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RECOGNIZING QUAKER VALLEY 

HIGH SCHOOL 

HON. MELISSA A. HART 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 14, 2005 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I would like to tale 
this opportunity to recognize Quaker Valley 
High School on being named one of News-
week Magazine’s top American Public High 
Schools. 

Quaker Valley High, located in Leetsdale 
Pennsylvania, was recognized for its high aca-
demic standards and student scores on Ad-
vanced Placement tests. The school’s Super-
intendent, Jerry Longo, takes pride in the fact 
that Quaker Valley offers its students a ‘‘well 
rounded curriculum, that combines traditional 
academic courses with the arts and sciences, 
technology, community service and a second 
language.’’ The students of Quaker Valley also 
display a well rounded attitude with 80% of the 
student body participating in extracurricular ac-
tivities. 

I ask my colleagues in the United States 
House of Representatives to join me in hon-
oring Quaker Valley High School on this won-
derful achievement. It is an honor to represent 
the Fourth Congressional District of Pennsyl-
vania and a pleasure to salute the achieve-
ment of such a fine institution that plays such 
a vital role in the development of the future 
leaders of tomorrow. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. VERNON J. EHLERS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 14, 2005 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos. 
241 and 242, I was absent because I was de-
tained in my district. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on both. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. VITO FOSSELLA 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 14, 2005 

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 
Nos. 241 and 242 I was unavoidably detained. 
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO WEST 
PENN ALLEGHENY HEALTH SYS-
TEM 

HON. MELISSA A. HART 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 14, 2005 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this opportunity to congratulate the West Penn 
Allegheny Heath System on the Grand Open-
ing of a Joslin Diabetes Clinic at the Citizens 
Ambulatory Care Center in New Kensington, 
Pennsylvania. 

The Joslin Center for Diabetes and the 
Joslin Clinic are international leaders in diabe-

tes management, research and education. The 
Joslin Diabetes Clinic, as part of the West 
Penn Allegheny Health System, will provide a 
variety of services includng diagnostic imag-
ing, laboratory services, chemotherapy, out-
patient surgery and an Urgent Care Center. It 
is estimated that over 18 million people living 
in America today have diabetes, 13 million of 
whom have been diagnosed. That leaves over 
5 million Americans unaware of the fact that 
they have the debilitating disease. The Alle- 
Kiski Medical Center’s primary service area in-
cludes 200,000 residents and it is estimated 
that 16,000 people are suffering from diabe-
tes, while 6,000 are still undiagnosed. 

The West Penn Allegheny Health System 
and the Joslin Diabetes Center will employ 
medical directors and physicians that are 
board certified in internal medicine and endo-
crinology. The Clinic will also consist of diet, 
exercise and mental health professionals and 
will oversee aggressive patient education and 
public awareness initiatives aimed at detection 
and treatment of Diabetes. 

I ask my colleagues in the United States 
House of Representatives to join me in hon-
oring the West Penn Allegheny Health System 
on bringing a world leader in diabetes detec-
tion, research and management to the Alle- 
Kiski Area. It is an honor to represent the 
Fourth Congressional District of Pennsylvania 
and a pleasure to salute the achievements of 
fine institutions that truly improve the lives of 
the citizens that benefit from their services. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE RETIREMENT 
OF RICHARD PRICE FROM THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH 
SERVICE (CRS) 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 14, 2005 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I wish to express 
my appreciation for the outstanding service 
that Mr. Richard Price of the Congressional 
Research Service (CRS) has provided to the 
U.S. Congress. In June, Mr. Price is retiring 
from CRS after 32 years of service. In his po-
sition at CRS, Mr. Price has been an invalu-
able asset to Congress both through his own 
work analyzing major health care legislation, 
and in his tireless efforts to guide other ana-
lysts in Health and Medicine unit. 

Over three decades at CRS, Mr. Price has 
worked on or supervised work on most, if not 
all, of the major health care legislation that 
Congress has considered. Mr. Price is a rec-
ognized expert in Medicare and Medicaid, the 
major U.S. health care financing programs; his 
particular areas of expertise span most as-
pects of Medicare and Medicaid reimburse-
ment policy, public health service programs 
and long-term care issues, including Medicaid 
eligibility and nursing home reform. His con-
tributions to the development of legislation in 
these areas have been substantial. Through 
thoughtful analyses, balanced presentations, 
and clear explanations, Mr. Price has also 
helped countless Congressional staff under-
stand the effect of the legislative proposals 
being considered. The importance of his dedi-
cated support to the Ways and Means Com-
mittee when major health legislation was 
pending cannot be understated. We have re-

lied on the CRS staff through the years both 
for analytical and technical assistance during 
consideration of major legislation and for help 
in writing up reports to accompany bills that 
move through the Committee and the Con-
gress. Mr. Price has played a key role in these 
processes. 

In addition to his own work on legislation, 
Mr. Price has been responsible for managing 
an array of CRS analysts who assist Congress 
across a broad spectrum of health care 
issues, including those related to Medicare, 
Medicaid, the Public Health Service, the Food 
and Drug Administration, the National Insti-
tutes of Health, and the Veterans Administra-
tion. In his position as section head in the Do-
mestic Social Policy Division at CRS, Mr. 
Price was instrumental in building the health 
care staff of CRS into a large team of experi-
enced senior analysts. 

His service to Congress in the analysis and 
development of policy alternatives affecting 
the range of private and public health care 
programs, his ability to conceptualize complex 
public policy issues, as well as his leadership 
of staff who work on many varied and complex 
health care issues, set the highest standards 
for assistance provided by CRS in service to 
the Congress. I am grateful for his assistance 
through the years, and I wish him well in his 
future endeavors. 

f 

AN ARTICLE BY MR. LEE JACKSON 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 14, 2005 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
place in today’s record the following article by 
Mr. Lee Jackson, a constituent of mine who is 
battling a perverse tax law. Mr. Jackson and 
several other individuals were the target of a 
frivolous lawsuit that rightfully was dismissed 
for its lack of merit. Mr. Jackson and his fellow 
defendants—all totally blameless—spent many 
thousands of dollars in legal fees fighting the 
meritless suit. They understandably filed their 
own lawsuit against both the original plaintiffs 
and the plaintiffs’ law firm. However, they can-
not reach a monetary settlement for damages 
because our tax code treats all proceeds from 
such a settlement—even the portion Mr. Jack-
son owes to his attorneys—as taxable income 
for Mr. Jackson. As a result, Mr. Jackson lit-
erally cannot afford to settle his case because 
he will owe more in income taxes than he re-
ceives from the settlement! Furthermore, he 
cannot deduct his attorneys fees because of 
the alternative minimum tax. Mr. Jackson’s 
story, as told below, provides a vivid example 
of why Congress must change the tax code to 
ensure that attorney fees are deemed taxable 
income to the attorneys who actually receive 
them, not their clients. 

TAXING JUSTICE 

‘‘It is in justice that the ordering of society is 
centered.’’ Aristotle 

‘‘Justice is the constant and perpetual will to 
allot to every man his due.’’—Domitus 
Ulpian 

(By Lee Jackson) 

There is perversity in using tax policy to 
reduce the numbers of frivolous lawsuits. 
Courts were developed in the first place to 
adjudicate impartially the relative merit of 
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one person’s argument over another’s in a 
dispute. The controlling premise was that 
courts were best able to sort through facts 
and opposing arguments in specific cases and 
arrive at impartial resolutions. 

Distrust in the courts has upset the deli-
cate balance between the legislature and the 
judiciary. When judges pick and choose the 
laws they will or will not enforce; when they 
dictate new law from the bench; when their 
standard strays from the Constitution and 
looks to current popular thinking and for-
eign decisions; or when judges bow before the 
force of political money during confirmation 
re-election cycles; when those things happen, 
citizens lose confidence in the ability to 
achieve justice, and turn to the legislature 
for relief. Therein lies new danger. 

Courts are uniquely suited to try the facts 
of particular cases. Legislatures are not. 
However, legislatures must react to concerns 
of constituents, and so they have sought so-
lutions as Americans pressed them to weigh 
in on the perceived high volume of seemingly 
frivolous cases that drove up medical and 
other costs, and seemed to precipitate a 
downward spiral in quality of crucial serv-
ices. 

Attending these issues were actions of leg-
islatures, courts, and executive branches of 
government. Take the case of Cynthia Spina, 
the Illinois Forest Preserve policewoman 
who won a judgment against her employer 
after a six-year sexual-harassment lawsuit. 
Instead of netting $300,000 after paying $1 
million to her attorney, she was taxed 
$400,000 by the IRS. The law that made such 
travesty possible was promulgated in 1996 
that differentiate between types of damages. 
Gone was the concept of damages being a 
monetary amount determined by a jury as 
the amount necessary to bring a plaintiff 
back to equilibrium. Justice is now a taxable 
event. 

A new premise seems to permeate the land: 
That all plaintiffs are suspect, and likely to 
be greedy money-grubbers forwarding spu-
rious complaints. Such a premise does a dis-
service to juries whose members receive neg-
ligible compensation for their services and 
to the vast majority of plaintiffs who turn to 
courts as a last resort. 

Consider our case still pending in Cali-
fornia. My partner and I appealed to the FBI 
and the SEC for alleged corporate malfea-
sance. We also alerted the public via the 
Internet. For our trouble, we, along with 
friends and family were sued personally for 
$60 million. The courts in California found 
we had done nothing wrong and further, that 
we were sued primarily to silence us. 

In effect, the courts in California were used 
as a weapon to interfere with our rights to 
free speech. Along the way, this case re-
sulted in a binding precedent extending First 
Amendment rights to the Internet. That 
precedent has been used all the way to the 
US Supreme Court as well as in several state 
supreme courts. 

Left with hundreds of thousands of dollars 
in legal bills accumulated for our defense, we 
sought to recover through the courts. As we 
proceeded, we became aware of the Spina 
case, and feared that the same tax provisions 
could apply to us. 

What we found was even more perverse. 
Spina’s debacle resulted because the attor-
ney’s fee was charged as income to her, and 
then Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT) was 
applied. In tax court, Spina pleaded the un-
fairness with the judge, who sympathized 
with her but said his hands were tied by the 
law (a fine time to be a strict construc-
tionist! I think it intuitively obvious to the 
casual observer that a US government that 
taxes a citizen more than the citizen receives 
is breaking a Constitutional proscription 
somewhere!). 

In the California case, we (the erstwhile 
defendants) became plaintiffs in pursuit of 
recovery of our legal expense and other dam-
ages. It is worth mentioning that our wives 
were also sued, and another couple as well. 
Neither our wives nor the other couple were 
even alleged to have done anything wrong— 
they were sued in order to bring pressure on 
us. My partner and I live in Texas. The other 
couple lives in Maine. 

We soon learned of a difference in treat-
ment depending upon residence. In Texas, 
the legislature had defined attorneys’ fees as 
belonging to attorneys, and therefore not 
taxable to plaintiffs. In Maine, no such de-
termination had been made. Also, the Fed-
eral District court in which Texas lies had 
decided that damages were not subject to Al-
ternative Minimum Taxes. The federal court 
district in which Maine lies had decided the 
opposite. As a result, the Maine plaintiffs 
could expect to realize an after-tax net that 
would have been an estimated 1⁄15 of the net 
that the Texas plaintiffs could have expected 
on the same estimated award. Ironically, all 
we plaintiffs in our case had been subjected 
to the exact same set of circumstances; we 
would have appeared together in the same 
court; and, if damages were awarded, they 
would have been determined by the exact 
same jury. 

Enter the Supreme Court. In January, 2005, 
the Supreme Court issued a decision that de-
creed equal federal tax treatment among all 
plaintiffs across the breadth of the United 
States; that attorneys’ fees should be taxed 
to plaintiffs; and that Alternative Minimum 
Taxes apply. In effect, the Supreme Court’s 
decision put almost all plaintiffs in the same 
tax position as Spina. Taken to its logical 
and viable extreme, this decision puts civil 
courts off limits as an alternative to vio-
lence to resolve bona fide disputes. 

There is an exemption to that decision. In-
spired by the Spina case, Congress last year 
passed the Civil Rights Tax Relief Act. It 
provided that, in Civil Rights cases, attor-
neys’ fees would not be taxed to plaintiffs 
(on the basis that the amount had been taxed 
twice—first to plaintiffs, then to attorneys). 
Unfortunately for Spina, the law was not 
made retroactive, so as of this moment, she 
still contends with the IRS over her tax bill. 
However, other plaintiffs with similar cases 
realized tremendous relief. 

Not so for us in our California case, and 
thousands of other plaintiffs also facing ru-
inous taxes after winning their cases. Clearly 
the courts in California were used as a weap-
on to infringe on our civil rights. However, 
in that underlying case, we were then de-
fendants. When we filed suit to recover dam-
ages, the case was characterized differently 
and was no longer, technically, a civil rights 
case. Our dilemma had been to seek court as-
sistance to recover, or face paying our legal 
expense for our own defense in the under-
lying case for years to come. It did not occur 
to us at the time we filed with the court that 
we could win and end up owing an even 
greater amount to the IRS. 

That is the effect of the Supreme Court 
ruling. Because ours is technically not a 
civil rights case, we do not enjoy the benefits 
of the exemption inspired by the Spina case. 
We had properly appealed to our government 
for help, and the government has now placed 
us in a position where our own best interests 
are indeterminate, so we cannot settle (iron-
ic, since the intent of most tort reform has 
been to encourage settlement). When a jury 
makes an award, the tax exposure will likely 
be ruinous. Another irony is that the higher 
the award, the greater our tax exposure. And 
we are middle-class citizens. 

The basis on which the Supreme Court de-
cided that attorneys’ fees are taxed as in-
come to plaintiffs is that plaintiffs pay at-

torneys; that the amount they pay comes to 
them as a result of the award; that money to 
pay attorneys was something they did not 
have prior to the award, and therefore com-
ing, as it would from the award, must be in-
come. The rationale is held irrelevant (in 
contingency cases) that attorneys receive 
payment only if and after an actual award is 
received and that there is shared risk be-
tween plaintiff and attorney. 

There is another problem with taxing 
awards as income, and this is even more 
poignant. As mentioned earlier, awards are a 
jury’s determination of the monetary equiv-
alent of restoring a client to equilibrium 
(without consideration for tax con-
sequences). By definition, plaintiffs owned 
that equivalent value prior to the need to 
seek court intervention and thus is not in-
come. 

Where back wages are sought and won, ob-
viously income is received. However, even in 
those cases there should be no more taxes as-
sessed or collected than would have been had 
the plaintiff been paid normally. 

Another major factor that should weigh in 
favor of plaintiffs and obviate taxes on 
awards is that courts, state legislatures, and 
Congress establish the rules under which a 
citizen seeks justice. A plaintiff going into 
court in pro per is in extreme jeopardy of 
losing over factors as innocuous as pre-
senting the case in a form that violates 
local-court determined rules. When citizens 
are sued, they often have no choice but to re-
tain the very best legal expertise possible. 
When they win their cases and are left with 
oppressive debt, they should have recourse to 
the courts for relief without incurring even 
more horrendous debt to the government. 
The idea is laughable that people would will-
ingly choose to spend their hard-earned in-
come and scarce time to be in court for 
recreation (i.e. the ‘‘pursuit of happiness’’). 

The concept of exemptions presents its 
own difficulties. By legislatively deter-
mining that some cases are entitled to favor-
able tax treatment over others, lawmakers 
are making judgments over the relative mer-
its of cases in advance of either a judge or 
jury examining specific facts. On its face, 
such policy screams violation of Constitu-
tional equal protection and equal access to 
the courts. Justice is no longer blind. And to 
the extent that such laws continue, the Fed-
eral government becomes complicit in 
chilling citizen participation on issues such 
as the ones in our case in California. Bad 
guys already know this, and they know that 
as a result, they can do bad things to good 
people with impunity. The combined 
branches of government have evolved those 
conditions. 

At present, there is legislative effort under 
way to cure the situation for plaintiffs ex-
cluded by current exemptions. There is also 
a strong Congressional move to abolish AMT 
altogether. (That would be a great thing for 
the country, but a subject for another time.) 
A danger for plaintiffs is that, should AMT 
be abolished, a strong sense could I devolve 
that the plight of plaintiffs would then be re-
solved. Such is not the case. 

AMT only increases the degree of travesty. 
Eliminating them for plaintiffs still leaves 
them exposed to ordinary tax rates (think of 
an ordinary citizen paying taxes on a $1 mil-
lion award, half of which goes to pay attor-
neys, and much which goes to pay other ex-
penses. The citizen could still be in a break- 
even or deficit position, and certainly one 
that in no way approaches restoration or jus-
tice.). 

Studying ways to include others in exemp-
tions is self-defeating. There are too many 
circumstances to contemplate and leaves 
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citizens with the dubious proposition of hav-
ing to seek a legislative solution after hav-
ing won in court. It further requires the im-
possible task of timing the court decision 
such that it is issued only after the passage 
of the legislation in order to be sure that the 
new law protects them (retroactivity is 
frowned upon in the House). 

The real issues are: Should any legislature 
ever be deciding the relative merit of any 
civil dispute over any other civil dispute by 
creating rapacious tax laws and then estab-
lishing exemptions? (As soon as they do so, 
they create violations of equal protection 
and access.) Should the government ever be 
entitled to a share of what a jury has decided 
is the amount required to restore a plaintiff 
to equilibrium? (Every dollar taxed on an 
award is a dollar subtraction from that 
plaintiff’s restoration as determined by a 
jury after due deliberation over all facts per-
tinent to the case—justice becomes impos-
sible as a practical and mathematical mat-
ter). Should attorneys’ fees be taxed to 
plaintiffs? (The government is going to tax 
that amount to the attorney. When the at-
torney is retained on a contingency basis, 
both attorney and plaintiff are entering into 
a transaction that is high risk with no gain 
for either unless they win at court. And, it is 
the courts, Congress, and state legislators 
that set the conditions under which requir-
ing an attorney for any court proceeding is 
mandated as a practical matter for most 
citizens.) 

If the answer to each of the above ques-
tions is ‘‘no’’ (and I think a reasonable man 
would conclude that is the correct answer for 
each of question), then the proper legislative 
response is easy: Define attorneys’ fees as be-
longing to attorneys; and, do away with 
taxes on awards. 

If both of those actions are taken, plain-
tiffs with bona fide complaints rightfully 
will enjoy a full measure of restoration to 
equilibrium as determined by a jury of their 
peers. Admittedly, that allows for occasion-
ally rewarding miscreants. The alternative 
ensures penalizing law-abiding citizens who 
have already suffered. 

Adopting the above leaves unsettled how 
to discourage frivolous cases. There are 
other ways to do that including award lim-
its, and attorney fee caps. However, the solu-
tion cannot and must not include provisions 
that deny justice and impose further pen-
alties on law-abiding citizens who appeal to 
their governments. 

As these things ate contemplated, a figu-
rative call to arms is in order. Taxes imposed 
on individual citizens across the breadth of 
the original Thirteen Colonies in our early 
history were only a fraction of the burden 
thrust on individual contemporary citizens 
now carrying these burdens. These unjustly 
treated citizens already number in thou-
sands; and their numbers will grow rapidly 
as the effects of the Supreme Court decision 
become felt. 

It is hard to conceive of a single congres-
sional district left unaffected. Corrective ac-
tion should be swift. 

Citizens that must contend with govern-
ment taxes and tax collecting agencies of the 
government after prevailing in court are de-
nied justice. Allowing them to negotiate to a 
reduced amount after the fact is neither jus-
tice nor a solution—it is a mockery and refu-
tation of the most fundamental principles 
which gave birth to our great country and 
for which patriots gave their lives. 

In contemplating concepts of taxing jus-
tice, it is appropriate to recall that plaintiffs 
seek court resolution as an alternative to vi-
olence; that they pay in advance for their 
‘‘day in court’’ through normal taxes; that in 
entering the court, they demonstrate tre-
mendous faith in their fellow citizens and 

government; that the aim of the court is to 
return prevailing plaintiffs to equilibrium; 
and that if plaintiffs are successful, they are 
entitled to an assumption of having brought 
a bona fide complaint. To require more is to 
delay justice, and in that regard, it is well to 
remember William Gladstone’s words: ‘‘Jus-
tice delayed is justice denied.’’ 

Or as Theodore Roosevelt said, ‘‘Justice 
consists not in being neutral between right 
and wrong, but in finding out the right and 
upholding it, wherever found, against the 
wrong.’’ Leaving citizens stranded in bewil-
dering circumstances that destroy the pur-
suit of happiness and is brought about by 
poorly thought out government action is 
wrong. Correcting quickly is right. 

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THOMAS J. 
SEMANCHIK 

HON. MELISSA A. HART 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 14, 2005 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this opportunity to congratulate the entire 
Semanchik Family on Thomas J. Semanchik 
achieving the rank of Eagle Scout. Thomas is 
the fifth Semanchik family member to receive 
the prestigious honor, carrying on the tradition 
set by his father and three older brothers. 

John Semanchik III, Thomas’s father, first 
received the rank of Eagle Scout on January 
9th, 1969. He currently is ranked an Eagle 
Scout with three palms, has been the pre-
siding Scoutmaster of Boy Scout Troop #171 
for 10 years and received the Silver Beaver 
Award, the Boy Scouts of America’s highest 
distinction. Thomas’s oldest brother, John 
Semanchik IV is currently a 3 palm Eagle 
Scout, after receiving the rank on June 2nd, 
1998. Michael Semanchik, currently an Eagle 
Scout with 6 palms, received the rank June 
8th, 1999 while Robert Semanchik became an 
Eagle Scout with 9 palms on December 3rd, 
2002. 

The award ceremony will be held June 7th 
at Ingomar Methodist Church beginning at 
6:30 p.m. Sadly, Janet M. Semanchik, the late 
wife of John and mother of the Semanchik 
boys will not be able to witness the rank being 
bestowed on her youngest son. Janet suc-
cumbed to cancer in 2003. However, her spirit 
still lives on in the lives and actions of the 
Semanchik men. I believe that it is safe to say 
Janet would be proud of all of her Eagle 
Scouts. 

I ask my colleagues in the United States 
House of Representatives to join me in hon-
oring the Semanchik family. It is an honor to 
represent the Fourth Congressional District of 
Pennsylvania and a pleasure to salute the 
service of citizens like these men who per-
sonify civic pride and who truly make the com-
munities that they live in better. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO DR. DAVID P. 
SKINNER 

HON. ALLEN BOYD 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 14, 2005 

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
commend the exceptional service of Dr. David 
Skinner to the United States Navy. 

Dr. Skinner is retiring at the end of May 
after more than three decades of service at 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center Panama 
City (NSWCPC). Dr. Skinner has served the 
Navy most recently, with a national focus as 
the NAVSEA Product Area Director for Littoral 
Warfare Systems. In this capacity, Dr. Skinner 
was responsible for all activities in the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center supporting Navy and 
Marine Corps’ operations in the littoral envi-
ronment. Systems developed at NSWCPC are 
currently in service today helping fight the 
global war on terrorism. 

Dr. Skinner’s service has played a pivotal 
role in the development of systems in use 
today across the NSWCPC mission spectrum. 
His accomplishments in this leadership role 
have produced many results including the next 
generation of modular air and surface mine 
countermeasures systems, soon to be intro-
duced to the Fleet; (2) Fleet introduction of the 
Gator Class Swimmer Delivery Vehicle; (3) 
Fleet introduction of a Landing Craft, Air Cush-
ion (LCAC) with fully integrated fly-by-wire 
communications suite and craft control sys-
tem; (4) installation of Fire Fighter Breathing 
Apparatus systems on all Navy ships and sub-
marines and Coast Guard ships; (5) establish-
ment of, and technical support for the 
Deployable Joint Command and Control Pro-
gram Office in Panama City; and (5) un-
manned underwater vehicles, computer-aided 
detection and classification techniques, and 
electro-optic sensors for mine detection, clas-
sification and identification, respectively. 

During his career, Dr. Skinner held leader-
ship roles at NSWCPC including Head of the 
Nonacoustic Division, Deputy Head of the En-
gineering Test and Evaluation Department, 
Head of the Submarine Undersea Weapons 
Defense Program, Head of the Coastal Re-
search and Technology Department, and Ex-
ecutive Director of the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center Panama City. 

Dr. Skinner received the Navy Superior Ci-
vilian Service Award in 2001, the Presidential 
Meritorious Executive Award in 2002, and the 
NDIA David Bushnell Award in 2005. Dr. Skin-
ner has authored or co-authored more than 30 
publications and holds a patent for the Naval 
Continuous Tone Frequency Modulated Sonar. 

A native and resident’ of Panama City, Flor-
ida, Dr. Skinner is also a leader in his commu-
nity. His activities include working with the 
youth at Northside Baptist Church and coach-
ing both youth soccer and basketball. Dr. 
Skinner is also a former ex-officio board mem-
ber of the Coastal Operations Institute. 

I invite my distinguished colleagues to join 
me in paying special tribute to Dr. Skinner for 
his invaluable service to the United States 
Navy. His work has made, and is making, a 
difference to our troops and our country. He 
will be deeply missed. We wish him the very 
best in all his future endeavors. 

f 

CONGRATULATIONS, BEAVER 
UNITED METHODIST CHURCH 

HON. MELISSA A. HART 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, June 14, 2005 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this opportunity to congratulate the Beaver 
United Methodist Church of Beaver, Pennsyl-
vania on its 175th anniversary. 
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