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Nation’s most vulnerable residents. 
This TANF bill complements two pre-
vious bills I have introduced, which 
would include my constituents in SSI 
and SNAP. To see how Puerto Rico was 
hurt by its current territorial status, 
one need only look at the island’s 
shocking treatment under these three 
key programs. 

When you look at the status and 
well-being of all the American citizens 
living in the territories, you realize 
that what they face is geographic dis-
crimination. It makes no sense to pe-
nalize the American residents who de-
cide to reside in the five territories be-
longing to the United States. The only 
reason that sometimes is raised for 
such discrimination is that the resi-
dents of the territories do not pay Fed-
eral income taxes. But it is not right to 
even raise that argument when close to 
half of the U.S. households in the U.S. 
and the U.S. mainland in the 50 States 
are not paying Federal income taxes 
because of their income levels. It is 
also not right when most of the vast 
majority of the residents in the terri-
tories would not pay Federal income 
taxes anyway. 

What we’re talking about is fairness. 
What we’re talking about is parity. 
There should be equal treatment for all 
American citizens, regardless of where 
they reside within America. I support 
statehood for Puerto Rico for several 
reasons, one of which is this concept of 
parity. Once a territory becomes a 
State, it doesn’t have to seek parity. It 
automatically participates in all Fed-
eral programs. 

That’s one reason. But I support 
statehood for Puerto Rico for a more 
important reason. I’m talking about 
the lack of voting rights for the resi-
dents of Puerto Rico. I, for one, suffer 
the consequences. I am the one the 
American citizens in Puerto Rico elect 
to represent them in this Congress. 
When I come to this Chamber, I can 
speak, I can introduce legislation, I be-
long to committees. But when the time 
comes to vote for or against bills that 
benefit or affect my constituents, I 
cannot do so. My name doesn’t even ap-
pear on the electronic board here in 
this Hall. That is embarrassing. It 
hurts me, and it hurts my constituents. 

If Puerto Rico were a State, we 
would have at least five Members in 
the House of Representatives and two 
Senators advocating for our residents. 
That’s one of the reasons I support 
statehood. But there’s more to it than 
that. 

Last year, President Obama visited 
Puerto Rico. I felt so proud because I 
had something to do with it. But you 
know what? It is embarrassing to say 
that no President had visited Puerto 
Rico in an official capacity in 50 years. 
We had to wait 50 years for a President 
to show up in Puerto Rico. I am sure 
that if the American citizens living in 
Puerto Rico were given the right to 
vote for their President, Presidents 
would be visiting Puerto Rico on a reg-
ular basis. They would be making com-

mitments, they would be learning 
about our needs, and they would be 
doing the right thing with respect to 
the American citizens living in Puerto 
Rico. 

On November 6, there will be a plebi-
scite in Puerto Rico and two questions 
will be posed before the voters. The 
first question will be whether they 
want Puerto Rico to continue being a 
territory of the United States. We have 
to ask that question because that’s 
how democracy works. The second 
question will ask them to express their 
preference with respect to the three 
available status options we have, apart 
from the current territorial status: 
statehood, independence, and free asso-
ciation. I hope they answer those ques-
tions, sending a message loud and clear 
to this Congress that they no longer 
want to be a territory and they want to 
be the 51st State of the Union. 

f 

WE ARE NOW IN THE SILLY 
SYSTEM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. BISHOP) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, despite advice to the contrary, our 
Constitution establishes a government 
with two sovereigns, the Nation and 
the individual States. They worried 
about that in Philadelphia. In fact, 
James Wilson wondered if this system 
would be like two meteors on a colli-
sion course, the collision of which 
would be catastrophic, or if this system 
would be like the solar system where 
the planets stayed in their sphere and 
course and did not interfere with one 
another. That latter vision we call fed-
eralism. It is stated in the 10th Amend-
ment where each level of government 
had a specific and distinct responsi-
bility. 

When the States were interfering 
with the Federal Government, it pro-
duced historical catastrophic con-
sequences. But also when the Federal 
Government interferes with the role of 
States, the consequences range from 
being catastrophic to just plain silly. 
We are now in the silly system. 

In 2010, this Congress passed the 
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. We 
were wrong to pass it for five reasons: 
number one, it was a Senate bill. That 
should have been our first tip-off; num-
ber two, it was opposed by the National 
Governors Association; three, it was 
opposed by the National School Boards 
Association; four, it violated the Con-
stitution. 

You see, the Federal Government’s 
only advantage is that everyone has to 
do the same thing in the same way at 
the same time. The Federal Govern-
ment can impose that. But schools are 
given to the States because they re-
quire creativity, efficiency, and jus-
tice. 

Finally, number five: we created a 
one-size-fits-all Federal program not 
defined by us. We simply passed this 
grand idea and then gave power to a 

Secretary in some building here in 
Washington to come up with some kind 
of standards. 

Two schools in my district have now 
been hit by those standards. I care 
about those schools because from one I 
graduated a long time ago, and the 
other I taught for 23 years. They were 
hit with a $16,000 and $19,000 fine re-
spectively. What was the heinous crime 
for which these fines were levied 
against the funds that go to help the 
kids in these schools? During the lunch 
hour, their vending machines were 
plugged in. These vending machines 
were not in the cafeteria. That violated 
the standards. They were down in a dif-
ferent part of the school. But since the 
kids walked out of the cafeteria with 
their lunches and walked down the 
hallway towards the gym where the 
vending machines were and there was 
not a wall, by our standards, to stop 
them from doing that, the entire 
school was designated as a cafeteria 
and the schools were then penalized. 

You see, by the standards that were 
created, if a kid buys a Coke and then 
takes it to lunch to drink, that’s nutri-
tional. But if he buys his lunch first 
and then goes down to buy a Coke, that 
is now, by our standards, unhealthy. 
Snickers by our standards are healthy 
food; licorice is not. Ice cream is 
healthy; Swedish Fish are not. Appar-
ently by our standards, anything that 
could stick to your mouth is not a 
healthy food. Starbursts are out; Milky 
Ways are in. 

It was wrong for Congress to pass a 
law without taking the time to estab-
lish standards that were rational by 
ourselves and giving that power to an-
other body. It was wrong for Congress 
to invade the role of States. It was 
wrong to punish kids for these silly 
reasons. It is wrong to violate fed-
eralism. If a community school and 
their PTA wanted to create these 
standards themselves, fine. 

Federalism means people at the local 
level should be free to create any deci-
sions they want to do, even if those de-
cisions are dumb. It is wrong for this 
body to think that every issue has to 
be decided here in this room, and it is 
wrong for us to forget that the 10th 
Amendment has a purpose. It is there 
for a reason. It should be respected. 

f 

b 1100 

IMPROVE THE LIVES OF OUR 
TROOPS INSTEAD OF ENDAN-
GERING THEM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WOOLSEY) for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, 
there are few things more important 
for us to deal with than the health and 
safety of our men and women in uni-
form. For everything they do, for all 
the courage they’ve shown and the sac-
rifices that they’ve made, we must be 
absolutely vigilant about protecting 
them from unnecessary risk. 
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That’s why I was troubled to hear 

news reports about several of our most 
highly trained and skilled Air Force pi-
lots experiencing loss of oxygen while 
in the cockpit of the F–22 aircraft. 
We’re talking about blacking out, los-
ing control of the plane, and suffering 
memory loss. In fact, 18 percent of 
those who flew the F–22 reported an in-
cident similar to this. In fact, one fam-
ily blames this mysterious affliction 
for a crash that killed their loved one. 

We have some of our most fearless pi-
lots afraid and even refusing to take 
the controls of the F–22. Two pilots 
went so far as to appear on shows like 
‘‘60 Minutes’’ without permission from 
their superiors so that they could ex-
pose the problem. 

In response, Madam Speaker, I pre-
pared an amendment to the National 
Defense Authorization Act, which the 
House will debate today. My amend-
ment would cut off funding for the F– 
22 until the Pentagon inspector general 
completes an investigation on these 
malfunctions and finds a solution to 
protect the safety of our pilots. 

Thankfully, my amendment wasn’t 
necessary because, yesterday, Sec-
retary of Defense Panetta took steps to 
impose flight restrictions on the F–22, 
demanding that the Air Force take 
stronger safety measures to protect 
our troops. Because of the Secretary’s 
response to these life-and-death con-
cerns, I have withdrawn my amend-
ment, but I will stay on top of the situ-
ation. 

The F–22 isn’t exactly a ‘‘bargain 
basement’’ item, Madam Speaker. 
Throughout the life of the program, 
it’s cost taxpayers $79 billion. And 
that’s for a plane originally designed to 
fight the next generation of Soviet jet, 
even though the Soviet Union, itself, 
didn’t have a next generation, and it 
doesn’t even exist any longer. What’s 
more, the F–22 hasn’t flown a single 
mission in Iraq or Afghanistan. 

It troubles me, Madam Speaker, that 
we’ve spent so much on slick, sup-
posedly state-of-the-art aircraft that 
are making our Air Force pilots dan-
gerously sick—at a moment when we 
could use that money on programs our 
servicemembers badly need. For exam-
ple, veterans groups are fighting for 
more resources for mental health 
treatment, for job placement, for ac-
cess to education, for VA home loans, 
and much more. Certainly we should 
invest in improving the lives of our 
troops instead of endangering them. 

My Republican colleagues are fond of 
pointing out that we’re in a chal-
lenging fiscal environment where every 
government expenditure should receive 
the strictest scrutiny. I just hope that 
they’ll apply as tough a standard to ex-
pensive weapons systems as they do to 
foreign humanitarian aid and impor-
tant domestic safety net programs 
right here at home. 

As we debate the defense authoriza-
tion today, we must choose the defense 
programs that actually enhance our 
national security over ones like the F– 

22 that are creating more problems 
than solutions. 

Madam Speaker, I believe more 
strongly than ever that we need to end 
the war in Afghanistan, supporting our 
troops by bringing them home; but, in 
the meantime, making sure that the 
planes they fly and the equipment they 
use are as safe as possible is certainly 
our number one responsibility. We owe 
them nothing less. 

f 

STOP MILITARY RAPE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. SPEIER) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. SPEIER. Madam Speaker, today 
I rise again to speak about the horrific 
situation in the military, and that is 
the epidemic of rape and sexual assault 
that goes on unabated. 

This is the 20th time that I am here 
on the floor to tell the story of yet an-
other victim. Nineteen times before, 
I’ve been on this floor to tell about vic-
tims in military service. I’ve told you 
about the military culture that treats 
sexual harassment and assault with a 
silent acceptance and the command 
structure that punishes the victim and 
does not take care of dealing with the 
perpetrator. 

Today I’m going to tell you about the 
culture that exists in our military 
service academies that train our cadets 
to become commissioned officers. I 
have not told you that the same con-
flicted chain-of-command structure 
that exists in the military also exists 
at our prestigious service academies. 
The military academy at West Point as 
well as the Naval, Coast Guard, Air 
Force, and Merchant Marine academies 
follow the same rule as the military, 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice. 

Today I am going to tell you the 
story of Karley Marquet, who was a 
first-year cadet when she was raped 
just last year. She was a brand-spank-
ing-new West Pointer. Gifted in both 
academics and athletics, Karley was a 
star high school student. She had her 
pick to go to any number of colleges. 
She chose West Point because she 
wanted to serve her country. West 
Point chose Karley because she pos-
sessed the skills and character that the 
Army needs for success. 

But only a few months at the acad-
emy, Karley was betrayed. She was 
raped by a West Point upperclassman 
that she knew and thought she could 
trust. He came to her room one night 
when she was alone to talk about girl 
troubles. He gave her a sports drink 
that had alcohol in it. Peer pressure by 
upperclassmen to consume alcohol is 
pervasive at West Point. Karley drank 
about one-quarter of the liquid in the 
bottle, and she became intoxicated. 
The upperclassman convinced her to go 
to his room, and he raped her. Later, 
the upperclassman repeatedly went to 
Karley’s room to prevent her from re-
porting the rape. She also heard West 
Point upperclassmen talk about an-
other female cadet who had reported 

being raped. They called the victim a 
‘‘slut’’ who ‘‘was asking for it.’’ 

But Karley was not intimidated. She 
reported the crime to her chain of com-
mand. But just like so many of the sto-
ries I have told here before, no serious 
action was taken to assist her. West 
Point did not move the perpetrator 
from Karley’s company. She had to see 
him every day. West Point did not 
alter Karley’s duties, which meant that 
she still had to do chores with the up-
perclassman who raped her. 

As a result of the rape and the hos-
tile environment, Karley began to suf-
fer posttraumatic stress symptoms, be-
coming depressed and suicidal. Karley 
resigned from West Point less than a 
year after becoming a cadet. 

It’s been over a year since Karley was 
raped, yet the perpetrator has not been 
brought to justice. Why was nothing 
done to help this talented young 
woman who, only 12 months before, 
was deemed qualified and deserving of 
a spot at the prestigious United States 
Military Academy? 

The violent act committed against 
Karley is reprehensible. The dismissive 
attitude held by academy officials is 
shocking and inexcusable. It is time for 
this narrative to change. 

Last December, a Department of De-
fense report revealed a nearly 60 per-
cent increase in reported sexual as-
saults at service academies in addition 
to the fact that West Point was found 
‘‘not in compliance’’ with the Penta-
gon’s policies to prevent rape and sex-
ual assault. 

Civilian colleges and university stu-
dents can report crimes to local police 
officers. They can press charges di-
rectly against perpetrators, and they 
can obtain their own legal counsel. 
Military cadets must comply with the 
military justice system that has a hor-
rible record of providing justice for vic-
tims of rape and sexual assault. Our fu-
ture military leaders deserve better. 

Survivors can email me at 
stopmilitaryrape@mail.house.gov if 
they would like to speak out as well. 

f 

b 1110 

THIRD ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
ENDING OF CIVIL WAR IN SRI 
LANKA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. It is my pleas-
ure to rise today to note the third an-
niversary of the ending of the civil war 
in Sri Lanka. On May 19, 2009, a new 
era—an era of peace—began in this 
country; an era of hope, an era of possi-
bility, and an era of justice with move-
ment towards reconnection and rec-
onciliation. Unfortunately, implemen-
tation of this new era of hope seems to 
be slow in coming, it seems to many 
Tamils in the country and throughout 
the diaspora who have lingering fears 
that governance of the country will re-
main closed and not as democratically 
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