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along the way. | know when a person’s integ-
rity has been unfairly questioned, and | had to
stand up to defend a decent and honorable
man. | was proud to stand with Mr. Barreto
last December in the press conference to put
some context and additional facts into a very
complicated situation.

Just as a side note, it is very interesting to
me that the media is not reporting that the
SBA thus far has approved a record amount
of over $10 billion in disaster loans to more
than 152,000 Gulf States residents, rep-
resenting an accomplishment 27z times great-
er than the Nation’s previous largest dis-
aster—and all done at a faster pace. That is
something to be proud of.

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

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

———
FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT

KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS
ACT OF 2006

SPEECH OF

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, July 13, 2006

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Without exaggeration, the Voting Rights Act
has been one of the most effective civil rights
laws passed by Congress. In 1964, there were
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only approximately 300 African-Americans in
public office, including just three in Congress.
Few, if any, black elected officials were elect-
ed anywhere in the South. Today there are
more than 9,100 black elected officials, includ-
ing 43 members of Congress, the largest num-
ber ever. The act has opened the political
process for many of the approximately 6,000
Latino public officials that have been elected
and appointed nationwide, including 263 at the
state or federal level, 27 of whom serve in
Congress. Native Americans, Asians and oth-
ers who have historically encountered harsh
barriers to full political participation also have
benefited greatly.

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

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

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

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

————

PAYING TRIBUTE TO KATHY
AUGUSTINE

HON. JON C. PORTER

OF NEVADA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2006

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

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

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

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

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

———

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

SPEECH OF

HON. LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 29, 2006

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Republican philosophy of selective
oversight is also exemplified by the fact that
this resolution fails to even mention one of the
most egregious leaks in recent history—the
20083 identity leak of a CIA agent by a mem-
ber of the Bush Administration.

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

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

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

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

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

————
FANNIE LOU HAMER, ROSA
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT

KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS
ACT OF 2006

SPEECH OF

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, July 13, 2006

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 9) to amend the
Voting Rights Act of 1965:
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong opposition to the Nor-
wood Amendment to H.R. 9, the “Fannie Lou
Hamer, Rosa Parks, and Coretta Scott King
Voting Rights Act Reauthorization and Amend-
ments Act of 2006.” The Norwood Amend-
ment replaces the existing Section 5 coverage
formula with one keyed to whether a jurisdic-
tion has a test or device or voter turnout of
less than 50 percent in any of the three most
recent presidential elections. The proponents
of the amendment claim it is needed to pre-
vent the Supreme Court from striking down
the Voting Rights Act.

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

REASONS FOR REJECTING THE NORWOOD AMENDMENT:

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

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

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

The right to vote is not a game; it is serious
business, and for those who led the fight to
secure that right for African-Americans, it was
deadly serious. Section 5 is not punitive; it
prohibits discriminatory changes affecting the
right to vote. The Voting Rights Act has no
provisions that name particular states or
areas. Section 5 is aimed at a type of prob-
lem, not a state or region. It is designed to
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