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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable 
JEANNE SHAHEEN, a Senator from the 
State of New Hampshire. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal Spirit, Your kingdom is 

above all earthly kingdoms. 
Empower the Members of this body 

with the wisdom, courage, and strength 
needed for our times. Infuse them with 
a passion to act in ways that honor 
Your Name. Preserve their health and 
strength by Your mercy and power, and 
may they find Your grace sufficient for 
every need. 

Lord, bless also the citizens of this 
great land. Give them the wisdom to 
pray for our governmental leaders so 
that all people may live quiet and 
peaceful lives in all goodness and holi-
ness. 

We pray in Your merciful Name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable JEANNE SHAHEEN led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 10, 2011. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable JEANNE SHAHEEN, a 
Senator from the State of New Hampshire, 
to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader. 

Mr. REID. I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. REID. Madam President, fol-

lowing leader remarks, the Senate will 
be in a period of morning business until 
5 p.m. today. The majority will control 
the first 30 minutes and the Repub-
licans will control the next 30 minutes. 
The Senate will recess from 12:30 until 
2:15 today for our weekly caucus meet-
ings. 

We are working to set up the debate 
and vote on the nomination of Edward 
Chen to be a district judge from the 
State of California. Senators will be 
notified when that vote is going to be 
scheduled. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The minority leader is recog-
nized. 

SOLVING CHALLENGES 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
later today the President is expected to 
speak in El Paso about our Nation’s 
immigration policy. Getting immigra-
tion policy right is one of the more dif-
ficult challenges we face as a nation, 
and Republicans are committed to 
meeting it. As with most serious chal-
lenges, however, the only way we will 
make progress is by working on a solu-
tion that is acceptable to both parties. 
For Republicans, that means the Presi-
dent will have to present a plan that 
takes amnesty off the table and focuses 
instead on making a real commitment 
to border and internal security. If the 
President does these two things, he 
will find strong bipartisan support. If 
he doesn’t, he won’t. 

Another difficult challenge we are 
solving only by working together is 
bringing down the Nation’s debt. To 
that end, Members of both parties met 
with the Vice President last week at 
Blair House. The participants had what 
all sides agreed was a productive meet-
ing, and they will meet again this 
afternoon. Unfortunately, there still 
seems to be a serious disconnect be-
tween the two parties on this issue. 
There are still those on the other side 
who think we can put off difficult deci-
sions until after the next Presidential 
election or even beyond. Republicans 
strongly disagree. In our view, doing 
nothing about the debt would be far 
more dangerous in the long run than 
failing to raise the debt ceiling. I have 
said this before, and Speaker BOEHNER 
reiterated the point yesterday in New 
York. The warning bells are simply too 
loud to ignore this crisis any longer, 
and the debt limit debate presents us 
with a prime opportunity for meaning-
ful, positive action. 

If the last financial crisis taught us 
anything, it is that we can’t afford to 
play with fire when it comes to eco-
nomic forces this great. We need to get 
serious now before the crisis we know 
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is coming. That means entitlement re-
form needs to be on the table. This is a 
serious crisis. We must do something 
serious. Entitlement reform needs to 
be a part of it. That is the only way we 
will send a message to the world that 
we are actually willing to make the 
tough decisions needed to get our fiscal 
house in order. That is the only way 
the markets, the American people, and 
the rest of the world—especially those 
who hold so much of our debt—will be-
lieve we are on the right track. 

As we prepare for a second round of 
talks, I would renew the call to get se-
rious about this looming crisis and do 
something serious. I renew my pledge 
this morning to do what it takes to 
make sure we avert it without raising 
taxes or building in automatic tax in-
creases in the future which would only 
destroy jobs. We can avert this crisis 
without doing harm to the economy or 
slowing down any economic recovery. 
That means no tax hikes now, and it 
means not rewarding the failure of a 
future Congress with automatic access 
to more taxpayer dollars. Above all, it 
means serious reforms. We need to 
summon the courage to make some 
tough decisions right now. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader. 
f 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 

Mr. REID. Madam President, briefly, 
first to comment on immigration re-
form, we have spent a great deal of 
time on the Senate floor the last two 
Congresses dealing with immigration 
reform. We worked hard in coming up 
with a solution, and we have a solu-
tion. We were working with President 
Bush toward coming up with a solution 
to immigration reform. The problem 
was that even President Bush—even 
President Bush—could not get his Re-
publican colleagues to join with us in 
doing something about immigration re-
form. 

Our immigration system is broken, 
and it needs to be fixed. But it is so im-
portant that the President in El Paso 
today talks about the need for immi-
gration reform because he knows and 
we all know, as even President Bush 
knew, that immigration reform is nec-
essary. The problem is that we can’t 
get Republicans here in the Senate to 
help us. It is quite simple. 

We know we have to do something 
about border security. We have done a 
lot in that regard. Have we done 
enough? No. There is more that can be 
done, but we have done a lot in that di-
rection, and rightfully so. Just within 
the last year or so, we provided $650 
billion for more border security. That 
was on a bipartisan basis. We passed 
that. That was important. 

We also have to do something about 
our guest worker program. At any one 
given time, we have thousands and 
thousands of guest workers here. Why? 
Because it is necessary, and it has been 
for a long time. Take the Chesapeake 

Bay. We have learned that we have peo-
ple who come in—seasonal workers— 
who can do the work on the clams and 
the stuff on the great Chesapeake Bay. 
We have about 1.5 million agricultural 
workers in our country, and we have a 
system that doesn’t work even for 
them. We have to do this. Our agricul-
tural industry depends on it. 

We also have in our country today 11 
million people who are undocumented. 
There isn’t anybody with an ounce of 
common sense who thinks we can de-
port 11 million people. We can’t do it 
fiscally, and we can’t do it physically. 
Therefore, we should do something 
about the 11 million people who are 
here. How should we do that? Put them 
on a pathway to legalization. It doesn’t 
mean amnesty. It means that they 
would pay penalties and fines, that 
they would go to the back of the line, 
not the front of the line. They would 
have to learn English. They would have 
to stay out of trouble. They would have 
to pay taxes. There are certain things 
they would be required to do. 

Finally, we have to do something 
about the unworkable employer sanc-
tion provision that was put into the 
1986 law. It hasn’t worked. Prior to 
that time, the burden was on the gov-
ernment to make sure people who came 
to work throughout America were 
legal. We shifted that responsibility to 
employers. They can’t do that. It is a 
catch-22 now. The way the law is set up 
now simply doesn’t work. We have, 
since 1986, computerization which has 
taken over much of the world, and 
through that we can work toward hav-
ing an employer sanction program in 
our country that will work. 

My point is that President Obama 
should be commended for talking about 
immigration reform. It is necessary. 

My friend the Republican leader 
should also understand that we have 
tried, and for our Republican people to 
talk about immigration reform and not 
vote accordingly is something the peo-
ple of America have witnessed now for 
many years. 

f 

OIL COMPANY SUBSIDIES 

Mr. REID. Madam President, saving 
money requires a lot of very difficult 
choices: Which programs do we cut in 
these tough times? Which priorities are 
more important than others? As we 
have seen in the Senate and across the 
country over the last few months, a lot 
of people have a lot of different an-
swers to these questions. 

Democrats believe we have to get our 
spending under control, and we have to 
look at what needs to be cut. But we 
need to have a fair program, one that 
looks at what we are going to do long 
term with the equities of our spending 
programs. We have to look at what we 
do with revenues to make sure they are 
fair and balanced. So there are a lot of 
choices. 

My friend, the Speaker of the House, 
gave a speech last night in New York. 
He talked about raising the debt limit 

and some of the things he thinks would 
be necessary in order to get that done. 
But I would direct the attention of my 
friend, the Speaker, to one way it 
would go very quickly to solving some 
of these problems. We know there is 
waste in the Federal budget and the 
Tax Code, but what I want to direct the 
attention of my friend, the Speaker, to 
is these five big oil companies. 

We, as taxpayers, are giving billions 
and billions of dollars every year to 
these companies—billions every year. 
Every cent of it is taxpayer money to 
oil companies that already are more 
than successful. 

These oil companies made $36 billion 
in profits during the first quarter of 
this year. I repeat that: $36 billion in 
profits during the first quarter of this 
year. ExxonMobil alone made 70 per-
cent more this year than they did last 
year. Exxon holds the record for mak-
ing more than any corporation in the 
history of our country in years past. 
These oil companies, I repeat, made $36 
billion in the first quarter. 

The industry’s $36 billion in quar-
terly profits means they are making 
about $12 billion a month or $4 billion 
a week, and yet the U.S. Government is 
giving these companies billions of dol-
lars in corporate welfare every year. 
That is unnecessary. Why are tax-
payers on the hook for oil companies 
that are doing just fine on their own? 

If we are serious about reducing the 
deficit, what an easy place to start, I 
say to my friend, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives. It is a no- 
brainer. Let’s use these savings from 
these taxpayer giveaways to drive 
down the deficit, not drive up the prof-
its of oil companies. 

We need to make one thing very 
clear: Wasteful subsidies have nothing 
to do with gas prices. These oil hand-
outs have existed for decades. Prices 
have continued to rise. Oil executives’ 
paychecks have also continued to rise. 

In the State of Alaska they are pay-
ing $8 or $9 a gallon for gasoline. In the 
State of California, there are places 
where you pay as much as $5 a gallon 
for gasoline. Here at an Exxon station 
along the waterfront, I looked out the 
other day, and the gas prices there 
were within a few cents of being $5 a 
gallon. That is in our Nation’s Capital. 
So that money Americans are paying 
at the pump is not related to those sub-
sidies I have talked about, but those 
profits are proof enough they do not 
need them. The companies do not need 
those subsidies. Even big oil CEOs, 
such as the head of Shell, and Repub-
licans in Congress—even my friend, the 
Speaker—have said on occasion these 
subsidies are not necessary. 

Some of our conservative colleagues 
have a hard time stomaching giving a 
hand to those who need it the most. 
But we should all agree—in the inter-
est of fairness, common sense, and sav-
ing taxpayer money—that we cannot 
continue with this corporate welfare to 
those big oil companies that need it 
the least. That is a good place to start. 
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RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business for debate only until 5 p.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with 
the first hour equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with the majority con-
trolling the first 30 minutes and the 
Republicans controlling the next 30 
minutes. 

The Senator from Illinois. 

f 

OIL COMPANY SUBSIDIES 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 
rise in support of the comments made 
by the majority leader. I was in Chi-
cago over the weekend, and downstate 
as well in Illinois, and saw these gaso-
line prices and understand the hardship 
they cause. At a BP filling station in 
Chicago near Lawrence and Lake Shore 
Drive, I ran into a man who is a plumb-
er who has a van and goes from job to 
job. He said it is not unusual now for 
him to spend over $100 a week on gaso-
line. Of course, that is taking away 
money he could have brought home for 
his family. It is a real hardship on him. 

He kind of smiled and chuckled and 
said: They do it to us every year, don’t 
they. 

That is true, Madam President. 
Whether we are talking about the situ-
ation in New Hampshire or Illinois, we 
can predict the rights of spring in 
America: the opening of the baseball 
season, Easter egg hunts, Seder dinners 
for Passover, and skyrocketing gaso-
line prices. 

Then there are the excuses. There is 
always an excuse: Oh, we had to switch 
from winter to summer. We didn’t see 
that coming. Oh, there is a problem in 
the Middle East. Whatever it is, any 
excuse will do, and the gasoline prices 
go up. 

We can do something about it, and 
we should. The majority leader is 
right. We accept the challenge of 
Speaker JOHN BOEHNER who said in 
New York: Let’s make a serious effort 
to deal with this deficit. Well, we have 
a great downpayment: $21 billion we 
can take off the deficit. We can take it 
away from a group that does not need 
it. We are talking about the oil compa-
nies that are registering record prof-
its—$36 billion. If we decide to take 
away the subsidies that are now being 
given to these extremely profitable 
companies, it will save taxpayers $21 
billion over 10 years. 

Let’s get started there. That ought to 
be the easy part because right now we 
know what is going on. We are paying 
for these high gasoline prices three 
times: First, when we fill up our tanks. 

Oh, they hit us hard there—$60, $80, 
$100 just to fill up the tank. Second, be-
cause we are giving $4 billion a year in 
subsidies to the oil companies, tax-
payers are being hit again. It is not 
just what we pay at the gas pump, it is 
what we pay on April 15. Part of that is 
going to the oil companies. 

But there is a third hit. Do you know 
where we get the money to pay the 
subsidies to the oil companies? We bor-
row it from China—the largest creditor 
of the United States. We are borrowing 
40 cents for every $1 we spend. So out of 
the $4 billion we are talking about that 
is going annually to these oil compa-
nies, 40 percent of it—about $1.6 bil-
lion—is being borrowed every single 
year from countries such as China. So 
the third way we pay is, ultimately, on 
the debt to China and the interest on 
that debt. 

Can we afford that? At a time when 
Americans are sacrificing, can’t we ask 
the oil companies, with record profits, 
to sacrifice their Federal subsidies? 
That is all we are trying to do. I know 
Senator SCHUMER from New York is 
going to take the floor momentarily 
and talk about this issue. We will have 
a bill on the Senate floor. For those 
Members on both sides of the aisle who 
have given impassioned speeches about 
reducing the deficit, here is their 
chance. It is a put-up-or-shut-up mo-
ment. If we believe in reducing the def-
icit, here is $21 billion of low-hanging 
fruit. Let’s pick it. Let’s pick it for the 
taxpayers. Let’s take these savings and 
put it right on deficit reduction. I hope 
that is something on which both sides 
of the aisle can agree. 

f 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, let 
me say a word very quickly about the 
President’s speech today in El Paso. 

I have said on the Senate floor many 
times, because it is a source of pride to 
me, I am a first generation American. 
One hundred years ago, my mother was 
brought to this country as an infant, 2 
years of age. My grandmother brought 
her over from Lithuania, and they 
landed in Baltimore in 1911—100 years 
ago. How they made it—the four of 
them, at that point: my aunt, uncle, 
grandmother, and mother—how they 
made it from Baltimore to East St. 
Louis, IL, I do not have a clue because 
I am sure they did not speak but a 
handful of words in English. 

They made it like other immigrants 
made it: because they were determined 
to come to this country. They were 
prepared to leave everything behind in 
their lives—their homes, their church-
es, their relatives, their friends, their 
languages, their cultures—and come to 
this great Nation and take the risk, 
the risk of opportunity. Think about 
that story and multiply it millions of 
times, and that is the story of Amer-
ica. 

The people who hate immigration are 
turning their back on the heart and es-
sence of this great Nation. We are an 

immigrant nation of people of extraor-
dinary courage who picked up and 
moved and said: We are going to try 
our best in a new place with a new lan-
guage. When most of them arrived—I 
am sure it was the case with many who 
were on the boat with my mom—there 
were folks standing on the shoreline 
saying: No, not more of those people. 
Don’t we have enough of them? They 
don’t speak our language. They don’t 
look like us. They don’t dress like us. 
They eat funny food. They hang out 
with one another. We don’t need more 
of those people. 

For as long as immigrants have been 
coming to these shores, there have 
been people standing on the shores say-
ing: Please, pull up the ladder. We 
don’t need any more of those folks. But 
we do. We need them not only because 
they work hard, we need them because 
they have a spirit and a determination 
which makes us a different nation. 

The DNA each of us shares from 
those immigrant parents and grand-
parents gives us a drive and a deter-
mination to make this a better nation. 
When we close the doors to immigra-
tion—orderly, legal immigration—we 
are closing the doors of opportunity in 
this country. 

The President will speak to immigra-
tion today. He has been a loyal friend 
of mine for a long time. He was a co-
sponsor of the DREAM Act, which I in-
troduced 10 years ago, and I would not 
be surprised if he brought it up today 
in El Paso. He did last week in the 
White House. I know he is committed, 
as I am, to make sure children who 
were brought to the United States as 
infants and youngsters, who had no 
voice in the decision to come here, who 
have lived a good life here, worked 
hard and went to school, said the 
Pledge of Allegiance every morning in 
the classroom and know no other flag 
but the U.S. flag, children who want to 
become tomorrow’s adults and tomor-
row’s leaders deserve a chance. The 
DREAM Act will give them that 
chance. They can choose to enlist in 
our military and become citizens of the 
United States, or they can choose to 
complete college, at least 2 years of it, 
and find a path to citizenship. That is 
reasonable, it is compassionate, and it 
is fair. I hope as part of immigration 
reform we include it. 

I plead with my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle: Do not turn 
your back on America’s heritage. Do 
not turn your back on fairness and 
compassion. Join us in real immigra-
tion reform. Join us in passing the 
DREAM Act. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 

first, I commend my colleague and 
friend from Illinois for his outstanding 
remarks on both subjects, the deficit 
and on immigration. I am here to talk 
about the deficit, but I will just touch 
on immigration. 

People are saying, well, why is the 
President going to El Paso when we 
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have not made enough progress on im-
migration? They bring up a point, but 
the President’s point is the right one. 
He is bringing the message to the coun-
try on why we need real immigration 
reform. 

I think there is one point on which 
100 Members of this Chamber would 
agree: our present immigration system 
is broken, badly broken. We turn away 
lots of people who should be here. We 
also do not have a rational system for 
who should come here, and America is 
the lesser for it. As the Senator from 
Illinois pointed out, immigration is 
part of our proud heritage, and immi-
grants help America. 

One of the reasons we are doing a lot 
better than Europe is we have wel-
comed new people into this country, 
and we integrate them and say: As 
quickly as you can, become Americans. 
We all came from somewhere else origi-
nally. 

Now, I am still very hopeful that as 
the President sets the table and let’s 
America know how important this is, 
we can get bipartisan immigration re-
form done in this Chamber, on the floor 
of the Senate, and even over in the 
House. It is hard, no question, but I be-
lieve, first, to get comprehensive re-
form we need bipartisan support. That 
is obvious. But, secondly, that people 
see enough need to do it that we can 
actually get it done, particularly if the 
President goes around the country, as 
he is beginning to do today in El Paso 
and as he has done in the past, and 
talks about the need for immigration 
reform, setting the table so we can ac-
tually get something real done. 

f 

THE DEFICIT 

Mr. SCHUMER. Now, let me speak to 
the issue I came here to speak about, 
which is the deficit. 

Speaker BOEHNER was in my home-
town of New York City last night, and 
he talked about how important it is to 
get a handle on this deficit. On that 
issue, my colleagues on this side of the 
aisle and I certainly have no problem. 
Neither does President Obama. The 
President has proposed $4 trillion in 
cuts—a huge amount of cutting, $4 tril-
lion—to close the deficit both on the 
spending side and the tax side. So any-
one who thinks one side wants to cut 
the deficit and the other does not has 
not looked at the facts. But, obviously, 
we have to come together. 

If each side sticks to its own posi-
tion, nothing will happen. There should 
be one obvious place where Speaker 
BOEHNER and his colleagues can show 
some goodwill; that is, on these sub-
sidies to big oil. No one can defend 
them—no one. Oil companies are mak-
ing record profits. Gas prices are at an 
all-time or close to an all-time high, 
and we, the taxpayers, are continuing 
to subsidize the five big oil companies. 

You could not write a more ridicu-
lous scenario. Senator MENENDEZ, 
along with Senators BROWN and 
MCCASKILL, later today will introduce 

legislation that our side agrees with, 
which will say take all that money and 
put it to deficit reduction. There are 
some who would have preferred to put 
the money into encouraging independ-
ence from particularly foreign oil. But 
because the deficit is such a huge prob-
lem and because we might have a dis-
pute with our friends on the other side 
as to where the money ought to go, ev-
erybody can agree it would be worth-
while to take a little bit of the burden 
off of the taxpayers, have the oil com-
panies pay their fair share, and stop 
these ridiculous tax breaks and sub-
sidies to the five big oil companies. 

So I ask Speaker BOEHNER to show 
some good faith. Some on his side have 
already said these subsidies don’t be-
long. They were created at a time when 
oil was $17 a barrel, when we worried 
about production here. Oil was hov-
ering at just over $100 a barrel again 
yesterday. You don’t have to worry 
about their desire to explore. They are 
looking every place they can. They 
don’t have to have a subsidy to do it. 

Some might argue: What about the 
small and middle-size companies? 
Many of us believe they too should not 
get the tax breaks. But this bill Sen-
ator MENENDEZ will be introducing 
shortly doesn’t even touch them—just 
the five big oil companies and just the 
tax breaks they now get. Why not? It is 
a perfect way to start this debate and 
show some good will. 

Democrats have agreed to cuts—lots 
of cuts. People on the other side of the 
aisle can show some agreement on rev-
enues. This area of revenues, which al-
most nobody can dispute, should not be 
there. So the time to repeal these give-
aways is now. We would most prefer to 
do it in a bipartisan way. Speaker 
BOEHNER, and those on his side of the 
aisle, can show some good faith that 
they are not dug in and saying that 
only my way will lead to the kind of 
scenario that many tremble at, which 
is the debt ceiling not being approved. 

We on this side of the aisle don’t be-
lieve that should happen. Many on the 
other side have said they don’t. The 
first good step that could be taken on 
the other side to show little give is to 
eliminate these big tax subsidies to big 
oil. I urge my colleagues to support it. 
I urge Speaker BOEHNER to pivot on his 
speech from yesterday and support this 
proposal. It would create a great deal 
of good will and put us in the direction 
of reducing the deficit that we all so 
much want to do. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

GASOLINE PRICES 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, it 
has been called to my attention that 
there are some people who are trying 
to respond to the fact that we have 
such high prices of gasoline at the 
pumps in a totally unrealistic way, in 
a way that is class warfare, in a way 
that doesn’t make any sense to anyone, 
when we have a solution to this prob-
lem we have been talking about for a 
long period of time. 

There are some who are trying to say 
we are going to have to do something 
about the subsidies that are given to 
oil companies, about what they have 
been doing over the years, and all of a 
sudden they are the ones who are re-
sponsible for the high price of gas at 
the pumps. 

A CRS report was requested by my 
colleague, LISA MURKOWSKI, that grew 
out of frustration with the Democrats’ 
refrain that ‘‘America has only 3 per-
cent of the global oil reserves.’’ There-
fore, under this view, more drilling and 
production at home is futile. As Presi-
dent Obama has said many times, 
‘‘with 3 percent of the world’s oil re-
serves, the U.S. cannot drill its way to 
energy security.’’ 

Well, it can, because it is not 3 per-
cent. A CRS report came out later and 
showed—and this is something people 
don’t want to believe, but it is out 
there and it is a fact—the United 
States of America has the largest re-
coverable reserves of oil, gas, and coal 
of any country in the world—more than 
China, Saudi Arabia, or anyone else. 
Our problem is a political one—this ad-
ministration. It goes down Democratic 
and Republican lines. The Democrats 
put 83 percent of America’s Federal 
lands off limits to drilling. Of course, 
that is fine for the administration, be-
cause they have made some state-
ments, which I will read in a minute, 
to demonstrate clearly that they want 
to increase the price of gas at the 
pumps. 

On the idea that you can do this 
through regulation and through trying 
to further tax the oil industry, CRS 
stated that tax changes outlined in the 
President’s budget proposal—I am 
quoting from CRS, which everyone 
knows is completely nonpartisan— 
‘‘would make oil and natural gas more 
expensive for U.S. consumers and like-
ly increase foreign dependence.’’ 

I was very proud of a couple of Demo-
crats—the only two who were out-
spoken. Senator LANDRIEU, from Lou-
isiana, said: 

The administration has put forward draco-
nian taxes on the oil and gas industry. . . . It 
seems very contrary to our stated goal of 
being more energy sufficient in the United 
States. Taxing this domestic industry will 
instead cut jobs and increase our dependence 
on foreign oil. So I want you to deliver that 
message again to the administration. We 
have bipartisan opposition to increasing 
taxes on this industry. 

Senator MARK BEGICH from Alaska 
said: 
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[The President’s proposal] would cost thou-

sands of jobs in Alaska and across the coun-
try. Energy companies are among the busi-
nesses investing and creating jobs at a time 
when our country needs both. I will fight any 
measure to end these incentives. 

It should be obvious that without 
these two Democrats coming in—I ap-
preciate the fact they did. We are not 
going to be able to reduce the price of 
oil at the pumps by further taxing the 
oil and gas industry. It is ludicrous to 
even think that anyone would suggest 
we could increase taxes on the oil in-
dustry and gas industry and somehow 
we are going to have energy more 
available and are going to reduce the 
cost of gas at the pump. 

There is a way of doing this that I 
think is so simple. There is not a per-
son in this country—certainly no one 
who serves in this body—who, back 
during his or her elementary edu-
cation, did not learn about supply and 
demand. Here we are in the United 
States of America sitting on more gas 
and oil than any other country in the 
world, and we are the only country 
that does not exploit its own natural 
resources. We are the only country. If 
we did, we would be completely inde-
pendent from the Middle East. We 
would not have to go outside this con-
tinent to supply our needs. 

People say: If you do that, you start 
developing. Then it is going to take a 
long time. It is going to be maybe 8 or 
10 years. That would be fine. They were 
saying that 8 or 10 years ago, and we 
could have done it then. That is not 
quite true because the economists have 
said that if we announce we are going 
to areas where we are not exploiting 
our resources—I am talking about the 
gulf, the east coast, the west coast, the 
North Slope in ANWR, Alaska. I am 
talking about the public lands where 83 
percent of our public lands are off lim-
its for drilling. If we were to announce 
today that we were going to open drill-
ing and exploration and production in 
the United States of America, that 
price would drop tomorrow. It would 
drop immediately because people would 
know we are going to use our own re-
sources. 

I hate to say this, but somebody has 
to say it. We have an administration 
that is so wrapped up in saying that 
one of these days, we are going to have 
to have all this green energy, and they 
themselves are on record saying they 
want to increase the price of oil and 
gas. 

Let’s look at what happened. 
Alan Krueger with the Department of 

Treasury said: 
The administration believes that it is no 

longer sufficient to address our nation’s en-
ergy needs by finding more fossil fuels. 

The Obama Treasury Department 
said: 

To the extent the lower tax rate encour-
ages overproduction of oil and gas, it is det-
rimental to long-term energy security. 

Therefore, we want to do away with 
oil and gas. 

Here is the best one. President 
Obama’s Energy Secretary, Steven 
Chu, said: 

Somehow we have to figure out how to 
boost the price of gasoline to the levels in 
Europe. 

We have an administration that 
wants to increase the price of gasoline 
at the pumps to be comparable to Eu-
rope, which is between $7.50 and $8 a 
gallon. Obviously, people know this is 
true. It was not long ago that Presi-
dent Obama gave his energy speech. In 
his energy speech, he said there is all 
this abundance of clean gas we can use. 
Then at the end of the speech he said: 
But we have some problems in getting 
the gas out of the ground. He is talking 
about natural gas in this case, not 
about oil. I happened to give a response 
on one of the TV stations. He said he 
wants natural gas. At the same time, 
he says he wants to end hydraulic frac-
turing. 

Let me tell my colleagues about hy-
draulic fracturing. Hydraulic frac-
turing started in the State of Okla-
homa, my State, in 1948. It is a way of 
pumping fluids and water primarily 
into these tight formations. These 
tight formations mostly are down 
about 1 mile to 2 to 3 miles under the 
surface. That will allow them to go in 
and get the gas. We have enough nat-
ural gas to take care of our needs for 
the next 100 years; we just need to use 
these systems. If we do away with hy-
draulic fracturing, then that means we 
are not going to be able to get any of 
the natural gas. We cannot produce 1 
cubic foot of natural gas without using 
hydraulic fracturing. What did we find 
out last week? Secretary Chu is going 
to be in charge of a study to see how 
dangerous hydraulic fracturing is. This 
is the same guy who said that somehow 
we have to figure out how to boost the 
price of gasoline to the levels in Eu-
rope. 

I will only say this. We actually have 
three problems. We have the problem 
of, we have this abundance of resources 
we are not going after, and hydraulic 
fracturing. Then keep in mind that 
what we get, we have to refine. That is 
where the EPA comes in. 

I have stood at this podium for 9 
years talking about the problems we 
have with cap and trade, the fact that 
we can’t have a cap-and-trade system 
that is going to have the effect of cost-
ing the American people—the esti-
mates are between $300 billion and $400 
billion a year. That is supposedly for 
greenhouse gases. 

We had the Kyoto treaty back in the 
nineties, and then they tried seven dif-
ferent times on the Senate floor to pass 
legislation that would have the same 
type of cap and trade we would have 
had if we had become a party to and 
ratified the Kyoto treaty. The problem 
with that is, even if there are people 
out there—and there are. A very large 
percentage of the people in America, 
some 40 percent, believe that somehow 
greenhouse gases are causing cata-
strophic global warming. Even if that 
were true, which it is not, but if it were 
true, it does not make any difference 
what we do in the United States of 
America. 

I admire the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Lisa Jackson, who was appointed by 
President Obama. Yes, she is way off in 
the leftwing. She is liberal and all of 
that. When you ask her a direct ques-
tion, she gives an honest answer. She 
gave honest answers. I asked a ques-
tion—I think at that time it was the 
Markey bill. It was one of the cap-and- 
trade bills. I said: In the event we were 
to pass a cap-and-trade bill in the 
United States, would that reduce emis-
sions? Her response was, no, it will not, 
because that would only affect the 
United States of America. 

That is not where the problem is. The 
problem is in India, Mexico, and China. 
Right now, China is cranking out two 
coal-fired generating plants every 
week. It is going to continue there. In 
fact, one could argue that it would 
even be more expensive or more pol-
luting—if one calls CO2 a pollution—be-
cause our jobs would go to places such 
as China where they do have this prob-
lem. They do not have any emissions 
control. 

We have the problem of refining the 
gas once we get it. I see my good friend 
is on the floor and is going to be speak-
ing perhaps to the same issue. I only 
want to mention one thing. With re-
gard to the cap-and-trade agenda, since 
they are not able to get it passed, they 
are trying to do it through the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency through 
regulations. 

Lion Oil, based in El Dorado, AR, re-
cently testified before the House En-
ergy and Commerce Committee that it 
commenced a $2 million expansion of 
its El Dorado refinery in 2007, with 
2,000 construction jobs, but its comple-
tion has since been stalled. As Lion Oil 
vice president Steve Cousins explained: 

The uncertainty and the potentiality of 
prohibitive costs associated with possible 
cap-and-trade legislation and EPA’s green-
house gas regulations were a critical factor 
leading us to delay the completion of the ex-
pansion. 

What I am saying is, if we are—and I 
believe we are—going to break down 
this barrier and overcome this men-
tality that we should not be developing 
our own resources, then we also have to 
have a way of refining it. We can do it. 
It is within our reach. We can bring 
down the price of oil and gas and cer-
tainly gasoline at the pump by tomor-
row. If we were to announce we were 
going to stop being the only country in 
the world that does not exploit its own 
resources, if we go after the oil and gas 
that is available in the gulf, the east 
coast, west coast, our public lands, as 
well as the North Slope of Alaska, we 
could be independent from any depend-
ency on the Middle East. I believe the 
American people understand that 
point. It goes right back to our elemen-
tary school education. It is supply and 
demand. We have the supply in the 
United States of America. We have to 
open up that supply so we can use it, 
and obviously that would lower the 
price of gas at the pumps. 
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I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 

thank my colleague from Oklahoma for 
his leadership on the Environment and 
Public Works Committee. I am pleased 
to be back on that committee with 
him. I share very much the substance 
of his views about the need to produce 
more oil and gas. It keeps money in the 
United States, creates jobs in the 
United States, and creates tax reve-
nues for the United States. Offshore oil 
and gas in our gulf produces billions of 
dollars for States and the Federal Gov-
ernment. Why we would want to 
produce oil and gas off Brazil and not 
produce it off our shore I do not know. 
I thank my colleague. 

f 

THE BUDGET 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
wish to make a few remarks about the 
budget circumstances in which we find 
ourselves. 

Yesterday, we learned that the Presi-
dent has scheduled two summit meet-
ings on the budget this week. The 
President will meet with Senate Demo-
crats on Wednesday and Republicans 
on Thursday. By calling this summit, 
it would seem the President has effec-
tively canceled this week’s planned un-
veiling of a Democratic Senate budget 
in the Senate Budget Committee that 
was planned earlier. First it was going 
to be Monday, then Tuesday, then 
Wednesday. It looks as if maybe it will 
not be held this week at all. It might 
be that Senator CONRAD could do that, 
but somehow, with this event occur-
ring, he may not. 

Regardless of this new discussion pe-
riod, it is my expectation and belief 
that the American people should be 
given a Senate budget plan so it can be 
examined and we can know what is in 
it and see what it is about. The Amer-
ican public deserves to know where our 
elected leaders stand. 

I hate to say that we have gone 700- 
plus days without a budget for the 
United States of America during a time 
of the greatest debt increase we have 
ever faced. We will have doubled the 
debt of the United States, I believe, by 
next year in 4 years. We will add $13 
trillion to the debt over the 10 years 
presented by President Obama’s budget 
that he sent to us in February. 

There have been all kinds of discus-
sions and talks and a lot of speeches. 
The President created a fiscal commis-
sion. They came forward with a serious 
proposal that was worthy of real in-
sight and study. They spent a lot of 
time on it. It did not go far enough, in 
my opinion, to reduce our surging 
growth in spending, but it was intellec-
tually honest, and it offered us some 
very real suggestions about how we 
could do better. 

Then we started hearing that after 
the President’s budget was submitted 
and it was received very badly—in fact, 
it was not helpful at all but actually 

made the debt trajectory we are on 
worse. We had a gang of six Senators 
who tried to work together to establish 
a budget plan that might work for us. 
They met in secret and had ideas. I was 
interested in what they had to say, but 
somehow that seems to have gone on 
the back burner. 

Then we had Vice President BIDEN. 
He is going to lead a discussion with 
House and Senate Republicans and 
Democrats, and he is going to work out 
something. 

Now, just yesterday, we heard that 
the President is going to have another 
meeting at the White House and talk 
to us. I hope it is not like the one to 
which he invited the House Budget 
Committee chairman, PAUL RYAN, and 
criticized him, sitting right there in 
front of him, for producing what I 
think is a historic budget that would 
put us on a sound path if followed. 

Here we are. We have not gotten a 
plan or a commitment as to what this 
administration intends to advocate for. 
They submitted their budget. It was al-
leged to have reduced the deficit by $2 
trillion, but when the Congressional 
Budget Office, our objective analyst, 
took the document they submitted and 
studied it in detail, they concluded it 
would add $2.7 trillion. In other words, 
it would create more debt over the next 
10 years by $2.7 trillion than was pro-
jected to accrue without the budget. 
That is not what financial experts are 
telling us, that is not what economists 
and professors are telling us we need to 
do. It is unacceptable. 

That budget was criticized, and we 
hadn’t heard much about it since. Well, 
the President, for a week or so, tried to 
propose that it would have us live 
within our means and help pay down 
the debt. According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the lowest deficit 
in 10 years would be over $700 billion, 
and the President said this was going 
to have us living within our means? 
Apparently, desiring to back off that, 
the President made a speech and he 
said he is now going to save $4 trillion. 

Well, the budget staff—I am ranking 
Republican on the Budget Committee— 
looked at what he said in the speech 
and noticed a couple of things. We no-
ticed the President had moved the 
budget period from 10 years to 12 years, 
and that made the numbers look a lot 
better compared to a 10-year savings 
plan. If we save a little each year and 
we go 12 years, it looks better than 10, 
when everybody was talking about 10. 
It is kind of a little gimmick, you see, 
to make the numbers look better. Then 
they incorrectly took credit for every 
dollar that was saved when the Repub-
licans in the House negotiated with the 
Senate on the CR and reduced spending 
about $75 billion a year below what the 
President had asked for. They took 
credit for that. That was about $800 bil-
lion of the savings. 

The net result is, it was not any dif-
ferent than the budget plan he had pro-
posed, except it took credit for the 
House reduction in spending. 

I have to say, the House Repub-
licans—PAUL RYAN—stood and faced 
the American people and revealed in 
advance the core of their plan. I at-
tended one press conference in which 
PAUL RYAN announced the budget he 
was moving forward with. He had a se-
ries of press briefings. He basically 
said: This is my plan and I am ready to 
hear any exceptions you have to it, I 
am prepared to answer your questions, 
and I am prepared to defend what it is 
we have done. It was an honest, direct, 
and responsible approach. 

The Ryan budget dealt with the long- 
term financial threats to America as 
well as the immediate. The numbers he 
proposed get us to the point where we 
can certainly say we are not on the 
same debt trajectory that put us in 
such great risk. I believe it is probably 
the most serious effort I have seen, in 
the 14 years I have been in the Senate, 
to address the significant fiscal chal-
lenges we face. 

We face not only a short-term prob-
lem, but we face a long-term, systemic 
problem. We have an aging popu-
lation—people drawing more Social Se-
curity for longer periods and Medicare 
for longer periods. We have other enti-
tlement programs. We have been spend-
ing extraordinarily. So all that has to 
be a part of our discussion about how 
to put this country on a sound path. 
Senator CONRAD, our Democratic chair-
man, has done a good job in calling 
good witnesses. Every expert who has 
testified before the Budget Committee 
has told us the truth about the grim 
circumstances we find ourselves in. 
They have told us: If you don’t act, we 
could have a debt crisis. They have told 
us the debt we have already accrued, 
and which continues to increase, is 
right now pulling down our economy; 
that our growth is not what it would be 
had we not incurred this much debt. 

It is uncontroversial that this much 
debt slows down the economy. When I 
asked Treasury Secretary Geithner, he 
agreed with the Rogoff-Reinhart study 
that says when debt reaches 90 percent 
of GDP it pulls down economic growth 
1 percent. Secretary Geithner said: 
Yes, that is an excellent study, and I 
would add one more thing. He said: 
When we get that much debt, we run 
the risk of having a debt crisis that 
could throw us back into some sort of 
recession or financial problem such as 
we have had. That was President 
Obama’s Secretary of the Treasury. We 
know we have a serious problem. We 
need to do something about it. 

The President submitted a budget 
that has basically been rejected. I can’t 
imagine the Senate would bring it for-
ward as the Senate Democratic budget. 
The House of Representatives, in ac-
cordance with the law and the time-
frames of the Budget Act, has produced 
a budget, showed it publicly before 
they voted on it, and has defended it 
since. We haven’t had one in the Sen-
ate. The Senate, by law, should have 
produced its budget and started its 
markup 6 weeks ago. The law says we 
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are supposed to have passed a budget 
by April 15—tax day. We haven’t even 
begun to mark it up. 

People are attempting, politically, to 
explain. The Democratic spinmasters 
are attempting to explain what it is all 
about. Why are we doing these things? 
Why hasn’t a real budget been pro-
duced? They say Republicans are di-
vided. They say: Oh, tea party people 
and Republicans are all divided. The 
Republican House has passed a budget. 
Where is the Democratic Senate? Who 
is divided? Why can’t they produce a 
document? Why do we have to have the 
Vice President and the President hav-
ing meetings and the President giving 
speeches? Why don’t we see a real 
budget that the American people can 
see in advance and be able to evaluate 
and Senators standing, as we are paid 
to do, and casting votes for or against 
it? That is what we need to be doing. 

I don’t agree with the fact that the 
President is leading. I wish I could say 
that. Maybe he will surprise us on 
Thursday with something. I hope so. 
But I don’t sense any leadership at all, 
because the budget he produced will 
not do the job. That is the only one we 
have in the Senate at this point. In-
deed, Mr. Erskine Bowles, the man the 
President chose to head his fiscal com-
mission, said the President’s budget 
came nowhere near doing what is nec-
essary. Actually, what he said was the 
President’s budget goes nowhere near 
where they will have to go to resolve 
our fiscal nightmare. 

I am wondering what is happening. 
The American people get it. They sent 
a message in the elections last Novem-
ber. They sent 64 new Members to the 
House of Representatives, and every 
single one of them promised to do 
something about reckless spending in 
Washington. 

What about this budget the President 
has submitted to us? It is the only one 
we have in the Senate. The Senate 
Democratic leadership hasn’t presented 
one. The President’s budget called for a 
10.5-percent increase in education, a 
9.5-percent increase in energy, a 10.5- 
percent in the State Department’s 
budget, and a 62-percent increase in the 
transportation budget. Well, we don’t 
have the money. Forty cents of every 
$1 we spend is borrowed. That cannot 
be continued. We are on an 
unsustainable path. The American peo-
ple know it. Every expert has told us. 
We know it. Where are our leaders in 
the Senate? 

Senator CONRAD, apparently, made a 
presentation of his budget, and the Re-
publicans have asked Senator CONRAD 
to present it to us 72 hours before the 
committee meets. He said he is not 
going to do that. He made a presen-
tation to the Democratic conference 
and, apparently, it didn’t go well. Sen-
ator CONRAD apparently proposed re-
ducing spending more than they liked 
to hear. The Democratic leader, Sen-
ator REID, was sort of critical, actu-
ally. He said it was a nice bunch of 
charts. Obviously, he wasn’t happy. 

When are we going to see a budget? 
Are we going to go another 700 days? 
Are we not going to have a budget this 
year? The way things should work is 
like this: The Senate should come for-
ward—the Democratic Senate, because 
they have the majority and we can pass 
a budget with a simple majority—and 
propose a budget that hopefully will 
get bipartisan support. If not, they 
stand and say what they believe in and 
how this budget reflects their vision 
for America. The House has done that. 
Then we go to conference committee. 
After it comes to the floor and is voted 
on, it goes to the conference com-
mittee and differences are worked out. 
Then it comes back and we have to 
vote on final passage of an agreed-upon 
budget. 

We have to have a budget. It is time 
for this country to begin to reverse the 
reckless trend we are on because we are 
placing our Nation at risk. Mr. Bowles 
and Senator Alan Simpson, when they 
testified before the Budget Committee, 
warned us we have to do something sig-
nificant. In the written statement they 
both signed, they said we are facing the 
most predictable economic crisis in our 
history. When asked when that could 
occur, Mr. Bowles said 2 years, maybe. 
Alan Simpson said: I think maybe 1. 
We are not talking about our grand-
children. I am talking about now. 

What I would just say is, I think it is 
time for us to go back to regular order. 
We have tried a lot of different ap-
proaches to confront this crisis we 
face. It seems to me our leadership in 
the Senate is desperately seeking to 
avoid having to do what is responsible; 
that is, to stand and produce a budget. 
If they aren’t prepared to stand before 
the American people and tell them how 
they think the country ought to be run 
and where the money ought to be spent 
and how much ought to be collected, 
then they are not leading, it seems to 
me. 

I am very disappointed in the Presi-
dent’s leadership. He has been roundly 
criticized because the only proposal he 
has sent to us is irresponsible. It in no 
way comes close, as Mr. Bowles said, to 
doing what is necessary to avoid our 
fiscal nightmare, and that is the path 
we are headed toward. It is not a mat-
ter of dispute. We will not reach 10, 15 
years down the road spending like we 
are because we will have a catastrophe 
before then. 

Alan Greenspan, the former head of 
the Federal Reserve, said he thought 
maybe some sort of compromise would 
be reached that would be good for the 
country. The only question, he said, 
was whether it would be before or after 
a debt crisis occurs. This was a few 
weeks ago that Alan Greenspan was 
saying this. 

It is a challenge for us and a chal-
lenge for the leadership in this Senate 
to come before the American people 
and produce their plan and seek sup-
port on the floor of the Senate. Let’s 
debate it. Let’s have amendments of-
fered. Let’s go to conference, and some-

how, some way hammer out a budget 
that will put this country on a better 
path. We have no other choice. It is the 
defining moment for this Congress. We 
have no higher duty than to confront 
the dangerous fiscal path we are on. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at 2:15 today 
the Senate proceed to executive session 
and begin consideration of Executive 
Calendar No. 61, the nomination of Ed-
ward Chen of California to be U.S. Dis-
trict Judge for the Northern District of 
California under the previous order. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, there 
will be 3 hours of debate on the Chen 
nomination beginning at 2:15 p.m. 
today. Senators can expect a rollcall 
vote on the Chen nomination at ap-
proximately 5:15 p.m. today. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Arkansas. 
f 

FLOODING AND FEMA 
Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I will 

speak in morning business for 10 min-
utes or less. Let me talk about a couple 
things this morning. First, I wish to 
talk about something my State has 
been going through since mid-March 
and has continued to the present day. 
We have been battered by tornadoes 
and high winds and now flooding. We 
see this in a photo that was taken a 
few days ago, late last week, of one of 
the areas in our State underwater. We 
have had many towns that have been 
evacuated, many counties have been 
declared disaster areas. In fact, the 
Corps of Engineers showed me a map 
on Friday when I met with them. They 
have a map that is a large overview 
that starts down near Dallas, TX, pret-
ty much through all the State of Ar-
kansas, then a little bit of Missouri 
and Tennessee and Illinois and even, I 
think, a little bit into Kentucky. 

The folks in those areas in that oval 
have received six times the normal 
rainfall. When we have six times the 
normal rainfall, this is what we get. 
This is a photo where we can see the 
water is in the house and up on the 
front porch. These folks are under-
water, similar to a lot of people in our 
State. 

I will say this. The Governor of our 
State is doing all any Governor can do. 
He is doing a great job. Even though we 
have Interstate 40 underwater right 
now in one area where the White River 
goes under Interstate 40, they are try-
ing very hard to get that open, maybe 
even today if the water will cooperate. 
We are seeing a lot of emergency re-
sponse in our State, seeing neighbor 
helping neighbor, churches are rolling 
out, we have seen folks doing every-
thing they can to make this work. 

Also, I thank the Corps of Engineers. 
It is easy for us to beat up on the Corps 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:46 May 11, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G10MY6.008 S10MYPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

G
8S

O
Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2822 May 10, 2011 
of Engineers sometimes, but the truth 
is probably 95 or more percent of the 
time they do things right. They do 
things the right way. If it weren’t for 
the Corps of Engineers, a lot of east Ar-
kansas would be underwater and maybe 
a lot more. The system they designed 
and built has worked. Even though this 
is a 100-year flood or even worse, it is 
working and it is saving billions of dol-
lars in damages and hardship. I thank 
the Corps and I also thank FEMA. 
FEMA has been on the ground in Ar-
kansas for 3 or 4 weeks now, probably, 
with different teams going around the 
State helping in different ways and 
they have been very helpful. 

I wish to go to my second topic, and 
I wish to emphasize what we are seeing 
happening in the State right now is not 
impacted by what I am about to talk 
about. But I think this FEMA adminis-
tration is still cleaning up some of the 
mess from the previous FEMA adminis-
tration. A few years ago, we had an-
other series of floods in our State. Now 
we are seeing FEMA trying to recoup 
that money against people in our 
State. Let me give a little background. 

Three years ago, in an area around 
Mountain View, AR, the White River 
flooded. FEMA came and they actually 
went to a woman’s house—I wish to 
talk about her and her husband. They 
went to this couple’s house. They are 
on Social Security. They retired. 
FEMA assured them they would be eli-
gible for assistance. FEMA took pic-
tures. They verified the damage. They 
gave them the paperwork—even kind of 
coaxed them through some of the pa-
perwork. They assured them repeatedly 
that they would qualify for some as-
sistance from FEMA. 

They did end up getting $27,000 for 
home repairs and that is exactly what 
they spent it for. They played by the 
rules. They filled out all the paper-
work. FEMA was physically on their 
premises. They got the check, plowed 
it right back into the house, exactly 
like they said they would, and it helped 
them stay in their house. 

Fast forward 3 years. We see FEMA 
writes them a letter, what I would call 
a demand letter, where they are re-
questing that they repay all this 
money, that they have 30 days to repay 
the balance of the debt they owe 
FEMA. This, of course, is a big shock 
to them because they were assured, re-
peatedly, that they had a legitimate 
claim. FEMA encouraged them to file 
this claim, they got the money, and 
they thought everything was great. 

What has happened is, this couple, 
similar to many others in our State, 
built their home down on the river. 
They knew it could possibly flood one 
day. When they built it, they bought 
flood insurance. After years of paying 
the flood insurance, it never flooded. 
But after years of paying the flood in-
surance, the flood insurance company 
said they would not cover flood insur-
ance anymore. They actually went to 
Lloyd’s of London and paid for that for 
a number of years. Eventually, Lloyd’s 

of London said: We are not doing flood 
insurance anymore. They desperately 
tried to find flood insurance and could 
never find it. 

FEMA has a rule that in order for 
anyone to get flood insurance through 
the National Flood Insurance Program, 
the county or the city has to pass an 
ordinance. That is necessary in order 
for them, the people in the community, 
to get flood insurance. FEMA knew 
this particular county, Stone County, 
had not passed this ordnance. Nonethe-
less, they assured this couple, repeat-
edly, they were entitled to this money. 
So in a very real sense, these people 
and many others in our State are twice 
the victim. They are the victim of the 
storm and the flood, but then they are 
a victim of their government because 
their own government has injured 
them by the way they have handled all 
this—giving out the money and then 
demanding recoupment for the money 3 
years after the fact, when they get the 
notice of debt. 

FEMA, by the way, did not just send 
it out to this one couple; they sent it 
out to 35 families around the State. 
Three years later, when they get this 
notice of debt, they have no means to 
pay it back. These folks are on Social 
Security. In fact, they would not have 
qualified for the payment had they had 
substantial resources. So one of the 
ironies is, what we are doing is we are 
telling the poorer people they need to 
pay FEMA back. The poorer folks owe 
FEMA the most money. That is the 
way the program works. 

I think if we had Director Fugate, 
who again I think is doing a good job 
running FEMA—if we had him here 
today, I don’t know exactly what he 
would say about the situation, but I 
think he would say the statute ties his 
hands, and he doesn’t have much flexi-
bility under the statute. Whether he 
agrees with the hardship of the situa-
tion or the equity of the situation, he 
doesn’t have a lot of leeway in trying 
to deal with this. I am offering a solu-
tion. I am offering it in the Homeland 
Security Committee this week. I hope 
Members of the Senate will look at my 
legislation. It is only four pages long. 
We are asking Congress to give FEMA 
some flexibility when it comes to the 
recoupment process and to allow leni-
ency for some individuals under certain 
circumstances. I think our couple in 
Arkansas fits those circumstances ex-
actly. Basically, they have played by 
the rules, they have done all they can 
do and they continue to play by the 
rules and do all they can do. 

I filed a bill that is going to be in the 
Homeland Security Committee this 
week. I would love to have my col-
leagues look at it and support it, if 
they see fit. It does three things. No. 1, 
it says FEMA may waive a debt owed 
to the United States in cases where 
funds were distributed purely by FEMA 
error, which is the case here, because 
FEMA knew this particular county had 
not passed this ordinance. FEMA knew 
no one in this county was entitled to 

any assistance under this particular 
provision of the disaster relief law be-
cause the county had not passed the or-
dinance. FEMA knew that for the en-
tire county. In fact, they have a list of 
every county—every ZIP Code in the 
country where people do not qualify. 
This woman of the couple from Arkan-
sas was very clear about her location 
as she went through this process. 

FEMA, whether they admit it—we 
can produce the documentation— 
FEMA was clearly in error in giving 
out this check, in assuring her she was 
entitled to it, and assisting her 
through this process. They were clearly 
in error. I think it is a case of the left 
hand not knowing what the right hand 
is doing. 

Again, I think this FEMA adminis-
tration has cleaned up this problem. 
My guess is we will not see this type of 
problem in the future, especially not 
out of this FEMA administration. 

The second thing it does is it says 
they have to waive a debt owed to the 
United States in cases where the ra-
tionale for recoupment was failure to 
participate in the National Flood In-
surance Program. Again, what this will 
do is acknowledge that FEMA made 
some mistakes 3 years ago. It is kind of 
competence 101 that they would know 
which counties and which residents 
would be entitled to this particular re-
lief, but somehow, some way, they 
dropped the ball. This would make it 
very clear, from 2005 to 2010—again, 
this is the limited duration of this bill, 
this is a relief bill to help a specific 
group of people—that because of 
FEMA’s mistake and because the folks 
here could not participate in the flood 
insurance program, no matter how 
much they wanted to—and this par-
ticular couple did want to participate 
in the FEMA flood insurance program, 
they could not do it—this would basi-
cally say we cannot now punish them 
and come back on them for that 
money. 

The third thing it does, it makes 
clear that Congress is not giving any 
waivers in cases of fraud or misrepre-
sentation or false claims or anything of 
that nature. This is purely for mis-
takes and errors made by the Federal 
Government when the Federal Govern-
ment is trying to come back in and re-
coup moneys they wrongly paid. 

Let me run through a couple other 
things, and I will be glad to yield the 
floor in just a few minutes. These com-
munities that have not passed this or-
dinance and, therefore, are not entitled 
to participate in the flood insurance 
program, they are called sanctioned 
communities. That is what FEMA calls 
them. They are called sanctioned com-
munities. There was a lawsuit a few 
years ago that basically challenged 
FEMA’s ability to do certain things. It 
is too long and involved to talk about, 
but the court found there are 168,000 
cases. Mostly these go back to the hur-
ricanes of Katrina, Rita, et cetera—the 
biggest bulk of them. Of the 168,000 
cases that FEMA has to revisit and 
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maybe recoup some money from peo-
ple, so far they have only done 5,000 of 
these cases. Out of the 5,000 cases they 
have reviewed, only 18 cases, 18 total 
out of 5,000—out of 5,500 cases—would 
be impacted by my bill. 

So we are talking a very small per-
centage. We are talking three-tenths of 
1 percent is what we are talking about 
here. This is a very tiny, very narrow 
exception. I am for recoupment as 
much as anybody. I think it is very im-
portant that the government do it 
right and do it right the first time. If 
there is some sort of fraud or some sort 
of misrepresentation, then the govern-
ment absolutely should go after that 
money and try to recoup as much of 
that as possible. 

What we are talking about here is in 
99.7 percent of the cases they can pur-
sue recoupment. But based on the num-
bers we have today, it is three-tenths 
of 1 percent of the time where the mis-
take is completely on FEMA’s side of 
the equation, and we would say no, as 
a matter of fairness and as a matter of 
equity, then they cannot seek 
recoupment in these cases. 

To me this is a matter of equity. This 
is a situation where this particular 
couple in Arkansas—and we have other 
couples, we have other families too—we 
know of a total of four in our State 
who fall into this category. So we only 
have four out of how ever many thou-
sands have received FEMA payments 
over the years. But nonetheless, this is 
a matter of equity because if you look 
at this couple I am talking about here 
in Arkansas near Mountain View, they 
basically would never have done this. 
They would have made other arrange-
ments 3 years ago. 

I do not know if they would have 
gone to the bank. I do not know if they 
would have gotten a second mortgage. 
I do not know if they would have sold 
the property and moved out. I do not 
know. They do not want to think about 
it. Because this FEMA check actually 
allowed them to stay in their house. 

Now they are coming back in a worse 
condition than they were before be-
cause FEMA says, you have 30 days to 
pay this back. The fact they have not 
paid it back yet and that they filed an 
appeal with FEMA to try to work this 
process to get some relief, which 
FEMA, apparently, very seldom if ever 
grants—the fact that they filed this pa-
perwork means that they have a little 
extension on the principle load. But it 
is very clear from the correspondence 
from FEMA that now interest is accru-
ing. So interest is accruing on these 
folks. 

Again, I think they are in a worse 
situation today than they would been 
had FEMA said no 3 years ago as they 
should have done. To me this is a mat-
ter of equity. I think if we were in a 
court, you might use the word estop-
pel. I think the Federal Government 
should be estopped in this situation 
from pursuing this money, because 
there was detrimental reliance on the 
part of the family. 

They did not ask for this. FEMA 
showed up at their house. FEMA took 
pictures. FEMA helped them fill out 
the paperwork. FEMA walked them 
through the process. They do exactly 
what they are supposed to do. They put 
it in the house. It saves their house and 
gives them the ability to stay there. 
And now 3 years later, they get a letter 
basically saying, notice of debt, you 
owe FEMA $27,000. Well, you can imag-
ine, this is devastating for a family on 
Social Security who has very few other 
means. Again, if they qualified for this 
in the first place, you know they are 
not high-income folks. And $27,000 at 
this stage of life for them is a lot of 
money. It is a mountain that is too tall 
to climb. 

What I would love for my colleagues 
to do is look at what we are going to 
offer in the committee. I hope you can 
support it. We will be glad to answer 
any questions if any of my colleagues 
want to talk about it today or in the 
hallways here in the Senate over the 
next couple of days as we are working 
through this. 

I certainly want to thank Senator 
LIEBERMAN for allowing us to put it on 
the markup. I think folks around here 
rightly are in a recoupment mode. 
They want to recoup money that has 
been wrongly paid out. And, again, I 
am for that 100 percent. In fact, we had 
a hearing in one of the Homeland Secu-
rity subcommittees the other day 
about recoupment. We have talked 
about this. This is very important that 
we stop the bleeding and the govern-
ment not pay out more money than 
they should. But in this particular 
case, I think the principle of equity 
and fairness is certainly on the side of 
these folks who again, as I said, are 
twice the victims. They were first vic-
timized by the storm, and second they 
are victimized by their own govern-
ment. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for 15 minutes. 

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

f 

NATIONAL ENERGY POLICIES 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, yes-

terday I introduced two bills on a sub-
ject of great importance—two different 
subjects—related to our national en-
ergy policy. The two bills were the Oil 
and Gas Facilitation Act of 2011. The 
second was the Outer Continental Shelf 
Reform Act of 2011. 

Both of these bills are based on bipar-
tisan, largely consensus work, that was 

done in the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources during the last Con-
gress. I should note that these impor-
tant issues are being addressed in sepa-
rate bills very consciously and for a 
reason. In the past we have crafted 
comprehensive energy bills that at-
tempted to address all of the energy 
policy issues of the day in a single 
piece of legislation. There are obvious 
advantages to that. But there are well- 
documented disadvantages as well. I 
wish to avoid those disadvantages this 
year in furtherance of completing our 
important work. 

There is no disagreement in the Sen-
ate about the need to have robust and 
responsible domestic production of oil 
and gas. At the same time, there is 
probably considerable disagreement 
about how best to address that issue. 
We need to begin work on that. How-
ever, ensuring the safety and viability 
of our operations on the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf is a separate matter which 
deserves attention on its own. The 
question of how we undertake oil and 
gas exploration and production on the 
Outer Continental Shelf appropriately, 
in my view, stands apart from the 
question of where we undertake those 
activities. 

I do not believe it would make sense 
to try to trade off safety or environ-
mental protections against the issue of 
access, for example. I believe the Con-
gress should set an appropriate level of 
safety and environmental compliance, 
regardless of where the oil and gas ex-
ploration and production is occurring. 

I will also observe that there was 
much greater consensus on the need to 
reform the rules governing Outer Con-
tinental Shelf production in the last 
Congress than on other issues such as 
those related to access to particular 
areas. So conflating these separate 
issues in the one bill is not likely to be 
the best path to success in enacting a 
bill into public law. Accordingly, we 
have introduced two bills. 

That is not to say we don’t have a re-
sponsibility to address both issues. We 
do. I believe they should be addressed 
on parallel tracks and not in combina-
tion. I hope to be able to move forward 
in the committee with consideration of 
both of these bills later this month. 

The first of the bills, the Oil and Gas 
Facilitation Act, is intended to en-
hance sufficient and appropriate do-
mestic production of oil and gas and to 
limit the dependence of the United 
States on foreign sources of oil. 

The last 2 years have been a time of 
real success in increasing our domestic 
production of both oil and gas and in 
reducing our reliance on imported oil. 
We are currently the third largest pro-
ducer of oil in the world. The percent-
age of the oil we use that is imported 
has declined from 60 percent in 2008 to 
about 51.5 percent in 2009 and to about 
49 percent in 2010. We want to be sure 
we continue this progress while pro-
tecting our other natural resources and 
our communities’ health and safety. 

This bill, the Oil and Gas Facilita-
tion Act, addresses production issues in 
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a variety of ways. It requires a com-
prehensive inventory of the oil and 
natural gas under the waters of the 
Outer Continental Shelf to inform deci-
sions about where leasing is likely to 
be most productive. To improve the ef-
ficiency of the permitting process for 
development on Federal lands and wa-
ters, permit coordination offices are re-
authorized, and a new coordination of-
fice is established for the Alaska re-
gion of the Outer Continental Shelf. 

Two provisions facilitate the trans-
portation of Alaska’s abundant oil and 
gas resources. The amount of Federal 
guarantee instruments is increased to 
support the construction of an Alaska 
natural gas pipeline and the Trans- 
Alaska oil pipeline system is exempted 
from certain requirements that unnec-
essarily slow the permitting process. 

Coproduction of geothermal energy 
by existing oil and gas leaseholders is 
encouraged by making leases available 
for that purpose on a noncompetitive 
basis. 

Finally, the bill will potentially con-
tribute millions to the Federal Treas-
ury by repealing the current law that 
requires the Secretary of the Interior 
to give relief from royalty payments to 
certain offshore oil and gas production. 
This bill would allow the Secretary to 
provide such relief in appropriate cir-
cumstances, but it would not require 
such relief. This avoids inappropriate 
giveaways of taxpayer-owned oil and 
gas resources to industry when it is un-
necessary for us to maintain robust do-
mestic production. 

These provisions are drawn almost 
verbatim from S. 1462 which was re-
ported by our committee on a bipar-
tisan basis in the last Congress. The 
one significant change is that certain 
funding for the offshore oil and gas in-
ventory provided by S. 1462 is redi-
rected by the committee in subsequent 
legislation to be used for research on 
safety issues related to offshore oil and 
gas drilling. To avoid spending the 
same money twice, we have eliminated 
that funding here so it could be in-
cluded in offshore safety legislation. At 
the same time, the bill retains the au-
thorization of significant appropria-
tions to be used for this oil and gas in-
ventory. 

The Outer Continental Shelf Reform 
Act is the other bill I am introducing. 
It is a verbatim reproduction of S. 3516 
which was reported unanimously by 
our Energy Committee in the last Con-
gress. Because of the widespread sup-
port for this bill, I have reintroduced it 
exactly as reported, since I believe it is 
a good place to begin our work this 
year. It will need a bit of updating as 
we move forward. A few of the provi-
sions have largely been overtaken by 
events and we have learned from the 
President’s Oil Spill Commission and 
others about some refinements we 
should make in this legislation. 

I have been having discussions with 
Senator MURKOWSKI and others who 
supported last year’s bill and I will 
continue those discussions as we move 

forward. I hope we will have the same 
strong bipartisan support for these ef-
forts as we did last year when we re-
ported this bill during the midst of the 
worst oilspill in our Nation’s history. 
Our commitment to responsible oper-
ations in the gulf and protection of our 
citizens and communities should be 
well understood by all. 

This bill is intended to respect those 
who lost their lives in the Deepwater 
Horizon accident and respect the peo-
ple of the gulf who have suffered seri-
ous economic and emotional harm by 
doing what we can to create a better 
future for them. It is the particular re-
sponsibility of the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources to look at 
the future of the regulatory agency and 
the industry it regulates. As I said last 
year when we introduced this bill, our 
goal must be, of course, to prevent fu-
ture disasters, but we can and must do 
more than that. Congress should create 
organizational resources and a set of 
requirements that will have safety and 
environmental protection and innova-
tion at their core. We should require 
that both industry and agency employ-
ees have the expertise, the experience, 
and the commitment to quality that is 
necessary to handle the complex issues 
involved, and we should set principles 
in place to create a culture of excel-
lence for the regulatory agency and for 
the industry that will be a model for 
the entire world. 

Thus, this bill reforms the structure 
of the offices of the Department of the 
Interior dealing with offshore oil and 
gas leasing and development to avoid 
organizational conflicts of interest. It 
clarifies the breadth of the Depart-
ment’s responsibilities in managing 
the resources of the Outer Continental 
Shelf. 

It increases the safety requirements 
for exploration and well drilling and 
production. It mandates use of best 
available technology, an evidentiary 
safety case, and a risk management 
system that identifies and addresses 
hazards in advance and manages for 
change. It provides for third-party re-
view by qualified parties outside the 
agency of key equipment and well de-
sign. 

It addresses the essential need for the 
Department of the Interior to have in- 
house research capacity on both the 
safety and the marine environment 
issues necessary for the exercise of its 
regulatory authority. Research depart-
ments in these areas will no longer be 
optional, but are required, and funding 
is redirected from other areas of re-
search to ensure this will happen. 

In order to ensure that the rules are 
enforced, the bill requires the collec-
tion of fees from industry to fully fund 
the necessary teams of inspectors. It 
provides for independent investigations 
of accidents and the sharing of data so 
that all can learn from mistakes. It 
also provides the Department of the In-
terior with adequate time to carry out 
necessary reviews and it makes the 
input of other Federal agencies occur 

in a transparent way. And it increases 
the civil and criminal penalties appli-
cable to violations of the law and regu-
lations. 

I believe these policies and resources 
can set us on a new and constructive 
path toward managing the incredible 
natural resources we have on the Outer 
Continental Shelf. We must commit 
ourselves to the goal of excellence in 
this important endeavor. The fact that 
oil is no longer gushing into the Gulf of 
Mexico in no way diminishes the im-
portance of this work. 

Both of these bills address issues of 
great national importance. We will 
shortly be scheduling the necessary 
hearings and preparing these bills for 
committee consideration. If at all pos-
sible, we will do so before the Memorial 
Day recess. I look forward to working 
with my colleagues on the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee and in 
the rest of the Senate on a bipartisan 
basis as we have in the past to address 
the vital issues presented by both of 
these bills. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:36 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. WEBB). 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF EDWARD MILTON 
CHEN TO BE U.S. DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DIS-
TRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nomination, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Edward Milton Chen, of Cali-
fornia, to be United States District 
Judge for the Northern District of Cali-
fornia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be 3 
hours of debate equally divided in the 
usual form. 

The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. We are on the nomi-

nation; is that right? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak in opposition to Mag-
istrate Judge Chen, the President’s 
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nominee for the Northern District of 
California. Before I address Judge 
Chen’s nomination, I wish to say a few 
words about our progress on judicial 
nominations. 

At the beginning of this Congress, I 
told the chairman that I would work 
with him to process consensus nomi-
nees at a fair and reasonable pace. 
Thus far this Congress, I have worked 
very hard and in good faith to do just 
what I promised. We have confirmed 
consensus nominees with a particular 
focus on nominees in so-called judicial 
emergencies. I made that commitment 
to the chairman, and I have kept it. 

The Senate has been in session for 
only 46 days this Congress. In that 
short period, we have confirmed 20 
judges. We confirmed three judges last 
week. In fact, thus far we have taken 
positive action on 43 of 71 nominees 
who have been submitted to this Con-
gress by the President—20 have been 
confirmed, 13 have been reported out of 
committee, and 10 have had hearings in 
the committee. All totaled, we have 
taken positive action, then, on 61 per-
cent of the judicial nominees sub-
mitted by the President during this 
Congress. 

Despite my good-faith efforts, my 
colleagues from the other side continue 
to accuse us of not moving quickly 
enough. And, I might add, the White 
House Counsel continues to state pub-
licly that we are not moving fast 
enough. Recently, the President’s top 
lawyers spoke to a group of ABA mem-
bers and asked them to ‘‘bring home 
the impact or the effects of gridlock.’’ 
The President’s lawyer neglected to 
tell the American Bar Association that 
the problem begins at the White House. 
In other words, the Senate cannot act 
on nominees for judicial appointments 
if the President has not processed them 
and sent them to the Senate. The 
President has failed to send to the Sen-
ate a nomination for 50 percent of the 
current judicial nominees. Yet we have 
his White House Counsel telling the 
American Bar Association: Get on top 
of the Senate and tell them to get their 
job done, when we have processed 61 
percent of the ones who are up here and 
done it in the 46 days we have been in 
session. Somehow they expect us to 
process nominees who have not been 
submitted to the Congress. That is not 
possible. This statistic certainly does 
not indicate a sense of urgency on the 
part of the White House—in other 
words, the fact that the Senate has not 
even received 50 percent of the nomi-
nees for those vacancies. 

Notwithstanding my efforts to work 
together, the majority insists on tak-
ing detours and throwing up road-
blocks to this cooperative effort. For 
example, last week, after moving for-
ward with two district court judges, 
the majority leader filed cloture on one 
of President Obama’s most controver-
sial nominees, Mr. Jack McConnell. 
This week, the majority leader has 
turned to two more of the President’s 
controversial nominees. Last night, we 

defeated a cloture motion for Mr. Cole, 
the President’s nominee for Deputy At-
torney General, and today we turn to 
Judge Chen. Of course there are non-
controversial nominees the Senate 
could turn to. We could confirm addi-
tional district judges as we have been 
doing. But rather than continuing to 
move forward with the consensus nomi-
nees, the other side has chosen to turn 
to the President’s most controversial 
nominees. 

I must say this makes it extremely 
difficult to continue to work in a good- 
faith effort to move forward on non-
controversial nominees. From our per-
spective, it appears that the more we 
try to work with the majority, the 
more we are accused of not moving fast 
enough. The test, I guess, is in the pud-
ding and the general counsel for the 
White House telling the American Bar 
Association lawyers to get on the Sen-
ate to get more nominees confirmed. 
The more we try to move consensus 
nominees, the more the other side in-
sists on moving the President’s most 
objectionable nominees. 

Judge Chen is not a consensus nomi-
nee. His nomination was considered 
during the last Congress and was voted 
out of committee on a party-line vote. 
The nomination was returned to the 
President on more than one occasion. 
Despite our repeated and consistent op-
position, the nomination was resub-
mitted this year. Again it was reported 
out on a 10-to-8 party-line vote. Yet, 
despite the unanimous Republican op-
position to the nominee, we have 
agreed to a short time agreement rath-
er than engage in extended debate on 
this nomination. 

With that, I have some remarks re-
garding Judge Chen’s nomination. At 
the outset, let me emphasize the basis 
of my opposition. It is based on Mr. 
Chen’s judicial philosophy, on his own 
statements, and on his record. It is ab-
solutely critical that our judges re-
main impartial. That is the independ-
ence of the judiciary. That is why it is 
independent. Their job is to interpret 
law, not to make law. Our system de-
pends upon this independence and im-
partiality. For that reason, when 
judges put on a robe for the first time, 
they take a solemn oath that they will 
remain impartial. They swear that 
they will administer justice ‘‘without 
respect to persons and do equal right to 
the poor and to the rich.’’ That is why 
we want to make sure judges we con-
firm will set aside their personal opin-
ions. We do not want their personal 
views to influence how they do their 
job. They are supposed to decide cases 
based on facts and on law and nothing 
else. 

Unfortunately, there are some who 
believe that this notion of impartiality 
is somehow just plain old-fashioned 
and outdated. They believe judges 
should not be limited to the facts and 
the law. Instead, they believe judges 
should look at the litigants them-
selves. The President seems to take 
this view. This is the heart of the so- 

called empathy standard. The problem, 
of course, is that empathy for one liti-
gant is a bias against the other. But 
Mr. Chen appears ready and willing to 
adopt and to apply the so-called empa-
thy standard. He appears to be a mem-
ber of the camp who believes that being 
completely impartial is just an old- 
fashioned view of judging. 

In 2003, as a sitting Federal mag-
istrate judge, he wrote an article that 
summed up his view, and I want to 
quote it. It is fairly long. 

Judges have to make determinations that 
draw not so much upon legal acumen, but on 
an understanding of people and of human ex-
periences. Such experiences inform assump-
tions that affect legal decisions. . . . Simply 
put, a judge’s life experiences affect the will-
ingness to credit testimony or understand 
the human impact of legal rules upon which 
the judge must decide. These determinations 
require a judge to draw upon something that 
is not found in case reports that line the 
walls of our chambers. Rather, judges draw 
upon the breadth and the depth of their own 
life experience, upon the knowledge and un-
derstanding of people, and of human nature. 

I am sure John Marshall would turn 
over in his grave if he heard that about 
modern 20th-century and 21st-century 
judges. 

The problem with this approach is 
that it is the exact opposite of what 
judges are supposed to be. Judges are 
supposed to determine the facts and 
apply the law. That is what their oath 
demands, and that is what judges must 
do for our judicial system to remain 
independent and impartial. 

In addition to allowing empathy to 
affect his decisionmaking, Judge Chen 
appears willing to inject his personal 
views into judging. Both his writing 
and public comments while as a mag-
istrate judge suggest that Judge Chen 
believes judges should interpret the 
law according to their personal under-
standings and preferences. This is a 
classic definition of judicial activism. 

For example, in discussing his work 
as a magistrate judge, he stated in a 
speech in 2007 before the American 
Constitution Society that he finds 
‘‘most rewarding . . . contributing to 
the development of the law via pub-
lished opinion, especially if it comports 
with my view of justice.’’ Again, the 
problem here is that a judge’s view of 
justice is very irrelevant. Judges are 
not policymakers. That is what we are 
in the Congress of the United States. 
Judges are called on to decide the facts 
and to apply the law. Their own view of 
justice is simply not relevant. 

Given that Judge Chen believes a 
judge’s personal views and experiences 
impact their decisions, it becomes im-
portant for us to understand his views 
and how they were shaped. Prior to be-
coming a magistrate judge, Judge Chen 
worked as a staff attorney at the ACLU 
for over 15 years. He was a advocate for 
the ACLU. He took very liberal posi-
tions on a variety of issues. I would 
like to name just a few. He opposed pri-
vate drug testing, he opposed antigang 
injunctions, he defended affirmative 
action, he harshly criticized English- 
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only measures, and he argued that Ala-
bama should be forced to give driving 
tests in languages other than English. 

Those who have defended Judge 
Chen’s nomination have argued that we 
should not consider his work for the 
ACLU. As I said, we have confirmed 
other nominees with strongly held per-
sonal views. But when a nominee says 
that personal views and experiences 
should and will influence how they ap-
proach cases, it becomes difficult to 
overlook their work on behalf of an or-
ganization such as the ACLU. 

Judge Chen’s advocacy on behalf of 
the ACLU is not disqualifying in and of 
itself. But it is hard to imagine why 
Judge Chen would devote so much of 
his professional career to the ACLU 
causes if he did not believe in them 
deeply. More importantly, given that 
in Judge Chen’s view, personal views 
and personal experiences should influ-
ence how a judge decides cases, we have 
no choice but to examine Judge Chen’s 
personal views and experiences, includ-
ing his work at that organization. 

For these reasons and others, I op-
pose this nomination. If Judge Chen is 
confirmed today, I sincerely hope he 
will prove me wrong. I sincerely hope 
he will set aside his personal views and 
make decisions based solely on the 
facts and on the law. But based on the 
record before this Senator, I fear he 
will not be able to do so. Therefore, I 
will vote no on his confirmation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
TENNESSEE FLOODING 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, on 
Friday, I visited Memphis to see the 
flooding along the Mississippi River 
myself, to meet with volunteers who 
were helping, and to see the tremen-
dously well coordinated efforts of 
emergency workers who are meeting 
and working every day, long into the 
evenings, and have been doing so for 
the last few weeks and will continue to 
do so for the next several weeks. 

I want to make sure that as the Fed-
eral Government’s role for helping ar-
rives, we are doing everything we 
should be doing. It is quite a sight in 
Memphis. The Mississippi River today 
is 14 feet above flood stage. It is at a 
level that nearly equals the level in 
1937. The river is normally a half mile 
wide. Today it is 3 miles wide. A great 
many people in Tennessee and Arkan-
sas have been evacuated because their 
homes are flooded with water. 

As we saw a year ago in the Ten-
nessee floods, which stretched from 
Nashville to Memphis, and as I saw last 
Monday in Hamilton County near 
Chattanooga, Tennesseans know how 
to respond to this kind of tragedy. 
They are doing it again by helping one 
another and helping to clean up rather 
than complaining and looting. It is an 
impressive sight. Bob Nations, who is 
the director of the Shelby County 
Emergency Management Agency, pre-
sides over daily meetings of maybe 50 
or 60 people from a variety of volunteer 

and governmental organizations, who 
are carefully coordinated to deal with 
everything from watching the levees, 
to looking for sand boils, to helping 
people evacuate, to dealing with utili-
ties that may be threatened by flood-
ing. He is doing a tremendous job. 

COL Vernie Reichling, commander of 
the Memphis District Corps of Engi-
neers, was there on Friday. He has had 
a tough couple of weeks. He was the 
one who had to blow up a levee in Mis-
souri which hurt families in that area 
but saved towns, whole towns that are 
down river along the Mississippi River 
from irreparable damage, in northwest 
Tennessee and also in Missouri. He was 
there providing us with the latest in-
formation. Overall the Corps’ work has 
been exemplary. So far none of the lev-
ees around Memphis has been breached, 
and it appears none will be breached, 
despite the high water. 

The National Weather Service, both 
State and local officials have been an 
important part of the efforts. The Uni-
versity of Memphis has contributed 
daily maps that will predict where the 
water will go, which have proved to be 
fairly accurate, which is enormously 
helpful to volunteers and others as 
they find a way to help people evacuate 
when they need to be evacuated, or be-
fore they need to be evacuated. 

I visited with volunteers who were 
filling sandbags near the Pyramid. 
These included off-duty military per-
sonnel from the Navy base nearby. 
These included people from land that is 
going to stay dry in other parts of 
Shelby County. They knew someone 
needed to help. I traveled to Mud Is-
land where the flood waters were con-
tinuing to rise. Officials predict as 
many as 3,000 properties and 6 schools 
may be affected by the flooding. One of 
the most impressive stories is that of 
Hope Presbyterian Church and its pas-
tor, Dr. Craig Strickland. The church 
has organized up to 13 shelters, each of 
which could hold 150 to 200 individuals. 
Two of them were filled when I was 
there on Friday. More of them are fill-
ing up. All of this is being done with-
out any cost to the government, with-
out any cost to the individuals who are 
being sheltered there. It is all being 
provided by the churches and syna-
gogues of Memphis. Reverend Strick-
land and Hope Presbyterian Church de-
serve enormous credit for the role they 
are playing, along with others, in Shel-
by County. 

The Federal Government, through 
the efforts of the Corps, is leading the 
fight. This is the largest flood in the 
history of the Mississippi River and 
Tributaries project. The Mississippi is 
the third largest watershed. The prob-
lem is it received 600 percent more 
rainfall than it normally does in a span 
of 2 weeks. The Corps says it came in 
all the wrong places. Over 4 million 
people are protected by the comprehen-
sive Mississippi River and Tributaries 
Project. It is being tested in ways that 
it never has before. But the system so 
far is performing as designed. The 

Corps has made some tough choices 
that I talked about earlier. It is going 
to continue to need to make tough 
choices as the water moves south. 

The Memphis District has been fight-
ing the flood since the 24th day of 
April, relying on 500 people working 24 
hours a day around the clock. The Fed-
eral Government, through FEMA, the 
Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy, is also helping State and local offi-
cials evacuate those in harm’s way in 
advance of the floodwaters. 

Governor Haslam of Tennessee re-
quested, and our entire delegation has 
supported, our State’s request for 
emergency evacuation assistance to 
help move residents in Dyer, Lake, 
Shelby, and Stewart Counties to higher 
ground. 

The President responded quickly, and 
we thank him for that. Over the week-
end, the congressional delegation also 
supported Governor Haslam’s request 
for Federal assistance to help victims 
in 15 counties recover from the flood 
and severe storms that began impact-
ing our State on April 19. 

Actually this is a different sort of re-
quest. The first was evacuations; this 
is to help those recover. The record 
rainfall and flooding has only added to 
the devastation caused by the storms. 
Last night I learned the President has 
approved Tennessee’s request to make 
individual and public assistance avail-
able to families in the hardest hit 
areas. 

I would say to the Tennesseans who 
are affected by this, now that the 
President has approved opportunities 
for individual assistance, I hope they 
will take advantage of this. There is a 
telephone number to call. It is 1–800– 
621–FEMA. That is 1–800–621–3362. Un-
fortunately, we have had some experi-
ence with this telephone number in 
Tennessee in the last year. The floods 
that came exactly a year ago, which 
hit counties from Nashville to Mem-
phis, produced enormous devastation, 
$2 billion alone in Davidson County. 
What we found with FEMA, once the 
President had granted the assistance, 
that Tennesseans who called that tele-
phone number got a quick response, 
usually had an inspector there within a 
few days, and in most cases where 
there was damage, received a check of 
up to $30,000 within a few days. We hope 
that happens again, although we under-
stand there is terrible devastation in 
hundreds of counties right now around 
the country, especially in Alabama and 
the eastern part of Tennessee. But I 
want to make sure that residents and 
neighbors in Tennessee know that the 
FEMA number, 1–800–621–FEMA, is 
available now to be called. 

The first thing they will do is ask for 
your ZIP code. After that, they will 
have a chance to provide help. The 
most important thing that Ten-
nesseans can do in preparation for that 
is to document the loss. 

This flood will impact our State for 
weeks. The river only crested last 
night, the second highest flood stage 
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ever recorded. It will take days for the 
waters to recede. Only then will we 
know the true extent of the damage. 
The volunteers and the emergency 
crews and the church shelters will be 
open for a long time after today. 

I am proud of the Tennesseans who 
are responding, from the Corps of Engi-
neers’ personnel, to the Hope Pres-
byterian Church shelters, to the profes-
sionals with Mr. Nations. It is an admi-
rable sight. 

Senator CORKER and I and our entire 
delegation are working together to 
make sure that we do all we can to ex-
pedite Federal help in response to this 
historic disaster that has occurred in 
the western part of our State. 

I ask unanimous consent that two 
letters I am passing to the desk be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
immediately following my remarks. 
They are the two letters our delegation 
has sent to the President making a re-
quest for a declaration for disaster as-
sistance. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, May 7, 2011. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On behalf of the 
State of Tennessee, we urge you to approve 
Governor Bill Haslam’s request to declare a 
major disaster due to severe storms, 
straight-line winds, tornadoes, flash flooding 
and river flooding that began on April 19, 
2011. 

Residents all across our State are faced 
with devastation from multiple disasters, 
and Governor Haslam has determined that 
this incident has caused so much damage 
that federal assistance is necessary. Flood-
ing along the Mississippi River has com-
pounded the impact of the storms that swept 
across the Southeast, and will continue to 
impact our State for weeks. Thousands of 
our constituents are now dealing with the 
challenge of rebuilding their homes, while 
many in West Tennessee are still under the 
threat of catastrophic flooding. 

The Governor’s request specifically seeks 
Public Assistance for all categories, under 
the provisions of Section 401 of the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act, for Benton, Carroll, Crockett, 
Dyer, Gibson, Henderson, Henry, Houston, 
Lake, Lauderdale, Madison, Montgomery, 
Obion, Shelby and Stewart Counties, as well 
as state-wide assistance through the Hazard 
Mitigation Grant program. This assistance is 
critical to help local governments begin de-
bris removal and start putting their commu-
nities back together. 

In addition, the State is seeking Individual 
Assistance for Dyer, Lake, Obion, Shelby and 
Stewart Counties, making residents of these 
counties eligible for the Individuals and 
Households Program, Disaster Unemploy-
ment Assistance, Crisis Counseling, the Sup-
plemental Nutrition Assistance Program, 
Disaster Legal Services and Small Business 
Administration disaster loans. Without this 
federal assistance, many families will simply 
not be able to recover. 

Officials with the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency have been working with 
State and local officials since the beginning 
of this incident, and we are grateful for their 
efforts to respond to Tennessee’s needs. We 
ask that you consider our State’s request as 

soon as possible, and our offices can provide 
you with any additional information should 
you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
Lamar Alexander, U.S. Senator; Bob 

Corker, U.S. Senator; Steve Cohen, 
Congressman; Marsha Blackburn, Con-
gresswoman; Jim Cooper, Congress-
man; Chuck Fleischmann, Congress-
man; Phil Roe, Congressman; Stephen 
L. Fincher, Congressman; Diane Black, 
Congresswoman; Scott DesJarlais, Con-
gressman; John J. Duncan, Jr., Con-
gressman. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, May 3, 2011. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On behalf of the 
State of Tennessee, we urge you to approve 
Governor Bill Haslam’s request for emer-
gency funding to help state and local au-
thorities in Dyer, Lake, Shelby and Stewart 
counties to begin evacuation preparedness 
activities in advance of the flooding along 
the Mississippi, Tennessee, and Cumberland 
Rivers. 

The flooding along the Mississippi River 
and its tributaries is historic. Heavy rainfall 
across the region has also caused major 
flooding along the Tennessee and Cum-
berland Rivers, In Tiptonville, which has 
been under a voluntary evacuation order 
since last week, the Mississippi River is fore-
cast to reach the highest flood stage ever re-
corded. In the City of Memphis, the fore-
casted crest has been increased to 48 feet, 
and residents are being told to prepare for 
the worst. Those living along the Cum-
berland River in Stewart County, many of 
whom are still recovering from last year’s 
floods, are also beginning to evacuate. 

Governor Bill Haslam and the Tennessee 
Emergency Management Agency are work-
ing in cooperation with local officials to 
meet the needs of our citizens, but they need 
federal help. The requested funds are critical 
to support our state’s evacuation efforts, 
which may be extensive, and we cannot af-
ford to delay. 

In light of the need to begin evacuations 
quickly, we urge you to consider our State’s 
request as soon as possible, and we will pro-
vide you with any additional information 
about our State’s needs should you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 
Lamar Alexander, U.S. Senator; Bob 

Corker, U.S. Senator; Steve Cohen, 
Congressman; Marsha Blackburn, Con-
gresswoman; Jim Cooper, Congress-
man; Chuck Fleischmann, Congress-
man; Phil Roe, Congressman; Stephen 
L. Fincher, Congressman; Diane Black, 
Congresswoman; Scott DesJarlais, Con-
gressman; John J. Duncan, Jr., 
Congressman. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, it is my 
honor to be here to support the nomi-
nation of Judge Edward Chen to the 
Northern District of California. I con-
gratulate Judge Chen and I congratu-

late his family on this momentous day 
that is long overdue. I wish to thank 
Senator FEINSTEIN for her hard work 
and her leadership in support of Judge 
Chen’s nomination. 

I think the way we do our judge rec-
ommendations in California is exem-
plary. What we do is, we each have a 
committee that advises us, and they 
come up with the names of a few people 
who they think are the top choices. 
Then, each of us makes that rec-
ommendation to the President. Judge 
Chen was her nominee. 

Judge Chen has had a distinguished 
career. He enjoys broad support and re-
spect in California’s legal community. 
When I heard the remarks of my col-
league from Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY, 
it broke my heart because it doesn’t 
sound to me as though he knows Judge 
Chen. He seems to be criticizing some-
one else—someone who sets aside the 
law. That is not Judge Chen. Judge 
Chen will make an outstanding addi-
tion to the Federal bench. 

Since 2001, Judge Chen has served as 
a magistrate judge in the Northern 
District of California, where he has 
issued over 350 published legal opin-
ions. Before coming to the bench, 
Judge Chen was a respected civil rights 
lawyer and part of the trial team that 
successfully overturned the wartime 
conviction of Fred Korematsu. He 
made history when he became the first 
Asian-American magistrate judge to 
serve in the Northern District. Today, 
Judge Chen takes another history- 
making step if he is confirmed—and I 
surely hope he will be—because when 
he is confirmed, he will be only the sec-
ond Asian American in the 150-year 
history of the Northern District to be 
confirmed as a judge. 

In our great Nation, we are a melting 
pot. I don’t believe we can have the 
kind of justice our Founders envisioned 
unless we have juries of our peers and 
we have judges who also represent the 
broad quilt that is America. I think 
this is something to talk about, not to 
ignore. 

While I am proud we are finally going 
to vote on the confirmation of Judge 
Chen, I have to again express frustra-
tion that it took so long to reach this 
point. Judge Chen was nominated over 
21 months ago. I ask everyone to think 
about this—the family, everybody 
waiting for this moment, years and 
years on the bench with an outstanding 
record. I remember attending Judge 
Chen’s confirmation hearing in Sep-
tember 2009. He was nominated for a ju-
dicial emergency seat, one that has 
been vacant since April 2008. That is a 
judicial emergency. We don’t have 
enough judges. So one would think we 
would move quickly on this. Following 
his hearing, his nomination was held 
up by an unprecedented campaign of 
obstruction, unfortunately, by my 
friends in the Republican Party. They 
refused to allow an up-or-down vote, 
and they forced the White House to re-
nominate Judge Chen, not once, not 
twice, not three times but four times— 
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four times. I tell my colleagues, I have 
read their objections, and they boil 
down to this: They object because once 
he worked as a staff attorney for the 
ACLU handling civil rights cases. 

This is a man who received the high-
est rating from the American Bar Asso-
ciation. They gave him the ‘‘well quali-
fied’’ rating. So I have to ask my col-
leagues why they would object to 
someone who did a good job defending 
the Constitution. By the way, I don’t 
agree with the ACLU all the time, be-
lieve me. I am surprised at this objec-
tion. For example, the ACLU and the 
tea party in my State right now—in 
northern California—are working to-
gether to oppose free speech restric-
tions in front of the Redding Library. 
In fact, the ACLU and the tea party 
filed parallel lawsuits to strike down 
the restrictions. 

So my friends on the other side who 
give the tea party a tremendous 
amount of support, I am a little sur-
prised they would go after the ACLU, 
which is partnering with the tea party 
in defending the Constitution. It is 
hard for me to believe that because Ed 
Chen was once a staff attorney for the 
ACLU, he would come under this kind 
of fire. 

They never objected to anything 
from his 9 years as a magistrate judge, 
not one complaint about any of the 
opinions he has written. Judge Chen’s 
record as a fair and impartial judge 
since 2001 demonstrates clearly that he 
understands the difference between 
being an advocate and being a judge. 

So I don’t think we should say any-
one who was ever the staff attorney for 
this organization or that organization 
is barred from getting promoted. That 
is a sad thing. I don’t think people 
should be voted down or voted against 
because they stand for equal rights and 
civil rights. If anything, we ought to 
say: That is great, because we all want 
our civil rights protected. We all want 
our rights that are guaranteed to us in 
the Constitution protected. 

Judge Roberts, the Chief Justice, has 
called on Senators to stop playing poli-
tics with judicial nominees. I have to 
say, to me, this sounds like politics. 
You don’t like an organization, so then 
you say someone who has been a judge 
for 9 years—you have no complaints 
about him—go back 10 years and now 
say because you don’t like that organi-
zation, they can’t be promoted. 

Chief Justice Roberts has warned 
that delays in filling vacancies has cre-
ated acute difficulties in some judicial 
districts. That is a quote. Let me read 
it. The delays in filling vacancies ‘‘has 
created acute difficulties in some judi-
cial districts.’’ Certainly, we know in 
this district we have been in an emer-
gency situation. 

It is time to get Judge Chen seated so 
he can continue serving the people of 
northern California as a district court 
judge. I commend Judge Chen for his 
strength and his perseverance over the 
past 21 months. This has not been an 
easy process. I commend his family for 

standing by him. I again commend Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN for fighting for him, 
and I commend everybody here who 
was able to somehow hammer out an 
agreement to have an up-or-down vote 
on this very talented man. 

I close with great hopes that we are 
going to get this nominee confirmed. In 
advance of that—and I hope I am right 
in doing this—I wish to congratulate 
Judge Chen and his family. 

I urge my colleagues to cast their 
votes to confirm this highly qualified 
and respected nominee to the Northern 
District and make history in doing so 
and be proud in doing so and know that 
when we put qualified people on the 
court who bring a different background 
to the court, we are doing something 
very positive for America. That is what 
America is. I am a first-generation 
American on my mother’s side, and I 
can tell my colleagues what I learned 
from her: that we should kiss the 
ground in this country. As I grew up, I 
realized that one of the great things 
about our country is we are such an ex-
periment in democracy. People from 
every background, every religion, dif-
ferences, but we believe in one thing; 
that is, protection of our rights and the 
belief in freedoms we get from this Na-
tion and we vow to protect those free-
doms. Part of protecting those free-
doms is putting people on the bench 
who understand that. As Benjamin 
Franklin once said: You have a Repub-
lic if you can keep it. The way to keep 
it is not to bar people from getting 
these up-or-down votes. Put good peo-
ple on this bench. You can vote no. You 
can vote yes. Yes, there are times when 
we say we want a supermajority, but 
for Ed Chen, I can tell my colleagues 
right now, this isn’t one of those times. 
I look forward to his positive vote. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time that is unused dur-
ing the quorum calls be charged to 
both sides. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to speak for 10 minutes 
as in morning business. 

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

EGYPT’S POLITICAL FUTURE 
Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, more than 2 

months ago, a popular uprising in 
Egypt swept President Hosni Mubarak 
from power after 30 years in office. The 
Egyptian military is now charged with 
reforming that country’s political sys-
tem in preparation for parliamentary 
and Presidential elections. 

History teaches us this sort of transi-
tion happens in three phases, not two. 

First, the dictator falls. Next follows a 
weak interim government. Only then 
does a final permanent government 
enter the scene. 

We remember the French Revolution 
with the fall of Louis XVI, then the 
hopefulness of the French First Repub-
lic, and then finally the rise of Napo-
leon. 

We remember the October Revolu-
tion—first the fall of the czar, then the 
hopefulness of the interim Kerensky 
government, and finally the rise of the 
Soviet Union. Most recently we re-
member Iran—first the fall of the shah, 
then the hopefulness of the interim 
Bakhtiar government, and finally the 
rise of Khomeini. 

Today we are watching this sequence 
play out in Egypt. First Mubarak fell, 
then came the jubilation of Tahrir 
Square and the hopefulness of an in-
terim military government, and now 
we are left to wonder what act 3 will 
bring. 

Will Egypt remain a strong U.S. ally 
in the region; will it uphold the Camp 
David peace treaty with Israel; will it 
commit to the rule of law and human 
rights at home; or will Egypt fall into 
the hands of the radical Muslim Broth-
erhood; will it drift toward Iran and 
embrace the enemies of Israel? 

Unfortunately, recent developments 
indicate Egypt is moving in the wrong 
direction. The Muslim Brotherhood is 
gaining additional influence and may 
soon gain significant legislative power. 

According to a poll released on April 
25 by the Pew Research Center, 78 per-
cent of Egyptians hold a favorable view 
of the Muslim Brotherhood—and that 
is better than the youth-led ‘‘April 6 
Movement’’ that removed Mubarak 
from power. In September’s planned 
elections, the Muslim Brotherhood 
plans to contest anywhere between 30 
to 50 percent of all parliamentary 
seats. 

Meanwhile, Egypt’s foreign policy is 
shifting away from the United States 
and our allies and toward the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and its terrorist prox-
ies. On April 18, Iran announced the ap-
pointment of the country’s first ambas-
sador to Egypt in 30 years. On April 27, 
Egyptian Foreign Minister Nabil 
Elaraby said he will meet with the Ira-
nian Foreign Minister, Ali Akbar 
Salehi, in Indonesia on the sidelines of 
the Non-Aligned Movement Summit. 
The two officials will discuss next steps 
for the Iranian-Egyptian relationship. 
On May 3, Iran’s Foreign Minister an-
nounced he would send his deputy to 
visit Egypt in the coming days. 

Egyptian authorities helped nego-
tiate the recent reconciliation agree-
ment between the terrorist movement 
Hamas and Fatah—a major setback to 
Israeli-Palestinian peace. When asked 
to comment on Hamas being a terrorist 
organization, Egypt’s Foreign Minister 
said: 

[We must] allow someone who is fighting 
for a cause to see the light of day at the end 
of the tunnel and enter into peace. 

On March 28, Hamas submitted a re-
quest to the Egyptian Government to 
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reopen its Embassy in the Gaza Strip. 
On April 28, Egypt’s Foreign Minister 
announced plans to reopen the Rafah 
border with Hamas on a permanent 
basis—a potential boon to the Hamas 
terrorist organization. On April 30, Al 
Hayat reported that Hamas would be 
relocating its offices from Damascus— 
sending the terrorist group’s No. 2 
man, Musa Abu Marzouk, to Egypt. 

Meanwhile, Egypt’s commitment to 
democracy and human rights has suf-
fered a serious setback following re-
cent attacks on the country’s Coptic 
Christian community that left scores 
dead and hundreds more injured. This 
follows the interim government’s move 
to dismiss the Coptic governor of the 
city of Quena only days after his ap-
pointment—caving to mass demonstra-
tions organized by the Muslim Brother-
hood. 

As one Coptic bishop told AFP: 
They are led by Salafis and the Muslim 

Brotherhood, and they are chanting: ‘‘We 
won’t leave until the Christians leave.’’ 

Finally, on March 28, Dr. Maikel 
Nabil Sanad, a 25-year-old blogger, was 
arrested for ‘‘insulting the military,’’ 
and ‘‘disturbing public security’’ after 
posting comments on his blog that 
were critical of the military’s role in 
the protests. This arrest clearly vio-
lated the International Covenant on 
International and Political Rights and 
the new government’s commitment to 
the fundamental freedoms of its people. 
If Egyptians could freely express their 
views in Tahrir Square, they should 
have the freedom to express their views 
online. 

Mr. President, the trajectory of 
Egypt’s revolution now faces two dis-
tinct scenarios: It could become a sec-
ular American ally that respects the 
rule of law, diversity, and a peace trea-
ty with Israel; or it could become a 
Muslim Brotherhood-controlled ally of 
Iran that embraces terrorist groups 
such as Hamas, persecutes its own reli-
gious minorities, and rejects peace 
with Israel. 

We must do everything in our power 
to support the secular forces of Egypt 
or face the prospect of a strategic set-
back on the scale of Iran in 1979, laying 
the foundation for potentially yet an-
other war in the Middle East. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, am I 
correct that we are now on the nomina-
tion of Ed Chen to the District Court 
for the Northern District of California? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, today 
the Senate will finally consider the 

nomination of Judge Edward Chen to 
fill a judicial emergency vacancy on 
the District Court for the Northern 
District of California. Since 2001, Judge 
Chen has been a well-respected Federal 
Magistrate Judge on the court to 
which he is now nominated to serve as 
a Federal District Judge. His nomina-
tion has received the strong and con-
sistent support of his home state Sen-
ators, Senator FEINSTEIN and Senator 
BOXER, since he was first nominated 
over 21 months ago. When he is con-
firmed, Judge Chen will be only the 
second Asian Pacific American to serve 
on the district court bench in the 150- 
year history of the Northern District of 
California. The debate and vote we 
have today are long overdue. 

We are finally able to consider Judge 
Chen’s nomination because of the vote 
the Senate took last week toward re-
storing a longstanding tradition of def-
erence to home state Senators with re-
gard to Federal District Court nomina-
tions. The Senate turned away from a 
precipice when 11 Republican Senators 
joined in voting to end a filibuster of 
the nomination of Jack McConnell to 
the District Court for the District of 
Rhode Island. In doing so, a super ma-
jority of the Senate came together to 
reject a new standard, which I believe 
is being unfairly applied to President 
Obama’s district court nominees. Now, 
nearly 20 months after his confirma-
tion hearing, and after having had his 
nomination reported favorably by the 
Judiciary Committee four times, Judge 
Chen’s nomination will at last have an 
up-or-down vote in the Senate. 

We should have taken up and con-
firmed his nomination when it was 
first reported favorably by the com-
mittee nearly 19 months ago. The sup-
posed ‘‘controversy’’ that has delayed 
and obstructed this nomination is in 
my view entirely misplaced, the result 
of applying a partisan litmus test. This 
should be an easy nomination to con-
firm. It is no surprise that Judge 
Chen’s nomination received the highest 
possible rating from the American Bar 
Association’s Standing Committee on 
the Federal Judiciary, unanimously 
‘‘well qualified,’’ since he has had a dis-
tinguished legal career and has issued 
over 350 judicial opinions in his decade 
as a Federal magistrate judge. 

Judge Chen’s nomination has re-
ceived broad, bipartisan support from 
the judicial and legal community in 
California and from numerous bar asso-
ciations, including the National Asian 
Pacific Bar Association, which has 
been a vocal proponent of this nomina-
tion. Judge Chen’s nomination also has 
significant support from local law en-
forcement in the district he currently 
serves and would continue to serve if 
confirmed. Michael Hennessey, sheriff 
for the city and county of San Fran-
cisco, wrote: ‘‘Judge Chen’s solid 
record as a U.S. Magistrate Judge 
speaks for itself. He has published over 
three-hundred judicial opinions which 
are indicative of his work ethic and his 
thoughtful intellect as a respected 

magistrate judge.’’ This praise is rep-
resentative of the scores of letters of 
support we have received. 

I thank Senator FEINSTEIN for her 
strong advocacy for Judge Chen’s nom-
ination the four times it has been con-
sidered and favorably reported by the 
Judiciary Committee. Any fair minded 
person who listened to the impassioned 
speeches Senator FEINSTEIN has made 
about Ed Chen in the committee would 
have to be impressed. Senator FEIN-
STEIN is right to be proud of her rec-
ommendation of Ed Chen to President 
Obama. As Senator FEINSTEIN has ex-
plained, Judge Chen was the rec-
ommendation of her bipartisan Judi-
cial Advisory Committee in California, 
putting the lie to the caricature from 
the far right that this was a partisan 
nomination. This is a fine man with 
sterling legal credentials and all the 
qualifications needed to be an out-
standing Federal judge. 

The approach taken by opponents of 
Judge Chen’s nomination threatens to 
take the Senate down a dangerous path 
of imposing partisan litmus tests in 
place of our constitutional duty to 
offer advice and consent on nomina-
tions. The debate in our committee on 
Judge Chen’s nomination was ugly. 
One Republican Senator in explaining 
his opposition said that Judge Chen 
has the ‘‘ACLU gene.’’ I hope that we 
do not hear such a preposterous notion 
repeated today on the floor of the Sen-
ate. This is a distinguished Federal 
magistrate judge who has dem-
onstrated that he knows how to be a 
fair and impartial judge. 

Our legal system is an adversary sys-
tem, predicated upon legal advocacy 
for both sides. Certainly defending civil 
liberties is no vice. The other side ap-
pears to be suggesting that Judge 
Chen’s work as a staff attorney at the 
ACLU many years ago, primarily rep-
resenting individuals in discrimination 
and civil rights matters, somehow ren-
ders him unfit to be a judge. Since 
when do we impose a litmus test for 
nominees that they can never have 
been legal advocates? If we were to do 
that, we would have no judges. Almost 
every nominee who had been a prac-
ticing lawyer would be disqualified by 
one side or the other. 

Surely Judge Chen’s work while in 
private practice as a member of the 
legal team that represented Fred 
Korematsu in a lawsuit that success-
fully overturned his prior conviction 
for violating the Japanese Internment 
Order during World War II does not 
render Judge Chen unfit to be a judge. 
In my view, that important advocacy 
to right a wrong from one of the dark 
chapters in our history serves as proof 
that President Obama made a wise 
choice in nominating Judge Chen for 
the Federal bench. Indeed, just a few 
years ago this Senate passed a resolu-
tion acknowledging that wrong and 
seeking to help right it. 

The question for me about this nomi-
nee is the same question I have asked 
about every judicial nominee, whether 
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nominated by a Democratic or a Re-
publican president whether he or she 
will have judicial independence. Does 
the nominee understand the role of a 
judge, and how it differs from the role 
of an advocate? 

With this nominee, Judge Chen, that 
is not a hard question to answer. We 
know that he understands the role of a 
judge because he has been doing it for 
10 years on the court to which he has 
now been nominated. As Judge Chen 
said in response to a question from 
Senator SESSIONS: ‘‘The role of a judge 
is to be fair, neutral, and evenhanded 
in applying the law and finding facts 
. . . without regard to personal pref-
erences.’’ His 10 years as a Federal 
magistrate judge resoundingly have an-
swered any concerns about bias or par-
tisanship on his part. His testimony be-
fore the Judiciary Committee reflects 
his understanding of the proper role of 
a judge. 

There was no need for the delays that 
plagued this nomination. There were 
no ‘‘extraordinary circumstances’’ that 
held up this nomination for nearly 2 
years. With judicial vacancies at crisis 
levels, affecting the ability of courts to 
provide justice to Americans around 
the country, we should be debating and 
voting on each of the 12 judicial nomi-
nations reported favorably by the Judi-
ciary Committee and pending on the 
Senate’s Executive Calendar, in addi-
tion to Judge Chen. No one should be 
playing partisan games and obstruct-
ing while vacancies remain above 90 in 
the Federal courts around the country. 

Judge Chen, born and raised in Oak-
land, CA, as the son of two Chinese im-
migrants, spent much of his childhood 
helping his mother and siblings support 
a small family business after his father 
passed away. After earning his A.B. 
from the University of California, 
Berkeley, in 1975, and his law degree 
from Boalt Hall School of Law in 1979, 
Judge Chen clerked for Judge Charles 
Renfrew on the court to which he has 
now been nominated, the Northern Dis-
trict of California, and then for Judge 
James Browning on the Ninth Circuit. 
After a distinguished career in private 
practice and as a staff attorney for the 
American Civil Liberties Union Foun-
dation of Northern California, Judge 
Chen was selected to serve as a Federal 
Magistrate Judge for the Northern Dis-
trict of California, having since been 
reappointed upon the recommendation 
of the nonpartisan Merit Selection Re-
view Panel. His story is a moving re-
minder of what it is possible to achieve 
in this great Nation through hard 
work. 

I congratulate Judge Edward Chen 
and his family on his confirmation 
today. I commend Senator FEINSTEIN 
and Senator BOXER for their steadfast 
support of his nomination. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. Is time being di-
vided? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes, it is. 

Mr. LEAHY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time be equally divided 
during the quorum call. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant editor of the Senate 

Daily Digest proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I see 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
California on the floor. I will yield, of 
course, to her. She has been indefati-
gable in her support of Judge Chen in 
the committee, in the Halls of the Sen-
ate, and in her steadfast work with the 
leadership to get this nominee before 
us. I can brag about all the work she 
has done easier than she might, but I 
hope Judge Chen and his family know 
they had as strong and as stalwart a 
supporter on the Senate Judiciary 
Committee as they could possibly have 
with Senator FEINSTEIN. 

With that, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant editor of the Senate 
Daily Digest proceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I wish to thank Chairman LEAHY for 
his leadership on this particular judge-
ship. I believe he is accurate in every-
thing he said, and I very much appre-
ciate his stalwart support. 

I rise to add my support to the nomi-
nation of U.S. Magistrate Judge Ed-
ward Chen to become a U.S. district 
judge in the Northern District of Cali-
fornia. I recommended Judge Chen to 
the President, so obviously he has my 
strong support. 

I wish to tell my colleagues a little 
bit about him. He was born and raised 
in Oakland, and he is the son of Chi-
nese immigrants. His father immi-
grated to the United States in the 
1920s, and that was followed by his 
mother in the 1930s. He attended public 
schools in Oakland and then went on to 
the University of California at Berke-
ley, where he received his under-
graduate degree with great distinction, 
and then on to Boalt Hall School of 
Law, where he graduated in the top 10 
percent of his class. 

He was a law clerk to District Judge 
Charles Renfrew on the U.S. District 
Court for the Northern District of Cali-
fornia, as well as to Circuit Judge 
James Browning on the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. He then 
began his legal career as a litigator, 
first at the private law firm of 
Coblentz, Patch, Duffy, and Bass and 

later as a staff attorney at the Amer-
ican Civil Liberties Union. 

In 2001, he was appointed to be a U.S. 
magistrate judge for the Northern Dis-
trict of California, and he has served in 
that capacity for the past 10 years. 

So today Judge Chen is a solid, test-
ed, and respected judge with over a dec-
ade of experience on the Federal bench. 
In these 10 years as a judge, he has 
written more than 350 published opin-
ions. I would point out that not one of 
those opinions has been criticized by 
anyone in the 20 months this nomina-
tion has been awaiting action in the 
Senate. Nor has there been any criti-
cism of any of his published opinions. 

In fact, there is a broad consensus 
among those who have reviewed his ju-
dicial record that he is indeed a very 
good judge. 

He was recommended to me by a bi-
partisan judicial advisory committee. 
That committee reviewed his record, 
and spoke with judges, attorneys, and 
litigants who knew his work as a judge. 
The committee unanimously rec-
ommended that I forward his name to 
the President, and I did. 

The San Francisco Bar Association 
has rated him ‘‘exceptionally well 
qualified.’’ The American Bar Associa-
tion has rated him ‘‘well qualified’’— 
their highest rating. And in 2009, a 
merit selection review panel, appointed 
by the U.S. District Court, thoroughly 
reviewed his record and recommended 
him for reappointment as a magistrate 
judge. That panel consisted of seven 
lawyers appointed by the district 
court. They solicited public comments 
on Chen’s work as a judge. Only posi-
tive information was forthcoming. 

They talked to Federal prosecutors 
in the U.S. Attorney’s Office. Again, 
the reports were uniformly favorable. 
Prosecutors called Chen’s analytical 
skills ‘‘exemplary’’ and said his rulings 
were ‘‘balanced and well reasoned.’’ 

Defense attorneys were similarly 
positive. They described Chen as ‘‘re-
spectful’’ and ‘‘considered’’ in his judg-
ments. 

Partners with large law firms called 
Chen ‘‘prompt,’’ ‘‘well-prepared,’’ ‘‘very 
intelligent’’ and ‘‘decisive.’’ 

Overall, the panel recommended un-
equivocally that Chen be reappointed 
for a second 8-year term as a mag-
istrate judge. Obviously, he has served 
2 years of that second term. 

I have the panel’s full report here and 
would be pleased to share it with any 
Senator who wishes to review it. 

Since Chen’s nomination for the dis-
trict court, the reports we have re-
ceived in the Senate from those who 
know Chen’s work as a judge have been 
similarly positive. 

We have received letters urging 
Chen’s confirmation from Republicans 
and Democrats, public officials and law 
enforcement, judges, civil rights 
groups, business leaders, and private 
lawyers. Let me share a few with you. 

Judge Lowell Jensen, whom I have 
followed for decades, was appointed to 
the U.S. District Court by President 
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Reagan. He also served as second in 
charge of the Department of Justice 
during the Reagan administration. He 
has worked closely with Chen on the 
Federal bench and had this to say 
about him, and this is a direct quote: 

I have found Judge Chen to be both an ex-
cellent jurist and a person of high character. 
He brings a conscientious, careful, and im-
partial approach to every issue and every 
party. The decisions he makes reflect not 
only good judgment but a complete commit-
ment to the principles of fair trial and the 
application of the rule of law. I support his 
confirmation without reservation. 

I can say that Judge Jensen is one of 
the most distinguished judges in Cali-
fornia. 

Former U.S. District Judge Fern 
Smith was also appointed by President 
Reagan to the Federal court. She 
writes: 

Both in my own dealings with [Judge 
Chen] and based on his reputation among my 
former colleagues, I can attest to his intel-
lectual competence, his respect for the law, 
his judicial temperament, and his integrity. 
I have no doubt that Ed Chen would do honor 
to any of our 94 United States District 
Courts. 

We have a letter from the president 
of the San Francisco Police Commis-
sion, a lifelong Republican, Thomas 
Mazzucco. He published an op-ed in the 
Roll Call urging the Senate to confirm 
Chen and calling him ‘‘an experienced 
judge who understands the distinction 
between personal preference and judi-
cial obligation, and who has always 
based his rulings—more than 300 deci-
sions over eight years—solely on the 
law and the merits of a case.’’ 

The San Francisco Deputy Sheriffs 
Association said this: 

Chen has earned a reputation as an even-
handed jurist who is constantly mindful of 
the role that judges such as himself fulfill in 
our society: as keepers of the rule of law and 
public trust in our system of justice. 

I have over 50 more letters, if anyone 
wishes to read them. They come from 
the mayors of San Francisco, Oakland, 
and San Jose; the sheriff, city attor-
ney, former chief of police, and former 
U.S. Marshal of San Francisco; the last 
10 presidents of the bar association of 
San Francisco; the congressional Asian 
Pacific American Caucus; the National 
Asian Pacific American Bar; and many 
others. 

The judgment is clear: Ed Chen is 
fair. He is impartial. He is an excellent 
jurist, and has been for 10 years, and he 
deserves to be confirmed. 

You come back to Washington and 
what happens? Here is the story. De-
spite this long judicial track record 
and broad bipartisan support, this 
nomination has been sitting in the 
Senate for more than 600 days. 

The President first nominated Chen 
on August 6, 2009. That was 643 days 
ago. Since that time, the minority has 
required the nomination to be sent 
back to the President three different 
times. The Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee has had to consider the nomina-
tion four different times. 

This is extraordinary—but then the 
Republicans have an extraordinary 

search engine. I will talk about that in 
a minute. 

This is a district court nominee with 
10 years of judicial experience, with not 
a blemish on it. When other judicial 
nominees have come before the Senate, 
they have been criticized because they 
didn’t have judicial experience or be-
cause there was no judicial track 
record to review. Well, here is a nomi-
nee who has both. Ten years on the 
bench; bipartisan support and uni-
formly positive reviews; more than 350 
published opinions, and there has not 
been a single criticism of a single one. 
But his nomination has been sitting in 
the Senate for 600 days and sent back 
to the President 3 separate times. 

I find this to be a deeply dis-
appointing testament to the situation 
we face in the Senate today. Let me 
pose the question that Police Commis-
sioner Mazzucco—a Republican—asked 
in his op-ed: 

If Judge Chen—an experienced judge whose 
judicial record proves he is committed to the 
rule of law, without bias or favor, and who is 
widely respected by the bar that has prac-
ticed before him—isn’t qualified for the Fed-
eral bench, then who is? 

I echo that. 
So what happened here? Well, let me 

take a few moments to address a cou-
ple of the attacks that have been made 
on Judge Chen. 

First, Judge Chen has been criticized 
because he worked as a staff attorney 
for the ACLU long before becoming a 
judge. No one disputes that. Chen was 
once an advocate, and that is a fact. 
But he also has a 10-year record to 
prove that he has made the transition. 
He was once an advocate. He is now a 
judge—and a darn good judge. 

As a coalition of Northern California 
Asian American Bar Associations 
wrote: 

Chen has made a successful transition from 
a zealous advocate to a balanced and con-
scientious adjudicator who is committed to 
the impartial and active administration of 
justice. 

Former Federal prosecutors from the 
Northern District of California made 
the same point. They wrote: 

Judge Chen consistently treats all sides 
evenly and impartially, and conducts himself 
with the utmost propriety, as is fitting for a 
judge. . . . While we are aware of his pre-
vious position as a staff attorney at the 
ACLU of northern California, Judge Chen 
does not show favoritism toward the parties 
or issues before him. 

The record is available. The evidence 
is in. Chen understands the unique role 
of the impartial adjudicator. He knows 
what it means to decide cases 
evenhandedly. He has been doing it for 
more than 10 years. 

Let me turn then to some speeches 
that the ‘‘search engine’’ turned up. 
Since 2009, the Washington Times and 
others have used a handful of quotes 
from speeches Chen has given to try to 
paint him as someone he is not. As 
happens far too often, those quotes 
have been cut, spliced, and taken out of 
context. Let me give you an example. 

The effort to label Chen as a ‘‘rad-
ical’’ is based on a speech he gave to 

students following the funeral of a man 
by the name of Fred Korematsu. I want 
to take a moment to explain 
Korematsu and the case. Some of you 
may be too young to remember Mr. 
Korematsu and his fight against Japa-
nese internment during World War II, 
but I am not. 

One of the singular experiences of my 
lifetime was when my father took me, 
as a small child, to the Tanforan Race-
track. That racetrack was a few miles 
south of San Francisco. During World 
War II, it was taken out of action as a 
racetrack and turned into an intern-
ment camp. It was fenced with barbed 
wire. Small buildings lined the center 
portion of the track. This is a photo of 
it. Here is the racetrack and here are 
the buildings. This is where Japanese 
Americans were essentially incarcer-
ated for the remainder of World War II. 

Let me show you this. This is the 
order, which is from the Western De-
fense Command and Fourth Army War-
time Civil Control Administration—in-
structions to all Americans of Japa-
nese ancestry living in the following 
area, which is the city and county of 
San Francisco, lying generally west of 
the north-south line, and it describes 
that. It says: 

All Japanese persons, both alien and non- 
alien, will be evacuated from the designated 
area by twelve o’clock on Tuesday, April 7, 
1942. No Japanese person will be permitted to 
enter or leave the above-described area after 
8 a.m. Thursday, April 7— 

That is over half of the city of San 
Francisco. 
without obtaining special permission from 
the provost marshal at the Civil Control Ad-
ministration. 

Then they are told where they are to 
report—to the Civil Control Station— 
to receive further instructions. This 
must be done between 8 a.m. and 5 
p.m., Thursday, April 2, or between 8 
a.m. and 5 p.m., Friday, April 3. 

That is their notice. They turn up, 
get in a bus, and then this is where 
they go, and where they remained until 
the end of the war. 

One young Californian, Fred 
Korematsu, challenged the internment. 
He took his case all the way to the U.S. 
Supreme Court, and he argued that the 
U.S. Constitution did not permit loyal 
American citizens to be forced into 
these camps solely because of their 
Japanese-American heritage, which 
was the case here. The Supreme Court 
heard his case, but he lost in a decision 
that is considered by many to be a 
black stain on the jurisprudence of our 
Supreme Court. 

Decades later, in 1983, Korematsu 
challenged his conviction again. This 
time, he was represented by a team of 
volunteer lawyers, including Edward 
Chen. This team put forward newly dis-
covered evidence that demonstrated 
that prosecutors in Korematsu’s origi-
nal case had withheld evidence, specifi-
cally, U.S. Government intelligence at 
the time indicating the internment was 
not justified. 

This time they won. So four decades 
after the original internment order, 
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Fred Korematsu’s conviction was over-
turned by the district court, and, four 
years later in 1987, President Ronald 
Reagan signed into law the Civil Lib-
erties Act, issuing a formal, national 
apology for the Japanese internment. 

So this was the context of the speech 
in which Chen was speaking to a group 
of students and reflecting on the fu-
neral of Fred Korematsu. He said in the 
speech that, at times, he had experi-
enced ‘‘feelings of ambivalence and 
cynicism when confronted by appeals 
to patriotism.’’ He was referring to the 
internment of Japanese-American citi-
zens for no cause other than they hap-
pened to be of Japanese heritage. I 
would think you could get a bit cynical 
about that. People who did not see this 
do not believe it ever happened. But it 
did happen, and it happened here. This 
was the condition in which people were 
kept. It is not right. 

But critics have picked out this 
line—‘‘feelings of ambivalence and cyn-
icism when confronted by appeals to 
patriotism’’—and tried to use to paint 
Chen as unpatriotic. But they did not 
know the context. Sometimes things 
that have monumental importance at 
the time, such as the internment of 
Japanese-American citizens without 
due process, fade too quickly from our 
historical memory. I thought I would 
bring it back so this body could under-
stand the total context. 

This was a very big deal. It was not 
a proud moment for our country. Con-
gress and President Reagan rightfully 
issued a formal apology for the injus-
tice that was done years later. 

To take a quote from a speech after 
Fred Korematsu’s funeral and to use it 
to try to imply that Edward Chen does 
not love his country—it is shameful. It 
is also flatly inconsistent with the rest 
of the speech. Chen went on to say that 
when the congregation sang ‘‘America 
the Beautiful’’ at Korematsu’s funeral, 
he was moved to tears because ‘‘the 
song described the America that Fred 
envisioned, the America whose prom-
ised beauty he sought to fulfill, an 
America true to its founding prin-
ciples.’’ 

Fred Korematsu is no longer with us, 
but his daughter Karen sent me a let-
ter about Edward Chen. Here are some 
of her words: 

My father’s belief in our Constitution was 
unwavering, even when he was treated un-
fairly. Like my father, Judge Chen is ada-
mant about upholding the Constitution, 
without bias or prejudice. 

In my view, Edward Chen is a judicial 
nominee who has been treated extraor-
dinarily unfairly. But he remains 
steadfast in his commitment to serving 
our country as a Federal judge, and he 
has a 10-year unblemished judicial 
track record to show that he will serve 
us exceedingly well. 

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on 
the nomination of Judge Edward Chen 
to be a district judge for the Northern 
District of California. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CARDIN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

All time has expired. The question is, 
Will the Senate advise and consent to 
the nomination of Edward Milton 
Chen, of California, to be United States 
District Judge for the Northern Dis-
trict of California? 

Mr. LEE. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER) is necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 68 Ex.] 

YEAS—56 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Bingaman 
Blumenthal 
Boxer 
Brown (MA) 
Brown (OH) 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coons 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Franken 

Gillibrand 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson (SD) 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Manchin 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 

Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—42 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Barrasso 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coats 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
DeMint 

Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Johnson (WI) 
Kirk 
Kyl 
Lee 

Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moran 
Paul 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rubio 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Thune 
Toomey 
Wicker 

NOT VOTING—2 

Rockefeller Vitter 

The nomination was confirmed. 
f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will resume legislative session. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 

to a period of morning business for de-
bate only until 7 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

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

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at 2 p.m. tomorrow, 
May 11, the Senate proceed to execu-
tive session to consider the following 
nomination: Calendar No. 44; that 
there be 1 hour of debate, equally di-
vided, in the usual form; that upon the 
use or yielding back of time the Senate 
proceed to vote without intervening ac-
tion or debate on Calendar No. 44; that 
the motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate; that no 
further motions be in order to the nom-
ination; that any statements related to 
the nomination be printed in the 
RECORD; that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action 
and the Senate then resume legislative 
session. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

BIG OIL 
Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of legislation I am proud to co-
sponsor—to finally end the taxpayer 
handouts to the world’s largest oil 
companies—as they rake in record 
profits. This measure is about account-
ability. It is about responsibility. It is 
about fairness. 

When I got off the tractor from 
planting last weekend and went to fill 
my tank, it was $3.69 in Big Sandy, 
MT—almost a dollar higher than just a 
few months ago. But while I am paying 
close to $4 gallon at the pump, like 
other working Americans, oil company 
executives are padding their stock op-
tions and bonuses. They are dimin-
ishing their investment here in Amer-
ica, choosing instead to use tax loop-
holes to offshore their production. 

I would like to make just three quick 
points today about the over $4 billion 
in tax earmarks that the biggest oil 
companies in America are receiving 
today. 

First, they never asked for them. 
Second, they don’t need them. 
And finally, they are not good for 

America—or our economy. 
These taxpayer handouts are running 

up our national debt, taking our jobs 
overseas, and they expose us to higher 
gas prices. 
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In 2005, the CEOs of the five largest 

oil companies testified in the Senate 
about these subsidies. When asked di-
rectly about these oil and gas tax 
breaks, all five executives said they did 
not ask for them. 

They agreed with President Bush— 
that with the price of oil over $55 per 
barrel, they didn’t need tax incentives. 
And today, oil is $109 per barrel. 

The CEO of Chevron told the com-
mittee that ending these breaks ‘‘will 
have a minimal impact on our com-
pany, minimal.’’ 

Let me be as clear as those execu-
tives were then: This bill has nothing 
to do with Chevron’s or Conoco’s or 
Exxon’s ability to operate refineries or 
put folks to work here at home. 

It has everything to do with holding 
their top-level executives accountable 
to all American taxpayers as they rake 
in billions of dollars in profits every 
year. Right now Big Oil executives are 
writing off the royalties they pay to 
foreign countries as taxes, and until we 
fix it, all of us are paying for it. 

That means you and I are footing the 
bill every time one of these big compa-
nies writes a check to the government 
of Saudi Arabia or Nigeria. And they 
are telling us they don’t want it or 
need it. We should do the fiscally re-
sponsible thing and close these loop-
holes. 

Instead, we should use that $8.5 bil-
lion to pay down our deficit. And that 
is what this bill does. 

Special tax breaks are supposed to 
make companies more competitive and 
get new technologies into the market. 
But for major oil companies we have 
written a privileged tax code just for 
them. 

Some of these provisions have been 
on the books since 1913. I don’t know 
what companies after 98 years still 
need a subsidy, but if it does, either it 
isn’t very effective or the system is 
being abused. 

As you will hear again and again this 
week—because it is just an astonishing 
number—as gas surpasses $4 per gallon, 
oil companies are getting $4 billion an-
nually in tax breaks. 

The big five oil companies have made 
nearly $1 trillion in profits in the last 
decade. Nearly $32 billion of that came 
in the first 3 months of this year alone. 

But what is happening to gas prices? 
Rather than bringing down prices at 

the pump, these giveaways merely line 
the executives’ pockets and run up the 
deficit. All the while, gas prices have 
gone up. 

For example, Exxon, the biggest of 
the oil companies in the U.S. made 
more than $9 billion dollars in profit 
last year—just their U.S. operations. 
And how much did they pay in taxes? 
Just $39 million. 

That is 0.4 percent. 
But this is more fair than in 2009, 

when Exxon received a $156 million tax 
refund from the IRS. 

That means we as taxpayers are pay-
ing them. The Tax Code is broken and 
this bill will help fix it. 

Right now, we are making tough 
choices about how to get a handle on 
our Nation’s debt. We have tough de-
bates ahead about heating homes in 
rural America, and investing in crum-
bling highways, and strengthening the 
future of Medicare. 

All the while, we are still literally 
writing checks to our biggest oil com-
panies who don’t need them. 

After causing the largest offshore oil 
spill in American history, BP still 
managed to rake in more than $7 bil-
lion in profits, up 17 percent from the 
year before. 

But most of these big companies are 
not developing their onshore resources 
here at home. 

How do I look the oil worker in Mon-
tana’s Bakken Field in the face and 
say: We are giving the largest oil com-
panies a billion dollars a year to go 
drill overseas, taking your opportuni-
ties offshore. 

Dual Capacity, the most egregious of 
these tax provisions, subsidizes $1 bil-
lion each year in royalty payments to 
foreign governments that don’t like us 
very much. We don’t let companies pro-
ducing in America credit royalty pay-
ments to their taxes, so why would we 
do that for companies that produce 
outside of the U.S.? 

And does this make us safer? Does it 
bring stability to the market? Abso-
lutely not. 

As we have all watched in the last 
few months, turmoil in the Middle East 
has driven up speculation and driven 
up prices. 

Oil prices fell about 10 percent last 
week—though not enough to relieve 
hardworking Montanans with any 
changes in prices at the pump. 

Prices didn’t fall because of the dis-
covery of a new oil field or a new tech-
nology. It happened because some folks 
on Wall Street moved some numbers 
around on paper. 

There is no accountability in that. 
And that is why we’re trying to change 
it. 

But unlike on Wall Street, there are 
places where folks are doing the hard 
work of oil discovery and developing 
the technology to lower the cost of oil. 

A lot of that has to do with the 
‘‘small guys’’ in the oil business. And 
they are successful. In fact, domestic 
production is going strong—at its high-
est level in almost a decade. 

They are making risks and getting 
new technology into the field, like in 
eastern Montana. 

My State is home to likely the most 
productive domestic onshore oilfield in 
the United States. And small oil com-
panies are doing good, responsible in 
securing America’s energy future. 

The Bakken Field is estimated to 
hold nearly 4 billion barrels of oil. 
They are leading the way in developing 
new technology for oil field develop-
ment. 

Where is Exxon? They aren’t rein-
vesting the last quarter’s $11 billion 
back in U.S. exploration. 

In fact, in 2009, they paid their share-
holders 90 percent of the profits to 

shareholders, leaving just 10 percent to 
invest in their workforce, research and 
development, exploration, safety and 
the expanding energy frontier. 

Contrary to what some of my col-
leagues are saying, eliminating these 
wasteful subsidies won’t raise gas 
prices. I want to repeat that: 

Eliminating wasteful subsidies will 
not raise gas prices. 

Many of these handouts have been on 
the books for decades as prices have 
continued to rise. 

It is time to close these loopholes for 
big oil in order to strengthen our na-
tional security—and our energy future. 
It is time to end the taxpayer handouts 
to Big Oil. 

This bill returns us to a responsible 
path toward energy development that 
benefits taxpayers and consumers. And 
it starts addressing the debt and def-
icit. It is the right thing to do. 

f 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF IN-
TELLECTUAL & DEVELOP-
MENTAL DISABILITIES 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I am 

pleased today to join the Illinois chap-
ter of the American Association of In-
tellectual & Developmental Disabil-
ities, AAIDD, in recognizing the recipi-
ents of the Illinois Direct Support Pro-
fessional Award 2011. These individuals 
are being honored for their outstanding 
efforts to enrich the lives of people 
with developmental disabilities in Illi-
nois. 

These recipients have displayed a 
strong sense of humanity and profes-
sionalism in their work with persons 
with disabilities. Their efforts have in-
spired the lives of those for whom they 
care, and they are an inspiration to me 
as well. They have set a fine example of 
community service for all Americans 
to follow. 

These honorees spend more than 50 
percent of their time at work in direct, 
personal involvement with their cli-
ents. They are not primarily managers 
or supervisors. They are direct service 
workers at the forefront of America’s 
effort to care for people with special 
needs. They do their work every day 
with little public recognition, pro-
viding valued care and assistance that 
is unknown except to those with whom 
they work. 

It is my honor and privilege to recog-
nize the Illinois recipients of AAIDD’s 
Illinois Direct Support Professional 
Award 2011: Brenda Walker, Sandy 
DeArmond, Rosie Pippens, Crystal 
Alvey, Patience Blair, Diana 
Christofalos, Nick White, and Erica 
Carter. 

I know my fellow Senators will join 
me in congratulating the winners of 
the Illinois Direct Support Professional 
Award 2011. I applaud their dedication 
and thank them for their service. 

f 

REMEMBERING VERNARD WEBB 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

rise today to pay tribute to a Ken-
tuckian who for much of his life was 
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content to remain an unsung hero. But 
let there be no doubt now that Mr. 
Vernard Hughes Webb, who passed 
away last year, leaves behind a legacy 
of great accomplishment and service to 
his Nation. You see, for many years, 
Mr. Webb was a pioneer in secret recon-
naissance and satellite technology that 
was crucial to America’s efforts in the 
Cold War. He was one of the developers 
on the top secret CORONA project, a 
spy satellite effort, and was awarded a 
medal of achievement for his life’s 
work by the Vice President of the 
United States. 

Mr. Webb was born and raised in 
Letcher County, KY, and became the 
first in his family to go to college, 
graduating from Berea College in 1940. 
The day after the Pearl Harbor attack, 
he joined the Army Air Corps. Becom-
ing a bombardier on a B–17, he flew 30 
combat missions over Europe during 
World War II. 

Later in the war, Mr. Webb developed 
the crucial idea that would change the 
course of not only his career, but per-
haps his country as well. Assigned to a 
combat mapping squadron that was 
tasked with taking reconnaissance pic-
tures over the Philippines, he came up 
with an idea to greatly increase the ac-
curacy and efficiency of the cameras. 

Mr. Webb ran his idea past his Air 
Force superiors, and in their infinite 
wisdom, they said no. So Mr. Webb did 
it anyway. He spent his own money to 
create a new camera. And when 
Vernard’s superiors finally realized the 
worth of his invention, they asked him 
to implement it across the Air Force. 

Vernard Webb eventually rose to the 
rank of major and became one of this 
country’s leading developers of cam-
eras and aircraft for surveillance pur-
poses. He and his colleagues were in a 
race with the Soviets. By the 1950s, 
Vernard realized that his technology 
could be used not just in airplanes, but 
in satellites. 

In 1958, Mr. Webb was assigned to the 
CORONA project, America’s first ef-
forts to develop a spy satellite. In 1960 
the project accomplished its first suc-
cess, gaining valuable intelligence on 
the Soviet Union and China. But for all 
those years Mr. Webb could only tell 
his friends and even his wife that he 
was an unimportant bureaucrat or en-
gineer. 

In 1995 the CIA declassified many 
documents pertaining to the CORONA 
project, and only then were Mr. Webb’s 
accomplishments made clear. Around 
that same time, Vice President Al Gore 
declared that ‘‘the CORONA project 
represents a crucial development in 
aiding the national security efforts of 
the United States.’’ 

Vernard Webb passed away last Vet-
erans Day. I extend my greatest condo-
lences to his wife Katie Louis Webb, 
their children and grandchildren, other 
members of the Webb family and 
friends for their loss. 

It is only fitting that after a lifetime 
of service to his country, most of it 
under a cloak of secrecy that pre-

venting him from receiving the grati-
tude that he so richly deserved, that 
Mr. Vernard Webb will be interred at 
Arlington National Cemetery later this 
month with full military honors. 

And I know my colleagues will join 
me in extending to the Webb family 
this Senate’s thanks and appreciation 
for Vernard Webb’s sacrifice and serv-
ice. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article illustrating Mr. 
Webb’s heroic life and career be printed 
in today’s RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Berea College Magazine, Summer 
1996] 

THE SECRET’S OUT: WEBB WAS A SPACE 
PIONEER 

A year ago, Vernard Webb could have gone 
to prison for telling you about his coffee 
table. 

The piece of furniture, which resembles a 
kettle drum with a glass top, is made of 
gold-plated titanium. 

Thirty years ago, during the height of the 
Cold War, the table was the shell for a spy 
satellite used by the Air Force and the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency (CIA) to peek be-
hind the Iron Curtain. It is one of four such 
satellite ‘‘buckets’’ still in existence. The 
other three are in the Smithsonian institu-
tion. 

For decades, Webb, a member of Berea’s 
Class of 1940, could only pass himself off as a 
pencil-pusher for the Air Force, or an engi-
neer with the Environmental Protection 
Agency. But by no means was Webb telling 
the whole truth and nothing but the truth. 

Webb’s wife, Katie Lou Chambers Webb, 
class of 1942, had her suspicions. After three 
decades of relocation from one Air Force 
Base to another and her husband’s extended 
official trips to places he wouldn’t identify, 
she was certain that whatever the govern-
ment had him working on was very impor-
tant. 

Then, in late 1995, the CIA declassified tens 
of thousands of documents and it was evi-
dent. Webb was a major player in the top se-
cret CORONA project, America’s first spy 
satellite program, from 1957 until 1972. Webb, 
in fact, is a pioneer in reconnaissance and 
satellite technology. 

Before the CIA’s declassification of CO-
RONA documents in August 1995, Webb and 
other members of the CORONA team were 
called to the Pentagon for a medal presen-
tation ceremony which itself was classified. 
He was awarded a medal of achievement by 
Vice President Al Gore and CIA officials. 
However, no citation accompanies the 
medal, since the mission for which he was 
being honored was still top secret at the 
time. 

‘‘We were not allowed to even speak with 
our spouses about the classified projects,’’ 
Webb said. ‘‘It was for their own protection, 
if anything else.’’ 

Joining the Army the day after Pearl Har-
bor (Dec. 8, 1941), Webb went into what was 
then the Army Air Corps. Because he had 
been a photographer for the Berea College 
student newspaper and listed ‘‘photography’’ 
as one of his skills on a military question-
naire, it was assumed that Webb would be ca-
pable with any sort of optical instrument, 
such as bomb sights and some navigational 
equipment. He was assigned as a bombardier 
on a B–17 and flew 30 combat missions over 
Europe, bombing Axis petroleum sites, most-
ly in Germany, and dropping supplies to the 
French Resistance. 

Late in the war, Webb was assigned to a 
combat mapping squadron flying reconnais-
sance missions from the Philippines. While 
stationed there, he came up with an innova-
tion that would help shape the remainder of 
his career. 

‘‘We used large cameras mounted in planes 
that were once used as bombers,’’ he said. 
‘‘On a typical mission, somewhere between 30 
and 40 percent of the film that was used on 
these cameras would be useless, because we 
had failed to photograph the target cor-
rectly. 

‘‘It occurred to me that if one of our cam-
eras were mounted to a Norden bomb sight, 
it would greatly increase the accuracy of the 
camera and the efficiency of the equipment. 
There was a great similarity between the 
bomb sight and the control of aerial cam-
eras. They both operated on the same prin-
ciples. The variable on the operation of both 
was the ratio between the velocity of the air-
plane and its height above the ground. I 
thought it would be convenient to combine 
the two.’’ 

Webb’s proposal was found unorthodox by 
Air Force officials and permission to make 
the camera-bomb sight combination was de-
nied. Still, Webb was convinced it was a good 
idea. 

‘‘I circumvented the red tape by buying a 
Norden bombsight with my own money,’’ he 
said. ‘‘The U.S. government had given the 
Philippine government some Norden sights, 
and I was able to purchase one of them from 
the Philippine Air Force. I then mounted the 
camera on the sight, and we started flying 
missions with this device. The combination 
proved to be a ‘natural.’ ’’ 

While the average reconnaissance mission 
had an accuracy of photographing a specific 
site ‘‘on target’’ only 60 to 70 percent at that 
time, an inspector general took notice of the 
consistent 100 percent success rate of the 
flights using Webb’s camera-bomb sight com-
bination. 

‘‘The Air Force officials were always look-
ing at air crew effectiveness,’’ he recalled. 
‘‘When they saw that we had no rejected aer-
ial photography for a period of months, they 
began to look into the reasons why. I showed 
them how we had used the camera and they 
earmarked me to introduce that technology 
to the rest of the Air Force. 

‘‘I was then transferred to Wright-Patter-
son Air Force Base in Dayton, Ohio, where a 
team of engineers had been working for al-
most a year to come up with something like 
the camera-bomb sight combination I had 
put together. They ended up scrapping their 
entire project as a result.’’ 

The official testing of Webb’s invention 
was conducted at Rainey Air Force Base 
near Wichita, Kan. The Air Force’s top test 
pilot, Chuck Yeager, was assigned to try out 
the camera system in an RB–50 observation 
plane and the results were, according to 
Webb, outstanding. And the die was cast for 
his career. 

‘‘For the next 40 years or so of my career, 
I would be associated with the reconnais-
sance efforts of the U.S. Air Force and the 
Central Intelligence Agency,’’ he said. 

The following years saw Webb on various 
projects surrounding the development of 
cameras and aircraft for surveillance pur-
poses. The RB–36, U–2 and SR–171 spy planes 
used by the Air Force were fitted with cam-
eras designed by Webb and his team, who 
were headquartered at Wright-Patterson Air 
Force Base until the late 1950s. 

‘‘The U.S. Air Force continued to develop 
faster, higher-flying aircraft, which was in 
response to the development of faster and 
more accurate anti-aircraft weapons and 
fighter aircraft developed by the Soviets. It 
was in the early 1950s that we began to con-
sider certain theories on using orbiting sat-
ellites as a platform for reconnaissance 
work,’’ Webb said. 
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‘‘But we had some big hurdles to jump be-

fore we got that far.’’ 
‘‘There were four Air Force officers, Lt. 

Col. Charles Hoy, Capt. Bernard Quinn, Capt. 
Louis E. Watson and I [Webb was a major], 
stationed at Wright-Patterson, who met to 
analyze what would be the future of our ef-
forts. I had been flying the high-altitude 
tests on the RB–36, up to 55,000 feet, and we 
knew that we would have to fly higher and 
higher altitudes due to the increased capa-
bility of Soviet lighter aircraft. 

‘‘We knew the answer to our problem 
would be the altitude of the aircraft or 
source of observation. We analyzed what 
problems would result if we could attain an 
observation point above the atmosphere. 
These, we narrowed down to three key areas. 

‘‘First, we knew that we needed to build 
better cameras. Our ground resolution 
couldn’t be accurate if we took the cameras 
we were using then to a much higher alti-
tude. Next, we needed better film with a 
much higher resolution. Third, we needed a 
better means to process the film. The admin-
istration at Wright-Pat in those days was 
dominated by civilian engineers, who didn’t 
take kindly to such suggestions from Air 
Force officers.’’ 

In a historic move, Webb and the three of-
ficers maneuvered themselves toward reas-
signment at the Air Force’s Air Research De-
velopment Command in Baltimore. The of-
fice was administered by Gen. Marvin Dent, 
who supervised contracted development of 
reconnaissance systems for the Air Force 
and was a much more sympathetic listener 
to Webb and his associates. 

‘‘We were able to write the specifications 
for photographic systems the Air Force re-
quired of the industrial contractors then 
managing the projects at Wright-Pat,’’ Webb 
recalled. ‘‘A meeting was called by the Air 
Force to speak with industry representatives 
in Cincinnati regarding the Air Force’s 
needs. Gen. Dent gave the keynote speech. 
He basically told industry representatives 
that the current technology being used for 
reconnaissance was becoming quickly out-
moded and he strongly suggested that they 
work with our group of officers in developing 
future reconnaissance projects.’’ 

The speech by Dent, made in 1955, led to 
the development by Air Force-contracted 
private industry of the first spacecraft-based 
cameras. 

‘‘Within a week of the General’s speech, we 
were visited by representatives of three dif-
ferent contractors,’’ Webb said. ‘‘One was a 
representative of Fairchild Camera and In-
strument Corporation, another was from 
Eastman Kodak and the third was one of the 
most brilliant optical designers this country 
has ever produced, Dr. James Baker. Fair-
child said they could build the camera, 
Kodak would handle the processing and 
Baker would design the lenses required. 

‘‘These individuals had done their home-
work and told us they were confident that 
they could build a photographic system that 
could meet our specifications. We had the 
camera system from them in a year.’’ 

The photographic equipment, which was 
originally designed for the U–2 spy plane, 
was meant to operate at an altitude of ap-
proximately 84,000 feet. The camera system 
designed by the Fairchild-Kodak-Baker part-
nership had a 24-inch lens and a better reso-
lution than any other visual reconnaissance 
system used at that time. However, the So-
viet development of satellite technology 
would change the nature of Webb’s work for-
ever. 

‘‘When we originally had the Fairchild 
camera developed, we were still thinking air-
planes,’’ Webb recalled. ‘‘But, the develop-
ment of Sputnik forced us to take the result-
ing technology into space. When the Soviets 

successfully orbited Sputnik, the first sat-
ellite in 1957, most of America was horrified 
that we no longer had a technological edge 
in the Cold War. With my team, we were ex-
hilarated that it had been proven a satellite 
could be successfully orbited. It gave us an 
additional step toward our research goals.’’ 

Webb and his co-workers already had an in-
terest in utilizing a space-based camera sys-
tem for observation. Using some foresight, 
Webb was able to get transferred to a unit 
dedicated to guided missile research and in-
corporated what he learned there into the 
great body of reconnaissance knowledge he 
already possessed. 

‘‘I was no longer influenced by people who 
knew only airplanes,’’ he said. ‘‘We were now 
looking at using a camera system that need-
ed to produce high-quality photos from an 
orbit of 100 miles, instead of 85,000 feet. But 
the development of the Fairchild camera laid 
the groundwork for what we would be using 
later on. The lens we used with the CORONA 
system was a slight variation of Dr. Baker’s 
24-inch lens used on the U–2.’’ 

The CORONA program began in 1955 with 
numerous experiments at a classified site 
near Palo Alto, California. Webb was as-
signed to the program, the United States’ 
first efforts at using a spy satellite, in the 
fall of 1958. ‘‘Our program’s cover name, 
which was operated under scientific pre-
tenses, was Discoverer,’’ Webb said. ‘‘We al-
ready had a lot of ballistic information that 
had been done by the guided missile people 
at Lockheed, the primary contractor of the 
program.’’ 

The early months of the CORONA program 
were frustrating for Webb and the Lockheed 
team. Rocket failures, camera problems and 
film difficulties all combined to serve as an 
expensive tutor for the group. The CORONA 
system consisted of a large orbiting camera, 
which would be linked to a ‘‘bucket’’ con-
taining approximately 4,000 feet of film. 
After receiving radio commands from Webb 
and his associates, the satellite was designed 
to photograph designated areas with the film 
spooling back into the bucket. The bucket 
would then detach from the camera and 
plunge back through Earth’s atmosphere 
where it would be recovered by aircraft upon 
a parachute reentry. 

On August 18, 1960, the first fully success-
ful CORONA mission was accomplished, with 
the satellite photographing areas in the So-
viet Union and China. An American flag, 
stowed in the satellite’s bucket, was pre-
sented to President Dwight D. Eisenhower in 
a secret White House ceremony later that 
month. 

The White House, however, was even more 
pleased with the photographs obtained by 
CORONA. ‘‘That single mission obtained 
more photos from behind the Iron Curtain 
than all the combined U–2 missions flown up 
to that time,’’ Webb said. ‘‘It was considered 
an outstanding success, and we were in busi-
ness.’’ 

The CORONA project was utilized success-
fully during the Cuban Missile Crisis, most 
of the Vietnam War and an important period 
of the Cold War. Portions of the project’s de-
velopment and results are still classified, but 
many of the spy photos have been made 
available to the public on the Internet by the 
CIA and Air Force. 

‘‘The CORONA project represents a crucial 
development in aiding the national security 
efforts of the United States,’’ said Vice 
President Gore in a ceremony held at the 
Pentagon last year. 

Originally from Letcher County, Ky., Webb 
credits Berea for getting him on track for 
what he considers a fascinating career. ‘‘At 
Berea they taught me to work. They gave me 
the discipline I needed to do well,’’ Webb 
said. 

Oh, and just how did Webb get his ‘‘coffee 
table,’’ anyway? ‘‘When they changed the de-
sign of the satellite and no longer needed 
these, a crate arrived at my office,’’ Webb re-
membered. 

‘‘When I saw what was in it, I called my su-
pervisor and asked why it had been sent to 
me. He said, ‘We have been given an order 
from the highest possible authority that the 
bucket is yours to keep. Your efforts have 
been appreciated. Now, don‘t ask any more 
questions.’ And he hung up.’’ 

f 

REMEMBERING HARRY HOE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it is 
with sadness that I rise today to note 
the passing of one of southeastern Ken-
tucky’s most notable citizens, Mr. 
Harry Morgan Hoe. Mr. Hoe was a deco-
rated World War II veteran who fought 
in the Battle of the Bulge under the 
command of GEN George Patton. He 
recalled once what General Patton said 
to his men then: 

‘‘Half of you guys are not going 
home, you know that, don’t you? 
You’re over here to take that hill, and 
if you don’t take it, I want to see the 
truckload of dog tags that show me 
that you proved yourself.’’ 

Well, Harry Hoe did return home, 
after fighting in five major European 
campaigns, and he certainly did prove 
himself. He received the Silver Star for 
gallantry in action, the Bronze Star, 
the Oak Leaf Cluster for heroic action 
and the French Liberation Apprecia-
tion Medal. 

But Mr. Hoe’s heroic service in World 
War II is just the beginning of his in-
credible life story. He would go on to 
meet the love of his life, his wife Mary, 
in college and return to his hometown 
of Middlesboro to work in the family 
foundry business. He would be elected 
to the State legislature, invest count-
less hours in volunteer work and com-
munity service, and become a role 
model for me and many others for his 
leadership, his humility and his dedica-
tion to the people of the Bluegrass 
State. 

With his wife Mary, who passed away 
some time ago, Harry had three chil-
dren and several grandchildren. I wish 
to offer my greatest condolences to the 
Hoe family and all of Harry’s many 
friends who are mourning his loss. 

Mr. President, a wonderful article 
that appeared today in the Middlesboro 
Daily News tells the story of Mr. Harry 
Hoe’s life and career. It is a fitting 
tribute to a fine man and I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as fol-
lows: 

[From the Middlesboro Daily News, 
May 10, 2011] 

MIDDLESBORO LOSES ‘CROWN JEWEL’ 

(By Lorie Settles/Staff Writer) 

MIDDLESBORO.—Many in Middlesboro are 
mourning the passing of one of the city’s 
most influential people—Harry Morgan Hoe. 

‘‘The city has lost one of its crowned jew-
els,’’ lamented longtime friend and business-
man, Dewey Morgan. ‘‘He and Mary Bob (his 
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wife) were always generous and welcoming to 
everyone. They were people people.’’ 

Hoe spent his life serving his community 
and his nation. A World War II veteran, Hoe 
fought in five major European campaigns in-
cluding the Battle of the Bulge, and served 
under the infamous General George Patton. 

Hoe spoke of his experience under Patton 
in a Daily News interview in 2010. 

‘‘He said: Half of you guys are not going 
home, you know that don’t you? You’re over 
here to take that hill and if you don’t take 
it, I want to see the truckload of dog tags 
that show me that you proved yourself.’ So 
we fought. We were his soldiers—that was all 
we knew to do,’’ he remembered. 

Dewey Morgan also remarked on Hoe’s 
service to the nation. 

‘‘The thing a lot of people might not know 
about Harry is that he was a hero in the Bat-
tle of the Bulge. He was a member of the 
American force that pushed Hitler back into 
Germany. And for the rest of his life, he suf-
fered with his feet that had been frozen dur-
ing the battle,’’ Morgan reported. 

Hoe was decorated with the Silver Star for 
gallantry in action, the Bronze Star, the Oak 
Leaf Cluster for heroic action and the 
French Liberation Appreciation Medal—all 
before reaching the age of 19. 

Hoe’s achievements only increased from 
there. In 1953, Harry Morgan Hoe was hon-
ored as one of the three Outstanding Young 
Men of Kentucky. Hoe worked as the Direc-
tor of the Kentucky Utilities company for 19 
years, and was honored by the company with 
a $100,000 donation that was awarded to Clear 
Creek Baptist Bible College. He served as a 
board member of the college for 20 years and 
as Chairman for two terms. 

In 1953, Hoe became the founder of the first 
racially integrated Little League Baseball 
organization south of the Ohio River. He 
served as the Middlesboro League’s president 
for seven years. 

Hoe worked as General Chairman for the 
dedication of the Cumberland Gap National 
Park in 1959. He was the Director of Ken-
tucky Mountain Laurel Festival Board for 
more than 50 years and served twice as Presi-
dent. 

Harry also acted as Chairman of the Board 
of Directors of Kentuckians for Better 
Transportation and Associated Industries in 
Kentucky. He spent two three-year terms as 
Director of the Kentucky Chamber of Com-
merce. 

In 1964, Harry Hoe decided to try his hand 
at politics. He was elected to the Kentucky 
House of Representatives, where he served 
for six years. The passage of the drunk driv-
ing bill that he authored in 1968 was the 
highlight of his political career. 

Harry was the Minority Whip and the As-
sistant Minority Floor Leader. He spent 
twelve years serving on the Kentucky Re-
publican State Central Committee and was 
inducted into the Republican 5th Congres-
sional District Hall of Fame by Congressman 
Hal Rogers. 

As an eyewitness to paramount moments 
in the history of the U.S., the state of Ken-
tucky, and the city of Middlesboro, Hoe 
served as a reference guide to many who 
knew him. 

‘‘He was a walking history book,’’ said 
friend Lawrence Tuck. ‘‘He was a very spe-
cial friend to my wife Barbara and myself. 
He helped so many people and we will miss 
him so much.’’ 

Tuck said that Hoe had attended last 
Wednesday’s Kiwanis meeting, a club he was 
a member of since 1949. He also attended 
Sunday services at First Baptist Church 
where he had served as a Deacon, Sunday 
School teacher, and choir member. 

Hoe was additionally a lifetime member of 
the Salvation Army Advisory Board and was 

awarded the Salvation Army William Booth 
Award, the highest honor given by the char-
ity, after serving as Chairman. 

Many also know Hoe for his work with the 
family business, the J.R. Hoe and Sons 
foundry. 

Hoe was preceded in death by his beloved 
wife, Mary, whom he met while the two were 
students at the University of Tennessee. He 
referred to her as his ‘‘secret weapon’’ in the 
Daily News interview. The couple had three 
children together and several grandchildren. 

f 

RECOGNIZING LOGIC SUPPLY 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I 

wish to share a business success story 
from my home State of Vermont. 

For years Vermont has been branded 
as the State of milk, apples, and maple 
syrup. But along the ridgelines of the 
Green Mountains and in the valleys 
along the many rivers that find their 
way to Lake Champlain, a new high- 
tech and green-tech sector is quickly 
emerging as an economic driver for 
both Vermont and the entire country. 
The Burlington Free Press recently 
highlighted one such company—Logic 
Supply in South Burlington, VT. 

I have heard many great things about 
Logic Supply’s work and their commit-
ment to Vermont. Company owners 
Lisa and Roland Groeneveld have kept 
Logic Supply extremely active in our 
State’s high-tech business networking 
community both as members of the 
Vermont Software Developers Alliance 
and as regular participants in the 
Vermont 3.0 Creative Tech Jam. In 
2010, KeyBank and Vermont Business 
Magazine recognized Logic Supply as 
one of Vermont’s fastest growing com-
panies. 

As Logic Supply has grown, they 
have helped brand Vermont as a place 
where businesses can succeed, and 
where people looking to work in the 
economy of tomorrow can find a job 
today. I commend them for their hard 
work and success. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
May 9, 2011, Burlington Free Press arti-
cle entitled ‘‘Logic Dictates, Couple 
Prove Tech Has Place On Vt. Buz 
Scene’’ be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Burlington Free Press, May 9, 
2011] 

LOGIC DICTATES, COUPLE PROVE TECH HAS 
PLACE ON VT. BIZ SCENE 

(By Dan D’Ambrosio) 
In 2002, Lisa and Roland Groeneveld left 

behind their corporate telecommunications 
jobs in the Netherlands, where they had met, 
and moved to Vermont without work. Ro-
land is Dutch. Lisa is a native of Barre and 
wanted to live close to family after her fa-
ther died. 

The company she worked for, WorldCom, 
was imploding spectacularly, filing the big-
gest bankruptcy in U.S. history at the time. 
The company he worked for, an Anglo-Dutch 
consultancy called CMG with about 14,000 
employees, was about to be swallowed up by 
an even bigger company, Logica, based in 
Reading, England, now with almost 40,000 
employees. 

So, they went their own way. In less than 
a decade, the Groenevelds have built a high- 

tech business in South Burlington, Logic 
Supply, Inc., that has made a profit from day 
one. 

After launching with $40,000 the couple had 
saved, the company is on track to reach $16 
million in sales in 2011—up nearly 40 percent 
from 2010 sales of $11.5 million. It is debt 
free, recently moved into a $2.3 million 
building with room for expansion and, in the-
ory, will reach $350 million in sales by 2020 if 
it meets the BHAG (Big Hairy Audacious 
Goal) set by its management and employees. 
That acronym, by the way, is proudly dis-
played on a bulletin board in the break 
room. 

HOW’S THAT FOR LANDING ON YOUR FEET? 
After moving to Vermont, Lisa and Ro-

land’s first order of business was to build a 
house on property Lisa’s parents owned 
where they had a small vacation cabin. Ro-
land bought a book on how to build your own 
house, hired a carpenter, and got to work, 
with Lisa’s help. 

‘‘It literally was nine months of pounding 
nails, which was a lot of fun, very different 
than IT,’’ Roland said. ‘‘Once you start doing 
it, it’s pretty straightforward.’’ 

While their house was being built, Lisa 
landed a job in Boston at a business some of 
her former colleagues from WorldCom had 
started, called Fiberlink. After the house 
was finished in 2003, the couple decided to 
move to Boston for Lisa’s job. 

‘‘We found an apartment there,’’ Roland 
said. ‘‘What am I to do next? Together we sat 
down and wrote some business plans.’’ 

Years earlier, Roland had started a com-
pany in the Netherlands, and sold it a year 
and a half later to an Internet company dur-
ing the dot.com boom. So he knew the feel-
ing of being an entrepreneur. 

‘‘Running your own business is nice, it 
gives you a lot of freedom and independ-
ence,’’ Roland said. ‘‘I wanted to get back to 
that sort of feeling and idea.’’ 

The couple complemented each other when 
it came to launching a high-tech business. 
Roland had a degree in electrical engineering 
and computer science. Lisa had an extensive 
business background, having worked for 
what was the highest flyer in telecom before 
it crashed to earth. 

But before they got to the plan that would 
lead to Logic Supply, the couple took a cou-
ple of detours. 

‘‘One was importing high-end coffee mak-
ers from Europe,’’ Roland said. ‘‘You’re 
drinking a cup of coffee and you think, Boy 
wouldn’t it be nice to get a good cup of cof-
fee!’’’ 

Of course, there were already companies 
out there importing nice coffee pots from 
Europe. But there weren’t so many doing 
what Logic Supply would end up doing, an 
idea that came from the development of 
smaller and smaller, and more and more rug-
ged computers. 

‘‘We make very high-end computer systems 
for industrial embedded applications,’’ Ro-
land said, summarizing the company he and 
Lisa launched in their Boston apartment 
eight and a half years ago. ‘‘We never really 
sell to end users. Typically we sell to a com-
pany that has their own product, their own 
sales force and their own marketing. We’re 
basically the engineering department for the 
company.’’ 

Logic Supply makes the computers, for ex-
ample, for Project 54, a system for police 
cruisers and ambulances developed at the 
University of New Hampshire that integrates 
the functions of the vehicle into a single 
interface that can be operated by voice or a 
touch screen, simplifying life for a police of-
ficer or EMT in an emergency situation. 

‘‘It’s a computer that runs the police car,’’ 
Roland said. ‘‘When they’re driving, cops can 
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interact with the computer by voice: ‘Sirens 
on, lights on.’ They can request initial infor-
mation on a license plate, operate video 
cameras. The computer is not taking over 
the functions, but controlling the func-
tions.’’ 

Logic Supply also makes custom com-
puters for industrial automation—in slaugh-
terhouses, where they can be sprayed with 
blood; or tire manufacturing, where they’re 
subject to a lot of moisture and particles fly-
ing around, along with shock and vibration. 

‘‘Our computers are designed to withstand 
all that,’’ Roland said. ‘‘A typical PC will 
fail. They can’t handle that sort of environ-
ment.’’ 

Logic Supply is in the medical market as 
well. 

‘‘One of our customers converts analog X- 
ray machines to make them digital,’’ Roland 
said. ‘‘Our computers will capture the im-
ages from those older machines and convert 
them and make those images available on-
line for doctors.’’ 

INTERNET SAVVY 
Remarkably, the company has experienced 

its explosive growth almost exclusively 
through its website, making search engine 
optimization a top priority. 

‘‘Our primary customers are engineers, and 
engineers don’t like to talk to sales people, 
they like to do their own research,’’ Roland 
said. ‘‘I can say this stuff because I’m an en-
gineer myself.’’ 

The website gives engineers all the infor-
mation they need to place their orders. The 
Logic Supply sales team does follow up with 
human contact, just to make sure their cus-
tomers are satisfied and have everything 
they need, Roland says, but if they want to 
be left alone to place their orders in peace 
and not talk to anybody, Logic Supply 
obliges. 

The Groenevelds’ plan for the next 10 years 
is to grow at a sustained rate of 30 percent to 
40 percent a year, which presumably would 
get them to the BHAG posted on the lunch 
room bulletin board. If anything slows them 
down, Roland says, it’s likely to be the dif-
ficulty of finding qualified employees in 
Vermont. 

‘‘Vermont is not well known as a tech 
state, or even a great state for employ-
ment,’’ Roland said. ‘‘People think there’s 
not a future for them here and they leave. 
We need to stop that as a community. We 
need to make sure people are aware there are 
opportunities here and that there are great 
businesses here.’’ 

Mark Heyman is Logic Supply’s director of 
human resources, and recently joined the 
board of directors of Vermont Software De-
velopers’ Alliance. He said the alliance is 
planning to broaden into a representative 
group for the entire tech industry in the 
state, highlighting companies in the state 
like his own, and many others. 

‘‘There’s a reason not only to stay in 
Vermont, but for other people to come here,’’ 
Heyman said. ‘‘We see ourselves along with 
other companies as leading a resurgence. Get 
the word out, let’s attract people. Like 
geeking out on a computer? I’ve got a sand-
box for you. As people come walking through 
here applying for a job, they often say they 
never even realized something like this ex-
isted in Vermont.’’ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. MATTHEW 
FRIEDMAN 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a moment to congratulate 
Dr. Matthew Friedman, a finalist for 
the 2011 Samuel J. Heyman Service to 
America Medals. Dr. Friedman is the 

executive director of the National Cen-
ter for Post Traumatic Stress Disorder, 
PTSD, headquartered in White River 
Junction, VT. He was a finalist for the 
Career Achievement Medal given annu-
ally to a federal employee for signifi-
cant accomplishments over a lifetime 
of achievement in public service. 

Dr. Friedman is a pioneer in the field 
of traumatic stress disorders. For near-
ly 40 years now he has been working to 
identify the causes of and treatments 
for PTSD and advocating for those af-
flicted with the disorder. It is the cause 
of his career. 

While PTSD is now recognized as a 
serious affliction associated with the 
stresses and violence of war, this was 
not always the case. In the early days 
of his work, Dr. Friedman had to con-
vince skeptics both inside and outside 
of the Veterans Administration that 
many returning troops were suffering 
from PTSD. His efforts eventually per-
suaded veterans to accept the disease 
within their own communities. He was 
among the first Veterans Administra-
tion clinicians to recognize the depth 
and breadth of the disorder among re-
turning Vietnam veterans. In 1973, he 
established one of the earliest groups 
to provide mental health assistance to 
former soldiers. 

In 1989, after years of distinguished 
work in the field, Dr. Friedman was 
named as the first executive director of 
the then-new National Center for 
PTSD based in Vermont, in White 
River Junction. Since then, the center 
has grown into a group of seven centers 
located at VA medical centers and in 
connection with university medical re-
search programs around the country. 
These seven centers have conducted 
unprecedented research, leading to 
critical advancements in the under-
standing, treatment, and prevention of 
traumatic disorders. 

The Service to America Medals are 
some of the most prestigious awards 
given to celebrate America’s civil serv-
ants. The medals will be presented on 
September 15 in Washington, DC. 

Dr. Friedman has spent years study-
ing, treating and advocated for our 
brave veterans who have been psycho-
logically affected by war or other trag-
edies. Whether or not he is ultimately 
selected for it, Dr. Friedman is cer-
tainly deserving of the Samuel J. 
Heyman Career Achievement Medal, I 
commend him on his selection as a fi-
nalist, and I thank him for a lifetime of 
public service to America’s veterans. 

Dr. Friedman was mentioned in an 
article entitled Finalists for govern-
ment’s ‘‘Oscars,’’ recently published in 
the Washington Post. I ask unanimous 
consent that a copy be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 2, 2011] 
FINALISTS FOR GOVERNMENT’S ‘‘OSCARS’’ 

SERVICE MEDALS WILL BE AWARDED TO NINE 
OUTSTANDING EMPLOYEES 

(By Lisa Rein) 
One is leading the effort to reduce tobacco- 

related disease by regulating what goes into 
cigarettes. Another helped disrupt drug traf-
fickers from laundering billions of dollars 
through Mexican banks. Another developed a 
strategy to make sure every American has 
access to high-speed Internet service. 

These are among 34 federal workers nomi-
nated for the 2011 Samuel J. Heyman Service 
to America Medal awards. The service med-
als—or ‘‘Sammies,’’ as they are known—are 
the Academy Awards of the federal world 
and honor distinguished public servants in a 
variety of fields, including transportation 
safety and data systems. With civil servants 
a key focal point in the debate over the size 
of government, the nonprofit Partnership for 
Public Service hopes its annual Service to 
America medals will act as a reminder of 
federal workers’ commitment to their jobs. 

Nine employees will receive awards this 
fall for their work on a variety of issues, 
both in the headlines and under the radar. 
One among them will be honored as federal 
employee of the year. 

The 34 finalists, selected from more than 
400 nominations by their bosses and col-
leagues, will be honored Thursday at a 
breakfast on Capitol Hill as part of Public 
Service Recognition Week, May 1–7, intended 
to recognize the efforts of federal, state and 
local government workers. 

The nominees hail from Menlo Park, Calif., 
to White River Junction, Vt., with 23 work-
ing in the Washington area. Some are ap-
proaching the end of a long career in govern-
ment, while others are in their 20s. 

The Washington Post chose a random sam-
ple of finalists to ask about their work: 

When the Food and Drug Administration 
gained new authority over tobacco products 
in 2009, it turned to doctor and public health 
expert Lawrence Deyton to launch the Cen-
ter for Tobacco Products. Deyton’s 30-year 
career in government has focused on fighting 
hepatitis, AIDS among veterans and other 
public health threats. 

With a $450 million budget, Deyton, 58, led 
a successful effort to prohibit tobacco manu-
facturers from displaying the labels ‘‘light,’’ 
‘‘low’’ and ‘‘mild.’’ In June, the center will 
issue regulations requiting graphic new 
health warnings on cigarette packages and 
billboards. Next up: Establishing which in-
gredients in cigarettes could be removed or 
changed to make them safer. 

‘‘We have a fundamental authority now 
that no other country has,’’ Deyton said. 

The Defense Department’s inspector gen-
eral has long had a system for protecting 
service members who report wrongdoing. But 
until Dan Meyer and his team were hired in 
2004, civilian whisleblowers who suffered 
from retaliation had no advocate. 

Meyer, 46, created a program that protects 
employees who report national security and 
procurement fraud. These whistleblowers 
often lose their security clearances as pun-
ishment. Meyer once blew the whistle him-
self when he was a Navy line officer who dis-
closed flaws in the investigation of a 1989 ex-
plosion that killed 47 American sailors. 

‘‘We needed to approach this as protection 
of our sources,’’ he said. 

When the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy came out late last year with a new plan to 
restore the Chesapeake Bay, 31-year-old 
Katherine Antos cajoled sometime-warring 
state governments, advocacy groups and in-
dustry to cooperate to increase their ac-
countability. ‘‘If we are going to be success-
ful, we needed the right buy-in,’’ said Antos, 
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leader of the bay program’s Water Quality 
Team. The biggest problem was conveying 
what might seem simple: ‘‘What needs to be 
done, who is going to do it and how,’’ she 
said. 

Three years ago, the National Institutes of 
Health attempted to pick up where the coun-
try’s prestigious medical centers had left off, 
cracking the code of diseases that cannot be 
diagnosed. 

William Gahl, a pediatrician specializing 
in clinical and biochemical genetics, took on 
the challenge as the first director of the 
Undiagnosed Diseases Program. Interest was 
so strong that Gahl’s $280,000 budget quickly 
grew to $3.5 million. Of 5,000 applicants, 400 
have been accepted, though a medical diag-
nosis has been found for just 60. 

‘‘We admit failure in the majority of our 
cases,’’ Gahl said. ‘‘But these are people who 
have been everywhere else.’’ 

Analysts at the Treasury Department’s Fi-
nancial Crimes Enforcement Network have 
long suspected that Mexican drug traffickers 
were smuggling cash from their narcotics 
sales back into Mexico for deposit in local 
banks. Senior intelligence research analyst 
Ann Martin, 29, analyzed tens of thousands 
of bank transactions and discovered last 
year that billions of dollars in illegal drug 
profits were entering the Mexican banking 
system from the United States. Her work led 
the Mexican government to issue new regula-
tions capping the amount of American dol-
lars that can flow to Mexican banks. 

Post-traumatic stress disorder is a well- 
known mental health issue facing service 
members, but when Matthew Friedman 
began his career working with veterans 40 
years ago, the term did not exist. 

Today, the psychiatrist and pharma-
cologist is executive director of the Veterans 
Affairs Department’s National Center for 
PTSD, based in White River Junction, Vt. 
Since the center was created in 1989, Fried-
man has expanded it to seven VA medical 
centers across the country. He overcame 
many skeptics along the way, who believed 
the affliction was not a serious disorder. At 
71, Friedman now wants to understand how 
to prevent the disorder and why some sol-
diers suffer from it while others don’t. 

‘‘What is the difference between resilient 
and vulnerable people?’’ he asked. 

f 

STAMP OUT HUNGER FOOD DRIVE 
Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, today I 

honor the National Association of Let-
ter Carriers’ Stamp Out Hunger Food 
Drive. Every year, on the second Satur-
day in May, letter carriers across the 
country collect nonperishable food as 
part of the Nation’s largest one-day 
food drive, distributing the donations 
to local food banks. In these difficult 
economic times—as families continue 
to make ends meet and food banks deal 
with tightening budgets—these efforts 
are especially important. 

The Stamp Out Hunger Food Drive is 
just one example of how letter carriers 
work to make a difference in the lives 
of those they serve. Since the food 
drive was launched 19 years ago, they 
have collected a billion pounds of food, 
including 77.3 million pounds last year 
alone. They do all of this in service of 
the communities in which the live and 
work. And the work they do remains 
essential. Even in today’s electronic 
society, millions of us depend on letter 
carriers to deliver everything from 
birthday cards to life-saving prescrip-
tion medications. 

In recognition of all letter carriers, 
their hard work and their commitment 
to their communities, I ask that all of 
us join with them in support of their 
one-day food drive and make a dona-
tion of nonperishable food items this 
Saturday, May 14, 2011, the National 
Association of Letter Carriers’ Stamp 
Out Hunger Food Drive Day. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

NEW HAMPSHIRE TIMBERLAND 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION 

∑ Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, today I 
recognize and congratulate the New 
Hampshire Timberland Owners Asso-
ciation on achieving a commendable 
feat—100 years of successful forest 
management, conservation, and aware-
ness efforts. 

The New Hampshire Timberland 
Owners Association will hold its cen-
tennial annual meeting this year in 
Whitefield, NH, at the Mountain View 
Grand Resort from Friday, May 20 
through Sunday, May 22, where the as-
sociation will gather at Weeks State 
Park—the former summer home of 
Senator John Wingate Weeks, the au-
thor of the 1911 Weeks Act, a landmark 
piece of conservation legislation which 
paved the way for the formation of the 
White Mountain National Forest. 

The New Hampshire Timberland 
Owners Association was established as 
a nonprofit organization in 1911, with 
William R. Brown serving as president. 
By 1912, the association had 32 mem-
bers. Today, the association celebrates 
100 years of hard work and its more 
than 1,400 members representing land 
ownership of over 1 million acres. 

The association’s initial objectives 
were the protection and improvement 
of timberland and property rights. The 
members’ efforts focused on planning 
and acting on matters relating to for-
est management, legislation, and 
taxes. Today, the association is a 
statewide coalition of landowners, for-
est industry professionals, government 
officials, and supporters who work to-
gether to promote forest management 
and conservation of New Hampshire’s 
working forests and to ensure a vibrant 
forest products industry. 

Since its inception, the association 
has continuously grown and expanded 
its efforts. Working with the State of 
New Hampshire, the Federal Govern-
ment, and local governments, the asso-
ciation has ensured that New Hamp-
shire’s timberlands are managed for 
the benefit of timberland owners and, 
ultimately, the best interests of the 
timber economy of our great State. To-
gether, landowners and forest industry 
professionals share the understanding 
that a well-managed forest is essential 
to New Hampshire’s economy and our 
identity. The New Hampshire 
Timberland Owners Association rep-
resents some of the most treasured 
characteristics of the Granite State— 
teamwork, foresight in innovation, vi-
sion, and initiative. 

As the New Hampshire Timberland 
Owners Association celebrates its first 
100 years, I commend their efforts and 
congratulate them on a job well done. 
I ask my colleagues to join me in rec-
ognizing the New Hampshire 
Timberland Owners Association’s cen-
tennial celebration.∑ 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time: 

S. 940. A bill to reduce the Federal budget 
deficit by closing big oil tax loopholes, and 
for other purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–1564. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures (70); Amdt. No. 30779’’ 
(RIN2120-AA65) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 9, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1565. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures (116); Amdt. No. 3418’’ 
(RIN2120-AA65) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 9, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1566. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures (33); Amdt. No. 3419’’ 
(RIN2120-AA65) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 9, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1567. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Amdt. No. 3420’’ 
(RIN2120-AA65) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on April 21, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–1568. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Amdt. No. 3421’’ 
(RIN2120-AA65) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on April 21, 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–1569. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures (12); Amdt. No. 3423’’ 
(RIN2120-AA65) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 9, 2011; to the 
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Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1570. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Kahului, HI’’ ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2010–1233)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on May 
2, 2011; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1571. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Creighton, NE’’ ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2010–1170)) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on April 21, 2011; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–1572. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; West Yellowstone, MT’’ ((RIN2120- 
AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2010–1209)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on May 4, 2011; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1573. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Pueblo, CO’’ ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket 
No. FAA–2010–1246)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 9, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1574. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Taylor, AZ’’ ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket 
No. FAA–2010–1189)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 9, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1575. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Terre Haute, IN’’ ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2010–1034)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on May 
9, 2011; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1576. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Kenton, OH’’ ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket 
No. FAA–2010–1054)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 9, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–1577. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Indianapolis Executive Airport, IN’’ 
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2010–1027)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on May 9, 2011; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1578. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Revocation of Class E Air-

space; Kutztown, PA’’ ((RIN2120-AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2010–0869)) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on April 21, 2011; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 927. A bill to require congressional ap-

proval before implementation of certain 
agency actions, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. BURR: 
S. 928. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to limit the authority of the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to use bid sav-
ings on major medical facility projects of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to expand or 
change the scope of a major medical facility 
project of the Department, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. REED, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, and Mr. FRANKEN): 

S. 929. A bill to establish a comprehensive 
literacy program; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
CRAPO): 

S. 930. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide the same capital 
gains treatment for art and collectibles as 
for other investment property and to provide 
that a deduction equal to fair market value 
shall be allowed for charitable contributions 
of literary, musical, artistic, or scholarly 
compositions created by the donor; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Mr. BINGAMAN, and Ms. 
CANTWELL): 

S. 931. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reform the rules relating 
to fractional charitable donations of tan-
gible personal property; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
S. 932. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a $1,000 refundable 
credit for individuals who are bona fide vol-
unteer members of volunteer firefighting and 
emergency medical service organizations; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Ms. 
COLLINS): 

S. 933. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend and increase the 
exclusion for benefits provided to volunteer 
firefighters and emergency medical respond-
ers; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CASEY: 
S. 934. A bill to amend the Harmonized 

Tariff Schedule of the United States to make 
a technical correction relating to stainless 
steel single-piece exhaust gas manifolds; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 
S. 935. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Veterans Affairs to carry out a program of 
outreach to veterans, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself 
and Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 936. A bill to establish the American In-
frastructure Investment Fund and other ac-
tivities to facilitate investments in infra-
structure projects that significantly enhance 

the economic competitiveness of the United 
States by improving economic output, pro-
ductivity, or competitive commercial advan-
tage, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. BARRASSO (for himself, Mr. 
BLUNT, Mr. MANCHIN, Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. ENZI, and Mr. COATS): 

S. 937. A bill to repeal certain barriers to 
domestic fuel production, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 938. A bill to establish a research, devel-
opment, demonstration, and commercial ap-
plication program to promote research of ap-
propriate technologies for heavy duty plug- 
in hybrid vehicles, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself and 
Mr. CRAPO): 

S. 939. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that the volume 
cap for private activity bonds shall not apply 
to bonds for facilities for the furnishing of 
water and sewage facilities; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, Mr. TESTER, Mr. BROWN 
of Ohio, Mr. REID, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. REED, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mrs. 
BOXER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. COONS, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. STABENOW, 
Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. SHAHEEN, 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. 940. A bill to reduce the Federal budget 
deficit by closing big oil tax loopholes, and 
for other purposes; read the first time. 

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. COONS, 
and Mr. WHITEHOUSE): 

S. 941. A bill to strengthen families’ en-
gagement in the education of their children; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Ms. COL-
LINS, and Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 942. A bill to provide for improved in-
vestment in national transportation infra-
structure; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself and Mr. 
GRAHAM): 

S. Res. 175. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate with respect to ongoing 
violations of the territorial integrity and 
sovereignty of Georgia and the importance of 
a peaceful and just resolution to the conflict 
within Georgia’s internationally recognized 
borders; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI: 
S. Res. 176. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the Senate that the United States 
Postal Service should issue a semipostal 
stamp to support medical research relating 
to Alzheimer’s disease; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mr. 
INHOFE): 
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S. Res. 177. A resolution designating the 

week of May 15 through May 21, 2011, as ‘‘Na-
tional Public Works Week’’; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself and 
Mr. BLUNT): 

S. Res. 178. A resolution expressing support 
for the designation of May 1, 2011, as ‘‘Silver 
Star Service Banner Day’’; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and Mr. 
INOUYE): 

S. Con. Res. 16. A concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of Emancipation Hall in 
the Capitol Visitor Center for an event to 
celebrate the birthday of King Kamehameha; 
considered and agreed to. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 164 

At the request of Mr. BROWN of Mas-
sachusetts, the names of the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) and the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 164, a 
bill to repeal the imposition of with-
holding on certain payments made to 
vendors by government entities. 

S. 222 

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 222, a bill to limit investor and 
homeowner losses in foreclosures, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 245 

At the request of Mr. CORKER, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 245, a bill to reduce Fed-
eral spending in a responsible manner. 

S. 362 

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 362, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to provide 
for a Pancreatic Cancer Initiative, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 385 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
385, a bill to include nonprofit and vol-
unteer ground and air ambulance crew 
members and first responders for cer-
tain benefits. 

S. 411 

At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) and the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. ENZI) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 411, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to authorize 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to 
enter into agreements with States and 
nonprofit organizations to collaborate 
in the provision of case management 
services associated with certain sup-
ported housing programs for veterans, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 414 

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) and the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. TESTER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 414, a bill to protect 

girls in developing countries through 
the prevention of child marriage, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 418 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
418, a bill to award a Congressional 
Gold Medal to the World War II mem-
bers of the Civil Air Patrol. 

S. 427 
At the request of Mr. HELLER, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
427, a bill to withdraw certain land lo-
cated in Clark County, Nevada, from 
location, entry, and patent under the 
mining laws and disposition under all 
laws pertaining to mineral and geo-
thermal leasing or mineral materials, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 456 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 

the name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 456, a bill to amend the Agri-
cultural Marketing Act of 1946 to re-
quire monthly reporting to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture of items con-
tained in the cold storage survey and 
the dairy products survey of the Na-
tional Agriculture Statistics. 

S. 457 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 

the name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 457, a bill to allow modified 
bloc voting by cooperative associations 
of milk producers in connection with a 
referendum on Federal milk marketing 
order reform. 

S. 458 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 

the name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 458, a bill to amend the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to 
establish and enforce a maximum so-
matic cell count requirement for fluid 
milk. 

S. 459 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 

the name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 459, a bill to amend the Food, 
Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 
to preserve certain rates for the milk 
income loss contract program. 

S. 463 
At the request of Mr. BEGICH, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 463, a bill to amend part 
B of title II of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 to pro-
mote effective STEM teaching and 
learning. 

S. 468 
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 

the name of the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. COATS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 468, a bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to clarify 
the authority of the Administrator to 
disapprove specifications of disposal 
sites for the discharge of, dredged or 
fill material, and to clarify the proce-

dure under which a higher review of 
specifications may be requested. 

S. 489 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 

of the Senator from Washington (Mrs. 
MURRAY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 489, a bill to require certain mortga-
gees to evaluate loans for modifica-
tions, to establish a grant program for 
State and local government mediation 
programs, and for other purposes. 

S. 547 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 547, a bill to direct the Sec-
retary of Education to establish an 
award program recognizing excellence 
exhibited by public school system em-
ployees providing services to students 
in pre-kindergarten through higher 
education. 

S. 567 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BAUCUS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 567, a bill to amend the small, 
rural school achievement program and 
the rural and low-income school pro-
gram under part B of title VI of the El-
ementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. 

S. 584 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 584, a bill to establish the Social 
Work Reinvestment Commission to 
provide independent counsel to Con-
gress and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services on policy issues asso-
ciated with recruitment, retention, re-
search, and reinvestment in the profes-
sion of social work, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 587 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 587, a bill to amend the Safe 
Drinking Water Act to repeal a certain 
exemption for hydraulic fracturing, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 634 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 634, a bill to ensure that 
the courts of the United States may 
provide an impartial forum for claims 
brought by United States citizens and 
others against any railroad organized 
as a separate legal entity, arising from 
the deportation of United States citi-
zens and others to Nazi concentration 
camps on trains owned or operated by 
such railroad, and by the heirs and sur-
vivors of such persons. 

S. 668 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 668, a bill to remove 
unelected, unaccountable bureaucrats 
from seniors’ personal health decisions 
by repealing the Independent Payment 
Advisory Board. 
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S. 701 

At the request of Mr. BENNET, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 701, a bill to amend sec-
tion 1120A(c) of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 to as-
sure comparability of opportunity for 
educationally disadvantaged students. 

S. 718 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 

names of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) and the Senator 
from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 718, a bill to 
amend the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act to improve 
the use of certain registered pesticides. 

S. 800 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 800, a bill to amend the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users to reauthorize and improve the 
safe routes to school program. 

S. 844 
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. HAGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 844, a bill to provide in-
centives for States and local edu-
cational agencies to implement com-
prehensive reforms and innovative 
strategies that are designed to lead to 
significant improvement in outcomes 
for all students and significant reduc-
tions in achievement gaps among sub-
groups of students, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 868 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. CHAMBLISS) and the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 868, a bill to restore 
the longstanding partnership between 
the States and the Federal Government 
in managing the Medicaid program. 

S. 891 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) and the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 891, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to provide for the recognition of at-
tending physician assistants as attend-
ing physicians to serve hospice pa-
tients. 

S. 896 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
896, a bill to amend the Public Land 
Corps Act of 1993 to expand the author-
ization of the Secretaries of Agri-
culture, Commerce, and the Interior to 
provide service opportunities for young 
Americans; help restore the nation’s 
natural, cultural, historic, archae-
ological, recreational and scenic re-
sources; train a new generation of pub-
lic land managers and enthusiasts; and 
promote the value of public service. 

S. 906 
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 

names of the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. LUGAR) and the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 906, a bill to prohibit 
taxpayer funded abortions and to pro-
vide for conscience protections, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 926 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 926, a bill to amend the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act to 
permanently prohibit the conduct of 
offshore drilling on the outer Conti-
nental Shelf in the Mid-Atlantic and 
North Atlantic planning areas. 

S.J. RES. 10 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of 
S.J. Res. 10, a joint resolution pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States relative to 
balancing the budget. 

S. RES. 80 
At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name 

of the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Res. 80, a resolution condemning 
the Government of Iran for its state- 
sponsored persecution of its Baha’i mi-
nority and its continued violation of 
the International Covenants on Human 
Rights. 

S. RES. 174 
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 174, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate that 
effective sharing of passenger informa-
tion from inbound international flight 
manifests is a crucial component of our 
national security and that the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security must 
maintain the information sharing 
standards required under the 2007 Pas-
senger Name Record Agreement be-
tween the United States and the Euro-
pean Union. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. KOHL): 

S. 938. A bill to establish a research, 
development, demonstration, and com-
mercial application program to pro-
mote research of appropriate tech-
nologies for heavy duty plug-in hybrid 
vehicles, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, today I 
am reintroducing the Heavy Duty Hy-
brid Vehicle Research, Development, 
and Demonstration Act, along with my 
colleagues Senator FEINSTEIN and Sen-
ator KOHL. This bill will accelerate re-
search of plug-in hybrid technologies 
for heavy duty trucks. 

The Federal Government, through 
the 21st Century Truck Partnership, 

has for some years provided funding to 
conduct research and development for 
the modernization of this industry, in 
association with private industry part-
ners. Despite the significant potential 
benefits of hybrid trucks, however, re-
search in this area was eliminated re-
cently to focus on passenger vehicles. 
This decision was shortsighted. 

Truck operators in Maine and around 
the country are again being hard hit by 
increases in the price of diesel fuel. 
Given that our nation relies upon the 
trucking industry to keep our economy 
running by providing timely delivery of 
food, industrial products, and raw ma-
terials, we must develop alternatives 
that make the industry less susceptible 
to dramatic changes in oil prices. Hy-
brid power technologies offer tremen-
dous promise of reducing this critical 
industry’s dependence on oil. 

Trucks consume large amounts of 
imported fuels. Successfully transi-
tioning trucks to hybrid power tech-
nology will reduce our Nation’s oil con-
sumption and improve our energy secu-
rity. The Heavy Duty Hybrid Vehicle 
Research, Development, and Dem-
onstration Act directs the Department 
of Energy to expand its research in ad-
vanced energy storage technologies to 
include hybrid trucks as well as pas-
senger vehicles. Current hybrid tech-
nology works well for cars that can be 
made with lightweight materials and 
travel short distances. Trucks need to 
be constructed with heavy materials 
commensurate with the heavy loads 
they carry and, if they are going to be 
plug-in hybrids, travel relatively long 
distances between charges. Thus ad-
vances in battery and other tech-
nologies are needed to make plug-in 
trucks commercially viable and will re-
quire more advanced technology than 
is required for passenger cars. 

Grant recipients will be required to 
complete two phases. In phase one, re-
cipients must build one plug-in hybrid 
truck, collect data, and make perform-
ance comparisons with traditional 
trucks. Recipients who show promise 
in phase one will be invited to enter 
into phase two where they must 
produce 50 plug-in hybrid trucks and 
report on the technological and market 
obstacles to widespread production. 
The bill will also sponsor two smaller 
programs to deal with drive-train 
issues and the impact of the wide use of 
plug-in hybrid technology on the elec-
trical grid. In total, the bill authorizes 
the expenditure of $16 million for each 
of fiscal years 2012, 2013, and 2014. 

We need a comprehensive approach to 
modernize commercial transportation 
in the 21st century. The Heavy Duty 
Hybrid Vehicle Research, Develop-
ment, and Demonstration Act is one 
vital piece of that approach. 

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. 
COONS, and Mr. WHITEHOUSE): 

S. 941. A bill to strengthen families 
engagement in the education of their 
children; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 
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Mr. REED. Mr. President, today I in-

troduce the Family Engagement in 
Education Act with my colleagues Sen-
ator COONS and Senator WHITEHOUSE. I 
thank Representative PLATTS for intro-
ducing the House companion of this bi-
partisan bill. 

Our legislation will strengthen fam-
ily engagement in education at the 
local, State, and national levels. It will 
empower parents by increasing school 
district resources dedicated to family 
engagement activities from 1 percent 
to 2 percent of the district Title I allo-
cation. It will also improve quality of 
family engagement practices at the 
school level by requiring school dis-
tricts to develop and implement stand-
ards-based policies and practices for 
family-school partnerships. It will 
build State and local capacity for effec-
tive family engagement in education 
by setting aside 1 percent of the State 
Title I allocation for local family en-
gagement in education centers to pro-
vide innovative programming and serv-
ices, such as leadership training and 
family literacy, to local families and to 
remove barriers to family engagement, 
and for supporting state-level activi-
ties. Finally, our bill will restructure 
the Parent Information Resource Cen-
ters so that they can provide statewide 
technical assistance in line with the 
quality framework developed by the 
U.S. Department of Education, Harvard 
Family Research Project, and South-
west Educational Development Labora-
tory. At the national level, our legisla-
tion will require the Secretary of Edu-
cation to convene practitioners, re-
searchers, and other experts in the 
field of family engagement in edu-
cation to develop recommended 
metrics for measuring the quality and 
outcomes of family engagement in a 
child’s education. 

Research demonstrates that family 
engagement in a child’s education in-
creases student achievement, improves 
attendance, and reduces dropout rates. 
A recent study by Anne Seitsinger and 
Steven Brand at the University of 
Rhode Island’s Center for School Im-
provement and Educational Policy 
found that students whose parents sup-
port their education through learning 
activities at home and discuss the im-
portance of education perform better in 
school. Yet too often, family engage-
ment is not built into our school im-
provement efforts in a systematic way. 
The Family Engagement in Education 
Act will promote meaningful family 
engagement policies and programs at 
the national, State, and local levels to 
ensure that all students are on track to 
be career and college-ready. 

The bill builds on my successful ef-
forts in the last reauthorization of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, the 2001 No Child Left Behind Act, 
to incorporate provisions throughout 
the law to strengthen and boost paren-
tal involvement. It is also in line with 
the Administration’s blueprint for re-
authorization, which calls for doubling 
the amount that school districts are 

required to set aside for parental in-
volvement and encouraging States to 
use some of their Title I funding to 
support local family engagement cen-
ters in education. 

Developed with the National Family, 
School, and Community Engagement 
Working Group, which includes organi-
zations such as National PTA, United 
Way Worldwide, Harvard Family Re-
search Project, and National Council of 
La Raza, and endorsed by hundreds of 
local, State, and national organiza-
tions, this legislation represents the 
broad consensus that we must do a bet-
ter job of engaging families in all as-
pects of their children’s education. 

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor the 
Family Engagement in Education Act, 
and to work for its inclusion in the 
forthcoming debate to reauthorize and 
renew the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 941 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Family En-
gagement in Education Act of 2011’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. Findings; purpose. 
Sec. 4. Amendment references. 
Sec. 5. Family engagement in education. 
Sec. 6. State plans. 
Sec. 7. Local educational agency plans. 
Sec. 8. Family engagement in education pol-

icy. 
Sec. 9. Prevention and intervention pro-

grams for children and youth 
who are neglected, delinquent, 
or at risk. 

Sec. 10. High-quality teachers and prin-
cipals. 

Sec. 11. Family engagement in education 
programs. 

Sec. 12. Definitions. 
Sec. 13. Conforming amendments. 
Sec. 14. Government Accountability Office 

study and report. 
Sec. 15. Federal coordination of family en-

gagement in education pro-
gramming. 

SEC. 3. FINDINGS; PURPOSE. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-

lowing: 
(1) Family engagement in a child’s edu-

cation raises student achievement, improves 
behavior and attendance, decreases drop-out 
rates, and improves the emotional and phys-
ical well-being of children. 

(2) Families are critical determinants of 
children’s school readiness as well as of stu-
dents’ decision to pursue higher education. 

(3) Effective family engagement is a great 
equalizer for students, contributing to their 
increased academic achievement, regardless 
of parents’ education level, ethnicity, or so-
cioeconomic background. 

(4) Family engagement can raise student 
academic achievement so substantially that 
schools would need to increase spending by 
more than $1,000 per pupil to gain the same 
results. 

(5) Positive benefits for children, youth, 
families, and schools are maximized through 
effective family engagement that— 

(A) is a shared responsibility in which 
schools and other community agencies and 
organizations are committed to reaching out 
to engage families in meaningful ways and 
families are committed to actively sup-
porting their children’s learning and devel-
opment; 

(B) is continuous across a child’s life from 
birth to young adulthood; and 

(C) reinforces learning that takes place in 
all settings. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
strengthen families’ engagement in the edu-
cation of their children. 
SEC. 4. AMENDMENT REFERENCES. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
whenever in this Act an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment 
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.). 
SEC. 5. FAMILY ENGAGEMENT IN EDUCATION. 

(a) FAMILY ENGAGEMENT AND RESPONSI-
BILITY FUND.—Title I (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) 
is amended by adding after section 1004 the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 1005. FAMILY ENGAGEMENT AND RESPON-

SIBILITY FUND. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State educational 

agency may reserve not more than 1 percent 
of such agency’s allocated funds under sec-
tion 1122 for each fiscal year for use as pro-
vided in subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) USE OF RESERVED FUNDS.—From the 
amounts reserved for each fiscal year under 
subsection (a), each State educational agen-
cy shall— 

‘‘(1) reserve not less than 85 percent for 
Local Family Engagement Centers under 
section 1006; and 

‘‘(2) reserve not more than 15 percent for 
State educational agency capacity for family 
engagement activities under section 1007.’’. 

(b) LOCAL FAMILY ENGAGEMENT CENTERS 
PROGRAM.—Title I (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) is 
amended by adding after section 1005, as 
added by subsection (a), the following: 
‘‘SEC. 1006. LOCAL FAMILY ENGAGEMENT CEN-

TERS PROGRAM. 
‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to establish and operate Local Family En-
gagement Centers and to evaluate the useful-
ness and effectiveness of innovative ap-
proaches demonstrated by these centers in 
engaging families in their children’s edu-
cation by providing training, services, sup-
ports, and opportunities that meet families’ 
needs and remove barriers to their engage-
ment in their children’s education to im-
prove student achievement. 

‘‘(b) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—From the funds 
reserved to carry out this section under sec-
tion 1005(b)(1), a State educational agency 
shall award grants or enter into contracts 
and cooperative agreements with eligible en-
tities to establish and operate Local Family 
Engagement Centers. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In this section, the 
term ‘eligible entity’ means a private, non-
profit organization that— 

‘‘(1) has a demonstrated record of working 
with low-income parents and families in the 
community; 

‘‘(2) is located in a community with ele-
mentary schools and secondary schools that 
receive funds under part A and is accessible 
to families of students in those schools; and 

‘‘(3) is partnering with 1 or more local edu-
cational agencies or 1 or more schools that 
receive funds under part A. 

‘‘(d) APPLICATION FOR GRANTS.—To receive 
a grant under this section, an eligible entity 
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shall submit an application to the State edu-
cational agency at such time, in such man-
ner, and accompanied by such information as 
the State educational agency may require, 
including— 

‘‘(1) a description of the entity’s approach 
on family engagement in education, includ-
ing its use of strength-based strategies; 

‘‘(2) information demonstrating that the 
applicant meets the definition of an eligible 
entity; 

‘‘(3) information that the applicant has the 
capacity to operate a center capable of con-
ducting the training, services, and support 
activities to fulfill the purposes of a Local 
Family Engagement Center; 

‘‘(4) information that the applicant will 
structure and operate a center of sufficient 
scope and quality adequate to serve the 
needs of the local area in which it is located; 

‘‘(5) a description of the entity’s experience 
in providing training, services, and support 
to low-income parents and families, English 
language learners, minorities, parents of stu-
dents with disabilities, parents of homeless 
students, foster parents, and parents of mi-
grant students; 

‘‘(6) a description of the collaboration with 
the local educational agency or school per-
sonnel in the geographic area to be served by 
the center; 

‘‘(7) a description of the steering com-
mittee, a majority of whose members are 
parents of students in schools that receive 
funds under part A, that will direct and im-
plement the activities of the Local Family 
Engagement Center; 

‘‘(8) a description of how the entity will co-
ordinate its efforts with the Statewide Fam-
ily Engagement Centers under subpart 16 of 
part D of title V in the State; 

‘‘(9) information that the applicant is capa-
ble of meeting milestones or deadlines as the 
State educational agency may prescribe; and 

‘‘(10) such other information as the State 
educational agency determines necessary. 

‘‘(e) USES OF FUNDS.—An eligible entity 
that receives a grant under this section shall 
establish and operate a Local Family En-
gagement Center and use the grant funds to 
provide training, services, and supports to 
engage families in their children’s education 
and to build the school-family partnerships 
necessary to ensure that all children are on 
track to graduate from high school ready for 
college and careers, such as through— 

‘‘(1) assisting parents and families in un-
derstanding how they can improve student 
achievement, including how to access ongo-
ing student performance data and related in-
formation to support learning in the class-
room with activities at home, and in after-
school and extracurricular activities; 

‘‘(2) training parents and families on effec-
tive ongoing communication with their chil-
dren, teachers, principals, counselors, ad-
ministrators, and other school personnel; 

‘‘(3) providing direct services to families, 
such as home visitation, family literacy pro-
grams, and health and behavioral health 
services to meet the needs of families and re-
move barriers for engaging in the education 
of their children; 

‘‘(4) providing advocacy services to ensure 
that families can fully participate in their 
children’s education; 

‘‘(5) providing supports such as transpor-
tation, childcare, and meals to facilitate 
families’ engagement in programs imple-
mented or assisted by the Center; 

‘‘(6) assisting parents and families in un-
derstanding how they can prepare their chil-
dren academically, socially, and financially 
for postsecondary education, including early 
awareness of the availability of student fi-
nancial assistance; and 

‘‘(7) improving the coordination, avail-
ability, and effectiveness of integrated serv-

ices and comprehensive supports for children 
and families. 

‘‘(f) EVALUATION AND ANNUAL REPORT.—A 
State educational agency shall— 

‘‘(1) evaluate the effectiveness of the 
grants funded under this section; and 

‘‘(2) issue an annual report on the imple-
mentation of such grants, describing any 
practices the State determines to be most ef-
fective or innovative for fulfilling the pur-
poses of the Local Family Engagement Cen-
ters.’’. 

(c) STATE FAMILY ENGAGEMENT COORDI-
NATING COUNCILS.—Title I (20 U.S.C. 6301 et 
seq.) is amended by adding after section 1006, 
as added by subsection (b), the following: 
‘‘SEC. 1007. STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY CAPAC-

ITY FOR FAMILY ENGAGEMENT AC-
TIVITIES. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State educational 
agency shall administer and expend funds re-
served under section 1005(b)(2) to— 

‘‘(1) provide for the establishment of a 
statewide family engagement coordinating 
council; and 

‘‘(2) support the development and imple-
mentation of a statewide family engagement 
in education plan. 

‘‘(b) STATE FAMILY ENGAGEMENT COORDI-
NATING COUNCILS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State educational 
agency that receives funds under part A 
shall establish a State Family Engagement 
Coordinating Council (referred to in this sec-
tion as a ‘Council’) to ensure coordination 
and integration of family engagement in 
education activities across the education 
spectrum. 

‘‘(2) REPORTING RESPONSIBILITY.—Each 
Council shall report to the Governor and the 
Chief State School Officer of the State on 
the Council’s findings and recommendations 
regarding family engagement in education 
and such other information as the Governor 
may request. 

‘‘(3) APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Governor of the 

State, in consultation with the State edu-
cational agency, shall determine the number 
of members to serve on the Council and their 
term of office, and shall appoint such mem-
bers, initially, for a full term or for a period 
of less than a full term, as the Governor de-
termines appropriate. Such members shall 
include representatives of— 

‘‘(i) State educational agency programs, 
Statewide Family Engagement Centers 
under subpart 16 of part D of title V, and 
Local Family Engagement Centers under 
section 1006 operating in the State; 

‘‘(ii) parent training and information cen-
ters and community parent resource centers 
assisted under sections 671 and 672 of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act, 
operating in the State; 

‘‘(iii) the State parent teacher association 
and other parent groups; 

‘‘(iv) family members, students, teachers, 
and school administrators; 

‘‘(v) the State’s advisory council on early 
childhood education and care; 

‘‘(vi) colleges and universities; and 
‘‘(vii) nonprofit organizations and State 

governmental agencies serving children and 
families. 

‘‘(B) RESTRICTION ON GOVERNMENT EMPLOY-
EES.—Not more than 50 percent of the Coun-
cil members shall be employees of a State or 
local unit of government. 

‘‘(4) DUTIES OF THE COUNCIL.—Duties of the 
Council shall include any duties the Gov-
ernor may specify and the following duties: 

‘‘(A) Establish a statewide vision of family 
engagement in education that is consistent 
with, and leverages, Federal family engage-
ment in education resources and initiatives. 

‘‘(B) Encourage consistency in family en-
gagement in education policies and practices 

across learning settings along the child and 
youth life span. 

‘‘(C) Coordinate Federal, State, and local 
family engagement in education programs 
and activities. 

‘‘(D) Coordinate family engagement in edu-
cation programs and activities across early 
childhood, school-age, vocational and tech-
nical, and higher education programs. 

‘‘(E) Identify opportunities for family en-
gagement in education collaboration and re-
source sharing among State educational 
agencies, local educational agencies, and or-
ganizations that support family-school part-
nerships. 

‘‘(F) Review the family engagement in edu-
cation component of the State plan prepared 
under section 1111(d) and submit to the State 
educational agency and to the Governor any 
recommendations of the Council for modi-
fications to the plan. 

‘‘(G) Visit local educational agencies, 
schools, and other learning settings to sup-
port the implementation and monitoring of 
family engagement in education policies, 
practices, and uses of funds. 

‘‘(c) USES OF FUNDS.—Each State may use 
funds reserved under section 1005(b)(2) to 
support the development and implementa-
tion of the statewide family engagement in 
education plan described in section 1111(d) 
through activities such as— 

‘‘(1) supporting an office or staff positions 
within the agency dedicated to family en-
gagement; 

‘‘(2) carrying out the State’s responsibil-
ities under the Local Family Engagement 
Centers Program under section 1006; 

‘‘(3) developing and implementing a state-
wide data collection and evaluation system 
on family engagement metrics to identify 
schools that would benefit from training and 
support related to family engagement in 
education; 

‘‘(4) reviewing local educational agencies’ 
family engagement policies and practices as 
provided by sections 1112(b)(1)(P) and 1118(i), 
and evaluating the use of funds under this 
subsection; 

‘‘(5) coordinating technical assistance and 
support to local educational agencies with 
schools that would benefit from training and 
support related to family engagement in 
education with the Statewide Family En-
gagement Centers; 

‘‘(6) developing curricula for professional 
development for teachers, principals, school 
librarians, and other school leaders on im-
proving family engagement in education; 

‘‘(7) developing standards and curricula for 
family engagement in education for teacher 
and principal preparation programs; and 

‘‘(8) coordinating statewide services re-
lated to early education, higher education, 
child health and welfare, after-school pro-
grams, community service-learning pro-
grams, and other programs to develop co-
ordinated family engagement in education 
policies, practices, and services.’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 2 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 is amended 
by inserting after the item relating to sec-
tion 1004 the following: 
‘‘Sec. 1005. Family engagement and respon-

sibility fund. 
‘‘Sec. 1006. Local Family Engagement Cen-

ters Program. 
‘‘Sec. 1007. State educational agency capac-

ity for family engagement ac-
tivities.’’. 

SEC. 6. STATE PLANS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1111(d) (20 U.S.C. 

6311(d)) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(d) FAMILY ENGAGEMENT.—Each State 

plan shall include a plan for strengthening 
family engagement in education. Each such 
plan shall, at a minimum, include— 
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‘‘(1) a description of the State’s criteria 

and schedule for review and approval of local 
educational agency engagement policies and 
practices pursuant to sections 1112(e)(3) and 
1118(i); 

‘‘(2) a description of the State’s system and 
process for assessing local educational agen-
cy implementation of section 1118 respon-
sibilities; 

‘‘(3) a description of the State’s criteria for 
identifying local educational agencies that 
would benefit from training and support re-
lated to family engagement in education; 

‘‘(4) a description of the State’s statewide 
system of technical assistance and support 
for local educational agencies and schools on 
family engagement in education; 

‘‘(5) an assurance that the State will refer 
to Statewide Family Engagement Centers 
those local educational agencies that would 
benefit from training and support related to 
family engagement in education; 

‘‘(6) a plan for using funds received under 
section 1005; 

‘‘(7) a description of the relationship be-
tween the State educational agency and 
Statewide and Local Family Engagement 
Centers, parent training and information 
centers, and community parent resource cen-
ters in the State established under sections 
671 and 672 of the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act; and 

‘‘(8) a plan for establishing a State Family 
Engagement Coordinating Council or, if a 
similar entity exists, a description of the 
composition and activities of such similar 
entity.’’. 

(b) REPORTS.— 
(1) ANNUAL STATE REPORT.—Section 

1111(h)(4) (20 U.S.C. 6311(h)(4)) is amended— 
(A) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

after the semicolon; 
(B) in subparagraph (G), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(H) the number of schools and the name 

of each school that would benefit from train-
ing and support related to family engage-
ment in education, the reason why such 
school was so identified, and the measures 
taken to address the need for training and 
support; and 

‘‘(I) information on the State educational 
agency’s family engagement in education 
programs and activities.’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 1111(j) 
(20 U.S.C. 6311(j)) is amended by inserting 
‘‘the development and implementation of 
policies and procedures for family engage-
ment in education,’’ after ‘‘reliable,’’. 
SEC. 7. LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1112(b)(1)(P) (20 
U.S.C. 6312(b)(1)(P)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(P) a description of the strategy the local 
educational agency will use to implement 
and assess family engagement in education 
under section 1118;’’. 

(b) ENGAGEMENT IN DEVELOPING PLANS.— 
Section 1112(b)(1) (20 U.S.C. 6312(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (Q) as 
subparagraph (S); 

(2) in subparagraph (P), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (P) the 
following: 

‘‘(Q) a description of how the local edu-
cational agency will engage families in the 
development, implementation, and assess-
ment of local educational agency plans; 

‘‘(R) a description of how the local edu-
cation agency will improve teacher and prin-
cipal knowledge and skills in effectively en-
gaging parents in their children’s education; 
and’’. 

SEC. 8. FAMILY ENGAGEMENT IN EDUCATION 
POLICY. 

(a) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY DEVELOP-
MENT OF POLICIES AND PRACTICES.—Section 
1118 (20 U.S.C. 6318) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (a) 
through (h) as subsections (b) through (i), re-
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting before subsection (b), as re-
designated by paragraph (1), the following: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational 
agency and each school receiving funds 
under this part shall develop policies and 
practices for family engagement in edu-
cation that meet the following principles and 
standards for family-school partnerships: 

‘‘(1) Welcome all families to be active par-
ticipants in the life of the school, so that 
they feel valued, connected to each other and 
to school staff and to what students are 
learning in class. 

‘‘(2) Communicate effectively by ensuring 
regular two-way, meaningful communication 
between family members and local edu-
cational agency and school staff in a man-
ner, language, and with technology that fam-
ily members can understand and access. 

‘‘(3) Support student success by fostering 
continuous collaboration between family 
members and local educational agency and 
school staff to support student learning and 
healthy development at school and at home. 

‘‘(4) Speak up for every child and empower 
family members to be advocates for all stu-
dents within the school. 

‘‘(5) Ensure that family members, local 
educational agencies, and school staff are 
equal partners in family engagement in edu-
cation decisionmaking. 

‘‘(6) Collaborate with community organiza-
tions and groups to turn the school into a 
hub of community life. 

‘‘(7) Create a continuum of family engage-
ment in education in student learning and 
development from birth to young adulthood. 

‘‘(8) Train and support superintendents, 
principals, and teachers to fully engage fam-
ilies in the education of their children.’’. 

(b) WRITTEN POLICY.—Section 1118(b)(2), as 
redesignated by subsection (a), is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘(e)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘(f)’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; 

(3) in subparagraph (F), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(G) participate in evaluations of the effec-

tiveness of family engagement in education 
strategies and policies; and 

‘‘(H) participate in developing rec-
ommendations for creating a positive school 
climate and safe and healthy schools.’’. 

(c) RESERVATION.—Section 1118(b)(3)(A), as 
redesignated by subsection (a), is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational 
agency shall reserve not less than 2 percent 
of its allocation under subpart 2 to carry out 
this section.’’. 

(d) RESERVED FUNDS.—Section 1118(b)(3), as 
redesignated by subsection (a), is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respec-
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

‘‘(B) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds reserved under 
subparagraph (A) may be used for purposes 
including the following: 

‘‘(i) Increasing capacity through establish-
ment of a dedicated office or dedicated per-
sonnel within the local educational agency 
or at the school level for family engagement 
in education. 

‘‘(ii) Supporting schools and nonprofit or-
ganizations in providing professional devel-

opment on family engagement in education 
for school staff, parent leadership training, 
family literacy and numeracy programs, 
home visitation programs, family vol-
unteerism programs, and other innovative 
programs that meaningfully engage families. 

‘‘(iii) Developing and implementing local 
educational agency family engagement in 
education data-collection systems and indi-
cators. 

‘‘(iv) Assessing and providing recommenda-
tions on school family engagement in edu-
cation policies, practices, and use of funds. 

‘‘(v) Providing technical assistance and 
training to schools on the implementation 
and assessment of family engagement in edu-
cation policies and practices. 

‘‘(vi) Providing additional support to 
schools that have been identified for im-
provement under section 1116(b) to assist in 
their implementation of family engagement 
in education, including the hiring and main-
tenance of family engagement coordinators. 

‘‘(vii) Partnering with Local Family En-
gagement Centers or community-based orga-
nizations to identify community resources, 
services, and supports to remove economic 
obstacles to family engagement in education 
by meeting families’ needs. 

‘‘(viii) Supporting schools and eligible en-
tities in the development of early childhood 
programs that promote family engagement 
in education and school readiness. 

‘‘(ix) Establishing and supporting an advi-
sory group comprised of families, educators, 
and nonprofit organizations to develop rec-
ommendations to strengthen family engage-
ment in education from birth to young 
adulthood. 

‘‘(x) Assisting schools in the development, 
implementation, and assessment of family 
engagement in education plans. 

‘‘(xi) Monitoring and evaluating the family 
engagement in education policies and prac-
tices funded under this section. 

‘‘(xii) Partnering with Local Family En-
gagement Centers or Statewide Family En-
gagement Centers to assist the local edu-
cational agency and participating schools in 
the implementation of this section. 

‘‘(xiii) Supporting other activities ap-
proved in the local education agency’s plan 
for improving family engagement.’’. 

(e) SCHOOL PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT POL-
ICY.—Section 1118(c)(1), as redesignated by 
subsection (a), is amended in the first sen-
tence by striking ‘‘(c) through (f)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(d) through (g)’’. 

(f) SHARED RESPONSIBILITY FOR HIGH STU-
DENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT.—Section 
1118(e), as redesignated by subsection (a), is 
amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘subsection (b)’’ and inserting 
‘‘subsection (c)’’; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(1) describe the school’s responsibility 
to— 

‘‘(A) provide high-quality curriculum and 
instruction in a supportive and effective 
learning environment that enables the chil-
dren served under this part to meet the 
State’s student academic achievement 
standards, and the ways in which each par-
ent will support their children’s learning, 
such as— 

‘‘(i) monitoring attendance and homework 
completion; 

‘‘(ii) volunteering in their child’s class-
room or school; and 

‘‘(iii) participating, as appropriate, in deci-
sions relating to the education of their chil-
dren and positive use of extracurricular 
time; and 

‘‘(B) engage family members in the devel-
opment of recommendations for student at-
tendance, expectations, behavior, and school 
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safety, including the development of reason-
able disciplinary policies and behavioral 
interventions, such as the implementation of 
school-wide positive behavior interventions 
and supports and the phase-out of out-of- 
school suspension and expulsion; and’’. 
SEC. 9. PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION PRO-

GRAMS FOR CHILDREN AND YOUTH 
WHO ARE NEGLECTED, DELIN-
QUENT, OR AT RISK. 

(a) STATE PLAN AND STATE AGENCY APPLI-
CATIONS.—Section 1414 (20 U.S.C. 6434) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

after the semicolon; 
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 

subparagraph (D); and 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 

following: 
‘‘(C) that contains an assurance that each 

child or youth serviced by the program will 
have a transition plan developed in partner-
ship with families and aftercare providers 
that will place the child or youth on a path 
to career and college readiness; and’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)— 
(A) by redesignating paragraphs (15) 

through (19) as paragraphs (17) through (21), 
respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (14) the 
following: 

‘‘(15) describes how the State agency will 
implement family engagement in education 
policies and practices that align with section 
1118; 

‘‘(16) includes an assurance that the State 
agency will establish, for each child or youth 
served under this subpart, an educational 
services and transition plan that is devel-
oped in consultation with the child or youth, 
family members of the child or youth, and 
the local educational agency or alternative 
education program that will receive the 
child or youth following their period of serv-
ice under this subpart;’’. 

(b) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY APPLICA-
TIONS.—Section 1423 (20 U.S.C. 6453) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (9) through 
(13) as paragraphs (11) through (15), respec-
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(9) a description of how schools will im-
plement family engagement in education 
policies and practices that align with the 
provisions of section 1118; 

‘‘(10) an assurance that the local edu-
cational agency will establish for each child 
or youth served under this subpart an edu-
cational services plan that is developed in 
consultation with the child or youth, family 
members of the child or youth, and the local 
educational agency or alternative education 
program receiving the child or youth fol-
lowing their period of service under this sub-
part;’’. 

(c) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR CORREC-
TIONAL FACILITIES RECEIVING FUNDS UNDER 
THIS SECTION.—Section 1425 (20 U.S.C. 6455) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (11) and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(12) prepare an educational services and 

transition plan for each child or youth 
served by the program, in partnership with 
families and aftercare providers, consistent 
with section 1414(a)(1)(C); and 

‘‘(13) establish for each child or youth re-
siding in the facility and serviced by this 
subpart an educational services and transi-
tion plan that is developed in consultation 
with the child or youth, family members of 
the child or youth, and the local educational 

agency or alternative education program re-
ceiving the child or youth following their pe-
riod of service under this subpart.’’. 
SEC. 10. HIGH-QUALITY TEACHERS AND PRIN-

CIPALS. 
(a) STATE APPLICATION CONTENTS.—Section 

2112(b) (20 U.S.C. 6612(b)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(13) A description of how the State edu-
cational agency will improve teacher and 
principal knowledge and skill in effectively 
engaging families in their children’s edu-
cation.’’. 

(b) STATE ACTIVITIES.—Section 2113(c) (20 
U.S.C. 6613(c)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (12) 
through (18) as paragraphs (13) through (19), 
respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (11) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(12) Training of teachers and principals on 
how to effectively engage families in their 
children’s education.’’. 
SEC. 11. FAMILY ENGAGEMENT IN EDUCATION 

PROGRAMS. 
(a) HEADING.—The heading for subpart 16 of 

part D of title V is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘Subpart 16—Family Engagement in 
Education Programs’’. 

(b) FAMILY ENGAGEMENT.—Section 5561 (20 
U.S.C. 7273) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 5561. PURPOSES. 

‘‘The purposes of this subpart are the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(1) To provide financial support to non-
profit organizations to build the capacity of 
and provide technical assistance and train-
ing to States and local educational agencies 
in the implementation and enhancement of 
successful systemic and effective family en-
gagement policies, programs, and activities 
that lead to improvements in student devel-
opment and academic achievement. 

‘‘(2) To assist State educational agencies, 
local educational agencies, and community- 
based organizations in strengthening part-
nerships among parents (including parents of 
children under the age of 6), teachers, prin-
cipals, administrators, and other school per-
sonnel in meeting the educational needs of 
children. 

‘‘(3) To support State educational agencies 
and local educational agencies in developing 
and strengthening the relationship between 
parents and their children’s school in order 
to further the developmental progress of 
children. 

‘‘(4) To coordinate activities funded under 
this subpart with engagement in education 
initiatives funded under section 1118 and 
other provisions of this Act. 

‘‘(5) To assist the Secretary, State edu-
cational agencies, and local educational 
agencies in the coordination and integration 
of Federal, State, and local services and pro-
grams to engage families in education.’’. 

(c) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—Section 5562 (20 
U.S.C. 7273a) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 5562. GRANTS AUTHORIZED. 

‘‘(a) STATEWIDE FAMILY ENGAGEMENT CEN-
TERS.—The Secretary is authorized to award 
grants for each fiscal year to statewide non-
profit organizations (and consortia of such 
organizations and State educational agen-
cies), to establish Statewide Family Engage-
ment Centers that provide comprehensive 
training, technical assistance, and capacity 
building to State educational agencies, local 
educational agencies, schools identified by 
State educational agencies and local edu-
cational agencies, organizations that support 
family-school partnerships (such as parent- 
teacher associations and Parents as Teachers 
organizations), and other organizations that 
carry out parent education and family en-
gagement in education programs. 

‘‘(b) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—In award-
ing grants under this section, the Secretary 
shall, to the extent practicable, ensure that 
a grant is— 

‘‘(1) awarded for a Statewide Family En-
gagement Center in each State and outlying 
area; and 

‘‘(2) in an amount of not less than 
$500,000.’’. 

(d) APPLICATIONS.—Section 5563 (20 U.S.C. 
7273b) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 5563. APPLICATIONS. 

‘‘(a) SUBMISSIONS.—Each statewide non-
profit organization, or a consortium of such 
an organization and a State educational 
agency, that desires a grant under section 
5562 shall submit an application to the Sec-
retary at such time, in such manner, and ac-
companied by such information as the Sec-
retary may require. 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS.—Each application sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall include, at 
a minimum, the following: 

‘‘(1) A description of the applicant’s ap-
proach to family engagement in education, 
including the use of strength-based strate-
gies. 

‘‘(2) A description of the applicant’s plan 
for building a statewide infrastructure for 
family engagement in education, that in-
cludes— 

‘‘(A) management capacity and govern-
ance; 

‘‘(B) statewide leadership; 
‘‘(C) systemic services for family engage-

ment in education; 
‘‘(D) capacity building for State edu-

cational agencies, local educational agen-
cies, and schools; 

‘‘(E) alignment with title I; and 
‘‘(F) learning and improvement. 
‘‘(3) A description of the applicant’s experi-

ence in providing training, information, and 
support to State educational agencies, local 
educational agencies, schools, and nonprofit 
organizations on family engagement in edu-
cation polices and practices that are effec-
tive for low-income parents and families, 
English language learners, minorities, par-
ents of students with disabilities, parents of 
homeless students, foster parents and stu-
dents, and parents of migrant students. 

‘‘(4) An assurance that the applicant will— 
‘‘(A) be— 
‘‘(i) governed by a board of directors, the 

membership of which includes parents of 
school-aged children; or 

‘‘(ii) an organization or consortium that 
represents the interests of parents; 

‘‘(B) establish a special advisory com-
mittee, the membership of which includes— 

‘‘(i) parents of children from birth through 
young adulthood, who shall constitute a ma-
jority of the members of the special advisory 
committee; 

‘‘(ii) representatives of the State parent 
teacher association; 

‘‘(iii) representatives of education profes-
sionals with expertise in improving services 
for disadvantaged children; 

‘‘(iv) representatives of local elementary 
schools and secondary schools, including stu-
dents, disadvantaged youth, and representa-
tives from local youth organizations; and 

‘‘(v) representatives of State educational 
agencies and local educational agencies; 

‘‘(C) use not less than 65 percent of the 
funds received under this subpart in each fis-
cal year to serve local educational agencies, 
schools, and community-based organizations 
that serve high concentrations of low-income 
families and disadvantaged children and 
youth, including English language learners, 
minorities, parents of students with disabil-
ities, parents of homeless students, foster 
parents and students, and parents of migrant 
students; 
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‘‘(D) operate a center of sufficient size, 

scope, and quality to ensure that the center 
is adequate to serve the State educational 
agencies, local educational agencies, and 
community-based organizations; 

‘‘(E) serve urban, suburban, and rural local 
educational agencies and schools; 

‘‘(F) work with— 
‘‘(i) State educational agencies and local 

educational agencies and schools; 
‘‘(ii) other Statewide Family Engagement 

Centers assisted under this subpart; 
‘‘(iii) Local Family Engagement Centers 

assisted under section 1006; 
‘‘(iv) parent training and information cen-

ters and community parent resource centers 
assisted under sections 671 and 672 of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act; 

‘‘(v) clearinghouses; and 
‘‘(vi) other organizations and agencies; 
‘‘(G) use not less than 30 percent of the 

funds received under this section in each fis-
cal year to establish or expand technical as-
sistance for evidence-based early childhood 
parent education programs; 

‘‘(H) provide assistance to State edu-
cational agencies and local educational 
agencies and community-based organizations 
that support family members in areas such 
as assistance in understanding State and 
local standards and measures of student and 
school academic achievement and strategies 
for supporting school academic achievement; 
and 

‘‘(I) work with State educational agencies, 
local educational agencies, and schools to 
determine parental needs and the best means 
for delivery of services to address such 
needs.’’. 

(e) USES OF FUNDS.—Section 5564 (20 U.S.C. 
7273c) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘SEC. 5564. USES OF FUNDS. 

‘‘Grantees shall use grant funds received 
under section 5562 to provide training, tech-
nical assistance, and capacity building to 
State educational agencies, local edu-
cational agencies, and organizations that 
support family-school partnerships, to en-
able those agencies and organizations— 

‘‘(1) to assist parents in participating effec-
tively in their children’s education and to 
help their children meet State and local 
standards, such as assisting parents— 

‘‘(A) to engage in activities that will im-
prove student academic achievement, includ-
ing understanding how they can support 
learning in the classroom with activities at 
home and in afterschool and extracurricular 
programs; 

‘‘(B) to communicate effectively with their 
children, teachers, principals, counselors, ad-
ministrators, and other school personnel; 

‘‘(C) to become active participants in the 
development, implementation, and review of 
school-parent compacts, family engagement 
in education policies, and school planning 
and improvement; 

‘‘(D) to participate in the design and provi-
sion of assistance to students who are not 
making adequate academic progress; 

‘‘(E) to participate in State and local deci-
sionmaking; 

‘‘(F) to train other parents; and 
‘‘(G) to help the parents learn and use 

technology applied in their children’s edu-
cation; 

‘‘(2) to develop and implement, in partner-
ship with the State educational agency, a 
statewide family engagement in education 
policy and systemic initiatives that will pro-
vide for a continuum of services to remove 
barriers for family engagement in education 
and support school reform efforts; and 

‘‘(3) to develop, implement, and assess fam-
ily engagement in education policies and 
plans under sections 1112 and 1118.’’. 

(f) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.—Section 
5565 (20 U.S.C. 7273d) is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘SEC. 5565. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

‘‘(a) MATCHING FUNDS FOR GRANT RE-
NEWAL.—For each fiscal year after the first 
fiscal year for which an organization or con-
sortium receives assistance under this sub-
part, the organization or consortium shall 
demonstrate in the application that a por-
tion of the services provided by the organiza-
tion or consortium is supported through non- 
Federal contributions, which may be in cash 
or in-kind. 

‘‘(b) SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION.—Each or-
ganization or consortium receiving assist-
ance under this subpart shall submit to the 
Secretary, on an annual basis, information 
on the activities it has carried out using 
grant funds received under section 5562, in-
cluding reporting on metrics developed 
under section 5567. 

‘‘(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall reserve not more than 5 percent 
of the funds appropriated to carry out this 
subpart to provide technical assistance, by 
grant or contract, for the establishment, de-
velopment, and coordination of Statewide 
Family Engagement Centers, including their 
establishment of statewide infrastructures 
for family engagement in education. 

‘‘(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subpart shall be construed to prohibit a 
Statewide Family Engagement Center 
from— 

‘‘(1) having its employees or agents meet 
with a parent at a site that is not on school 
grounds; or 

‘‘(2) working with another agency that 
serves children. 

‘‘(e) PARENTAL RIGHTS.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this subpart— 

‘‘(1) no person (including a parent who edu-
cates a child at home, a public school parent, 
or a private school parent) shall be required 
to participate in any program of parent edu-
cation or developmental screening under this 
subpart; and 

‘‘(2) no program or center assisted under 
this subpart shall take any action that in-
fringes in any manner on the right of a par-
ent to direct the education of their chil-
dren.’’. 

(g) FAMILY ENGAGEMENT IN INDIAN 
SCHOOLS.—Section 5566 (20 U.S.C. 7273e) is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 5566. FAMILY ENGAGEMENT IN INDIAN 

SCHOOL. 
‘‘The Secretary of the Interior, in con-

sultation with the Secretary of Education, 
shall establish, or enter into contracts and 
cooperative agreements with local Indian 
nonprofit parent organizations to establish 
and operate, Local Family Engagement Cen-
ters and shall establish a national Indian 
Family Engagement Coordinating Council 
modeled on the State Family Engagement 
Coordinating Council as described in section 
1007.’’. 

(h) RESEARCH AND EVALUATION FOR EFFEC-
TIVE FAMILY ENGAGEMENT IN EDUCATION.— 
Subpart 16 of part D of title V (20 U.S.C. 7273 
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 5567. RESEARCH AND EVALUATION FOR 

FAMILY ENGAGEMENT IN EDU-
CATION. 

‘‘(a) DEVELOPMENT OF METRICS FOR FAMILY 
ENGAGEMENT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of the Family Engage-
ment in Education Act of 2011, the Director 
of the Institute of Education Sciences, after 
consultation with the advisory committee 
established under subsection (b), shall de-
velop recommended metrics on family en-
gagement in education for State educational 
agencies and local educational agencies that 

receive funds under section 1118 and provide 
recommendations on the integration of 
metrics into State accountability and longi-
tudinal data systems. 

‘‘(b) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—The Secretary 
shall appoint an advisory committee, includ-
ing researchers and representatives from na-
tional nonprofit organizations with expertise 
in family engagement in education, to make 
data-driven recommendations regarding 
metrics required under subsection (a). 

‘‘(c) RESEARCH FOR EFFECTIVE FAMILY EN-
GAGEMENT IN EDUCATION.—The Secretary 
shall reserve not more than 5 percent of 
funds appropriated to carry out this subpart 
to conduct research on effective family en-
gagement in education, including through 
awarding grants and entering into contracts 
with eligible entities. Such research may in-
clude— 

‘‘(1) exploratory research to discover the 
underlying processes or components of fam-
ily engagement programs that are associated 
with improved education outcomes for stu-
dents; 

‘‘(2) research to— 
‘‘(A) develop culturally sensitive strategies 

or programs for improving family engage-
ment in education; and 

‘‘(B) rigorously evaluate the impact of 
such strategies or programs on students’ 
education outcomes; and 

‘‘(3) research to— 
‘‘(A) develop professional development pro-

grams intended to enable school personnel to 
support parental involvement in education; 
and 

‘‘(B) rigorously evaluate the impact of 
such programs on students’ education out-
comes.’’. 
SEC. 12. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 9101 (20 U.S.C. 7801) is amended— 
(1) by striking paragraph (32); 
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (20) 

through (31) as paragraphs (21) through (32), 
respectively; 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (19) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(20) FAMILY ENGAGEMENT IN EDUCATION.— 
The term ‘family engagement in education’ 
means a shared responsibility— 

‘‘(A) of families and schools for student 
success, in which schools and community- 
based organizations are committed to reach-
ing out to engage families in meaningful 
ways and families are committed to actively 
supporting their children’s learning and de-
velopment; and 

‘‘(B) that is continuous from birth through 
young adulthood and reinforces learning 
that takes place in the home, school, and 
community.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(44) TRIBALLY CONTROLLED SCHOOLS.—The 

term ‘tribally controlled schools’ means 
schools administered by Indian tribes or 
their delegates pursuant to the Indian Self- 
Determination and Education Assistance Act 
(25 U.S.C. 450 et seq.).’’. 
SEC. 13. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

The Act (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) is amended 
by striking— 

(1) ‘‘parental involvement’’ and ‘‘parent in-
volvement’’ each place the terms appear and 
inserting ‘‘family engagement’’; 

(2) ‘‘involvement of parents’’ each place 
the term appears and inserting ‘‘engagement 
of families’’; 

(3) ‘‘parental information and resource cen-
ter’’ each place the term appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Statewide Family Engagement Center’’; 

(4) ‘‘parental information and resource cen-
ters’’ each place the term appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Statewide Family Engagement Cen-
ters’’; and 

(5) ‘‘involve parents’’ each place the term 
appears and inserting ‘‘engage families’’. 
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SEC. 14. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

STUDY AND REPORT. 
(a) STUDY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 

of the United States shall conduct a study, 
and make findings and recommendations re-
lating to compliance with, and use of funds 
made available for, section 1118 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6318), including matters speci-
fied in paragraph (2). 

(2) INCLUSIONS.—The study shall include a 
review and analysis of— 

(A) the use of funds reserved by local edu-
cational agencies for family engagement 
under such section 1118; 

(B) the innovative, effective, replicable, or 
model family engagement in education poli-
cies, practices, and uses of funds of State 
educational agencies and local educational 
agencies determined by the Secretary of 
Education to be in alignment with section 
1118; 

(C) any barriers to State educational agen-
cies and local educational agencies in imple-
menting section 1118; 

(D) any barriers to Indian tribes and orga-
nizations, Native Hawaiian organizations, 
and Alaska Native organizations in devel-
oping, implementing, and assessing family 
engagement in education policies and prac-
tices; and 

(E) the use of data collection and reporting 
and outcome and assessment systems of 
State educational agencies and local edu-
cational agencies to determine the extent to 
which family engagement in education is im-
plemented as described in section 1118. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall prepare and submit to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate and the Committee on Education 
and Labor of the House of Representatives a 
report containing the findings and rec-
ommendations resulting from the study con-
ducted under this section. 
SEC. 15. FEDERAL COORDINATION OF FAMILY 

ENGAGEMENT IN EDUCATION PRO-
GRAMMING. 

(a) STAFFING.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, there 
shall be established in the Department of 
Education dedicated staff, including a Direc-
tor, for family and community engagement. 

(b) DUTIES.—The duties of the Director 
shall include the following: 

(1) Articulating a national vision of family 
engagement in education. 

(2) Coordinating and integrating activities 
related to family engagement strategies, 
services, and programs within the Depart-
ment and across Federal agencies. 

(3) Providing guidance to Department of-
fices and units on the administration of fam-
ily engagement in education programs, com-
munity school programs, and other related 
initiatives, such as Promise Neighborhoods. 

(4) Ensuring consistency in family engage-
ment in education policies and programs 
within the Department. 

(5) Ensuring consistency in family engage-
ment in education policies and programs 
with family engagement policies and prac-
tices of the programs and activities of other 
Federal agencies. 

(6) Administering the Statewide Family 
Engagement Centers under subpart 16 of part 
D of title V of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 and the Full 
Service Community Schools program. 

(7) Developing, in consultation with the 
public through an invitation for public com-
ment in the Federal Register, a plan for in-
novation, research, and evaluation of family 
engagement in education, including impact, 
implementation, and replication studies. 

(8) Conducting, by arrangement with the 
Department’s Institute of Education 
Sciences, by contract, or by competition, in-
novation, research and evaluation on family 
engagement in education consistent with the 
requirement of section 5567(c) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

(9) Disseminating effective and innovative 
practices on family engagement to State 
educational agencies, Statewide Family En-
gagement Centers and Local Family Engage-
ment Centers, parent training and informa-
tion centers and community parent resource 
centers assisted under sections 671 and 672 of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act, administrators of title I of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6301 et seq.), and others. 

(10) Coordinating innovation, research, 
training, and technical assistance activities 
among Statewide Family Engagement Cen-
ters, Local Family Engagement Centers, and 
regional educational laboratories. 

(11) Identifying opportunities for family 
engagement in education collaboration and 
resource sharing among State educational 
agencies, local educational agencies, and or-
ganizations that support family-school part-
nerships. 

(12) Preparing a biennial report to Con-
gress on family engagement in education, in-
cluding a summary of activities, perform-
ance, and outcomes under sections 1006, 1008, 
1112, and 1118, and subpart 16 of part D of 
title V of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. 

(13) Publishing State educational agency 
family engagement in education plans and 
reports prepared as required by section 1111 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 on the website of the Department. 

(14) Carrying out such other duties as may 
be designated by the Secretary. 

(c) FEDERAL DEPARTMENT AND AGENCY CO-
OPERATION.—Each department or agency of 
the Federal Government providing programs 
related to family and community engage-
ment in education shall— 

(1) cooperate with the efforts of the Direc-
tor described in subsection (a); 

(2) provide such assistance, statistics, stud-
ies, reports, information, and advice as the 
Director may request, to the extent per-
mitted by law; 

(3) adjust department or agency staff job 
descriptions to support collaboration and im-
plementation of the vision and strategy; and 

(4) assign department or agency liaisons to 
the office to oversee and implement inter-
agency coordination. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 175—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE WITH RESPECT TO ON-
GOING VIOLATIONS OF THE TER-
RITORIAL INTEGRITY AND SOV-
EREIGNTY OF GEORGIA AND THE 
IMPORTANCE OF A PEACEFUL 
AND JUST RESOLUTION TO THE 
CONFLICT WITHIN GEORGIA’S 
INTERNATIONALLY RECOGNIZED 
BORDERS 

Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself and Mr. 
GRAHAM) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES 175 

Whereas, since 1993, the territorial integ-
rity of Georgia has been reaffirmed by the 
international community and 36 United Na-
tions Security Council resolutions; 

Whereas the United States-Georgia Stra-
tegic Charter, signed on January 9, 2009, un-
derscores that ‘‘support for each other’s sov-
ereignty, independence, territorial integrity 
and inviolability of borders constitutes the 
foundation of our bilateral relations’’; 

Whereas, in October 2010, at the meeting of 
the United States-Georgia Charter on Stra-
tegic Partnership, Secretary of State Hillary 
Clinton stated, ‘‘The United States will not 
waiver in its support for Georgia’s sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity.’’; 

Whereas the White House released a fact 
sheet on July 24, 2010, calling for ‘‘Russia to 
end its occupation of the Georgian terri-
tories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia’’ and 
for ‘‘a return of international observers to 
the two occupied regions of Georgia’’; 

Whereas Vice President Joseph Biden stat-
ed in Tbilisi in July 2009 that the United 
States ‘‘will not recognize Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia as independent states’’; 

Whereas, according to the Government of 
Georgia’s ‘‘State Strategy on Occupied Ter-
ritories,’’ the Government of Georgia has 
committed itself to a policy of peaceful en-
gagement, the protection of economic and 
human rights, freedom of movement, and the 
preservation of cultural heritage, language, 
and identity for the people of Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia; 

Whereas the August 2008 conflict between 
the Governments of Russia and Georgia re-
sulted in civilian and military causalities, 
the violation of the sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity of Georgia, and large num-
bers of internally-displaced persons; 

Whereas large numbers of persons remain 
displaced as a result of the August 2008 con-
flict as well as the earlier conflicts of the 
1990s; 

Whereas the August 12, 2008, ceasefire 
agreement, agreed to by the Governments of 
Russia and Georgia provides that all troops 
of the Russian Federation shall be with-
drawn to pre-conflict positions; 

Whereas the August 12, 2008, ceasefire 
agreement provides that free access shall be 
granted to organizations providing humani-
tarian assistance in regions affected by vio-
lence in August 2008; 

Whereas the recognition by the Govern-
ment of Russia of Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia on August 26, 2008, was in violation 
of the sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of Georgia; 

Whereas Human Rights Watch concluded 
in its World Report 2011 that ‘‘Russia contin-
ued to occupy Georgia’s breakaway regions 
of South Ossetia and Abkhazia and strength-
ened its military presence in the region by 
establishing a military base and placing an 
advanced surface-to-air missile system in 
Abkhazia’’; 

Whereas the parties have taken some con-
structive steps in recent months, including 
the resumption of direct flights between 
Russia and Georgia, Russian troop with-
drawal from the Georgian village of Perevi, 
and regular participation in the Incident 
Prevention and Response Mechanism; 

Whereas these positive steps neither ade-
quately address the humanitarian situation 
on the ground nor constitute full compliance 
with the terms of the August 2008 ceasefire 
agreement; 

Whereas, on November 23, 2010, before the 
European Parliament, Georgian President 
Saakashvili declared that ‘‘Georgia will 
never use force to restore its territorial in-
tegrity and sovereignty’’; 

Whereas Secretary of State Clinton stated 
in Tbilisi on July 5, 2010, ‘‘We continue to 
call for Russia to abide by the August 2008 
cease-fire commitment . . . including ending 
the occupation and withdrawing Russian 
troops from South Ossetia and Abkhazia to 
their pre-conflict positions.’’; 
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Whereas the Russian Federation blocked 

the extension of the Organization for Secu-
rity and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) Mis-
sion to Georgia and the United Nations Ob-
server Mission in Georgia, forcing the mis-
sions to withdraw from South Ossetia and 
Abkhazia; 

Whereas troops of the Russian Federation 
stationed in Abkhazia and South Ossetia 
continue to be present without the consent 
of the Government of Georgia or a mandate 
from the United Nations or other multilat-
eral organizations; 

Whereas, at the April 15, 2011, meeting in 
Berlin between the foreign ministers of Geor-
gia and NATO, Secretary of State Clinton 
stated, ‘‘U.S. support for Georgia’s sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity remains 
steadfast. . . . We share Georgian concerns 
regarding recent Russian activities that can 
negatively affect regional stability.’’; 

Whereas, on April 25–26, 2011, Foreign Min-
ister of Russia Sergei Lavrov made a high- 
profile visit to Abkhazia and South Ossetia, 
which was immediately criticized by the De-
partment of State as ‘‘inconsistent with the 
principle of territorial integrity and Geor-
gia’s internationally recognized borders’’; 

Whereas the Senate supports United States 
efforts to develop a productive relationship 
with the Russian Federation in areas of mu-
tual interest, including non-proliferation and 
arms control, cooperation concerning the 
failure of the Government of Iran to meet its 
international obligations with regard to its 
nuclear programs, counter-terrorism, Af-
ghanistan, anti-piracy, and economics and 
trade; and 

Whereas the Senate agrees that these ef-
forts must not compromise longstanding 
United States policy or United States sup-
port for its allies and partners worldwide: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) affirms that it is the policy of the 

United States to support the sovereignty, 
independence, and territorial integrity of 
Georgia and the inviolability of its borders, 
and to recognize Abkhazia and South Ossetia 
as regions of Georgia occupied by the Rus-
sian Federation; 

(2) calls upon the Government of Russia to 
take steps to fulfill all the terms and condi-
tions of the 2008 ceasefire agreements be-
tween Georgia and Russia, including return-
ing military forces to pre-war positions and 
ensuring access to international humani-
tarian aid to all those affected by the con-
flict; 

(3) urges the Government of Russia and the 
authorities in control in the regions of South 
Ossetia and Abkhazia to allow for the full 
and dignified return of internally-displaced 
persons and international missions to the 
territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia; 

(4) supports peaceful, constructive engage-
ment and confidence-building measures be-
tween the Government of Georgia and the 
authorities in control in South Ossetia and 
Abkhazia and encourages additional people- 
to-people contacts; and 

(5) affirms that finding a peaceful resolu-
tion to the conflict is a key priority for the 
United States in the Caucasus region and 
that lasting regional stability can only be 
achieved through peaceful means and long- 
term diplomatic and political dialogue be-
tween all parties. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 176—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT THE UNITED 
STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
SHOULD ISSUE A SEMIPOSTAL 
STAMP TO SUPPORT MEDICAL 
RESEARCH RELATING TO ALZ-
HEIMER’S DISEASE 

Ms. MIKULSKI submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs: 

S. RES. 176 
Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 

that the United States Postal Service 
should, in accordance with section 416 of 
title 39, United States Code— 

(1) issue a semipostal stamp to support 
medical research relating to Alzheimer’s dis-
ease; and 

(2) transfer to the National Institutes of 
Health for that purpose any amounts becom-
ing available from the sale of such stamp. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I rise today to sub-
mit a resolution urging the United 
States Postal Service to issue a 
semipostal stamp to help raise money 
for Alzheimer’s research. A semipostal 
stamp will fund new research while 
also raising public awareness about 
this devastating disease. 

Finding new ways to treat Alz-
heimer’s should be a national priority. 
The disease not only harms patients 
and their families, it strains our health 
care system as well. Every 70 seconds, 
someone in America develops Alz-
heimer’s. An estimated 5.4 million 
Americans have Alzheimer’s disease, 
including one in eight people over 65. 
The direct and indirect costs of Alz-
heimer’s and other dementias to Medi-
care, Medicaid and businesses amount 
to more than $183 billion each year. By 
2050, this disease is likely to affect 
more than 11 to 16 million people 65 
and older—unless we can find a medical 
breakthrough. 

As Alzheimer’s Disease is so preva-
lent, almost every American knows 
someone with this condition. My father 
was diagnosed with Alzheimer’s. This 
was after many physicians said it was 
just ‘‘old age’’ stress or depression. 
Like all family members with a loved 
one with Alzheimer’s, I felt powerless 
over my father’s situation as he got 
worse. 

There are 14.9 million unpaid care-
givers taking care of loved ones with 
Alzheimer’s. They are depending on us 
to help find the cure for this terrible 
disease. No treatment is available to 
slow or stop the deterioration of brain 
cells in Alzheimer’s disease. The U.S. 
Food and Drug Administration has ap-
proved five drugs that temporarily 
slow the worsening of symptoms for 
about six to 12 months. They are effec-
tive for only about half of the individ-
uals who take them. 

However, researchers around the 
world are studying numerous treat-
ment strategies that may have the po-
tential to change the course of the dis-
ease. Approximately 75 to 100 experi-
mental therapies aimed at slowing or 
stopping the progression of Alzheimer’s 

are in clinical testing in human volun-
teers. We need to keep the fight for a 
cure strong and funded. 

A semipostal stamp is one way each 
of us can help in the fight against Alz-
heimer’s. Proceeds from the stamp’s 
sales would help fund Alzheimer’s re-
search at the National Institutes of 
Health. By paying more than the nor-
mal postage rate for this stamp, the 
public can contribute directly to the 
search for a new treatment or even a 
cure. I also want to thank Senator 
CARDIN for his cosponsorship of the 
Alzheimer’s research semipostal stamp 
and Representative MARKEY for work-
ing on this important legislation in the 
House. I ask my colleagues today to 
join me in the fight against Alz-
heimer’s and support this resolution. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 177—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK OF MAY 15 
THROUGH MAY 21, 2011, AS ‘‘NA-
TIONAL PUBLIC WORKS WEEK’’ 

Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mr. 
INHOFE) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 177 

Whereas public works infrastructure, fa-
cilities, and services are of vital importance 
to the health, safety, and well-being of the 
people of the United States; 

Whereas the public works infrastructure, 
facilities, and services could not be provided 
without the dedicated efforts of public works 
professionals, including engineers and ad-
ministrators, who represent State and local 
governments throughout the United States; 

Whereas public works professionals design, 
build, operate, and maintain the transpor-
tation systems, water infrastructure, sewage 
and refuse disposal systems, public buildings, 
and other structures and facilities that are 
vital to the people and communities of the 
United States; and 

Whereas understanding the role that public 
infrastructure plays in protecting the envi-
ronment, improving public health and safe-
ty, contributing to economic vitality, and 
enhancing the quality of life of every com-
munity of the United States is in the inter-
est of the people of the United States: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the week of May 15 through 

May 21, 2011, as ‘‘National Public Works 
Week’’; 

(2) recognizes and celebrates the important 
contributions that public works profes-
sionals make every day to improve— 

(A) the public infrastructure of the United 
States; and 

(B) the communities that public works pro-
fessionals serve; and 

(3) urges individuals and communities 
throughout the United States to join with 
representatives of the Federal Government 
and the American Public Works Association 
in activities and ceremonies that are de-
signed— 

(A) to pay tribute to the public works pro-
fessionals of the United States; and 

(B) to recognize the substantial contribu-
tions that public works professionals make 
to the United States. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 178—EX-

PRESSING SUPPORT FOR THE 
DESIGNATION OF MAY 1, 2011, AS 
‘‘SILVER STAR SERVICE BANNER 
DAY’’ 

Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself and Mr. 
BLUNT) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 

S. RES. 178 

Whereas the Senate has always honored 
the sacrifices made by the wounded and ill 
members of the Armed Forces; 

Whereas the Silver Star Service Banner 
has come to represent the members of the 
Armed Forces and veterans who were wound-
ed or became ill in combat in the wars 
fought by the United States; 

Whereas the Silver Star Families of Amer-
ica was formed to help the American people 
remember the sacrifices made by the wound-
ed and ill members of the Armed Forces by 
designing and manufacturing Silver Star 
Service Banners and Silver Star Flags for 
that purpose; 

Whereas the sole mission of the Silver Star 
Families of America is to evoke memories of 
the sacrifices of members and veterans of the 
Armed Forces on behalf of the United States 
through the presence of a Silver Star Service 
Banner in a window or a Silver Star Flag fly-
ing; 

Whereas the sacrifices of members and vet-
erans of the Armed Forces on behalf of the 
United States should never be forgotten; and 

Whereas May 1, 2011, is an appropriate date 
to designate as ‘‘Silver Star Service Banner 
Day’’: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate supports the des-
ignation of May 1, 2011, as ‘‘Silver Star Serv-
ice Banner Day’’ and calls upon the people of 
the United States to observe the day with 
appropriate programs, ceremonies, and ac-
tivities. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 16—AUTHORIZING THE USE 
OF EMANCIPATION HALL IN THE 
CAPITOL VISITOR CENTER FOR 
AN EVENT TO CELEBRATE THE 
BIRTHDAY OF KING KAMEHA-
MEHA 

Mr. AKAKA (for himself and Mr. 
INOUYE) submitted the following con-
current resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S CON. RES. 16 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. USE OF EMANCIPATION HALL FOR 

EVENT TO CELEBRATE BIRTHDAY 
OF KING KAMEHAMEHA. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Emancipation Hall in 
the Capitol Visitor Center is authorized to be 
used for an event on June 5, 2011, to celebrate 
the birthday of King Kamehameha. 

(b) PREPARATIONS.—Physical preparations 
for the conduct of the ceremony described in 
subsection (a) shall be carried out in accord-
ance with such conditions as may be pre-
scribed by the Architect of the Capitol. 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that the hearing scheduled before the 
Senate Committee on Energy and Nat-

ural Resources for Thursday, May 12, 
2011, will now begin at 9 a.m., in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on carbon capture and 
sequestration legislation, including S. 
699 and S. 757. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record may do so by 
sending it to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, United States 
Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510–6150, or 
by e-mail to Abigail Campbell@energy 
.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con-
tact Allyson Anderson or Abigail 
Campbell. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the Subcommittee on Water and 
Power. The hearing will be held on 
Thursday, May 19, 2011, at 2:30 p.m., in 
room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building. 

The purpose of the hearing will be to 
hear testimony on seven items: 

S. 201, a bill to clarify the jurisdic-
tion of the Secretary of the Interior 
with respect to the C.C. Cragin Dam 
and Reservoir, and for other purposes. 

S. 333, a bill to reinstate and extend 
the deadline for commencement of con-
struction of a hydroelectric project in-
volving the Little Wood River Ranch. 

S. 334, a bill to reinstate and extend 
the deadline for commencement of con-
struction of a hydroelectric project in-
volving the American Falls Reservoir. 

S. 419, the Dry-Redwater Regional 
Water Authority System Act of 2011. 

S. 499, the Bonneville Unit Clean Hy-
dropower Facilitation Act. 

S. 519, the Hoover Power Allocation 
Act of 2011. 

S. 808, a bill to direct the Secretary 
of the Interior to allow for prepayment 
of repayment contracts between the 
United States and the Uintah Water 
Conservancy District, and for other 
purposes. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record may do so by 
sending it to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, United States 
Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510–6150, or 
by e-mail to MeaganlGins@energy 
.senate.gov 

For further information, please con-
tact Tanya Trujillo or Meagan Gins. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on May 10, 2011, at 10 
a.m., to conduct a hearing entitled 
‘‘Reviewing the Financial Crisis In-
quiry Commission’s Final Report.’’ 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on May 10, 2011, at 10 a.m., 
in room 366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Finance be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on May 10, 
2011, at 10 a.m., in 215 Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, to conduct a hearing 
entitled ‘‘Perspectives on Deficit Re-
duction: Social Security.’’ 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on May 10, 2011, at 10 a.m., to hold a 
hearing entitled, ‘‘Steps Needed for a 
Successful 2014 Transition in Afghani-
stan.’’ 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on May 10, 2011 at 2:30 p.m. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMERGING THREATS AND 
CAPABILITIES 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Emerging Threats and Capabilities 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on May 10, 2011, at 
2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT 

MANAGEMENT, THE FEDERAL WORKFORCE, 
AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AND SUB-
COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MANAGE-
MENT, GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, FEDERAL 
SERVICES, AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs’ Subcommittee on Oversight of 
Government Management, the Federal 
Workforce, and the District of Colum-
bia and Subcommittee on Federal Fi-
nancial Management, Government In-
formation, Federal Services, and Inter-
national Security be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
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on Tuesday, May 10, 2011, at 2:30 p.m. to 
conduct a joint hearing entitled ‘‘Road-
map for a More Efficient and Account-
able Federal Government: Imple-
menting the GPRA Modernization 
Act.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVACY, TECHNOLOGY AND 

THE LAW 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 
the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Pri-
vacy, Technology and the Law, be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate, on May 10, 2011, at 10 a.m. 
in room SD–226 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, to conduct a hearing 
entitled ‘‘Protecting Mobile Privacy: 
Your Smartphones, Tablets, Cell 
Phones and Your Privacy.’’ 

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

f 

AUTHORIZING USE OF 
EMANCIPATION HALL 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Con. Res. 16, which was sub-
mitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 16) 
authorizing the use of Emancipation Hall in 
the Capitol Visitor Center for an event cele-
brating the birthday of King Kamehameha. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the concur-
rent resolution be agreed to, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate, and that any statements relating 
to the measure be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 16) was agreed to, as follows: 

S. CON. RES. 16 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. USE OF EMANCIPATION HALL FOR 

EVENT TO CELEBRATE BIRTHDAY 
OF KING KAMEHAMEHA. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Emancipation Hall in 
the Capitol Visitor Center is authorized to be 
used for an event on June 5, 2011, to celebrate 
the birthday of King Kamehameha. 

(b) PREPARATIONS.—Physical preparations 
for the conduct of the ceremony described in 
subsection (a) shall be carried out in accord-
ance with such conditions as may be pre-
scribed by the Architect of the Capitol. 

f 

SILVER STAR SERVICE BANNER 
DAY 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 178, submitted earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 178) expressing sup-
port for the designation of May 1, 2011, as 
‘‘Silver Star Service Banner Day.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, with no intervening ac-
tion or debate, and that any state-
ments relating to the matter be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 178) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 178 

Whereas the Senate has always honored 
the sacrifices made by the wounded and ill 
members of the Armed Forces; 

Whereas the Silver Star Service Banner 
has come to represent the members of the 
Armed Forces and veterans who were wound-
ed or became ill in combat in the wars 
fought by the United States; 

Whereas the Silver Star Families of Amer-
ica was formed to help the American people 
remember the sacrifices made by the wound-
ed and ill members of the Armed Forces by 
designing and manufacturing Silver Star 
Service Banners and Silver Star Flags for 
that purpose; 

Whereas the sole mission of the Silver Star 
Families of America is to evoke memories of 
the sacrifices of members and veterans of the 
Armed Forces on behalf of the United States 
through the presence of a Silver Star Service 
Banner in a window or a Silver Star Flag fly-
ing; 

Whereas the sacrifices of members and vet-
erans of the Armed Forces on behalf of the 
United States should never be forgotten; and 

Whereas May 1, 2011, is an appropriate date 
to designate as ‘‘Silver Star Service Banner 
Day’’: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate supports the des-
ignation of May 1, 2011, as ‘‘Silver Star Serv-
ice Banner Day’’ and calls upon the people of 
the United States to observe the day with 
appropriate programs, ceremonies, and ac-
tivities. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 940 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I under-
stand that S. 940, introduced earlier 
today by Senator MENENDEZ, is at the 
desk, and I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 940) to reduce the Federal budget 
deficit by closing big oil tax loopholes, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
for its second reading and object to my 
own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The bill will be read for 
the second time on the next legislative 
day. 

APPOINTMENTS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to Public Law 94–304, as 
amended by Public Law 99–7, appoints 
the following Senators as members of 
the Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe (Helsinki) during 
the 112th Congress: the Honorable 
KELLY AYOTTE of New Hampshire, the 
Honorable SAXBY CHAMBLISS of Geor-
gia, the Honorable MARCO RUBIO of 
Florida, and the Honorable ROGER 
WICKER of Mississippi. 

f 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
MAY 11, 2011 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, 
May 11; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day; that following any leader 
remarks, the Senate proceed to a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning 
business for debate only until 2 p.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with 
the first hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the leaders or their des-
ignees, with the Republicans control-
ling the first 30 minutes and the major-
ity controlling the next 30 minutes; 
that following morning business, the 
Senate proceed to executive session 
under the previous order. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, there 
will be a rollcall vote around 3 p.m. to-
morrow on the confirmation of Execu-
tive Calendar No. 44, the nomination of 
Arenda Wright Allen to be a U.S. Dis-
trict Judge for the Eastern District of 
Virginia. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:07 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, May 11, 2011, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

CONFIRMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate May 10, 2011: 

THE JUDICIARY 

EDWARD MILTON CHEN, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT 
OF CALIFORNIA. 
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