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Freedom Restoration Act in giving this
corporation—a for-profit entity—the
right to tell its women employees that
they have no access to certain kinds of
contraceptive care approved by the
FDA. That is a legal decision that can-
not be overturned by my speaking on
the floor of the Senate or in my writ-
ing to the CEO of Hobby Lobby. But it
can be overturned by a law that
changes that opinion—changes the
opinion, in effect, by overruling it.

That is the purpose of the Not My
Boss’s Business Act, as well as the Pro-
tect Women’s Health From Corporate
Interference Act, and that is the reason
I am going to vote for it because I feel
that women should be making these de-
cisions with their doctors, and that
neither politicians nor business execu-
tives nor their corporate entities
should be interfering and intruding in
that decision.

We can debate whether corporations
ought to have these rights under the
law, whether they are entitled to use
the law, in effect, to assert legal
claims, whether to the First Amend-
ment or to the Religious Freedom Res-
toration Act. This decision was a stat-
utory one. We can disagree with it all
we want. But the way to overturn it is
to legally adopt a new statute here.

That is why I am so strongly sup-
porting this change in the law that I
hope will be adopted on a bipartisan
basis, because there ought to be noth-
ing partisan about women’s health
care, about preventing unnecessary
abortion, as Senator DURBIN has said so
well, and about providing a form of
health care that really is in the inter-
ests of families as well as women. It is
in all of our interests.

I called on Hobby Lobby to put aside
the technical distinctions that it can
assert and the legal principles that it
may invoke because it is a self-funded
plan under the law, but simply do the
right thing and follow Connecticut’s
law, policy, and history.

Connecticut has a law. It is a State
statute that was adopted in 1999. I vig-
orously advocated for it. It requires
that contraceptive care be covered by
insurance plans—any contraceptive
method approved by the FDA. That is
the law of Connecticut—well estab-
lished, long accepted, and strongly sup-
ported, and Hobby Lobby is flouting it.
Maybe in letter it has a leg to stand
on, but in spirit it is thumbing its nose
at the people of the State of Con-
necticut. My message to Hobby Lobby
is, if you want Connecticut customers,
respect Connecticut’s law.

Now, this principle of privacy—of
women following their conscience and
their conviction, making these deci-
sions on their own, one way or the
other, to use contraceptives or not,
after consulting with their doctor or
other medical experts and their family,
their clergy, personal advisors—this
principle of personal privacy is en-
shrined not only in Connecticut law
but in our history. In fact, Connecticut
has led the Nation in asserting and re-
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specting the right of privacy. Griswold
v. Connecticut, which struck down a
prohibition on the sale of contracep-
tives, arose in Connecticut, argued by a
great renowned Connecticut lawyer
Catherine Roraback.

The right of privacy, as one of our
Supreme Court Justices said, is essen-
tially and fundamentally the right to
be let alone. It is the right to be let
alone from unwarranted government
interference and intrusion. This inter-
pretation of the Religious Freedom
Restoration Act by the Supreme Court
contravenes that basic principle em-
bodied and enshrined in Connecticut
history as well as law.

I call on Hobby Lobby to respect that
law and our policy of respecting that
right of privacy that is embedded and
respected in the way that law enforce-
ment as well as our statutes and our
courts interpret their role in Con-
necticut, and their authorities and
their powers. The fundamental prin-
ciple here is that religious liberty
should be respected.

It is the religious liberty of those ex-
ecutives at Hobby Lobby, its owners
and private corporation shareholders,
for-profit entity owners. They deserve
respect for their religious liberty. But
religious liberty is about the right to
practice your religion; it is not the
right to impose your religion on some-
one else. This country was founded on
that fundamental principle of religious
liberty and the right of privacy, the
right to be let alone from unnecessary
and unwarranted interference. It is the
right of privacy and religious liberty
that is at stake here in this activist,
erroneous Supreme Court decision,
which we have the power to overturn
here, and to restore religious freedom,
truly restore the liberty of conscience
and conviction that is so fundamental
to American life and American
exceptionalism.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to a period of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECOGNIZING DRESS FOR
SUCCESS LEXINGTON

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to honor Dress for Success
Lexington and its Kentucky co-found-
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ers, Analisa Wagoner and Jennifer
Monarch. It was my distinct pleasure
to help these women secure 501(c)(3)
nonprofit status from the IRS for their
business, and I am honored to know
that I have played a role, albeit a
minor one, in all the good that will
continue to come of Wagoner and Mon-
arch’s venture.

Dress for Success was founded in New
York City in 1997. Since then the orga-
nization had expanded into 128 cities
around the world, including locations
in Louisville and Lexington, KY.

As its name suggests, Dress for Suc-
cess provides gently used, professional
clothes to disadvantaged women. This
is not, however, the totality of the or-
ganization’s services. Looking the part
is indeed a piece of the equation, but to
ensure success they also provide coun-
seling and training as their clients
navigate the jobs market and begin
work.

Jennifer and Analisa opened the
doors to Dress for Success Lexington
over a year ago. In the intervening
time, they were inundated with enough
clothing donations to render their ini-
tial location inoperable. Theirs is a
business model that does not work un-
less people are willing to give. Fortu-
nately, helping others in need is second
nature for the people of Lexington, KY.

Last September, Dress for Success
Lexington moved into a newer, much
larger location in the Eastland Shop-
ping Center. And with its newly ac-
quired non-profit status, which makes
the organization eligible for certain
grants, donations, and a tax-exempt
status, the future looks decidedly
bright for Dress for Success Lexington.

Dress for Success Lexington is a
model for serving the community.
They are not just helping people—more
importantly they are providing the
tools and training for women to help
themselves, and in turn do the same for
others.

Therefore, I ask that my Senate col-
leagues join me in paying tribute to
these exemplary citizens and Dress for
Success Lexington.

Mr. President, the Lexington Herald-
Leader recently published an article
profiling Analisa Wagoner and Jennifer
Monarch, and their work with Dress for
Success Lexington. I ask unanimous
consent that the full article be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD as follows:

[From the Lexington Herald-Leader, Aug. 21,
2013]

DRESS FOR SUCCESS LEXINGTON HAS FOUND A
HOME, PLANS TO OPEN IN LATE SEPTEMBER
(By Merlene Davis)

I wrote about Analisa Wagoner and Jen-
nifer Monarch in April as they were being
overrun by mounds of gently worn clothing.

They had run out of room for the generous
donations from Lexington women who were
more than willing to help their less fortu-
nate sisters get on their feet.

A bit overwhelmed but definitely not dis-
couraged, Wagoner and Monarch had been
approved to start a local affiliate of the
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