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for American consumers. That is why 
my Republican colleagues and I have 
crafted a comprehensive energy bill 
that not only increases energy produc-
tion here in America, but ensures that 
all forms of energy have the ability to 
compete to provide clean, reliable, and 
affordable energy for all Americans. 

The American Energy Act is a blue-
print of solutions for American energy 
problems. We must create an environ-
ment where all producers have the op-
portunity to compete to provide safe, 
reliable energy, instead of the current 
stranglehold of bureaucratic red tape 
and regulatory obstacles producers 
face. 

We have an important opportunity to 
reduce carbon emissions sought by 
Democrats through increased use of 
nuclear energy. The American Energy 
Act would allow nuclear energy to 
compete with other energy sources 
based on its merits, such as being af-
fordable, domestic, and, most impor-
tantly, emissions-free. 

The U.S. Department of Energy is 
now in the process of awarding financ-
ing for four American power companies 
to build new nuclear power reactors to 
allow more nuclear power to come on-
line between 2015 and 2020. And we can 
bring more energy onto the grid if we 
streamline the application process, as 
the American Energy Act does. 

The goal of this plan is not to pro-
mote one form of energy over the 
other, but to allow the market system 
to determine which producers can 
achieve the goal of providing a safe and 
reliable energy supply to meet our Na-
tion’s needs. 

Americans need safe, reliable and af-
fordable energy, not government-man-
dated emission programs that increase 
consumer costs and kill American jobs. 
We need a plan that promotes all forms 
of energy to meet that goal. 

Madam Speaker, the Republican en-
ergy plan is a commonsense approach 
to increasing domestic energy sources, 
creating American energy jobs, and 
promoting a clean environment with-
out dipping in the pockets of American 
families. 

f 

FEDERAL AIR MARSHAL SERVICE 

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, prob-
ably the most needless, useless agency 
in the entire Federal Government is 
the Air Marshal Service. 

In the Homeland Security Appropria-
tions bill we will take up next week, we 
will appropriate $860 million for this 
needless, useless agency. This money is 
a total waste: $860 million for people to 
sit on airplanes and simply fly back 
and forth, back and forth. What a 
cushy, easy job. 

And listen to this paragraph from a 
front-page story in the USA Today last 
November: ‘‘Since 9/11, more than three 
dozen Federal air marshals have been 

charged with crimes, and hundreds 
more have been accused of misconduct. 
Cases range from drunken driving and 
domestic violence to aiding a human- 
trafficking ring and trying to smuggle 
explosives from Afghanistan.’’ 

Actually, there have been many more 
arrests of Federal air marshals than 
that story reported, quite a few for fel-
ony offenses. In fact, more air marshals 
have been arrested than the number of 
people arrested by air marshals. 

We now have approximately 4,000 in 
the Federal Air Marshals Service, yet 
they have made an average of just 4.2 
arrests a year since 2001. This comes 
out to an average of about one arrest a 
year per 1,000 employees. 

Now, let me make that clear. Their 
thousands of employees are not making 
one arrest per year each. They are 
averaging slightly over four arrests 
each year by the entire agency. In 
other words, we are spending approxi-
mately $200 million per arrest. Let me 
repeat that: we are spending approxi-
mately $200 million per arrest. 

Professor Ian Lustick of the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania wrote last year 
about the money feeding frenzy of the 
war on terror. And he wrote this: 
‘‘Nearly 7 years after September 11, 
2001,’’ he wrote this last year, ‘‘what 
accounts for the vast discrepancy be-
tween the terrorist threat facing Amer-
ica and the scale of our response? Why, 
absent any evidence of a serious terror 
threat, is a war to on terror so enor-
mous, so all-encompassing, and still 
expanding? 

‘‘The fundamental answer is that al 
Qaeda’s most important accomplish-
ment was not to hijack our planes but 
to hijack our political system. 

‘‘For a multitude of politicians, in-
terest groups and professional associa-
tions, corporations, media organiza-
tions, universities, local and State gov-
ernments and Federal agency officials, 
the war on terror is now a major profit 
center, a funding bonanza, and a set of 
slogans and sound bites to be inserted 
into budget project grant and contract 
proposals.’’ 

And finally, Professor Lustick wrote: 
‘‘For the country as a whole, however, 
it has become maelstrom of waste.’’ 
And there is no agency for which those 
words are more applicable than the 
Federal Air Marshal Service. 

In case anyone is wondering, the Air 
Marshal Service has done nothing to 
me, and I know none of its employees. 
But I do know with absolute certainty 
that this $860 million we are about to 
give them could be better spent on 
thousands of other things. 

As far as I’m concerned, it is just 
money going down a drain for the little 
good it will do. When we are so many 
trillions of dollars in debt, a national 
debt of over $13 trillion, we simply can-
not afford to waste money in this way. 

f 

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

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

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 addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

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

(Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed a bill and a 
concurrent resolution of the following 
titles in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 814. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of a parcel of land held by the Bureau 
of Prisons of the Department of Justice in 
Miami Dade County, Florida, to facilitate 
the construction of a new educational facil-
ity that includes a secure parking area for 
the Bureau of Prisons, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. Con. Res. 23. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting the goals and objectives of the 
Prague Conference on Holocaust Era Assets. 

f 

EVENTS OF THE WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate the honor to be recognized 
to address you this evening on the floor 
of the House of Representatives, and at 
the conclusion of what some considered 
to be a long week here in Congress. 
And I’d like to go back and reflect 
upon some of the events that took 
place this week and perhaps look into 
the future. 

And always our deliberation here on 
the floor of the world’s greatest delib-
erative body should be about perfecting 
legislation and moving America for-
ward in the right direction. 

Looking back upon some of the 
things that have taken place this week 
that are unprecedented, some would 
say that yesterday, and it was unprece-
dented, more votes on the floor of the 
House of Representatives than ever in 
the history of the United States of 
America. After all of these years, from 
1789 until 2009, we had more votes on 
the floor, almost a third more votes on 
the floor than ever before. The previous 
record was 40 votes. I think yesterday, 
54. 

One would ask, why is that? And the 
answer to that is, because the majority 
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decided they were going to shut down 
the deliberation and the debate here in 
the House. 

And I take all of us back to think 
about the continuum of events, the 
Constitution that underpins us, the di-
rective in the Constitution that all 
spending has to start in the House of 
Representatives, not in the Senate, 
Madam Speaker, but in the House of 
Representatives. 

In fact, if we shut this operation 
down here, no new spending could be 
initiated in the United States Govern-
ment, at least constitutionally, be-
cause it all has to start in the House. 
That is our duty. It’s one of our most 
important duties, not our only duty by 
any means. 

And we’ve had a tradition of going 
through a number of appropriations 
bills, 13 in number, as I recall, and it 
gets changed a little bit from year to 
year as the configuration of the Appro-
priations Committee gets changed. But 
we’ve run through those appropriation 
bills in the years that I’ve been here 
under Republican leadership, starting, 
by my recollection, at least, every one 
out with an open rule that allowed 
every Member of Congress to introduce 
an unlimited number of amendments, 
and offer and debate those amendments 
on the floor of the House, ask for a re-
corded vote if they chose to do so, ask 
for a re-vote if they chose to do so. In 
fact, there could be a movement for re-
consideration if we chose to do so. 

If every Member offered amend-
ments, of course this place would slow 
down dramatically and it would come 
actually to a halt. But for all of these 
years of the United States Congress, we 
got our work done under open rules be-
cause we found ways to come together 
and come to a conclusion so this gov-
ernment’s business could be done in a 
legitimate fashion, with debate on both 
sides, with amendments that are of-
fered that seek to perfect the legisla-
tion that’s there, with fiscal responsi-
bility on our part of the aisle, at least, 
and sometimes on the part of the Blue 
Dogs who used to come up and try to 
slow the growth of the government of 
their own party. 

But that has not been the case this 
week, Madam Speaker, and that is the 
reason for the unprecedented number 
of votes that took place here on the 
floor. And that’s because the majority 
party decided to shut down the process 
and disallow amendments and disallow 
debate in order to shield their spend-
ing, in order to protect them from, let 
me say, an alternative view. Some 
would call it criticism. 

But addressing you tonight, Speaker 
pro tem, Speaker PELOSI received the 
gavel that you hold this evening in 
January of 2007. The first woman 
Speaker in the history of the United 
States. I’ve been here to witness the 
swearing in of that historic event, as 
well as the swearing in of the first Afri-
can American President of the United 
States. Historical moments. And both 
of those moments were coupled with a 

degree of optimism that flowed on both 
sides of the aisle, Democrats and Re-
publicans, although I will stipulate 
that there had to have been more eu-
phoria on the Democrat side of the 
aisle than there was on the Republican 
side of the aisle. But just the same, a 
level of euphoria on each side, a sense 
of optimism, a sense of we have 
reached some historical milestones. 

But, Madam Speaker, when we reach 
that moment, that is no time to rest on 
our laurels. That’s no time to come to 
a conclusion that the people who have 
been honored so in such a historically 
unprecedented fashion should be ex-
empt from criticism or exempt from 
dissent, nor should they be handed all 
the power of the government of the 
United States, whether they’re the 
President or the Speaker of the House. 
But it seems as though that’s the atti-
tude of significant numbers of Mem-
bers here in the House of Representa-
tives. 

And so if I take you back to the 12 
years that Republicans were in the ma-
jority here in the House, from 1994 
until 2006, those were elections, sworn 
in ’95 and until January of 2007 were ac-
tually the times that our span served, 
we offered appropriations bills under 
an open rule that allowed amendments, 
an unlimited number of amendments, 
to be filed. They didn’t have to be filed 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. No-
body had to come here with their play 
book and open it up and say, here’s the 
play I’m going to run, do you think you 
can play defense on that. We just said, 
offer your amendments into the 
RECORD, and we’ll deal with them when 
they come up. And as long as we 
haven’t passed that title of the bill in 
our deliberations, the amendment will 
be in order. And if you have amend-
ments that you’d like to offer at the 
end of the bill, we’re going to allow for 
an unlimited number of amendments to 
be filed at the end of the bill as well. 

And so Democrats and Republicans 
were able to record their dissent from 
each of the appropriations bills by fil-
ing amendments, seek to perfect the 
legislation that was there, and either 
expand the spending or reduce the 
spending as their conscience and their 
constituents dictated. That went on 
through the 12 years of Republican 
leadership. 

And I will also make a point that 
there were times when we had too 
many amendments and there were 
times when leadership came together 
and negotiated a unanimous consent 
agreement. And there were times when 
some people didn’t all agree, but didn’t 
really have much opportunity to ob-
ject. And I have been one of those peo-
ple that saw unanimous consent agree-
ment reached and didn’t have an oppor-
tunity to object. 

But at least the leadership was talk-
ing about how to perfect legislation, 
how to bring the most important 
amendments to the floor for debate and 
for vote so we could bring the will of 
the American people and the wisdom of 

the American people together and 
move this country forward. 

That’s how it was here in this Con-
gress from 1995 until the beginning of 
2007, when Speaker PELOSI took the 
gavel, named a whole group of new 
committee Chairs, a new appropria-
tions Chair, a new Ways and Means 
Chair, a new Financial Services Chair, 
the list goes on. And as the appropria-
tions bills were brought to the floor, 
Republicans and Democrats offered 
amendments to those bills, and there 
were—and that debate, although it was 
extended more than it was this year, 
was shut down by unanimous consent 
agreement. 

b 1630 

Okay. I can accept that. I don’t like 
it, but I can accept it. That was the 
last time we had a legitimate process, 
Madam Speaker, because the 2007 ap-
propriations cycle didn’t even have an 
appropriations bill come to the floor, 
not 1 of 10, not 1 of 13—zero—because 
Democrats didn’t want to take a vote 
on bills to spend money, and they 
didn’t want to take a vote on the 
amendments that would be seeking to 
slow this massive growth in govern-
ment, so they stacked it all up and put 
it into one continuing resolution that 
kicked the can down the road until 
after the last election when they 
brought up an omnibus spending bill 
that put everything into one bill. Then 
that bill appeared on the Internet. It 
was after 11 o’clock at night. The fol-
lowing morning, there were 3,600 pages, 
as I recall, and around $450 billion in 
spending all wrapped up and stacked 
into one bill. Actually, it may not have 
been 3,600, but it was a lot of pages of 
legislation. We had overnight to read 
it, and we are held accountable for ev-
erything that we vote for or against in 
this Congress. We have to have an op-
portunity to read the legislation no 
matter how good our staff is. We can’t 
even delegate that we break the bill up 
into pieces and tell each one of our 
staff to read 100 pages. It’s impossible. 

Furthermore, there was no oppor-
tunity to tell what was in the bill. 
Even more difficult was to figure out 
what wasn’t in the bill, and that all has 
to be evaluated if we are going to be 
operating and running the finest coun-
try that has ever had the privilege of 
being sovereign on the face of this 
Earth. 

Yet our process is broken. Our proc-
ess has been usurped. Because of the 
sense that power can dictate, then it 
has dictated. So, for 2 years, we 
haven’t had a legitimate appropria-
tions process here in the United States 
Congress, not until this week, not until 
the Justice Appropriations bill was of-
fered. Even then, it wasn’t a legitimate 
process. It was offered under a rule 
that I had never seen before, and I be-
lieve it was historically unprecedented, 
which was: print all of your amend-
ments into the RECORD and then we’ll 
make them all in order. Now, they can 
announce this in advance. They can 
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tell us what the Rules Committee is 
going to decide in advance. We filed all 
of our amendments into the RECORD, 
127 of them or some number near that, 
and that allowed the majority to read 
our entire playbook. It allowed the ma-
jority to evaluate the political implica-
tions and the economic implications of 
every amendment, and it allowed the 
majority to plan their strategy. What 
was their strategy? 

The strategy was: well, we dare not 
let them debate this because they’re 
going to bring up things that are em-
barrassing. We dare not allow votes be-
cause the Members will be held ac-
countable. Who will hold them ac-
countable? The voters. So, in order to 
protect the vulnerable Members of the 
United States Congress, the constitu-
tional duty and the deep traditions of 
this Congress have been suspended by 
the majority party, and they were sus-
pended with the structured rule that 
allowed for these 127 amendments, of 
which I had some; but even that, 
Madam Speaker, wasn’t good enough. 
Twenty-some minutes into the debate 
on the first amendment, the majority 
party moved to recess to the call of the 
gavel, and they decided to go up to the 
Rules Committee and change the rules 
again. 

Now, it is a very bad deal when you 
change the rules from the Constitution 
and from the tradition of this body, 
from these 200-and-some years of this 
constitutional Republic that we are. 
That is a very serious thing, but those 
changed rules are the ones we started 
out with. Once we got 20 minutes into 
the debate on the first Republican 
amendment, they then decided to 
change the rules again, Madam Speak-
er, and went up to the Rules Com-
mittee, which, by the way, is the heart 
of the power of this Congress. The peo-
ple who decide what debate will take 
place here on the floor are up there on 
the third floor—that way. It’s a tiny, 
little room, and it doesn’t have tele-
vision cameras in it, and you can’t 
tune into it on C–SPAN, and there is no 
live feed that goes out of there. 

I brought an amendment up a couple 
of years ago to present it when the 
Chair of the Rules Committee said, 
Well, we’re going to make sure that we 
report every vote out and that we put 
it into the RECORD. I simply brought an 
amendment up there that would re-
quire the Rules Committee to print 
every vote into the RECORD. The Chair 
became—let me just say to understate 
it—unreasonable and emotional in that 
I would seek to codify a promise that 
she had made. Didn’t I trust her? 

Well, the answer to that, I think, is 
obvious, because the rules got changed 
twice in the middle of the game. The 
second time, they decided they would 
only allow amendments to come to the 
floor of the House that they thought 
were good for them politically. So 
these 127 amendments got chopped 
down to 23 amendments. Of the 23 
amendments, 20 of them were about 
spending. 

You know, it surprises me, but the 
Democrats didn’t mind voting for more 
spending and voting against reducing 
spending with the exception of this 
$100,000 on capital bicycles today. Tril-
lions of dollars have been spent, but 
they did get mobilized, some of them, 
about the spending on the capital bicy-
cles. 

So the rules were changed from tradi-
tion. Then they were changed in the 
middle of the game. This Justice Ap-
propriations bill came to the floor, and 
it was set up so that there wouldn’t be 
embarrassing votes. 

For example, the Speaker of the 
House has declared the CIA to be will-
fully lying to the Congress of the 
United States of America and to her, 
and this issue is unanswered and 
unspoken to, and the security of the 
United States of America is hinged 
upon our ability to have a working and 
trusting relationship to fund the CIA 
and the 14 other members of the intel-
ligence community and our Depart-
ment of Defense, I might add, and our 
domestic law enforcement, I might 
add. Well, now there is no relationship 
between the Speaker of the House and 
the intelligence community other than 
one of being directly at odds against 
each other, with the Speaker’s declar-
ing the CIA up here in the secure room 
in the Capitol to be lying to the person 
who is third in line for the Presi-
dency—the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 

Yes, they lied to me. They did it all 
the time. They misled the Congress of 
the United States of America. 

That’s the statement—not retracted, 
not clarified, no evidence given. Just 
an allegation. 

Now, when someone accuses someone 
else of lying outside of these doors and 
on the street, in the family, at the 
workplace or in private society, they 
had better have the evidence before 
they accuse somebody of being a liar. 
That is the standard in America. If you 
think somebody is not telling you the 
truth, you don’t call him a liar unless 
you have the facts. We have worse than 
that here in the Congress because there 
is a statute that has been passed that 
directly prohibits anyone from lying to 
Congress, especially about domestic or 
international terrorism, and that’s 
what these briefings were about. They 
were about enhanced interrogations 
that most of America, Madam Speaker, 
thinks took place down at Gitmo, 
waterboarding among them. The truth 
is that no waterboarding took place at 
Gitmo. None of it took place in this 
hemisphere, and I can’t verify that 
there were any enhanced interrogation 
techniques that took place even in this 
hemisphere, let alone at Gitmo by 
United States forces. 

So that’s a long subject, and I won’t 
go into that, Madam Speaker, except 
to say, to the extent when that dec-
laration was made by the Speaker of 
the House, that declaration of the 
CIA’s lying, it was an allegation of 
willfully committing repeated felonies 

against the Congress of the United 
States. 

This is an untenable position. We 
cannot have a situation where the 
most powerful Member of the House of 
Representatives, the person third in 
line for the Presidency, can declare our 
intelligence community to be willful 
liars, to be lying to us here in this Con-
gress and to be in violation of Federal 
statute. We cannot just simply decide, 
because the Speaker doesn’t want to 
talk about it anymore, we aren’t going 
to talk about it either. 

I am bringing this up because this is 
the only arena that exists. This is the 
only forum that exists right now. We 
could not force a vote on it. We could 
not shut off funds. We could not direct 
the Speaker. We could not bring any 
language, because it was shut down in 
the Rules Committee. I will submit 
that the security clearance for the 
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives must be suspended until this mat-
ter is cleared up. It is her responsi-
bility to clear it up, not mine. It is not 
the part of some outside working group 
or of some factfinding force. It is for 
the person who made the allegation. 

Madam Speaker, I would ask you to 
reflect. When Jesus stood in front of 
the high priest, Caiaphas, Caiaphas 
asked him, Jesus, did you really say 
these things? Did you really preach in 
this fashion? 

Christ said to Caiaphas, It’s you who 
say I did. Ask them. They heard me. I 
was open. 

The guard struck Jesus, and Jesus 
said again to Caiaphas, If I have spoken 
wrongly, then you must prove the 
wrong, but if I have spoken rightly, 
why do you strike me? 

That’s the standard. When someone 
speaks rightly, you can’t attack him. 
You can’t strike him. You can’t chal-
lenge him. You can’t beat him. You 
can’t call him a liar; but if he speaks 
wrongly, the one who makes the alle-
gation of speaking wrongly must prove 
the wrong. That’s the standard in the 
Book of John. That’s the standard in 
this American culture. That needs to 
be the standard here in the United 
States Congress. We need to hold the 
Speaker accountable for this for the 
very sake of the integrity of this insti-
tution and for the very sake of the se-
curity of the United States of America, 
which, surely, is put at risk when you 
think about the majority party, the 
majority party that is all trying to 
work together, to get along and to fol-
low the direction of the Speaker, all of 
the staffs of all of the committees—the 
committee Chairs, the subcommittee 
Chairs, the rank-and-file members, the 
Armed Services people, the Select 
Committee on Intelligence, which just 
had their markup in secret. That won’t 
hit the press. You won’t know what 
went on in there in the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence. You won’t 
know what kind of debates took place, 
because that’s in secret. You won’t un-
derstand how partisan the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence is today because 
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the committee has been stacked with 
people who will support the Speaker. 

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple don’t have any insight into what 
goes on within the intelligence zones 
here in this Congress nor do they have 
an opportunity to view it, because a lot 
of it is classified. I can tell you, when 
you have a partisan committee, par-
tisan votes, partisan debates in secret 
in the Committee on Intelligence, and 
when you have all of the intelligence 
agencies that are now colored with the 
allegation from the Speaker of the 
House that they willfully lied to the 
Congress of the United States, let me 
ask: 

Does that produce more funding for 
on-the-ground intel? for more devices? 
for more technology? Is America safer 
because of this tension, this conflict? 
Are we less safe? Are there more of our 
resources put to bear to gather this in-
telligence that we need so that we can 
direct our military to protect us from 
attacks from terrorists, both foreign 
and domestic, or is it less resources? 

When you send a brother and a sister 
out to the kitchen to clean up the table 
after dinner at night and they’re fight-
ing, does the job get done better or 
worse? Does it get done quicker or 
sooner? When people are at odds with 
each other, that lack of cooperation ul-
timately leads to less efficiency and to 
a poorer product. 

One of the problems that we had that 
left us vulnerable for September 11 
were the silos of intelligence when we 
didn’t have our members of the intel-
ligence community sharing intel-
ligence. They weren’t communicating 
as well as they should have. That is the 
foundation for the reason of estab-
lishing the Director of National Intel-
ligence and for putting it under at 
least one command. I have concerns 
about the results of that as well, but 
that was the reason, and now we have 
a silo of politics here under the Speak-
er of the House, who declares Intel-
ligence to be lying to Congress. She 
continues to go up to the fourth floor 
to receive intelligence briefings from 
an intelligence community that is 
probably walking on egg shells. 

The CIA, itself, directed by Leon Pa-
netta, has laid out that they have the 
documents and that they have the 
proof, and their notes show that the 
Speaker was briefed in line with what 
had been taking place with the en-
hanced interrogation techniques of 
three individuals and that it had al-
ready taken place prior to the briefing 
that she received on September 4 of 
2002. 

This is an untenable position. It 
must be rectified, and it can’t go on. 
This Congress has been shut down part-
ly so we don’t have a debate on this 
issue. 

Another reason this Congress has 
been shut down—and I’m talking about 
the open amendment process to appro-
priations bills—is there is a partisan 
interest in protecting ACORN. It can’t 
be anything else. Most everybody in 

America at this point has heard of 
ACORN, the Association of Community 
Organizations for Reform Now. ACORN 
was in the news constantly throughout 
the election cycle last fall. I’ve been 
watching ACORN for 4 to 5 years. 
ACORN has been involved from the be-
ginning, and here is a series of things, 
and I’ll just lay them out and then talk 
about them to the depth that I can at 
this point, Madam Speaker. 

b 1645 
ACORN’s involvement early on way 

back in the Community Reinvestment 
Act. This Congress passed the Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act in 1977 and then 
refreshed it under Bill Clinton in the 
1990s. The Community Reinvestment 
Act recognized something that was 
wrong, and that was that we had lend-
ers who looked at neighborhoods and 
concluded that the real estate value in 
those neighborhoods was declining be-
cause of violence, because of activities 
going on in those neighborhoods. 

And so they drew what they called— 
they did what they call redlining. They 
drew a red line around those neighbor-
hoods and concluded they weren’t 
going to loan money for homes for real 
estate in those neighborhoods because 
the value of the real estate was going 
down. 

If you looked at the racial makeup of 
the residents of those redlined areas, 
often it was African Americans in 
those inner-city parts. Some of them 
contributed to the decline in the value 
of the real estate. Some of them were 
victims of the decline in value of the 
real estate. The Community Reinvest-
ment Act was passed to encourage 
lenders to—let me just say in sim-
plistic terms—make bad loans in bad 
neighborhoods, to loan into the redline 
neighborhoods so they could improve 
the percentage of home ownership, get 
more people into their own homes, and 
the theory is they will take care of 
them: They’ll have a nest egg to work 
with, and they will be more stable with 
everything they do. The families will 
be more stable, too. 

I don’t disagree with the philosophy 
of the Community Reinvestment Act. I 
disagree with the result of what came 
about. And what came about was 
ACORN seizing on the Community Re-
investment Act and learning that they 
could go in and, essentially, intimidate 
lenders. If lenders wanted to expand or 
open up a branch office, they had to 
meet the standards of the Community 
Reinvestment Act. Vaguely written. 
But those standards were easier to 
prove if you had the approval of 
ACORN. If you had the disapproval, it 
was hard to get them approved because 
ACORN established political connec-
tions, and supported political can-
didates, and became a get-out-the-vote 
machine for Democrats. 

Now, think in terms of Chicago poli-
tics. I think Chicago is a city in Amer-
ica that best illustrates the foundation 
that is ACORN. 

And so ACORN intimidated lenders. 
They got groups together—some would 

say gangs; I’m calling them groups. 
And they went into lenders’ offices and 
sometimes shoved the banker’s desk 
over to the wall and surrounded him 
and hollered at him and screamed at 
him, intimidated the lender into mak-
ing bad loans in bad neighborhoods. 
They intimidated lenders and banking 
institutions to write nice big checks to 
ACORN, and ACORN used that money 
to operate, and if they wrote a big 
enough check, ACORN wouldn’t be in 
there demonstrating or jamming the 
entryways to the banks and shutting 
down their commerce. These were in-
timidation shakedown tactics. ACORN 
is just one of the entities that did that. 
We know of a few others, and I think 
the name Jesse Jackson comes to mind 
for most people when I raise this sub-
ject matter. There were other entities 
out there that did the same thing. 

But ACORN was in the center of this. 
And not only that, but ACORN found 
themselves in a situation where they 
could go out and identify and broker 
the people who would qualify for these 
low-interest loans, subprime loans—a 
lot of subprime loans were promoted by 
ACORN. The lending institutions made 
those loans because then ACORN would 
be off of their back and allow their 
doors to stay open, and they kept this 
relationship going. 

ACORN also found themselves in a 
position to be brokering these 
subprime loans through into the sec-
ondary market of Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac. So I think already, 
Madam Speaker, you see the pattern 
here. 

The Community Reinvestment Act 
was a foundation that allowed ACORN 
to go in and intimidate lenders and set 
themselves up where they became the 
broker for home mortgage loans that 
many times were subprime loans that 
were sold in the secondary market to 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac And on up 
through the line to the investment 
banks, where these loans were sliced, 
diced, sorted, shuffled, cut, stacked, 
and tranched. 

And all of that went on to the point 
where you couldn’t trace where all of 
the loans had gone anymore, but the 
collateral still was attached to the 
mortgage loans. And this became part 
of the core of the financial meltdown 
that we’ve experienced in the last sev-
eral months. 

That’s transgression number one for 
ACORN. 

Transgression number two is 
ACORN’s pledge to go out and reg-
ister—I think their goal was 1.3 million 
new voters for the 2008 election cycle. 
So they put their minions out into the 
streets across the streets of America. 
Interesting. They’ve been active doing 
this before. There were investigations 
that came up in 2006. In the 2006 elec-
tion in the State of Washington, 
ACORN turned in in one sample 1,800 
voter registration forms, and the num-
ber of legitimate registration forms 
out of 1,800 was six. Only six were real. 
The rest were phony. I didn’t do the 
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percentage on that, but I can tell you 
it’s not very good. 

And so they brought about a prosecu-
tion there and got some kind of settle-
ment. But that was 2006. There were 
other incidents scattered across the 
country. The focus of these incidents 
seemed to show up in swing States, 
swing States like Ohio, States that 
they wanted to affect the result of the 
election. Of about five or six important 
swing States, ACORN was the most ac-
tive in them. 

Now, this is also an organization that 
has received, as a matter of fact, more 
than $53 million of our tax dollars to 
fund them. To do what? Well, in part, 
facilitate bad loans in bad neighbor-
hoods sold up through Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac—which have since been 
nationalized, by the way, because of 
the insolvency in part created by some 
of those transactions—and a get-out- 
the-vote Democrat drive that took 
place in many of the cities, Chicago for 
example, and registered hundreds of 
thousands of fraudulent voter registra-
tions. And in fact by ACORN’s own ad-
mission, over 400,000 fraudulent reg-
istrations were filed by ACORN in that 
cycle leading up to the 2008 election. 

And I asked for investigations. I 
asked for congressional inquiries. I 
asked for the Justice Department to 
look into ACORN. And I had no sym-
pathy on this side of the aisle. I tempo-
rarily had some sympathy from the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
Mr. CONYERS, who for about 3 weeks 
was on record as believing there was 
evidence there that may warrant that 
we take it up and investigate ACORN. 
But 3 weeks after he expressed the sen-
timent, he concluded there wasn’t 
enough evidence there. 

There is a lawsuit against ACORN 
that has been won and a settlement 
that’s been achieved. We have put hun-
dreds of pages of data into the records 
here in this Congress, and still they 
conclude that there is not enough evi-
dence there to bear looking into it. 
We’ve named hundreds of—I don’t 
know if it’s hundreds—we’ve named 
dozens of post offices this year. We de-
bate these on the floor under suspen-
sion. We vote and name post offices. 
We’ve got time to name post offices, 
but we don’t have time to look into 
ACORN, which is corrupting our elec-
tion process and has undermined the fi-
nancial integrity of the United States 
of America? 

And furthermore, we have to suspect 
that there is a real lack of enthusiasm 
on the part of the administration, as 
well as the Democrats in the Congress 
and the House and in the Senate, be-
cause when we look back through the 
history of the President of the United 
States, we find a consistent association 
with ACORN on the part of Barack 
Obama. Barack Obama, who was a law-
yer for ACORN and argued for them in 
a voter registration case, albeit pro 
bono, but still their employee, still 
representing ACORN in court. 

And when someone does that pro 
bono, does that tell you they agree 

with them or disagree with the agenda 
of ACORN? I think we all can agree 
that if you’re going to take a case for 
free and argue in court that surely you 
must agree with the principles and the 
people that you’re working for. You’re 
not going to see me go represent 
Planned Parenthood in court for free or 
for a check, for that matter, because I 
disagree with the agenda of Planned 
Parenthood. 

Barack Obama clearly agreed with 
the agenda of ACORN. When he worked 
for them for free and represented them 
in court, that makes him their em-
ployee as their attorney. 

Now, if that’s not compelling enough, 
Madam Speaker, we’ll take another 
component of this. Barack Obama 
headed up Project Vote. Project Vote is 
a subsidiary of ACORN. That’s not dis-
puted. They’re the get-out-the-vote 
machine in Chicago. That’s not dis-
puted. The head of ACORN in Chicago 
hired President—well, at that time 
Barack Obama—to train the people 
that were going to work under Project 
Get-Out-the-Vote and also those that 
would go into the bankers’ offices and 
encourage them to make bad loans in 
bad neighborhoods. 

Part of this enterprise that has all of 
the trappings of a criminal enterprise 
headed up in Chicago by—I will check 
the name—- but I believe it’s Margaret 
Talmage, who hired Barack Obama to 
head up Project Vote, and he got paid. 
The canceled checks exist. He worked 
for Project Vote as an employee, hired 
by the head of ACORN in Chicago to 
work for their subsidiary to get out the 
vote and to train people in community- 
organizing activities and postures him-
self as if community-organizing is a 
highly virtuous endeavor. 

Well, hardly anybody knows what a 
community organizer does. And I sus-
pect that it’s different from commu-
nity-to-community, county-to-county, 
State-to-State, and nation-to-nation. 

But when it comes to community or-
ganizing in Chicago, clearly there are 
those who adhere to the mission of 
Saul Alinsky, the great community or-
ganizer, Rules for Radicals Saul 
Alinsky—whom also Hillary Clinton 
studied under, by the way directly, and 
whom Barack Obama seems to be a 
philosophical protégé. 

But the ‘‘Rules for Radicals’’ clearly 
applied to ACORN. They were activists. 
They did intimidate. It was part of 
their M.O. ACORN, Project Vote, and 
dozens and dozens of other subsidiaries 
of ACORN scattered across this coun-
try. And ACORN central headquarters 
is down in New Orleans. It’s been 
moved from downtown New Orleans out 
to the outskirts of New Orleans at 2609 
Canal Street. A $2.5 million building, 
roughly relatively new and modern, 
that houses many of the subsidiary 
corporations that one can connect. 

And I’ve filed a list that is incom-
plete but is a list of 174 of the more 
than 250 corporations that are affili-
ated with ACORN. I filed them into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as part of the 

amendments that were to go on the 
justice appropriation’s bill that was 
managed by Mr. MOLLOHAN and con-
cluded yesterday. But of course, those 
amendments were denied not quite in 
secret, but up here where you can’t 
hardly get six reporters in the room if 
there are going to be a dozen Members 
of Congress, if they’re pleading to be 
heard here on the floor. 

So that’s the record. That’s the 
standard. 2609 Canal Street, ACORN’s 
building. One should go on Google 
Earth and take a look at that and zero 
in on it and see what it looks like, 
Madam Speaker, and the corporations 
that are involved as subsidiaries, the 
inner-connecting spider web of corpora-
tions. 

By the way, Louisiana is one of the 
easiest States in the union to incor-
porate in. I don’t think it’s a coinci-
dence that ACORN is there with their 
central headquarters. But they have 
headquarters scattered across this 
country in 50 cities, at least that they 
announce—and I don’t know how many 
States—and activities going on, and 
also they say over 100,000 members— 
that number actually is higher than 
that, around 175,000 families. 

Annual dues for an individual, wheth-
er you’re poverty stricken or aren’t, I 
understand is around $120. So they 
raised some of that money from dues 
from people that may or may not be 
able to afford that. Fifty-three million 
dollars from our tax dollars, and now— 
actually, we don’t know the whole pic-
ture because it takes a lot of work to 
unravel this spider web of corporations 
that exist that are affiliated and part 
and parcel of ACORN that have inter-
connecting boards of directors and 
sometimes copy-and-paste boards of di-
rectors where if the board of—let’s just 
say Project Vote or one of the other 
subsidiaries happened to meet and then 
walk into another room and you would 
sit down with ACORN and that board 
met, you might look around and not 
find any faces that are different. They 
might all be the same. Some of these 
interconnecting corporations, subsidi-
aries of ACORN, have identical boards 
of directors and identical addresses and 
identical corporate filings with the ex-
ception of the name and the date that 
they’re filed. 

This is a copy-and-paste reproductive 
method that allows them to go out and 
take all kinds of money in from every 
avenue, pour that through, commingle 
those fungible funds and spend them 
however they like, including getting 
out the vote for Democrats, registering 
hundreds of thousands of fraudulent 
votes. 

And when ACORN’s asked about this, 
Madam Speaker—and that question 
came up in a little debate with the 
head of ACORN last night—they say, 
Well, ACORN’s not under investigation 
or indictment. Not true. They clearly 
are. Absolutely in Nevada they are. 
But they are alleging that there were 
only investigations or indictments of 
their employees that were just a few, 
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not very well managed, maybe rogue 
employees that were out there reg-
istering. 

Well, it turns out to be a fact that 
ACORN’s policy in print was, in some 
of the States, to pay commissions for 
people to sign up voter registrations. 
Clearly against the law in a number of 
the States across the country and 
many of the States across the country, 
including Nevada. We will see more of 
these investigations and convictions 
unfold. 

b 1700 

Now, why am I concerned about this, 
Madam Speaker? The answer is, first, 
it is essential that we maintain a le-
gitimate, reliable and honorable elec-
tion process in America. If first you 
corrupt the voter registration rolls, the 
next thing that happens is the votes 
themselves are corrupted. And 
ACORN’s position is, well, maybe we 
gave you 400,000 or more fraudulent 
voter registration forms, but never 
fear, there were no fraudulent votes 
that came from that. In fact, the At-
torney General of Nevada, who happens 
to be a Democrat and is involved in the 
prosecution of ACORN, and I applaud 
him for that, says that he’s certain 
that there were no fraudulent votes 
that came from this. I don’t know how 
anybody can be certain that there were 
no fraudulent votes that came from 
400,000 or more fraudulent registra-
tions. That defies my ability to imag-
ine. 400,000 fraudulent voter registra-
tions and no fraudulent votes? That is 
a leap of faith that I can’t take. 

It’s logical to me that the more 
fraudulent registrations you have, the 
more fraudulent votes you have. It’s 
not logical that every fraudulent reg-
istration would be a fraudulent vote, 
but it’s clearly logical that with over 
400,000 fraudulent registrations, you’re 
going to get fraudulent votes. How 
many, is the question. Who were they? 
We don’t know because a fraudulent 
vote is almost the perfect crime. If you 
can walk into a polling place and the 
poll worker says, Who are you, and you 
answer, my name is Joe Schmo and I 
live at—let’s just use a previously used 
address, 2609 Canal Street, New Orle-
ans, and if there’s someone registered 
under that name, they hand you a bal-
lot and you go vote, no ID required, no 
picture ID required. In fact, in New 
Mexico—and this is part of the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD where the Sec-
retary of State of New Mexico testified 
before the Judiciary Committee about 
3 years ago—it comes down to this: if I 
am working as a poll worker in New 
Mexico registered to vote in New Mex-
ico and someone walks into that poll-
ing place and says, I’m Steve King and 
I live at—names the address that I live 
at, even if they say they are me and 
I’m working the polls, by law in New 
Mexico I can’t challenge that fraudu-
lent voter. It’s against the law to chal-
lenge voters in New Mexico and many 
other States because the liberals have 
so corrupted the process. 

First, they passed Motor Voter, so 
that when people get a driver’s license 
they ask them, Do you want to be reg-
istered to vote? Well, who says no? 
Also, there is a little spot on there that 
attests that you are a citizen of the 
United States. Well, who says no? What 
if you don’t understand the language, 
are you really going to read that as a 
legal document and know that if you 
attest that you’re a citizen of the 
United States, that you’re guilty of 
perjury? 

By the way, out of 306-or-so million 
Americans, does anybody know any-
body that has been prosecuted for 
falsely attesting that they are a citizen 
on a voter registration form? No. 
That’s an unprosecuted crime; a crime 
of perjury, which exists as a felony in 
every State that I know of, 
unprosecuted. So our voter registration 
rolls were corrupted by the low stand-
ard of Motor Voter. 

And then we had the Florida fiasco in 
2000. And there, if we looked across 
what was going on in Florida, there 
were allegations of voter fraud on both 
sides. I don’t know that there wasn’t 
some on both sides. But what I saw was 
indicators that there could have been 
significant votes shifted. And I think 
all the scrutiny that came into those 
counties in Florida helped. I think it 
was a good thing that a lot of people 
went down and watched the hanging 
chad count. 

But I also have seen film of the direc-
tor of the Miami-Dade County Election 
Board, Michael—last name starts with 
an L, and I actually can’t remember it, 
it’s been 9 years. In a previous election, 
there is videotape of the hanging chads 
that would come in. How did they deal 
with the hanging chads in Miami-Dade 
County? And I’ve seen this videotape; I 
don’t think it could be reconstructed in 
any way. They had 70 volunteers from 
the League of Women Voters—now, 
they haven’t been on my side very 
much, they really don’t seem to be 
very bipartisan to me—long table, 70 
volunteers from the League of Women 
Voters. They were set down at a table, 
and they would bring in these punch- 
card ballots and set them on one side of 
each of the ladies that were there 
working, issue them two or three nice 
sharp No. 2 lead pencils—like you take 
your Iowa basic skills with where I 
come from—and they would pick up 
these hanging chad ballots, these 
punch-card ballots, and clean them up. 
If any chad is hanging and it’s still 
dangling there, they would punch the 
pencil through the hole, break it off, 
and stack these cleaned-up ballots over 
on this other side where, once they got 
done cleaning up the hanging chads, 
these 70 volunteers from the League of 
Women Voters, then the process ballots 
would go through the vote counting 
machine. Now, does that give you a lot 
of confidence if you put somebody 
there at a table to decide your vote for 
you by where they poke the pencil and 
which chad is hanging? Not me it 
doesn’t. That process should have 
never happened. 

The Collier brothers did investigative 
research on election fraud down in 
Florida. Neither one of these gentle-
men are alive today—and I don’t have 
any sign of foul play and I don’t allege 
such a thing, I just haven’t been able 
to track what brought about their de-
mise. 

But I read a fair amount of material. 
And they did a movie in investigative 
journalism where they went into the 
previous election board director of 
Miami-Dade County that took care of 
the voting machines, sitting in a ware-
house out along the edge of the swamp. 
And they walked in and said, What do 
you do? Well, I fix these vote-counting 
machines and I keep them up in shape. 
Well, how do you make this all work? 
And they got to talking about how the 
elections got rigged. And he said, 
Here’s how it is—and the video exists. 
He pulled some plastic gears out of a 
drawer and he showed, here it is, we 
grind one of these teeth off on this 
plastic gear, we put it in the vote- 
counting machine, and then where we 
put that gear makes a difference in 
which side gets an extra vote for every 
10 that comes through. Openly in the 
videotape. 

And they went up into the loft in the 
attic and filmed a bunch more of that 
before they got suspicious and they had 
to skedaddle out of there with their 
cameras. I saw those things while I was 
doing this research back then. 

I bring this out, Madam Speaker, be-
cause, just because this wasn’t a par-
ticularly close election in November of 
2008 doesn’t mean that we shouldn’t be 
alarmed about the corruption of our 
election process; 537 votes made the 
difference in Florida, and Florida made 
the difference on who would be the 
next leader in the Free World, Madam 
Speaker. 

And those 537 votes could easily be 
blended through the more than 400,000 
fraudulent registration forms that 
ACORN has admitted to turning in 
that corrupted voter registration rolls 
and opened the door for the corruption 
of our election process. 

Now, I have discussed the Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act, and now I have 
discussed the voter registration fraud 
process. And these are the ‘‘get out the 
vote’’ people for Democrats, please 
don’t forget. And if we do forget—I 
should put another fact out. 

President Obama, as a candidate for 
President, then-Senator Obama, hired 
ACORN to get out the vote and wrote 
the check to one of their subsidiary 
corporations for over $800,000. There’s 
three ways the President is tied—more 
than three ways the President is tied 
to ACORN. One is as their attorney, 
one is as an employee of Project Vote, 
heading up Project Vote in Chicago, re-
ceiving paychecks, ACORN through 
Project Vote into President Obama. 
The third one is hiring ACORN to get 
out the vote. 

There are rumors that donor lists got 
circulated back and forth; I haven’t 
been able to chase that down. The 
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fourth component is the White House 
has hired ACORN to participate in the 
census. 

Now, over 400,000 fraudulent registra-
tions turned in, admitted by ACORN— 
I suspect significantly more. I have 
never met someone who admitted to 
such wrongdoing and admitted to it in 
the full magnitude of their wrongdoing. 
They always try to minimize. So at 
least 400,000. And now the President, 
who has worked for ACORN in two ca-
pacities, hired ACORN in at least one 
capacity, now hires ACORN in another 
capacity as President of the United 
States to help with the census, to help 
count the people of the United States. 

Now, if you want to direct what goes 
on in America, if you want the power 
of this country, there are two ways: 
through the ballot box and influence 
the elections so you get your people in 
these seats here and in the seats in the 
Senate and in the White House, where 
there is tremendous power. That’s one 
component. Another component is 
through the United States Census. 

What does it do? Well, the Constitu-
tion requires us to count the people 
every 10 years, count the people—not 
by formula, not by some magic for-
mula, but actually count the people. It 
costs a lot of money, and it takes a lot 
of people out there to do it to actually 
count them. 

But once the people are counted, it 
affects two big things: one is the redis-
tricting process, where new lines get 
drawn on the maps of all the States of 
the Union. And those maps are drawn 
and approved by the State legislatures. 
And some of them it’s very, very par-
tisan, and they decide how they expand 
the number of Democrat or Republican 
seats, whoever happens to be in charge. 
In my State I am really fortunate be-
cause it’s far less partisan than it is in 
any other State that I know of. But 
that determines, in a large way, who 
will be in the majorities in the State 
legislatures after the next elections. 
Some seats will be lost and some seats 
will be won because of the lines that 
are drawn that are the result of the 
census that is taking place in 2010. 

Not only does it make a difference in 
who is in the majority in the State leg-
islatures—and every State is bi-
cameral, with the exception of Ne-
braska, which is unicameral—but also 
it makes a difference in the congres-
sional districts, these 435 districts that 
are seated here in this Congress, 
Madam Speaker. And when those lines 
are changed, it makes a difference on 
sometimes who comes to this Congress. 
It makes a difference on whether a few 
more Republicans get elected or a few 
more Democrats get elected. And if you 
can stack the count in certain areas, 
you can expand the number of seats 
and make a difference on who holds the 
gavel here behind me, Madam Speaker. 

If we just look at the count of 
illegals in America, there is a study 
done by a reputable organization, Dr. 
Steve Camerata, as I recall, that comes 
to a conclusion that there are between 

nine and 11 congressional seats in 
America. This is an election or two 
ago, so the analysis probably shifts 
down. But it was between nine and 11 
seats in America that are shifted be-
cause we count illegals along with 
legals for purposes of apportionment. It 
takes, in my opinion, a constitutional 
amendment to fix that. But someone 
like MAXINE WATERS in California, it 
will require perhaps 50,000 votes to get 
reelected to Congress because I suspect 
she doesn’t have as many legal Ameri-
cans there and a lower percentage of 
citizens, and certainly a lower inci-
dence of people voting. My particular 
seat, it will take about 120,000 votes to 
be elected or reelected to the Fifth Dis-
trict of Iowa because we have a high 
percentage of citizens and a low per-
centage of illegals. 

The census makes a difference. And if 
the census is an accurate count, then 
we can draw better lines. If the census 
is an inaccurate count, then the lines 
will be drawn to favor the partisan in-
terests of the people that produce the 
inaccurate count. 

Now, if I were going to look across 
the entire United States of America 
and try to come up with entities that 
have the wherewithal to significantly 
provide the manpower for this census 
and who had the most ability to cor-
rupt the process, number one on my 
list of alarm would be ACORN and all 
of their affiliates for all these reasons 
that I’ve said. Now, how can anyone ex-
pect to get a legitimate count on the 
census from the very people that have 
produced the illegitimate voter reg-
istration forms? And yet President 
Obama, his administration has con-
tracted with ACORN to assist with the 
census. 

Madam Speaker, the question came 
up—actually, it came up last night in 
national media—about do I have any 
proof of this because ACORN denies it. 
And Madam Speaker, I have in my 
hand the documents that do deter-
mine—these are documents that come 
from the U.S. Census Bureau, and they 
read that, let’s see, they were looking 
for some entities that could help with 
the census. Their goal was to work 
with national organizations and cor-
porations that could help us reach the 
hard-to-count populations. And as I 
look down through this information 
that includes an agreement with 
ACORN, it says, Our overall goal was 
to work with organizations that could 
reach the hard-to-count populations. 

And here’s what they did to identify 
who to partner with. They went to a 
list of national organizations, they 
added advisory committees, they have 
used a cluster segmentation approach. 
They looked at the economically dis-
advantaged, the unattached mobile sin-
gles—that’s a term I had not seen be-
fore—in high-density areas with ethnic 
enclaves. Okay. These are legitimate 
places where we would have difficulty 
with the census, and I recognize and 
agree with that. But then they had cri-
teria for not partnering with a group. 

One is if they didn’t meet the criteria 
above that I mentioned. The second 
one is if they’re hate groups. Now, I 
would like to see that list of hate 
groups that’s filed under the United 
States Census Bureau. 

b 1715 
It seems as though the Department 

of Homeland Security had identified 
conservatives as hate groups. It seems 
as though the FBI had the resources to 
send investigators out to mill through 
the crowds on TEA Bag Day, April 15, 
Tax Day. The FBI was looking at the 
people that came to the courthouse 
square to voice their objection to the 
oppressive taxes that have been im-
posed upon this country and the irre-
sponsible spending, and they’re identi-
fied as hate groups. Conservative 
groups, hate groups. I don’t know of a 
liberal group that would be on that, 
but I hope that we are able to make 
that request and get a list in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD of who are the hate 
groups. I suspect I’m probably alleged 
to be on some of them. 

Then other groups that were not con-
sidered were law enforcement groups, 
anti-immigrant groups. I don’t know 
what an anti-immigrant group is. I 
know there are some anti-illegal immi-
grant groups. I don’t know of a single 
anti-immigrant group, but that gives 
you a sense of the biased ideology that 
lays this out. Also, any groups that 
might make people fearful of partici-
pating in the census. I don’t know who 
that might be, but it gives them a way 
out. Or maybe any groups that did not 
serve the hard-to-count population. 

So it looks to me like they have writ-
ten some regs here that will qualify 
ACORN. I have in my hand a document 
from the U.S. Census Bureau, National 
Partnership, and it is a document that 
says the Association of Community Or-
ganizations for Reform Now, ACORN, 
their tasks check-marked and dated 
January 13, 2009, 3:02 p.m.: ‘‘Dear sir or 
madam, I am writing to inform you 
that on behalf of the 2010 census part-
nership program, we would like to in-
vite you to become a national partner 
with the Census Bureau for the 2010 
census.’’ 

ACORN is already in. It’s not a mat-
ter of conjecture. ACORN is involved in 
the census. And if we don’t suspend 
that here in this Congress, the result 
will be, I fear, a corruption of the cen-
sus process that is nearly as serious as 
the corruption of the election process. 

Why would you go to the people that 
have exactly the wrong track record 
and put them in control? Why did the 
President ask to move the Census with-
in the White House and out of the De-
partment of Commerce? Why is Rahm 
Emanuel involved in directing this, the 
man from Chicago, the Chicago politics 
visits and arrives at the White House 
with the President? 

And, by the way, if one goes back 
also and even begins to think that 
President Obama wasn’t involved with 
ACORN and this is just a random hir-
ing process that took place because it 
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made sense, I would point out also that 
President Obama chaired for a time 
and sat on the board for a longer time 
of the Woods Foundation in Chicago, 
which distributed funds to community 
organizing groups and directed funds to 
ACORN. As chairing the Woods Foun-
dation, he sent money to ACORN. He 
also sat on the board of the Chicago 
Annenberg Challenge. This is a liberal 
education initiative, the brainchild of 
the unrepentant terrorist William 
Ayers. William Ayers recruited Presi-
dent Obama, at that time State Sen-
ator Obama, to sit on the board of the 
Chicago Annenberg Challenge, which 
what did they do? Raised money and 
distributed it to places including 
ACORN. 

So I think I have given you enough 
threads, Madam Speaker, to under-
stand that President Obama is tied in 
with ACORN, part and parcel. He’s 
been their attorney. He’s been an em-
ployee under the Project Vote. He’s 
hired them and written them a check 
out of his campaign for over $800,000, 
sat on the board of the Woods Founda-
tion and the Chicago Annenberg Chal-
lenge. Both of them sent other money 
to ACORN. William Ayers, the unre-
pentant terrorist, was the founder of 
the Chicago Annenberg Challenge. And 
by these documents here, Madam 
Speaker, ACORN is working on the 
census and at a minimum providing 
temporary employees to work on the 
census to count the people. And we 
know what’s happened to our election 
process. It’s been corrupted. And, by 
the way, there are news reports of 
fraudulent votes and prosecutions on 
fraudulent votes and people that voted 
multiple times that were enabled by 
the registrations of ACORN. Some of 
that, Madam Speaker, is in the news 
today. 

So I revere this election process, and 
I would rather lose elections than I 
would lose the integrity of the election 
process. And I’m happy enough to ac-
cept the results of a legitimate census 
no matter what it is. If it draws a dis-
trict out of Iowa, I will lament that. I 
want to have the most representation 
possible from Iowa. But we have got to 
have a real count and we have got to 
deal with integrity. And when we have 
corrupt organizations that have all the 
trappings of a criminal enterprise, this 
Congress should shut off funding to 
that criminal enterprise. 

But, instead, we don’t get a vote and 
we don’t get a debate because the rules 
are unprecedentedly changed and cor-
rupted up there on the third floor in 
the Rules Committee where nobody 
goes, and if many did, they couldn’t get 
in. We need cameras there. We need the 
press there, and we need open rules 
here on the floor. And we need people 
that are willing to engage in this de-
bate and take come whatever may. If 
you believe in yourself, stand up and 
say so. I will be happy to yield to you. 
But I see it never happens. You sit on 
your hands, and you accept this power 
that you happen to have right now. 

But the American people are going to 
take it back, and they are going to give 
it to the people that they trust. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. CAPUANO (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of family 
reasons. 

Mr. DEFAZIO (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of official 
business in district. 

Mr. FATTAH (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today after 1 p.m. 

Mr. KANJORSKI (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today after noon on account 
of official business in district. 

Mr. WELCH (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today after 2 p.m. on ac-
count of son’s graduation. 

Mr. SHADEGG (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today on account of prior 
family commitments. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. KAPTUR) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. POE of Texas) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, June 
25 and 26. 

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, June 25 and 
26. 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes, 
today, June 25 and 26. 

Mr. OLSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

June 22, 23, 24, 25 and 26. 
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. MCCOTTER, for 5 minutes, June 

23. 
f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. Con. Res. 23. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting the goals and objectives of the 
Praque Conference on Holocaust Era Assets; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 
House, reported and found truly en-
rolled bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 813. An act to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 306 East Main Street in Elizabeth 
City, North Carolina, as the ‘‘J. Herbert W. 
Small Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse’’. 

H.R. 837. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 799 United Nations Plaza 
in New York, New York, as the ‘‘Ronald H. 
Brown United States Mission to the United 
Nations Building.’’ 

H.R. 2344. An act to amend section 114 of 
title 17, United States Code, to provide for 
agreements for the reproduction and per-
formance of sound recordings by webcasters. 

H.R. 2346. An act making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2009, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2675. An act to amend title II of the 
Antitrust Criminal Penalty Enhancement 
and Reform Act of 2004 to extend the oper-
ation of such title for a 1-year period ending 
June 22, 2010. 

f 

BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 
House reports that on June 16, 2009 she 
presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bill and joint resolution. 

H.R. 1256. To protect the public health by 
providing the Food and Drug Administration 
with certain authority to regulate tobacco 
products, to amend title 5, United States 
Code, to make certain modifications in the 
Thrift Savings Plan, the Civil Service Re-
tirement System, and the Federal Employ-
ees’ Retirement System, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.J. Res. 40. To honor the achievements 
and contributions of Native Americans to 
the United States, and for other purposes. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 21 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Tuesday, June 
23, 2009, at 10:30 a.m., for morning-hour 
debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows: 

2336. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen-
sion of Community Eligibility [Docket ID: 
FEMA-2008-0020; Internal Agency Docket No. 
FEMA-8071] received June 9, 2009, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

2337. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes 
in Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket 
ID: FEMA-2008-0020] received June 9, 2009, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

2338. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes 
in Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket 
ID: FEMA-2008-0020; Internal Agency Docket 
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