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going to recount every single thing
that I said, but I will point out that
immediately after that speech, several
Republicans asked me to apologize.
Well, I would like to apologize. I would
like to apologize to the dead. And here
is why. According to this study,
‘““Health Insurance and Mortality in
U.S. Adults,” which was published 2
weeks ago, 44,789 Americans die every
year because they have no health in-
surance. That’s right, 44,789 Americans
die every year according to this Har-
vard study called Health Insurance and
Mortality in U.S. Adults. You can see
it by going to our Web site, gray-
son.house.gov.

That is more than 10 times the num-
ber of Americans who have died in the
war in Iraq. It’s more than ten times
the number of Americans who died in 9/
11. But that is just once. This is every
single year. That’s right, every single
year. Take a look at this. Read it and
weep. And I mean that. Read it and
weep because of all the Americans who
are dying because they don’t have
health insurance.

Now I think we should do something
about that. And the Democratic health
care plan does do something about
that. It makes health care affordable
to those who can’t afford insurance,
and it saves these people’s lives. Let’s
remember that we should care about
people even after they are born. So I
call upon the Democratic Members of
the House, I call upon the Republican
Members of the House, and I call upon
all of us to do our jobs for the sake of
America, for the sake of those dying
people and their families. I apologize to
the dead and their families that we
haven’t voted sooner to end this holo-
caust in America.

———

VOTING RIGHTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, I have
now written Attorney General Eric
Holder on four occasions asking for an
explanation of the dismissal of an im-
portant voter intimidation case, U.S. v.
New Black Panther Party. To date, the
answers provided are scant and, in at
least one important regard, factually
inaccurate.

In 1981, I was the only member, Re-
publican or Democrat, of the Virginia
delegation in the House to vote for the
Voting Rights Act and was harshly
criticized by the editorial page of The
Richmond Times Dispatch. And when I
supported the act’s reauthorization in
2006, I was again criticized by editorial
pages. My commitment to voting
rights is unquestioned. It is imperative
that we protect all Americans’ right to
vote. This is a sacrosanct and inalien-
able right of any democracy.

This New Black Panther Party case
was brought in January by career at-
torneys in the Department of Justice’s
Civil Rights Division against the party
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and several of its members for deploy-
ing uniformed men to a polling station
in Philadelphia on Election Day last
November to harass and intimidate
voters, one of whom brandished a
nightstick to voters. The public, and
every Member, if they care, can view
the video of the incident as well as
other examples of the party’s intimida-
tion in a clip from the National Geo-
graphic Channel documentary entitled
“Coming to a Polling Place Near You”
posted on the Web. And it can be seen
at www.electionjournal.org.

One of the witnesses of the Election
Day incident, Bartle Bull, a veteran
civil rights activist who served as
Bobby Kennedy’s New York campaign
manager in 1968, has publicly called
this ‘‘the most blatant form of voter
intimidation” he has ever seen. He also
reminded us that ‘“Martin Luther King
did not die to have people in jackboots
with billy clubs block the doors of poll-
ing places, and neither did Robert Ken-
nedy. It’s an absolute disgrace.”

In July, The Washington Times re-
ported that improper political influ-
ence by Associate Attorney General
Thomas Perrelli led to the dismissal of
the case, a politicizing of career em-
ployees.

This inexplicable dismissal came
over the objections of the career attor-
neys on the trial team as well as the
department’s own appeal office, which
advised that the complaint was ‘‘suffi-
cient to support the injunctions”
sought by the career lawyers, and that
the ‘‘government’s predominant inter-
est is preventing intimidation, threats
and coercion against voters.”

Despite this guidance urging that the
department pursue a judgment in this
case, it was dismissed in May over the
career attorneys’ objections. However,
this unjustified dismissal has not gone
unnoticed. I have worked with the Ju-
diciary Committee Ranking Member
LAMAR SMITH to demand answers from
Attorney General Holder.

I am pleased that the U.S. Commis-
sion on Civil Rights has also taken
note of this case. The Commission has
an important statutory responsibility
to ‘“‘investigate voting rights depriva-
tion and make appraisals of Federal
policies to enforce Federal voting
rights laws.”

Congress instilled this independent
oversight responsibility of the Com-
mission in statute, and it says: “All
Federal agents shall fully cooperate
with the Commission to the end that it
may effectively carry out its functions
and duties.”

The Commission wrote to Attorney
General Holder on June 16, June 22 and
August 10 requesting answers on the
dismissal of this case. It also voted at
its September meeting to make its re-
view of this case the primary focus of
its 2009 independent report.

Earlier today, the Commission sent a
fourth letter to Attorney General Eric
Holder, which I submit for the RECORD,
reiterating its request for information
and asking him to respond no later
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than October 14 or it will proceed with
an investigation using its statutory au-
thorities.

I applaud the Commission. I call on
Attorney General Holder to answer the
questions posed in my letters dated
June 8, July 17, July 22 and July 31, as
well as comply with the Commission’s
request for information so it may com-
plete its report. I also urge the Attor-
ney General to allow Members of Con-
gress to meet with the career attorneys
in the trial team and appeal the body
so that they may answer legitimate
questions.

Again, if Members of Congress want
to see the case that Eric Holder has
dropped, just g0 to
www.electionjournal.org. It’s the Na-
tional Geographic channel. And you
will see Eric Holder has to start an-
swering the letters that the Civil
Rights Commission sends and Members
have sent.

Finally, the trial team should be allowed to
bring the case again—per the guidance | ob-
tained from the Congressional Research Serv-
ice’s American Law Division in its July 30
memo—to allow our nation’s justice system to
work as it was intended: impartially and with-
out bias.

U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS,
Washington, DC, September 30, 2009.

Hon. ERIC H. HOLDER, Jr.,

Attorney General, U.S. Department of Justice,
Washington, DC.

Re: U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Review
and Report on the Implications of En-
forcement Actions in United States v. New
Black Panther Party for Self-Defense, Civ.
No. 09-0065 SD (E.D. Pa.) (NBPP case)

DEAR ATTORNEY GENERAL HOLDER: The
Commission requests that you instruct De-
partment officials to fully cooperate, as 42
U.S.C. 1975b(e) requires, with our overdue in-
formation requests in the above-referenced
matter. To that end, we also ask you to iden-
tify an individual who will exercise the sub-
stantive authority to coordinate the Depart-
ment’s responses to our current and future
requests.

Pursuant to formal proceedings, the Com-
mission initiated an inquiry into the impli-
cations of the Department’s enforcement ac-
tions in the NBPP case as reflected in our
letters to DOJ of June 16 and 22. We received
a largely non-responsive letter from Portia
Roberson in late July and none of the docu-
ments we requested. On August 7, the Com-
mission voted 6-0, with two members ab-
staining, to expand its investigation by send-
ing a follow-up letter to the Department. On
August 10, the Commission addressed its let-
ter to you, explaining our need for the infor-
mation. For example, we stressed our need
for information on previous voter intimida-
tion investigations so that we could deter-
mine whether the Department’s action in the
NBPP case constitutes a change in policy
and, if so, what the implications of that
change might be.

At our most recent meeting on September
11, 2009, the Commission voted to make its
review of the implications of the NBPP mat-
ter the subject of its annual enforcement re-
port. The Commission was aware that the
Department’s Office of Professional Respon-
sibility (OPR) had initiated an inquiry into
some aspects of the NBPP case to determine
whether further review is warranted. Al-
though a letter from Ms. Roberson of Sep-
tember 9 expresses the Department’s desire
to delay any response to the Commission
until the OPR investigation is complete, you
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may rest assured that the Commission will
be sensitive to OPR’s internal ethics review
as we move forward with our own inquiry. As
the discussion at our recent meeting indi-
cates, the Commission will work to accom-
modate any legitimate concerns the Depart-
ment may have regarding specific requests
for information once the Department begins
its production.

The Commission has a special statutory re-
sponsibility to investigate voting rights dep-
rivations and make appraisals of federal
policies to enforce federal voting rights laws.
The Commission must form an independent
judgment regarding the merits of the NBPP
enforcement actions (regardless of how the
decisions were made) and the potential im-
pact on future voter-intimidation enforce-
ment by the Department. Accordingly, Con-
gress has provided, in a provision with no
statutory exceptions, that, ‘All Federal
agencies shall fully cooperate with the Com-
mission to the end that it may effectively
carry out its functions and duties.” 42 U.S.C.
§1975b(e).

It is important to note that many aspects
of the Commission’s inquiry have no connec-
tion with the matters subject to OPR’s juris-
diction. As set forth in our August 10 letter,
the Commission will seek to determine:

1) the facts and the Department’s actions
regarding prior voting intimidation inves-
tigations;

2) the underlying conduct in Philadelphia
giving rise to the NBPP case;

3) whether the decision in the NBPP case is
consistent with departmental policy or prac-
tice in prior cases or amounts to a change in
policy or practice;

4) the extent to which current policy or
practice as reflected in the NBPP case may
encourage voter intimidation; and

5) whether that policy or practice is con-
sistent with proper enforcement of section
11(b) of the Voting Rights Act.

The Commission may also seek to deter-
mine whether any decisions in the case were
induced or affected by improper influences.
Thus, there may be some areas of potential
overlap with OPR’s internal review, includ-
ing an examination of the decision-making
process in the case. With regard to these
questions, if there are concerns as to the
timing or content of specific discovery re-
quests, the Commission will work with the
Department to resolve them in a prompt and
satisfactory manner. In addition to my per-
sonal availability to speak with your rep-
resentatives, the Commission has appointed
a subcommittee of commissioners to focus
on any discovery issue that might arise in
our investigation.

Accordingly, please identify the individual
with substantive responsibility for the pro-
duction of documents, scheduling of inter-
views and any possible depositions. If you
have not done so by October 14th, however, it
will be necessary for us to propound our in-
terrogatories and interview requests directly
on the affected Department personnel.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation
and prompt reply to these requests.

Sincerely,
GERALD A. REYNOLDS,
Chairman.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MINNICK). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. PENCE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. PENCE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
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DEFUNDING ACORN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, recently this body moved to cut off
all funding, all Federal funding, from
the Association of Community Organi-
zations for Reform Now, or ACORN.

By now we have all seen reports of
several recent videos revealing ACORN
employees coaching two young individ-
uals on how to obtain government-sub-
sidized housing to set up an under-
ground prostitution house with under-
age girls brought into this country ille-

gally.
But this is only the beginning of
ACORN’s criminal activities, Mr.

Speaker. ACORN is under investigation
in at least 14 States for voter registra-
tion fraud. And ACORN workers have
consistently employed criminal tac-
tics, including establishing an illegal
quota system and illegally compen-
sating canvassers. ACORN has repeat-
edly reported false information to the
IRS and to the Department of Labor.
And to cap it off, Mr. Speaker, ACORN
and its affiliates have received more
than $563 million in Federal funds from
1994 to 2008 and were eligible for up to
$8.5 billion more from the economic
stimulus bill and the 2010 Federal budg-
et.

Mr. Speaker, I believe one of the
most overlooked and astounding tro-
phies in ACORN’s criminal hall of fame
is its role in fighting for policies that
led to the mortgage crisis and ulti-
mately catalyzed our current economic
recession. ACORN fought vigorously
for regulatory reform of the Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act, a 1977 bill that
drastically weakened mortgage lending
standards. The result of the new regu-
lations ACORN lobbied for was that
banks were no longer rated because
they made good loans or their standard
of equitable lending, but rather, they
were rated based on the number of
loans they made, regardless of the abil-
ity of the borrower to pay back the
loan or to qualify for a loan in the first
place.

Banks were hit with large fines if
they refused to dole out these toxic
loans, the majority of which they knew
would not be repaid. And if they still
dared resist the government’s mandate,
ACORN would publicly picket them or
threaten to hit these banks with law-
suits to force them to comply.

Mr. Speaker, although the main-
stream media has been largely silent
on the ties between ACORN and Presi-
dent Obama, it was actually during
this time in the early part of President
Obama’s career when he was working
with ACORN that President Obama was
part of the lawsuit to force Citibank to
abandon its time-tested lending stand-
ards and disperse millions and millions
of dollars in high-risk loans. Now this
isn’t speculation, Mr. Speaker. His
name is listed on the records of the
lawsuit. President Obama played a sig-
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nificant role in helping to shape the
mortgage debacle that caused Amer-
ica’s recent and ongoing economic cri-
sis.

The result of the lawsuits like the
one filed by Mr. Obama and ACORN has
been that millions of dollars in toxic
loans were made as a result of ACORN
and its subsidiaries using the CRA reg-
ulations to bludgeon America’s finan-
cial institutions into making loans
they never should have and otherwise
never would have made. As we all know
now, those toxic loans were packaged
and resold on Wall Street, and the en-
tire system began to crumble.

If those original loans, Mr. Speaker,
that were sold to Wall Street had been
made under the traditional, financially
sound practices based on income, down
payments and credit histories, rather
than the politically correct and finan-
cially fatal criteria that Barack Obama
sued to achieve, the entire financial
meltdown might have been avoided.

But how many Americans know that,
Mr. Speaker? How many Americans are
aware of the role that ACORN and one
of their lawyers and close allies by the
name of Barack Obama played in cre-
ating the housing and financial crisis?

Mr. Speaker, the ironic reality now is
that President Barack Obama is put in
the schizophrenic position of signing a
bill to defund the very organization
that helped to launch his career and ul-
timately helped get him elected. And
the silence from the Obama adminis-
tration on the ACORN issue has been
unbelievable, Mr. Speaker.

The Obama administration and lib-
eral Democrats in Congress now have a
choice. They can take a sincere stand
against corruption by launching inves-
tigations into ACORN and work with
Republicans to pass the Defund ACORN
Act to stop all Federal funding for
ACORN, or they can throw their sup-
posed commitment to transparency
and accountability out the window for
good.

Mr. Speaker, let us hope that they
will choose to stand against allowing
ACORN or any other corrupt organiza-
tion to receive one more dime of tax-
payer dollars now or ever again.

————
O 1615

JOBS, JOBS, JOBS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, well, Wash-
ington, D.C., is focused on a lot of
things these days. The debate over
health care continues outside of com-
mittee hearings, and we hear news re-
ports that health care reform is being
rewritten in the back hallways of this
building somewhere.

We also heard today that leading
Members of the Senate on the Demo-
cratic Party introduced a national en-
ergy tax, the so-called cap-and-trade
legislation, that will raise the cost of
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