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IN RECOGNITION OF THE 40TH AN-
NIVERSARY OF NAPA SOLANO
HEAD START

HON. GEORGE MILLER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 15, 2005

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, my colleagues Mrs. TAUSCHER and
Mr. THOMPSON of California and | rise today to
recognize the tremendous contributions made
to Napa and Solano Counties in California by
Child Start, Inc. (CSI) as that organization
celebrates its 40th anniversary. CSl is a single
purpose child and family services agency that
operates the Head Start program in this two-
county region.

Head Start began in Napa County in 1965,
and in 1986 its cachment area expanded to in-
clude neighboring Solano County. In 2000,
CSI was formally incorporated as the legal en-
tity overseeing the Head Start programs.

CSI strives to create partnerships with par-
ents and public, private and corporate entities
to promote social, economic and intellectual
growth for families and to promote community
change that values each child and family in
their diversity and supports them with dignity,
pride and compassion.

The Head Start programs in the two-county
area serve over 1,000 children and their fami-
lies. Their successful projects include central
and home-based child development activities,
children’s literacy projects, an early childhood
education program and Early Head Start.

Early Head Start provides comprehensive
services to pregnant women, infants and tod-
dlers. The Therapeutic Child Care Center in
Napa serves families in a center-based infant
mental health model. Home-based services
are provided in collaboration with Healthy
Moms and Babies, Black Infant Health and
Child Have, all very successful local programs.

In March 2005 the National Head Start As-
sociation recognized CSI as one of the top 40
outstanding Head Start programs in the United
States and in August 2005 the California Head
Start Association presented CSI with a Distin-
guished Program Award.

Mr. Speaker, CSl is an invaluable part of
the social service network in Napa and Solano
Counties and it is appropriate that we ac-
knowledge CSI at this time for its many con-
tributions to our communities.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. JANE HARMAN

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 15, 2005

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, on Wednesday,
September 14, 2005, | was unavoidably ab-
sent from the House of Representatives during
rolicall votes 468 and 469. Had | been
present, | would have voted “no” on rolicall
vote 468 and “aye” on rolllcall vote 469.
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE YEAR OF
THE MUSEUM

HON. BETTY McCOLLUM

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 15, 2005

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. In 2006,
American museums will celebrate 100 years
as a profession with a prominent place in U.S.
society. The recognition of 2006 as the Year
of the Museums will allow Congress and the
American people to have the opportunity to
formally recognize and celebrate the many
contributions our Nation’s museums continue
to make to our culture and life.

Thank you to Congresswoman SLAUGHTER
and Congressman SHAYS, co-chairs of the
Congressional Arts Caucus, for taking the
leadership in introducing this resolution. As a
member of the Congressional Arts Caucus
and of the National Council on the Arts, as
well as a Representative for a Congressional
District rich in the arts and humanities, | am
proud to be a cosponsor.

Museums encourage the participation in and
appreciation of the arts and humanities. They
connect citizens to increasingly diverse world
and help to preserve a community’s culture
and history.

Museums also play a critical role in pro-
viding children and youth with opportunities
that enhance their education in arts and hu-
manities, by providing hands-on learning expe-
riences. Relationships between museums,
schools, colleges and universities, and other
community organizations ensure that children,
youth, students, and adults all have access to
objective and educational information that en-
hance and broaden our understanding of the
world we live in.

Without museums, the historical preserva-
tion of, as well as the display of and care for,
artistic pieces, artifacts, and living specimens
would not be possible. Museums exist to con-
nect people with art, history, and culture.

In my District, more than a dozen museums
contribute to the historical preservation and ar-
tistic expression of their communities, includ-
ing the American Museum of Asmat Ar, the
Bell Museum of Natural History, the Como
Zoo and Marjorie McNeely Conservatory, the
Dakota County Historical Museum, the Gibbs
Museum of Pioneer and Dakota Life, the Gold-
stein Museum of Design, the Jackson Street
Roundhouse Museum, the Minnesota Chil-
dren’s Museum, the Minnesota History Cen-
ter's Museum, the Minnesota Museum of
American Art, the Minnesota Wing Commemo-
rative Air Force Museum, the New Brighton
History Center Museum, the Schubert Club
and Museum of Musical Instruments, the
Science Museum of Minnesota, and the Twin
City Model Railroad Museum.

Our communities count on our nation’s mu-
seums, as well as our art and humanities or-
ganizations, to help educate, engage, and de-
light our citizenry and to strengthen our local
economies. It is with great pride and apprecia-
tion for the role of museums in our commu-
nities that | submit this statement for the offi-
cial United States CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
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TESTIMONY OF RALPH NADER RE-
GARDING THE CONFIRMATION OF
SUPREME COURT NOMINEE
JUDGE JOHN ROBERTS

HON. JOHN B. LARSON

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 15, 2005

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today on behalf of an honorable gen-
tleman from my home state of Connecticut,
Mr. Ralph Nader, to submit for the RECORD a
copy of testimony that he earlier submitted to
the Senate Judiciary Committee’s hearing re-
garding the confirmation of Supreme Court
Chief Justice Nominee Judge John Roberts.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate
Judiciary Committee, thank you for the op-
portunity to submit testimony on the nomi-
nation of Judge John G. Roberts Jr. for the
position of Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court of the United States. I ask that this
statement be made part of the printed hear-
ing record.

In 1994 I testified before the Senate Judici-
ary Committee on the nomination of Ste-
phen G. Breyer by President Clinton to be an
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of
the United States. In that testimony I called
attention to the importance of balance in
the way our laws handle the challenges of
corporate power in America.

I said:

“For our political economy, no issue is
more consequential than the distribution
and impact of corporate power. Historically,
our country periodically has tried to redress
the imbalance between organized economic
power and people rights and remedies. From
the agrarian populist revolt by the farmers
in the late 19th and early 20th century, to
the rise of the federal and state regulatory
agencies, to the surging trade unionism, to
the opening of the courts for broader non-
property values to have their day, to the
strengthening of civil rights and civil lib-
erties, consumer, women’s and environ-
mental laws and institutions, corporate
power was partially disciplined by the rule of
law.”

Today it is more important than ever for
all Supreme Court Justices and, in par-
ticular, the Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court to have the inclination and wisdom to
realize that our democracy is being eroded
by many kinds of widely reported systemic
corporate excesses. Giant multinational cor-
porations have no allegiance to any country
or community, and the devastation and
other injustices they visit upon communities
throughout the United States and around the
globe have outpaced the countervailing re-
straints that should be the hallmark of gov-
ernment by, for and of the people. Unfortu-
nately, the structure and scope of these
hearings are not likely to devote a sufficient
priority to the corporate issues of our times.

In 1816 Thomas Jefferson wrote: ‘I hope we
shall . . . crush in its birth the aristocracy of
our moneyed corporations, which dare al-
ready to challenge our government to a trial
of strength and bid defiance to the laws of
our country.” Imagine his reaction to the
corporate abuses of Enron Corp, HealthSouth
Corp., Tyco, WorldCom or Adelphia Commu-
nications Corp to name only a few, along
with the drug, tobacco, banking, insurance,
chemical and other toxic industries. The cor-
porate crime and greed of today tower over
the abuses of the ‘“‘moneyed corporations’ of
Jefferson’s day. The economic power of giant
corporations is augmented by a flood of Po-
litical Action Committee (PAC) money and




September 15, 2005

other donations that shape the quality and
quantity of debate in our country and con-
sequently drive our society to imperatives
that are increasingly more corporate than
civic.

You will hear about Judge Roberts from
several perspectives, but it is safe to assume
that questions and testimony about Judge
Roberts’ views on corporate power and the
rule of law will be inadequate given the
broad and profound impact giant corpora-
tions have on our democracy. An important
procedural and substantive corollary is the
important role our civil justice system plays
in expanding the frontiers of justice and in
giving individuals the ability to hold
“wrongdoers’ accountable in a court of law.
“If we are to keep our democracy, there
must be one commandment: Thou shalt not
ration justice,” said the famous jurist,
Learned Hand.

Unfortunately, powerholders, corporations
and other institutions which are supposed to
be held accountable by the civil justice sys-
tem, are striving to weaken, limit and over-
ride the province of juries and judges. Some
companies, led by insurers, have used expen-
sive and focused media to promote the view
that civil juries are too costly and too unpre-
dictable. This narrow and short-sighted per-
spective is contrary to the long-standing te-
nets of our democracy and in particular the
Seventh Amendment to our Constitution.

The civil jury system of the United States
embraces a fundamental precept of tested
justice: ordinary citizens applying their
minds and values can and do reach decisions
on the facts in cases that often involve pow-
erful wrongdoers. This form of direct citizen
participation in the administration of jus-
tice was deemed indispensable by this na-
tion’s founders and was considered non-nego-
tiable by the leaders of the American revolu-
tion against King George III. But the civil
jury is more than a process toward bringing
a grievance to resolution. The civil jury is a
pillar of our democracy necessary for the
protection of individuals against tyranny,
repression and mayhem of many kinds and
for the deterrence of such injustices in the
future. Our civil jury institution is a voice
for and by the citizenry in setting standards
for a just society. Jury findings incorporated
in appellate court decisions contribute to
one of the few authoritative reservoirs of ad-
vancing standards of responsibility between
the powerful and the powerless—whether be-
tween companies and consumers, workers,
shareholders and community or between offi-
cialdom and taxpayers or citizens in general.
Knowing the evolution of the common law
and the civil jury provides compelling and
ennobling evidence of this progression of jus-
tice. Chief Justice William Rehnquist wrote,
“The founders of our Nation considered the
right of trial by jury in civil cases an impor-
tant bulwark against tyranny and corrup-
tion, a safeguard too precious to be left to
the whim of the sovereign, or, it might be
added, to that of the judiciary.”

As the hearing unfolds, I suggest that the
members of the Judiciary Committee devote
some time to areas beyond those that are
traditionally the focus of witnesses and ques-
tioning by Committee members and ask fun-
damental questions about the views of Judge
Roberts, a former corporate lawyer at Hogan
& Hartson, regarding corporate power and
the civil justice system.

In the spirit of expanding the criteria by
which the Committee and the public can
measure Judge Robert’s judicial and civic
philosophy, I offer the following questions
for you to pose to the nominee. Some of the
questions are narrowly focused and some are
broad-gauged. But, in their totality they
constitute the broad kind of ‘“litmus test”
that should be applied in selecting and con-
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firming all judges. In short, does the nomi-
nee, having met the threshold requirements
of competency, believe that the rule of law
should be used to broaden and deepen, proce-
durally and substantively, our democracy—
even if it means the rights of the giant cor-
poration or powerful interests must be cir-
cumscribed to protect the rights of the indi-
vidual citizen and of our communities—rural
or urban, large or small?

In pursuing its own line of questions, the
Committee should not let its exploration of
the nominee’s views be artificially re-
stricted. Judicial nominees have given two
reasons for refusing to answer questions, but
these reasons are contradictory. First, they
say, if they publicly express their views, it
will compromise them if the issue comes be-
fore the Court. Second, they say, judges do
not decide legal issues in a vacuum: they
only decide a concrete dispute in a specific
adversarial context. Accordingly, some
nominees claim it’s silly or inappropriate,
for example, to say whether they believe the
Constitution protects the right to abortion,
because Justices don’t decide cases by asking
such abstract questions. They face a par-
ticular statute, challenged by a particular
party directly affected in a particular way,
and the resolution of that dispute will turn
on all those particulars.

This second response has a degree of
merit—and undercuts the first reason for re-
fusing to answer most questions. Precisely
because neither nominees nor the public can
know in what context issues will reach the
Court (if at all), it is not problematic for
nominees to discuss their views. They should
not say how they would decide an actual
pending case, but, short of that, it is fine for
them to discuss issues because that in no
way commits them to taking sides in any ac-
tual dispute—such disputes are invariably
context-specific. For example, a nominee
may be asked about the doctrine that treats
a corporation as a ‘‘person’ entitled to var-
ious constitutional rights. His or her
thoughts on this issue will not tell us what
he or she will do if such an issue is raised in
a case before the Court. The latter may de-
pend on the nature of the corporation (non-
profit? media? multi-national?), the nature
of the claimed right, and much more.

Moreover, even if the nominee testifies
that he or she disapproves the doctrine, as a
Justice the nominee may hold that the ques-
tion is settled law. Or if a nominee says that
he or she agrees with the doctrine, a new cir-
cumstance—or a party making a new argu-
ment—may lead the nominee to hold other-
wise. Nothing a nominee says guarantees
that he or she will decide any case any par-
ticular way. Nothing that is said has to be
fixed in stone. Judges do give opinionated
public speeches, do they not?

It may be wondered whether, in light of
the above, any purpose is served by asking
the nominee his views. The answer is yes.
It’s no secret that nothing a nominee says
binds the nominee once he or she receives an
office with life tenure. Nominees can’t and
shouldn’t be bound. But especially with a
nominee who has a limited public record, the
hearings provide some basis for gauging the
nature and quality of his ideas, about his
philosophy of due process for example. At
any rate they have that potential—if Sen-
ators do their job and do not accept a nomi-
nee’s self-serving refusal to answer ques-
tions.

At the outset, it would behoove the Com-
mittee to establish the parameters the nomi-
nee will use in fashioning responses to your
questions by asking:

What criteria are you using to determine if
you will directly answer or not answer ques-
tions posed to you by members of the Senate
Judiciary Committee?
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If the Court has recently ruled on a mat-
ter, will you provide the Committee with
your views on the Court’s ruling?

If a matter is long settled, will you provide
the Committee with your views on the
Court’s ruling?

Once this baseline has been established,
the following questions should shed light on
nominee’s approach to some major issues of
our day.

1. Lloyd Cutler, speaking as a prominent
corporate attorney, once said: ‘“There is one
point I want to make clear: we believe in the
arguments that we make.”” Do you believe
the arguments you have made on behalf of
your corporate clients?

2. Do you believe limits on television sta-
tion ownership abridge the free speech rights
of corporate broadcasters?

3. What is your view of the First Amend-
ment rights of the listeners being paramount
to those of the broadcasters as articulated
by the Court in Red Lion Broadcasting Co. v.
FCC, 395 U. S. 367 (1969)?

4. Do you see a problem when corporations
are treated as equal participants, with every
right to use their First Amendment rights to
dominate public policy debates such as those
that occur in state and local referenda?

5. Do you believe the Court should uphold
state and Congressional limits on corporate
political expression in order to equalize con-
tributions to public debates?

6. Do you believe that a strict reading of
the Constitution provides for the treatment
of corporations as ‘‘persons’ under the law
for purposes of equal protection, freedom of
speech or due process of law? And, if so, what
in the Constitution’s text provides a basis
for this belief?

7. Many observers complain that law firms
representing large corporations routinely
abuse the discovery process in order to delay
and harass their opponents. Have you ob-
served that phenomenon? If so, what should
be done about it?

8. In 1986, in Pacific Gas & Elec. Co. v. Pub-
lic Util. Comm’n of Cal., 475 U.S. 1 (1986) the
Supreme Court (56 to 3) struck down a state
regulation as violating a utility company’s
“right of conscience’” under the First
Amendment. What makes the case particu-
larly unsettling is its disconnectedness to
opinions past and future. As Justice
Rehnquist observed in his lengthy dissenting
opinion in the case, ‘‘the two constitutional
liberties most closely analogous to the right
to refrain from speaking—the Fifth Amend-
ment right to remain silent and the con-
stitutional right of privacy—have been de-
nied to corporations based on their corporate
status.” Do you think it makes sense to at-
tribute a right of conscience to a commercial
corporation?

9. Would any trade agreement, such as
GATT, NAFTA, or CAFTA ever require Sen-
ate ratification as a treaty?

10. Does the President have complete dis-
cretion to determine whether an inter-
national trade or other agreement must be
submitted to the Senate for two-thirds trea-
ty approval? If not, what are the criteria
that determine when an international agree-
ment must be submitted to the Senate for
two-thirds treaty approval?

11. Are there limits on Congress’ power to
strip federal courts of jurisdiction over a
particular issue? If so, what are such limits?

12. Do you believe victims of defective
products that meet federal standards should
be limited from recovering damages from the
manufacturers of the defective products?

13. Do you believe Congress should fed-
eralize and pre-empt state products liability
common law in any or all sectors?

14. Plaintiffs’ trial lawyers have been
blamed by their corporate critics for all
sorts of problems with the economy and
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legal profession. Do you believe that those
representing injured persons in product li-
ability and medical malpractice cases are
harming America?

15. So-called tort-reform is aimed at re-
stricting the amount of non-economic dam-
ages, such as pain and suffering, a party can
receive. Are you concerned that this inter-
feres with the traditional role of juries and
judges to find facts and mete out appropriate
justice?

16. Do you believe the use of the govern-
ment contractor defense should be limited in
nonmilitary procurement? If so, how?

17. Some people say the Ninth Amendment
can play no substantive role in protecting
rights, that it’s merely a statement of prin-
ciple or reminder of limited government. Do
you agree?

18. A number of legal scholars argue that
the 11th Amendment has been interpreted by
the Court to shield states from liability for
wrongdoing in a way that blatantly con-
travenes the original intention of the
Amendment. Are you familiar with that
scholarship and do you find it persuasive?

19. In what circumstances, if any, is it ap-
propriate for a contractual arbitration
clause to contract away substantive contract
law, tort, or statutory rights? For instance,
can an arbitration clause require arbitration
of a worker’s Title VII rights and at the
same time limit the worker’s compensatory
damages to $200,000? Can that same clause
require the loser to pay the winner’s attor-
ney’s fees? Can that clause require that the
parties to arbitration bear their own attor-
ney’s fees?

20. Describe the presumption against pre-
emption of state law. Does it apply in some
or all instances where federal law is said to
preempt state law?

21. Is the presumption against preemption
of state law (by federal law) similar to the
plain statement rule that demands that Con-
gress speak with unmistakable clarity if it
wishes to override the states’ sovereign im-
munity? If the presumption against preemp-
tion is not similar to the plain statement
rule, explain how it is different?

22. How is the presumption against pre-
emption applied in cases where federal regu-
latory law (regulating, for instance, drugs,
boats, pesticides, motor vehicles, and the
like) is said to preempt state tort law that
provides monetary remedies to compensate
for injuries caused by a product that the fed-
eral government regulates?

23. Do you believe Congress should pre-
empt the state-law-based medical mal-
practice system?

24. What are your views on the ‘‘American
rule” as opposed to the English rule under
which the losing party in litigation gen-
erally pays the winner’s costs, including at-
torney’s fees?

25. What has been your reaction or views
on Congressional funding levels for federally
funded legal services programs over the last
two decades? Should government be respon-
sible for funding representation for poor peo-
ple in civil litigation where important prop-
erty or liberty interests are at stake? Or
should that be mainly or entirely a private
function?

26. Some scholars and judges believe that
“Originalism’ is the only principled method
of constitutional interpretation. Do you
agree?

27. Do you believe that a declaration of war
by Congress is Constitutionally required for
the United States to engage in war?

28. Does a Congressional delegation of the
war-making discretion to the President in
the form of a war resolution meet the test of
Article One, Section Eight of the Constitu-
tion?

29. What level of equal protection scrutiny
was applied in Bush v. Gore, 531 U.S. 98
(2000)?
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30. What is the precedential effect of Bush
v. Gore? In other words, what kinds of equal
protection claims does Bush v. Gore control
or apply to? After Bush v. Gore, may a polit-
ical entity (city, county, state) holding an
election use more than one type of voting
methodology (paper ballots, standard ma-
chines, punch cards, etc.) knowing that the
error rates (whether through undercounts or
otherwise) are different from one method-
ology to another?

31. Is there a need to amend our open gov-
ernment laws to make the President subject
to them in whole or in part? Would such
amendments be constitutional?

32. Do you believe arguments before the
Supreme Court should be televised in the
way C-SP AN televises Congressional delib-
erations?

33. In your view, is the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act functioning properly at this
time? If not, what are the major problems
facing the Act?

34. In Buckhannon Board & Care Home,
Inc. v. West Virginia Dept. of Health and
Human Resources, 532 U S. 598 (2001) case,
the Court rejected the argument that a party
that has failed to secure a judgment on the
merits or a court-ordered consent decree, but
has nonetheless achieved the desired result
because the lawsuit brought about a vol-
untary change (the catalyst theory) in the
defendant’s conduct is entitled to attorney’s
fees. Does the rejection of the catalyst the-
ory of fee recovery in the Supreme Court’s
Buckhannon decision apply across-the-board
to federal fee-shifting statutes? If not, to
what kinds of fee-shifting statutes is it like-
ly to apply and to what kinds is its applica-
tion more doubtful?

35. Brian Wolfman, Director of the Public
Citizen Litigation Group notes, ‘“‘The Bush
administration says that Buckhannon ap-
plies to [Freedom of Information Act] FOIA
cases, even though Congress stated explic-
itly, when it enacted FOIA, that fees should
be available when FOIA cases settle. The
Bush Justice Department has consistently
argued to expand Buckhannon to every pro-
consumer and civil rights statute in every
conceivable situation.” What approach (or
approaches) to statutory construction of
Congressional enactment was evident in the
Supreme Court’s Buckhannon decision? How
would you describe the reliance on (or lack
of reliance on) legislative history in the ma-
jority’s reasoning in that case? Do you be-
lieve the Bush Justice Department is apply-
ing the Buckhannon decision correctly?

36. From both a legal (constitutional) and
practical perspective, what is your view of
the trend in the federal judiciary toward re-
leasing more of its opinions in ‘‘unpub-
lished” form, i.e., where the relevant court
accords no precedential effect to the decision
for other cases?

37. Should federal judges attend seminars
which are funded by private corporations (or
by foundations that are funded by such cor-
porations) that have matters of interest to
the corporations before the courts?

38. Do you believe a government attorney,
in a subordinate position, should be forced
(under penalty of discharge) to work on a
case or argue a position that he or she be-
lieves is illegal, unconstitutional or uneth-
ical? Or should government lawyers have a
‘“‘right of conscience” 1like other profes-
sionals?

39. What kinds of participation in civic life
may federal judges continue to be involved
in once they assume their judicial positions?

40. How many hours or what percent of
their work time do you think partners in
major firms should devote to pro bono work
each year?

41. How many hours on average did you bill
per year as a partner and at what rates?
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42. How many hours on average did you bill
per year as an associate?

43. What was the nature of your pro bono
work and approximately how much time per
year did you devote to pro bono work?

44. Corporate attorneys and legal scholars
have written books and articles decrying un-
ethical or fraudulent billing practices in
large corporate law firms. An article in the
Summer 2001 Georgetown Journal of Legal
Ethics titled Gunderson Effect and Billable
Mania: Trends in Overbilling and the Effect
of New Wages states that unethical billing
practices are ‘‘a pervasive problem in law
firms across the country’’—do you agree?

45. Did you ever observe unethical billing
practices when you were in private practice?

46. If so, what was the nature of and who
were the protagonists of such practices?

I hope these questions, whether asked oral-
ly or submitted to the nominee in writing for
response, spark a robust, constructive debate
between the Committee members and the
nominee. Such exchanges should provide the
Senate and the larger public with insights
into how Judge John G. Roberts will, if con-
firmed as Chief Justice, perform his duties.

A TRIBUTE TO EDA KAMINSKI
HON. TOM LANTOS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 15, 2005

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, | ask my col-
leagues to join me in paying tribute to the life
of a truly extraordinary woman, Eda Kaminski,
who passed away on September 6, 2005. We
celebrate her remarkable life for the persever-
ance, tenacity and grit that helped her survive
four German concentration camps and the re-
silience and resourcefulness that allowed her
to prosper when she immigrated to America.

Eda was born in the mountain village of
Zawoja, Poland on July 22, 1916. She was
married in 1939 to Salek Kunstler in Krakow
two days before the Germans invaded Poland
and began the Second World War. Their
daughter, Anita was born in 1942 and fortu-
nately was smuggled out before the Krakow
ghetto was destroyed. Eda and her husband
were sent to Plaszow. The Germans sepa-
rated Eda from Salek and later murdered him.
Eda struggled and survived Auschwitz and
Bergen-Belsen, where many of those too sick
to work were sent. The camp was liberated by
British troops in April 1945.

After the war Mrs. Kaminski found Anita hid-
den by a Catholic family in Krakow. Even
though she had a sister who lived outside of
London, most of Eda’s family was killed in the
Holocaust. Without resources or help, Eda and
Anita moved to a Displaced Persons camp in
Selb, Germany. It was there that she met her
husband Reuven Kaminski and finally in 1949,
they immigrated to New York to begin a new
life. Their son, Harvey Kaminski became a
successful financier in the New York area. Her
daughter, Anita K. Epstein, came to Wash-
ington and pursued a successful career in
government relations.

Mr. Speaker, her truly incredible and inspir-
ing story was chronicled in the Washington
Post on September 20, 2003. | ask that the
text of the article be included in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Once again, | ask my col-
leagues to join me in honoring her extraor-
dinary life.
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