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legitimate, but you have to look at it
this way. It is very serious business. It
is quite a gamble, you might say.
There have to be careful controls in an
operation like I just described. Law en-
forcement should not cross the line
into actually assisting criminals just
for the simple process of gathering in-
formation. Operations should be care-
fully focused on stopping crime with-
out risking public safety. Seizing con-
traband and making arrests are the
most important goals. Big, headline-
grabbing cases to advance some pros-
ecutor’s career should take a backseat
in any of these gambles.

Yesterday, I sent a letter to Attorney
General Holder with some more docu-
ments. So I am sending the Depart-
ment documents I would like to have
them send me. These are documents
that maybe the Attorney General him-
self didn’t know about.

There are e-mails between a federally
licensed firearms dealer and the super-
visor in this Arizona case Known as
“fast and furious.” In one e-mail, the
dealer raises, for a third time now, his
concerns about how the case is being
handled. This time, he was prompted
by a story on FOX News about the
growing firearms problem on our bor-
der with Mexico. The dealer wrote—and
this is a long quote which I will start
now:

The segment is disturbing to me. I shared
my concerns with you guys that I wanted to
make sure that none of the firearms that
were sold per our conversation with you and
various ATF agents could, or would ever, end
up south of the border and in the hands of
the bad guys. I want to help ATF with its in-
vestigation, but not at the risk of agents’
safety, because I have some very close
friends that are U.S. Border Patrol agents in
southern Arizona.

Now, maybe one of those friends, for
all I know, was Agent Terry, and he got
murdered—or at least we think he
did—with one of these guns. These guns
were at the scene, at least. That e-mail
I quoted was sent to the supervisor of
the case 6 months before guns from
that case were found at the scene of
Border Patrol agent Brian Terry’s mur-
der.

The government put these firearms
dealers in a completely unfair position.
Let me explain that. On the one hand,
these gun dealers rely upon the Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms for
their license to even be able to be in
business. So of course these dealers
want to cooperate with the government
when they have this big club hanging
over their head: Will you be licensed or
not? On the other hand, the govern-
ment asks these gun dealers to keep
selling to the bad guys even after the
dealers warned it might end in tragedy.

I am going to do whatever it takes to
get to the bottom of this. The House
Oversight Committee has joined in my
effort and issued a subpoena for docu-
ments because it might duplicate the
process in the House.

I have not sought any subpoenas or
hearings in the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee yet. I have not exercised my
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right to object to any unanimous con-
sent request on nominations because of
this issue yet. However, I want my col-
leagues and officials at the Justice De-
partment to hear this loud and clear: If
that is what it takes, then I will take
those actions. I hope it doesn’t have to
come to that. I hope the Justice De-
partment will decide to cooperate and
provide the information we need, doing
our constitutional responsibility of
oversight, to make sure the checks and
balances of the system of government
under our Constitution is working. It
has been nearly 3 months since I first
raised this issue. It is past time for the
Justice Department to come clean.

I ask unanimous consent to printed
in the RECORD a copy of this letter to
Attorney General Holder.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, April 13, 2011.

Hon. ErRIC H. HOLDER, Jr.,

Attorney General, U.S. Department of Justice,
Pennsylvaniac Avenue, NW., Washington,
DC.

DEAR ATTORNEY GENERAL HOLDER: At ap-
proximately 1:30 p.m. yesterday, my staff
learned that the Justice Department was
making four documents available at 2:00 p.m.
for Chairman Darrell Issa’s staff to review
regarding the controversy over ATHF’s
Project Gunrunner, Operation Fast and Furi-
ous, and the death of Border Patrol Agent
Brian Terry. These documents are among
those I requested in February of this year.
Yet, the Justice Department refused to make
them available for my staff to review. In
fact, the Justice Department has produced
not one single page of documents in response
to my inquiries.

Thus far, I have not requested that Chair-
man Leahy join in any document requests,
consider any subpoenas, or schedule any
hearings into this matter in the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee. Any such request would be
unnecessary and duplicative of the process
on the House side, so long as any documents
provided there are also provided to the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee at the same time.

The Department’s failure to cooperate
with my requests is especially troubling in
light of the February 4, 2011, reply to my ini-
tial letter. In that reply, the Justice Depart-
ment took the position that those allega-
tions were ‘‘false’ and specifically denied
“that ATF ‘sanctioned’ or otherwise know-
ingly allowed the sale of assault weapons’ to
straw purchasers. The letter further claimed
that “ATF makes every effort to interdict
weapons that have been purchased illegally
and prevent their transportation to Mexico.”

I already provided evidence contradicting
that denial in my February 9 and March 3
letters. In addition, attached you will find
further documentation undermining the De-
partment’s assertion. Specifically, the docu-
ments are emails between ATF officials and
a Federal Firearms Licensee (FFL) in Ari-
zona. These emails demonstrate that ATF
instructed gun dealers to engage in sus-
picious sales despite the dealers’ concerns.
The emails refer to meetings between the
FFL and the U.S. Attorney’s office to ad-
dress the concerns being raised by the FFL.
ATF supervisor David Voth wrote on April
13, 2010:

I understand that the frequency with
which some individuals under investigation
by our office have been purchasing firearms
from your business has caused concerns for
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you. . . . However, if it helps put you at ease
we (ATF) are continually monitoring these
suspects using a variety of investigative
techniques which I cannot go into [in] detail.

In response, the gun dealer expresses con-
cern about potential future liability and
sought something in writing to address the
issue explicitly:

For us, we were hoping to put together
something like a letter of understanding to
alleviate concerns of some type of recourse
against us down the road for selling these
items. We just want to make sure we are co-
operating with ATF and that we are not
viewed as selling to bad guys.

Following this email, the ATF arranged a
meeting between the FFL and the U.S. At-
torney’s office. According to the FFL, the
U.S. Attorney’s office scheduled a follow-up
meeting with the FFL, but asked that the
FFL’s attorney not be present.

At the meeting on May 13, 2010, the U.S.
Attorney’s office declined to provide any-
thing in writing but assured the gun dealer
in even stronger terms that there were safe-
guards in place to prevent further distribu-
tion of the weapons after being purchased
from his business. As we now know, those as-
surances proved to be untrue. On June 17,
2010, the gun dealer wrote to the ATF to
again express concerns after seeing a report
on Fox News about firearms and the border:

The segment, if the information was cor-
rect, is disturbing to me. When you, [the As-
sistant U.S. Attorney], and I met on May
13th, I shared my concerns with you guys
that I wanted to make sure that none of the
firearms that were sold per our conversation
with you and various ATF agents could or
would ever end up south of the border or in
the hands of the bad guys. . . . I want to help
ATF with its investigation but not at the
risk of agents’ safety because I have some
very close friends that are U.S. Border Pa-
trol agents in southern AZ[.]

Incredibly, the FFL sent this email six
months before guns from the same ATF oper-
ation were found at the scene of Border Pa-
trol Agent Brian Terry’s murder. So, not
only were the ATF agents who later blew the
whistle predicting that this operation would
end in tragedy, so were the gun dealers—
even as ATF urged them to make the sales.

Furthermore, according to the FFL, there
were ‘‘one or two’ occasions on which his
employees actually witnessed and recorded
with surveillance cameras an exchange of
money between the straw purchaser and an-
other individual on the premises. Despite
this actual knowledge of a straw purchase,
the dealer said ATF officials wanted him to
proceed with the transaction. However, his
employees refused to process the sale.

In light of this new evidence, the Justice
Department’s claim that the ATF never
knowingly sanctioned or allowed the sale of
assault weapons to straw purchasers is sim-
ply not credible. As you know, I have mul-
tiple document and information requests
pending with various components of the Jus-
tice Department. Unfortunately, however, it
appears that senior Department officials are
not allowing the components to respond
fully and directly.

Please provide written answers to the fol-
lowing questions by no later than April 20,
2011:

1. Do you stand by the assertion in the De-
partment’s reply that the ATF whistleblower
allegations are ‘‘false’ and specifically that
ATF did not sanction or otherwise know-
ingly allow the sale of assault weapons to
straw purchasers? If so, please explain why
in light of the mounting evidence to the con-
trary.

2. Will you commit to providing the Senate
Judiciary Committee with documents, or ac-
cess to documents, simultaneously with the
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House Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform? If not, please explain why not.

If you have any questions regarding this
request, please have your staff contact Jason
Foster at (202) 224-5225. Thank you for your
prompt attention these important issues.

Sincerely,
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
Ranking Member.

Mr. GRASSLEY. How much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes remaining.

e ——
IMMIGRATION

Mr. GRASSLEY. I want to talk about
immigration and a part of the immi-
gration issue that concerns me, and, by
golly, it has something to do with gov-
ernment oversight as well.

Last August, some lawyers at the
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Serv-
ice drafted internal memos outlining
ways that the administration could get
around Congress and grant undocu-
mented aliens in the United States
legal status. These amnesty memos
outline ways that the executive branch
could use discretionary authority to
make sure thousands—who Kknows,
maybe millions—of people here ille-
gally could stay here without a vote of
Congress.

A number of Republicans sent a let-
ter to President Obama urging him to
abandon any such plan. We sent several
letters to Homeland Security Sec-
retary Napolitano asking for statistics
and a briefing on these memos. We
asked for assurances that such plans to
bypass Congress—I emphasize ‘‘plans to
bypass Congress”—not be imple-
mented. What did we get? All we got
was radio silence.

I raise this issue again today because
I am bothered by reports that there is
another push for this administration to
grant amnesty through Executive
order, which only should be done by
the law of this Congress, to certain
groups of undocumented populations.
Surprisingly, the push for this is com-
ing from our friends on the other side
of the aisle. Yesterday, 22 Democrats
sent a letter to President Obama ask-
ing him to turn a blind eye to the law.
These 22 Senators said they were OK
with having an executive branch go
ahead and go around Congress and
grant amnesty to those who would be
eligible under the so-called DREAM
Act. These Senators said they didn’t
have the votes to get the bill through
the Senate last year.

Their approach is in a nonconstitu-
tional fashion to ask the President to
have his administration use what is re-
ferred to legally as prosecutorial dis-
cretion to keep these undocumented in-
dividuals here. They claim doing so
would be ‘‘consistent with our strong
interest in the rule of law.” They say
doing so would ‘“‘help to conserve lim-
ited enforcement resources.”

I am appalled, and I hope a lot of my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle are
appalled, that Members of this body
think that an Executive order to grant
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amnesty behind our backs is not an as-
sault on the democratic process. Con-
gress has the power to change immi-
gration laws and only Congress has the
power to change immigration laws. The
President has limited authority to
grant relief in limited and emergency
circumstances. I support the Presi-
dent’s power to do that, but it was not
meant to be used in a blanket fashion.
The request by 22 Members of this body
is an affront to our country’s long-
standing belief in the rule of law, and
it is an attack on this body’s duty to
legislate on behalf of the American
people, a power to legislate that the
President does not have.

I happen to agree that our immigra-
tion policies have to be reformed. I will
commit to moving legislation that ex-
pands upon or improves the legal ave-
nue we currently have in place. Once
again, we have not seen leadership by
this President to work on a bill this
Congress can support. Until that time
comes, it would be foolish and dis-
appointing if this President cir-
cumvented the democratic process and
did what 22 Members of this body asked
him to do in the letter to which I re-
ferred.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

e ——
CONTINUING RESOLUTION

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise near the end of this very
important and profoundly significant
budget debate to make some points not
only about the dollars and cents in our
health care system, but also to speak
about a growing and persistent
threat—the threat of irresponsible cut-
backs to vital health care services for
our Nation’s most vulnerable—in the
name of an ideological war on women’s
health care.

Our Nation is in the midst of a fiscal
crisis. We need to recognize that there
is a very immediate and important im-
perative to cut the costs of health care
in this country. The costs of health
care are spiraling out of control at a
rate five times the rate of inflation.

The President, commendably, is talk-
ing about the need for serious measures
and sensible conversation about what
can be done to control and reduce the
costs of health care. Just this week,
the administration initiated Partner-
ship for Patients, which is another step
in the President’s continuing efforts,
and I believe this body’s continuing ef-
forts, to prevent and reduce needless
costs to our health care system. For
example, reducing the incidence of re-
admissions to hospitals and providing
for better outpatient treatment after
people are out of the hospital; reducing
the incidence of hospital inquired in-
fections; to reducing the incidence of
overprescription—or misprescribed
drugs—these kinds of costs are pre-
ventable. We have an obligation to re-
duce those costs in health care when
they are preventable.
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Higher quality at lower cost has to
be our objective. And, lowering costs
also means preventive care for women
when they cannot afford it. That is
what Planned Parenthood does. The
threat of H. Con. Res. 36 is to that pro-
foundly important goal—higher quality
health care at lower cost—that we can
achieve as a nation if we invest in pre-
ventive care.

The threat of H. Con. Res. 36 is,
therefore, not only to the 1.4 million
Medicaid patients across the country
who would be deprived of that preven-
tive care, and not only to the more
than 60,000 women in Connecticut who
are at risk, but to all of us, to our fam-
ilies, and to our fiscal health. We know
Planned Parenthood saves $4 for every
$1 invested. Smart investments that go
to provide the Pap smears, breast
exams, and other kinds of preventive
health care that not only save our
health care system money, but that are
an absolutely critical part of high qual-
ity health care in the United States.

But this debate is about more than
costs. It is about human beings. It is
about those women who need that pre-
ventive care for their future and their
family’s futures and eventually for
their children’s futures. Every woman
across our Nation, including 1.4 million
Medicaid patients who consider
Planned Parenthood their primary
source for preventive health, deserves
to visit a health care provider she
trusts—a health care provider that
many of us have in this body whether
We are men or women.

I am talking about women such as
Rebecca in Meriden, CT. Rebecca’s par-
ents’ health coverage did not extend to
her, and she made too much money to
qualify for Connecticut’s Husky Pro-
gram—too much money meaning $10 an
hour and working part time, a total of
$10,000—too much money to qualify for
Husky. She depended on Planned Par-
enthood for regular health screenings
and contraceptive care. As she said in
her own words:

Planned Parenthood was my saving grace
for my reproductive health.

Women such as Maya, a 23-year-old
uninsured young woman, a waitress,
part time, doing an unpaid internship
for a nonprofit organization. She went
to Planned Parenthood for her routine
Pap smear, and the results showed ab-
normal cells that required a biopsy and
an operation to have the precancerous
cells removed. That procedure could
have been lifesaving for Maya; as are
all of the routine screenings that
Planned Parenthood provides for
countless women across the country
and in Connecticut. All of these proce-
dures take place day in and day out
around Connecticut, for a price they
can afford. These stories from Rebecca
and Maya are heard around our Nation,
at least 60,000 strong in Connecticut
alone.

As Martin Masselli, Community
Health Center advocate and the presi-
dent of Community Health Care, Inc. in
Middletown, recently said:
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