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Wrenn, a consultant to the Helms Com-
mittee, Peter Moore, the campaign manager 
for the Helms committee, Jack Hawke, 
Chairman of the NCGOP, and Effie Pernell, 
Executive Director of the NCGOP. During 
these meetings, in addition to discussing 
general campaign strategy, Davidson recalls 
that a consensus was reached that some type 
of ‘‘ballot security’’ effort needed to be un-
dertaken prior to the 1990 general election. 
Peter Moore confirmed Davidson’s recollec-
tions, as he recalls meetings in which discus-
sions focused upon the need for a ‘‘ballot se-
curity’’ program in connection with the No-
vember, 1990 election. At one of these meet-
ings involving the leadership of the Helms 
Committee and the NCGOP, the decision was 
made to budget $25,000 for the 1990 ‘‘ballot se-
curity’’ program and to finance the ‘‘ballot 
security’’ program with NCGOP funds. 

In early September, 1990, Ed Locke, a polit-
ical consultant from Charlotte who had 
played a major role in organizing the 1984 
‘‘ballot security’’ program for the NCGOP 
and the 1984 Helms Committee, contacted 
Tom Farr to offer his services for coordi-
nating the 1990 ‘‘ballot security’’ program. 

On October 16th, Davidson and possibly 
Tom Farr, who had worked with Ed Locke on 
the 1984 ‘‘ballot security’’ program for the 
NCGOP and the Helms Committee, contacted 
Locke by telephone in Charlotte and asked 
Locke if he would be willing to meet in Ra-
leigh to discuss the 1990 ‘‘ballot security’’ 
program. Apparently Peter Moore and Carter 
Wrenn had been consulted concerning con-
tacting Locke for discussions on the ‘‘ballot 
security’’ program and had given their as-
sent to pursue such discussions. Locke 
agreed to meet with the Helms Committee 
representatives and flew to Raleigh the next 
day. 

In Raleigh, he met initially with Moore, 
Davidson, and Farr. This meeting was held 
at Farr’s law firm, Maupin, Taylor, Ellis & 
Adams. At the meeting, the participants ap-
parently reviewed the 1984 ‘‘ballot security’’ 
program with an eye toward the activities 
that should be undertaken in 1990. Davidson 
stated that by the end of the meeting they 
had formulated a tentative outline for the 
1990 ‘‘ballot security’’ effort. Davidson re-
calls that a mailing targeted at voters who 
no longer resided in the precinct in which 
they are registered was one of the projects 
suggested for 1990. They also discussed who 
would be best suited to coordinate the ‘‘bal-
lot security’’ effort. 

According to Farr, he told the attendees of 
the meeting that there was only a limited 
number of ‘‘ballot security’’ programs that 
could be undertaken with only about three 
weeks left in the election. Farr also stated 
that the need for a ‘‘ballot security’’ pro-
gram was not as compelling as in 1984, since, 
unlike in 1984, the state had a Republican 
governor. Since the Governor has power to 
appoint two out of the three members of 
each county’s board of elections, Farr ex-
plained that the Republican-controlled coun-
ty election boards throughout the state 
would serve effectively as a statewide ‘‘bal-
lot security’’ program, as they would ensure 
a fair election process for Republican can-
didates. He suggested that contact be made 
with a Republican board of elections member 
in every county to ensure that they will be 
working on election day. He also suggested 
that, to the extent that any ‘‘ballot secu-
rity’’ programs are undertaken, they should 
focus on those precincts with little or no Re-
publican presence at the polls. To this end, 
he advised that the Helms Committee/ 
NCGOP should hire observers to watch the 
opening and closing of the polls in such pre-
cincts. He suggested that it may also be 
helpful to publicize the fact that a ‘‘ballot 
security’’ program is going to be undertaken. 

When the idea of a card mailing was raised, 
Farr told us that he explained to Locke and 
the others that while during the 1984 elec-
tion, state law provided that returned post-
cards may serve as prima facie evidence that 
a voter was not properly registered to vote 
in that precinct, such procedures had been 
altered subsequent to that election so that a 
returned mailing could no longer serve to 
support an election day challenge of voters. 
He told the others that in light of this 
change, a postcard mailing like the mailing 
conducted in 1984 would not be particularly 
useful, except for use as evidence in post- 
election challenges. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The memo includes 
Farr’s own retelling of meetings in 
which sending postcards to voters was 
discussed. In fact, Farr told colleagues 
that postcards might not be as effec-
tive in kicking voters off the rolls as 
they had been in 1984. It is impossible, 
though, to square this memo with 
Farr’s denial to the Judiciary Com-
mittee that he had any knowledge of 
these actions. 

In addition, since that time, Mr. Farr 
has remained active in efforts to de-
press and dilute African-American vot-
ing. In several cases, Farr defended 
North Carolina’s congressional and leg-
islative districts that were drawn after 
the 2010 Census against allegations 
that the State legislature drew them to 
dilute the vote of African Americans. 
Farr has defended these districts before 
North Carolina’s State courts, Federal 
courts, and the Supreme Court. How-
ever, in each instance, his arguments 
have been rejected. 

In North Carolina v. Covington, a 
three-judge panel in the Middle Dis-
trict of North Carolina found that 
‘‘race was the predominant factor mo-
tivating the drawing of all challenged 
[state legislative] districts.’’ 

In Harris v. McCrory, two of the 
three Federal judges on a panel held 
that the State’s congressional redis-
tricting plan violated the 14th Amend-
ment’s equal protection clause. 

In 2016, Farr also defended North 
Carolina’s restrictive voter ID law in 
the North Carolina State Conference of 
the NAACP v. McCrory. He had served 
as an adviser to the State legislature 
as it was considering that legislation. 
In arguing before the Fourth Circuit, 
Farr strongly denied that racial ani-
mus toward African Americans was the 
motivation for the voter ID law. The 
court, however, strongly disagreed. In 
striking down the law, the court 
strongly rejected Farr’s arguments, 
noting that the law’s requirements 
‘‘target African Americans with almost 
surgical precision.’’ That is the Fourth 
Circuit’s confirming that racial animus 
was part of this. 

The Congressional Black Caucus 
Foundation expressed its strong oppo-
sition to Farr’s nomination, writing 
that ‘‘Farr has amassed a record that 
puts him at the forefront of an ex-
tended fight to disenfranchise African- 
American voters.’’ 

Opposition to Farr’s nomination has 
been compounded by the history of this 
particular vacancy, which has been 

open for a long time—actually, since 
2006. President Obama nominated two 
highly qualified African-American 
women to fill the vacancy. Either 
would have been the first African 
American to serve on the court—a 
long-overdue milestone in a district in 
which more than 25 percent of the pop-
ulation is African American. 

The first nominee, Jennifer May- 
Parker, served as chief of the Appellate 
Division at the U.S. Attorney’s Office 
in the Eastern District of North Caro-
lina. By that time, she had served in 
the U.S. Attorney’s Office for 14 years. 
Her nomination did not move forward 
because she didn’t receive a blue slip 
from the State’s Republican Senator 
even though he had initially rec-
ommended her to the White House as a 
potential nominee. 

The second nominee, Patricia 
Timmons-Goodson, served as the vice 
chair of the U.S. Commission on Civil 
Rights. She had previously served as an 
associate justice on the North Carolina 
Supreme Court and as an associate 
judge for the North Carolina Court of 
Appeals. Again, Republicans did not 
allow her nomination to move forward. 

While the Republicans have under-
mined the blue-slip policy to confirm 
President Trump’s judicial nominees, 
it is important to know that the only 
reason Tom Farr’s nomination is under 
consideration today is that Republican 
blue slips were honored by the Demo-
crats during the Obama administra-
tion. In short, the Republicans blocked 
two highly qualified African-American 
women from filling the vacancy in 
order to hold the seat open for a White 
nominee with a history of 
disenfranchising Black Americans. I 
am sorry to say that, but that is the 
way it was. 

It is impossible to see how the people 
Tom Farr would serve in the Eastern 
District of North Carolina would ever 
believe they would be getting a fair 
shot in his courtroom. The Senate 
should reject this nominee. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
IMMIGRATION 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, on 
May 5 of this year, NASA launched the 
InSight rocket. That probe, the In-
Sight probe, has traveled 300 million 
miles since May of this year and has 
touched down safely on Mars. It is a re-
markable achievement. The United 
States is the only country in the world 
that has any probes on Mars. We have 
several now that are moving around 
and are stable. The technology behind 
that—the thought, the design, the en-
gineering, the work—is a remarkable 
achievement for the science commu-
nity. 

The 300 million-plus miles that it has 
traveled since May and to be able to 
land safely is a remarkable achieve-
ment. I compared that 300-mile journey 
of the InSight probe and safely landing 
on Mars to our now two-decades-long 
conversation trying to solve immigra-
tion. 
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As Americans, we have figured out 

how to travel 300 million miles, but we 
have not been able to figure out how to 
manage our own immigration policy. 
This is the 10th time I have come to 
this floor to talk about immigration in 
just the last 3 years. 

Earlier this year in February, we had 
a tremendous amount of work that was 
happening here in the Senate to try to 
come to a set of agreements about how 
we can manage the immigration policy 
in the United States, and those agree-
ments failed. While InSight was trav-
eling 300 million miles, the Senate still 
did nothing to solve the issue of immi-
gration. 

We watched today several thousand 
people in Tijuana living in a soccer sta-
dium after they left from Honduras. 
They traveled into Guatemala. The 
Guatemalans deported several thou-
sands of them and said: You didn’t 
cross legally from Honduras into Gua-
temala. 

Then they approached the border be-
tween Guatemala and Mexico, and 
Mexico put their law enforcement and 
their military on the border and said: 
You can’t just cross the border ille-
gally from Guatemala to Mexico. Then 
they charged the bridge, overran the 
law enforcement and the military of 
the Mexican police, went around into 
the river, and then regrouped again and 
continued to move forward to Mexico. 

Mexico offered them asylum, which I 
thought was incredibly gracious, based 
on the way they crossed into Mexico. 
Mexico offered them asylum and the 
ability to stay in Mexico. They offered 
them assistance all along the way. 
They did arrest some troublemakers 
along the way. 

Now they have made their way all 
the way through Mexico, and they are 
just outside San Diego. A few days ago, 
the same group rushed our border to 
see if our border would cave the same 
way the southern border of Mexico did. 
Yet we did not. 

Interestingly enough, that group of 
several thousand people who rushed the 
border, who are now parked on that 
border, are literally living within a few 
100 yards of the largest legal border 
crossing in the world—the San Diego 
crossing. There are 100,000 people a day 
who legally cross the border from Mex-
ico into the United States, within feet 
of where they charged the border and 
demanded to get entry into the United 
States. Let me just set that for you 
again side by side. There are 100,000 
people every single day who legally 
cross the border from Mexico into the 
United States at the Tijuana-San 
Diego crossing. Yet the attention is 
not on the 100,000 who are legally cross-
ing the border. The cameras are turned 
toward the few thousand who are try-
ing to rush the border illegally. Our 
perspective is out of whack. 

We are not a closed country to immi-
gration. We are an open country to im-
migration. There are 1.1 million people 
who last year became citizens of the 
United States—1.1 million—but we are 
a Nation that has order and structure. 

We have 1 million people every single 
day who leave the United States, com-
ing in legally either through Canada or 
through Mexico or based on flights. 
Our law enforcement folks who handle 
all the issues there—Border Patrol, 
customs, and all of the different folks 
from ICE—do a tremendous job every 
single day. 

I think Secretary Nielsen and her 
leadership has been stellar in their 
leadership to help manage through a 
PR nightmare that has been created 
because the cameras want to focus on a 
few people crossing illegally and refuse 
to turn the cameras just 15 degrees and 
focus on 100,000 people coming across 
the border legally. 

We do have to do something about 
our immigration policy. We are a Na-
tion that has been open to immigrants 
our entire history as a nation, and we 
remain so and should remain so. 

But the question seems to get spun 
up on this one issue: What do we do 
about someone who intentionally 
breaks the law to come into our coun-
try? How do we treat them versus the 
person who has gone through the proc-
ess and who is legally coming into the 
country? Are they to be treated the 
same if they illegally cross the border 
at San Diego as someone who legally 
crosses the border at San Diego, or do 
we treat them differently? 

Last year, there were 400,000 people 
who were arrested for illegally crossing 
our southern border—400,000. Again, 
that may seem like an incredibly large 
number, but let me put that back in 
perspective. Half a million people— 
that would be 500,000 people—legally 
cross our border on the south every 
day. So we had 400,000 people arrested 
crossing our southern border illegally— 
400,000—but yet over the total of an en-
tire year, there are 400,000 people ar-
rested, but every single day 500,000 peo-
ple legally cross our entire southern 
border. As I mentioned, 100,000 of those 
are just at San Diego. 

We, as Americans, need to make deci-
sions about how we are going to handle 
immigration. I think we have to get 
some numbers and some perspective in 
place because all of the attention 
seems to be distracting us from the ac-
tual facts and numbers. So let me run 
through some things. 

There has been a lot of conversation 
about family units, about what it 
means for family units to be able to 
come in and whether family units 
should be separated. Let me make it 
very clear. I have been very outspoken 
to say that family units need to stay 
together whenever possible. 

We are Americans. We are very pas-
sionate about families. If a family unit 
crosses the border illegally, as much as 
possible, we need to keep that family 
unit together. That may mean we need 
to have them in a spot in a detention 
unit or someplace where they can actu-
ally stay together as a family as much 
as possible, but, for whatever reason, 
the courts have not allowed us to go 
through that system. I think that is 

something that this Congress needs to 
respond to and needs to step up to, but 
this Congress has been unwilling to 
have the votes that it takes to make 
sure family units stay together because 
the drama of tearing families apart 
looks so much better on TV. 

What has been the result of that? The 
result is a massive increase in the 
number of children who are coming to 
our border. This may sound familiar to 
you, and it should. In 2014, under the 
time of President Obama, he an-
nounced the DACA proposal, or De-
ferred Action for Childhood Arrivals, 
President Obama looked at those indi-
viduals who were living in the country 
here, who had been here for a long 
time, who came as children. Their par-
ents broke the law by crossing the bor-
der, but they were children. 

In American law, we do not punish 
children for the actions of their par-
ents. We don’t do that. So President 
Obama looked at these kids and said: 
You have grown up in our country. 
Your parents violated the law, but you 
did not. We are going to give you de-
ferred action. We are going to give you 
the opportunity to be able to work and 
to be able to live here. It wasn’t citi-
zenship, but it is an opportunity to 
stay here and to work. 

As soon as that was announced, with-
in months, the American border start-
ed being flooded with unaccompanied 
minors—kids 17 years old and younger 
who would cross the border. They 
showed up in the thousands. They were 
brought by human smugglers from Cen-
tral America who make their living 
moving people from Central America 
to the United States. That business 
started traveling all through Central 
America saying: President Obama is 
going to allow you to be able to stay in 
the country. He has just announced 
this program, and if you will go now 
with me, you will get to stay in Amer-
ica. 

So parents were literally surren-
dering their teenagers, most of them 
boys, and saying to their boys: Go to 
America and go find a job and work 
and send money back. They would send 
their kids with human smugglers. 

President Obama then said: Time 
out. That is not what I said. President 
Obama was very clear to say: You had 
to have been here years ago. You are 
not eligible if you cross the border 
now. Do not come. 

Our State Department actively 
worked to get the message out in Cen-
tral America, saying: Do not come. 
You will not be able to stay. 

But the human smugglers were tell-
ing them: They are just kidding. I am 
going to take you, and we will show 
you that we can get you in. 

What happened is that they started 
bringing kids by the thousands up to 
the border. When they got there, they 
were introduced to the border folks. 
They would go in, and they would get 
an opportunity to all stay. They would 
get a piece of paper that said they 
can’t be deported while they go 
through their paperwork. 
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Those kids then were taking a pic-

ture of that piece of paper, saying: I 
got in. I am legal. 

They were snapping that picture and 
sending it back on social media to 
their friends in Central America. It 
just accelerated, and it blew up into 
huge numbers. 

In my State of Oklahoma, President 
Obama used one of the military bases 
there in Watonga, OK. He converted 
one of the dorms and was moving unac-
companied minors into this military 
base around a big giant fence in the 
middle of the base, just as he used 
other military bases to house unaccom-
panied minors because they were com-
ing in such large numbers that they 
couldn’t be managed. That was under 
President Obama’s time. 

It took a long time—several years— 
to get the message back out to Central 
America: Stop sending your unaccom-
panied minors because it is not just an 
automatic entry. 

Then the conversation started about 
family units, saying: If you come as a 
family unit, you are going to be able to 
get in. 

Now, that is not what everybody was 
saying here, but that is what the smug-
glers said back in Central America. 
They said: Hey, the Americans allow 
you to come in if you come in as a fam-
ily unit. So bring a child with you, and 
you can get in. 

Over the last year, we have watched 
the number of adults showing up with a 
child on our southern border dramati-
cally increase by the tens of thou-
sands—an unintended consequence. 

It is interesting. Some may have 
noted over the weekend a Washington 
Post story that was titled: ‘‘For Cen-
tral Americans, children open a path to 
the U.S.—and bring a discount.’’ The 
Washington Post story was a story 
about research they are doing in Cen-
tral America on these human smug-
glers and what they are doing now in 
their business. In the story they de-
tailed that it will cost $10,000 if you 
travel as an adult, but if you bring a 
child with you, you and the child can 
come for $4,500. So it is half price if you 
bring a kid, and families are so des-
perate in that area to get some kind of 
assistance that, literally, adult males, 
mostly, are going to families and say-
ing: Let me take your child with me. I 
will get a discount, and then I will send 
you some cash back, and I will try to 
enroll this child in an American school 
or find somebody to take care of them. 

We have individuals who are now 
showing up at our southern border who 
are bringing a child they are not re-
lated to because they get a discount on 
their human smuggling time, and they 
get more expedited process to be able 
to actually get across the border to re-
quest asylum. Although, they are not 
actually requesting asylum. They are 
just getting across the border and try-
ing to find a job. It is economics. 

Do we not see what is happening? We 
are encouraging the human trafficking 
of children from Central America, from 

unrelated adults, to come here. It has a 
nickname in Central America now, 
which the Washington Post story high-
lighted. It is called ‘‘adoptions.’’ That 
is the new nickname—that I am going 
to take my child and adopt them out to 
some unrelated adult so they can get 
into America cheaper and faster, and, 
hopefully, things turn out for that kid 
as well. Our broken immigration sys-
tem is encouraging this, and we need to 
address it. 

Over the last 2 years, Congress has 
appropriated about $1.7 billion to build 
124 miles of new or replacement fencing 
along the border. This funding is not 
some tall, concrete tapeworm running 
along the southern border. It is a fence. 

In 2006, it wasn’t controversial for 
the Secure Fence Act. The Secure 
Fence Act built 650 miles of wall— 
fence—along the southern border. That 
fence was very effective. 

For instance, earlier this year, Con-
gress provided funding to replace 14 
miles of fencing along the border be-
tween San Diego and Tijuana, Mexico. 
For the last 20 years, the border be-
tween Tijuana and San Diego has been 
actually old metal sheets from the 
Vietnam era that were used in Vietnam 
to lay out on the jungle floor to land 
helicopters on. They took that old 
sheet metal decades ago when they 
brought it back, and then they used it 
as the fencing between San Diego and 
Tijuana. That fencing is being re-
placed. 

Congress provided the funding, and 
DHS has done 18-foot-high, bollard- 
style fencing, open fencing that you 
can see through, not the solid sheet 
metal that is up there. Although the 
actual final results haven’t been re-
leased on it yet, the border agents on 
the ground have said they used to have 
10 illegal crossings a day through that 
old-style fencing. Now they have one il-
legal crossing a month through that 
new fencing. 

For all of the whining and all of the 
conversation I hear, which is that if 
you build a fence, it is just a ladder, it 
has dropped from 10 a day to 1 a month, 
just when the fencing changed. It also 
allows our agents to see a danger or a 
risk on the other side and respond to 
it. 

By the end of the next fiscal year, 
DHS will have completed about 120 
miles of new fencing in California, Ne-
vada, and Texas. They have also in-
stalled 100 different video towers be-
cause it is not about fencing, it is also 
about technology and the ability to see 
what is happening at the border. We 
don’t need fencing in every area of a 
2,000-mile border. 

Just since January 2017 until now, 
DHS has put up 31 different fixed sur-
veillance towers along the southern 
border. They have put in 74 different 
remote video surveillance systems all 
along our southern border and 7 com-
mand and control facilities on the 
southern border. They put up a tunnel 
threat program. They have put in what 
is called a linear ground detection sys-

tem and a fiber optic detection system 
across our southern border in many 
areas to detect the tunnels that are 
being dug to move illegal narcotics, 
mostly, in those tunnels, rather than 
people. They put up mobile surveil-
lance systems. 

This is not just about fencing, it is 
also about technology. DHS has done 
both, and it is making a difference. 

While the cameras are focused on 
children coughing from tear gas at our 
southern border, we need to ask our-
selves a question: What are we doing in 
the policy that is encouraging people 
to bring children to the border think-
ing they are going to get faster access 
if they can illegally cross? Why is this 
happening? How do we stop it with our 
policy? 

This Nation should continue to be 
open. We should continue to receive 
immigrants from around the world, in-
cluding from Central America and from 
Mexico. I have neighbors and friends 
all through my community who are 
from Central America and from Mex-
ico. They are welcome citizens of our 
country. They are part of the fabric of 
who we are—people from all over the 
world—but I have a very difficult time 
saying that 100,000 people at the San 
Diego crossing who are crossing legally 
should be ignored every single day for 
the sake of a few thousand who want to 
crash the fence, who crashed the bar-
riers in Southern Mexico and who are 
working to crash the barriers here. We 
need to have a more reasoned response 
to this. 

Listen, if you have never been to a 
naturalization service, you ought to 
go. I have a staff member whom I com-
pletely agree with who says: I can’t 
ever go to a naturalization service and 
not cry. So far, I have never been to a 
naturalization service where I don’t 
cry. They are exceptionally moving 
events, to watch a large group of peo-
ple from all backgrounds, from all lan-
guages, standing and raising their 
right hand and pledging allegiance to a 
brandnew country. People who have set 
aside their old path to realize—for 
many of them this was years in the 
process, to legally go through all of the 
right checks and get to that point. For 
those 1.1 million people who do that 
every year, we honor those individuals 
and welcome them openly. 

Let’s honor people who are doing it 
the right way. Let’s fix broken areas of 
the system that are encouraging people 
to bring children because they get a 
discount if they travel with children il-
legally across our border. Let’s find a 
way to work out work visas. Let’s deal 
with issues like temporary protective 
status that need to be resolved. Let’s 
deal with the issues of our immigra-
tion, but let’s not continue to stall. 

If the Mars InSight probe can travel 
300 million miles in 5 months, surely 
this Congress can sit down and resolve 
the immigration issue in a few months. 
I look forward to that in the next Con-
gress and in the days ahead to finally 
getting this resolved. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
NOMINATION OF THOMAS FARR 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President, 
there has been a lot of activity in the 
Senate today, and I wish to cover a 
couple of topics, starting with the 
nomination of Thomas Farr to be a 
U.S. District Court judge for the East-
ern District of North Carolina. I under-
stand we will not be voting on that 
nomination today. 

I hope our colleagues will take the 
time between now and whenever we 
may cast a final vote on that nomina-
tion to take another look at the record 
because a number of very informative 
things have come out in recent days 
about Mr. Farr’s record. 

I want to take us back to a moment 
where this Senate Chamber was back 
in 2006. Back in 2006, the U.S. Senate 
passed the Voting Rights Reauthoriza-
tion Act by a vote of 98 to 0. Ninety- 
eight Senators in favor of the Voting 
Rights Act Reauthorization—none op-
posed. The House passed the same bill 
by a vote of 390 to 33. President Bush 
signed that bill into law. 

Fast forward to 2013, we have a case 
in the Supreme Court, Shelby County 
v. Holder. The Supreme Court, by a 
vote of 5 to 4, took a big bite out of the 
enforcement provisions of the Voting 
Rights Act. They eliminated the 
preclearance provisions. What we saw 
within a matter of weeks and months 
were States around the country that 
had previously been subject to the 
preclearance provisions beginning to 
enact laws putting up barriers to peo-
ple’s ability to vote, especially minor-
ity voters. Texas enacted legislation 
and North Carolina enacted legislation, 
among others. 

I want to focus for a moment on what 
happened in North Carolina because in 
North Carolina the State legislature 
passed a bill that put up all sorts of ob-
stacles that made it much harder—for 
African Americans especially—to cast 
their vote, to exercise their right to 
vote. When that bill was appealed to 
the Fourth Circuit, the Fourth Circuit 
found that North Carolina State legis-
lation had targeted African-American 
voters with almost ‘‘surgical preci-
sion,’’ and they threw out that North 
Carolina law. 

Well, just a few days ago, this Senate 
confirmed a nominee to be legal coun-
sel at the Department of Agriculture, 
Stephen Vaden, who was one of the 
people who filed and coauthored an 
amicus brief in support of the North 
Carolina law that was overturned. The 
Senate acted, and we did that. 

It turns out that just a few days 
later, we have a nomination not for the 
general counsel for the Department of 
Agriculture but for somebody to be on 
the U.S. courts who was the architect 
and the defender of these North Caro-
lina laws, Thomas Farr. That same law 
which the Court said targeted African 
Americans with almost surgical preci-
sion, trying to deny them their right to 

vote, was also found by the Court to be 
‘‘the most restrictive voting law North 
Carolina has seen since the era of Jim 
Crowe.’’ 

Thomas Farr wasn’t just a key player 
in that case in defending North Caro-
lina’s discriminatory law, he was also a 
key player in passing other North 
Carolina laws that have been thrown 
out because of their discriminatory im-
pact. He was in the middle of North 
Carolina’s effort to redraw State legis-
lative lines for both State House dis-
tricts and State Senate districts that 
the U.S. Supreme Court threw out on 
the grounds that it was racially dis-
criminatory, but his history in trying 
to put up barriers to minority voting 
rights goes back even further. 

I have in my hand a memorandum, 
dated June 19, 1991, from within the 
Justice Department. It was during the 
administration of George Herbert 
Walker Bush. It is a memo recom-
mending that the United States bring a 
lawsuit against the North Carolina Re-
publican Party and the Helms for Sen-
ate Committee—that would be Jesse 
Helms, former Senator—for conducting 
a postcard mailing program designed to 
intimidate and threaten Black voters 
throughout the State of North Carolina 
in order to discourage them from par-
ticipating in the November 6, 1990, gen-
eral election. 

I urge all of my colleagues to read 
this memorandum from the Justice De-
partment during the time George Bush 
was President. I especially direct them 
to page 12. There is a footnote on page 
12 that talks about Thomas Farr’s 
work in this area of trying to put up 
barriers to voting, going way back to 
not just the 1990 election but back to 
the 1984 election of Senator Jesse 
Helms. 

In fact, this Department of Justice 
memorandum states that Farr was the 
primary coordinator of the 1984 ‘‘ballot 
security’’ program conducted by the 
North Carolina GOP and the 1984 Helms 
for Senate Committee. He—referring to 
Thomas Farr—coordinated several 
‘‘ballot security’’ activities in 1984, in-
cluding a postcard mailing to voters in 
predominantly Black precincts which 
was designed to serve as a basis to 
challenge voters on Election Day. 

I don’t know what has happened to 
the Senate between 2006, when it 
unanimously voted to extend the Vot-
ing Rights Act, and today, when we 
have on the floor the nomination of 
Thomas Farr, who has a history of 
being the point person in trying to 
limit the ability of Americans to exer-
cise their right to vote and, according 
to the Fourth Circuit of the United 
States, did so with ‘‘surgical precision’’ 
in denying African-American voters. 

How can we in good conscience put 
someone on the Federal Court of the 
United States who has that history? 
How can people who come before that 
court have the confidence that the per-
son—that judge—is really going to up-
hold their rights? 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
nomination. 

CLIMATE CHANGE 

Mr. President, I also want to take us 
back to 2006 for another reason. Back 
in 2006, we had many of our Republican 
Senate colleagues recognizing the dan-
gers of doing nothing about the mount-
ing costs of climate change. Back in 
2006, there was a bill in the U.S. Senate 
by Senators McCain and Lieberman, a 
bipartisan group, designed to finally 
take action. Here we are so many years 
later from 2006 and, my goodness, have 
we regressed. 

We now have a President of the 
United States, in response to a report 
that came out from 300 scientists in 
the U.S. Government about the dangers 
of climate change, who says: Well, I 
don’t believe it. They tried to bury this 
report, releasing it the day after 
Thanksgiving, but it backfired because 
it was a slow news day and people real-
ized what was up. They realized this 
was a deliberate attempt by the admin-
istration to deep-six something that is 
important to all Americans and some-
thing all Americans can see with their 
own eyes, which is the escalating im-
pact of doing nothing about climate 
change, whether it is forest fires or 
floods or rising sea levels. 

If you look at the report, if you live 
in the Chesapeake Bay area, you have 
to be really worried: increasing precipi-
tation, increasing storm events. We al-
ready have flooding in Annapolis, the 
home of the U.S. Naval Academy. If 
you talk to the Superintendent there, 
he is already worried about the impact. 
This report makes clear that we are 
going to have rising sea levels, a rising 
Chesapeake Bay, and we are going to 
see islands in the Chesapeake Bay dis-
appearing, all because this body refuses 
to take any action and decides to in-
stead kowtow to the President of the 
United States. 

I would like to quote the President 
very quickly. When asked about this 
the other day, he said the following. 
When he was asked why he doesn’t be-
lieve in climate change—this is the 
President of the United States: ‘‘One of 
the problems that a lot of people like 
myself—we have very high levels of in-
telligence, but we’re not necessarily 
such believers.’’ 

He goes on to say: 
And when you’re talking about an atmos-

phere, oceans are very small. And it blows 
over and it sails over. I mean, we take thou-
sands of tons of garbage off our beaches all 
the time that comes over from Asia. It just 
flows right down the Pacific, it flows, and we 
say where does this come from. And it takes 
many people to start off with. 

Then he goes on in this bizarre an-
swer. This is the President of the 
United States responding to a question 
about the reality of climate change. 

I hope we will get back to where we 
were on climate change in this body in 
2006 and work on a bipartisan basis to 
do something, because the cost of doing 
nothing is rising every day and hitting 
Americans and people across the world. 

Finally, when it comes to denying 
the facts, including the facts presented 
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