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SFC Bryan E. Hall, 32, of Elk Grove, 

CA, died April 10 when his military ve-
hicle was struck by a suicide vehicle- 
borne improvised explosive device in 
Mosul, Iraq. Sergeant First Class Hall 
was assigned to the 1st Battalion, 67th 
Armor Regiment, 2nd Brigade Combat 
Team, 4th Infantry Division, Fort Car-
son, CO. 

SGT Raul Moncada, 29, of Madera, 
CA, died April 13 near Baghdad, Iraq, of 
wounds sustained when an explosive 
device detonated near his vehicle. Ser-
geant Moncada was assigned to the 
563rd Military Police Company, 91st 
Military Police Battalion, 10th 
Sustainment Brigade, 10th Mountain 
Division, Light Infantry, Fort Drum, 
NY. 

LCpl Ray A. Spencer II, 20, of 
Ridgecrest, CA, died April 16 as a result 
of a non-hostile incident in Anbar prov-
ince, Iraq. Lance Corporal Spencer was 
assigned to 3rd Battalion, 3rd Marine 
Regiment, 3rd Marine Division, 
Kaneohe Bay, HI. 

I would also like to pay tribute to 
the four soldiers from CA who have 
died while serving our country in Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom since Novem-
ber 19. 

SSG Joshua R. Townsend, 30, of 
Solvang, CA, died January 16 in Tarin 
Kowt, Afghanistan, of injuries sus-
tained in a noncombat related incident. 
Staff Sergeant Townsend was assigned 
to the 1st Battalion, 7th Special Forces 
Group, Airborne, Fort Bragg, NC. 

SSgt Daniel L. Hansen, 24, of Tracy, 
CA, died February 14 while supporting 
combat operations in Farah province, 
Afghanistan. Staff Sergeant Hansen 
was assigned to Marine Wing Support 
Squadron 171, Marine Wing Support 
Group 17, 1st Marine Air Wing, III Ma-
rine Expeditionary Force, Iwakuni, 
Japan. 

LT Florence B. Choe, 35, of El Cajon, 
CA, died March 27 when an insurgent 
posing as an Afghan National Army 
soldier opened fire on personnel as-
signed to Combined Security Transi-
tion Command—Afghanistan at Camp 
Shaheen, Mazar-E-Sharif, Afghanistan. 

A1C Jacob I. Ramsey, 20, of Hesperia, 
CA, died April 10 of injuries sustained 
from a noncombat related incident in 
Kabul, Afghanistan. Airman First 
Class Ramsey was assigned to the 712th 
Air Support Operations Squadron, Fort 
Hood, TX. 

f 

CORPORAL MICHEAL B. ALLEMAN 
Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I rise 

today to pay tribute to CPL Micheal B. 
Alleman of Logan, UT. Corporal 
Alleman died in the service to our 
country on February 23, 2009, of wounds 
suffered when insurgents attacked his 
unit using small arms in Iraq’s Diyala 
Province. He was 32 years old and is 
survived by his parents Boyd and 
Susan Alleman, his wife Amy, and 
their two sons Kai and Kennet. 

Corporal Alleman served in the 5th 
Squadron, 1st Cavalry Regiment, 1st 
Stryker Brigade Combat Team, 25th In-
fantry Division, Fort Wainwright, AK. 

Two years ago, Micheal Alleman de-
cided to put his teaching career on hold 
to enlist in the U.S. Army. When he ex-
plained this decision to his fifth grade 
class at Nibley Elementary School, he 
said he wanted to be like the Nation’s 
first President, who left his career as a 
Virginia planter to take up arms 
against the British monarchy. He said 
that George Washington was his hero. 

I am proud to talk about another 
American hero today, CPL Micheal 
Alleman. He defines what makes our 
Nation great. With absolute surety, he 
exhibited a devotion to duty and sense 
of purpose that transcends personal 
comfort and desire. Corporal Alleman 
heard his country’s call to duty and in 
that service he gave his last full meas-
ure of devotion. He gave his life so we 
can continue to remain safe and free 
each day. 

As I read accounts from his family 
and friends, it was readily apparent he 
was a tremendously selfless and caring 
man. He was described as a man who 
deeply loved his family and cared 
about those around him. His family 
would bend over backward for anyone. 
It is no wonder he so readily decided to 
serve this Nation. 

Let us not forgot the sacrifice of CPL 
Micheal Alleman. His service should 
inspire everyone in this Chamber. I 
thank him for his service and pray for 
his family and friends during this tre-
mendously difficult time. His wife Amy 
stated, ‘‘My boys will always know 
their father stood up to defend this 
country.’’ Well, so shall we also re-
member and cherish the memory of his 
service. 

f 

TREATMENT OF DETAINEES IN 
U.S. CUSTODY 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, today 
we are releasing the declassified report 
of the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee’s investigation into the treatment 
of detainees in U.S. custody. The re-
port was approved by the committee on 
November 20, 2008, and has, in the in-
tervening period, been under review at 
the Department of Defense for declas-
sification. 

In my judgment, the report rep-
resents a condemnation of both the 
Bush administration’s interrogation 
policies and of senior administration 
officials who attempted to shift the 
blame for abuse—such as that seen at 
Abu Ghraib, Guantanamo Bay, and Af-
ghanistan—to low ranking soldiers. 
Claims, such as that made by former 
Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul 
Wolfowitz that detainee abuses could 
be chalked up to the unauthorized acts 
of a ‘‘few bad apples,’’ were simply 
false. 

The truth is that, early on, it was 
senior civilian leaders who set the 
tone. On September 16, 2001, Vice Presi-
dent Dick Cheney suggested that the 
United States turn to the ‘‘dark side’’ 
in our response to 9/11. Not long after 
that, after White House Counsel 
Alberto Gonzales called parts of the 

Geneva Conventions ‘‘quaint,’’ Presi-
dent Bush determined that provisions 
of the Geneva Conventions did not 
apply to certain detainees. Other sen-
ior officials followed the President and 
Vice President’s lead, authorizing poli-
cies that included harsh and abusive 
interrogation techniques. 

The record established by the com-
mittee’s investigation shows that sen-
ior officials sought out information on, 
were aware of training in, and author-
ized the use of abusive interrogation 
techniques. Those senior officials bear 
significant responsibility for creating 
the legal and operational framework 
for the abuses. As the committee re-
port concluded, authorizations of ag-
gressive interrogation techniques by 
senior officials resulted in abuse and 
conveyed the message that physical 
pressures and degradation were appro-
priate treatment for detainees in U.S. 
military custody. 

In a May 10, 2007, letter to his troops, 
GEN David Petraeus said that ‘‘what 
sets us apart from our enemies in this 
fight . . . is how we behave. In every-
thing we do, we must observe the 
standards and values that dictate that 
we treat noncombatants and detainees 
with dignity and respect. While we are 
warriors, we are also all human 
beings.’’ With last week’s release of the 
Department of Justice Office of Legal 
Counsel, OLC, opinions, it is now wide-
ly known that Bush administration of-
ficials distorted Survival Evasion Re-
sistance and Escape ‘‘SERE’’ training— 
a legitimate program used by the mili-
tary to train our troops to resist abu-
sive enemy interrogations—by author-
izing abusive techniques from SERE 
for use in detainee interrogations. 
Those decisions conveyed the message 
that abusive treatment was appro-
priate for detainees in U.S. custody. 
They were also an affront to the values 
articulated by General Petraeus. 

In SERE training, U.S. troops are 
briefly exposed, in a highly controlled 
setting, to abusive interrogation tech-
niques used by enemies that refuse to 
follow the Geneva Conventions. The 
techniques are based on tactics used by 
Chinese Communists against American 
soldiers during the Korean war for the 
purpose of eliciting false confessions 
for propaganda purposes. Techniques 
used in SERE training include strip-
ping trainees of their clothing, placing 
them in stress positions, putting hoods 
over their heads, subjecting them to 
face and body slaps, depriving them of 
sleep, throwing them up against a wall, 
confining them in a small box, treating 
them like animals, subjecting them to 
loud music and flashing lights, and ex-
posing them to extreme temperatures. 
Until recently, the Navy SERE school 
also used waterboarding. The purpose 
of the SERE program is to provide U.S. 
troops who might be captured a taste 
of the treatment they might face so 
that they might have a better chance 
of surviving captivity and resisting 
abusive and coercive interrogations. 
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SERE training techniques were never 

intended to be used in the interroga-
tion of detainees in U.S. custody. The 
committee’s report, however, reveals 
troubling new details of how SERE 
techniques came to be used in interro-
gations of detainees in U.S. custody. 

The committee’s investigation un-
covered new details about the influence 
of SERE techniques on military inter-
rogations at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba— 
GTMO. According to newly released 
testimony from a military behavioral 
scientist who worked with interroga-
tors at GTMO, ‘‘By early October [2002] 
there was increasing pressure to get 
‘tougher’ with detainee interrogations’’ 
at GTMO. (p. 50). As a result, on Octo-
ber 2, 2002, 2 weeks after attending in-
terrogation training led by SERE in-
structors from the Joint Personnel Re-
covery Agency, JPRA, the DOD agency 
that oversees SERE training, the be-
havioral scientist and a colleague 
drafted a memo proposing the use of 
aggressive interrogation techniques at 
GTMO. The behavioral scientist said he 
was told by GTMO’s intelligence chief 
that the interrogation memo needed to 
contain coercive techniques or it 
‘‘wasn’t going to go very far.’’ (p. 50). 
Declassified excerpts from that memo 
indicate that it included stress posi-
tions, food deprivation, forced groom-
ing, hooding, removal of clothing, ex-
posure to cold weather or water, and 
scenarios designed to convince a de-
tainee that ‘‘he might experience a 
painful or fatal outcome.’’ On October 
11, 2002, MG Michael Dunlavey, the 
Commander of JTF–170 at GTMO, re-
quested authority to use aggressive 
techniques. Major General Dunlavey’s 
request was based on the memo pro-
duced by the behavioral scientists. 

Major General Dunlavey’s request 
eventually made its way to Depart-
ment of Defense, DoD, General Counsel 
Jim Haynes’ desk. Notwithstanding se-
rious legal concerns raised by the mili-
tary service lawyers, Haynes rec-
ommended that Secretary of Defense 
Donald Rumsfeld approve 15 of the in-
terrogation techniques requested by 
GTMO. On December 2, 2002, Secretary 
Rumsfeld approved Haynes’ rec-
ommendation, authorizing such tech-
niques as stress positions, removal of 
clothing, use of phobias—such as fear 
of dogs—and deprivation of light and 
auditory stimuli. 

The committee’s investigation re-
vealed that, following Secretary Rums-
feld’s authorization, senior staff at 
GTMO drafted a standard operating 
procedure—SOP—for the use of SERE 
techniques, including stress positions, 
forcibly stripping detainees, slapping, 
and ‘‘walling’’ them. That SOP stated 
that ‘‘The premise behind this is that 
the interrogation tactics used at U.S. 
military SERE schools are appropriate 
for use in real-world interrogations.’’ 
Weeks later, in January 2003, trainers 
from the Navy SERE school travelled 
to GTMO and provided training to in-
terrogators on the use of SERE tech-
niques on detainees. (pp. 98–104). 

The influence of Secretary Rums-
feld’s December 2, 2002, authorization 
was not limited to interrogations at 
GTMO. Newly declassified excerpts 
from a January 11, 2003, legal review by 
a special mission unit, SMU, Task 
Force lawyer in Afghanistan state that 
‘‘SECDEF’s approval of these tech-
niques provides us the most persuasive 
argument for use of ‘advanced tech-
niques’ as we capture possible [high 
value targets] . . . the fact that 
SECDEF approved the use of the . . . 
techniques at GTMO, [which is] subject 
to the same laws, provides an analogy 
and basis for use of these techniques 
[in accordance with] international and 
U.S. law.’’ (p. 154). 

The committee’s report also includes 
a summary of a July 15, 2004, interview 
with CENTCOM’s then-Deputy Staff 
Judge Advocate, SJA, about Secretary 
Rumsfeld’s authorization and its im-
pact in Afghanistan. The Deputy SJA 
said: ‘‘the methodologies approved for 
GTMO would appear to me to be legal 
interrogation processes. [The Secretary 
of Defense] had approved them. The 
General Counsel had approved them 
. . . I believe it is fair to say the proce-
dures approved for Guantanamo were 
legal for Afghanistan.’’ (p. 156). 

The committee’s report provides ex-
tensive details about how the aggres-
sive techniques made their way from 
Afghanistan to Iraq. In February 2003, 
an SMU Task Force designated for op-
erations in Iraq obtained a copy of the 
SMU interrogation policy from Afghan-
istan that included aggressive tech-
niques, changed the letterhead, and 
adopted the policy verbatim. (p. 158). 
Months later, the Interrogation Officer 
in Charge at Abu Ghraib obtained a 
copy of the SMU interrogation policy 
and submitted it, virtually unchanged, 
through her chain of command to Com-
bined Joint Task Force 7—CJTF–7—led 
at the time by Lieutenant General Ri-
cardo Sanchez. On September 14, 2003, 
Lieutenant General Sanchez issued an 
interrogation policy for CJTF–7 that 
authorized interrogators to use stress 
positions, environmental manipula-
tion, sleep management, and military 
working dogs to exploit detainees’ 
fears in their interrogations of detain-
ees. 

The committee’s investigation un-
covered documents indicating that, al-
most immediately after Lieutenant 
General Sanchez issued his September 
14, 2003, policy, CENTCOM lawyers 
raised concerns about its legality. One 
newly declassified email from a 
CENTCOM lawyer to the Staff Judge 
Advocate at CJTF–7—sent just three 
days after the policy was issued— 
warned that ‘‘Many of the techniques 
[in the CJTF–7 policy] appear to vio-
late [Geneva Convention] III and IV 
and should not be used . . .’’ (p. 203). 
Even though the Bush administration 
acknowledged that the Geneva Conven-
tions applied in Iraq, it was not until 
nearly a month later that CJTF–7 re-
vised that policy. 

Not only did SERE techniques make 
their way to Iraq, but SERE instruc-

tors did as well. In September 2003, 
JPRA sent a team to Iraq to provide 
assistance to interrogation operations 
at an SMU Task Force. The Chief of 
Human Intelligence and Counterintel-
ligence at the Task Force testified to 
the Committee in February 2008 that 
JPRA personnel demonstrated SERE 
techniques to SMU personnel including 
so-called ‘‘walling’’ and striking a de-
tainee as they do in SERE school. (p. 
175). As we heard at our September 2008 
hearing, JPRA personnel were present 
during abusive interrogations during 
that same trip, including one where a 
detainee was placed on his knees in a 
stress position and was repeatedly 
slapped by an interrogator. (p. 176). 
JPRA personnel even participated in 
an interrogation, taking physical con-
trol of a detainee, forcibly stripping 
him naked, and giving orders for him 
to be kept in a stress position for 12 
hours. In August 3, 2007, testimony to 
the committee, one of the JPRA team 
members said that, with respect to 
stripping the detainee, ‘‘we [had] done 
this 100 times, 1000 times with our 
[SERE school] students.’’ The commit-
tee’s investigation revealed that forced 
nudity continued to be used in interro-
gations at the SMU Task Force for 
months after the JPRA visit. (pp. 181– 
182). 

Over the course of the investigation, 
the committee obtained the state-
ments and interviews of scores of mili-
tary personnel at Abu Ghraib. These 
statements reveal that the interroga-
tion techniques authorized by Sec-
retary Rumsfeld in December 2002 for 
use at GTMO—including stress posi-
tions, forced nudity, and military 
working dogs—were used by military 
intelligence personnel responsible for 
interrogations. 

The Interrogation Officer in Charge 
in Abu Ghraib in the fall of 2003 ac-
knowledged that stress positions were 
used in interrogations at Abu Ghraib. 
(p. 212). 

An Army dog handler at Abu Ghraib 
told military investigators in February 
2004 that ‘‘someone from [military in-
telligence] gave me a list of cells, for 
me to go see, and pretty much have my 
dog bark at them. . . . Having the dogs 
bark at detainees was psychologically 
breaking them down for interrogation 
purposes.’’ (p. 209). 

An intelligence analyst at Abu 
Ghraib told military investigators in 
May 2004 that it was ‘‘common that the 
detainees on [military intelligence] 
hold in the hard site were initially 
kept naked and given clothing as an in-
centive to cooperate with us.’’ (p. 212). 

An interrogator told military inves-
tigators in May 2004 that it was ‘‘com-
mon to see detainees in cells without 
clothes or naked’’ and says it was ‘‘one 
of our approaches.’’ (p. 213). 

The investigation also revealed that 
interrogation policies authorizing ag-
gressive techniques were approved 
months after the CJTF–7 policy was re-
vised to exclude the techniques, and 
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even after the investigation into de-
tainee abuses at Abu Ghraib had al-
ready begun. For example, an interro-
gation policy approved in February 
2004 in Iraq included techniques such as 
use of military working dogs and stress 
positions. (p. 220). 

A policy approved for CJTF–7 units 
in Iraq in March 2004 also included ag-
gressive techniques. While much of the 
March 2004 policy remains classified, 
newly declassified excerpts indicate 
that it warned that interrogators 
‘‘should consider the fact that some in-
terrogation techniques are viewed as 
inhumane or otherwise inconsistent 
with international law before applying 
each technique. These techniques are 
labeled with a [CAUTION].’’ Among the 
techniques labeled as such were a tech-
nique involving power tools, stress po-
sitions, and the presence of military 
working dogs. (pp. 220–221). 

Some have asked why, if it is okay 
for our own U.S. personnel to be sub-
jected to physical and psychological 
pressures in SERE school, what is 
wrong with using those SERE training 
techniques on detainees? The commit-
tee’s investigation answered that ques-
tion. 

On October 2, 2002, LTC Morgan 
Banks, the senior Army SERE psychol-
ogist warned against using SERE 
training techniques during interroga-
tions in an email to personnel at 
GTMO, writing that: 

[T]he use of physical pressures brings with 
it a large number of potential negative side 
effects . . . When individuals are gradually 
exposed to increasing levels of discomfort, it 
is more common for them to resist harder 
. . . If individuals are put under enough dis-
comfort, i.e. pain, they will eventually do 
whatever it takes to stop the pain. This will 
increase the amount of information they tell 
the interrogator, but it does not mean the 
information is accurate. In fact, it usually 
decreases the reliability of the information 
because the person will say whatever he be-
lieves will stop the pain . . . Bottom line: 
the likelihood that the use of physical pres-
sures will increase the delivery of accurate 
information from a detainee is very low. The 
likelihood that the use of physical pressures 
will increase the level of resistance in a de-
tainee is very high . . . (p. 53). 

Likewise, the Deputy Commander of 
DOD’s Criminal Investigative Task 
Force at GTMO told the committee in 
2006 that CITF ‘‘was troubled with the 
rationale that techniques used to 
harden resistance to interrogations 
would be the basis for the utilization of 
techniques to obtain information.’’ (p. 
69). 

Other newly declassified emails re-
veal additional warnings. In June 2004, 
after many SERE techniques had been 
authorized in interrogations and JPRA 
was considering sending its SERE 
trainers to interrogation facilities in 
Afghanistan, another SERE psycholo-
gist warned: ‘‘[W]e need to really stress 
the difference between what instruc-
tors do at SERE school (done to IN-
CREASE RESISTANCE capability in 
students) versus what is taught at in-
terrogator school (done to gather infor-
mation). What is done by SERE in-

structors is by definition ineffective in-
terrogator conduct . . . Simply stated, 
SERE school does not train you on how 
to interrogate, and things you ‘learn’ 
there by osmosis about interrogation 
are probably wrong if copied by inter-
rogators.’’ (p. 229). 

If we are to retain our status as a 
leader in the world, we must acknowl-
edge and confront the abuse of detain-
ees in our custody. The committee’s re-
port and investigation makes signifi-
cant progress toward that goal. There 
is still the question, however, of wheth-
er high level officials who approved and 
authorized those policies should be 
held accountable. I have recommended 
to Attorney General Holder that he se-
lect a distinguished individual or indi-
viduals—either inside or outside the 
Justice Department, such as retired 
federal judges—to look at the volumes 
of evidence relating to treatment of de-
tainees, including evidence in the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee’s re-
port, and to recommend what steps, if 
any, should be taken to establish ac-
countability of high-level officials—in-
cluding lawyers. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO LINDSEY JEWELL 
Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, I rise 

today to recognize the 5 years of out-
standing service that Lindsey Jewell 
has provided to me in various capac-
ities in both my personal office, and on 
the Senate Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship, of which I 
am ranking member. Ever since 
Lindsey began working in my office in 
2004, I have been consistently im-
pressed with her dedication, profes-
sionalism, and hard work, and I am sad 
to see her leave the Senate. 

While still a student at the Univer-
sity of Maine Orono, my alma mater, 
Lindsey began her Senate career as an 
intern in my Washington office and 
thereafter as a staff assistant in my 
Bangor office. There, she served as a 
key liaison between my office and 
Maine constituents, assisting them in 
solving their problems and concerns 
with the Federal Government. 
Lindsey’s work on behalf of Mainers 
proved to be her true passion, and after 
graduating in 2005 with a B.A. in polit-
ical science, she came back to Wash-
ington, DC, to join my staff here. 

Upon arriving in Washington, 
Lindsey hit the ground running as a 
legislative correspondent, handling a 
hefty portfolio of issues ranging from 
taxes, budget, and banking to agri-
culture, immigration, and foreign af-
fairs. Lindsey’s stellar stand-out per-
formance in dealing with these issues 
led to her earning a promotion to Di-
rector of Constituent Correspondence 
in 2006. In this role, she oversaw all of 
my office’s legislative correspondents, 
helping me ensure that mail was re-
sponded to in a thoughtful and timely 
manner. Through this position, 
Lindsey gained immense experience 
dealing with a vast array of issues the 
Senate faces. She also proved to be a 

capable, talented, and amicable leader, 
who was a tremendous supervisor. 

During the summer of 2007, Lindsey 
left my personal office and moved 
three floors up in the Russell Building 
to serve as Senior Research Analyst on 
the Senate Committee on Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship. As ranking 
member of that committee, I continued 
to benefit from Lindsey’s wisdom and 
insight. That said, her departure cer-
tainly left a large void in my personal 
office. As Lindsey continued to provide 
me with detailed and thorough mate-
rials on a range of small business 
issues, she once again earned a well-de-
served promotion to Professional Staff 
Member early in 2008. In that capacity, 
Lindsey advised the committee on 
matters relating to women-owned busi-
nesses, small business energy concerns, 
entrepreneurial development programs, 
and military base redevelopment ini-
tiatives. 

Lindsey was instrumental in my re-
cently introducing the Defense Com-
munities Assistance Act of 2009, a key 
bill aimed at providing immediate eco-
nomic development benefits to all base 
communities, for both closed and ac-
tive military installations across the 
country. Additionally, Lindsey helped 
me prepare an amendment to the fiscal 
year 2010 budget resolution to ensure 
that small businesses receive adequate 
funding under the Energy Star pro-
gram. Lindsey’s versatile nature and 
willingness to assist her colleagues in 
any way possible led to her drafting 
statements and press releases for a va-
riety of committee hearings, bill intro-
ductions, and small business events, 
covering a host of issues. 

Lindsey’s sense of humor and easy- 
goingness make her instantly likeable. 
But more crucially, her responsible na-
ture and advanced analytical skills 
make her indispensable to anyone she 
is working for. And Lindsey is a true 
team player, never considering any 
task beneath her. Indeed, she was a key 
member of my office’s softball team 
this past summer, someone equally 
feared and respected by opponents! 

That is why I am deeply saddened 
that Lindsey will be leaving us this 
week. But I am thrilled for Lindsey’s 
future, as she will be marrying her 
long-term boyfriend, Patrick Hughes, 
in just a few weeks in Portland, ME. 
Pat, a Marine officer, and Lindsey will 
be moving to the San Diego area short-
ly thereafter, where Pat will be sta-
tioned at Camp Pendleton. I wish them 
both the best in married life, and hope 
that they enjoy the beautiful Cali-
fornia sunshine! 

A native born Mainer, Lindsey Jewell 
is an incredibly talented person. Com-
ing from hard-working, community- 
oriented roots in the Aroostook county 
town of Monticello in northern Maine, 
Lindsey displays the classic values of 
our State: solidly dependable, intellec-
tually curious, and immensely indus-
trious. I am proud to have had someone 
like Lindsey on my staff, and even 
prouder to have gotten to know her 
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