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The next quote is from the Philadel-
phia Inquirer today. They are talking
to people who read their paper. ‘“The
next time your axle snaps or a tire rim
is bent on a bumpy highway, consider
delivering the broken car parts to your
congressional representatives’’—your
representatives in Congress, your
House Members, and your Senators.

The average amount of money that
we spend on repairs of cars, trucks, and
vans every year that is related to bad
roads and bad bridges is anywhere from
$350 a year to as much as $500 per year.
That is the range there.

I wish to close with sometimes people
say you can’t vote—we can’t vote here
to do this stuff. None of us will ever get
reelected.

Well, wait a minute. How about the
12 States where in the last 2 years they
actually voted to do this stuff. State
highway transportation departments
get about half of their money from the
Federal Government, and they raise
about half of their money locally.
Their major sources of revenues locally
are taxes and user fees on gas and die-
sel.

In 12 States in the last 2 years they
voted to do this. These are mostly red
States because there are more red
States, at least with legislatures and
Governors, than blue. But 95 percent of
the Republican legislatures voted to
raise user fees on gas and diesel in
their States; 95 percent of them were
reelected last fall. They won their pri-
mary; they won their general. They
were reelected.

Who wasn’t elected as much? The
people who voted against doing that.
So the folks who actually voted to
raise the user fees actually were re-
elected more than the people who voted
against it.

On the Democratic side, in the States
where they voted to raise the user fees
to pay just for transportation—not for
anything else—90 percent of the Demo-
crats were reelected. More legislators
were reelected than did not get re-
elected. So just keep that in mind.

I have said enough. The majority
leader is waiting, and I thank him for
his patience, but here is the long story
short: There is a need out there. The
American people expect us to do some-
thing about it. They want us to work
together. We need not just to have a
hat. This can’t be all hat; there has to
be some cattle. Where is the beef?
Where is the money to pay for all of
this stuff?

I will be back next week to talk
about it some more, and I thank the
majority leader for his patience.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

BURMA

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, on
November 8, just a few weeks away, the
people of Burma will hold national
elections. This promises to be a mo-
mentous event for a country many of
us have studied and followed for a very
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long time—in my own case for over 20
years. This is going to be a momentous
election for at least two reasons.

First, for Burma’s citizens—or for
many of them, at least—this election
represents a chance to finally choose
their own leaders, which is, indeed, a
rare occurrence in recent Burmese his-
tory. That is significant in itself, but
there is another reason these elections
are so important, because the manner
in which they are conducted will serve
as a key indicator of the progress of re-
form in that country.

There are some encouraging signs
that the election will be freer and fair-
er than what we have seen in the past.
Unlike recent Burmese elections, for
example, international election observ-
ers have been permitted into the coun-
try. That is an important departure
from the past, and it is encouraging. At
the same time, there have been trou-
bling signs during the election cycle.
Allow me to share a few of them with
you now.

First, the Constitution was not
amended prior to the election. As many
of my colleagues will recall, the Bur-
mese Constitution unreasonably re-
stricts who can be a candidate for
President, a hardly subtle attempt to
bar the country’s most popular opposi-
tion figure from even standing for of-
fice. That is certainly worrying
enough, but the Burmese Constitution
goes even further, ensuring an effective
military veto over constitutional
change—over, for instance, amend-
ments about running for the Presi-
dency by requiring more than three-
fourths parliamentary support in a leg-
islature where the Constitution also re-
serves—listen to this—more than one-
fourth of the seats for the military. So
in order to change the Constitution,
you have to get some military votes
and obviously, so far, that hasn’t hap-
pened.

Allowing appropriate constitutional
changes to pass through the Par-
liament would have represented a tan-
gible demonstration of the Burmese
Government’s commitment to both po-
litical reform and to a freer and fairer
election this November. But when the
measures were put to a vote on June 25,
the government’s allies exercised the
very undemocratic power the Constitu-
tion grants them to stymie the effort.

So what kinds of messages do these
actions send us? They bring the Bur-
mese Government’s continued commit-
ment to democracy into question. If
you were truly committed to democ-
racy, why would you continue a provi-
sion like that, which to most of the
world is simply quite laughable or out-
rageous?

They also raise fundamental ques-
tions about the balloting this fall, in-
creasing the prospect of an election
being perceived as something other
than the will of the people, even if its
actual conduct proves to be free and
fair. It is hard to see how that is in
anybody’s interest.

The second deeply troubling consid-
eration is the apparent widespread, if
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not universal, disenfranchisement of
the Rohingya population. For all the
ill treatment the Rohingya have had to
endure in their history, at least they
had once been able to vote and run for
office in Burma. They voted and fielded
a candidate for office in both the 2010
election and the 1990 election, but,
alas, no more.

Reports indicate that otherwise eligi-
ble Rohingya, more than half a million
of them, have been systematically de-
prived of the right to vote and the
right to stand for election. That poses
another serious challenge to mnext
month’s elections being seen as free
and fair, and there is another serious
challenge I would note as well.

Finally, while media activity in
Burma is far more open than it was be-
fore 2010, there have been troubling
signs that indicate a recent and wor-
rying backslide. In fact, just a few days
ago, news circulated of individuals
being arrested for Facebook postings.

These are very disturbing reports.
Campaigns can be conducted only when
a free exchange of ideas is permitted.
Arresting citizens for free expression
runs directly counter to that idea. It is
at odds with notions of free speech and
democracy, and it seems designed to
send chilling signals to the Burmese
people.

It is clear that Burma faces substan-
tial challenges. From the undemo-
cratic elements in Burma’s Constitu-
tion, to the disenfranchisement of the
Rohingya, to troubling incidents re-
garding the curtailment of citizens’
basic rights, these challenges are sig-
nificant. They need to be addressed.

At the same time, we should not
allow these things to completely over-
shadow what Burma has accomplished.
It has actually come a long way in re-
cent years. There are many positive
things to be built upon as well. In
short, there is still hope for Burma’s
upcoming election.

Thein Sein’s government has an op-
portunity to make these last few weeks
of campaigning as free and as fair as
possible. The Burmese Government can
still hold an election that, despite the
troubling things I mentioned, can be
embraced by Burmese citizens and the
international community alike.

That will mean ensuring these final
weeks of campaigning are as free and
as fair as possible. That will mean en-
suring freedom of expression is pro-
tected.

These are the Kkinds of minimum
goals that Burmese officials must
strive toward in the final weeks of the
campaign season. If the Burmese Gov-
ernment gets this right, if it ensures as
free and fair an election as possible,
with results accepted by competing
parties, the government, and the mili-
tary, that would go a long way toward
reassuring Burma’s friends around the
globe that it remains committed to po-
litical reform and progress in the bilat-
eral relationship. Indeed, both the gov-
ernment and the military have com-
mitted to standing by the election re-
sults.
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Now, let me be clear. While I have al-
ways approached this relationship and
the role of sanctions realistically, this
election is a test the government must
pass. Simply holding an election with-
out mass casualties or violence, while
vitally important, isn’t good enough.
Let me say that again. Just holding an
election without mass violence is not
enough. It has to do a lot more than
just have the absence of violence.

As I stated on the Senate floor ear-
lier this year, if we end up with an
election not accepted by the Burmese
people as reflecting their will, it will
make further normalization of rela-
tions—at least as it concerns the legis-
lative branch of this government—
much more difficult. It would likely
hinder further enhancement of U.S.-
Burma economic ties and military-to-
military relations. It would likely
erode confidence in Burma’s reform ef-
forts. It would also likely make it more
difficult for the executive branch to in-
clude Burma in the Generalized System
of Preferences Program or to enhance
political military relations.

Those of us who follow Burma want
this country to succeed. We want to see
the government carry out an election
that is as free and as fair as possible.
We are prepared to continue doing
what we can to encourage more posi-
tive change in that country, and we
will be realistic about what is possible.

As I just mentioned, that is the kind
of approach I have always tried to
take—a hopeful but still realistic one
when it comes to this relationship, not
just on the role of sanctions but also
on the possible steps toward closer re-
lations and on the individual programs
and policies that would aid Burma’s de-
velopment and capabilities.

So we are hoping the Burmese Gov-
ernment gets this right. This is a big
opportunity to send a signal to the rest
of the world that Burma has indeed
truly changed. We are hoping the Bur-
mese people continue moving along the
path of greater freedom and greater re-
form, but whatever the result, Burmese
Government officials should be assured
that Burma’s partners in the United
States and in the international com-
munity will be watching intently to
see what happens in the coming weeks
with a realistic assessment in what
Burma can achieve.

IN RECOGNITION OF THE
LEESBURG ‘“STOLEN GIRLS”

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, it is
with a sense of solemnity that I recog-
nize a low moment during the civil
rights movement in my home State of
Georgia 52 years ago.

During the height of the movement,
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., was ar-
rested for protesting racial segregation
in Albany, GA, on December 16, 1961,
and held in the Sumter County jail.
The arrest galvanized the community
and Student Nonviolent Coordinating
Committee, SNCC, efforts to establish
the Sumter County movement. Largely
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comprised of preteen and teenage stu-
dents, the movement repeatedly chal-
lenged segregation from 1963 to 1965. On
July 15, 1963, a number of school-aged
girls were arrested, transported to a
jail in Dawson, GA, and held overnight.
Early the next morning, they were
transported to Leesburg, GA, without
parental consent. The girls were held 20
miles from their homes in a Civil War-
era stockade following their arrest for
protesting, and they were not released
until mid-September 1963.

After a SNCC photographer revealed
the terrible, unsanitary, and dangerous
conditions, the young girls, dubbed the
“Stolen Girls,” gained national atten-
tion. However, the incident has not re-
ceived the attention it deserves.

The young ladies who were jailed are
ready to tell the stories of their untold
mistreatment after 52 years. I encour-
age my fellow Georgians and Ameri-
cans to learn more about the civil
rights movement so that all might find
healing.

————
HEAD START AWARENESS MONTH

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I wish to
express my appreciation to the stu-
dents, parents, staff, and alumni of the
Head Start Program and to join them
in celebrating Head Start Awareness
Month. The dedicated individuals at
Head Start have served our Nation’s
most vulnerable children and families
for 50 years.

Since its founding in 1965, this pro-
gram has provided comprehensive so-
cial and emotional development serv-
ices to children from birth to age 5. Be-
cause of Head Start, many young par-
ents have been able to get the support
they need during the crucial first years
of their child’s life.

These services go far beyond what
any parenting book could ever achieve.
Head Start staff provides real-life guid-
ance for young parents who, for exam-
ple, may need the name of a local den-
tist or help finding adequate housing to
keep their families healthy and safe.

In Oregon, we have 336 program loca-
tions that enrolled more than 13,000 in-
dividuals and families last year. You
can find a Head Start location any-
where from Clatskanie, OR, all the way
to Chiloquin. Earlier this month,
Clatsop County celebrated Head Start’s
anniversary by holding simultaneous
block parties at the county’s three lo-
cations. These Head Start and Early
Head Start centers are helping Oregon
families who want to see their children
reach their full potential.

The Head Start Program fosters lit-
eracy and prepares Oregon’s children
for success in school. Early learning
through Head Start can put children on
a path toward high school graduation
and a better future. In my view, the
Head Start Program is a critical in-
vestment in the development of our
Nation’s youngest children.

I speak today to honor those who are
working to make a difference for our
young people at all the Head Start lo-
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cations in Oregon and across the coun-
try. I look forward to working with my
Senate colleagues to continue to sup-
port early childhood education pro-
grams like Head Start.

————

NATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS
WEEK

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture has des-
ignated this week as National Forest
Products Week to recognize the impor-
tant contribution of forest products to
our economy and environment. This
week means a great deal to industries
and employees in the State of Idaho
and citizens nationally.

In Idaho alone, forestry, logging,
wood products, and pulp and paper pro-
duction support more than 10,600 jobs,
contribute over $430 million to the
local economy through wages, and
produce a value of shipments of over
$2.6 billion. The industry continues to
grow and is taking on new and innova-
tive projects like the development of
tall wood buildings. Over the past sev-
eral years, a number of tall wood
projects have been completed around
the world, demonstrating successful
applications of next generation lumber
and mass timber technologies. Today,
the concept is gaining traction in the
U.S.—with more architects opting for a
sustainable solution for attaining safe,
cost-effective, and high-performing tall
buildings in urban dense settings.

Years of research and real-life experi-
ence have proven that wood buildings
can withstand the effects of major wind
and seismic events. These structures,
when properly designed and con-
structed, protect lives and preserve
building function. Wood buildings are
durable and can be designed to last a
lifetime. For example, a mass timber
system was used in the 1974 rebuild of
the nine-story Butler Square Building
in Minneapolis. Heavy timber post and
beam construction provided an adapt-
able solution and has allowed the
building to stand strong since 1900.

As we celebrate forest products this
week, let us all thank and congratulate
those in the industry for their consid-
erable contributions to economies the
world over and their development of
cutting-edge technologies that create
better, stronger, and greener buildings.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, during
National Forest Products Week, I am
glad to join my colleagues in high-
lighting the important role that the
forest products industry plays in Or-
egon and nationwide.

Many rural communities throughout
Oregon were founded on the success of
the forest products industry. With
fresh innovations and a focus on sus-
tainability, the industry continues to
bolster these communities year after
year. In Oregon, the industry supports
more than 37,000 jobs, pumping over $2
billion in wages directly into local
economies. Overall, the industry pro-
duces a combined product value of over
$7.8 billion. By encouraging a sustain-
able forest products industry in Oregon
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