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Indeed, I just saw a bit on the news a 

few minutes ago here where a gen-
tleman in Florida—his name is George 
Cooper, as I recall; he happens to be 
Black. He came to the defense of an of-
ficer who happens to be White who was 
being beaten in some type of an alter-
cation there where he was trying to do 
his job. 

There are examples where, as the 
gentleman said in the interview, it 
isn’t a race thing, it doesn’t matter 
who is White or who is Black in this 
thing, it is about upholding the law 
and about having safe neighborhoods 
for all of us for Americans to be able to 
thrive. 

It is tragic that so much is going on 
trying to pit Americans against each 
other. Yes, we have problems; we have 
issues that need to be resolved within 
how some may enforce the law, but we 
have protocols for that. We need to 
make sure that they are followed and 
they are prosecuted, but it doesn’t 
make the whole aura of law enforce-
ment somehow wrong. 

Indeed, the effects we are seeing with 
cities now where cops are backing off, 
crime rates are going up, murders are 
going up in some of these cities here 
dramatically—I heard in one of the cit-
ies that it is 96 percent. 

This is not what we want. It is not 
good for the families, for the moms 
that have to watch their kids go out 
the door and wonder if they are going 
to come back because there isn’t that 
law enforcement. 

I want to share with you a piece, 
though, that I think really encap-
sulates this, by a great American, Paul 
Harvey, from some years ago: What are 
Policemen Made Of? 

A policemen is a composite of what all men 
are, mingling of a saint and sinner, dust and 
deity. 

Gulled statistics wave the fan over the 
stinkers, underscore instances of dishonesty 
and brutality because they are ‘‘new.’’ What 
they really mean is that they are excep-
tional, unusual, not commonplace. 

Buried under the frost is the fact: Less 
than one-half of 1 percent of policemen mis-
fit the uniform. That’s a better average than 
you’d find among clergy. 

What is a policeman made of? He, among 
all men, is once the most needed and the 
most unwanted. He’s a strangely nameless 
creature who is ‘‘sir’’ to his face and ‘‘pig’’ or 
‘‘fuzz’’ to his back. 

He must be such a diplomat that he can 
settle differences between individuals so that 
each will think he won. 

But . . . if the policeman is neat, he’s con-
ceited; if he’s careless, he’s a bum. If he’s 
pleasant, he’s flirting; if not, he’s a grouch. 

He must make an instant decision which 
would require months for a lawyer to make. 

But . . . if he hurries, he’s careless; if he’s 
deliberate, he’s lazy. He must be first to an 
accident and infallible with his diagnosis. He 
must be able to start breathing, stop bleed-
ing, tie splints, and, above all, be sure the 
victim goes home without a limp. Or expect 
to be sued. 

The police officer must know every gun, 
draw on the run, and hit where it doesn’t 
hurt. He must be able to whip two men twice 
his size and half his age without damaging 
his uniform and without being ‘‘brutal.’’ If 
you hit him, he’s a coward. If he hits you, 
he’s a bully. 

A policeman must know everything—and 
not tell. He must know where all the sin is 
and not partake. 

A policeman must, from a single strand of 
hair, be able to describe the crime, the weap-
on and the criminal—and tell you where the 
criminal is hiding. 

But . . . if he catches the criminal, he’s 
lucky; if he doesn’t, he’s a dunce. If he gets 
promoted, he has political pull; if he doesn’t, 
he’s a dullard. The policeman must chase a 
bum lead to a dead-end, stake out 10 nights 
to tag one witness who saw it happen—but 
refused to remember. 

The policeman must be a minister, a social 
worker, a diplomat, a tough guy, and a gen-
tleman. 

And, of course, he’d have to be genius...for 
he will have to feed his family on a police-
man’s salary. 

This is just a sample of what officers 
go through across this country where 
they, giving of themselves in service 
many times, especially in this present 
environment, feel like they are some-
how made wrong for having done so. 

We are here to uphold that tonight 
and tell them: You are doing it right. 
We support you and appreciate the thin 
blue line. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Speaker, may 
I inquire how much time is remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 5 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
think that Congressman LAMALFA ex-
pressed it very well. Police officers are 
expected to do their job perfectly every 
time and in so many ways that we can-
not even imagine the work that they 
do to help keep us safe, the work that 
they do to improve our communities, 
the sacrifices that they make on a per-
sonal level. 

They are counselors; they are men-
tors; they are enforcers, and above all, 
they are preservers and protectors of 
our liberty because, without law en-
forcement, there is no liberty. That re-
sponsibility is vested in one person in 
our Constitution. Only the President of 
the United States is charged by our 
Founders in the Constitution with 
faithfully taking care that the law be 
faithfully executed. 

We are still waiting, Mr. President. 
We are still waiting for you to step up, 
as we are here tonight, to say how 
proud you are of our men and women in 
blue, who protect us every night and 
every day and must do their job per-
fectly, as DOUG LAMALFA just told us, 
every man and woman who wears the 
uniform, who would step in front of a 
bullet for each and every one of us. 

We are still waiting, Mr. President, 
for you to condemn the vital rhetoric 
that tell the men and women across 
this Nation, who defend us every day 
on the streets of America, how proud 
you are, Mr. President. We need you to 
step up and tell them, tell us all, how 
proud you are of their sacrifice, of 
their service, of their dedication, to 
tell all the widows and the children of 
Darren Goforth and all the other offi-
cers who have lost their lives that 
their father’s loss, their mother’s loss, 
their sacrifice was not in vain. 

As Dr. Ed Young told us all last Fri-
day at 11 a.m., the sacrifice that 
Darren Goforth made galvanized the 
people of Houston, the people of Texas. 
We see it across the Nation from Cali-
fornia to Missouri to Indiana, to the 
East Coast. The people of America 
stand behind our law enforcement offi-
cers. 

We are proud of you. We love you. We 
respect you. We recognize what a sac-
rifice you have made for not enough 
money to protect us. We know all that 
you do. We understand the burden that 
you and your family carry. 

As Kathleen Goforth said in her 
statement of her late husband: 

There are no words for this. Darren was an 
incredibly intricate blend of toughness and 
gentility. He was always loyal, fiercely so. 
Darren was ethical. The right thing to do is 
what guided his internal compass. 

She said: 
Darren was good. If people want to know 

what kind of man he was, this is it. Darren 
was who you wanted for a friend, a colleague, 
and a neighbor. However, it was I who was 
blessed so richly, that I had the privilege of 
calling him my husband and my best friend. 

We are immensely proud of every 
man and woman who wears the uni-
form, and we will not forget the sac-
rifice of Darren Goforth or all the 
other men and women who preserve our 
liberty and protect our lives and put 
their lives on the line for us every day. 
We are immensely proud of you. 

If the President of the United States 
won’t say it, we will here in this House, 
that we stand behind you, we are proud 
of you, we pray for you every day, and 
we have got your back. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BUCK). Members are reminded to ad-
dress their remarks to the Chair and 
not to a perceived viewing audience. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.J. RES. 64, DISAPPROVAL OF 
AGREEMENT RELATING TO NU-
CLEAR PROGRAM OF IRAN; AND 
FOR OTHER PURPOSES 
Ms. FOXX (during the special order 

of Mr. CULBERSON) from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 114–256) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 408) providing for consideration of 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 64) dis-
approving of the agreement trans-
mitted to Congress by the President on 
July 19, 2015, relating to the nuclear 
program of Iran; and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

IRAN NUCLEAR DEAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank our Republican col-
leagues for reminding us that this Na-
tion is dependent upon those men and 
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women that serve as police officers, as 
deputy sheriffs, and in other positions. 

Certainly, the deaths that we have 
seen and the murders that we have 
seen in recent days are a tragedy, and 
they cannot go without our notice. I 
appreciate it. 

I don’t, however, think it is the 
President’s fault, so let us move on 
here. 

I want to talk about something that 
is coming up here in the next couple of 
days, an extremely important issue for 
all of us. While violence in America 
and violence against police officers are 
important issues, this issue is also ex-
tremely important. 

The Congress of the United States is 
going to take up the issue of the Iran 
deal, the nuclear deal between the 
P5+1—China, Russia, Germany, France, 
United Kingdom, and the United 
States—negotiated over the course of 
2-plus years an agreement with Iran 
that would block Iran’s ability to cre-
ate a nuclear weapon. 

Prior to this agreement, the Iranian 
Government, in secret, was rapidly 
moving towards the development of a 
nuclear weapon. They had created an 
infrastructure that included the var-
ious centrifuges to concentrate the 
uranium into low-enriched uranium 
and then on into highly enriched ura-
nium, which is the uranium that is 
necessary for a nuclear weapon. 

They are also in the process of build-
ing a heavy water reactor that would 
be capable of producing plutonium, the 
other route to a nuclear weapon. This 
was done in secret over many years, 
dating back probably 15, maybe even 20 
years. 

For the last 10 years, the United 
States has placed sanctions on Iran to 
try to convince them that they should 
not be developing a nuclear weapon, 
that there would be significant eco-
nomic sanctions and other sanctions 
imposed on the country. 

Those sanctions did not go success-
fully. The Congress of the United 
States added sanctions. I, together 
with many of my colleagues here, I 
think almost unanimously on the floor 
of the House voted to impose those 
ever harsher sanctions, but it didn’t 
work until the P5+1 got together. 

Secretary Clinton at that time, 3 
years ago, 4 years ago, worked with 
those countries, persuading them to sit 
down at the table together with the 
United States to see if it was possible 
to negotiate an agreement with Iran 
that would prevent Iran from ever hav-
ing a nuclear weapon. This spring, the 
agreements began to come together, 
and in June, July, the agreements were 
culminated. 

I want to talk tonight about those 
agreements and what they mean to the 
United States, to the Middle East, and 
to the world. The very short way of 
saying this is that this agreement is 
the most recent and the most signifi-
cant nonnuclear proliferation agree-
ment in the last decade, maybe even 
longer. 

Iran was very, very close to a nuclear 
weapon, so much so that it was be-
lieved that they could have a nuclear 
weapon very soon. Perhaps in 3 to 5 
months, they could have material for 
perhaps nine weapons and be able to 
perfect those weapons into a bomb that 
could be delivered through their mis-
sile systems or through some mecha-
nism. 

Where are we today? We are going to 
vote. As I understand, I think there is 
a rule that just came across the desk a 
few moments ago that would put us in 
line to vote up or down on the Iranian 
agreement, and I understand that that 
vote will be taking place on Friday of 
this week—a very, very significant mo-
ment in the history of nuclear pro-
liferation or nonproliferation. 

Let’s take a look at where we are. 
First, the agreement came about as a 
result of six nations, the largest econo-
mies in the world, sitting down and ne-
gotiating with Iran. 

What did those countries think about 
the deal that they signed onto? 

b 2030 

This isn’t just the United States. 
This deal was signed onto by the 
United Kingdom, France, Germany, 
Russia, China, and the United States. 

So, if the United States Congress— 
the House and the Senate—were to 
trash this agreement, what do those 
countries think? 

We don’t have to guess what they 
think. They actually have said, cat-
egorically, their position on the deal, 
and their position is clear. We signed 
onto it, they said. We agreed to this 
deal, and here is what we think if the 
United States Congress negates this 
deal. 

Let’s start with the French. Frederic 
Dore, the French Embassy Deputy 
Chief of Mission, said this in meetings 
with the United States Senate—and I 
understand that we will be meeting 
with the representatives of these coun-
tries later this week. 

The position of the French is: World 
powers have secured the best deal pos-
sible with Iran. 

The best deal possible. 
All right. How about Germany? 
The German Government’s position 

is—as stated by Philipp Ackermann, 
the Acting German Ambassador to the 
United States, before the U.S. Senate 
and, again, in the Foreign Policy mag-
azine, on August 6, 2015—the prospect 
of the rejection of a deal makes us 
nervous. It would be a nightmare for 
every European country if this deal is 
rejected. 

Then there is the United Kingdom, 
again, in the Foreign Policy magazine, 
on August 6, in words similar to this, 
or, perhaps, these exact words were 
said to the U.S. Senate a couple of 
weeks ago: 

If Congress rejects this good deal and 
the U.S. is forced to walk away, Iran 
will be left with an unconstrained nu-
clear program with far weaker moni-
toring arrangements than the current 

international consensus on sanctions, 
and the current international con-
sensus on sanctions would unravel, and 
international unity and pressure on 
Iran would be seriously undermined. 

The P5+1 all signed onto the agree-
ment, and all but the United States has 
said categorically: Therefore, the 
agreement. They are not looking to re-
negotiate, only the United States. So it 
is up to us, the Members of Congress, 
to decide whether to stay with the 
agreement that was negotiated by the 
United States Government and five 
other countries and confirmed by the 
European Union and the United Na-
tions. 

So where do we go? 
Let’s assume for a moment that the 

Senate and the House reject the deal. 
Will these countries come back to the 
negotiating table? 

The information we have from the 
meeting with the United States Sen-
ators—and all of these countries were 
there—was, no, they are not going to 
go back to the negotiating table. I 
think I said ‘‘all of these countries.’’ I 
don’t think China and Russia were at 
that meeting. Yet the word is that they 
are not going to go back to the negoti-
ating table, so we would have to nego-
tiate by ourselves. Keep in mind that 
we attempted to do that for many, 
many years without any success. It was 
only when all of these countries got to-
gether that the sanctions really hit 
Iran in such a way that they decided to 
come to the table and to make the 
agreement which is now before the 
Congress. 

Let’s go about that deal. What is it? 
This is basically what it is here. 

The deal blocks for at least 15 years— 
and, quite possibly, indefinitely into 
the future—Iran’s ability to develop a 
nuclear weapon. 

I am going to come back to this 
timeline, but I want to go here first. 

So no deal. Without a deal. If the 
United States Congress this week and 
next week vote to do away with the 
deal, then where are we? 

Iran has sufficient low enriched ura-
nium and the ability to further enrich 
that uranium to highly enriched ura-
nium—in other words, weapons grade 
uranium—for approximately nine nu-
clear bombs. The number of centrifuges 
that they presently have are some 
19,000 centrifuges, and that would be 
used to complete the enrichment proc-
ess. Then the time to produce a bomb’s 
worth of material—highly enriched 
uranium—is a couple of months, 2 or 3 
months. 

Presumably, under the present situa-
tion, with no deal, Iran would be able 
to move forward, as they have been in 
the past, for the full development of 
nuclear weapons within a matter of 
months. That is not a good situation. 

However, with a deal, where are we? 
Iran’s low enriched uranium and 

what amount of highly enriched ura-
nium they have would be significantly 
reduced to an amount that would be in-
sufficient to make even one nuclear 
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weapon, and there would be verifica-
tion procedures to assure that they 
would not be able to make any addi-
tional nuclear weapons. The number of 
centrifuges that they would be able to 
have are old, antiquated, and would be 
some 6,000-plus, and all four pathways 
to a nuclear bomb are blocked. That is 
the choice we have. That is the choice 
we have. 

Now, what does this mean over time? 
Over time, for a long time—25 years 

or more—the implementation of addi-
tional protocols, commitments to re-
process plutonium, and the non-
proliferation treaty obligations remain 
in place indefinitely into the future— 
way beyond 25 years. So, as for the 
nonproliferation treaty, they have 
upped it once more. They have agreed 
to it again. Now, granted, they weren’t 
paying attention to it in the past, but 
now we have verification procedures. 

Secondly, there would be continuous 
surveillance of uranium mines and 
mills so that we know what they are 
doing. Are they mining uranium? What 
are they doing with it? What are their 
mills doing? That would continue for 25 
years. 

There would be continued surveil-
lance of centrifuge production for 20 
years. Now, you don’t make highly en-
riched uranium in procedures other 
than centrifuges unless you go to some 
very, very advanced procedures, which 
we do not believe Iran can do, and 
those procedures that are currently 
available to Iran and would be into the 
future are monitored for 20 years. 

The low enriched stockpile, which is 
several thousand kilograms, would be 
reduced and capped at 300 kilograms, 
and there would be no further enrich-
ment for new highly enriched uranium 
beyond a very, very small amount for 
research purposes; and the heavy water 
reactor that could produce plutonium 
within a matter of a couple of years 
would be, basically, decommissioned 
and be unable to produce plutonium, 
and that would go for the next 15 years. 
In the short period of time, 10 years to 
15 years, these other procedures that 
prevent the operation of the cen-
trifuges would be in place. 

This is how you block the path to nu-
clear weapons. All of these procedures 
are in place. Scientists, physicists, gen-
erals, and others have all looked at 
this and have all come to the conclu-
sion that, hey, this works. This will 
block Iran from developing a nuclear 
weapon for a minimum of 15 years, 
probably 20 years, and assuming that 
we are able to hold them to the agree-
ment, 25 years and beyond. That is the 
nonproliferation treaty. 

Now, all of this, of course, is depend-
ent upon verification. We don’t trust 
Iran. We don’t need to trust Iran. In 
fact, we should go into this not trust-
ing Iran. Therefore, do we have suffi-
cient verification procedures in place 
to hold Iran to the deal? 

The answer is yes. 
The International Atomic Energy 

Agency, the IAEA, is and has been for 

decades the United Nations’ watchdog 
for the nonproliferation treaty. They 
have been in Iran in the past. They 
have observed cheating. They have ob-
served obfuscation. However, under the 
new agreement, the doors are open to 
all of the facilities that are known to 
be involved in the nuclear production 
and the nuclear bomb activities. There 
is an additional procedure that, within 
24 days, should there be an indication 
of a site that is not now known to be 
involved in nuclear activity, the IAEA, 
the International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy, would be able to observe what is 
going on at that site. As for the other 
sites—the secret sites of the past—we 
would have the IAEA observing, moni-
toring, and verifying that the agree-
ment is being held to its standard. 

We also have other methods of know-
ing what is going on in Iran. Nuclear 
material leaves a radiation signature. 
We have the capability of reading those 
signatures and understanding in detail 
what is going on at any particular 
site—past, present, and into the future. 

The verifications that are in this 
treaty are built upon the fact that we 
do not trust Iran, and, therefore, these 
verification procedures are the most 
robust, comprehensive, and extensive 
in any proliferation treaty with Russia 
or anybody else. So that is in place. 

Now, what if they do cheat? 
If they do cheat and if they do not 

honor the agreement, we will know. 
That is what the verification is all 
about. It is agreed by the P5+1—that is 
the United Kingdom, which is Britain; 
France; Germany; Russia; China; the 
U.N.; and the European Union—that 
should there be a breach of the proce-
dures in this deal that the sanctions— 
the toughest of them—would automati-
cally snap back into place and would 
continue to apply the kind of eco-
nomic-social pressure on Iran that 
brought them to the negotiating table 
in the first place. 

Can we trust these countries to snap 
back? 

I believe we can. It is an agreement 
that they have made not just with the 
United States but with each other. 

Now, if they don’t, we still have our 
own sanctions, which are tough, which 
provide us with an ability to put a lot 
of pressure on Iran, even though not as 
much as the other countries together 
with us could do; but, nonetheless, 
those sanctions are always available to 
us now and on into the future should 
Iran renege in any way on this deal. 

There are a couple of other things 
about this that we need to consider. 

There is a lot of talk that this deal 
would free a vast amount of money 
that Iran has had sequestered—having 
been known to get their hands on a 
vast amount of money. The numbers 
bandied about are $150 billion. It has 
been said by the Treasury Department 
and by the Secretary of State that the 
amount is actually closer to $100 bil-
lion. That is a lot of money. There is 
great fear—and, I think, appro-
priately—that Iran would use that 

money to advance, enhance, and in-
crease its support of terrorism around 
the world—specifically in the Middle 
East—and against Israel. 

b 2045 

I suppose that is a possibility. But 
when an analysis is done of that 
money, about $40 billion of that $100 
billion is owed to other countries and 
other entities outside of Iran. 

So as soon as that sanction is re-
moved and that money is available, 
then $40 billion of the $100 billion is not 
available to Iran. It is in some other 
country’s hand. 

The remaining money presumably 
could be used for support of terrorist 
activities. However, we should keep in 
mind that Iran has been heavily hit by 
the existing sanctions, so much so that 
their economy is in terrible condition. 

Their infrastructure, specifically in 
the oil arena, is woefully old, inad-
equate, and not capable of significant 
production. So they are going to need 
to invest a lot of money in that and in 
other infrastructure. 

How much money would be available 
for terrorism? Far more than we would 
want. And, therefore, we need to be 
certain that our support for those 
countries that are fighting the ter-
rorist activity in the Middle East and 
beyond have the full support of the 
United States Government, people, and 
our Treasury. 

It is going to cost us some money, 
but this is something we are going to 
have to do. We must make certain that 
Israel has whatever it needs to counter 
whatever terrorist threats there may 
be and whatever threats there may be 
in the more conventional military 
sense. 

Already we are preparing to ship to 
Israel our most advanced fighters, the 
F–35, which is just now coming off our 
production lines, and there will be a lot 
of other equipment made available. 

Certainly, with regard to intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance, we will continue to work with 
Israel very closely as we have for 
many, many years, in fact, decades. All 
of that is there. 

We also need to be aware that the 
other Gulf state countries and other 
countries in the area that have been 
subject to Iranian attacks and trouble 
need our support. 

We should also be willing, as we have 
in the past and as we are committed to 
now, to provide them with the support 
that they need to push back not only 
on terrorism, but on overt Iranian 
military activity. 

So here we are. Deal? No deal? No 
deal. Is there a better deal? Highly un-
likely that the P5+1 will ever come 
back together again to negotiate a bet-
ter deal. 

So we would probably almost cer-
tainly have to do it by ourselves. We 
have already proved in the past, before 
the P5+1 went into existence, that we 
were not successful alone negotiating a 
deal with Iran. 
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The sanctions by our country alone 

were insufficient. But, as a global com-
munity, we were sufficient. And that is 
where the P5+1 comes in. Listen care-
fully to what those countries are say-
ing about a renegotiation, ‘‘not like-
ly.’’ 

So where are we? I believe we have to 
support this deal that was put together 
by these six major countries, supported 
by the European Union and the United 
Nations. This is the path that would 
block all paths to a nuclear weapon 
that Iran might be able to pursue for at 
least the next 15 years and beyond. 

I ask my colleagues to look hard at 
this. Unfortunately, a lot of the news-
papers are portraying this as a partisan 
fight. I don’t believe it is. I know that 
many of my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side and certainly what appears 
to be most Republicans, if not all, are 
opposed to the deal. I am certain many 
of them have their own reasons for 
that opposition. 

But I think, when you take a com-
prehensive look at this deal, when you 
look at all of the elements, that is, 
what happens if there is no deal and 
Iran can immediately restart its nu-
clear weapons program, you go, ‘‘Whoa. 
That is not a good thing.’’ 

On the other hand, if this deal holds, 
then Iran will be prevented from hav-
ing a nuclear weapon for at least 15 
years, quite probably 20 years. 

Should they continue to honor the 
nonproliferation treaty, then it would 
go on indefinitely. That is a good 
thing. And, therefore, I support this ne-
gotiated deal and I ask my colleagues 
to do the same. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I have com-
pleted my time on the floor. 

I notice that two of my colleagues 
are here to speak to the passing of one 
of our Members of this House who 
served here for many, many years. 

f 

HONORING REPRESENTATIVE 
LOUIS STOKES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is recognized for the 
remainder of the hour as the designee 
of the minority leader. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to extend deepest thanks to Con-
gressman GARAMENDI for sharing his 
time with us and, also, to Congress-
woman EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, who 
has been waiting almost an hour to 
share her memories of a very great 
American. 

We are here this evening, Mr. Speak-
er, and we rise to honor the illustrious 
career of a dear friend and stellar col-
league, the late Congressman Louis 
Stokes from Cleveland, Ohio. 

Our hearts are heavy, but immensely 
grateful for his path-breaking life and 
legendary generous service. As the first 
African American Member of Congress 
elected to serve from Ohio, he wrote 
new history for America, for Ohio, 
every day of his life. 

Rising from the public housing 
projects of Cleveland, he and his broth-
er Carl became revered as they built a 
more inclusive and representative 
America. What courage and passion 
that required. 

A proud, personable, and gracious 
man whose fashion and manner exuded 
dignity, it was actually never his aspi-
ration to be a politician. He opted in-
stead to serve the local neighborhoods 
of Cleveland, where he grew up, after 
returning from 3 years of service in the 
U.S. Army during World War II. 

After using his GI benefits to go to 
college, Lou served in the Veterans Ad-
ministration and the Treasury Depart-
ment before attending law school. He 
loved the law. He loved being a lawyer, 
and he loved writing laws here. 

His enlightened leadership moved 
America forward socially, economi-
cally, and legally. In Congress, his gen-
tlemanly demeanor and sharp intellect 
allowed him to chair, again, as the first 
African American, the Appropriations 
subcommittee on Veterans, Housing 
and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies. 

As a much newer, younger Member of 
Congress, I had the great privilege of 
serving under him as he chaired that 
important committee. 

He also chaired the House Select 
Committee on Assassinations and 
served on the House Select Committee 
to investigate covert arms transactions 
with Iran. His agile legal mind was evi-
dent in the investigations he con-
ducted. 

The people of Cleveland and Ohio 
have been blessed throughout his life 
and hold abiding gratitude for his ex-
traordinary accomplishments and gen-
erous spirit. I can still hear his laugh. 

I am privileged, actually, to have 
served with Congressman Stokes for al-
most a quarter century and hold last-
ing memories of his deep love for his 
wife, for his mother, for his brother, for 
his children, and his grandchildren. 

He had indefatigable and inspired ef-
forts to gain respect and equal justice 
in the law for all of our citizens. And 
he saw progress, great progress, in his 
lifetime that we have so far to go. 

I witnessed his perseverance in build-
ing America’s communities forward 
and his dedication to meeting our Na-
tion’s obligations to veterans, to ad-
vance space science, and to catapult 
Cleveland’s health and human services 
to the top rung of national assets. 

I have so many memories of Con-
gressman Stokes. I can remember one 
time in a subcommittee he had the 
head of Arlington Cemetery come up, 
and he had these big volumes that he 
brought with him of who were the vet-
erans who were interred there. 

And Congressman Stokes pointed out 
to the entire committee, ‘‘Go down and 
read the roster.’’ And the roster said, 
‘‘No name,’’ ‘‘No name,’’ ‘‘No name,’’ 
‘‘No name.’’ And Congressman Stokes 
informed us that, in fact, those were 
Africa Americans who had died in serv-
ice to our country, but they were bur-

ied with no name at Arlington. And he 
made sure that that area was espe-
cially recognized, and he was writing 
history for America for the first time. 

I thought, wow, this isn’t 1870. This 
was in the 1980s and 1990s. He was a 
great teacher. 

I shall sorely miss his dogged deter-
mination, easy smile, keen and meas-
ured counsel, and persevering nature. 

The last time we were together was 
at a Fair Housing meeting in Cleve-
land, Ohio, just a few months ago. 
Looking back on his generous attend-
ance at age 90 and looking in really 
great shape, I think it was his way—he 
hadn’t told anyone yet what was ailing 
him, but I think it was his way of say-
ing good-bye. 

What a gracious gentleman he was. 
What a gifted leader has lived among 
us. 

I am going to place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD a special story that was 
in the Cleveland Plain Dealer entitled, 
‘‘Lou Stokes—The Congressman, Lead-
ing Lawyer, and Towering Political 
Presence Has Died,’’ written by Brent 
Larkin, Tom Diemer, and Sabrina 
Eaton of the Northeast Ohio Media 
Group. 

Though I won’t read the entire arti-
cle into the record tonight, let me just 
read a few sentences: 

‘‘We have been blessed as a family 
with a legacy we can always be proud 
of,’’ Lou Stokes said. ‘‘Together with 
Carl’’—his brother—‘‘we made a name 
that stood for something. What greater 
honor could have come to two brothers 
who grew up in poverty here in Cleve-
land?’’ 

And he tells a story about his moth-
er. He would always get tears in his 
eyes when he would talk of his mother. 
She had become ill at one point, and he 
went to visit her. 

And he said, ‘‘I took her hands to 
give her some comfort and, when I felt 
those hard, cold hands from scrubbing 
floors in order to give me an education, 
I began to understand what her life was 
about, what her life meant.’’ And that 
piercing memory Lou carried with him 
every day of his life. 

‘‘Beginning in junior high school, 
Stokes took jobs delivering the Cleve-
land News, shining shoes, and working 
in a small factory that made canned 
whipped cream.’’ 

When he was 16, a man named Isadore 
Apisdorf hired him to perform odd jobs 
at his Army-Navy surplus store on 
lower Prospect Avenue. Seeing some-
thing in the youngster, Apisdorf ig-
nored the risk to his business in those 
days and hired Stokes as a salesman. 

When speaking of his early years, 
Stokes always remembered to mention 
the kindness demonstrated to him by a 
man ‘‘who sort of acted like a father to 
me,’’ Congressman Stokes said. 

Stokes graduated from Central High 
School in 1943. And with World War II 
raging, he joined the Army and was as-
signed to a segregated unit that re-
mained Stateside, mainly in the south. 

Stokes recalled a layover his unit 
once had in Memphis where a group of 
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