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hunger, stop the dying. In fact, it is
time to be a leader.

So I will continue to work for food
funding assistance at a level that does
not turn a blind eye to the suffering in
the world, nor the danger to the world
community. So I ask other Senators to
join me in stating support to fight this
perfect storm of world hunger and to
support action to do something about
it.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, tomor-
row we will have a vote to proceed——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has an order to recess.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for up to 6 minutes as in
morning business.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
you all for indulging me.

FAIR PAY ACT

Tomorrow we will have a vote to pro-
ceed to the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay
Restoration Act. Four of my Demo-
cratic female colleagues spoke on this
earlier today—four or five. I wanted to
add my voice to their voices because,
as I stand on the floor of the Senate
some 45 years after passage of the
Equal Pay Act, it is unfortunate that
workers throughout the Nation will
suffer pay discrimination based on gen-
der, race, religion, national origin, dis-
ability, and age. They still suffer this.

We still have a long way to go on
equal pay for equal work. It stuns some
people to learn that women still earn
23 percent less than men, and the pay
disparity is still so great that it takes
a woman 16 months to earn what a man
earns in 12 months.

In 2006, an average college-educated
woman working full time earned $15,000
less than a college-educated male. Ac-
cording to the American Association of
University Women, working families
lose $200 billion in income per year due
to the wage gap.

This is an important point because so
many women now work. We know this.
So families are struggling to make
ends meet with higher gas prices, high-
er college tuition, higher food prices,
higher health care, all of that. We
know there is not an easy solution that
will eliminate all pay discrimination,
but the bill we hope to go to tomorrow,
the Equal Pay Restoration Act, will
ensure that when an employer dis-
criminates based on gender or race or
any other factor, the employee can
take his or her case to court.

There was a very bad decision that
was made by the Supreme Court which
reversed decades of legal precedent,
and this was the Ledbetter decision.
With its decision, the Court imposed a
serious obstacle for equality, equal
pay, by requiring workers to file a pay
discrimination claim within 180 days of
when their employer first starts dis-
criminating.

Now, that is an impossible standard
to meet. You really do not know when
that moment occurs. What was impor-
tant about this decision is it threw out
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the law that had always worked well
and would have protected people such
as Lilly Ledbetter from discrimination.

Her story is not unfamiliar to many
female employees. She was a female,
she was a manager at an Alabama
Goodyear Tire plant when she discov-
ered, after 19 years of service, that she
was earning 20 to 40 percent less than
her male counterparts for doing the
exact same job.

It took her a long time to ferret this
information out. As Justice Ginsburg
noted in her dissenting opinion, the
pay discrepancy between Ledbetter and
her 15 male counterparts was stark. In
1997, her last year of employment at
Goodyear, after 19 years of service she
earned $5,600 less than her lowest paid
male coworkers, and she earned over
$18,000 less than her highest paid male
coworkers.

Evidence submitted at her trial
showed that Mrs. Ledbetter was denied
raises, despite receiving performance
awards, and in some cases female su-
pervisors at the plant were paid less
than the male employees they super-
vised.

So when Ms. Ledbetter discovered
this, she took Goodyear to court, and
the jury awarded her full damages. But
the company, Goodyear, appealed the
jury’s decision.

In 2007 the Supreme Court made this
very bad decision and said she could
not sue for back pay despite—and with
which they agreed—the overwhelming
evidence that her employer had inten-
tionally discriminated against her be-
cause of her gender.

But, they said, it took Lilly
Ledbetter longer than 6 months to de-
termine she had been a victim of years
of pay discrimination. So, in other
words, because it took her more than 6
months to figure this out, she was de-
nied any kind of help.

It does take a significant amount of
time in many cases for the truth to be
known. Here in the Capitol, if you
work for the Government, everybody’s
pay is on record. And you can see it; it
is a public document. But in a private
sector plant there may be no way to
find out.

As Justice Ginsburg pointed out:
Compensation disparities are often hid-
den from sight for a number of reasons.
Many employers do not publish their
employees’ salaries, and other employ-
ees are not anxious to discuss what
they earn. So this controversial deci-
sion is having serious impacts.

In the 10 months since the decision
was handed down, the Ledbetter prece-
dent has been cited 207 times by Fed-
eral district courts and courts of ap-
peal. So it means, it seems to me from
what I gather, from that statistic
alone, many people are being denied
equal treatment under the law: equal
pay, equal treatment.

So what does the bill do that we want
to go to, we Democrats on Wednesday,
tomorrow? It simply restores the law
to what it was in almost every State in
the country before the Ledbetter case
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was decided. It does so by helping to
eliminate the unreasonable barrier cre-
ated by the Supreme Court and allows
workers to file a pay discrimination
claim within 180 days of each discrimi-
natory paycheck. That was the law be-
fore Ledbetter.

The Ledbetter decision was a giant
step backward in the fight for equal op-
portunity and equal rights. Goodyear
engaged in chronic discrimination
against female employees, but because
of the Ledbetter decision, the Court
must treat intentional ongoing pay dis-
crimination as lawful conduct.

Employers who can conceal their pay
discrimination for 180 days can con-
tinue this practice, and there is no re-
dress. We must ask ourselves: Is this
the standard that Congress should be
proud of? Is this the kind of standard
that we should support, where some-
body is treated in an unfair fashion, is
paid less than somebody else simply be-
cause of their gender?

It is not right. It seems to me, if we
are going to have fairness and justice
in America today, the least we can do
is overturn the Ledbetter decision. Jus-
tice Ginsburg told us: ‘‘Congress, the
ball is in your court.”

That is why I am so pleased that Sen-
ator REID is bringing this opportunity
before us tomorrow. Today, as we re-
flect upon the importance of fairness
and equity to our society with a cele-
bration of Equal Pay Day, we must re-
store this important protection and re-
turn the law to its meaning. I hope to-
morrow when we get a chance to move
to this bill our colleagues will all vote
aye because what is fair is fair and
what is wrong is wrong. We need to fix
this problem. Equal pay for equal work
is a value that we should hold dear.

RECESS

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

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:45 p.m.,
recessed until 2:16 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. DURBIN).

———————

VETERANS’ BENEFITS ENHANCE-
MENT ACT—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED—Continued

Mr. KENNEDY. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business.

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

DIVER HEROES OF THE CHICAGO FIRE
DEPARTMENT

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask a

few minutes of the Senate’s time to
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tell you about four men and a little
boy.

Last Friday, Stanko Bojanovic de-
cided to take advantage of a warm,
breezy spring afternoon to enjoy a
walk with his 2-year-old grandson
along Lake Michigan near Belmont
Harbor in downtown Chicago.

Mr. Bojanovic was sitting on a park
bench at Belmont Harbor with his
grandson nearby strapped in a stroller
at his side, when a strong gust of wind
blew up. Witnesses said the wind sent
soda cans sailing by. That wind also
pushed the stroller into the harbor
with the little boy still strapped in.

Mr. Bojanovic, the grandfather, im-
mediately jumped into the harbor.
Passersby saw him bobbing in the
water, clinging to the side of the
breakwall, and pleaded with him to try
to swim to a nearby rescue ladder but
the grandfather refused. In broken
English, he kept yelling, ““‘Boy! Boy!”’

Those standing nearby grabbed their
cell phones and called 9-1-1.

At the moment the call came in, a
helicopter carrying Chicago Fire De-
partment divers Brian Otto and Bill
Davis was lifting off from nearby Mid-
way Airport, where they had stopped
for fuel. The men were already in scuba
gear for a drill. Four minutes later,
their helicopter landed at the harbor.

At almost the same moment, another
crew of a dozen Chicago Fire Depart-
ment rescue divers were finishing an
underwater training exercise at a pool
not far from the harbor. They changed
into scuba gear and arrived at the har-
bor just seconds after the helicopter.

Divers Brian Otto, Bill Davis, Cedric
Collins, and Bob Skwarek dove into the
water near where the grandfather had
pointed. There was zero visibility in
the murky water so they searched in a
grid pattern, feeling their way along
the harbor’s rocks.

Diver Cedric Collins told a Chicago
Sun Times reporter that he prayed,
“Let me find him.”

Less than 3 minutes after the fire-
fighters arrived, diver Brian Otto spot-
ted the little boy’s hair waving in the
water.

As he tried to lift the toddler, Otto
realized that the boy was still strapped
into his stroller. He was going to have
to lift the little boy and his stroller 10
feet to the water’s surface.

Otto, who has a little 4-year-old son
of his own, told the Sun Times: “You
see this kid underwater, and you’re a
firefighter, you’re a rescue diver, but
you’re also a father. I held nothing
back.” He told himself: ‘“‘No matter
what, we’re going to get to the surface.
And we’re doing it now.”” He lifted the
little boy, stroller and all, to para-
medics waiting on the pier.

Three minutes passed between the
time the firefighters arrived and the
time they pulled the little boy, Lazar
Ognjenovich from the water. His body
was pale blue and icy cold. It is esti-
mated that he was under water for 15
minutes.

Today, little Lazar Ognjenovich re-
mains in critical condition at Chil-
dren’s Hospital in Chicago.
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Medical researchers not involved in
the case say there is reason to hope.
They note that toddlers are sometimes
able to survive long periods underwater
better than adults and point to a Utah
girl who was submerged in water for 66
minutes in 1986. Two years later, when
an article about her appeared in a med-
ical journal, she had made a full recov-
ery.

Lazar’s grandmother said Sunday
that the little boy is showing signs of
improvement. She notes that last Sat-
urday—the day after his rescue—was
“Lazarus Saturday,”’ a special holiday
for Serbian children. She told a Sun
Times reporter that she believes God
was watching over her grandson.

As for the brave men who rescued the
little boy—Brian Otto, Bill Davis,
Cedric Collins and Bob Skwarek, mem-
bers of the Chicago Fire Department’s
Air Sea Rescue Unit and Scuba Team
687—they were all back at work the
next day.

In a story in this morning’s Sun
Times, Bob Skwarek said that rescue
divers train for moments like the one
they experienced last Friday. Still, he
said, ‘“You really do feel 10 feet tall”
after a rescue.

Bill Davis and Cedric Collins have
both been with the Chicago Fire De-
partment for 9 years and with the
scuba team for about a year and a half.
Brian Otto has been with the depart-
ment for 18 years and a diver for 3%
years. And Bob Skwarek has been with
the fire department for 28 years and a
diver for about 2% years.

They come from the neighborhoods of
North and South Chicago: Mount
Greenwood, Hegewisch, Roseland and
Gage Park.

They have won praise from Chicago
Fire Commissioner Ray Orozco and
from people all over that great city
who have read or heard about their
heroism. They deserve every word of
that praise.

In his great book Working, Studs
Terkel, the legendary Chicago writer,
and a great friend interviewed all kinds
of everyday working people about their
jobs.

Many of the jobs involved risk and
backbreaking labor. Some of the people
Studs spoke to disliked the work they
did.

He also spoke to a firefighter, who
said he liked his work very much be-
cause you can actually see what a fire-
fighter produces. You see the results of
firefighters’ work and sacrifice in
homes saved, families rescued. And
sometimes you see the results of their
heroism in little boys pulled miracu-
lously from the waters of Lake Michi-
gan.

On 9/11, we all received a poignant
and painful reminder that the real he-
roes very often are not famous. Most
are known only to their families and
friends and the people with whom they
work.

Many times since 9/11, we seem to
have forgotten that basic truth.

Last Friday at Belmont Harbor, four
firefighters from the great City of Chi-
cago reminded us.
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I ask that this Senate join me in sa-
luting their courage and the courage of
all the working men and women in this
country who take risks and make sac-
rifices to rescue others, literally and
figuratively. They are truly American
heroes.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

EQUAL PAY DAY

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank our majority leader and our
leadership for scheduling a vote on
what is known as the Ledbetter legisla-
tion tomorrow. We expect that we will
have that vote tomorrow evening
sometime. I think it is important that
the membership understand that we
will. It is appropriate today that we
have a number of our colleagues speak
about the importance of this legisla-
tion because today is Equal Pay Day.
It has been designated Equal Pay Day.
It has been Equal Pay Day for a num-
ber of years.

What do we mean by Equal Pay Day?
We mean equal pay for equal work.
That has been a goal of this country
going back actually to 1963, when we
passed the Equal Pay Act. At that
time, the disparity between men and
women for doing the same job was 60
cents to the dollar that the men were
getting. We have seen that figure close
over time, now to 77 cents, but still
there is a disparity. As long as we have
had a disparity, it has been and is
wrong.

As a country, we have tried to re-
move forms of discrimination, bigotry,
and prejudice that have existed in our
society, and the bigotry and prejudice
that exist in terms of pay has been
there for some time. Since 1963, the
Congress has taken action not only on
pay for women but in terms of other
groups as well. It has made progress in
making sure that African Americans
are not going to feel a disparity. We did
that in 1964 with Title 7 of the Civil
Rights Act under President Johnson.
Look at the Senate vote, the ultimate
vote, 73 to 27. Republicans and Demo-
crats alike said—the Civil Rights Act
was primarily focused on public accom-
modations provisions but also had an-
other very important provision—we
will not permit a disparity and dis-
crimination on the basis of race, na-
tional origin, gender, or religion in
terms of pay. African Americans and
other workers were going to be able to
get equal pay.

Then, we have the age discrimina-
tion. We said, under President John-
son, if individuals are going to be able
to do the job, and they happen to be
older but yet they have the com-
petency and the skills and they are
going to be able to do an equal job, we
are going to make sure they are not
going to be discriminated against. We
have said women will not be discrimi-
nated against, minorities will not be
discriminated against, and people will
not be discriminated against by age.

In 1973, we said: Well, what about
those who have some disability? We
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said we are not going to discriminate
against those people either. Maybe
they have a mental or a physical dis-
ability, but if they are able to do the
job, and they are qualified to do the
job, they ought to get paid for doing
the job. That is what we said. We saw
that vote was a voice vote, under Presi-
dent Nixon, supported by the adminis-
tration.

Then, we had later provisions: the
Americans with Disabilities Act, which
was enacted to provide greater kinds of
protections for the disabled; additional
civil rights protections; and others; the
Civil Rights Restoration Act. So the
sum total, since 1963, has been a con-
stant drumbeat, a constant march, a
constant statement by the Congress
and by the administrations by, as we
have seen, Democrats and Republicans
alike, that said: When it comes to
equal pay, it is going to be equal pay
for women and for men, it is going to
be equal pay for people with disabil-
ities, older workers, African-American
workers, Hispanic workers, and others.
This chart shows the various groups
that, under the EEOC’d laws, have
found out they have been discriminated
against.

This chart shows, as of a year ago, in
2007, the EEOC had received more than
7,000 pay discrimination claims. Here it
is for disability cases—as I mentioned
earlier, we passed the Americans with
Disabilities Act—and for national ori-
gin cases—we have protections for that
group, those people who come from dif-
ferent kinds of ethnic backgrounds—for
age, race, and gender discrimination as
well.

We see that with regard to race,
there have been 2,300 claims; with re-
gard to gender, there have been some
2,400 claims. There are the cases for
those with disabilities and the national
origin cases. These are cases that were
brought because we passed laws over
the period of 40 years that said: If you
are going to work, and work hard, in
the United States of America, and you
are going to do effectively the same job
as someone else, you should be paid the
same. We have not solved all the prob-
lems of comparability in this legisla-
tion. That is another issue which is
enormously important and one we
should address, and I hope we will ad-
dress, in this Congress because it is ex-
tremely important. All we are trying
to do is deal with the pieces of legisla-
tion that I have mentioned and restore
a remedy. We can have a right and, as
all of us understand, a right is not
worth very much if we do not have a
remedy. That is what this legislation is
all about: to give a remedy to victims
of pay discrimination, like Lilly
Ledbetter. The remedy is that when
workers are given unfair pay for doing
effectively comparable work, that they
are entitled as a matter of right and a
matter of law to fair compensation.

It is interesting, in the dissent in the
Ledbetter case, the dissent asks for
congressional action. We are giving
congressional action. That is why I am
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going to be interested in the arguments
of those who are opposed to it. Here a
Justice of the Supreme Court invites
the Congress to take the action. We are
taking the action. What we are effec-
tively doing is restoring the law to
what it was prior to the Supreme Court
decision—nothing more than that.

I will review what exactly this law
does here. What this legislation, the
Ledbetter legislation, does, is it re-
verses the Supreme Court’s unfair
Ledbetter decision. It holds employers
accountable for ongoing discrimina-
tion. As we pointed out, the Supreme
Court held that Lilly Ledbetter should
have known she was being discrimi-
nated against by her employer on pay,
even though the employer controlled
the books, controlled all the docu-
ments and was not sharing that infor-
mation with the employees. Nonethe-
less, the Supreme Court said: Well, she
should have found out in any event. If
she did not, it is tough luck on her.
Tough luck on you. Tough luck on you.
Imagine, the Supreme Court of the
United States, after all of the legisla-
tion and all of the congressional intent
in the last 40 years, saying: Tough on
you.

So the employer holds it in a safe,
and Lilly Ledbetter cannot find it.
Tough on her. Doesn’t have a remedy.
Too bad. Go ahead and continue to dis-
criminate. In the United States of
America, after what we have gone
through in terms of civil rights—the
battle to knock down the walls of dis-
crimination over the period of these
last 40 years? Tough on you.

Is that what we have come to? Is that
what the Supreme Court is saying to a
hard-working mother who has worked
hard, tried to provide for her children,
has demonstrated and won award after
award for good performance? Tough on
you. You could not find it in that sa-
cred safe of the employer. Too bad. You
lost your remedies. Too bad.

That is what this is all about. What
we are doing is restoring congressional
intent.

So what this legislation does not do:
It does not encourage workers to delay
the filing of claims. It does not elimi-
nate the statute of limitations in the
pay cases. It does not increase the liti-
gation. We have the CBO’s analysis. I
have referred to it. It does not create
new grounds for filing lawsuits. We an-
swered all of these arguments. This is
what it does not do. We have given the
answers. They are not just my answers,
they are the answers of the CBO’s inde-
pendent review.

What we are basically doing, and the
reason why we are doing it, is to effec-
tively restore the law to what it was
previously. As this chart indicates: the
lighter green being what the law was
previously—that is what we are return-
ing it to—the darker green being what
the law was as interpreted by the
EEOC, and the orange were the dis-
senting states. So this is going back to
the previous rule.

This would be right to do at any
time, but it is particularly important
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now. The reason it is particularly im-
portant now is because of the kind of
economic conditions we are facing in
this country at this time, where fami-
lies are being squeezed. Working fami-
lies are being squeezed. The middle
class is being squeezed. In that squeeze,
no one is getting squeezed harder than
the women in our society, particularly
working women. Their participation
pension and retirement plans is falling.
Look at what has happened to women’s
participation in pensions over the last
6 or 7 years. It has dropped, I think,
close to 10 percent. We are finding out
that their rates of unemployment are
increasing faster than the unemploy-
ment figures in terms of men. Their
savings are down. Women’s savings are
down. So they have a greater difficulty
in dealing with the economic reversals
we are facing at the present time. They
have more home foreclosures because
their savings have been down. So they
are under an incredible squeeze.

This chart is an example of how adult
women are seeing a sharper rise in
their unemployment rate. Their rate is
going up 21 percent as compared to 15
percent for men. On earnings, women’s
earnings are falling faster than men’s.
So their earnings are going down fast-
er. We are finding out that their unem-
ployment is going up faster and their
earnings are going down faster.

If you take what happens to different
women within the general group, look
at women’s net worth. Unmarried
women have $13,000 less in net savings
than unmarried men. Here it is, the dif-
ference, as shown on this chart. So in
this time of recession and economic
stress, these issues become much more
acute. This is the right answer at any
time, but it is particularly something
that can be done now that can make a
difference to these working women—
something that can be done now: re-
store a right. That is what this is basi-
cally all about.

As I mentioned, this is targeted on
women, but the application is across
the board. It affects other groups in
our society. It affects African Ameri-
cans and Hispanics, and they have been
hard hit by the economic downturn. If
pay is discriminatory against African
Americans and Hispanics—and we saw
the pie chart, which shows it is, with
thousands of claims every single year—
they are going to be denied the remedy.
This legislation applies to women. It
applies to minorities. It applies to peo-
ple discriminated against because of
their religion. It applies to the dis-
abled. It applies to older workers. Oth-
erwise, they are going to get short-
changed. They are facing the economic
realities in a much harsher way now.

We have an opportunity to do some-
thing about it. The House of Represent-
atives has done something about it. To-
morrow we can do something about it.
Show me something, anything, any
piece of legislation that can have a bet-
ter, more positive impact in terms of
the income of working women than
this vote tomorrow. That is what it is
about.
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Finally, let me give you these figures
to demonstrate what this meant to
Lilly Ledbetter. This is a reflection of
what was actually in the Court’s deci-
sion. She was making $44,000 a year.
She received $5,600 less than the lowest
paid male coworker during her last
year at Goodyear. The highest paid
male coworker was getting $62,000. She
had the qualifications and was doing
the job the same as her colleague who
got $62,000. The lowest paid male work-
er—whose skills were much less than
Lilly Ledbetter’'s—was still getting
paid more. You cannot get it any clear-
er than this chart about what the facts
are. These are not facts I am making
up. These are the facts accepted by the
courts, not questioned by the Supreme
Court. There it is.

The most powerful is listening to
Lilly Ledbetter herself. She has testi-
fied. Anyone who is interested ought to
read her testimony, and can read
through the hearings in our committee
about this. She explains it in great de-
tail: how she first heard about it, and
how she was treated, and what the Su-
preme Court decided. She has taken a
double whammy because not only has
she suffered, and will not recover her
wages. We have a 2-year limitation on
back pay—you can only recover in
terms of the 2 years. Her retirement
was based upon what she earned and so
that has also been lost during this pe-
riod of time. That was lost, will be lost,
continues to be lost. Imagine that.
Imagine the unfairness of that. We are
not addressing that. We are not dealing
with that. We should be, but we are
not. That is basically and fundamen-
tally wrong.

I mentioned earlier the CBO. The
Congressional Budget Office agrees
that the Fair Pay Restoration Act will
not increase the litigation. The Fair
Pay Restoration Act will not establish
a new cause of action for claims in pay
discrimination. CBO experts said the
bill would not significantly affect the
number of filings with the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission.
What they are basically saying is, what
this will do is it will have the law en-
forced and people will pay attention to
it.

Many employers are, obviously, good
employers, and are playing by the
rules. But not all of them are. Those
who are not playing by the rules should
not be able to exploit people in the
workplace on the basis of their gender,
race, national origin, religion, disabil-
ities or age.

Finally, we have seen—and I have
shown this chart previously of the var-
ious groups that support this legisla-
tion. These are only some of the
groups. I have included a more com-
plete list in the RECORD. We have the
groups representing the disabilities
community, the American Association
of People with Disabilities; elderly peo-
ple, the AARP feels very strongly
about the discrimination against the
elderly; the NAACP, for the obvious
reasons, not only because of discrimi-
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nation on the basis of race, but all the
forms of discrimination they continue
to fight and oppose. We have the auto
workers, who see prejudice and dis-
crimination and who are fighting for
full rights and equality. We have the
National Congress of Black Women and
the Religious Action Center, because of
the moral issues raised by this. And we
have the U.S. Women’s Chamber of
Commerce.

We will have an opportunity to ad-
dress this and speak more about it. I
cannot think of an issue where it is
more an issue of fundamental fairness.
Americans try to understand some of
the complex issues about which we deal
here. They are not always easy to un-
derstand and to catch and find their
way through. Probably one of the great
mysteries is the ERISA law, which was
put in by our old friend Jacob Javits.
An amusing aspect of that was when
Jacob Javits passed on to his eternal
reward, he took all the knowledge
about ERISA with him. All of us find
complexities in trying to deal with
that. It has important implications in
terms of health and the job market.

This is simple. Everyone gets it. The
American people understand it, be-
cause it is about fairness. If there is
one issue Americans understand, it is
fairness. They believe that when some-
body works, they ought to be ade-
quately paid. Americans don’t believe
one person ought to be paid a different
rate for doing the same job as another
person. They don’t believe that because
their skin is a different color, or be-
cause of gender, or because of dis-
ability, or because of sexual orienta-
tion they should be paid less. They
don’t believe it. If the person is quali-
fied to do the job, and does the job,
they ought to get equal pay. This Sen-
ate has gone on record time and time
and time and time again over the last
40 years, by overwhelming votes,
against pay discrimination. We have
our chance tomorrow to restate that
commitment. I hope the vote will be
overwhelmingly in favor.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to proceed for 15 minutes as in morning
business.

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

HIGH ENERGY PRICES

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, our Na-
tion faces record high energy prices, af-
fecting almost every aspect of daily
life. The price of gasoline, home heat-
ing oil, and diesel is creating tremen-
dous hardships for American families,
for truckdrivers, and for small busi-
nesses. High energy prices are a major
cause of the current economic down-
turn.

It is clear we need a dramatic change
in our energy policy to protect our-
selves from rapid increases in oil
prices, without sacrificing our environ-
ment for future generations. We must
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rally around a national effort to
achieve energy independence for our
economic, environmental, and national
security.

I have recommended that we estab-
lish a national goal of energy independ-
ence by the year 2020. I don’t know if
we can get all the way to energy inde-
pendence by that year, but I do know if
we do not establish a goal, if we do not
strive to achieve energy independence
by a date certain, we will never get
there. I believe that had our country
embraced this goal in the 1970s, when
we were reacting to the embargo, we
would be nearly at energy independ-
ence right now.

I am proposing today a 10-point plan
to get us started on this important ef-
fort. It is a plan that includes both ac-
tions that we can take in the short run
to help mitigate the impact of high
prices, as well as actions to achieve en-
ergy independence in the long term.

Many causes appear to be responsible
for the skyrocketing increase in oil
prices: the timing of Government pur-
chases for the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve; speculative trading on futures
markets; increased global demand for
crude oil; instability in the Middle
East, Mexico, and Venezuela; supply
decisions of the OPEC cartel; insuffi-
cient U.S. refining capacity; and the
declining value of the dollar.

We will always use oil for part of our
energy needs, but we need to decrease
our reliance on foreign oil and be
smarter about managing our supplies.
It is appropriate that Senator LEVIN is
in the chair as I discuss the first step
that I believe we should take right now
to help curb the increase in oil prices.

The administration’s decision to fill
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve when
oil prices are at all-time highs defies
common sense. As the Presiding Officer
is well aware, the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve is an emergency stockpile of
oil that already contains some 700 mil-
lion barrels. In 2005, the Presiding Offi-
cer, Senator CARL LEVIN of Michigan,
and I joined forces on a bipartisan
amendment that directed the Depart-
ment of Energy to better manage the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve by requir-
ing the Department to avoid purchases
when prices are high.

There are two reasons why that
should be done. First, the Federal Gov-
ernment should not be removing oil
from the marketplace at a time when
there is a lot of pressure on supplies, as
there is right now.

Second, it makes absolutely no sense
for the Department of Energy to be
buying oil at the height of the market.
That is a bad deal for us as taxpayers.
Unfortunately, I don’t believe the De-
partment of Energy is abiding by the
Levin-Collins law. We questioned the
Department at a recent hearing before
the Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations, and there was no indica-
tion that the kind of analysis the law
requires is being done. So I have called
upon the President to stop filling the
reserve until prices drop. It simply
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does not make sense for the adminis-
tration to be making purchases right
now.

The Energy Information Administra-
tion has estimated that the impact on
gas prices of these purchases for the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve is be-
tween 4 and 5 cents a gallon. Other ex-
perts believe it is considerably higher
than that. At the hearing I mentioned,
one energy expert said:

DOE’s actions added between 5 and 20 per-
cent to the price of oil.

The Department of Energy should
stop purchasing oil for the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve, and it should stop
immediately. There is simply no com-
pelling homeland security or national
security reason for these purchases to
be made now.

No. 2, we need to extend Federal reg-
ulation to the oil futures markets. Ex-
cessive speculation on futures markets
is likely another factor pushing up oil
prices. Unfortunately, there is a lack of
publicly available data to track the ef-
fect of speculation on prices, and ma-
nipulation can go undetected on cer-
tain electronic markets that are un-
regulated. Experts testifying before our
Investigations Subcommittee all
agreed that greater transparency and
better reporting of trades could help
prevent abuses such as were docu-
mented in the natural gas markets in
2006. One of the experts testified that
he believed the current high oil prices
are inflated by as much as 100 per-
cent—driven by excessive speculation.
Other experts think it is not that high.
But shouldn’t we know and the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission,
which oversees the trading of agricul-
tural commodities on the futures mar-
kets and also oversees the regulation of
the energy futures markets as well?
That would not prevent these markets
from performing their important risk-
hedging functions, but it would allow
regulators to spot and act quickly upon
evidence of deliberate attempts to dis-
tort prices and excessive speculation.

No. 3, we should curtail the tax
breaks for major oil industry compa-
nies and, instead, redirect those funds
to consumers and to alternative en-
ergy.

With net profits of a single oil com-
pany reaching almost $10 billion in a
single quarter, we simply should not
expect taxpayers who are struggling to
pay their energy bills to continue to
subsidize the oil industry. Congress
should act to repeal the needless tax
breaks for big oil companies and in-
stead use those billions of dollars to
fund the remaining proposals that will
move us toward energy independence.

During consideration of this year’s
budget resolution, the Senator from
Michigan and I joined forces again to
provide for the rescission of needless
tax breaks for major oil companies.
Our proposal would redirect the rev-
enue to support renewable energy and
energy efficiency initiatives. Our
amendment was accepted as part of the
Senate budget resolution. We need to
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build on that momentum and quickly
take up legislation to enact this pro-
posal once and for all.

The fourth step we can take in the
short-term: One program with an im-
mediate impact is the Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program, bet-
ter known as the LIHEAP program. It
is the Federal grant program that pro-
vides vital funding to help our low-in-
come and elderly citizens meet their
home energy needs. Nationwide, over
the last 4 years, the number of house-
holds receiving assistance under this
program increased by 26 percent, but
during that period, Federal funding in-
creased by only 10 percent. So the obvi-
ous result is that, at a time of record
high prices, the average benefit under
the LIHEAP program actually dropped.

We need to fully fund this program. I
tell my colleagues that while it is a
glorious spring here in Washington,
Maine and many other States are still
struggling with temperatures that drop
into the thirties at night. We need to
fully fund the LIHEAP program at the
authorized level of $5.1 billion. And for
the long term, we should also restruc-
ture this program to make it more
flexible so that States can take a rea-
sonable approach to low-income energy
issues and better balance energy bill
assistance so we can provide some
grants to winterize the homes of those
who qualify for low-income heating as-
sistance.

No. 5—and now I am getting into the
long-term aspects of this plan—we need
to improve energy efficiency.

Let me discuss the six steps toward
the goal of energy independence. First
is to make more efficient use of the en-
ergy to heat and power our homes, our
offices, and our buildings.

I have introduced a comprehensive
energy bill that would double funding
for the Department of Energy’s weath-
erization program. On average,
weatherizing a home reduces heating
bills by 31 percent, and overall energy
bills by $358 per year.

The legislation would also provide
predictable funding for the valuable
Energy Star Program, which helps con-
sumers buy energy-efficient appliances.
It would extend the renewable energy
tax credit through 2011 and the residen-
tial investment tax credit for solar and
energy-efficient buildings through 2012.

It also includes an energy efficiency
performance standard for utilities that
would help them improve their effi-
ciency. According to the Alliance to
Save Energy, an energy efficient per-
formance standard for utilities could
save consumers $64 billion and avoid
the need to build 400 powerplants, pre-
venting 320 million metric tons of car-
bon dioxide emissions. Making build-
ings, appliances, and utilities more en-
ergy efficient would dramatically re-
duce our use of oil and save money for
consumers at the same time.

No. 6, we need to implement a renew-
able electricity standard. Another
component in my 10-point energy plan
would revamp the way we produce elec-
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tricity in this country. We need a na-
tional renewable electricity standard
that would require the utilities to gen-
erate at least 15 percent of their elec-
tricity from environmentally sound,
renewable energy sources by the year
2020. This would move us away from a
reliance on coal and natural gas for
electricity and diversify our energy
supply to provide more price stability.

(Mr. SANDERS assumed the Chair.)

Ms. COLLINS. There are 28 States,
including Maine, that already have a
renewable electricity standard. We
should follow their lead and establish a
national renewable electricity stand-
ard.

I do wish to say, in enacting a stand-
ard, we need to make sure the benefits
of renewable electricity reach rural
areas, and that means building ade-
quate transmission capabilities.

I know the new Presiding Officer, the
Senator from Vermont, is also very
committed to this goal.

No. 7, we should invest in cellulosic
ethanol and renewable fuels. I want to
distinguish between cellulosic ethanol
versus corn-based ethanol. We have
oversubsidized corn-based ethanol. It is
causing tremendous distortions. It is
causing shortages in food supplies. It is
driving up the cost.

I have talked with a baker in Lewis-
ton, ME, who cannot buy rye flour any-
more because it has been displaced by
farmers switching to grow corn. That
is not what I am talking about. I am
talking about the very promising de-
velopment of cellulosic ethanol which
could be made, for example, from
switchgrass and from wood chips,
waste wood, for example. That is why I
am proposing to expand tax credits for
cellulosic biomass. At the same time,
those fuels have a much smaller life
cycle environmental footprint than
does corn-based ethanol and traditional
fuels.

We can do so much in this area. I am
proud researchers at the University of
Maine have been at the forefront of de-
veloping commercially viable tech-
nologies to produce ethanol from cel-
lulosic sources.

In addition to cellulosic ethanol, my
10-point energy plan calls for the ex-
pansion of other sources of clean re-
newable energy. During the height of
the oil crisis in the 1970s, many Maine
families turned to wood as an afford-
able way to heat their homes. With oil
prices soaring, wood is once again the
fuel of choice for an increasing number
of consumers.

Unfortunately, many of the wood
stoves that were purchased three dec-
ades ago are outdated, they are ineffi-
cient, they waste fuel, and they con-
tribute to air pollution. The good news
is the new style wood stoves emit 70
percent fewer emissions, and they
produce as much energy with 30 per-
cent less wood. This is a real break-
through that allows consumers to get
more energy out of their wood stoves
and also to reduce the air pollution
from wood stoves. In fact, I saw a dem-
onstration where you could not see any
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emissions at all coming from these new
clean-burning wood stoves because
there is a second burn of the emissions
so they are far more efficient.

Unfortunately, making that change
from an old dirty, inefficient wood
stove to a modern, clean, and safer
wood stove or a wood pellet stove is ex-
pensive. That is especially difficult for
many families today. That is why I
have introduced legislation to provide
a tax credit so consumers can afford to
trade in to these better wood stoves,
and I am delighted the authors of the
housing bill we recently passed agreed
to include, at my behest and at the
urging of others, a $300 tax credit for
consumers who purchase these new
clean-burning wood or pellet stoves.

Wood is a renewable resource and its
increased use for home heating is inev-
itable in these times of high oil prices.
We now have the technology that
makes their use better for the environ-
ment and for human health, as well as
safer and more affordable.

No. 8, we need to promote tidal, geo-
thermal, solar, and wind energy. Other
clean renewable energy sources include
the tide in our oceans and the mod-
erate temperatures that can be tapped
under our land.

The U.S. wave and tidal energy re-
source potential that could reasonably
be harnessed is about 10 percent of na-
tional energy demands. We have to put
all these sources together and look at
the broader comprehensive picture.

Once again, I am very proud that a
consortium of the University of Maine,
the Maine Maritime Academy, and in-
dustry is poised to become a key test
bed for improved tidal energy devices.

It still is more costly than tradi-
tional electricity production, and that
is why we need to provide some tax in-
centives to spur this kind of alter-
native development in tidal, geo-
thermal, solar, and wood energy.

No. 9, we need to improve vehicle ef-
ficiency and alternatives to gasoline.
We must provide more efficient trans-
portation options. Last year, we took a
giant step forward because Congress
enacted, and the President signed into
law, a long overdue increase in fuel
economy standards for automobiles,
SUVs, and light trucks that will save a
million barrels of oil a day. That is a
great start, but we can do even more.

The amount of gasoline used in
transportation amounts to 9.2 million
barrels of oil a day. That is almost half
our national consumption of 20 million
barrels of oil each day. Currently, we
import about 12 million barrels of oil a
day. So if we reduce the consumption
of oil products for transportation pur-
poses, it goes a long way toward reduc-
ing our reliance on foreign oil and de-
creasing overall energy prices, or at
least stabilizing them for consumers.

Flex-fuel vehicles and plug-in hybrid
vehicles can help us meet the challenge
of energy independence and Ilower
prices. We should extend the existing
tax credits for alternative fuel vehicles
and consider providing a tax credit for
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consumers who modify their existing
vehicles to be flex-fuel capable.

We need to put more money into re-
search, into plug-in hybrid vehicles,
and expand the tax credits in that area
as well.

Plug-in hybrids hold great promise. If
all the new vehicles that are added to
the American fleet for the next 10
years were plug-in hybrids, an addi-
tional 80 billion gallons of gasoline
could be saved each year. That trans-
lates into almost 2 billion barrels of
oil. It is significant. It cannot happen
overnight, but let’s put in place the
policy that will help us get there.

We also must do more to help exist-
ing vehicles be more energy efficient.
The Energy bill I have introduced
would direct the Department of Trans-
portation to create a national tire fuel
efficiency program that would include
tire testing and labeling, energy-effi-
cient tire promotions through incen-
tives and information, and the creation
of minimum fuel economy standards
for tires. That makes a difference as
well.

Heavy-duty vehicles also deserve our
attention. They move our economy.
The Energy bill I have introduced
would help keep them on the move
while helping to reduce both fuel con-
sumption and emissions. It would re-
quire the Department of Transpor-
tation to develop a testing and assess-
ment program to determine what is
feasible to improve the efficiency of
heavy-duty vehicles and then develop
appropriate fuel economy standards.

Additionally, we should provide a
Federal tax credit for the purchase of
idling-reduction technology for heavy
vehicles, such as big trucks. That could
save a trucker almost $1,600 in fuel
costs and $2,000 in maintenance costs
each year. It seems almost every week
I read or hear or talk with another
trucker in Maine who has gone out of
business because of the cost of diesel.
Think if through these policies we
could help those truckers save that
kind of money in fuel costs and main-
tenance each year. It would make the
difference for many truckers between
staying in business or being forced out
of business.

Finally, the 10th point of my plan in-
volves public transportation. Public
transportation is difficult in a State
such as the Presiding Officer’s and
mine. There are only three cities in
Maine that have regular public trans-
portation. But it is important for the
overall goal nationally of energy inde-
pendence that we focus on public trans-
portation for those areas where it is
feasible.

It is one of the most efficient ways
we can get more passenger miles per
gallon of gasoline. The energy legisla-
tion I have introduced would promote
the development of the use of public
transportation by subsidizing fares, en-
couraging employers to assist their
employees with fares, as we do in the
Senate, where we subsidize the employ-
ees who use the subway, and by author-
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izing funding to build energy-efficient
and environmentally friendly modes of
transportation, such as clean buses and
light rail.

The bill would direct the Department
of Transportation to designate 20 tran-
sit-oriented developmental corridors in
urban areas by the year 2015 and 50 by
the year 2025. These corridors could be
developed with the aid of grants to
State and local governments to con-
struct or improve facilities for motor-
ized transit, bicycles, and pedestrians.
We have to look at everything.

In these times of high energy prices,
when American families are struggling
with the costs of filling their gas tanks
and heating their homes, we must act
in the short term to provide them some
relief, and we must embrace fervently a
national effort to achieve energy inde-
pendence.

This Nation has demonstrated time
and time again throughout our history
our ability to rise to the challenge. I
remember when President Kennedy, in
the 1960s, challenged our Nation to be
the first to land a man on the Moon
and how everyone rallied toward that
challenge and we achieved the goal
that the President set forth for us.
Let’s now establish another goal and
embrace it as fervently. Let’s establish
the goal of energy independence by the
year 2020. It is vital to our economic,
our environmental, and our national
security. If we embrace this goal, Mr.
President, I am confident we can
achieve it.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair, and
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I am
glad Senator AKAKA from Hawaii is on
the Senate floor. As chairman of the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, he has
done terrific work on this bill. S. 1315
was reported out of committee 9
months ago—9 months ago. Senator
AKAKA has worked on a bipartisan
basis to come up with a new set of ben-
efits for our veterans, benefits that are
long overdue to help those veterans
who are returning from war and faced
with serious medical challenges—to
help them with housing, with edu-
cation, and job training, and to right a
wrong.

Since World War II, we have realized
those Filipinos who fought next to our
soldiers in that war have not been
treated fairly, and I want to thank
Senator AKAKA and Senator INOUYE for
their leadership in making certain the
Filipinos who were there when we
needed them in World War II have a
chance in this bill to receive at least
some benefit for that service.

There were some 470,000 who origi-
nally served. There may be only 20,000
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left. Time has taken its toll. But for
those remaining veterans, we owe them
a debt of gratitude, and we should com-
pensate them for service rendered on
behalf of the United States. President
Franklin Roosevelt called on the Army
of the Philippines to stand with us, and
they did. They fought and many were
wounded. Some died in the process. If
the United States is going to be known
as a country that remembers its
friends, we should remember our
friends in the Philippines.

This provision is opposed by the Re-
publican side—maybe not all, but
some, and they object to it. They will
have a chance to debate that, and I
hope we can draw a conclusion soon
and move this bill forward.

It is unfortunate that this bill, as im-
portant as it is for the veterans of the
United States, has been subjected to a
filibuster by the Republicans. They
have done everything they can to stop
this bill from coming to the floor. You
would think that something as basic as
veterans’ benefits would be bipartisan.
It certainly was in the committee. It
should be on the floor of the Senate.

Last Thursday, Senator HARRY REID,
the Democratic majority leader, tried
to call up this bill, and he was told no;
that he would have to file cloture. To
put that in common terms, it means we
would have to wait—wait over the
weekend, not finish the bill last week—
and have a vote, which we had earlier
today. The vote was at 12 o’clock, a
vote which the Republicans insisted on
before going to the bill. The final total
on that vote was 94 to nothing. There
wasn’t a single Senator of either polit-
ical party who voted against pro-
ceeding to this bill.

So all we did was delay this bill for
another 4 or 5 days, and we find our-
selves at this very moment in the same
position. The Republicans refuse to
come forward and offer a plan for con-
sidering amendments under the bill.
The time may come, and I hope it
doesn’t, when we face another cloture
motion, another effort to stop this, a
delay tactic from the Republican side
of the aisle.

Last week, the Republicans used this
delay tactic to stop a technical correc-
tions bill, a bill which just cleaned up
some mistaken language—poor gram-
mar, poor spelling—in a bill passed
years ago, and a bill that was impor-
tant because it related to highway and
bridge projects and that created good-
paying jobs in the United States. The
Republicans filibustered that bill. It
went on for days and days and days. We
thought, well, when it comes to a vet-
erans bill, they are not going to use
that filibuster again. But they did.

To date, the Republicans have en-
gaged in 67 filibusters during this ses-
sion of Congress. They have broken the
record. I guess it is a source of pride
within their Republican conference.
The previous record was 57 filibusters
over a 2-year period. They have broken
that record in 16 months with 67 fili-
busters. Each and every time they en-
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gage in these delaying and stalling tac-
tics, it is an effort to stop legislation
that would move us forward either in
creating jobs, which are important for
an economy that is facing a recession,
or creating veterans’ benefits for the
thousands of veterans who expect and
need a helping hand.

The Republicans continue to use this
strategy. I don’t know, perhaps some-
one has inspired them to do this, but I
wish they would think twice. This
country’s veterans and their families
expect us to work in a bipartisan way
to try to help them. We have many
times. But in this bill, in this critically
important bill on veterans’ benefits,
the Republicans have thrown every ob-
stacle in our path that they can legally
under the rules of the Senate. That
still leaves us with a major responsi-
bility. We owe it to the veterans to get
this job done.

I am glad Senator AKAKA is here,
keeping his lonely vigil on the Senate
floor. I know in a minute we are going
to recess and come back in about an
hour, but I thank him for his leader-
ship on this important bill. I am hope-
ful after the break we can come back
to the floor and finally find an accom-
modation and agreement on both sides
of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during today’s
session, all time during any previous
recess and any upcoming recess be
charged postcloture.

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

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 4:30 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 3:30 p.m.,
recessed until 4:31 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. KERRY).

————

VETERANS’ BENEFITS ENHANCE-
MENT ACT—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida is recognized.
TRIBUTE TO JOHN LITTLE

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. President, I am
honored today to pay tribute to an out-
standing member of my staff. When I
was elected to the Senate, one of the
first things I had to do was to select
and hire a chief of staff. It didn’t take
long for me to find John Little. He
came to work for me in December 2004,
even before I was sworn in as a Sen-
ator.

When I first met John, he was legis-
lative director for the junior Senator
from Alabama, my colleague JEFF SES-
SIONS. I asked JEFF if it would be all
right if I approached John and hired
away a key member of his staff. He was
very gracious, and he told me that al-
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though he would be hard to replace, he
thought it would be a great oppor-
tunity for John and wanted to make
sure he didn’t stand in his way in any
way.

One of the reasons I came to Wash-
ington was to be engaged in the issues
of the day and try to find solutions to
the problems facing Floridians and all
Americans. Having spent my entire
public career in the executive side of
Government, I didn’t know the inner
workings of the Congress and looked
for someone with that skill and knowl-
edge. John Little brought that legisla-
tive experience from day one to my of-
fice and has been an invaluable mem-
ber of my staff and someone I have re-
lied on and counted on every single day
I have been in the Senate.

John’s experience on the Hill started
when he was a very young lawyer, fresh
from passing the bar and eager to work
in Government. He worked his way up
from being a young staffer writing leg-
islative correspondence to becoming a
legislative aide handling policy in the
areas of education and health care.
John had the respect of his peers and
would eventually become legislative di-
rector. He is known in the Hill commu-
nity for being bright, aggressive, con-
servative and even-keeled. He knows
the implications of both large and
small shifts in public policy and the
impact they might have on families
and communities. He brought to the
people of Florida a great amount of
knowledge and experience and was a
problem solver when we had problems
we faced.

Through his work and in getting to
know John personally, I have come to
admire him greatly for his strength of
character, a trait I greatly admire in
him. In the face of challenges, John
courageously rose to meet those chal-
lenges. He never wavered in his love of
this institution or his love of this
country, and he has served the people
of Florida and the Senate, an institu-
tion that I know he loves, very well.

Over these last few years, John has
demonstrated tireless dedication and
loyalty to me and the people of Flor-
ida. We have successfully turned back
attempts to breach Florida’s ban on
offshore drilling. We have sought and
secured funds for restoring the Ever-
glades. We have fought to ensure Flor-
ida’s military people and bases have
the resources they need to perform
their duties. Throughout these and
other achievements, John has re-
mained humble and committed to en-
suring the policies we have pursued
were in the best interests of the people
of Florida.

For those who know the life of a
chief of staff for a Senator, it is not
glamorous. The hours are long, the
issues are complex and innumerable,
and you rarely have the opportunity
for an uninterrupted weekend. For
these reasons, John has accepted a po-
sition in the private sector—a great op-
portunity for John. This speaks to his
skill and knowledge as one of the great
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