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expressing support for state and local govern-
ments that choose to divest public assets and 
by ensuring that divestment efforts by private 
asset managers are not considered a breach 
of fiduciary duty. 

Finally, this bill prioritizes human rights in 
Iran by hindering the sale of Internet filtration 
and censorship technology to Iran and block-
ing companies engaging in such traffic from 
access to U.S. government procurement con-
tracts. While I regret that the Iranian people, 
already victims of tyranny, could face eco-
nomic repercussions as the result of these 
sanctions, I firmly believe that weakening the 
IRGC is essential to overcome the regime’s 
oppression. 

I recognize that the window of opportunity 
could be limited. Iran now has partially en-
riched enough uranium to develop two nuclear 
warheads and its pursuit of nuclear weapons 
technology continues in earnest. But I urge my 
colleagues to vote yes and take serious action 
to pressure Iran to change course. And, once 
this bill is enacted, let us continue working 
with the President to make sure that these ef-
forts proceed. 

It is possible for a strong and coordinated 
sanctions regime to convince Iran to take the 
clear path that has been offered to end its sta-
tus as a pariah state. At the very least, it is 
our best hope to bring about a successful dip-
lomatic resolution of this crisis and avert the 
need for military action. 
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2194, 
COMPREHENSIVE IRAN SANC-
TIONS, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND 
DIVESTMENT ACT OF 2010 

SPEECH OF 

HON. GWEN MOORE 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 24, 2010 

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the conference report ac-
companying H.R. 2194 but not without some 
reservations which I want to talk about. 

As you all know, when this bill first came 
before the House, I voted against it. I was 
concerned that provisions in the bill: (1) limited 
or did not provide the President the ability to 
waive sanctions to advance important national 
security goals through diplomacy, (2) impacted 
disproportionately the general population of 
Iran who had just courageously stood up to 
the regime after last year’s fraudulent elec-
tions, (3) and imposed unilateral measures 
when almost everyone agrees that if you are 
to use sanctions, multilateral ones have the 
best chance of achieving their purpose. 

At that time, I said that it was my hope that 
as this legislation moved forward in the legis-
lative process, further changes would be made 
to strengthen this bill in a way that would truly 
enhance, and not hobble, strong diplomatic ef-
forts to diplomatically engage Iran as well as 
to enact multilateral sanctions. 

Today, we have before us a conference re-
port that is better than the bill that came be-
fore the House in December. This conference 
report makes a number of changes to provide 
flexibility to ensure that the President can con-
tinue to engage in international diplomacy, 
adding elements that were missing from the 
version that passed the House. It would also 

include targeted sanctions—including the de-
nial of U.S. visas and asset freezes—that iso-
late those in the Iranian government or who 
acted on behalf of that government, based on 
credible evidence, to order or direct the seri-
ous human rights abuses that occurred 
against Iranian protesters after the June 2009 
elections. Such a provision achieves our policy 
goals without also broadly impacting and pun-
ishing the Iranian protestors who were the vic-
tims (and continue to be the targets) of that 
brutality. 

I would also state and local governments to 
divest their investments in companies doing 
business with Iran, if that is a course they 
choose to pursue. This authority is similar to 
that granted by Congress only a few years 
ago allowing a similar divestments regarding 
investments in Sudan. 

These changes are certainly improvements 
to the bill that passed the House over my op-
position in December. As I have said before, 
the President’s flexibility to conduct foreign re-
lations and diplomatic efforts to achieve a 
strong international consensus against Iran is 
not a loophole that needs to be closed but a 
vital tool that needs to be supported. Diplo-
macy without flexibility is not diplomacy. 

Additionally, even as I vote to support im-
provements that I think will be useful to the 
Administration as it pursues an engagement 
strategy with Iran working in close partnership 
with our allies in the international community, 
I want to make clear that I am not interested 
in causing more suffering to the Iranian peo-
ple. I am not foolish enough to think that we 
can impose ‘‘crippling U.S. sanctions’’ that ‘‘go 
far beyond recently-enacted UN sanctions,’’ 
according to the authors of this legislation, 
without causing suffering to the Iranian people. 
While the conference report before us states 
that the people of the U.S. ‘‘have feelings of 
friendship for the people of Iran,’’ unfortunately 
even with the most expansive waiver authority, 
they will still bear the brunt—rather than the 
reckless Iranian regime—of these policies. 

If we must do sanctions, they ought to be 
clearly targeted at the Government of Iran and 
individuals within that government rather than 
the Iranian society as a whole, in order to 
avoid creating hardship and inflicting harm on 
the Iranian people. That would send an even 
more unmistakable message to the people of 
Iran about our intentions. While not perfect, 
there appears to have been good faith efforts 
made in the conference on this bill to do that. 

I also hope very much that no one in the 
international community takes passage of this 
legislation today as a sign that diplomacy is off 
the table or that our only other option going 
forward to address very serious concerns with 
Iran’s nuclear activities is a military strike. 

I join many who have expressed concerns 
that although sanctions when appropriately 
targeted can be an important tool for pres-
suring Iran, they are not a full policy and cer-
tainly not an end in themselves. We need to 
invest in these diplomatic efforts vigorously 
now and continue to work with our inter-
national allies and others interested in peace 
and stability in the region. The aim of those ef-
forts aren’t new sanctions, they are to achieve 
a verifiable end to Iran nuclear enrichment ac-
tivities, get it to comply with its NPT and IAEA 
obligations, and prevent a volatile region from 
becoming even more combustible. 

The State Department’s Under Secretary for 
Political Affairs, William Burns, made this point 

in testimony this week before the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee when he stated, 
‘‘Let me emphasize that sanctions are not an 
end in themselves. Our foremost objective— 
one that is shared by our international part-
ners and our allies in the region—is a durable 
diplomatic solution to the world’s concerns 
about the Iranian nuclear program and the 
broader issues at stake with Iran.’’ 

Treasury Secretary Geithner stated last 
week, ‘‘to be truly effective in ending Iran’s 
proliferation activities and Iran’s support for 
terrorism, we need to have in place a con-
certed, international approach. This is not 
something the United States can do alone. We 
need other countries to move with us.’’ 

Sanctions—even the most effective ones— 
cannot and should not substitute nor supplant 
strong diplomacy. Sanctions should not signify 
an end to diplomacy or alternatively be seen 
as the last step before a military strike, which 
almost everyone agrees does not serve U.S. 
interests or that of the international commu-
nity. 

Eight months ago, there was high degree of 
skepticism that the U.S. could push through a 
new U.N sanction regime particularly given 
known reluctance, if not outright opposition, 
from Russia and China to such a move. Yet 
two weeks ago, the United Nations Security 
Council adopted Resolution 1929 committing 
the international community to implement ‘‘the 
most comprehensive sanctions’’ that the Ira-
nian Government has ever faced according to 
the Obama Administration. 

Diplomacy and engagement laid the ground 
work for such an effort but that doesn’t mean 
it must stop now. United Nation’s Security 
Council Resolution 1929 also emphasized ‘‘the 
importance of political and diplomatic efforts to 
find a negotiated solution guaranteeing that 
Iran’s nuclear programme is exclusively for 
peaceful purposes,’’ an emphasis that is re-
grettably missing from the bill before us today. 

That resolution also affirmatively supported 
and I would say encouraged—at the same 
time it was authorizing stronger sanctions— 
continued willingness on the part of the P+5 
nations (China, France, Germany, Russia, the 
UK, and the U.S.) to ‘‘enhance diplomatic ef-
forts to promote dialogue and consultations, 
including to resume dialogue with Iran on the 
nuclear issue without preconditions * * * with 
a view to seeking a comprehensive, longterm 
and proper solution of this issue’’ and made 
very clear that the parties were ready to re-
sume formal negotiations. 

Lastly, it has been pointed out that this bill 
before us today is overwhelming silent on this 
point except brief mentions when it talks about 
using diplomacy for new sanctions. This is a 
key oversight in the bill before us and one I 
hope neither our own Administration nor our 
key international allies read as an indication 
that it is okay to trim back their efforts at diplo-
matic outreach and engagement with Iran. 
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HONORING THE LIFE OF WALTER 
HESSLING 

HON. STEVE ISRAEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, June 28, 2010 

Mr. ISRAEL. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize Walter Hessling who passed 
away on November 27, 2009. 
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Walter was one of many courageous men 

who chose to serve his community as a fire-
fighter. He was a Captain of the Dix Hills Vol-
unteer Fire Department and served his com-
munity valiantly for 32 years. 

To all of those who knew and loved him, his 
untimely death will forever be a reminder of 
his selflessness. His last heroic moment in the 
line of duty saved the lives of others who he 
never met. As time passes, the pain will fade, 
but the memory of Walter will always remain 
a shining example of truth and goodness to all 
of those whose lives he touched. 

It is at this time we remember Walter 
Hessling for his bravery and kindness and for 
his dedication and service to the Dix Hills Fire 
Department. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE HOA HAO BUD-
DHISM ASSOCIATION’S 71ST AN-
NIVERSARY 

HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, June 28, 2010 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. 
Madam Speaker, I rise today, to recognize the 
Overseas Hoa Hao Buddhism Association’s 
71st Anniversary of the Founding of Hoa Hao 
Buddhism. Today, Hoa Hao Buddhism is one 
of the six most important religions in Vietnam. 
Through the hardships and trials of Com-
munist Vietnam, Hoa Hao Buddhism still exists 
with a mass of over four million followers 
closely united in their faith. In Orange County, 
the Hoa Hao Buddhist Church is a Member of 
the Vietnamese Interfaith Council, a body es-
tablished in order to promote harmony be-
tween major religions in Vietnam. 

The U.S. Department of State 2009 Inter-
national Religious Freedom Report indicates 
that the Vietnamese government continues to 
persecute and restrict organized activities of 
religious organizations like Hoa Hao Bud-
dhists. We are continuing to see more and 
more activists being detained and imprisoned 
for exercising their freedom of speech, religion 
and expression. I encourage my colleagues to 
continue to urge the State Department to re- 
designate Vietnam as a Country of Particular 
Concern and fight for those in Vietnam who 
are putting their lives in danger in the name of 
freedom. 
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ON THE PASSING OF FORMER 
GOVERNOR OF TEXAS DOLPH 
BRISCOE, JR. 

HON. CIRO D. RODRIGUEZ 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, June 28, 2010 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Madam Speaker, Uvalde, 
TX is a small rural town in my district. Uvalde 
is known for its plentiful trees and clear 
springs, but it best known for its two most fa-
mous residents: John Nance Garner, also 
known as Cactus Jack who was Speaker of 
the House from 1931–1933 and also served 
as Vice President to Franklin Roosevelt and 
also Former Governor of Texas and Philan-
thropist Dolph Briscoe Jr. 

Last night, at the age of 87, Governor 
Briscoe passed away. My thoughts and pray-

ers are with his family and friends and with the 
people of Uvalde who he loved. 

I rise today to honor his legacy. With his 
passing, Texas lost a legendary figure. He 
was the first Texas governor from Southwest 
Texas and one of the great philanthropists of 
our time. 

His generosity has preserved western art 
and expanded our institutions of higher learn-
ing. He served in the Texas Legislature from 
1949 to 1957 and then served as Governor 
from 1973 to 1979. He was truly a champion 
of the public, signing into law the 1973 Texas 
Open Records Act guaranteeing the public’s 
right to information about state and local gov-
ernment. He was also responsible for spon-
soring legislation that gave Texas its statewide 
farm-to-market road system. And his role as 
president of the Texas and Southwestern Cat-
tle Raisers Association in the 1960s improved 
the agricultural industry immeasurably. 

I was proud to name the Uvalde Post Office 
after Gov. Briscoe in 2007 for his distin-
guished career in public service. And today, I 
honor the memory of Gov. Briscoe for his 
commitment to Texans and a life as a dedi-
cated public servant. 
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DEMOCRACY IS STRENGTHENED 
BY CASTING LIGHT ON SPEND-
ING IN ELECTIONS ACT 

SPEECH OF 

HON. TODD TIAHRT 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 24, 2010 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 5175) to amend 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 to 
prohibit foreign influence in Federal elec-
tions, to prohibit government contractors 
from making expenditures with respect to 
such elections, and to establish additional 
disclosure requirements with respect to 
spending in such elections, and for other pur-
poses: 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chair, I stand in vehement 
opposition to H.R. 5175, the Democracy is 
Strengthened by Casting Light on Spending in 
Elections Act. The DISCLOSE Act is a hasty, 
ill-conceived, un-Constitutional response to the 
near unanimous decision of the U.S. Supreme 
Court in Citizens United vs The Federal Elec-
tion Committee. In that ruling, Justice Ken-
nedy, writing for the majority, stated that: 

When Government seeks to use its full 
power, including the criminal law, to com-
mand where a person may get his or her in-
formation or what distrusted source he or 
she may not hear, it uses censorship to con-
trol thought. This is unlawful. The First 
Amendment confirms the freedom to think 
for ourselves. 

The DISCLOSE Act takes us down a famil-
iar road of the majority acting to remove the 
First Amendment rights of the minority, includ-
ing the rights of those who are fighting to de-
fend the sanctity of life. For over a year, the 
Democrat majority in Congress and the White 
House have held the voice of the American 
people in contempt, whether at town halls or 
on the National Mall. Instead of listening, they 
would rather find ways to silence us. 

The DISCLOSE Act is designed to impact 
this year’s election by immediately placing its 

provisions into effect without the normal regu-
latory vetting process that occurs when a bill 
is signed into law. It is also a discriminatory 
bill, with requirements that do not apply equal-
ly to all citizens, but are based on the type of 
activity or speech they are involved in. No-
where in the Constitution does the Federal 
Government have the right to decide who has 
the right to speak up. It is specifically de-
signed to exempt most Unions from the report-
ing requirements. It requires CEOs of corpora-
tions to appear in any ads that their compa-
nies have funded, in whole or in part, and 
state the name of the company, twice. These 
limits on First Amendment rights are not in 
keeping with the intentions of the Founding 
Fathers. 

This bill is an abhorrent attack on our rights 
and it will not stand up to the scrutiny of the 
courts. This hallowed body should not even be 
considering it. I urge my colleagues to send 
this bill back to where it deserves to go, the 
dust bin. 
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DEMOCRACY IS STRENGTHENED 
BY CASTING LIGHT ON SPEND-
ING IN ELECTIONS ACT 

SPEECH OF 

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursay, June 24, 2010 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 5175) to amend 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 to 
prohibit foreign influence in Federal elec-
tions, to prohibit government contractors 
from making expenditures with respect to 
such elections, and to establish additional 
disclosure requirements with respect to 
spending in such elections, and for other pur-
poses: 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chair, I rise in support of 
the DISCLOSE Act. I believe this appropriately 
named piece of legislation is a critical step for-
ward to improving transparency and limiting 
the influence of corporations in electoral poli-
tics, and I’m pleased to be a cosponsor of it. 

In January, the Supreme Court issued its 
controversial ruling in Citizens United v. the 
Federal Election Commission, overturning lim-
its on corporate campaign activity that had 
been settled law for over 100 years. This cre-
ated a guarantee of a free-for-all in campaign 
spending. I strongly disagree with the deci-
sion, and I’m pleased that the DISCLOSE Act 
will reverse the damage that the Supreme 
Court has created. 

I have been a supporter of campaign fi-
nance reform since I was first elected to Con-
gress. Over a decade ago I was proud to co-
sponsor the Shays-Meehan campaign reform 
legislation to prevent corporations from buying 
elections. 

Today’s legislation takes a number of impor-
tant steps forward. It prevents corporations 
from spending money in campaigns, including 
those who receive large government contracts; 
those who are controlled by foreign entities; or 
those who received a government bailout 
through the TARP program. 

It also forces corporations to stand by their 
ads by requiring their CEOs to appear on 
camera to say they endorse the message, just 
as candidates must do. The bill would also 
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