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The Lees also had a wonderful experi-

ence meeting retired United States 
Senator Bob Dole as he was recovering 
from an accident. Senator Dole was 
kind enough to invite the Lee family 
into his room at Walter Reed and speak 
with them for several minutes. It was 
truly remarkable as I watched former 
Senator Dole, a war hero himself, as he 
pet and bonded with Lex. 

I would like to thank the Humane 
Society, who sponsored this trip for the 
Lee family, Connie Whitfield, wife of 
United States Congressman ED WHIT-
FIELD, who joined us on this tour. 
They, Mrs. Whitfield, and the United 
States Humane Society, went above 
and beyond for this family. 

There are many other people to 
thank, but I would like to especially 
thank my dear friend Major General 
Mike Regner, who was very instru-
mental in uniting the Lees and Lex. 
Major General Regner is currently 
serving in Afghanistan, but I would 
like to note that he was remembered 
during the Lees’ visit at Bethesda and 
Walter Reed. And the family is very 
grateful to him. Major General Regner 
helped them adopt Lex, their son’s best 
friend and partner. 

Madam Speaker, because of that trip 
that I took with the Lees to Bethesda 
and Walter Reed, and the number of 
young men and women both at Walter 
Reed and Bethesda who have been se-
verely wounded for this country, I 
would like to close, as I normally do on 
the floor of the House, I would ask God 
to please bless our men and women in 
uniform. I will ask God to please bless 
the families of our men and women in 
uniform. I will ask God in His loving 
arms to hold the families who have 
given a child dying for freedom in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq. And I will ask God 
to please bless the House and Senate 
here in Washington that we would do 
what is right in the eyes of God for to-
day’s generation, but also tomorrow’s 
generation. I will ask God to give 
strength, wisdom, and courage to 
President Obama that he will do what 
is right in the eyes of God for today’s 
generation and tomorrow’s generation. 

Madam Speaker, I will ask three 
times, God, please, God, please, God, 
please continue to bless America. 

f 

DISPELLING THE MYTHS 
SURROUNDING H.R. 2499 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, as a cosponsor of H.R. 2499, the 
Puerto Rico Democracy Act, I would 
like to take some time this evening to 
dispel some of the myths that surround 
this legislation. 

The Puerto Rico Democracy Act pro-
vides for a formal consultation with 
the people of Puerto Rico regarding the 

island’s political status. H.R. 2499 au-
thorizes the Government of Puerto 
Rico to conduct an initial plebiscite. 
Eligible voters would be asked whether 
they wish to maintain the current po-
litical status or to have a different sta-
tus. If the majority favors the current 
status, then the Government of Puerto 
Rico would be authorized to ask voters 
this question again at 8-year intervals. 
On the other hand, if a majority of the 
voters favor a different status, the 
Government of Puerto Rico would be 
authorized to conduct a second plebi-
scite among the three nonterritorial 
status options recognized under U.S. 
and international law. 

What are those three options? They 
are, number one, independence; two, 
statehood; and, three, sovereignty in 
association with the U.S., which is 
commonly known as free association. 

Opponents of this bill, of H.R. 2499, 
contend that the two-step process 
stacks the deck against the current 
status and in favor of statehood. This 
is simply not the case, Madam Speak-
er. H.R. 2499 does not exclude nor favor 
any status option. Under this legisla-
tion, the purpose of the first plebiscite 
is clear: to inform Congress whether 
the majority of Puerto Ricans consent 
to the current political status. 

b 1945 

Only if a majority of voters expresses 
its desire to change the current status 
is a second vote mandated on the three 
alternatives: independence, statehood, 
and free association. 

This two-step process was rec-
ommended by the President’s task 
force on Puerto Rico’s status. This 
task force was initiated under the Clin-
ton administration, and it was final-
ized by the Bush administration. The 
task force called upon the expertise of 
16 Federal agencies in recommending a 
fair process for consulting with the 
U.S. citizens of Puerto Rico. 

Opponents of H.R. 2499 propose that 
the option of an enhanced common-
wealth should be included as a status 
option during the second plebiscite. 
Well, this enhanced commonwealth, as 
envisioned by the bill’s detractors, per-
petuates the false hope that Puerto 
Ricans can have the best of both 
worlds: 

They can have U.S. citizenship and 
national sovereignty; 

They will receive all Federal funds 
and will have the power to veto those 
laws with which it disagrees. 

If included as a viable option, an en-
hanced commonwealth proposal would 
permanently empower Puerto Rico to 
nullify Federal laws and court jurisdic-
tion and to enter into an international 
organization and trade agreements, all 
while being under the military and fi-
nancial protection of the United 
States. 

It is no surprise that this proposal 
has been soundly rejected as a viable 

option by the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice, by the State Department, by the 
Clinton administration, and by the 
Bush administration. 

Another misguided concern sur-
rounding H.R. 2499 is that the bill fails 
to include an ‘‘English only’’ provision. 
It is premature to discuss this matter 
until the conclusion of the first and 
second plebiscites. H.R. 2499 does not 
require Congress to admit Puerto Rico 
as a State nor even to set the state-
hood process in motion if a majority of 
voters ultimately chooses statehood. If 
the people of Puerto Rico express a 
preference for statehood and if Con-
gress is inclined to act upon that pref-
erence, further Federal legislation 
would be required. That legislation and 
not H.R. 2499 would be the appropriate 
vehicle in which to address any poten-
tial language-related condition on 
Puerto Rico’s accession to statehood. 

I would like now to change focus and 
to highlight the overwhelming bipar-
tisan support behind H.R. 2499. Intro-
duced by the Resident Commissioner, 
this bill enjoys the backing of more 
than 180 cosponsors from both political 
parties, and it is strongly supported by 
Puerto Rico Governor Luis Fortuno, a 
former House colleague, who intro-
duced similar versions of this bill in 
the past. This bill is also endorsed by 
numerous leaders in the Puerto Rican 
legislature and local government, in-
cluding the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the President of the 
Senate, and many other local officials. 

Given the strong support, Madam 
Speaker, I hope that my colleagues will 
join me in supporting this bill when it 
comes to a floor vote later this week. 

f 

PASS COMPREHENSIVE 
IMMIGRATION REFORM NOW 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, over this weekend, the Gov-
ernor of Arizona raised up the idea of 
prayer, and in her remarks, she indi-
cated that she prayed for strength and 
that she prayed for our State. 

I rise today to pray for Arizona, for 
this Nation, and for those who would 
think a law that was signed by the Ari-
zona Governor raises any level of con-
stitutionality. Yet I agree with the 
Governor of Arizona. They have been 
waiting very long, and there is a crisis 
that is necessary to address. 

Madam Speaker, many of us on this 
side of the aisle have tried over and 
over again. Former President George 
Bush, in the last administration, tried, 
but that’s where reasonable minds will 
disagree. 

So I’d ask the Governor to ask her 
own party: 

Why do they fail to stand up and be 
counted on a fair, comprehensive im-
migration reform proposal that, in 
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years past, included border security as 
well as the opportunity for access to le-
galization? 

So the actions this past week are a 
travesty, hypocritical, and not sincere 
because you’d ask the question: What 
is a legal contact? What are the law en-
forcement authorities of the State of 
Arizona to do in the midst of the work 
that they have in protecting the com-
munity from the array of criminal acts 
by anyone regardless of their back-
ground? There are burglaries, thefts, 
and rapes, robberies and actions that 
require the intervention of State and 
local law enforcement. 

What is a legal contact? Is it a person 
who is rushing his pregnant wife to the 
hospital and who is stopping to ask a 
police officer, Will you lead me 
through the lights to the hospital? Is 
that a legal contact? 

What is a determination of reason-
able probability? Is it brown skin? Is it 
someone who is dressed in yard 
clothes? What is the determination of 
reasonableness? There is no answer to 
that other than it is patently unconsti-
tutional. 

Yes, I want comprehensive immigra-
tion reform, which is a term that many 
have demonized—you have to run away 
from it now—but we in Texas have 
lived with this for a very long time, the 
men and women of all economic lev-
els—the business community, the non-
profit community, the faith commu-
nity. The Houston-Galveston Diocese, 
our cardinal, the cardinal in the Hous-
ton area, has raised his voice, along 
with many faith leaders, to say that 
now is the time for real comprehensive 
immigration reform. 

I am ashamed of the law that was 
written and signed, because it bears no 
fruit. Of course, there are law enforce-
ment officers in the region, and cer-
tainly, I’m not from the area whose 
only voice is to claim airtime and to 
shout ridiculous comments: I can lock 
them up. Anybody, I can lock up. This 
is not to say that there is not empathy 
and sympathy for the borders in Ari-
zona. There is a need now for com-
prehensive immigration reform for Ari-
zona, for New Mexico, for California, 
for Texas—for all of America. 

Though, I will tell you, Madam 
Speaker, if a young person comes to me 
in my district who came here from a 
foreign country—in this instance, 
France—who has been in our school 
system, who did not know the process 
and who is now unstatus but who has 
never been in trouble and who is going 
through school—he is an immigrant, 
but unfortunately, status—then he is 
no less than the immigrants from Ire-
land, than the immigrants from Italy 
and the immigrants from places else-
where who came to this country and 
who helped to build it and to make it 
a better place. Maybe he is no better 
than the immigrants who came in 
shackles, like myself, and their ances-

tors, who came in the bottom of the 
belly of a slave boat; but we found a 
way to regularize them. This Congress 
must find a way to regularize this proc-
ess and all of the families who are 
huddled in fear, who have never per-
petrated a crime. 

I want to thank the leadership of this 
House and the leadership of the Senate, 
both of which are courageous enough 
to take the battering and the abuse of 
those who misuse the Constitution and 
who believe they are doing something. 
They are not. 

Should they be responded to? Madam 
Speaker, they should. My answer is 
that we pass right now comprehensive 
immigration reform to save America, 
to save our dignity, to save the Con-
stitution, and to stand for the values 
we believe in. 

f 

THE UNCONSTITUTIONALITY OF 
MANDATED HEALTH CARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CARTER) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. CARTER. I thank you for yield-
ing, Madam Speaker, and I thank you 
for this night so that we can get to-
gether and talk about something that 
is still on the minds of almost every-
body in the United States because, 
quite frankly, even though this bill has 
passed both Houses of Congress and 
even though it has been signed into law 
by the President, the overwhelming 
majority of the people in this country 
are waking up every day to find out 
there is something else that nobody 
knew was in this bill and are finding 
out about something else that is being 
imposed upon the States and on the 
people of this country that nobody 
knew was going to happen. 

It’s because it was a 2,400-page bill, 
or something like that, which nobody 
ever read, and it was voted on and 
passed when there were people who 
were responsible for its contents who 
couldn’t tell you what was in it. In 
fact, I believe the Speaker of this 
House made a statement: We need to 
pass this bill so we can learn what’s in 
it. That’s kind of when the worrying 
started in this country. It was when 
people started hearing those kinds of 
things from our leadership. 

So we are now at a point where there 
has been a lawsuit—and we talked 
about this. I believe it was last week or 
the week before last. We talked about 
the fact that a lawsuit has been filed 
by the attorneys general of multiple 
States in this country. Well, this is a 
growing process. When we last talked, 
there were 20 States that had joined in 
this lawsuit, and here we are on April 
26, 2010, and we have 22 States. So two 
more States have joined in this proc-
ess, and there is at least the possibility 

that we could add, maybe, another five 
or 10 States to this lawsuit. 

So, right now, as it stands right now, 
it is my understanding—and I can be 
corrected. I do not claim to be a great 
historical scholar of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. I have read 
cases, which was required by my pro-
fession, and I have taken constitu-
tional law in law school. I had great 
constitutional law debates among my 
law school colleagues when we were 
young, would-be lawyers. In my prac-
tice of law and as a judge, I’ve had 
some periphery of the constitutional 
requirements that are set out by the 
Supreme Court, but I don’t claim to be 
an expert on it. 

I am told that, since the Court start-
ed, this is probably the largest single 
group of States to have filed suit on be-
half of their individual States and to 
have joined together on an issue. Now, 
I may be wrong about that, and I cer-
tainly will be corrected if somebody 
wants to correct me, but it’s close. 
We’ve got 50 States in this Union, and 
22 of them are already in this lawsuit. 
So, if we pick up three more States, 
we’ll have half the States in the Union 
involved in this lawsuit. Even 22 is 
really kind a mind-boggling number. It 
also represents 44.56 percent of the pop-
ulation of the United States. 

So, within these red States that you 
see on this map here—those dark 
States as compared to the light States, 
if anybody is still watching in black 
and white—that represents almost half 
the population of this country who are 
asking the question, and the question 
is very simple: 

Does the Constitution grant Congress 
the power to mandate the coverage 
that’s set out in this bill? 

Now, that is a big question, but it fo-
cuses down to a much narrower issue. 
There are more issues here, but the 
most narrow issue is if Congress has 
the authority to mandate that people 
who are living within the continental 
United States must buy certain prod-
ucts, namely, health insurance, from 
designated sellers of that product, 
which will mean some insurance com-
pany. The issue is that they have to, 
that they cannot have an option, that 
they cannot say ‘‘no,’’ and that if they 
say ‘‘no’’ that they can be fined under 
the IRS Code and can be required to 
pay up to a $2,000 fine for not pur-
chasing health care. There are some 
ranges in that. The fine can be less, but 
if it’s $1, it’s a fine punishing you for 
not buying a product. 

Now, the great debate is broadly 
about the Ninth and 10th Amendments, 
but it is specifically about the com-
merce clause as set out in the Con-
stitution of the United States. So 
every attorney general in every one of 
the States you see here—and this is a 
pretty nice cross-section. We’ve got the 
east coast, one on the west coast, a 
whole bunch of southern States, a 
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