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S. 1909
At the request of Mr. ScorT, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1909, a bill to expand opportunity
through greater choice in education,
and for other purposes.
S. 1911
At the request of Mr. ScoTT, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1911, a bill to reform and strengthen
the workforce investment system of
the Nation to put Americans back to
work and make the United States more
competitive in the 21st century, and for
other purposes.
S. 1913
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, the name of the Senator from Ne-
vada (Mr. HELLER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1913, a bill to make per-
manent the Payments in Lieu of Taxes
program.
S. 1921
At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1921, a bill to require a Federal
agency to include language in certain
educational and advertising materials
indicating that such materials are pro-
duced and disseminated at taxpayer ex-
pense.
S. 1926
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
names of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. ISAKSON), the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Mr. VITTER) and the Senator
from Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1926, a bill to
delay the implementation of certain
provisions of the Biggert-Waters Flood
Insurance Reform Act of 2012 and to re-
form the National Association of Reg-
istered Agents and Brokers, and for
other purposes.
S. CON. RES. 13
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
SCHATZ) was added as a cosponsor of S.
Con. Res. 13, a concurrent resolution
commending the Boys & Girls Clubs of
America for its role in improving out-
comes for millions of young people and
thousands of communities.
S. CON. RES. 26
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the names of the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mrs. MURRAY) and the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY) were
added as cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 26,
a concurrent resolution recognizing the
need to improve physical access to
many federally funded facilities for all
people of the United States, particu-
larly people with disabilities.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. KAINE (for himself, Mr.
McCAIN, and Mr. KING):

S. 1939. A bill to repeal the War Pow-

ers Resolution and to provide for prop-

er war powers consultation, and for
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other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to join my colleague, the
junior Senator from Virginia, as we in-
troduce the War Powers Consultation
Act of 2014.

This legislation is the final product
of the National War Powers Commis-
sion, which was a bipartisan effort co-
led by former Secretary of State Jim
Baker and former Secretary of State
Warren Christopher. The commission
was set up by the Miller Center at the
University of Virginia to devise a mod-
ern and workable war powers consulta-
tion mechanism for the executive and
legislative branches. It included some
of our Nation’s most distinguished and
respected thinkers and practitioners of
national security policy and law. In
2008, after more than a year of hard
work, the commission released the
final product—an actual legislative
proposal to repeal and replace the War
Powers Resolution of 1973, which no
American President has ever accepted
as constitutional.

As does my colleague, I view our in-
troduction of this legislation today as
the start of an important congressional
and national debate, not the final word
in that debate. We wish to pick up
where the National War Powers Com-
mission left off 6 years ago, and we do
so fully understanding and hopeful that
this legislation should be considered
and debated and amended and improved
through regular order.

My colleague from Virginia has done
a great job on this legislation, and I am
proud to join him. I wish to expand a
bit on why updating the War Powers
Resolution is such a worthwhile en-
deavor for the Senate to consider right
now.

The Constitution gives the power to
declare war to the Congress, but Con-
gress has not formally declared war
since June of 1942 even though our Na-
tion has been involved in dozens of
military actions of one scale or an-
other since that time. There is a reason
for this. The nature of war is changing.
It is increasingly unlikely that the
combat operations our Nation will be
involved in will resemble those of
World War II, where the standing ar-
mies and navies of nation states
squared off against those of rival na-
tion states on clearly defined fields of
battle. Rather, the conflicts in which
increasingly we find ourselves and for
which we must prepare will be
murkier, harder to reconcile with the
traditional notions of warfare; they
may be more limited in their objec-
tives, their scope, and their duration;
and they likely will not conclude with
a formal surrender ceremony on the
deck of a battleship.

The challenge for all of us serving in
Congress is this: How do we reconcile
the changing nature of war with
Congress’s proper role in the declara-
tion of war? It is not exactly a new
question, but it is a profound one, for
unless we in Congress are prepared to
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cede our constitutional authority over
matters of war to the executive, we
need a more workable arrangement for
consultation and decisionmaking be-
tween the executive and legislative
branches.

We have seen several manifestations
of this challenge in recent years. In
2011 President Obama committed U.S.
military forces to combat operations in
Libya to protect civilian populations
from imminent slaughter by a brutal,
anti-American tyrant. I, for one, be-
lieve he was right to do so. But 6
months later, when our armed services
were still involved in Kinetic actions in
Libya—not just supporting our NATO
allies but conducting air-to-ground op-
erations and targeted strikes from
armed, unmanned aerial vehicles—the
administration claimed, as other ad-
ministrations would, that it had no ob-
ligations to Congress under the War
Powers Resolution because our Armed
Forces were not involved in combat op-
erations. That struck many Members
of Congress, including me, as fun-
damentally at odds with reality, and
unfortunately it pushed more Members
of Congress into opposition against the
mission itself.

More recently, we saw the opposite
problem manifested with regard to
Syria. Perhaps due to the backlash in
Congress that the administration’s
handling of the Libya conflict engen-
dered, President Obama decided to seek
congressional authorization for limited
airstrikes against the Assad regime
after it slaughtered more than 1,400 of
its own citizens with chemical weapons
last August. An operation that likely
would have lasted a few days and thus
been fully consistent with the Presi-
dent’s authority under the existing
War Powers Resolution had he decided
to act decisively and take limited mili-
tary action instead devolved into a
stinging legislative repudiation of ex-
ecutive action. The tragic result was
that the Assad regime was spared any
meaningful consequences for its use of
a weapon of mass destruction against
innocent men, women, and children,
and, as with Libya, the forces that
want to turn America away from the
world were not checked but empow-
ered.

Some of us may see the problem in
these two instances as a failure of
Presidential leadership, and I would
agree, but I also believe the examples
of Libya and Syria represent the broad-
er problem we as a nation face: What is
the proper war power authority of the
executive and legislative branches
when it comes to limited conflicts,
which are increasingly the Kkinds of
conflicts with which we are faced?

It is essential for the Congress and
the President to work together to de-
fine a new war powers consultative
agreement that reflects the nature of
conflict in the 21st century and is in
line with our Constitution. Our Nation
does not have 535 commanders in chief.
We have one—the President—and that
role as established by our Constitution
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must be respected. Our Nation is poor-
ly served when Members of Congress
try to micromanage the Commander in
Chief in matters of war.

At the same time, now more than
ever, we need to create a broader and
more durable national consensus on
foreign policy and national security,
especially when it comes to matters of
war and armed conflict. We need to
find ways to make internationalist
policies more politically sustainable.

After the September 11 attack, we
embarked on an expansive foreign pol-
icy. Spending on defense and foreign
assistance went up, and energy shifted
to the executive. Now things are
changing. Americans want to pull back
from the world. Our foreign assistance
and defense budgets are declining. The
desire to curb Presidential power
across the board is growing, and the
political momentum is shifting toward
the Congress. America has gone
through this kind of political rebal-
ancing before, and much of the time we
have gotten it wrong. That is how we
got isolationism and disarmament
after World War I, that is how we got a
hollow army after Vietnam, and that is
how we weakened our national security
after the Cold War in the misplaced
hope of cashing in on a peace dividend.
We can’t afford to repeat these mis-
takes.

A new war powers resolution—one
that is recognized as both constitu-
tional and workable in practice—can be
an important contribution to this ef-
fort. It can more effectively invest in
the Congress the critical decisions that
impact our national security. It can
help build a more durable consensus in
favor of the kinds of policies we need to
sustain our global leadership and pro-
tect our Nation. In short, the legisla-
tion we are introducing today can re-
store a better balance to the way na-
tional security decisionmaking should
work in a great democracy such as
ours.

Let me say again. Neither the Sen-
ator from Virginia nor I believe the
legislation we are introducing today
answers all of the monumental and dif-
ficult questions surrounding the issue
of war powers. We believe this is a mat-
ter of transcendent importance to our
Nation, and we as a deliberative body
of our government should debate this
issue, and we look forward to that de-
bate. This legislation should be seen as
a way of starting that discussion both
here in the Congress and across our Na-
tion. We owe that to ourselves and our
constituents. Most of all, we owe that
to the brave men and women who serve
our Nation in uniform and are called to
risk their lives in harm’s way for the
sake of our Nation’s national defense.

Before I yield to my tardy colleague
from Virginia, I wish to mention again
another reason why I think this legis-
lation should be the beginning of a se-
rious debate which we should bring to
some conclusion. The fact is that no
President of the United States has rec-
ognized the constitutionality of the
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War Powers Act. That is a problem in
itself. That is a perversion, frankly, of
the Constitution of the United States
of America. That is one reason, but the
most important reason is that I believe
we are living in incredibly dangerous
times. When we look across the Middle
East, when we look at Asia and the rise
in the tensions in that part of the
world and we look at the conflicts that
are becoming regional—and whose
fault they are is a subject for another
debate and discussion, but the fact is
that we are in the path of some kind of
conflict in which—whether the United
States of America wants to or not—we
may have to be involved in some ways.

We still have vital national security
interests in the Middle East. It is
evolving into a chaotic situation, and
one can look from the Mediterranean
all the way to the Strait of Hormuz,
the Gulf of Agaba, and throughout the
region. So I believe the likelihood of us
being involved in some way or another
in some conflict is greater than it has
been since the end of the Cold War, and
I believe the American people deserve
legislation and a clear definition of the
responsibilities of the Congress of the
United States and that of the President
of the United States.

Again, I thank my colleague from
Virginia, whose idea this is, who took a
great proposal that was developed at
the University of Virginia and was
kind enough to involve me in this ef-
fort. I thank him for it. I thank him for
his very hard work on it, despite the
fact that, as the Chair will recognize,
he was late for this discussion.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Arizona for pointing
out to all in the Chamber my tardiness,
and I should not have been tardy be-
cause I do not like to follow the Sen-
ator from Arizona. I would rather begin
before him. But I want to thank him
for his work with me, together, on this
important issue and amplify on a few
of the comments he has made.

Today, together, as cosponsors we
are introducing the War Powers Con-
sultation Act of 2014, which would re-
peal the 1973 War Powers Resolution
and replace it. I could not have a better
cosponsor than Senator MCCAIN and
appreciate all the work he and his staff
have done over the last months with
us.

I gave a floor speech about this issue
in this Chamber in July of 2013, almost
to the day, 40 years after the Senate
passed the War Powers Resolution of
1973. Many of you remember the con-
text of that passage. When it was
passed in the summer of 1973, it was in
the midst of the end of the Vietnam
war. President Nixon had expanded the
Vietnam war into Cambodia and Laos
without explicit congressional ap-
proval, and the Congress reacted very
negatively and passed this act to try to
curtail executive powers in terms of
the initiation of military hostilities.
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It was a very controversial bill. When
it was passed, President Nixon vetoed
it. Congress overrode the veto at the
end of 1973. But as Senator MCCAIN in-
dicated, no President has conceded the
constitutionality of the 1973 act, and
most constitutional scholars who have
written about the question have found
at least a few of what they believe
would be fatal infirmities in that 1973
resolution.

It was a hyperpartisan time, maybe
not unlike some aspects of the present,
and in trying to find that right balance
in this critical question of when the
Nation goes to war or initiates mili-
tary action, Congress and the Presi-
dent did not reach an accord.

I came to the Senate with a number
of passions and things I hoped to do.
But I think I came with only one obses-
sion, and this is that obsession. Vir-
ginia is a State that is most connected
to the military of any State in the
country. Our map is a map of American
military history—from Yorktown,
where the Revolutionary War ended, to
Appomattox, where the Civil War
ended, to the Pentagon, where 9/11 hap-
pened. That is who we are. One in nine
Virginians is a veteran. If you add our
Active Duty, our Guard and Reserve,
our military families, our DOD civil-
ians, our DOD contractors, you are ba-
sically talking about one in three Vir-
ginians. These issues of war and peace
matter so deeply to us, as they do all
Americans.

The particular passion I had in com-
ing to this body around war powers was
because of Kkind of a disturbing
thought, which is, if the President and
Congress do not work together and find
consensus in matters around war, we
might be asking our men and women to
fight and potentially give their lives
without a clear political consensus and
agreement behind the mission.

I do not think there is anything more
important that the Senate and the
Congress can do than to be on board on
decisions about whether we initiate
military action, because if we do not,
we are asking young men and women
to fight and potentially give their
lives, with us not having done the hard
work of creating the political con-
sensus to support them. That is why I
have worked hard to bring this to the
attention of this body with Senator
MCcCAIN.

The Constitution actually sets up a
fairly clear framework. The President
is the Commander in Chief, not 535
commanders-in-chief, as Senator
McCAIN indicated. But Congress is the
body that has the power both to de-
clare war and then to fund military ac-
tion. In dividing the responsibilities in
this way, the Framers were pretty
clear. James Madison, who worked on
the Constitution, especially the Bill of
Rights, wrote a letter to Thomas Jef-
ferson and said:

The constitution supposes, what the His-
tory of all Governments demonstrates, that
the Executive is the branch of power most
interested in war, and most prone to it. It
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has accordingly with studied care vested the
question of war in the Legislature.

Despite that original constitutional
understanding, our history has not
matched the notion that Congress
would always be the initiator of mili-
tary action. Congress has only declared
war five times in the history of the
United States, while Presidents have
initiated military action prior to any
congressional approval more than 120
times.

In some of these instances where the
President has initiated war, Congress
has come back and either subsequently
ratified Presidential action—some-
times by a formal approval or some-
times by informal approval such as
budgetary allocation—but in other in-
stances, including recently, Presidents
have acted and committed American
military forces to military action
without any congressional approval.
The Senator from Arizona mentioned
the most recent one. President Obama
committed military force to NATO, ac-
tion against Libya in 2011, without any
congressional approval, and he was for-
mally censured by the House of Rep-
resentatives for doing so.

The current context that requires a
reanalysis of this thorny question,
after 40 years of the War Powers Reso-
lution, was well stated by the Senator
from Arizona. Wars are different. They
start differently. They are not nec-
essarily nation state against nation
state. They could be limited in time or,
as of now, we are still pursuing a mili-
tary force that was authorized on Sep-
tember 18, 2001, 12 or 13 years later.
Wars are of different duration, dif-
ferent scope, different geography. Na-
tion states are no longer the only enti-
ties that are engaged in war.

These new developments that are
challenging—what do we do about
drones in countries far afield from
where battles were originally waged—
raise the issue of the need to go back
into this War Powers Resolution and
update it for the current times.

As the Senator from Arizona men-
tioned, this has been a question that
Members of Congress have grappled
with and thought about, as have dip-
lomats and scholars and administra-
tion officials and Members of Congress
for some time.

In 2007, the Miller Center for the
study of the presidency at the Univer-
sity of Virginia convened a National
War Powers Commission under the
chairmanships of two esteemable and
bipartisan leaders—former Secretaries
of State Warren Christopher and James
Baker. The remaining members of the
Commission were a complete A list of
thinkers in this area—Slade Gorton,
Abner Mikva, Ed Meese, Lee Hamilton.
The Commission’s historian was no less
than Doris Kearns Goodwin, who
looked at the entire scope of this prob-
lem in American history and what the
role of Congress and the President
should be.

The Commission issued a unanimous
report, proposing an act to replace the
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War Powers Act of 1973, briefed Con-
gress and incoming President Obama
on the particular act in 2007 and 2008,
but at that time, the time was not yet
ripe for consideration of this bill.

But now that we are 40 years into an
unworkable War Powers Resolution
and now, as the Senator indicated, we
have had a string of Presidents—both
Democratic Presidents and Republican
Presidents—who have maintained that
the act is unconstitutional and now
that we have had a 40-year history of
Congress often exceeding to the claim
of unconstitutionality by not following
the War Powers Resolution itself, we
do think it is time to revisit.

Let me just state two fundamental,
substantive issues that this bill pre-
sents in the War Powers Consultation
Act of 2014.

First, there is a set of definitions.
What is war? The bill defines signifi-
cant military action as any action
where involvement of U.S. troops
would be expected to be in combat for
at least a week or longer. Under those
circumstances, the provisions of the
act would be triggered.

There are some exceptions in the act.
The act would not cover defined covert
action operations. But once a combat
operation was expected to last for more
than 7 days, the act would be triggered.

The act basically sets up two impor-
tant substantive improvements on the
War Powers Resolution.

First, a permanent consultation com-
mittee is established in Congress, with
the majority and minority leaders of
both Houses and the chairs and ranking
members of the four key committees in
both Houses that deal with war issues—
Intel, Armed Services, Foreign Rela-
tions, and Appropriations.

That permanent consultation com-
mittee is a venue for discussion be-
tween the executive and legislative
branches—permanent and continuous—
over matters in the world that may re-
quire the use of American military
force.

Because the question comes up often:
What did the President do to consult
with Congress? Is it enough to call a
few leaders or call a few committee
chairs? This act would normalize and
regularize what consultation with Con-
gress means by establishing a perma-
nent consultation committee and re-
quiring ongoing dialogue between the
Executive and that committee.

The second requirement of this bill is
that once military action is com-
menced that would take more than 7
days, there is a requirement for a vote
in both Houses of Congress. The con-
sultation committee itself would put a
resolution on the table in both Houses
to approve or disapprove of military
action. It would be a privileged motion
with expedited requirements for de-
bate, amendment, and vote, and that
would ensure that we do not reach a
situation where action is being taken
at the instance of one branch with the
other branch not in agreement, because
to do that would put our men and
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women who are fighting and in harm’s
way at the risk of sacrificing their
lives when we in the political leader-
ship have not done the job of reaching
a consensus behind the mission.

To conclude, I will acknowledge what
the Senator from Arizona said. This is
a very thorny and difficult question
that has created challenges and dif-
ferences of interpretation since the
Constitution was written in 1787. De-
spite the fact that the Framers who
wrote the Constitution actually had a
pretty clear idea about how it should
operate, it has never operated that
way.

Forty years of a failed War Powers
Resolution in today’s dangerous world
suggests that it is time now to get
back in and to do some careful delib-
eration to update and normalize the
appropriate level of consultation be-
tween a President and the legislature.

The recent events as cited by the
Senator—whatever you think about
the merits or the equities, whether it is
Libya, whether it is Syria, whether it
is the discussions we are having now
with respect to Iran or any other of a
number of potential spots around the
world that could lead to conflict—sug-
gest that while decisions about war and
initiation of military action will never
be easy, they get harder if we do not
have an agreed-upon process for com-
ing to understand each other’s points
of view and then acting in the best in-
terest of the Nation to forge a con-
sensus.

With that, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to stand with my colleague,
after a number of months of discussion,
to introduce this bill, and I look for-
ward to the opportunity to carry this
dialogue forward with my colleagues in
this body.

Thank you very much.

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr.
DURBIN, and Mr. COONS):

S. 1945. A bill to amend the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 to revise the criteria
for determining which States and polit-
ical subdivisions are subject to section
4 of the Act, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, almost
five decades ago, President Lyndon
Johnson signed the original Voting
Rights Act into law. At the signing, he
spoke eloquently about the central
purpose of the law. He said:

This act flows from a clear and simple
wrong. Its only purpose is to right that
wrong. Millions of Americans are denied the
right to vote because of their color. This law
will ensure them the right to vote. The
wrong is one which no American, in his
heart, can justify. The right is one which no
American, true to our principles, can deny.

A lot has changed since 1965 and
much progress has been made, but 7
years ago the Senate and House exam-
ined whether racial discrimination in
voting was still a problem that re-
quired a Federal solution. After a long
series of hearings in both Chambers
and based upon a mountain of evidence,
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Democrats and Republicans came to-
gether to conclude that racial discrimi-
nation in voting is still a problem and
the protections that voters have had
under the Voting Rights Act were still
needed. Yet, last summer, the U.S. Su-
preme Court issued a decision that
struck at the heart of the Voting
Rights Act when it held that the cov-
erage provision of section 5 was uncon-
stitutional because it was not suffi-
ciently based on current conditions. In
doing so, the Court made clear that
Congress could update the law to re-
institute the protections of section 5
coverage if it were based on more re-
cent conduct.

Today, I am pleased to announce that
we are responding to the Court’s deci-
sion by introducing a bill that helps re-
invigorate the most vital protections
of the act. Through months of coopera-
tion, negotiation, and compromise,
Congressmen SENSENBRENNER and CON-
YERS and I have agreed on a bipartisan
and bicameral proposal to restore the
protections of the Voting Rights Act
that were weakened by the Supreme
Court’s decision last summer. Our sole
focus throughout this entire process
was to ensure that no American would
be denied their constitutional right to
vote because of discrimination on the
basis of race or color. We believe that
this is a strong bipartisan bill that ac-
complishes this goal and that every
Member of Congress can support.

Under our bipartisan bill, all States
and jurisdictions are eligible for sec-
tion 5 protections under a new cov-
erage formula, which is based on re-
peated voting rights violations in the
last 15 years. This coverage provision is
based solely on a State’s or local juris-
diction’s recent voting rights record.
Significantly, the 15-year period
“‘rolls” or continuously moves to keep
up with ‘“‘current conditions,” as the
Supreme Court stated should be a basis
for any coverage provision. If a State
that is covered establishes a clean
record moving forward, it will fall out
of coverage. In addition, the existing
bailout provision would still be avail-
able for States or jurisdictions that
can establish that they had a clean
record in a 10-year span. These provi-
sions ensure that the coverage provi-
sion is not over-inclusive because juris-
dictions that have not repeatedly vio-
lated the voting rights of its constitu-
ents can come out from under
preclearance requirements.

Our bill would also improve the Vot-
ing Rights Act to allow our Federal
courts to bail-in the worst actors for
preclearance. Current law permits
States or jurisdictions to be bailed in
only for intentional voting rights vio-
lations, but to ensure that the worst
discrimination in voting is captured,
the bill would amend the act to allow
States or jurisdictions to be bailed in
for results-based violations, where the
effect of a particular voting measure is
to deny an individual his or her right
to vote.

In recognition that voters need to be
aware of changes in laws affecting
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their right to vote, the bill provides for
greater transparency in elections. Sun-
light is a great disinfectant, as Justice
Brandeis once observed, and in this in-
stance, the additional sunlight will
protect voters from discrimination.
The transparency provisions provide
for public notice and information in
three areas. The first part requires
public notice of late breaking changes
in Federal elections. The second part
requires information on polling place
resource allocation for Federal elec-
tions. The third part requires informa-
tion on changes to electoral districts,
including demographic information, to
prevent racial gerrymandering, imper-
missible redistricting, and infringe-
ment on minority voters. The last part
requires this information for Federal,
State, and local elections because the
most impermissible conduct oftentimes
occurs in State and local elections.

Finally, our bill revises the prelimi-
nary injunction standard for voting
rights actions. The principle behind
this part of the proposal is the recogni-
tion that when voting rights are at
stake, obtaining relief after the elec-
tion has already concluded is too late
to vindicate the individuals’ voting
rights. We recognize that there will be
cases where there is a special need for
immediate, preliminary relief where
the plaintiff can establish that the vot-
ing measure is likely to be discrimina-
tory.

This proposal is a bipartisan effort to
provide a narrow fix to address the Su-
preme Court’s Shelby County decision
to ensure that all Americans are pro-
tected from racial discrimination in
voting. I am confident and hopeful that
the Congress can work together as a
body—not as Democrats or Republicans
but as Americans—to ensure that we
root out all voter discrimination with
a strong and reinvigorated Voting
Rights Act.

I am confident we can do this because
protecting voting rights has always
been a bipartisan effort. In 1965 Presi-
dent Johnson signed the Voting Rights
Act into law. That law was passed with
overwhelming bipartisan support in
Congress. In the Senate the vote was 79
to 18. In the House the vote was 328 to
74. In the four times since it was reau-
thorized, the support for the law has
only increased. In fact, when President
George W. Bush signed the most recent
reauthorization in 2006, the vote in the
Senate was 98 to 0 and the vote in the
House was 390 to 33. Too often there is
gridlock in Congress, but when it
comes to the Voting Rights Act, there
is almost unanimous agreement on the
principle that no American should be
denied his or her right to vote or to
participate in our democracy.

My hope is that we can continue this
legacy of bipartisanship on the issue of
voting rights. As we prepare to cele-
brate Martin Luther King, Jr. Day on
Monday, we should remember the
words of Dr. King, who, in a powerful
speech about the right to vote, said:

So long as I do not firmly and irrevocably
possess the right to vote I do not possess my-
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self. I cannot make up my mind—it is made
up for me. I cannot live as a democratic cit-
izen, observing the laws I have helped to
enact—I can only submit to the edict of oth-
ers. So our most urgent request to the presi-
dent of the United States and every member
of Congress is to give us the right to vote.

I believe that the bipartisan bill we
are introducing today honors the spirit
of those words. I thank Senators DUR-
BIN and COONS for working with me and
I look forward to working with all Sen-
ators on this important legislation.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr.
SCHATZ, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. 1946. A bill to amend the Reclama-
tion Safety of Dams Act of 1978 to mod-
ify the authorization of appropriations;
to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today I
rise to introduce a bill to protect valu-
able water resource infrastructure
across the West. I am pleased to be
joined by Senators SCHATZ and FEIN-
STEIN who share my concern for dam
safety. The Bureau of Reclamation’s
Dam Safety Program is not a new pro-
gram, but it is vital for farmers, local
economies, and communities in 17
Western States. Because the Safety of
Dams, SOD Program is running out of
money, it is essential that Congress ex-
tend the program and allow projects to
proceed by permanently authorizing
the funding needed.

The SOD Program has a straight-
forward mission: ‘“‘to ensure that Rec-
lamation facilities do not present un-
reasonable risks to the public, public
safety, property, and/or the environ-
ment.”” The challenge of meeting that
mission is complicated by the strains
of aging infrastructure and population
growth within dam failure zones. Rec-
lamation manages 476 dams and dikes,
370 of which are listed within the high
or significant hazard class, meaning
failure of the dam or dike would cause
life loss or significant damages. Once
Reclamation begins risk modifications
to a dam, the local partners share 15
percent of the associated costs. Since
the creation of the SOD Program, Con-
gress has seen fit to raise the pro-
gram’s authorized ceiling four times—
in 1984, 2000, and 2002. Twelve years
later, it is time to keep this program
going once more before we hit the ceil-
ing.

My bill would do away with the au-
thorization ceiling and permanently
authorize this important program. No
longer would the ceiling be a hindrance
on advancing dam safety. A project in
my home State helps to illustrate the
problem. Scoggins Dam is located in
Washington County, OR. The dam
forms the heart of the water system in
the Tualatin Basin, providing drinking
water to residents, irrigation for valu-
able croplands, and support for nearly
a quarter million jobs. The risk to
Scoggins Dam comes from its position
within the Cascade subduction zone,
where a typical earthquake has a mag-
nitude of 8.7 to 9.2. As the first U.S.
Senator to visit Fukushima after its
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devastating subduction zone earth-
quake and resulting tsunami, I saw
firsthand the incredible damage a seis-
mic event can have on a region and its
infrastructure.

The Bureau of Reclamation is al-
ready well into the process of risk as-
sessment on Scoggins Dam, and the
current SOD Program ceiling poses a
significant obstacle to advancing the
project to concrete risk-mitigation ac-
tions. Reclamation has evaluated Scog-
gins Dam and predicted that an earth-
quake could cause spill wall failure and
potential embankment failure due to
deformation, overtopping, or erosion
through cracks. Reclamation com-
pleted the correction action study for
Scoggins in late 2012; however, no
modifications can proceed until there
is room in the SOD Program budget.
The uncertainty around fixing this
Federal facility is taking a toll on eco-
nomic development at a time when piv-
otal Oregon companies like Intel and
Nike are undertaking expansions in
Washington County. Scoggins Dam
joins a list of other dam projects on the
near horizon that won’t be able to pro-
ceed without this bill.

Ensuring that dams continue to pro-
vide the benefits they do across the
West in a safe manner is an important
responsibility. I want to express my
thanks to the Tualatin Basin Water
Supply Partners for their diligent work
to see that safety modifications are
made for the public’s benefit and to
meet the region’s long-run water needs.
I look forward to working with Senator
SCHATZ, Senator FEINSTEIN, and other
colleagues and the bill’s other sup-
porters to continue the work of the
SOD Program.

By Mr. SANDERS:

S. 1950. A bill to improve the provi-
sion of medical services and benefits to
veterans, and for other purposes; read
the first time.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, today
as the chairman of the committee I
have introduced the most comprehen-
sive piece of veterans legislation that
we have seen in a very long time. The
Comprehensive Veterans Health and
Benefit and Military Retirement Pay
Restoration Act of 2014 delivers on the
promises that we have made to our
servicemembers and I believe will have
the support of Members of the Senate
and of the House. It addresses virtually
every single issue the veterans commu-
nity has been concerned about.

What we have done now is taken two
omnibus bills and wrapped them into
this legislation. In addition, we have
taken other pieces of legislation passed
by the committee, and we have added
to that based on some recent develop-
ments.

This legislation is the product of a
year of bipartisan work and includes
provisions important to almost every
single veterans service organization
and dozens of Members of the Senate,
Republican, Democrat, and Inde-
pendent, many of which were reported
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out of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee
with strong bipartisan support.

This legislation completely elimi-
nates the cuts that were made to the
military retiree cost-of-living adjust-
ments. I know there was great concern
here in the Senate from Democrats and
Republicans about that cut, as well as
in the House of Representatives. I am
happy to say this legislation com-
pletely eliminates the cuts that were
made to the military retiree cost-of-
living adjustments.

As we all know, the Bipartisan Budg-
et Act of 2013 that was passed a few
days ago would lower cost-of-living ad-
justments for military retirees by re-
ducing the annual adjustment by 1 per-
cent until age 62. The American people
have spoken very loudly and very
clearly. They have told the Congress to
restore those cuts to military retirees
and we have listened. I applaud the
House and the Senate for restoring
these cuts for disabled military retir-
ees and survivors in the appropriations
act we passed today. Today we took
care of part of the problem. But we
have to do more. What the comprehen-
sive veterans bill I have introduced
today does is restore the full COLA to
all military retirees, every single re-
tiree. This bill restores these COLAs
and does much more.

I wish to take a moment to highlight
some of the key provisions of this com-
prehensive piece of legislation. Let me
say, this legislation is based on listen-
ing very carefully to what the veterans
organizations have told us in private
meetings, in hearings, and at some of
the very large hearings we have held
with the American Legion, the VFW,
the DAV, and many other service orga-
nizations. Let me briefly touch on
some of the provisions we are address-
ing, some of the concerns we are ad-
dressing in this comprehensive vet-
erans legislation which, I should add, is
fully paid for. It is fully paid for.

In the first omnibus bill that we
passed, S. 944, the Veterans Health and
Benefits Improvement Act of 2013, we
dealt with in-State tuition assistance
for post-9/11 veterans, an issue of great
concern to young veterans and to all of
the veterans organizations. This pack-
age includes provisions the commit-
tee’s ranking member Senator BURR
and I worked together on, that would
help servicemembers transition back
into civilian life by making recently
separated veterans eligible for tuition
at the in-State rate.

Given the nature of our Armed
Forces, servicemembers have little to
no say as to where they reside during
military service. Therefore, many of
these servicemembers have not had suf-
ficient time to establish residency by
the time they go back to school. This
legislation would help the transition of
our brave men and women who have
sacrificed so much in defense of our
country by giving them a fair shot at
attaining educational goals without in-
curring an additional financial burden.
We address that issue in this legisla-
tion.
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Clearly one of the issues that has
been an embarrassment to all of us is
the degree of sexual assault we have
seen in the military. What this legisla-
tion does is address that issue as well.
While the Pentagon, Congress, and
other stakeholders continue to work to
end sexual assault within the military,
something we have to focus on, we
must nonetheless do everything we can
to ensure that the VA is a welcoming
place for those who have survived sex-
ual assault. That is why this legisla-
tion includes important provisions that
would improve the delivery of care and
benefits to individuals who experience
sexual trauma by serving in the mili-
tary. These provisions were inspired by
Ruth Moore, a veteran who struggled
for 23 years to receive VA disability
compensation.

It would expand access to VA coun-
seling and care to active-duty service-
members and members of the Guard
and Reserve who experienced sexual as-
sault during inactive-duty training. It
also takes a number of steps to im-
prove the adjudication of disability
compensation claims based on military
sexual trauma.

This legislation will give the VA ad-
ditional tools to provide victims of sex-
ual trauma with the care and benefits
they need to confront the emotional
and physical consequences of these hor-
rific acts. Sexual assault in the mili-
tary is unacceptable and this com-
mittee is, in a significant way, address-
ing that issue.

One of the concerns we have heard
from many veterans and veterans orga-
nizations is the issue of overmedica-
tion. Many of our veterans come back
and receive in some cases 5, 10 different
types of pills to address some of the
very serious problems they have. What
this bill does is expand, among many
other things, access to complementary
and alternative medicine. The VA al-
ready does a good job in that area. This
would expand their capability to pro-
vide complementary and alternative
medicine.

Maintaining the VA’s world-class
health care system remains a priority
for our committee. I am pleased we
were able to respond to calls from vet-
erans to increase access to complemen-
tary and alternative medicine for the
treatment of chronic pain, mental
health conditions, and chronic disease.
By expanding access to these treat-
ment options—options such as acu-
puncture, meditation, massage ther-
apy, and many others—we can enhance
the likelihood veterans get the care
they need in the way that works for
them. These treatments are becoming
more and more popular. More and more
veterans want access to them and that
is what we do in this legislation.

Additionally, this legislation calls
for the VA to promote healthy weight
in veterans by increasing their access
to fitness facilities as a healthy weight
is critical to combating multiple
chronic diseases, including diabetes
and heart disease. In other words, the
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most cost-effective and best way to
treat disease is to prevent that disease
by making sure our veterans have the
opportunity to keep healthy. This leg-
islation does that as well.

This legislation further honors as
veterans certain persons who per-
formed service in the Reserve compo-
nents of the Armed Forces. I know how
important this provision is for all
those who wore this Nation’s uniforms
as members of the Reserves. I am
pleased we will finally honor their
service with passage of this legislation.

This legislation also expands benefits
for surviving spouses, for the spouses of
those who gave their lives to defend
this country. I want to make special
note of provisions that will be included
in this package that would also
strengthen the benefits and services
provided to surviving family members
by addressing a number of concerns
brought to the attention of this com-
mittee by the Gold Star Wives in testi-
mony last year.

Obviously the Gold Star Wives are
the spouses of those soldiers who died
in combat. Specifically, this bill would
provide additional dependency and in-
demnity compensation for surviving
spouses with children in order to pro-
vide financial support in the difficult
period following the loss of a loved one.
This bill would also expand the Marine
Gunnery Sergeant John David Fry
Scholarship to include surviving
spouses of members of the Armed
Forces who died in the line of duty.
That means surviving spouses would
become eligible for post-9/11 GI bill
benefits, setting them and their fami-
lies up for success in the years to fol-
low.

One of the issues that has occupied a
great deal of time and energy on the
committee deals with claim processing.
We all know that for the last number
of years the VA has had a very signifi-
cant backlog. That is clearly not ac-
ceptable. When a veteran brings forth a
claim, that claim should be processed
in a reasonable period of time with a
reasonable degree of accuracy. We are
all too well familiar with the chal-
lenges of the claims backlog. I am very
pleased to see that the VA is making
significant progress on this complex
issue. They are going from paper to
digital. That is a huge process. As a re-
sult, the backlog is declining. That is
good news, but we have to do more.

This legislation would support VA’s
ongoing efforts and would make needed
improvements to the claims system.
Among a number of claims-related pro-
visions, this bill for the first time
would require the Department to pub-
licly report on both claims processing
goals and actual production. This
would allow Congress and the public to
closely track and measure VA’s
progress on this difficult issue. The
Secretary of the VA Eric Shinseki has
proposed a very ambitious goal for the
end of 2015. We want to make sure they
are on track.

That is some of the provisions in-
cluded in the first bill. Let me talk a
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little about bit about the second omni-
bus bill. Both of those bills passed
unanimously out of committee. The
Comprehensive Veterans Health and
Benefits and Military Retirement Pay
Restoration Act of 2014 includes provi-
sions from S. 1581, a second omnibus
bill that moved out of the committee
with unanimous support at the Novem-
ber markup. Here are some of the pro-
visions in that omnibus.

The improvement and expansion of
dental care. I don’t know about New
Mexico, but I can tell you that in
Vermont, and in fact in many parts of
this country, inability to access afford-
able dental care is a major crisis. It is
true for the general public and it is
true for veterans as well. The truth is,
right now the VA, with the exception
of service-connected oral problems,
does not provide dental care to our vet-
erans. I think that is a very significant
omission.

What this legislation does is, starting
off with a large-scale pilot project,
begin the effort to make sure dental
care becomes part of VA health care.
This is something that I think the vet-
erans throughout this country will be
very excited to learn about and to par-
ticipate in.

Those are some of the provisions that
were in the two omnibus bills, and they
passed unanimously.

Let me talk about some other legis-
lation that came out of the committee,
in some cases with bipartisan support,
but not unanimously. The first one
deals with advanced appropriations for
the VA; that is, S. 932, the Putting Vet-
erans Funding First Act of 2013. That
was introduced, as I recall, by Senators
BEGICH and BOOZMAN in a bipartisan
way. Here is the story, which is very
important: As we saw last year, in the
event of a prolonged government shut-
down, the Veterans’ Administration
would not have been able to issue dis-
ability compensation or pension pay-
ments or provide educational benefit to
millions of deserving veterans.

The truth is that during that shut-
down, we were perhaps a week or 10
days away from disabled veterans, and
others, not getting the benefits so
many of them depend upon. It is what
they depend upon to buy groceries, it is
what they depend upon to pay a mort-
gage, and to make their car payments.
We were a week or 10 days away from
those veterans not getting those bene-
fits.

I am happy to say that in this legis-
lation we have addressed that issue,
and we have moved forward with ad-
vanced appropriations for mandatory
accounts at the VA.

Our economy is making slow
progress. We are creating jobs, but no-
body believes we are anywhere near
where we want to be. Real unemploy-
ment in this country is close to 13 per-
cent. In my view, we owe a great deal
to our veterans who have left their
families, their jobs, gone abroad, and
then when they come back, they are
unable to find employment. What our
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legislation does is put into this com-
prehensive bill the Renew Our VOW to
Hire Heroes, S. 6, the Putting Veterans
Back to Work Act of 2013. This legisla-
tion would reauthorize provisions from
the VOW to Hire Heroes Act, including
a 2-year extension to the Veterans
Training Assistance Program which re-
trains unemployed veterans for high-
demand occupations. There are other
employment provisions in this legisla-
tion as well.

Several years ago, under the leader-
ship of our colleague PATTY MURRAY,
who was my predecessor as chair of the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, we
proudly passed the Caregivers Act. The
Caregivers Act was a very important
piece of legislation which said to fami-
lies who were taking care of disabled
veterans: We understand what you are
doing is very difficult, and we are going
to give you some assistance.

The legislation we had passed dealt
with post-9/11 veterans and their fami-
lies. After listening to the concerns of
pre-9/11 veterans and their family mem-
bers, I introduced S. 851, the Caregivers
Expansion and Improvement Act of
2013 to extend eligibility for the care-
givers programs to veterans’ families
of all eras. So we took this program,
which was working well, and we said
we are going to pay attention to the
needs of all families who are taking
care of men and women who put their
lives on the line to defend us and have
become disabled, and that is in this
legislation as well.

Also in this legislation is language
which will extend eligibility to enroll
in VA health care, and that is S. 1604.
We all know that early diagnosis of
health care conditions is critically im-
portant. Under the current law, re-
cently separated veterans have 5 years
of free health care from the VA. This
legislation would extend the period of
time for these individuals, including
members of the active component, the
National Guard, and Reserves. They
will be eligible to enroll in the VA
health care system for 10 years post de-
ployment. We go from 5 years to 10
years.

This benefit has been incredibly help-
ful to our most recent generation of
servicemembers, and extending the en-
rollment period will allow more indi-
viduals to take advantage of VA’s high-
quality, cost-effective health care sys-
tem, including important access to
mental health care services.

Additionally, this legislation sim-
plifies the process for determining eli-
gibility for enrollment in VA health
care for lower income veterans. Cur-
rently VA uses an extremely complex
calculation of geographic income
thresholds that vary from county to
county. You can have one veteran in
one county in Vermont, another person
living a mile away, and one is eligible
for VA health care because of his or her
income, but another person with the
same income is not eligible. My legisla-
tion establishes one income threshold
per State, simplifies the process, and
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will enable more veterans to be eligible
for VA health care.

This legislation also includes S. 131,
the Women Veterans and Other Health
Care Improvements Act of 2013. With
the widespread use of improvised explo-
sive devices throughout Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, both female and male serv-
icemembers have found themselves
with increased risk of spinal cord, re-
productive, and urinary tract injury.
Many of these veterans dreamed of
starting a family, but their injuries
prevented them from conceiving, and
this legislation will help them fulfill
their dreams.

We have three more important provi-
sions I want to briefly touch upon, and
that is, once again, the restoration of
full COLA for all military retirees. In
an effort to address concerns regarding
the cost-of-living adjustments for all
military retirees, this bill would reaf-
firm the commitment Congress made
to our servicemembers and veterans by
ensuring consistent and appropriate
funding for military retirees and vet-
erans. This very important provision is
in this legislation.

Furthermore, there has been a con-
cern that many CBOCs, community-
based outreach clinics, that have been
planned all over this country have been
unable to be built for a variety of tech-
nical reasons. We addressed that issue
as well. This bill also improves access
to mental health treatment for vet-
erans.

Let me conclude by saying we give a
lot of speeches about the respect we
have for the men and women who put
their lives on the line to defend this
country. They have come forward
through the veterans committee and
they have said: We have concerns. We
have concerns about health care; we
have concerns about how quickly the
benefits that we apply for come to us.
They have been very loud and clear in
saying—and we agree with them—that
it is unacceptable that pensions prom-
ised to veterans have been cut. There
have been many other issues dealing
with employment and dealing with
education.

What this bill does in a comprehen-
sive way is to say to the veterans of
this country—the millions and millions
of people who have given so much to
us—we hear your concerns. We hear
your concerns, and we are going to ad-
dress your concerns.

I want to take this moment to thank
majority leader Senator REID. He has
been very supportive of not only vet-
erans in general but supportive of this
effort to make sure we keep our prom-
ises to the veterans of this country.
That bill has been introduced. My hope
is we can get it to the floor as soon as
possible.

I hope very much that although there
is a partisan climate, that on this issue
of keeping our promises to the men and
women who have put their lives on the
line to defend this country, we can
come together as a Senate and as a
House and have the President sign this
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bill which will mean so much to so
many.

With that, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
want to start by thanking Chairman
SANDERS of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee, where I serve, for his extraor-
dinary vision and leadership and join
him in thanking the majority leader
for his commitment to this kind of
comprehensive and aggressive ap-
proach to revise and reinvigorate, re-
invent and reform, veterans programs
in a comprehensive and overarching ap-
proach.

I will be speaking at greater length
in the days and weeks to come, but I
want to join the Senator in commit-
ting all of us—I hope on a bipartisan
basis—to this effort to fix the flaws and
fulfill the vision this Nation owes to
the men and women who have served
and sacrificed year after year.

This program recognizes a funda-
mental truth: We are dealing with dif-
ferent populations of different ages,
and within those populations, people
with different needs and challenges,
and a comprehensive program is nec-
essary to address the obligation. It is
an obligation we owe them to make
sure that we leave no veteran behind
and keep faith with every man and
woman who has served and sacrificed
for this Nation.

It fixes the flaws of the last budget
agreement that reduced the cost-of-liv-
ing adjustment on retirees’ pensions. It
commits the Nation to economic op-
portunity and real jobs—training for
the jobs that exist now and the jobs of
the future. It reforms loan and aid pro-
grams for college education and also
for noncollege education.

It addresses the gaps in health care,
not just by promising but performing.
And, of course, it will also necessarily
help veterans who may be preyed upon
by schemes and scams, legal or illegal,
and that is a very desperate and chal-
lenging need for this Nation to address,
and hopefully it will do so on a bipar-
tisan basis.

There should be no reason and no jus-
tification for opposing an effort that is
paid for—and I stress paid for. My hope
is we will have bipartisan support for
this visionary and courageous measure
that says to America’s veterans: We
will keep faith with you. We will leave
no veteran behind.

One of the first promises I made 3
years ago in the first speech I gave on
the floor of this Chamber was I would
work and fight aggressively for the vet-
erans of this Nation. I intend to work
for this program—work to improve it—
and continue to listen to the Veterans
of Foreign Wars, the Vietnam Veterans
of America, the American Legion, and
all of the groups that represent our
veterans so ably, and speak for them.
The voices and faces of Connecticut’s
veterans have been with me always,
and I see them always when I return. I
will work tirelessly for this program.
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Again, my thanks to all of the mem-
bers of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee who will be supporting this pro-
gram, and to our chairman Senator
SANDERS for his great leadership.

————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself,
Mr. VITTER, Mr. MORAN, Mr.
SCOTT, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. THUNE, Mr. PAUL,
Mr. HATCH, Mr. INHOFE, Mr.
BLUNT, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. ENZI,
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. RUBIO,
Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. BOOZMAN,
Mrs. FISCHER, Ms. MURKOWSKI,
Mr. CORNYN, Mr. JOHNSON, of
Wisconsin, Mr. RISCH, Mr.
BURR, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. CHAM-
BLISS, Mr. COBURN, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. LEE, Mr.
COATS, Mr. TooMEY, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. CRUz, Mr. KIRK, Mr.
WICKER, Mr. CORKER, and Mr.
GRAHAM):

S.J. Res. 30. A joint resolution to dis-
approve a rule of the Environmental
Protection Agency relating to green-
house gas emissions from electric util-
ity generating units; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

S.J. RES. 30

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency relating to new
source performance standards for emissions
of carbon dioxide for new affected fossil fuel-
fired electric utility generating units (pub-
lished at 79 Fed. Reg. 1430 (January 8, 2014)),
and such rule shall have no force or effect.

SENATE RESOLUTION 333—STRONG-
LY RECOMMENDING THAT THE
UNITED STATES RENEGOTIATE
THE RETURN OF THE IRAQI JEW-
ISH ARCHIVE TO IRAQ

Mr. TOOMEY (for himself, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. KIRK,
Mr. CARDIN, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. ROBERTS,
Mr. KAINE, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr.
MENENDEZ) submitted the following
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations:

S. RES. 333

Whereas, before the mid-20th century,
Baghdad had been a center of Jewish life,
culture, and scholarship, dating back to 721
BC;

Whereas, as recently as 1940, Jews made up
25 percent of Baghdad’s population;

Whereas, in the 1930’s and 1940’s, under the
leadership of Rasheed Ali, anti-Jewish dis-
crimination increased drastically, including
the June 1-2, 1941, Farhud pogrom, in which
nearly 180 Jews were killed;

Whereas, in 1948, Zionism was added to the
Iraqi criminal code as punishable by death;

Whereas, throughout 1950-1953, Jews were
allowed to leave Iraq under the condition
that they renounce their citizenship;

Whereas, as result of past persecution, few
Jews remain in Iraq today, and many left
their possessions and treasured artifacts be-
hind;
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