
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 156, Pt. 33222 March 11, 2010 
in Vietnam. He subsequently earned a 
master’s in public administration while 
at CRS. CRS hired him in 1974 as an at-
torney and he rose progressively 
through the American Law Division 
and CRS senior management. 

Some of us here today may remember 
Mr. Ronhovde’s excellent work as a 
legislative attorney in the American 
Law Division in the 1970s and 80s. He 
served senators, committees and their 
staffs in such areas as criminal law, in-
telligence activities, gun control and 
terrorism. He wrote extensively on 
legal issues raised in connection with 
the reports of the Senate Select Com-
mittee to Study Government Oper-
ations with Respect to Intelligence Ac-
tivities—Church Committee—and of 
the House Select Committee on Assas-
sinations. 

His distinguished performance led to 
his selection as section head in 1985 and 
assistant chief of the division in 1986. 
As assistant chief, he managed the 
Federal Law Update, a twice-yearly se-
ries of seminars on important issues of 
law and policy related to the legisla-
tive business of Congress. In 1996, he 
was promoted to a senior management 
position in CRS and in 2003 assumed 
the duties of associate director and 
counselor to the Director. Throughout 
this illustrious career, Mr. Ronhovde 
guarded and exemplified CRS’s core 
values: authoritativeness, confiden-
tiality and objectivity. He honored and 
respected CRS’s role in serving the 
Congress and he ensured the role was 
undertaken judiciously and wisely. His 
astute counsel, sound judgment and de-
votion to the institutions of CRS and 
Congress will be sorely missed. 

Mr. President, I extend my sincerest 
condolences to Mr. Ronhovde’s wife Ju-
liet, daughters Kristen and Brooke, 
their families, and to all his many 
friends and colleagues at CRS. 
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RIGHT TO BEAR ARMS 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, last week, the Supreme 
Court heard oral arguments in the 
McDonald v. City of Chicago case. 

Despite much of the rhetoric sur-
rounding this case, McDonald v. Chi-
cago isn’t a case about gun control. It 
is a case about our constitutional, fun-
damental rights as Americans. 

Our freedoms in the Bill of Rights— 
including those of speech and religion 
and the press—are incorporated by the 
14th amendment. They cannot be in-
fringed upon by the states. The Su-
preme Court ruled on that issue long 
ago. 

The issue in McDonald is whether an 
individual’s second amendment right 
to keep and bear arms must be pro-
tected against State infringement. The 
case follows the Court’s landmark 2008 
ruling in District of Columbia v. Hell-
er. In Heller, the Court—for the first 
time—ruled that the second amend-

ment protects an individual’s right to 
keep and bear arms. 

There is precedent dating back more 
than 100 years that reaffirms that the 
second amendment applies only to the 
Federal Government. However, in 1873, 
the Court began to develop modern in-
corporation doctrine principles. These 
principles were used to determine if 
amendments apply to the States 
through the due process clause of the 
14th amendment. 

The Court in McDonald is likely to 
use the modern incorporation doctrine, 
rather than simply uphold precedent 
from its previous second amendment 
cases. 

The Supreme Court in Duncan v. 
Louisiana summarized the modern in-
corporation doctrine, stating, ‘‘the 
question has been asked whether a 
right is among those fundamental prin-
ciples of liberty and justice which lie 
at the base of all our civil and political 
institutions . . . whether it is basic in 
our system of jurisprudence . . . and 
whether it is a fundamental right, es-
sential to a fair trial.’’ 

I believe the second amendment right 
to bear arms is a fundamental, con-
stitutional right of law-abiding Ameri-
cans. And, like most of the Bill of 
Rights, it must also be protected from 
unreasonable state restrictions. 

Since the Heller decision, three ap-
pellate courts have addressed whether 
the second amendment applies to the 
States. Two of the courts, the Second 
and Seventh Circuits, followed Su-
preme Court precedent. They held that 
the second amendment only applies to 
the Federal Government. This was not 
because the judges were in favor of gun 
control—as many tried to state during 
Justice Sotomayor’s confirmation 
hearing. Instead, it was because they 
showed judicial restraint. They recog-
nized that only the Supreme Court 
should overturn its own precedent. In 
the third case, the Ninth Circuit failed 
to follow Supreme Court precedent. In-
stead, it applied modern incorporation 
principles. It held that the second 
amendment is incorporated by the 14th 
amendment and protected against 
State infringement. Although I think 
the Ninth Circuit should have followed 
precedent, I agree with their analysis. 

I would emphasize this: Even if the 
Court decides that the second amend-
ment does not apply to the States, citi-
zens do not need to worry that people 
are going to start taking away their 
firearms. 

Forty-four State constitutions con-
tain provisions addressing the right to 
bear arms. Most of these are much 
clearer than the Federal Constitution. 
They were adopted more recently and 
address specific issues such as con-
cealed carry laws. 

New Mexico’s Constitution states: No 
law shall abridge the right of the cit-
izen to keep and bear arms for security 
and defense, for lawful hunting and rec-

reational use and for other lawful pur-
poses, but nothing herein shall be held 
to permit the carrying of concealed 
weapons. No municipality or county 
shall regulate, in any way, an incident 
of the right to keep and bear arms. 

I am confident that our citizens’ 
right to bear arms will continue, re-
gardless of the McDonald decision. 
However, I believe that the Court will 
hold that the second amendment is in-
corporated by the 14th amendment. 

When the Court asks whether the 
right to bear arms is ‘‘among those 
fundamental principles of liberty and 
justice which lie at the base of all our 
civil and political institutions . . . and 
is deeply rooted in this nation’s history 
and tradition,’’ I have no doubt in the 
conclusion they will reach. 
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

RECOGNIZING DAMARISCOTTA 
RIVER GRILL 

∑ Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I 
honor a small restaurant in my home 
State of Maine that has taken a cre-
ative approach to bringing people to-
gether by hosting a number of commu-
nity-oriented events. Located in the 
charming and quaint town of 
Damariscotta, the Damariscotta River 
Grill has become a well-known name in 
the midcoast Maine dining scene by 
providing diners with a comfortable 
and welcoming environment to enjoy a 
good meal while meeting local artists. 

The Damariscotta River Grill opened 
in late 2003 and has quickly become a 
recognized name throughout Maine’s 
burgeoning restaurant scene. Noted for 
its fresh and diverse menu, the Grill of-
fers customers an eclectic mix of local 
seafood, meats, and produce. For lunch, 
the restaurant makes a wide array of 
sandwiches, and on Sundays the res-
taurant prepares a delectable brunch 
complete with an incredible number of 
options for landlubbers and seafood 
lovers alike. 

The restaurant has quickly caught 
the attention of critics from far and 
wide, who all agree that the 
Damariscotta River Grill is not to be 
missed when visiting Midcoast Maine. 
Publications as divergent as the Bos-
ton Herald, New York Times, Portland 
Press Herald, and Fodor’s have praised 
the consistent and mouthwatering cui-
sine that chef-owner Rick Hirsch cooks 
up year round. Cape Cod Today went as 
far as to say that the restaurant offers 
‘‘ . . . as original and appealing a menu 
as any in New England’’—a ringing en-
dorsement given the number of superb 
establishments throughout the six- 
state region! 

On March 30, Chef Rick Hirsch will be 
acknowledged for his hard work and 
dedication in producing such a high- 
caliber restaurant when he receives the 
Maine Restaurant Association’s 2010 
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