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only $1.50 of food per day—the pur-
chasing power of people living in ex-
treme poverty, as defined by the World 
Bank. I and members of my staff are 
taking this challenge. But for millions 
of people, this is not about 1 day or 1 
week. This is about their everyday 
lives. 

It should not be this way. As Presi-
dent Kennedy said over 50 years ago: 

We have the ability, we have the means, 
and we have the capacity to eliminate hun-
ger from the face of the Earth. We need only 
the will. 

In the past, Republicans like Bob 
Dole and Democrats like George 
McGovern came together. They led this 
battle against global hunger. Today, 
we have a moral obligation to continue 
that battle, to meet our responsibil-
ities to our fellow man and woman— 
and to our children—and to do what we 
can to end the scourge of hunger in our 
own Nation and around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s take advantage of 
this challenge. Let us end hunger in 
this generation. 

f 
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HONORING THE LIFE OF DEPUTY 
SHERIFF MICHAEL SEVERSON 

(Mr. DUFFY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Speaker, today, I 
rise to recognize Polk County Deputy 
Sheriff Michael Severson for his brav-
ery, for his selflessness, and for his sac-
rifice in the line of duty on April 19, 
1991. 

On that day, Deputy Severson was 
shot in the spine and suffered paralysis 
from the neck down. Also from that in-
cident, his partner, Deputy Allen 
Albee, lost his life. He was a husband 
and a father of two. 

In the 23 years since that incident, 
Deputy Severson’s life would change as 
a result of his injuries, but he would 
never give up on life. Deputy Severson 
traveled and shared his story with oth-
ers. He provided inspiration and hope 
for those struggling to adjust to the 
challenging life of paralysis. 

Then, sadly, on Monday, April 14, 
Deputy Severson succumbed to his 
wounds, and he passed away in his 
hometown of St. Croix Falls, Wis-
consin. 

Mr. Speaker, for the past 23 years, 
Deputy Severson persevered. For his 
bravery, for his selflessness, and for his 
sacrifice in the line of duty, he is one 
of our heroes. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, I would ask all 
of you to join me in offering our grati-
tude for his service. On behalf of this 
entire body, we thank him, and we ex-
tend our condolences to his family. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF PASTOR 
R.C. JOHNSON 

(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute and honor to a 
great man, Pastor Raymond Charles 
Johnson, Sr., known in Fort Worth as 
‘‘R.C. Johnson.’’ 

Pastor Johnson moved to Fort Worth 
in 1953, where he began his work at the 
Greater Saint James Baptist Church. 
He was ordained as pastor of the 
church in 1985, and he dedicated 61 
years to the preaching of the Word. Al-
though many in the community knew 
that he was a pastor, he also worked at 
General Motors for over 32 years and 
was a Korean war veteran. In addition 
to his work in the ministry, he was a 
precinct chairman for over 50 years in 
the same precinct. 

Pastor Johnson was so proud of his 
work in Ministers Against Crime, 
where they went to local schools and 
worked in communities. I can tell you 
that they worked in those schools and 
that they made a difference in those 
kids’ lives—in their behavior and in 
their grades. He really made a dif-
ference in the community. 

Sadly, earlier this year, I was at his 
wife’s funeral. They had been married 
for 63 years. She died back in the Janu-
ary-February time period, which was 
really, really tough on him. He, too, 
succumbed just this past week. 

I want to thank Pastor Johnson for 
everything he did to help me and so 
many other people in the community. 
He is someone the Fort Worth commu-
nity will be proud of for many years. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF DR. 
JERRY UMANOS 

(Mr. WENSTRUP asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. WENSTRUP. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with a heavy heart that I stand before 
you today to honor the life of Dr. Jerry 
Umanos, the father-in-law of my 
former staff member, Krista Umanos, 
and the father of her husband, Ben. 

Dr. Umanos was killed at the CURE 
International Hospital in Kabul, Af-
ghanistan, on April 24. He was a pedia-
trician, a man dedicated to his Chris-
tian faith, who felt called to serve 
those in need. Since 2005, this calling 
led him to Afghanistan to treat pa-
tients and to train Afghan medical per-
sonnel. Dr. Umanos had a love of and a 
dedication to the people of Afghani-
stan—a love that transcended the typ-
ical call to serve. 

His wife, Jan, asked that we honor 
her husband’s memory by opening our 
hearts to the Afghan people and to ev-
eryone around the world who needs to 
see Christ’s love for all. 

Dr. Umanos’ caring for all mankind, 
regardless of country or creed or reli-
gion, is inspiring. His death is a loss for 
his family and friends, as it is a loss for 
all of those touched by his selfless serv-
ice. While Dr. Umanos’ earthly mission 
is complete, the positive effects of his 
works in this world shall never perish. 

God bless Dr. Jerry Umanos and his 
family. 

You have made the world a better 
place. 

f 

HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the floor this afternoon because of in-
terference in the local affairs of the 
District of Columbia that is about to 
take place pursuant to a hearing that 
has been called by the Government Op-
erations Subcommittee of the Over-
sight and Government Reform Com-
mittee. 

First, let me be clear. The Oversight 
and Government Reform Committee, 
led by Chairman DARRELL ISSA, has 
been respectful of self-government in 
the District of Columbia. Chairman 
ISSA has not only observed the same 
self-government for our District that 
he insists upon for his, but he has gone 
beyond that to encourage greater home 
rule and budget autonomy for the Dis-
trict of Columbia. This subcommittee 
hearing is not done under the aegis of 
the full committee but, rather, under 
the leadership of the subcommittee 
chair, JOHN MICA. 

The respect for local control lies at 
the heart of the formation of the 
United States of America, itself. It was 
the denial of that respect that led to 
the Revolution and to formation of the 
United States. Essentially, at that 
time, when Americans were saying 
taxes are a matter for local jurisdic-
tions, it meant the United States, and 
when the Constitution, itself, was 
drawn, the Framers were at pains to 
separate out local matters over which 
the Federal Government would have no 
say and no control. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand that the 
House, of course, as well as the Senate, 
maintain some control over the Dis-
trict of Columbia that Congress does 
not have over other jurisdictions. I as-
sert what should be clear in that ille-
gitimate control, but at the very least, 
I respect and thank Members who have 
not gone out of their way not to vio-
late their own principles of local gov-
ernment in order to exercise that con-
trol, as the Oversight and Government 
Reform Committee, under Chairman 
ISSA, has been clear to avoid. In short, 
don’t have hearings on the District of 
Columbia—that’s for the District of Co-
lumbia City Council. 

The Government Operations Sub-
committee has called for a hearing on 
Wednesday on the recently decriminal-
ized marijuana law in the District of 
Columbia. It is important to note that 
there are Federal and State matters 
that are implicated in this hearing. 
The subcommittee has held two hear-
ings on those implications because of 
the conflict between State and local 
law that is emerging very rapidly on 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:31 May 02, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K01MY7.051 H01MYPT1jb
el

l o
n 

D
S

K
7S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3397 May 1, 2014 
marijuana possession—but look at 
what the subcommittee did in its two 
prior committee hearings: 

In one hearing, it called a U.S. attor-
ney, who is a Federal official. It was a 
U.S. attorney from a district in Colo-
rado and in addition, an official from 
the Drug Enforcement Administration. 
In another hearing, it called only one 
witness, the Deputy Director of the Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy. 
Do note that each and every one of 
these officials was legitimately called 
as a Federal official. 

Why was no official from the State of 
Colorado called? There was no State of-
ficial, no local official—only a Federal 
official from the State of Colorado. The 
reason is clear: Colorado would have 
taken umbrage at the audacity of this 
body to dare call them to account on 
their own local laws. 

Be on notice that we take the same 
umbrage. We will not silently allow 
this Congress or its committees and 
subcommittees to interfere in our local 
affairs, and on this matter, we are 
standing on very solid ground. 

Eighteen States went quite ahead of 
the District and decriminalized their 
marijuana laws. ‘‘Decriminalization’’ 
means that a fine rather than prison 
results from the possession of mari-
juana. Twenty States proceeded to 
enact medical marijuana laws, which 
to enable people who have certain med-
ical conditions to get medical mari-
juana. It took me 11 years to remove— 
or to get the Congress to remove—an 
amendment that kept the District from 
allowing its own citizens to have access 
to medical marijuana at a time when 
we had a runaway HIV–AIDS problem, 
where medical marijuana had been 
helpful. I was finally able to do that. 
Two States of the Union—Washington 
and Colorado—have legalized mari-
juana. 

How dare any committee or sub-
committee call the District of Colum-
bia local officials—any local official— 
to testify on our local law? I will get to 
why we enacted that law in one mo-
ment. 

Let me say who preceded us and who 
has not been called before this House 
or any committee or subcommittee of 
this House even though they have done 
either precisely the same thing or have 
gone even further than D.C. I am going 
to call the roll, Mr. Speaker, so you 
will know the company in which we 
find ourselves and why we insist upon 
treatment without discrimination, be-
cause we are the exact equivalent of 
other American citizens: 

Alaska: going back more than almost 
40 years now—decriminalized mari-
juana. No penalty for use in one’s 
home. Actually, that is further than 
decriminalization. That legalized mari-
juana in one’s home; 

California: a $100 fine. Some of these 
are quite old, these laws. More re-
cently, there has come a flood of mari-
juana laws changes. 

Colorado: no penalty. Of course, 
there are different amounts involved, 

and most of these involve people over 
21; 

Connecticut: a $150 fine; 
Maine: as low as a $350 fine, as high 

as a $1,000 fine depending on the 
amount; 
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Maryland, $100 fine; Massachusetts, 
$100 fine; Minnesota, $300 fine; Mis-
sissippi, $100 to $250 fine; Nebraska, 
$300 fine. That goes back to 1978, by the 
way. Nevada, $600 fine; New York, $100 
fine; North Carolina, up to $200 fine; 
Ohio, $150 fine; Oregon, $650 fine; Rhode 
Island, $150 fine; Vermont, up to $200 in 
fines; and the State of Washington, no 
penalty for those 21 or older. 

What has the District of Columbia 
done? Its decriminalization involves a 
$25 fine instead of a criminal mis-
demeanor, penalty of up to 6 months in 
jail, and as much as a $1,000 fine. It 
also prohibits law enforcement from 
using the smell of marijuana as 
grounds for stopping and searching a 
resident. 

The reason for the low fine is that 
the District faced the possibility—in 
fact, very real possibility—that if it 
didn’t have a low fine, it would end up 
with another disparity, namely, those 
who could afford the fine would not go 
to jail, and those who could not would. 

I want to say something about why 
going to jail becomes so important. 
First, let me quote the President, who 
said: 

Middle class kids don’t get locked up for 
smoking pot and poor kids do. And African 
American kids and Latino kids are more 
likely to be poor and less likely to have re-
sources and the support to avoid unduly 
harsh penalties. 

What the President said in general 
should be understood in particular in 
the District of Columbia, and I suspect 
in many States as well because the 
problem of disparity in enforcement is 
nationwide. 

The District of Columbia is a very 
progressive jurisdiction, and it is very 
racially sensitive. We have a popu-
lation that is about half Black and half 
White, about 10 percent Latino, very 
progressive. And yet, in the progressive 
District of Columbia, African Ameri-
cans are eight times more likely to be 
arrested for marijuana possession than 
Whites. 

Understand that, in the District of 
Columbia as across the country, Blacks 
and Whites use marijuana at the same 
rate. Why then are African Americans 
eight times more likely to be arrested? 
I can only guess. Sometimes they live 
in high-crime areas where there may be 
more police out on the street. 

Notice that the legislation bars ar-
resting someone because an officer 
smells marijuana on the person. Of 
course, if that is the reason for an ar-
rest, what you can do is take somebody 
in who has violated no law except pos-
session of a small amount of mari-
juana—and all of the amounts we are 
talking about are small amounts—and 
what happens is that that an African 

American or White person or any other 
resident has a criminal record for the 
rest of his or her life. For an African 
American, that matters. 

We have a whole generation particu-
larly of young men who, with that first 
arrest, are essentially ruled out of the 
job market because they have a ‘‘drug 
possession arrest.’’ That drug posses-
sion is a small amount of marijuana. 
That ruins that young man’s life not 
only for work, but as the world turns, 
for the opportunity to have a good 
marriage, to raise children, and for Af-
rican Americans to have a stable com-
munity, all beginning with one mari-
juana possession arrest. 

The result may be to lead this per-
son, frankly, into a life of criminal ac-
tivity. You can’t get work because you 
have a drug possession arrest on your 
record. And if you can’t get work and 
you need money, what can you do? 
What you often do is you go from pos-
sessing marijuana, as many young peo-
ple do, to the next level, to distributing 
it or otherwise being involved in crimi-
nal activity. 

We don’t have to go this way. 
I suspect that some of the jurisdic-

tions that have decriminalized mari-
juana have done so—and you will no-
tice they are very diverse—simply be-
cause they are more libertarian, a bit 
more open to what they see around 
them, which is that people engage in 
alcohol consumption as much as they 
do, in smoking marijuana, at least as 
much. We learned the hard way that 
you don’t put people in jail when it 
comes to drinking alcohol or even dis-
tributing it. 

I want to be clear. I do not and will 
never advocate the smoking of pot, 
don’t think it is a good thing, don’t 
think being high is fine. I also don’t 
think drinking alcohol is a good thing, 
but I wouldn’t want to put anybody in 
jail for it. If someone is unfortunate 
enough to develop a habit, I want to do 
what we do with people who develop 
that habit with alcohol and try to get 
them off that habit. 

Look. It is a free society. We cannot 
keep everybody from every sin, but we 
don’t lock them up in the jails. That is 
why you find State after State opening 
their jails and letting out people who 
have been convicted of drug possession, 
don’t want to ruin lives, particularly 
what amounts to young lives. 

We feel very deeply about this. If I 
may say so, I think every jurisdiction 
that has passed these laws feels deeply 
about it and would tell Congress which 
way to go if Congress came anywhere 
close to their local laws. I am not 
going to tell Congress which way to go. 
I am just going to tell Congress: Don’t 
mess with our marijuana laws. And the 
reason I have to say that to the Con-
gress is because Congress can. 

This hearing could be the first step 
toward overturning D.C.’s marijuana 
law. Usually when they try to overturn 
one of our laws, they don’t give us a 
hearing. They just try to do it in some 
sneaky way. 
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This hearing is for show. But it is a 

dangerous hearing because it is about a 
real law and real people and real racial 
disparity and, yes, real discrimination 
against my district because we have 
been pulled out as no other jurisdiction 
has been. 

I want to compliment those Members 
on the floor from the other side who 
were consistent with their own prin-
ciples yesterday. There was a mari-
juana amendment on the floor yester-
day, and the full details of it I don’t 
have before me, but I recall it would 
allow prescription by Veterans Admin-
istration physicians for medical mari-
juana for certain wounded veterans be-
cause of the finding that it has a bene-
ficial effect on some of their concerns, 
especially nausea and other kinds of 
conditions they bring back with them. 

The vote was divided, but I looked at 
the members of the subcommittee who 
will be hearing on Wednesday about 
cannibus laws in the District of Colum-
bia. There are seven members of that 
subcommittee; and two Republicans on 
that subcommittee, that seven-Member 
subcommittee, voted to respect states’ 
rights and voted, in effect, to allow 
States to do what is necessary when it 
came to medical marijuana for vet-
erans. 

Yes, the parties are coming together 
on this issue, and for that reason it 
makes no sense whatsoever to have a 
divisive hearing that calls out one 
local jurisdiction—the weakest in the 
country because the District of Colum-
bia has no Senators, because while I 
vote in committee, whatever you do to 
my District or even for my District, I 
cannot vote on it on this floor. 

I can tell you this. As a result of this 
hearing and because the D.C. decrimi-
nalization bill has to lay over here for 
60 days before it becomes final, it is 
still here, I have alerted my allies 
throughout the country, and particu-
larly in those States which have de-
criminalized marijuana or legalized it. 
So if any Member of this House ever 
gets oversight over this matter and 
dares to vote that the District can’t de-
criminalize cannibus, even though 
their citizens have the opposite right, 
we will call them out. 

I don’t believe that kind of hypocrisy 
exists in this House, nor do I know 
whether there is any attempt to try to 
overturn our laws. I have to come to 
the floor proactively, my friends, be-
cause Members don’t exactly come to 
me ahead of time and tell me when 
they want to perform the illegitimate 
act of overturning a local law in the 
District of Columbia. So I am calling 
them out right now: Don’t you dare to 
seek to countermand the elected, the 
democratically elected D.C. council 
which has decided what is best for its 
citizens, particularly if your own juris-
diction—and I have called your 
names—has decided that some form of 
marijuana possession decriminaliza-
tion or legalization should occur in 
yours. 

Even for those of you who come from 
parts of the United States which have 

not changed their marijuana laws, let 
me say to you: I respect that your local 
jurisdictions, your State jurisdiction 
has not acted in that way. There are 
real issues here. We don’t want people 
smoking marijuana to end up where 
people who smoke cigarettes did. 

A lot of what is being done now, the 
city is already holding hearings on the 
law’s effects, is putting in place meas-
ures that would have the effect of not 
only alerting people to the problems of 
smoking anything, but keeping this 
matter from being excessive. Smoking 
pot perhaps has more of a chance of 
being excessive at least among young 
people if it is barred. I am not so sure 
now that it is allowed in so many 
States, a third of the States, that you 
will have nearly the excitement about 
smoking pot as you did before it was 
decriminalized. 

Whatever is the result is not for a na-
tional legislature, not in America 
where local matters get decided by 
local folks. Yes, there is a conflict with 
Federal law. That is for the Federal 
Government in its implementation of 
drug laws to take care of. 
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And if you want to somehow go out 
against these States which are rapidly 
decriminalizing marijuana laws—you 
have got to come after all of them, not 
just one—that is what I am here to say. 
We don’t intend to be the outlier that 
Congress uses to prove its point about 
marijuana. 

We demand respect for the principles 
for which the Constitution stands. 
Nothing in the Constitution says any-
thing about respecting local control, 
except for the District of Columbia. 
The Framers left some control of D.C. 
matters with Congress, but certainly 
not the kind of control that would be 
exercised here. The Congress on its own 
decided that even the control that the 
Framers left in the Congress, it would 
never exercise, when it passed 40 years 
ago the Home Rule Act of the District 
of Columbia. 

The Home Rule Act says that mat-
ters of local law are for the local juris-
diction of the District of Columbia, 
just as they are for the local jurisdic-
tion of each of the 50 States. That was 
a landmark law. We intend that it will 
be respected. No hearing called, how-
ever illegitimate as this hearing is, is 
enough to override that law and its in-
tent. 

That law needs to be expanded, not 
sat upon with a hearing that picks out 
one local law. It needs to be expanded 
so that the 100 percent of local funds 
raised in the District of Columbia don’t 
have to come before a national body 
before we can spend our own money, as 
if you were the masters of our local 
funds—almost $4 billion of it raised 
from local citizens and local busi-
nesses. 

You want to bring us before you on 
Federal funds? Be my guest. But don’t 
come to the District of Columbia when 
it comes to its own money. And don’t 

come to the District of Columbia when 
it comes to its own laws. 

Nobody in this House can speak with 
any credibility to the reasons, and they 
are legion, but don’t forget the most 
important reason that the District de-
cided to decriminalize its laws. It 
didn’t even legalize marijuana, as two 
States have done; it decriminalized 
them. 

It is a modest step, it is a responsible 
step. And it is a step taken in the face 
of horrific evidence, shameful evidence, 
that showed that, essentially, the only 
people that got arrested in the District 
of Columbia for marijuana possession 
are Black people. That is an outrage. 
The council had to do something about 
it. Just as the other States, for what-
ever reasons, have decided to move for 
local reasons, our council has moved 
for entirely local reasons. 

We ask you to respect that move, es-
pecially when it comes to what I am 
sure will be countless lives of African 
American citizens in the District of Co-
lumbia that will now have a chance, at 
least, to escape from penalties of law 
enforcement, to live a fruitful life be-
cause they will not start off in life with 
marijuana possession penalties that 
ruin their entire lives. 

We ask for equality of treatment. We 
are equal citizens under the law. If 
your citizens were treated unequally, 
each and every Member of this House 
would be on this floor. I come in that 
spirit, and I come asking for the very 
same respect. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

SUDAN TRAGEDY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, this month 
marks the 20th anniversary of the 
Rwandan genocide in which nearly a 
million perished in a horrific 100-day 
span while the world idly stood by. 

As has been documented in print and 
film, including Samantha Powers’ riv-
eting book, ‘‘A Problem From Hell: 
American and the Age of Genocide,’’ 
cables were sent, reports of the vio-
lence and the targeting of innocents re-
ceived, and yet the American foreign 
policy apparatus was largely consumed 
not with stemming the bloodshed, but 
rather with avoiding use of the word 
‘‘genocide’’ less it necessitate a re-
sponse. And so many people died. 

Of course, there is the now notorious 
negligence of the United Nations in 
this regard, which culminated in a cat-
astrophic moral failure on the part of 
the international community. 

Kofi Annan, then head of U.N. peace-
keeping, was receiving on-the-ground 
intelligence from General Dallaire, 
who was a Canadian general, about the 
impending tragedy, and yet he repeat-
edly refused to authorize General 
Dallaire to seize known weapons caches 
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