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Today we take up the Senior Profes-
sional Performance Act of 2008. It’s a
commonsense reform, and I'm pleased
to support it, and so are other members
of the committee.

The purpose of this bill is to align
the pay system for certain Federal em-
ployees with that of the Senior Execu-
tive Servicemembers—those who pro-
vide the executive management of the
Federal Government.

The employees covered by this bill—
senior professionals classified as sci-
entific and professional personnel (ST)
and senior-level personnel (SL)—are
recognized as providing essential spe-
cialized skills needed to address the
Federal Government’s imminent chal-
lenges.

The ST employee is a specially quali-
fied, non-executive who conducts re-
search and development functions in
the physical, biological, medical, or en-
gineering sciences, or a closely related
field.

The SL employee is a high-level non-
executive who is not involved in funda-
mental research and development—like
a high-level special assistant or a sen-
ior attorney in a highly specialized
field. The Senior Executives Associa-
tion, whose members include SL and
ST employees, have asked for this pay
comparability, as has the Office of Per-
sonnel Management.

I intend to support this legislation. I
believe other Members on our com-
mittee do as well, and we urge our col-
leagues to do so as well.

I reserve my time.

Mr. TOWNS. Madam Speaker, does
the gentleman from Connecticut have
additional speakers?

Mr. SHAYS. Madam Speaker, I don’t
have any additional speakers.

I would just like to say this is an es-
sential bill to make sure that we are
getting the kind of employees in our
government who can do the kinds of
jobs that we need to do. They need to
be properly reimbursed, and I thank
the gentleman.

I yield back.

Mr. TOWNS. Let me just say that to
the critics, this might not be a total
solution, but I say to you that it is a
giant step in the right direction. I'm
happy that my colleague from Con-
necticut, who also agrees with this,
and others who have worked very hard
to bring us to where we are today, I
would like to salute our staff who
worked very hard as well, and to say
that, yes, it might not be a total solu-
tion, but it is a step in the right direc-
tion, a giant step, and that we should
move as quickly as possible to make
certain that this becomes law by pass-
ing it out of this House today.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
TowNSs) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 1046.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.
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Mr. SHAYS. Madam Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———

BULLETPROOF VEST
PARTNERSHIP GRANT ACT OF 2008

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 6045) to amend title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 to extend the au-
thorization of the Bulletproof Vest
Partnership Grant Program through
fiscal year 2012.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 6045

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 ‘‘Bulletproof

Vest Partnership Grant Act of 2008,

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR BULLETPROOF
VEST PARTNERSHIP GRANT PRO-
GRAM.

Section 1001(a)(23) of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S.C. 3793(a)(23)) is amended by striking
‘2009’ and inserting ‘‘2012”°.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. CANNON) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 days to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I
yvield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Members of the House, I rise to com-
mend the gentleman from Indiana,
PETER VISCLOSKY, for helping us pro-
vide more bulletproof vests to police-
men. It’s kind of amazing that we need
to pass a law to get more bulletproof
vests for policemen.

More than 800,000 police officers put
their lives at risk daily to protect our
community. Many of them are pro-
tected by bullet-resistant armor, but
an alarming number of officers are not
afforded this protection because of
local budget constraints. So this bill
created by the gentleman from Indiana
tries to take care of this problem.

The Bulletproof Vest Partnership
Grant Program was established back in
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1998 to assist State and local law en-
forcement agencies in securing protec-
tive equipment necessary to safeguard
the lives of officers. And the program
administered by the Department of
Justice provides up to half of the
matching grants—50 percent of the
matching grants for the purchase of
protective vests. Since then, the pro-
gram has enabled thousands of jurisdic-
tions across our Nation to purchase
more than 1.5 million such vests.

It’s estimated 3,000 law enforcement
officers have survived shootings in part
due to their bulletproof vest. In rec-
ognition of its vital role in the protec-
tion of these officers, the Bulletproof
Vest Program has been extended, and
it’s set to expire at the end of fiscal
year 2009 unless we extend it again.

Here we reauthorize the program for
an additional 3 years so that to help
more of our law enforcement officers,
and I doubt if there’s a Member in this
House that isn’t in full support of this
measure.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CANNON. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

On Tuesday, the life of an Alexan-
dria, Virginia, police officer was spared
because he was wearing a bulletproof
vest when he was shot in the chest. The
officer was shot during a traffic stop on
Interstate 395 just outside of Wash-
ington, DC, by a man who later took
his own life. Fortunately, the officer is
expected to make a full recovery.

There are more than 900,000 State and
local law enforcement officers who risk
their lives every day to keep our com-
munity safe, yet we often lose sight of
how quickly something as routine as a
traffic stop can turn deadly for a police
officer. Each year approximately 16,000
State and local officers are injured in
the line of duty. In 2007, for instance, 55
police officers were killed by firearms
in the line of duty.

Thankfully, many police officers and
sheriff’s deputies are saved each year
by bulletproof vests. The Bulletproof
Vest Partnership was created by the
Bulletproof Vest Partnership Grant
Act of 1998 as a Department of Justice
program to provide funding for bullet-
proof vests and other body armor to
State and local law enforcement.
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Since 1999, 40,000 State and local gov-
ernments have participated in the Bul-
letproof Vest Program. The program,
administered by the Office of Justice
Programs, has awarded Federal grants
to support the purchase of an esti-
mated 1.5 million vests, including over
800 vests to law enforcement agencies
in my home State of Utah, making my
police and many police around the
country safer.

H.R. 6045 reauthorizes the Bullet-
proof Vest Partnership Grant Program
through fiscal year 2012. This legisla-
tion enjoys broad bipartisan support
and endorsements from a number of
law enforcement organizations, includ-
ing the Fraternal Order of Police.
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It is important that we reauthorize
this simple and effective program to
protect our men and women in law en-
forcement. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. VISCLOSKY) as much time as he
may consume.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I appreciate the
chairman yielding very much.

Madam Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 6045, the Bullet-
proof Vest Partnership Grant Act of
2008. I am a very proud sponsor of this
legislation.

At the outset, I want to express my
heartfelt gratification and thanks to
my friend, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. LoOBIONDO) for his lead in
cosponsorship of H.R. 6045. Mr.
LoBIONDO and I have been partners in
this endeavor since 1997.

I would also like to thank the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary chairman, Mr.
CONYERS, as well as Mr. CANNON, Rank-
ing Member LAMAR SMITH, chairman of
the subcommittee BOBBY ScCOTT, and
subcommittee Ranking Member LOUIE
GOHMERT for their strong support and
efforts on behalf of this important leg-
islation.

Finally, I would like to thank the 170
bipartisan cosponsors of this measure
and the law enforcement organizations
that have expressed their strong sup-
port.

If I could take a step back, the Bul-
letproof Vest Partnership Grant Act
was introduced in November 1997 after
meeting with Northwest Indiana chiefs
of police and hearing that many gang
members and drug dealers had the pro-
tection of bulletproof vests, while
many police officers did not. I was even
more troubled to learn the reason why
so many officers do not have access to
bulletproof vests. It was because they
are prohibitively expensive. A good
vest can cost in excess of $500. Many
small departments, as well as larger
ones, simply cannot afford to purchase
vests for all of their officers, a fact
that sometimes forces officers to pur-
chase their own.

Our original legislation was signed
into law by President Clinton in June
of 1998, and as you know, the purpose of
the act is to protect the lives of law en-
forcement officers by helping State and
local government equip them with bul-
letproof vests. Bulletproof vests and
body armor have saved thousands of
lives since the introduction of the mod-
ern material; however, they cannot
protect the lives of those who do not
have access to them.

The Fraternal Order of Police have
stated that ‘“‘body armor is one of the
most important pieces of equipment an
officer can have and often mean the
difference between life and death.”

The grant program has directly bene-
fited every State and territory of the
United States, and this critical pro-
gram provides State and local and trib-
al law enforcement officers with need-
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ed protection by aiding the purchase of
protective equipment.

In closing, I again want to thank my
good friend Mr. LoOBIONDO for his
strong leadership and work on this
measure over the years and the police
officers who risk their lives for us
every day, all of us. They are the moth-
ers and fathers, and they are the sons
and daughters. It is our obligation to
the officers and their families to give
them access to the equipment that will
safeguard their life.

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues
for their strong support of this meas-
ure.

Mr. CANNON. Madam Speaker, I
yield for so much time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. LOBIONDO).

Mr. LOBIONDO. Madam Speaker, to
my colleague Mr. CANNON, thank you
very much.

I would also like to particularly
thank Mr. VISCLOSKY. In 1997 when we
first started talking about this, there
was a dramatic and very sad incident
that took place in my district, the Sec-
ond Congressional District of New Jer-
sey, and I believe that Mr. VISCLOSKY
had a similar situation in his district.

Through the 1990s, a variety of
groups had been sort of cobbling to-
gether the ability to buy vests for offi-
cers by selling doughnuts and for cake
sales and a number of different ways
because they understood the need, but
there wasn’t a resource to be able to do
this. Unfortunately, in 1996, at a State
prison in my district, Officer Fred
Baker, a corrections officer who was on
duty, who was not wearing a vest, was
stabbed in the back by an inmate and
that stab was fatal.

We can only speculate what the fate
would have been of Officer Baker if he
had a vest on. I happen to believe that
he would be alive today. And when I
got back from that break at home, I
got together with Mr. VISCLOSKY, and
we embarked upon this road to con-
vince our colleagues of the importance
of this program.

You’ve heard the statistics, 40,000 ju-
risdictions, 1.5 million vests, and peo-
ple ask, Well, why is it important to
keep doing this? Once you’ve done a
vest, why isn’t that enough? Well, they
have a shelf life. When you put a vest
to an officer, it doesn’t last forever.
The technology increases and they
wear out.

This is a critically important pro-
gram. At a time when all of America
wonders whether what’s happening in
Washington really works on Main
Street and in the real world, this is a
program that we can point to with ab-
solute certainty that has conclusive,
positive benefit. It saves the lives of
our police officers.

This is something that works. This is
something that Main Street under-
stands. This is something that law en-
forcement understands, and this is one
of those programs where we can do the
right thing and continue it.

When an officer is sworn in and re-
ceives their badge and their gun, they
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should be receiving a vest. All across
America people get up every morning
and don’t expect to have a problem, but
if that problem occurs and they need
that thin blue line, they expect our law
enforcement to respond as quickly as
they can, and part of that response for
law enforcement ought to be the pro-
tection that a vest provides. It’s the
least that we can do.

I strongly support this bill. T thank
Mr. VISCLOSKY, I thank Mr. CONYERS, I
thank Mr. SMITH of Texas, and all
those who are responsible for having
this move to the floor today.

Mr. CONYERS. We yield back our
time.

Mr. CANNON of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, I wanted to just thank Mr. Vis-
CLOSKY and also Mr. LoBIONDO who suf-
fered tragic losses and resulted in very
important protection for my police and
police around the country.

Ms. LORETTA T. SANCHEZ of California.
Madam Speaker, | rise in support of H.R.
6045, the Bulletproof Vest Partnership Grant
Act of 2008.

Bulletproof vests and body armor have
saved thousands of law enforcement officers
since the introduction and improvement of bul-
letproof material.

The Bulletproof Vest Partnership Grant Pro-
gram provides our brave law enforcement offi-
cers with the vital equipment they need to
save lives in the line of fire.

This grant program was created in 1999 by
the Department of Justice to provide protec-
tion to state, local and tribal law enforcement
officers by assisting officers in purchasing the
protective equipment they need.

Since its inception, the grant program has
purchased more than 1.5 million bulletproof
vests for over 40,000 jurisdictions in the
United States. In 2007 alone, the program pro-
vided $28.6 million to state and local law en-
forcement agencies across America and pur-
chased over 180,000 new bulletproof vests.

In my district, this grant program has award-
ed more than $45,000 to law enforcement offi-
cials in the cities of Anaheim and Santa Ana.
As a result, these cities were able to purchase
more than 400 vests for their officers.

| am pleased that the House of Representa-
tives is acting to reauthorize the Bulletproof
Vest Partnership Grant Program for another
three years.

Brave law enforcement officers risk their
lives on a daily basis to protect our commu-
nities, and this grant program ensures that
their communities can help protect them.

Mr. CANNON. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 6045.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. CANNON. Madam Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
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Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 34
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

————
O 1205

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HOLDEN) at 12 o’clock and
5 minutes p.m.

———

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
THAT THE PRESIDENT SHOULD
GRANT A POSTHUMOUS PARDON
TO JOHN ARTHUR “JACK” JOHN-
SON

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and agree to the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 214) expressing the sense
of Congress that the President should
grant a posthumous pardon to John Ar-
thur ‘‘Jack” Johnson for the 1913 ra-
cially motivated conviction of John-
son, which diminished his athletic, cul-
tural, and historic significance, and
tarnished his reputation.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CoN. RESs. 214

Whereas John Arthur ‘“‘Jack’ Johnson was
a flamboyant, defiant, and controversial fig-
ure in American history who challenged ra-
cial biases;

Whereas Jack Johnson was born in Gal-
veston, Texas, in 1878 to parents who were
former slaves;

Whereas Jack Johnson was a professional
boxer who traveled throughout the United
States and the world, fighting both Black
and White heavyweight boxers;

Whereas in 1908, after being denied the op-
portunity to fight two White boxing cham-
pions on purely racial grounds, Jack John-
son was granted an opportunity by an Aus-
tralian promoter to fight Tommy Burns, the
reigning world heavyweight champion;

Whereas Jack Johnson defeated Burns to
become the first African American to hold
the title of world heavyweight champion;

Whereas the victory of Jack Johnson over
Burns prompted the search for a White boxer
who could beat him, a recruitment effort
dubbed the search for the ‘‘Great White
Hope’’;

Whereas in Reno, Nevada, in 1910, in what
was referred to by many as the ‘‘Battle of
the Century”, a White former heavyweight
champion named James ‘‘Jim”’ Jeffries came
back from retirement to fight, and lose to,
Jack Johnson;

Whereas the defeat of Jeffries by Jack
Johnson sparked rioting and aggression to-
ward African Americans and led to racially
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motivated murders of African Americans na-
tionwide;

Whereas the resentment felt toward Jack
Johnson by many Whites was compounded
by his relationships with White women;

Whereas between 1901 and 1910, 754 African
Americans were lynched, some simply for
being ‘‘too familiar’’ with White women;

Whereas in 1910, Congress passed the
White-slave traffic Act (commonly known as
the “Mann Act’’), which outlawed the trans-
portation of women in interstate or foreign
commerce ‘‘for the purpose of prostitution or
debauchery, or for any other immoral pur-
pose’’;

Whereas in October 1912, Jack Johnson be-
came involved with a White woman, Lucille
Cameron, whose mother disapproved of the
relationship, claimed that Johnson had ab-
ducted her daughter, and sought action from
the Department of Justice;

Whereas Jack Johnson was arrested by
United States marshals on October 18, 1912,
for transporting Lucille Cameron across
State lines for an ‘“‘immoral purpose’ in vio-
lation of the Mann Act, but Cameron refused
to cooperate with authorities, the charges
were dropped, and Cameron later married the
champion;

Whereas Federal authorities continued to
pursue Jack Johnson and summoned Belle
Schreiber, a White woman, to testify that
Johnson had transported her across State
lines for the purposes of ‘‘prostitution and
debauchery’’;

Whereas in 1913, Jack Johnson was con-
victed of violating the Mann Act and was
sentenced to 1 year and 1 day in Federal pris-
on, but fled the country to Canada and then
to various European and South American
countries;

Whereas Jack Johnson lost the heavy-
weight championship title to Jess Willard in
Cuba in 1915;

Whereas Jack Johnson returned to the
United States in July 1920, surrendered to
the authorities, and served nearly 1 year in
the United States Penitentiary at Leaven-
worth, Kansas;

Whereas Jack Johnson fought boxing
matches after his release from prison, but
never regained the heavyweight champion-
ship title;

Whereas Jack Johnson supported this Na-
tion during World War II by encouraging
citizens to buy war bonds and by partici-
pating in exhibition boxing matches to pro-
mote the sale of war bonds;

Whereas Jack Johnson died in an auto-
mobile accident in 1946; and

Whereas in 1954, Jack Johnson was in-
ducted into the Boxing Hall of Fame: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) John Arthur ‘“‘Jack’ Johnson paved the
way for African American athletes to par-
ticipate and succeed in racially integrated
professional sports in the United States;

(2) Jack Johnson was wronged by a racially
motivated conviction prompted by his suc-
cess in the boxing ring and his relationships
with White women;

(3) the criminal conviction of Jack John-
son unjustly ruined his career and destroyed
his reputation; and

(4) the President should grant a post-
humous pardon to Jack Johnson to expunge
from the annals of American criminal justice
a racially motivated abuse of the prosecu-
torial authority of the Federal Government,
and to recognize Jack Johnson’s athletic and
cultural contributions to society.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ZOE LOFGREN) and the
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gentleman from TUtah (Mr. CANNON)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members have 5 legislative days to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?

There was no objection.

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I rise today in support of this resolu-
tion expressing the sense of Congress
that the President should grant a post-
humous pardon to John Arthur ‘“Jack”
Johnson for the 1913 racially motivated
conviction of Mr. Johnson, which di-
minished his athletic, cultural and his-
toric significance and tarnished his
reputation.

More importantly, Mr. Speaker,
adoption of this resolution and grant-
ing of this posthumous pardon by the
President would remove a nearly cen-
tury-old stain from the reputation of
this Nation. Although the harm in-
flicted on Mr. Johnson can never be un-
done, it is nevertheless important that
we set the record straight and ac-
knowledge that he was wrongfully con-
victed in a disgraceful climate of racial
hatred.

John Arthur ‘‘Jack’ Johnson was a
flamboyant, defiant and controversial
figure in American history who chal-
lenged racial biases. The son of former
slaves, Jack Johnson was a profes-
sional boxer who traveled throughout
the United States and the world, fight-
ing both black and white heavyweight
boxers. He was without question one of
the greatest boxers this Nation has
ever produced.

The resentment felt towards Mr.
Johnson by many whites was not lim-
ited to his successes in the ring. It was
compounded by his relationship with
white women, an issue which aroused
not just anger, but brutal violence. Be-
tween 1901 and 1910, 754 African Ameri-
cans were lynched, some simply for
being perceived as ‘‘too familiar’’ with
white women.

In 1912, Jack Johnson was arrested by
United States marshals and charged
with transporting his future wife, Lu-
cille Cameron, across State lines for an
“immoral purpose’ in violation of the
Mann Act. Ms. Cameron refused to co-
operate with the authorities, the
charges were dropped, and she later
married the champion.

Federal authorities continued to pur-
sue Jack Johnson and subsequently
sought to prosecute him based on
charges of ‘‘prostitution and debauch-
ery.” This time they were able to ob-
tain a conviction, and Mr. Johnson was
forced to flee the country.

He returned to the United States in
July 1920, surrendered to the authori-
ties, and served nearly 1 year in the
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