness. It
certainly would have sent a signal to
credit card companies that the sky is
not the limit. Yet it was defeated.

Senator SCHUMER’s asset protection
trust, of which I was a cosponsor, was
another indication of where wealthy
people could shelter assets and not
have to pay back in chapter 13. These
are some of the inequities.

In recent years a number of financial
and bankruptcy planners have taken
advantage of the law of a few States to
create what is called an ‘‘asset protec-
tion trust.” These trusts are basically
mechanisms for rich people to keep
money despite declaring bankruptcy.

They are unfair, and violate the basic
principle of this underlying legisla-
tion—that bankruptcy should be used
judiciously to deal with the economic
reality that sometimes people cannot
pay their debts, but to prevent abuse of
the system.

This loophole is an example of where
the law, if not changed, permits, or
even encourages, such abuse.

The amendment was simple. It set an
upper limit on the amount of money
that could be shielded in these asset
protection trusts, capping the amount
at $125,000.

The bottom line: Without this
amendment, wealthy people will be
able to preserve significant sums of
money in an asset protection trust, ef-
fectively retaining their assets while
wiping away their debts.

The proposed cap amount, $125,000, is
not a small sum. It is more than
enough to ensure that the debtor is not
left destitute. I believe it is a reason-
able amount—it is deliberately based
on the now-accepted $125,000 limit for
the homestead exemption, which will
also remain available to a debtor.

I would also like to say a few words
about my concerns about what appears
to be a new policy in the Senate.
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It appears that the Republican lead-
ership has decided that rather than
honoring the 200 plus year tradition of
the Senate as a deliberative body, the
Senate should be run like the House of
Representatives. There appears to be a
new process being implemented in
which the Senate should no longer seri-
ously consider amendments on the
floor to improve bills.

We are now in the middle of the sec-
ond major piece of legislation where
the majority has decided that amend-
ments by the minority will be rejected
wholesale regardless of the merits.

It appears that even when serious
problems in the underlying legislation
are raised and even when the Repub-
lican leadership agrees that the prob-
lem exists, amendments offered by the
minority will be rejected.

In fact, when the Judiciary Com-
mittee was marking up the bill, Sen-
ators were asked not to offer amend-
ments and instead offer them on the
floor. Statements were made by the
Acting-Chairman like, ‘I know we are
going to go through this on the floor
and I don’t see any reason to keep us
here all day and all night’’; and, ‘‘[You
will] have every opportunity to present
these amendments on the floor.”

Yet, upon reaching the floor, Sen-
ators have found that their amend-
ments are not being considered on the
merits.

It is the Senate’s job to carefully de-
bate, carefully consider, and pass the
very best laws we can. But now the
Senate is being asked to simply pass
legislation as drafted, regardless of its
content.

This lack consideration and care does
a disservice to the Senate and to the
Senators who work hard to reach com-
promises and find common ground. But
more importantly, it does a disservice
to the American people.

We are here to develop the best pol-
icy we can, not to simply play political
games and jam through legislation for
the sake of expediency.

As I began, I want to be clear. I sup-
port bankruptcy reform legislation,
and I support many of the provisions in
the underlying bill. However, through-
out this process many important issues
have been raised that identify serious
problems that must be addressed. The
Senate has been and should remain a
deliberative body that seeks to draft
the best legislation we can. Unfortu-
nately, that is not what we are doing.

And unfortunately, based on these
concerns, I regret that I am no longer
able to support the bankruptcy legisla-
tion. I do not believe the bill before us
is balanced. There remain many seri-
ous problems that must be addressed
before I am ready to support the legis-
lation. I have decided because of the
summary disposition of amendments
by the other side, this Democrat Mem-
ber is going to vote ‘“‘no’’ in the Senate.

Thank you, Mr. President, and I yield
the floor.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask the time be charged equally on
both sides during the quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the time during the quorum
call will be charged evenly to both
sides.

The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
yield myself as much time as I may
consume from the Republican side of
the agenda.

I thank my colleagues for this good
debate on an important issue that does
not belong on this bill. There are sev-
eral key reasons, clear reasons why
this amendment of the Senator from
New York should be rejected. This is an
important piece of legislation, the
bankruptcy legislation. This amend-
ment brings the most difficult social
issue we have of our day into this de-
bate. It does not belong here. It is not
the right place to do this. We have
plenty of pro-life issues to come before
this Senate, and not to tie the bank-
ruptcy bill up would be an important
thing to do.

The membership opposes this amend-
ment because, as we learned in pre-
vious Congresses, it is a poison pill.

The amendment is meant to kill the
overall bankruptcy reform bill. I would
hope that is not what the author’s in-
tent is. But that is the effect of this
amendment. It kills the bill.

If the author of this amendment
wants bankruptcy reform to move for-
ward, it is something that needs to
move forward. I have voted against
bankruptcy reform in the past because
I didn’t think it was proper. I thought
particularly we have problems on
homestead provisions that we have
been able to get worked out over the
years we have been considering this
legislation. Now we have that worked
out as many other pieces have been re-
fined over the 6 years this has been
considered.

Now is not the time to add this most
contentious issue into the debate. It is
not the proper place, and it is time
that we move the bill forward, move it
to the House and to the President for
signature.

Bankruptcy reform is an important
matter. It would be my desire for my
colleague not to offer the amendment
so that we can focus on the particular
critical issue facing our Nation in the
form of the need for fundamental bank-
ruptcy reform.

Aside from the abortion issue, I am
deeply concerned about what I believe
to be a lack of fairness and justice em-
bodied in this amendment. There is a
fundamental fairness issue involved
with this amendment. No one in this
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Chamber condones violent crime. I am
certain that everyone believes violent
crime should be prosecuted to the full-
est extent of the law. While the pend-
ing amendment is presented as a way
to address violent crime, it would pri-
marily and inappropriately intimidate
and harm peaceful protesters. In fact,
were the Schumer amendment to be-
come law, no crime would even be nec-
essary to trigger its sanctions. Merely
violating a Federal or State civil stat-
ute, such as a minor trespass, would be
enough to place a violator in financial
jeopardy.

Historically this legislative body has
fashioned criminal and bankruptcy
penalties in a manner proportional to
the gravity of the offense and the de-
gree of injury and culpability. If en-
acted, this amendment would be a rad-
ical break with this tradition of pru-
dence and fairness. For example, under
current law, there are only a few ex-
treme cases where a debtor is pre-
vented from seeking discharge of his or
her debts through bankruptcy protec-
tion. For example, instances in which
discharge of debt is prohibited include
intentional financial wrongdoing, such
as fraud and embezzlement, or cases
where the debtor has created a grave
unjustifiable risk to human life, such
as injury caused by drunk driving.
Those are appropriate.

The Schumer amendment would put
a peaceful pro-life protester who, in the
course of exercising his or her first
amendment rights, simply steps in the
wrong place—trespassing—on a par
with embezzlers or drunk drivers.
Should the price of constitutional free-
dom be the risk of financial ruin?
Amazingly, this amendment says yes.
The amendment says that people who
protest and who do no physical harm,
have no malicious intent should be sin-
gled out for harsh treatment.

While I make no excuse for violations
of the law, I have to ask again: Should
not the gravity of the punishment cor-
respond with the offense? I don’t think
that is at all the case in this particular
amendment.

A literal reading of the Schumer
amendment would strip a peaceful pro-
tester of bankruptcy protection should
he or she simply step in the wrong
place while leafleting or even praying
the rosary. Whether the fine involved
is $10 or $1 million, we are talking
about a peaceful individual and fami-
lies with young children who should
not be forced to risk paying this price
simply for doing what the Constitution
permits.

Fairness and the great tradition of
our first amendment freedoms counsel
against the adoption of this amend-
ment.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
it. It kills the bankruptcy bill. It is
against fundamental fairness and free-
dom for people to exercise their right
of free speech.

I suggest the absence of a quorum
and ask unanimous consent that the
time be equally divided.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. 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. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise to support the Schumer amend-
ment to the bankruptcy legislation
presently before the Senate.

The amendment provides that debts
or judgments arising from acts of vio-
lence and threats of violence cannot be
discharged in bankruptcy proceedings.
While this provision was drafted in pre-
vious Congresses to specifically apply
to reproductive health service pro-
viders and abortion clinics, it has been
expanded this year with the help of
some of our Republican colleagues.

The amendment now addresses vio-
lence and intimidation aimed at block-
ing access to any type of lawful good or
service. The Schumer amendment now
applies to anyone who threatens, in-
timidates, or harms another person in
the course of a lawful practice in
places like houses of worship, the
workplace and restaurants.

Supporters of the bankruptcy bill
argue that this amendment should be
defeated because any amendment to so-
called compromise bankruptcy legisla-
tion would upset the apple cart, caus-
ing the House of Representatives to re-
ject it.

I cannot understand how this Senate
could could fail to pass an amendment
that would simply prevent perpetrators
of violence from hiding behind our
bankruptcy laws. Where is the justice
in permitting such a practice?

For the past week, supporters of the
bankruptcy legislation have consist-
ently talked about personal responsi-
bility and the need to prevent people
from abusing the bankruptcy process.

In fact, the centerpiece of this legis-
lation is a means test that presumes
chapter 7 filers are abusing the bank-
ruptcy laws because their monthly in-
come increases by as little as $100.

The Schumer amendment is intended
to prevent extremists and fanatics
from abusing our bankruptcy laws to
shield themselves from paying fines
and fees imposed by a court of law
after they have endangered someone’s
livelihood.

These attacks are more common that
one might imagine. Since 1977, there
have been 7 murders, 17 attempted
murders, 41 bombings, 171 arsons, 100
butyric acid attacks, and 655 threats
targeting abortion providers alone.

In total, there have been more than
4,000 cases of stalking, burglaries,
kidnappings, assaults, anthrax threats,
invasions, attempting bombing and
acts of vandalism, perpetrated against
people who were performing or offering
a legal procedure. And in case after
case, after the perpetrators of these
acts of intimidation and violence are
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brought to justice, they hide behind
the bankruptcy code to shield them-
selves from assuming responsibility for
their actions.

As Senator SCHUMER has said, this
issue is neither pro-choice nor pro-life;
it is ‘‘pro-rule-of-law and anti-vio-
lence.”

While we have a right to disagree
with the law in this country, and a
right to try to change the law, no per-
son has the right to take the law into
his own hands.

I have followed this issue for a long
time. The first blockade of an abortion
clinic occurred in Cherry Hill, NJ, in
1987.

The first murder of an abortion pro-
vider occurred 12 years ago, on March
10, 1993, when Dr. David Gunn was slain
during an antiabortion protest at a
Pensacola, FL clinic. Since then, there
have been six more murders.

In 1994, responding to a rash of vio-
lence against abortion providers
around the country, I asked the United
States attorney to convene a task force
to ensure that all appropriate measures
were being taken to protect women and
doctors and to prosecute those who
threatened them with violence.

Later that year, Congress enacted
the Freedom of Access to Clinic En-
trances, FACE, Act, which established
Federal criminal and financial pen-
alties for those who employ violence
and intimidation to prevent persons
from obtaining or providing reproduc-
tive health services.

Unfortunately, the perpetrators of vi-
olence have used our bankruptcy laws
to evade responsibility and escape the
financial penalties that were part of
the FACE Act. For example, former
Operation Rescue president Randall
Terry has filed for bankruptcy to avoid
paying more than $1.6 million in fines
and fees that he owes as a result of his
illegal actions.

We must not allow those who would
take the law into their own hands and
commit acts of violence against their
fellow citizens to hide behind our laws
when it suits their purposes. We must
not allow our bankruptcy laws to be
abused as a shield for violence.

I encourage my colleagues to support
the Schumer amendment.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, we
have 11 minutes on our side. How much
time remains left on the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURR). There is 10 minutes remaining
on the minority side and 15 minutes on
the majority side.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the last 5 min-
utes be reserved for me and the pre-
vious 5 minutes to whoever wants to
speak for the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, 5 minutes will be reserved on
each side to be allocated from that
side’s time remaining.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding there is 62 minutes on the
Democratic side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. REID. I will use a minute and a
half of that now.

Mr. President, I am happy today to
rise as a cosponsor of the Schumer
amendment. This amendment would
ensure that debts arising from unlaw-
ful acts of violence cannot be dis-
charged from bankruptcy.

America is a nation of laws. One
might not always agree with the law or
how it is interpreted, but that does not
entitle you to willfully violate the law.
The right to express disagreement is to
seek change through peaceful means. It
is never appropriate to resort to vio-
lence or intimidation in violation of
the law. Here in the Senate we express
policy differences through civil dis-
course and resolve them through the
political process, not through violence.
We debate in this body passionately
but in a manner of respect and civility
in an attempt to persuade others of the
merits of our position, and that is the
purpose of the debate. Those who re-
sort to violence are violating not only
our laws but our American principles
and values. They are violating what we
call the rule of law on which this coun-
try was founded.

Unfortunately, some who break the
law are using a loophole in the Bank-
ruptcy Code to avoid paying the fines
and penalties assessed against them as
a result of their illegal activities. This
amendment will ensure that individ-
uals who engage in such acts of vio-
lence, intimidation, or threats, cannot
hide in bankruptcy from the penalties
imposed on them from violating the
law.

I emphasize that this amendment is
not about the right to abortion, nor
does it single out anti-abortion
protestors. This amendment applies to
anyone who violates a law related to
the provision of lawful goods and serv-
ices. It applies to any extremist who
will turn to violence to protest lawful
activities.

For example, this amendment would
apply to animal rights activists who
engage in illegal tactics to shut down a
lawful animal research center. There
are many people who think that using
animals for medical research is im-
moral and wrong, but this does not en-
title those people to come in and trash
one of those facilities, as has been hap-
pening. It would apply to an
ecoterrorist who engages in illegal tac-
tics to intimidate car dealerships or
timber companies from doing business
with people they think they should not
do business with. It would apply to an
arsonist who starts a fire at a church
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to deprive worshippers of the right to
practice their religion. All of these ex-
tremists must be held accountable for
their actions, and none should be per-
mitted to discharge their debts in
bankruptcy.

It is true that some of the worst
abuses of this kind have been anti-
abortion extremists who have terror-
ized reproductive health care workers.
They have directed thousands of acts of
violence against abortion providers, in-
cluding bombings, arson, death threats,
kidnappings, assaults, and murders.
When a man by the name of Barnett
Slepian, who was a father of four, a
husband, was a victim, I was the first
person to come to the Senate floor and
say that is wrong. When violence oc-
curred at a Planned Parenthood clin-
ic—I believe that is where it was—
someplace in the South, I came to the
floor immediately to say that one can-
not violate the law because they dis-
agree with what a lawful business is
doing.

Dr. Slepian was an obstetrician/gyne-
cologist. He provided health care to
women and delivered babies and, on oc-
casion, he performed abortions. He was
at a downtown clinic, and he worked
there specifically because he believed
it was important he give his expert ad-
vice to people who were poor. Because
of this, one night he was in his living
room, and someone with a high-pow-
ered rifle shot and killed him while he
was there with his family.

I did not know this doctor, but I
learned after his death that he was an
uncle of a woman who worked for me.
The woman was from Reno. She was a
good employee. Of course, she was
heartbroken over the fact that her
uncle had been murdered. The person
who did this was not only a murderer
but should be seen as a terrorist.

What is going on in Iraq today? We
have these extremists, these terrorists,
who do not like what is going on there,
and so they are committing these
criminal acts. They are taking the law
into their own hands.

The man responsible for Kkilling Dr.
Slepian was extradited from France a
few years ago where he had fled. His
name was James Kopp. Kopp was part
of an organized network of violent ex-
tremists, including a group that called
itself the Army of God. The group and
others similar to it have engaged in a
long campaign of violence.

In 1994, we passed the Freedom of Ac-
cess to Clinic Entrances, called FACE,
which established Federal criminal and
financial penalties for those who em-
ployed violence to prevent persons
from obtaining or providing reproduc-
tive health services. The FACE Act is
essential to protecting the lives of
women and health care providers.

Unfortunately, some of the people
charged under this act are filing for
bankruptcy to avoid accountability for
their illegal acts of terrorism. As an
example, defendants in the so-called
Nuremburg files case have tried to nul-
lify years of court proceedings by filing
a chapter 7 proceedings.
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What are the Nuremburg files? Listen
to this one: They posted on a Web site
the names, addresses, and license plate
numbers of people who worked in these
health care facilities. They even posted
pictures of their target’s families, all
members, and they would list them—
father, son, mother, brother, whatever
it might be—and places where their
children waited for the school bus. Doc-
tors who still worked appeared in plain
text on the Web site, a person who had
been wounded was grayed out; and
those who had been murdered, includ-
ing Dr. Slepian, had a line through
their names.

It is intolerable that the groups
which incite these heinous acts of vio-
lence can discharge their civil pen-
alties in bankruptcy, but that is ex-
actly what happened. If we want to pre-
vent future acts of violence, including
clinic violence, it seems to me that we
need to have a specific provision in the
bankruptcy law to prevent discharge of
violence-related debts. That is what
this amendment is all about.

I do not support abortion, but this
amendment is not about abortion. It is
about holding responsible those who
commit illegal acts and believe that
they are above the law. This amend-
ment is about preserving the rule of
law.

I cannot imagine how this amend-
ment is causing a concern or a prob-
lem. Are we now to believe that there
are people who are telling members of
the majority, do not do this, we want
to go and commit acts of violence, we
want to commit crimes, and do not
vote against us because you will pre-
vent us from filing bankruptcy? That is
what this is all about. Should not we as
a body say that if one goes out and
does these terrible acts, where they
kill people, they maim people—one of
their latest tricks is they figured out
this acid which is some kind of a chem-
ical compound, and they walk into
these facilities and they throw it all
over. It cannot be washed out. It can-
not be steamed out. The only thing one
can do is tear the facility down. Should
they not be held responsible?

I cannot believe we are going to have
a bill as important as this bankruptcy
bill jeopardized because of the terror-
ists who are out there waiting to file
bankruptcy. That is what this is all
about. People are out there wanting to
commit crimes, waiting to commit
crimes, saying, do not pass this be-
cause if you pass it I will not be able to
file bankruptcy. I just think it is be-
yond my ability to comprehend that
people who know they are violating the
law, they are killing people, they have
this Web site that they are soliciting
murder.

And we are going to condone this ac-
tivity under the guise that this is a
choice, this is a pro-life/pro-choice
issue and we cannot get involved. This
is not about abortion. It is about main-
taining the law.

I am so disappointed that the major-
ity is going to go along with the ability
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of people to commit crimes and terror
and discharge them in bankruptcy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from New
York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, what
is the status of the time on both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 11 minutes remaining. The
Senator from New York has the last 5
minutes.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
in strong opposition to the Schumer
amendment which would make debts
incurred in connection with violations
of the Freedom of Access to Clinic En-
trances Act nondischargeable in bank-
ruptcy. This amendment has been a
poison pill to enactment of the bank-
ruptcy bill and must be defeated.

On two previous occasions, CRS per-
formed research for us and told us that
FACE debts had never been discharged
in bankruptcy. Just recently, I asked
CRS to perform an updated search on
reported decisions considering the
dischargeability of liability incurred in
connection with violence at reproduc-
tive health clinics by abortion pro-
testers. CRS confirmed that this
amendment is not necessary. The CRS
memo identified only one reported
case, which found the debt to be non-
dischargeable under the bankruptcy
law’s discharge exception for willful
and malicious injury. So this amend-
ment is not necessary. Even Senator
SCHUMER’s own witness at the Senate
Judiciary Committee hearing on the
bankruptcy bill testified that in all the
cases that she had litigated, the court
had always found that the debts in-
curred under the FACE Act were non-
dischargeable in bankruptcy.

My colleagues make a big deal out of
the fact that some of us on this side
have supported amendments similar to
this one before. The truth is, when the
Schumer abortion amendment was of-
fered in 1999 to the comprehensive
bankruptcy bill, Vice President Gore
was campaigning for the Democrat
nomination. His opponent, Senator
Bradley, was alleging that Vice Presi-
dent Gore was not sufficiently pro-
choice. Vice President Gore’s allies in
the Senate were maneuvering to create
a tie vote on the Schumer amendment
so Gore could ‘‘break the tie” to im-
prove his political standing.

To avoid this, most Republicans
voted in favor for the Schumer amend-
ment. Thus, that vote in the 106th Con-
gress was not a vote on the merits of
the Schumer amendment.

The Schumer amendment was in-
cluded in the 107th Congress bank-
ruptcy bill. But the fact is that in the
107th Congress, the Schumer amend-
ment killed the bankruptcy conference
report because the House would not
take it. Thus, the Schumer amendment
is a poison pill and must be defeated.

Let me reiterate that in two previous
memos, CRS concluded that the Schu-
mer amendment is unnecessary be-
cause abortion protester debts are al-
ready not dischargeable in bankruptcy.
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We have just updated this research and
CRS has confirmed that FACE Act vio-
lations are not dischargeable in bank-
ruptcy. The proponent’s own witness
testified before the Judiciary Com-
mittee that none of these debts have
ever been discharged in bankruptcy.
The reality is that the Schumer
amendment is just a political ploy de-
signed to generate opposition to the
bankruptcy bill. The Schumer amend-
ment is a poison pill which will kill the
bankruptcy bill. This amendment must
be defeated, and I urge my colleagues
to oppose it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Iowa ask unanimous con-
sent to yield back the remaining time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for
his final 5 minutes.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, in
conclusion, I would like to rebut some
of the comments of my colleague from
Utah who said this amendment was not
necessary, and he talked about Maria
Vullo, the lawyer who represented the
clinic in the Nuremberg files case.

Here is the major point. She did not
collect any money in that case. Despite
spending $1 million of her own money,
pro bono, despite relitigating in six
bankruptcy courts, she was unable to
collect any dollars. This is the point we
are making. Perhaps at the end of the
day you will get a nominal victory if
you go all around the country chasing
these fanatics in bankruptcy court, but
you cannot collect. That is why the
American Coalition of Life Activists, a
violent fringe anti-choice group, actu-
ally requires its leaders to be judgment
proof.

Here is the bottom line: This amend-
ment, which was supported by so many
on the other side, is being dropped, not
because it is wrong but for expediency,
so there will not have to be a bloody
battle in the House between those who
are on the Republican side, between
those who are more probusiness and
those who are vehemently opposed to
this amendment. I will not denigrate
the pro-life movement by labeling
them that way because the pro-life
movement cannot be for these violent
groups.

This amendment is for the rule of
law. This amendment says you cannot
use violence against any group to
achieve a political end and then, when
you are sued civilly, use the bank-
ruptcy courts for protection. That has
never been what the bankruptcy courts
were intended to be. It is neutral on
terms of what issue. Yes, it might be
extremists who are against abortion. It
also might be extremists on the left
side, on the environmental side who
burn buildings or houses or cars. Are
we going to, as a society, condone that
type of activity?

I will tell you, if we defeat this
amendment, that is what we are doing.
Make no mistake about it, make no
mistake about any of the subterfuges.
To me, this amendment and the rule of
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law and the American way of life that
this amendment stands for are more
important than the rest of the bank-
ruptcy bill.

The bankruptcy bill, whether you are
for it or not, twists the dials a little bit
with regard to the balance between
creditors and debtors. I assure you that
was not on the Founding Fathers’
minds when they wrote the Constitu-
tion and created the Republic.

What this amendment does goes right
to the heart of what America is all
about. It says those who use violence
to achieve their political goals cannot
get a benefit, in this case bankruptcy.
It, in my judgment, as I said, is more
important than the rest of the bill.

So I ask my colleagues on the other
side to rise to the occasion. Do not let
arguments of expediency persuade you.
That is the slow road to oblivion. That
is the tortured path to undoing step by
step, bit by bit, as the river creates a
canyon, the way of life that we love.
No matter how strongly one feels about
something, their job is to persuade oth-
ers to their viewpoint, not to take the
law into their own hands and use vio-
lence. And if they do, they should not
be allowed to use the Bankruptcy Code
or anything else to prevent just civil or
criminal action against them.

I ask my colleagues to look into
their hearts, to examine what this
amendment does, and to have the same
courage—courage of conviction and
courage of a fair compromise—that we
showed a few years ago. I urge support
of this amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. President, 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
amendment No. 47 offered by the Sen-
ator from New York. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 28 Leg.]

YEAS—46

Akaka Feingold Murray
Baucus Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Bayh Harkin Obama
Biden Inouye Pryor
Bingaman Jeffords Reed
Boxer Johnson Reid
Cantwell Kennedy Rockefeller
Carper Kerry
Chafee Kohl :alazar

R : arbanes
Clinton Landrieu Schumer
Collins Lautenberg chume
Conrad Leahy Snowe
Dayton Levin Specter
Dodd Lieberman Stabenow
Dorgan Lincoln Wyden
Durbin Mikulski
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NAYS—53

Alexander DeWine McCain
Allard Dole McConnell
Allen Domenici Murkowski
Bennett Ensign Nelson (NE)
Bond Enzi Roberts
Brownback Frist Santorum
Bunning Graham Sessions
Burns Grassley
Burr Gregg She.lby

Smith
Byrd Hagel Stevens
Chambliss Hatch S v
Coburn Hutchison ununa
Cochran Inhofe Talent
Coleman Isakson Thomas
Cornyn Kyl Tl'rlune
Craig Lott Vitter
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner

NOT VOTING—1
Corzine

The amendment (No. 47) was rejected.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, in a few
hours we will be voting on cloture for
this bill. I would just like to take a
minute or two and remind everyone
why it is time to end the debate on this
bill.

It has been 8 long years of consider-
ation on this legislation. We have all
compromised a great deal. Not every-
one got their preferred language or
amendments. Not everyone is happy
with the current legislation.

But I think everyone would have to
agree that we have given thoughtful
consideration and fair opportunity to
all suggestions on the bill throughout
the years of debate.

Over the years, we modified the
homestead exemption.

We modified the means test.

We provided for sanctioning attor-
neys who file abusive claims.

And we hindered creditors who would
try to collect through predatory lend-
ing practices.

All of these changes, among scores of
others, came from my Democratic col-
leagues.

After all this, just 2 weeks ago, we
took 5 more Democratic amendments
in the Judiciary Committee markup.

And yet almost everyone of the pend-
ing amendments today touches upon
the areas where we have previously
compromised.

At a certain point, the time comes to
move forward with what we have.
Given how far we have come on this
bill already over the last 8 years, and
considering all the compromises that
have been made, we may get no bank-
ruptcy bill at all if we try to take more
amendments.

The lopsided votes in favor of this
bill in the past—with 70, 83, and even 97
votes in this Chamber—reveal that we
are left with only a small minority of
opposition. The fact is that a large ma-
jority of this body recognizes that we
are not doing anything radical in this
bill.

We simply ask that higher-income
filers who can pay their bills, should
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pay their bills. It is as simple as that.
There is no reason to ask the vast ma-
jority of bill-paying consumers to pick-
up the tab when those with means do
not repay their obligations.

After 8 long years, we have com-
promised every which way we can. The
remaining amendments being proposed
are just further adjustments of adjust-
ments to adjustments that were al-
ready made during this process.

There is simply no reason to con-
tinue to holdup this bill through the
amendment process. The longer we
delay, the greater the chances for mis-
chief. The more we stall this measure,
the more likely we open it to political,
message amendments that can only act
to stall work on this bill.

A time comes when you just have to
say enough is enough. Eight years
should be long enough to pass one bill.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting for cloture.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I want
to explain my decision to oppose clo-
sure on the Bankruptcy bill. I have of-
fered an amendment to this bill mod-
eled on legislation I have introduced to
set up a permanent health care trust
fund for current and former Libby resi-
dents, and former workers at the W.R.
Grace vermiculite mine in Libby, MT.
The trust fund will help pay for med-
ical costs associated with treating as-
bestos-related disease or illness caused
by exposure to deadly tremolite asbes-
tos and other fibers released by Grace’s
mining operations.

I offered this amendment to this bill
because it presented an opportunity to
make whole the people of Libby, who
have suffered, while preventing a com-
pany like W.R. Grace, which has filed
for bankruptcy, from emerging from
that bankruptcy without setting up a
health-care trust fund for its victims.

I have worked very hard to make
sure the people of Libby, MT, are pro-
tected in any asbestos legislation to
come before Congress; to include spe-
cial provisions in an asbestos bill for
Libby residents that take into account
the unique kind of health impacts asso-
ciated with exposure to the deadly as-
bestos fibers from the W.R. Grace
vermiculite mine.

For years, I have been committed to
securing a common sense solution for
the residents of Libby. I strongly be-
lieve that too many people have suf-
fered, and they deserve fair compensa-
tion. I will do everything in my power
to help Libby make their community
whole again and to make sure their
long-term health care needs are met.
Passing bankruptcy legislation, with
consideration of my asbestos amend-
ment is essential. I will fight to get ad-
ditional protections for Libby residents
and then work to pass the bill.

Unfortunately, we have not had an
opportunity to vote on this amend-
ment, and it has been judged to be non-
germane. The bankruptcy bill is all
about responsibility and account-
ability. This amendment tries to hold
W.R. Grace accountable for its actions.
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Because we were not able to vote on
this amendment, I can not support lim-
iting debate on this bill.

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12:30
p.m. having arrived, the Senate will
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:44 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m., and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. VOINOVICH).

——
BANKRUPTCY ABUSE PREVENTION
AND CONSUMER PROTECTION

ACT OF 2005—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 2:15 p.m.
having arrived, the Senate will proceed
to a vote on a motion to invoke cloture
on S. 2566. Under the previous order, the
clerk will report the motion to invoke
cloture.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Calendar
No. 14, S. 256, a bill to amend title 11 of the
United States Code, and for other purposes.

Bill Frist, Arlen Specter, Chuck Grass-
ley, Judd Gregg, Thad Cochran, R.F.
Bennett, Wayne Allard, Lindsey Gra-
ham, Jeff Sessions, Trent Lott, Rick
Santorum, John Warner, John Thune,
Orrin Hatch, Lisa Murkowski, Mel
Martinez, Sam Brownback.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on S. 256, the Bank-
ruptcy Abuse Prevention and Con-
sumer Protection Act of 2005, shall be
brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant journal clerk called the
roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 69,
nays 31, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 29 Leg.]

YEAS—69
Alexander Conrad Isakson
Allard Cornyn Johnson
Allen Craig Kohl
Bennett Crapo Kyl
Biden DeMint Landrieu
Bond DeWine Lieberman
Brownback Dole Lincoln
Bunning Domenici Lott
Burns Ensign Lugar
Burr Enzi Martinez
Byrd Frist McCain
Carper Graham McConnell
Chafee Grassley Murkowski
Chambliss Gregg Nelson (FL)
Coburn Hagel Nelson (NE)
Cochran Hatch Pryor
Coleman Hutchison Roberts
Collins Inhofe Salazar
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Santorum Specter Thomas
Sessions Stabenow Thune
Shelby Stevens Vitter
Smith Sununu Voinovich
Snowe Talent Warner
NAYS—31
Akaka Durbin Mikulski
Baucus Feingold Murray
Bayh Feinstein Obama
Bingaman Harkin Reed
Boxer Inouye Reid
Cantwell Jeffords Rockefeller
Clinton Kennedy Sarbanes
Corzine Kerry
Dayton Lautenberg \SNC;l[; r:er
Dodd Leahy
Dorgan Levin

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 69, the nays are 31.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that Senator DOLE be recog-
nized for up to 15 minutes as in morn-
ing business, after which Senator JACK
REED of Rhode Island be recognized for
up to 10 minutes as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mrs. DOLE and Mr.
REED are printed in today’s RECORD
under ‘“‘Morning Business.””)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COLEMAN). The Senator from Illinois.

AMENDMENT NO. 40 WITHDRAWN

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senator PRYOR, I ask unani-
mous consent amendment No. 40 be
withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, now
that we are postcloture, the number of
amendments is limited, and the type of
amendments will be limited. I have
three pending amendments before the
Senate relative to the bankruptcy bill.

For those of you who have not fol-
lowed the debate on this bill, this bill
will change the bankruptcy law in
America. Today, many people go into
bankruptcy court because they have no
place to turn. They have more debt
than they can possibly pay.

One of the major reasons people
reach this point in life, the No. 1 rea-
son people go to bankruptcy court is
medical bills. Three-fourths of the peo-
ple in bankruptcy court with medical
bill problems had health insurance
when they were diagnosed with their
illness. If you think, I don’t have to
worry about bankruptcy court because
I have health insurance, so do these
people. What happened? They got sick.
The bills started piling up. Maybe they
lost their job and their health insur-
ance and couldn’t afford to pay the
COBRA premium, which people have to
pay once they have lost a job and
health insurance. They gave up on
their health insurance, and the bills
started stacking up. It reached the
point for these folks where they had
nowhere to turn. They faced $50,000,
$100,000, or $200,000 in medical bills
they could never pay off for the rest of
their lives. In desperation, and with
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some embarrassment, people then went
to bankruptcy court and said: I have no
place to turn. I just can’t do it.

A court says: What do you owe? Give
us all our assets. What do you have in
checking and savings? How much is
your home and your car worth? Fur-
niture, everything—what is it all
worth? Where are your debts? We will
let you walk out of bankruptcy court
with very little left, but your debts
will be gone.

That happens to people. More often
than not, medical bills drive them
there.

There are other reasons. You lose
your job. How many people have you
met in their fifties in America—I have
met many in Illinois—who had a great
career and a great job and lost it, then
went out looking for a comparable job
only to learn they were ‘‘too old for the
market’’? There they sat, taking a job
that paid less, trying to maintain a
family and household that was basi-
cally financed with a higher salary not
that long ago. In desperation, they try
to keep things together, and it starts
to fall apart. The debts they incurred
when they had a good job they cannot
handle anymore.

What else happens to people? Some
people live on the margins already.
Some single mothers trying to raise
kids are in a situation where finally
something happens to them—a medical
bill, an unforeseen circumstance—and
they are stuck in bankruptcy court.

The credit industry comes in and
says: We have to do something about
these payments. We have to make it
more difficult for them to walk out of
that bankruptcy court having given up
their assets with their debts basically
behind them. So the law is changed
here in this 500-page bill written by the
credit card industry, written by the fi-
nancial industry, to make it more dif-
ficult for a person to walk out of court
with their debts behind them. They
make sure in this bill that it is more
likely for many that they will walk out
of court still paying, on and on. As lit-
tle as $166 a month is enough to say
that you will never be forgiven in
bankruptcy. You will just keep paying
and paying. The creditors will keep
calling and calling. That is what the
credit industry wanted. They worked
hard for 9 years. They are going to win
this battle.

We came to the Senate floor and said,
at least let us carve out some people
who really should be treated dif-
ferently. I am sorry that the marines
who were here earlier didn’t stick
around. I wish they could have, I wish
they could have heard the debate on
the floor of the Senate when I offered
an amendment and said: If you activate
a guardsman or a reservist for a year
or a year and a half and they go over to
serve their country as they promised,
leaving behind a restaurant or a small
business which falls into bankruptcy
while they are gone—and it has hap-
pened—shouldn’t we give them a break
in bankruptcy court? For goodness’
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sakes, these people aren’t morally defi-
cient; they are our best, and they are
serving our country. They are pro-
tecting you, me, and everyone else.

I put in an amendment that said, at
least for the men and women in the
military who face this kind of bank-
ruptcy—and it happens—let us give
them a break in this bill. Let us not
put them through the harshest parts of
this bill. I lost the amendment 58 to 38.
Many of the Senators who go back
home and cheer the troops and how
much we love them and how much we
want to stand behind them couldn’t
wait to vote with Visa and MasterCard
and against the Army, Navy, Marine
Corps, Air Force, and Coast Guard.
That is what it came to. We lost that
amendment.

Senator KENNEDY came to the Senate
floor and said: If you get swamped with
a medical crisis in your family and go
into bankruptcy court trying to get
out from under something you will
never pay off, shouldn’t you, when it is
all over, at least be able to go home?
Shouldn’t you have a roof over your
head when it is all over if it is medical
bills that put you in bankruptcy court?
He offered an amendment and said: Let
us at least protect $150,000 in equity in
your home that you can go back to
after bankruptcy.

Think about that. What will $150,000
buy you? In Springfield, IL, it buys you
a nice little house. What does it buy
you in Washington, Boston, New York,
and California? Not much. But when we
offered that amendment, only 40 Sen-
ators voted for it and 58 or 59 voted
against it.

The argument behind this bill origi-
nally was that too many people went
to bankruptcy court because of their
moral failure. They didn’t understand
that they can’t game the system, they
can’t use it in a way that is fundamen-
tally unjust and immoral by going to
bankruptcy court when you shouldn’t
go. But in the two examples I have
given you, does that argument apply?
Is there something fundamentally
wrong with the values of men and
women in uniform serving our country
who can’t keep that business afloat
back home? Of course not. Is there
something fundamentally wrong with a
person who feels as if he is on top of
the world, goes in for a diagnosis at the
doctor, and ends up with a life-threat-
ening disease which costs hundreds of
thousands of dollars where his health
insurance fails him? Is that a moral
failure? It is a failing of Congress. It is
a failing of your Government to deal
with the realities of the challenges of
life, whether it is health care or service
in the military.

We went in and argued: What if you
were the victim of an identity theft?
And it happens; it happened to me.
What if someone steals your identity
and runs up bills in your name? It can
happen to anyone listening to this de-
bate. Senator BILL NELSON of Florida
said, in that situation; if all the bills
that have swamped you are not even
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bills of your creation, shouldn’t we
give you a break under this tough new
bankruptcy bill? Overwhelmingly, on a
partisan rollcall, the answer was, no.
No. Ultimately you shouldn’t be dis-
charged from bankruptcy even if those
weren’t your debts.

We said: What if the people lending
the money to you break the law while
they are lending it to you? What if
they take—and you know this story; it
happens in every community. What if
they take advantage of an elderly
widow or widower living in that little
home they have always had? They
knock on the door: Boy, you sure could
use a new roof, Ma’am. Luckily, I have
a company out here that will do it if
you just sign a few papers.

The next thing you know, you have
one of these phony, predatory lenders
coming in with a subprime mortgage
with a balloon clause, and grandma’s
little house disappears. He looked so
trustworthy. He seemed like such a
nice man. He told me this was a stand-
ard contract. Yes, I signed it. I should
have called you, but I just signed it.

What about those people? Should
they be able to take away her home; go
to bankruptcy court and stand in line
with all the other creditors and say,
Treat me like another legal creditor? I
didn’t think so.

So I offered an amendment saying
those people should not have the ad-
vantage of going to court if they have
broken the law in the way they make
the loan. I didn’t have a chance on that
amendment. Those who are supporting
this bill did not want to talk about
that. One Republican Senator sup-
ported me. Just one.

Time and again, whether we are talk-
ing about victims of bankruptcy who
deserve a little help, or whether we are
talking about those gaming the system
from the creditor’s side, we found this
stone wall that separates this Cham-
ber. The Republican side does not want
to consider any changes to this bill.
The credit card industry has written it,
and they are sticking with it.

The only perfect laws ever written
were written by God and Moses, as far
as I am concerned. All of the rest are
amendable. All the rest can be im-
proved. Here we assume that if it was
generated by the largest credit card
companies in America, we cannot
argue with them.

One of the best arguments that has
been made is, this bill does not apply
to people who make less than the me-
dian income. That has been a point
made over and over and over again dur-
ing the course of this debate. Why is it
important? Because this new law im-
poses a brandnew set of requirements
in bankruptcy court for those who are
above the median income. At least that
is the argument.

Let me show this listing of all the
documents that now have to be filed in
bankruptcy court. It is pretty long. I
used to practice law. I know it takes
time to fill these out. You sit down
with your client. You say: Get your in-
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come tax returns. Get all the checks
you can find. Let’s sit down. This will
take some time. This is the current re-
quirement under the law. So it is not
as if you walk into bankruptcy court,
sign your name, and wave and leave
out the other door. It is a long process.

During the course of the process,
your creditors and the trustee in bank-
ruptcy decide whether you are telling
the truth. If you aren’t, they will
throw you out of court on your ear.
That is the way it ought to be.

Now comes this bill which says these
papers are not enough. Here we have
the new means test. This is an example
of what you have to do in addition to
all the current requirements to file
bankruptcy. This is the means test in
this bill. It not only adds to the com-
plexity of this process, it adds to the
cost. So here you are without enough
money to pay your bills, trying to fig-
ure out how to come up with a filing
fee of $200, how to pay that lawyer who
is going to represent you in bank-
ruptcy, and along comes this bill which
says let me give you some more paper-
work to fill out before you can qualify
for bankruptcy.

The argument has been made over
and over again in the Senate that peo-
ple below the median income do not
have to go through this. My amend-
ment will clarify that, amendment No.
110. We want to make it clear that if
you have below the median income,
you do not have to go through the
means test. In other words, on the first
line up here, ‘‘current monthly in-
come,” if you have proof your current
monthly income is in the lower income
categories, supposedly protected from
this bill, that ought to be the end of
the story.

It is not now. I want to clarify that.
I want to make sure that Members of
the Senate who have come to the Sen-
ate and said people below a median in-
come could not have to worry about
this bill, really mean what they say. I
emphasize and underscore my amend-
ment does not in any way relieve those
filing for bankruptcy from meeting all
the other requisite steps. They still
need to complete a lot of forms and
schedules outlining assets and liabil-
ity. We add language that makes it
abundantly clear that a court may not
dismiss a case based on any formal
means testing if the current monthly
income of the debtor falls at or below
the median family income of the appli-
cable State. The language I offered
merely reinforces what Members of the
Senate on both sides of the aisle, par-
ticularly on the Republican side of the
aisle, have said over and over and over
again from 