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he would organize and go into his pock-
et and take money out to be able to as-
sist young people in buying uniforms
and being able to move from one loca-
tion to another to be able to play dif-
ferent teams.

He was just so committed to devel-
oping young people. He worked to get
them into college, and, of course, he
had a relationship with many coaches
around the country. And they would re-
spect the fact that if J.D. Williams said
that you could play, you would be able
to play. And that’s the kind of rela-
tionship that he had.

Of course, let me say to his family in
times like these you can be proud of
the accomplishments of J.D. Williams,
even though he’s no longer with us.

———

THE NEW BLACK PANTHER PARTY
CASE

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. As a strong supporter of
the Voting Rights Act, I've been deeply
troubled by this Department of Jus-
tice’s questionable dismissal of an im-
portant voter intimidation case in
Philadelphia, where I grew up, and my
dad was a policeman. My commitment
to voting rights is unquestioned. In
1981 I was the only member, Republican
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 its reauthor-
ization in 2006, I was again criticized by
editorial pages. I have grave concerns
about the Department’s dismissal of
this case. Congress must use its over-
sight to maintain the integrity of the
voting system. Oversight is needed now
more than ever given the disclosure
today in the Washington Times that
the Department’s case against the New
Black Panther Party was dismissed
over the objections of career attorneys
on the trial team as well as the chief of
the Department’s Appellate Division.

The politicization of the Justice De-
partment by Eric Holder against career
employees is absolutely wrong, and the
Congress ought to get to the bottom of
this.

Mr. Speaker, as a strong supporter of the
Voting Rights Act, | have been deeply troubled
by this Department of Justice’s questionable
dismissal of an important voter intimidation
case in Philadelphia—where | grew up and my
father was a policeman.

My commitment to voting rights is unques-
tioned. In 1981, | was the only member—Re-
publican or Democrat—of the Virginia delega-
tion 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 | supported its reauthorization in 20086, |
was criticized again by editorial pages.

| have grave concerns about the depart-
ment’s dismissal of this serious case. Above
all, Congress must use its oversight to main-
tain the integrity of our voting system.
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All the documents surrounding this case
need to be made public and all the questions
asked in my July 22 letter to Attorney General
Holder should be answered. The American
people deserve nothing less than full trans-
parency.

Oversight is needed now more than ever
given the disclosures in today’s Washington
Times that the department’s voter intimidation
case against the New Black Panther Party
was dismissed over the objections of career
attorneys on the trial team—as well as the
chief of the department’s Appellate Division.

The politicization of the Justice Department
by Eric Holder against career employees is
absolutely wrong and the Congress ought to
get to the bottom of this.

Sources within the department stated that
Associate Attorney General Thomas Perrelli, a
political appointee, overruled career attorneys
in dismissing the case.

According to the Appellate Division memos
first disclosed in the Times article, Appellate
Chief Diana K. Flynn said that “the appro-
priate action was to pursue the default judg-
ment” and that Justice had made a “reason-
able argument in favor of default relief against
all defendants.”

Flynn’s opinion was shared by a second Ap-
pellate Division official, Marie K. McElderry,
who stated, “The government’s predominant
interest is preventing intimidation, threats and
coercion against voters or persons urging or
aiding persons to vote or attempt to vote.”

Given these troubling disclosures, | call on
the attorney general to re-file this civil suit and
allow a ruling from the judge based on the
merits of the case—not political expediency.

It is imperative that we protect all Ameri-
cans’ right to vote, which | consider a sac-
rosanct and inalienable right of any democ-
racy. The career attorneys and Appellate Divi-
sion within the department sought to dem-
onstrate the federal government’'s commitment
to protecting this right by vigorously pros-
ecuting any individual or group that seeks to
undermine this right. | hope that the political
leadership will follow their example and allow
this case to go forward again.

[From the Richmond Times Dispatch—
Editorial, October 15, 1981]
A MORE OFFENSIVE LAW

A recent news story from Washington re-
ported that Tenth District Republican Rep.
Frank Wolf ‘“‘didn’t want to talk about’ his
vote in favor of extending the odious federal
Voting Rights Act. No wonder. There is abso-
lutely no way that he can justify his en-
dorsement of a measure that officially
brands Virginia a second-class state and de-
nies Virginians some of their most precious
political rights. Mr. Wolf was the only Vir-
ginia congressman to support the bill when
it moved through the House of Representa-
tives last week.

Grossly unfair in its present form, the Vot-
ing Rights Act would be made even more of-
fensive by changes the House approved. The
despicable pre-clearance provision, which
now is subject to periodic reconsideration,
would become a permanent feature of the
law. Under this provision, covered states and
localities must obtain federal approval of
any law, action or decision that might affect
the voting rights or strength of minorities,
especially blacks. The House’s new version
outlines a procedure by which a state might,
theoretically, purify itself and gain exemp-
tion from the act, but the process is so cum-
bersome and vague that it is likely to prove
to be worthless. One important aspect of the
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act that would remain unchanged in the
House version is its inequitable selectivity.
The law’s harsh impact would continue to
fall mainly on the South. Efforts to persuade
the House to apply the act uniformly
throughout the nation were unsuccessful.

Indeed, the House was unwilling to make
even the slightest gesture toward fairness.
As the bill had emerged from the House Judi-
ciary Committee, it provided that any state
or locality seeking to obtain exemption from
its coverage would have to get the approval
of the United States District Court in Wash-
ington. Sixth District Republican Rep. M.
Caldwell Butler, one of the principal leaders
of the valiant but vain fight against the act
offered an eminently sensible amendment
that would have permitted states and local-
ities to sue for relief in a local federal dis-
trict court. The necessity to go to Wash-
ington, he argued, would be so costly and
cumbersome that many communities would
be discouraged from even attempting to
qualify for exemption. But the House,
unmoved, rejected his proposal.

Not in many years has Virginia followed
the kinds of restrictive voting practices that
originally inspired the Voting Rights Act.
Not in many years has Virginia attempted to
abridge the right of its black citizens to
vote. Yet if the House bill prevails Virginia,
and most of the South, will continue to be
treated as wards of the federal government
and denied political rights that the rest of
the nation freely exercises, and Mr. Wolf will
be partly to blame. Fortunately, the House
bill faces considerable opposition in the Sen-
ate. And Virginia’s two representatives in
that body—Senators Harry F. Byrd Jr. and
John Warner—can be counted on to support,
enthusiastically and aggressively, efforts to
transform the Voting Rights Act from a se-
lectively punitive measure into a fair and
reasonable law.

[From the Washington Times, July 30, 2009]
JUSTICE APPOINTEE OK’D PANTHER REVER-

SAL—CAREER LAWYERS PUSHED FOR SANC-

TIONS IN CASE

(By Jerry Seper)

Associate Attorney General Thomas J.
Perrelli, the No. 3 official in the Obama Jus-
tice Department, was consulted and ulti-
mately approved a decision in May to reverse
course and drop a civil complaint accusing
three members of the New Black Panther
Party of intimidating voters in Philadelphia
during November’s election, according to
interviews.

The department’s career lawyers in the
Voting Section of the Civil Rights Division
who pursued the complaint for five months
had recommended that Justice seek sanc-
tions against the party and three of its mem-
bers after the government had already won a
default judgment in federal court against the
men.

Front-line lawyers were in the final stages
of completing that work when they were un-
expectedly told by their superiors in late
April to seek a delay after a meeting be-
tween political appointees and career super-
visors, according to federal records and
interviews.

The delay was ordered by then-acting As-
sistant Attorney General Loretta King after
she discussed with Mr. Perrelli concerns
about the case during one of their regular re-
view meetings, according to the interviews.

Ms. King, a career senior executive service
official, had been named by President Obama
in January to temporarily fill the vacant po-
litical position of assistant attorney general
for civil rights while a permanent choice
could be made.

She and other career supervisors ulti-
mately recommended dropping the case
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against two of the men and the party and
seeking a restraining order against the one
man who wielded a nightstick at the Phila-
delphia polling place. Mr. Perrelli approved
that plan, officials said.

Questions about how high inside the de-
partment the decision to drop the case went
have persisted in Congress and in the media
for weeks.

Justice Department spokeswoman Tracy
Schmaler told The Washington Times that
the department has an ‘‘ongoing obligation”
to be sure the claims it makes are supported
by the facts and the law. She said that after
a ‘‘thorough review’ of the complaint, top
career attorneys in the Civil Rights Division
determined the ‘‘facts and the law did not
support pursuing the claims against three of
the defendants.”

““As a result, the department dismissed
those claims,” she said. “We are committed,
to vigorous enforcement of the laws pro-
tecting anyone exercising his or her right to
vote.”

While the Obama administration has
vowed a new era of openness, department of-
ficials have refused to answer questions from
Republican members of Congress on why the
case was dismissed, claiming the informa-
tion was ‘‘privileged,”” according to congres-
sional correspondence with the department.

Rep. Frank R Wolf, Virginia Republican
and a senior member of the House Appropria-
tions Committee who has raised questions
about the case, said he also was prevented
from interviewing the front-line lawyers who
brought the charges.

“Why am I being prevented from meeting
with the trial team on this case?”” Mr. Wolf
asked. ‘“There are many questions that need
to be answered. This whole thing just stinks
to high heaven.”

Ms. Schmaler said the department has
tried to cooperate with Congress, ‘“The De-
partment responded to an earlier letter from
Congressman Wolf in an effort to address his
questions. Following that letter, the Depart-
ment agreed to a meeting with Congressman
Wolf and career attorneys, in which they
made a good-faith effort to respond to his in-
quiries about this case. We will continue to
try to clear up any confusion Congressman
Wolf has about this case.”

Ms. King and a deputy are expected to
travel to Capitol Hill on Thursday to meet
behind closed doors with House Judiciary
Committee Chairman John Conyers Jr.,
Michigan Democrat, and Rep. Lamar Smith
of Texas, the top Republican on the panel, to
discuss continuing concerns about the case.

The department also has yet to provide
any records sought by The Times under a
Freedom of Information Act request filed in
May seeking documents detailing the deci-
sion process. Department officials also de-
clined to answer whether any outside groups
had raised concerns about the case or pres-
sured the department to drop it.

Kristen Clarke, director of political par-
ticipation at the NAACP Legal Defense Fund
in Washington, however, confirmed to The
Times that she talked about the case with
lawyers at the Justice Department and
shared copies of the complaint with several
persons. She said, however, her organization
was ‘‘not involved in the decision to dismiss
the civil complaint.”

She said the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People has consist-
ently argued that the department should
bring more voter intimidation cases, adding
that it was ‘‘disconcerting’’ that it did not
do so.

Mr. Perrelli, a prominent private practice
attorney, served previously as a counsel to
Attorney General Janet Reno in the Clinton
administration and was an Obama supporter
who raised more than $500,000 for the Demo-
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crat candidate in the 2008 elections. He au-
thorized a delay to give department officials
more time to decide what to do, said officials
familiar with the case but not authorized to
discuss it publicly. He eventually approved
the decision to drop charges against three of
the four defendants, they said.

At issue was what, if any, punishment to
seek against the New Black Panther Party
for Self-Defense (NBPP) and three of its
members accused in a Jan. 7 civil complaint
filed in U.S. District Court in Philadelphia.

Two NBPP members, wearing black berets,
black combat boots, black dress shirts and
black jackets with military-style markings,
were charged in a civil complaint with in-
timidating voters at a Philadelphia polling
place, including brandishing a 2-foot-long
nightstick and issuing racial threats and ra-
cial insults. Authorities said a third NBPP
member ‘‘managed, directed and endorsed
the behavior.”

None of the NBPP members responded to
the charges or made any appearance in
court.

“Intimidation outside of a polling place is
contrary to the democratic process,” said
Grace Chung Becker, a Bush administration
political appointee who was the acting as-
sistant attorney general for civil rights at
the time the case was filed. ‘“The Voting
Rights Act of 1965 was passed to protect the
fundamental right to vote and the depart-
ment takes allegations of voter intimidation
seriously”

Mrs. Becker, now on a leave of absence
from government work, said she personally
reviewed the NBPP complaint and approved
its filing in federal court. She said the com-
plaint had been the subject of numerous re-
views and discussions with the career law-
yers, and she agreed with their assessment
to file the case.

Mrs. Becker said Ms. King was overseeing
other cases at the time and was not involved
in the decision to file the original complaint.

A Justice Department memo shows that
career lawyers in the case decided as early as
Dec. 22 to seek a complaint against the
NBPP; its chairman, Malik Zulu Shabazz, a
lawyer and D.C. resident; Minister King
Samir Shabazz, a resident of Philadelphia
and head of the Philadelphia NBPP chapter
who was accused of wielding the nightstick;
and Jerry Jackson, a resident of Philadel-
phia and a NBPP member.

‘“We believe the deployment of uniformed
members of a well known group with an ex-
tremely hostile racial agenda, combined
with the brandishing of a weapon at the en-
trance to a polling place, constitutes a viola-
tion of Section 11(b) of the Voting Rights
Act which prohibits types of intimidation,
threats and coercion,”” the memo said.

The memo, sent to Mrs. Becker, was signed
by Christopher Coates, chief of the Voting
Section Robert Popper, deputy chief of the
section; J. Christian Adams, trial attorney
and lead lawyer in the case; and Spencer, R
Fisher, law clerk. None of the four has made
themselves available for comment.

Members of Congress continue to ask ques-
tions about the case.

“If showing a weapon, making threatening
statements and wearing paramilitary uni-
forms in front of polling station doors does
not constitutes voter intimidation, at what
threshold of activity would these laws be en-
forceable?”” Mr. Wolf asked.

Mr. Smith also complained that a July 13
response by Assistant Attorney General Ron-
ald Welch to concerns the congressman had
about the Philadelphia incident did not al-
leviate his concerns.

“The administration still has failed to ex-
plain why it did not pursue an obvious case
of voter intimidation. Refusal to address
these concerns only confirms politicization
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of the issue and does not reflect well on the
Justice Department,’” Mr. Smith said.

Mr. Smith asked the department’s Office
on Inspector General to investigate the mat-
ter, and the request was referred to the de-
partment’s Office of Professional Responsi-
bility.

Lawmakers aren’t alone in the concerns.

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights said
in a June 16 letter to Justice that the deci-
sion to drop the case caused it ‘‘great confu-
sion,” since the NBPP members were
‘“‘caught on video blocking access to the
polls, and physically threatening and ver-
bally harassing voters during the Nov. 4,
2008, general election.”

“Though it had basically won the case, the
[Civil Rights Division] took the unusual
move of voluntarily dismissing the charges
.. ., ‘“‘the letter said. ‘“The division’s public
rationale would send the wrong message en-
tirely—that attempts at voter suppression
will be tolerated and will not be vigorously
prosecuted so long as the groups or individ-
uals who engage in them fail to respond to
the charges leveled against them”’

The dispute over the case and the reversal
of career line attorneys highlights sensitivi-
ties that have remained inside the depart-
ment since Bush administration political ap-
pointees ignored or reversed their career
counterparts on some issues and some U.S.
attorneys were fired for what Congress con-
cluded were political reasons.

Mr. Weich, in his letter to the congress-
man, sought to dispel any notion that poli-
tics was involved. He argued that the depart-
ment dropped charges against three of the
four defendants ‘‘because the facts and the
law did not support pursuing’’ them. He said
the decision was made after a ‘‘careful and
through review of the matter’” by Ms. King.

U.S. District Judge Stewart Dalzell in
Philadelphia entered default judgments
against the NBPP members April 2 after or-
dering them to plead or otherwise defend
themselves. They refused to appear in court
or file motions in answer to the govern-
ment’s complaint. Two weeks later, the
judge ordered the Justice Department to file
its motions for default judgments by May 1—
a ruling that showed the government had
won its case.

The men also have not returned calls from
The Times seeking comment.

On May 1, Justice sought an extension of
time and during the tumultuous two weeks
that followed the career front-line lawyers
tried to persuade their bosses to proceed
with the case.

The matter was even referred to the Appel-
late Division for a second opinion, an un-
usual event for a case that hadn’t even
reached the appeals process.

Appellate Chief Diana K. Flynn said in a
May 13 memo obtained by The Times that
the appropriate action was to pursue the de-
fault judgment unless the department had
evidence the court ruling was based on un-
ethical conduct by the government.

She said the complaint was, aimed at pre-
venting the ‘‘para-military style intimida-
tion of voters” at polling places elsewhere
and Justice could make a ‘‘reasonable argu-
ment in favor of default relief against all de-
fendants and probably should” She noted
that the complaint’s purpose was to ‘‘pre-
vent the paramilitary style intimidation of
voters’” while leaving open ‘‘ample oppor-
tunity for political expression.”

An accompanying memo by Appellate Sec-
tion lawyer Marie K. McElderry said the
charges not only included bringing the weap-
on to the polling place, but creating an in-
timidating atmosphere by the uniforms, the
military-type stance and the threatening
language used. She said the complaint ap-
peared to be ‘‘sufficient to support’” the in-
junctions sought by the career lawyers.
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“The government’s predominant interest
. is preventing intimidation, threats and
coercion against voters or persons urging or
aiding persons to vote or attempt to vote,”
she said.
The front-line lawyers, however, lost the
argument and were ordered to drop the case.
Bartle Bull, a civil rights activist who also
was a poll watcher in Philadelphia, said after
the complaint was dropped, he called Mr.
Adams to find out why. He said he was told
the decision ‘‘came as a surprise to all of us”
and that the career lawyers working on the
case feared that the failure to enforce the
Voting Rights Act ‘‘would embolden other
abuses in the future.”

——————
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KissELL). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2009, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

———
HONORING BOB DEININGER

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

Mr. SESTAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
honor a public servant, leader, son,
husband and father of the first order,
Mr. Robert Deininger, who on August 1,
2009, will complete 40 years of faithful
and dedicated service to the U.S. Food
and Drug Administration, the FDA.

Following his 1965 graduation from
Upper Darby High School, Bob excelled
at Grove City College, Grove City,
Pennsylvania, graduating in 1969 with
a bachelor of science degree in biology.
He was quickly hired by the FDA as an
investigator in the Philadelphia dis-
trict office.

In 1977 Bob was selected to be a su-
pervisor of the New Jersey District in
Trenton, New Jersey. He later moved
to Camden, New Jersey, where he su-
pervised 10 investigators and covered
southern New Jersey.

[ 1830

During 13 years in this position, he
and his team were involved in many
unique and interesting cases, including
those involving food tampering, recalls
and compliance actions.

In 1989, Bob was accepted into a gov-
ernment Executive Potential Program.
In 1990, he was selected as Director of
the Investigations Branch for the Dal-
las district and moved to Dallas, Texas.
In this position, with nearly 100 em-
ployees and 13 satellite offices, he was
responsible for domestic import inspec-
tion activities in Texas, Oklahoma and
Arkansas.

Bob’s last position was that of Dis-
trict Director, Southwest Import Dis-
trict, SWID, in the FDA Office of Regu-
latory Affairs, FDA’s regulatory field
force. As District Director, Bob was re-
sponsible for all import operations in
the 11-State Southwest Region and
along the entire United States-Mexican
border, from Brownsville, Texas, to
San Diego, California.
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Bob’s contributions are too numerous
to mention, but principal among them
are his efforts to improve import cov-
erage uniformity in applying FDA poli-
cies and procedures and his work to in-
crease cooperative activities with Cus-
toms and Border Protection.

As the Nation has faced serious
threats to the safety of its food supply,
Bob significantly increased the number
of import samples and product exams
performed each year and contributed to
updating the FDA import training pro-
gram. Most importantly, Bob focused
FDA/SWID outreach and education ef-
forts to work with the Federal and
State agencies on border health to im-
prove the health of the population liv-
ing along the United States and Mexi-
can border.

For all of his accomplishments in
life, Bob Deininger’s greatest achieve-
ment will always be his family. His
mother Evelyn and brother Gary are
very proud of him, as is his wonderful
wife Rosemary. Together, she and Bob
have raised two impressive sons,
Kristopher and Brian. They are blessed
with a lovely daughter-in-law, Kath-
erine, who has given them their pride
and joy, grandson Jack.

Mr. Speaker, let us pause and give
thanks to Bob Deininger for four dec-
ades of tireless, selfless service to the
Food and Drug Administration and the
American public.

Today, I join the good people of the
Seventh Congressional District of
Pennsylvania and the thousands of
FDA employees Bob has led, mentored
and cared for over the course of his
brilliant career, and Bob’s many
friends and colleagues, to wish Rose-
mary and Bob ‘‘fair winds and fol-
lowing seas’” as they embark on the
next, and no doubt even more remark-
able, chapter of their lives.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

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

———

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda
Evans, one of his secretaries.

———

NUMBER OF MARINE SUICIDES
INCREASING

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

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, earlier this
week I was saddened to read an article
in the Marine Corps Times with the
heading ‘7 July suicides push Corps to
record pace.”’ I will submit that article
for the record.

The article states, ‘““At least seven
Marines are believed to have Kkilled
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themselves so far in July, putting the
Corps on a record pace despite broad-
based efforts introduced to reduce sui-
cides.”

The Corps is on a pace for about 56
suicides in 2009, which would shatter a
record set last year when the Corps
lost 42 Marines to confirmed or sus-
pected suicide. The article further
states, “Marine suicides have increased
annually since 2006.”’

[From the Marine Corps Times, July 30, 2009]
JULY SUICIDES PUSH CORPS TO RECORD PACE
(By Dan Lamothe, staff writer)

At least seven Marines are believed to have
killed themselves so far in July, officials
said, putting the Corps on a record pace de-
spite broad-based efforts introduced to re-
duce suicides.

The deaths come as the service rolls out a
new suicide-prevention program this week
focused on getting sergeants and corporals to
take a more active role in watching for signs
that a Marine may be in danger of killing
himself. Nine Marines killed themselves in
June, and 33 have done so this year, said Maj.
Carl Redding, a spokesman at Marine Corps
headquarters.

The statistics were discussed Monday at
the Sergeants Major Symposium, an annual
meeting of the Corps’ top enlisted leaders in
Washington. The 33 dead Marines put the
Corps on pace for about 56 suicides in 2009,
shattering a record set last year, when the
Corps lost 42 Marines to confirmed or suspect
suicides.

“We’re looking at all options to get a han-
dle on this,” said Sgt. Maj. Carlton Kent, the
Corps’ top enlisted adviser. ‘“We’re trying to
pinpoint what we can do, and we’re going to
stay engaged until we find a fix for it.”

Marine suicides have increased annually
since 2006, when 25 Marines killed them-
selves. Thirty-three Marines are believed to
have committed suicide in 2007, Marine offi-
cials said.

The recent numbers have alarmed Marine
leadership, prompting additional ‘‘all-hands’’
prevention training in March that included
videos made by commanders, a slideshow
outlining recent statistics and an overview
of warning signs shown by Marines at risk of
killing themselves.

On Monday, senior enlisted leaders dis-
cussed a next wave of suicide-prevention
training that has been in the works for
months. Noncommissioned officers through-
out the Corps will be trained to watch for
suicide signs more carefully, with ‘“‘master
trainer’” sergeants who went through 3%
days of training in July at Marine Corps
Base Quantico, Va., now fanning out across
the service to teach NCOs how they can be a
better help to at-risk Marines.

The new training package will include a 30-
minute video featuring professional actors
portraying Marines, and 11 documentary film
clips featuring Marines who considered kill-
ing themselves and survivors of Marines who
did, the Corps’ senior enlisted leaders were
told Monday. It will focus in part on elimi-
nating the stigma of reporting a Marine who
is considering suicide, officials said.

‘“‘Peer groups have to recognize the signs at
ankle level, not chest level,” said Sgt. Maj.
Michael Timmerman, the senior enlisted ad-
viser with the Personal and Family Readi-
ness Division at Marine Corps headquarters.

Kent said he wants NCOs to feel empow-
ered to report that a Marine in turmoil may
be considering suicide, but he believes senior
enlisted leadership and officers also need to
be actively involved.

“We still have to provide the guidance,
oversight and support,” he said of senior en-
listed leadership. ‘“We have to give [NCOs]
the tools they need” to prevent suicides.
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