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the Capitol shall submit a plan to the Joint 
Committee on the Library on how to update the 
program to ensure no subsidy is being received. 
If the Joint Committee does not act on the plan 
within 60 days, the Architect of the Capitol 
shall take appropriate steps to increase rates or 
fees to ensure reimbursement for the cost of the 
program consistent with an appropriate sched-
ule for amortization, to be charged to those 
using the charging stations. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall apply 
with respect to fiscal year 2016 and each fiscal 
year thereafter. 

COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT 
SEC. 210. Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, no adjustment shall be made under sec-
tion 601(a) of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 4501) (relating to cost of living 
adjustments for Members of Congress) during 
fiscal year 2016. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Legislative 
Branch Appropriations Act, 2016’’. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the com-
mittee-reported amendment be with-
drawn; that the McConnell substitute 
amendment, which is the text of H.J. 
Res. 75, be agreed to; that the bill, as 
amended, be read a third time and the 
Senate vote on passage of the bill with 
no intervening action or debate. 

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

The committee-reported amendment 
was withdrawn. 

The amendment (No. 2922) in the na-
ture of a substitute was agreed to, as 
follows: 

(Purpose: Making further continuing appro-
priations for fiscal year 2016, and for other 
purposes) 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
That the Continuing Appropriations Act, 

2016 (Public Law 114–53) is amended by strik-
ing the date specified in section 106(3) and in-
serting ‘‘December 16, 2015’’. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Further 
Continuing Appropriations Act, 2016’’. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

The bill (H.R. 2250), as amended, was 
passed. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table. 

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the title 
amendment at the desk be agreed to. 

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

The amendment (No. 2923) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

To amend the title to read: 
‘‘Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 

2016’’. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to finish my remarks. 

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

RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I 

complete the series of floor speeches on 
religious freedom that I began in Sep-
tember. My purpose in this series is to 
present the full story of religious free-
dom in the hope that we may better 
understand and appreciate it and draw 
guidance for the future. Charting a 
path forward requires understanding 
where we have been and taking stock 
of where we are right now. 

The story of religious freedom, as I 
have laid it out, shows that we must 
choose between two starkly different 
paths. The story begins with religious 
freedom itself and why it is uniquely 
important and requires special protec-
tion. I said in September: 

No decision is more fundamental to human 
existence than the decision we make regard-
ing our relationship to the Divine. No act of 
government can be more intrusive or more 
invasive of individual autonomy and free 
will than the act of compelling a person to 
violate his or her sincerely chosen religious 
beliefs. 

The story continues with the central 
place of religious freedom in America’s 
identity. At no time in world history 
has religious freedom been such an in-
tegral part of a nation’s origin and 
character. The seeds were planted cen-
turies before the actual founding of 
this country with one religious com-
munity after another coming to these 
shores to freely practice their faith. 

When Congress enacted the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act less 
than two decades ago, we declared that 
religious freedom ‘‘undergirds the very 
origin and existence of the United 
States.’’ 

The story of religious freedom in 
America includes understanding both 
its status and its substance. In Octo-
ber, I explained how the status of reli-
gious freedom can be summarized as 
both inalienable and preeminent. Reli-
gious freedom is inalienable because, 
as the Declaration of Independence as-
serts, it comes from God, not from gov-
ernment. And because it is endowed, 
that is part of our very humanity. Reli-
gious freedom is preeminent or, as 
James Madison put it, ‘‘precedent, both 
in order of time and in degree of obli-
gation to the claims of civil society.’’ 

I also explained that the substance of 
religious freedom can be understood in 
terms of its depth, or what it includes, 
and its breadth, or to whom it applies. 
Religious freedom, for example, in-
cludes much more than religious belief 
or speech. In fact, protecting in law 
both religious belief and the exercise of 
that belief preceded the First Amend-
ment by 150 years. Madison again gives 
us guidance to finding the exercise of 
religion as the freely chosen manner of 
discharging the duty an individual be-
lieves he or she owes to God. This in-
cludes both belief and behavior in pub-
lic and in private, individually and col-
lectively. The substance of religious 
freedom also includes its breadth of ap-
plication to all human beings. 

The First Amendment protects not 
certain exercises of religion or the ex-

ercise of religion by certain persons, 
but the free exercise of religion itself. 

As I mentioned, Congress unani-
mously enacted the International Reli-
gious Freedom Act. The vote in this 
body was 98 to 0, and 21 Senators serv-
ing today—12 Republicans and 9 Demo-
crats—voted for this legislation, as did 
Vice President BIDEN and Secretary of 
State John Kerry, who were serving 
here at that time. That law declares 
our religious freedom to be a universal 
human right, a pillar of our Nation, 
and a fundamental freedom. This is the 
path of religious freedom on which we 
have traveled for three centuries, be-
fore a very different path emerged. 

In November, I outlined how the 
courts have begun to distort the First 
Amendment’s protection for religious 
freedom. America’s Founders included 
a narrow prohibition on government 
establishment of religion as a support 
for the broad individual freedom to ex-
ercise religion. Since the mid-20th cen-
tury, however, courts have instead ex-
panded the establishment clause into a 
virtual ban on religion in public life 
and narrowed the free exercise clause 
so that government may more easily 
restrict the practice of religion itself. 

I also examined how the courts, the 
Obama administration, and State legis-
latures are contributing to attacks on 
religious freedom right here in Amer-
ica. The common theme in these at-
tacks is that far from being special, re-
ligious freedom must yield to other 
values or political objectives. Even 
worse, some are arguing that religious 
freedom is actually something negative 
that should be limited or even sup-
pressed. These attacks not only target 
particular exercises of religion but un-
dermine religious freedom itself. 

Rather than inalienable, these at-
tacks would turn religious freedom 
into something granted or restricted 
by the government at its whim. Instead 
of preeminent, these attacks would re-
duce religious freedom to something 
optional and subservient. Rather than 
something deep and broad, these at-
tacks would turn religious freedom 
into something shallow and narrow. 

State courts, for example, have im-
posed heavy fines on business owners 
who decline, based on their religious 
beliefs, to provide services such as pho-
tography, flowers or catering for same- 
sex marriages. The decision by these 
business owners did not prevent anyone 
from getting married or from having 
the wedding they chose. Other photog-
raphers, florists, and bakers gladly 
stepped up to do business. The only 
real effect of these fines was to punish 
these individuals for exercising their 
religious beliefs. By punishing the ex-
ercise of religion itself, these courts 
are saying that religious freedom must 
necessarily yield to other political pri-
orities. 

ObamaCare made the same two-part 
attack on religious freedom but on a 
much larger scale. First, far from try-
ing to accommodate religious freedom 
in developing ObamaCare or its imple-
menting regulations, neither Congress 
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nor the Obama administration gave re-
ligious freedom any consideration 
whatsoever. This is appalling in several 
different ways. Not only does it reflect 
a callous attitude toward this funda-
mental right, but it ignores the Reli-
gious Freedom Restoration Act’s com-
mand that Federal law properly accom-
modate religious freedom. The only 
way to avoid that requirement is for 
Congress explicitly to exempt a statute 
from RFRA’s standards. Congress did 
not do so. 

But consider this. On January 15, 
2010, President Obama issued his first 
Religious Freedom Day proclamation. 
He reaffirmed ‘‘our nation’s enduring 
commitment to the universal human 
right of religious freedom.’’ Just 2 
months later, he signed into law the 
statute that so blatantly ignored and 
would be used to undermine that very 
universal human right. 

The second way that ObamaCare un-
dermines religious freedom is by im-
posing significant burdens on the ac-
tual exercise of religion. The Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, 
for example, tried to force business 
owners to provide insurance coverage 
for methods of birth control that vio-
late their religious beliefs. Thankfully, 
last year the Supreme Court said the 
Obama administration should have 
more properly accommodated religious 
freedom. 

Another case is now before the Su-
preme Court in which the Obama ad-
ministration is demanding that a reli-
gious organization be forced to partici-
pate in providing insurance coverage 
for practices that violate their reli-
gious beliefs. The Obama administra-
tion, with its army of smart lawyers 
and deep well of taxpayer dollars, is 
fighting tooth and nail to make sure 
its political objectives quash religious 
freedom. 

Last week, I outlined the benefits 
that religion and religious freedom 
provide. It is essential to forming and 
securing our basic rights. Religion was 
the engine driving great social move-
ments, such as abolition and civil 
rights. It motivates significantly 
greater contributions by individuals to 
charities of all kinds and inspires many 
of the largest charitable organizations 
in the country. But religion is not sim-
ply beneficial to society; it is an indis-
pensable feature of any free govern-
ment. Without religion and the moral 
instruction it provides, freedom falters 
and democracy all too easily dissolves 
into tyranny. 

In the 18th Century, the Massachu-
setts Constitution of 1780 declared that 
‘‘the happiness of a people and the good 
order and preservation of civil govern-
ment essentially depend upon piety, re-
ligion, and morality.’’ 

In the 21st Century, Harvard pro-
fessor Mary Ann Glendon argues per-
suasively that religious freedom re-
duces societal violence and correlates 
with democratic longevity. 

The story of religious freedom that I 
have offered over the last few months 

presents a choice that we must make 
as we consider the way forward. On one 
path, religious freedom is an inalien-
able and preeminent right of all people; 
on the other path, it is an uncertain 
and optional possibility for some peo-
ple. On one path the government must 
accommodate religious freedom; on the 
other path religious freedom must ac-
commodate the government. One path 
is consistent with our history, found-
ing, character, commitments, and an 
example to the rest of the world. The 
other path rejects that history, turns 
its back on our commitments, and 
abandons human rights in favor of 
shifting political agendas. 

Here is how I put it in one of my 
speeches last month: 

Subjugating religious freedom beliefs to 
government decrees is not the price of citi-
zenship. To the contrary, respecting and 
honoring the fundamental rights of all 
Americans is the price our government pays 
to enjoy the continued consent of the Amer-
ican people. 

We must decide whether we still be-
lieve what our Nation, our people, and 
our leaders have said and done. James 
Madison wrote that religious freedom 
is an inalienable right that takes prec-
edence over the claims of civil society. 

Thomas Jefferson said that religious 
freedom is ‘‘the most inalienable and 
sacred of all human rights.’’ 

Franklin Roosevelt said that reli-
gious freedom is a fundamental and es-
sential human freedom. 

The United States voted for the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights in 
1948, signed the Helsinki Accords in 
1975, and ratified the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
in 1992. 

Each of these identifies religious 
freedom as a fundamental human right 
that includes both belief and behavior 
in public and in private, individually 
and collectively. 

Congress enacted the Religious Free-
dom Restoration Act almost unani-
mously in 1994. I should know; I was 
the principal advocate for it. It sets a 
tough standard for allowing govern-
ment interference with religious free-
dom and offers this protection for all 
exercises of religion by all people. 
Democrats and Republicans, liberals 
and conservatives, adherents of dif-
ferent faiths—everyone joined hands on 
these basic principles. And I might add 
that HATCH and Kennedy joined hands 
as well. 

In the 2013 Religious Freedom Day 
proclamation, President Obama said 
that religious freedom is an essential 
part of human dignity. This is the path 
on which America began, the path 
America’s Founders embraced, the 
path that all three branches of govern-
ment have recognized, and the path we 
have reaffirmed countless times. 

The burden is on those who believe 
that we should now leave this path. 
Those who no longer believe that reli-
gious freedom is an inalienable right 
and an essential human freedom should 
say so. Those who no longer believe 

that, as our statutes and treaties as-
sert, religious freedom is a funda-
mental right and a pillar of our Nation 
should be honest and up front about it. 
Those who believe that the shifting po-
litical priorities of the day trump reli-
gious freedom should candidly make 
their case. 

In the last week, since the terrorist 
attack in San Bernardino, we have 
glimpsed some of the ugliness that is 
down the path where politics trumps 
religious freedom. Many of our leaders 
expressed support and offered thoughts 
and prayers for the victims and their 
families. Those expressions were met 
by some with disdain, ridicule, and 
scoffing. 

Reporters, bloggers, activists, and 
even Members of Congress sent the 
message that thoughts and prayers are 
really not much of anything and in any 
event are legitimate only if they come 
from those who want more gun control. 

Finally, I want to highlight for my 
colleagues another source of guidance 
in choosing the future path for reli-
gious freedom. In June 1988, the most 
diverse group of leaders in American 
history presented the Williamsburg 
Charter to the Nation. Its purpose was 
to reaffirm religious freedom for all 
citizens, to set out the place of reli-
gious freedom in American public life, 
and to offer guiding principles for the 
future. Former Presidents Jimmy Car-
ter and Gerald Ford and the chairmen 
of the two political parties signed it. 
The president of the AFL–CIO and the 
chairman of the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce signed it. Presidents of univer-
sities and bar associations signed it. 
Leaders of faith communities, includ-
ing the National Council of Churches 
and National Association of 
Evangelicals, Seventh-day Adventists, 
the Synagogue Council of America, and 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter- 
day Saints signed it. 

What could possibly unite such a dis-
parate group? It would have to be 
something too general to be useful— 
perhaps something like sunshine or 
friendship—or something so profound 
that we simply must sit up and pay at-
tention. The first principles of reli-
gious freedom affirmed by the Wil-
liamsburg Charter are these: 

First, religious freedom is an inalien-
able right that is ‘‘premised upon the 
inviolable dignity of the human person. 
It is the foundation of, and is inte-
grally related to, all other rights and 
freedoms secured by the Constitution.’’ 

Second, the ‘‘chief menace to reli-
gious liberty today is the expanding 
power of government control over per-
sonal behavior and the institutions of 
society, when the government acts not 
so much in deliberate hostility to, but 
in reckless disregard of, communal be-
lief and personal conscience.’’ 

Third, limiting religious liberty ‘‘is 
allowable only where the State has 
borne a heavy burden of proof that the 
limitation is justified—not by any ordi-
nary public interest, but by a supreme 
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public necessity—and that no less re-
strictive alternative to limitation ex-
ists.’’ 

These are the principles that should 
guide our way forward. 

Religious freedom is inalienable. Re-
ligious freedom is threatened when 
government either directly burdens or 
fails to accommodate it. Government 
burdens on religious freedom must be 
the least restrictive means of achiev-
ing a compelling government purpose 
or supreme public necessity. 

These principles inform proper reso-
lution of the challenges that religious 
freedom will certainly face ahead. 

Some are calling for government to 
revoke or deny such things as tax-ex-
empt status, certifications, or licenses 
for religious organizations with certain 
beliefs. I already mentioned how some 
courts are using anti-discrimination 
statutes to trump religious freedom. 

Applying the principles I have dis-
cussed would require the government 
to make the case that such impositions 
are the least restrictive way to further 
a supreme public necessity. 

Another challenge will be in the de-
velopment, rather than the implemen-
tation, of anti-discrimination laws. Ap-
plying the appropriate principles re-
quires that such legislation properly 
accommodate religious freedom. 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, for example, includes a religious 
exemption. I supported the Employ-
ment Non-Discrimination Act in the 
113th Congress because, in addition to 
incorporating that exemption, it also 
prohibited retaliation against those 
who qualify for the exemption. My 
State of Utah this year enacted an 
anti-discrimination statute that simi-
larly included a robust exemption for 
religious organizations. 

Earlier this year, however, Senators 
introduced the Equality Act, which 
would prohibit discrimination on the 
basis of sexual orientation and gender 
identity across several areas such as 
employment, housing, and education. 
It not only fails to incorporate the ex-
isting title VII religious exemption, it 
contains no accommodation for reli-
gious freedom at all. 

This is an example of the path that 
rejects religious freedom as even wor-
thy of consideration. Such legislation 
should not become law unless it prop-
erly accommodates religious freedom. 

This is a time for choosing. The story 
of religious freedom is both an inspir-
ing narrative and a cautionary tale. It 
brings to mind the inscription on a 
statue fronting the National Archives 
that ‘‘eternal vigilance is the price of 
liberty.’’ 

The heritage of religious freedom 
that took centuries to build could be 
dismantled in a fraction of that time. 
The right path means balance of ac-
commodation; the wrong path means 
exclusion and suppression. The way 
forward requires us to choose the right 
path to make sure our actions speak 
louder than our words. 

Mr. President, I apologize for going 
over by 5 minutes. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 4:30 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 3:06 p.m., 
recessed until 4:30 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. TILLIS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAS-
SIDY). The Senator from North Caro-
lina. 

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended until 6 p.m., with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

CAMP LIBERTY REFUGEES 

Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, the Presi-
dent of the United States has fully re-
fused to acknowledge the depth and 
prevalence of the savagery of Islamic 
terrorism, and he has refused to offer 
and implement a strategy to perma-
nently defeat it. 

We are all too familiar with the con-
sequences of Islamic terrorism: Fort 
Hood, Boston, Oklahoma, Chattanooga, 
Ankara, Mali, Beirut, Paris, and more 
recently, San Bernardino. 

While the President was in Paris re-
cently, he lectured the American peo-
ple not on the moral necessity to de-
stroy ISIS but instead on our supposed 
lack of compassion and understanding 
regarding his latest plan to resettle 
10,000 Middle Eastern refugees in Amer-
ica. 

I represent the great State of North 
Carolina. It is a State that has pro-
vided refuge to those who have fought 
and died on America’s side—the South 
Vietnamese, Laotians, Montagnards, 
and Cambodians. But the President’s 
remarks were disingenuous, because 
what he didn’t tell the American peo-
ple is that his own FBI Director has 
warned of America’s inability to prop-
erly vet the refugees—an inability that 
only requires a 1 in 10,000 chance to 
produce a catastrophic and tragic re-
sult. 

Instead of acknowledging these well- 
founded concerns, the President hec-
tored the critics of his plan—Repub-
licans, Democrats, and everyone else in 
between—even after French authorities 
told him several members of the ter-
rorist cell got into France 
masquerading as Syrian refugees. Syr-
ian refugees with fake passports were 
caught trying to reach America 
through Honduras, and Syrians have 
been arrested trying to cross into 
Texas. 

Let me tell you why this administra-
tion’s rebuke is indicative of a foreign 

policy that is completely detached 
from reality. On October 29, 23 refugees 
died in a rocket attack at Camp Lib-
erty in Iraq. Camp Liberty is a former 
U.S. military base outside of Baghdad 
that is home to more than 2,000 Iranian 
refugees who are members of the main 
opposition group to the ayatollahs in 
Tehran. The refugees at Camp Liberty 
have been fully vetted by American in-
telligence services. Eighty Iranian- 
built rockets struck the camp that has 
been home to the People’s Mojahedin, 
an organization that has tried to fight 
the mullahs in Tehran. The ayatollahs 
want the leaders and the families of 
these inhabitants at Camp Liberty 
eliminated, and their friends in Bagh-
dad are doing their bidding. 

The men, women, and children at 
Camp Liberty have suffered numerous 
attacks resulting in hundreds of cas-
ualties. Nor has Camp Liberty, which 
was supposed to be a temporary home 
before the refugees were settled outside 
of Iraq, met the most basic humani-
tarian needs. They lack clean water, 
decent food, medical supplies, and de-
cent living facilities; and every single 
day they go to bed at night worried if 
it is their last day on Earth. 

The Obama administration pledged 
to protect these refugees who put their 
lives and their children’s lives on the 
line for freedom. Yet it has done abso-
lutely nothing to keep America’s word. 
Why take in unvetted Syrian refugees 
and not a handful of refugees from Iran 
that are fully vetted? To curry favor 
with the same regime that killed 
American soldiers during Operation 
Iraqi Freedom and Operation New 
Dawn? I hope not. 

President Obama has willfully ig-
nored 40 years of hostility from 
Tehran. If the President does not rec-
ognize that we are at war, the aya-
tollahs certainly do. They are the chief 
sponsors of global terror. They have 
imprisoned American journalists. They 
have tested long-range missiles. They 
just completed another test in viola-
tion of international treaties over the 
last couple of weeks. They have never 
stepped back from their desire to oblit-
erate Israel and to destroy the United 
States. 

This is the Obama doctrine. The 
President sees American foreign policy 
as the problem. He views Israel as an 
obstacle to peace, and Iran is treated 
as another oppressed constituency with 
legitimate grievances against the 
West, so much so that when millions of 
Iranians took to the streets against the 
mullahs, President Obama did nothing 
and said nothing. The old American al-
liances are collapsing in confusion and 
fear, and the only answer from the ad-
ministration seems to be to clear Iran’s 
path to a nuclear weapon. 

Section 1227 of this year’s National 
Defense Reauthorization Act memori-
alizes Congress’s desire to see that our 
friends at Camp Liberty are protected 
and relocated outside of Iraq in accord-
ance with international conventions. 

The children of Camp Liberty are 
dying and the bad guys are watching. 
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