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I would also like to recognize and 

commend the Substitute Teacher Insti-
tute, which since 1995 has been pro-
viding activities and techniques to sub-
stitutes and has been providing leader-
ship in its service to districts and sub-
stitute teachers nationwide. The Sub-
stitute Teacher Institute works to rev-
olutionize the role of substitute teach-
ers into opportunities for educational 
excellence. 

I commend them, and I wish to com-
mend all of those people who are sub-
stitutes in our Nation’s school sys-
tems. 

f 

THE CONGRESSIONAL BLACK 
CAUCUS: VOTER PROTECTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEARCE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE) is recognized for 60 minutes as the 
designee of the minority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of this Special 
Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. This 

evening, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
be anchoring the Congressional Black 
Caucus hour on voter protection. 

At the same time that I have the 
privilege of hosting this very impor-
tant discussion, let me make note of 
the fact that our very distinguished 
Member, Congressman CHARLIE RAN-
GEL, is being toasted and recognized by 
our Members. I know that many of 
them will be commemorating Con-
gressman RANGEL, who is a dear friend 
of mine. He served as an Assistant U.S. 
Attorney and as a Korean War vet, and 
understands, when soldiers go to bat-
tle, they go to battle so that others 
might have the opportunity for free-
dom. Certainly embodied in freedom 
has to be the idea of being able to vote. 

So this evening, as I discuss these 
issues, I am delighted to acknowledge 
him as well as to acknowledge that 
this is really a bipartisan concern—and 
it should be a bipartisan concern, be-
cause, in essence, we should not be at 
this moment speaking about who you 
vote for as much as we are speaking 
about allowing you to vote for the per-
son of your choice and to be able to 
cast your vote unfettered. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what my discus-
sion will be about tonight. As I do so, 
allow me just for a moment to be able 
to share, if you will, a point that I hope 
that we all can adhere to. 

This is going to be a tough election 
season. There are many actors, if you 
will, who will be involved in this proc-
ess. This is a Presidential year, so it’s 
going to get particularly feisty. But I 
do believe that there is a certain 

collegiality and collaboration as it cir-
cles around voting and the idea of vot-
ing and of voting with equal oppor-
tunity. 

b 1920 

Even in our words, we need to try and 
make sure that we’re lifting the voters 
up. 

I heard a comment from someone in-
troducing the intended Republican 
nominee—though it was tongue in 
cheek with a little humor—who indi-
cated in his remarks very loudly, 
‘‘Osama is dead.’’ And in the midst of 
it, he indicated, ‘‘I mean Osama bin 
Laden.’’ I assume he was trying to 
make a play on words, but I really hope 
that we can stay above the line of de-
cency as we recognize that we live in 
difficult times. 

As a member of the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee, we just heard publicly 
about a particular effort to attack our 
aviation assets, which was just an-
nounced today as breaking news, and 
we realize that we live in challenging 
times. For that reason, I think this dis-
cussion on voter protection is ex-
tremely important. 

So let me just say to my friends that 
until now, historically, the voting fran-
chise has only been expanded. This is 
most evident in the constitutional 
amendments that have been passed to 
protect and expand the right to vote. 
And since the passage of the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965, it really has been a 
bipartisan congressional prerogative to 
ensure access to the ballot. 

President Lyndon Baines Johnson, 
one of the Presidents who has been 
touted as having the greatest legisla-
tive record, had to cobble together Re-
publicans and Democrats from the 
Deep South—then called the Dixie-
crats—and moderate Republicans from 
the North and Midwest. He successfully 
passed the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 
successfully passed the 1965 Voting 
Rights Act. It was a bipartisan effort. 

And I might say that many Members 
who have reflected to have had a 
chance to encounter—some are still in 
this House. I remember, most fa-
mously, Jack Brooks, after it was all 
said and done, felt that they had done 
the right thing. 

Today I was at a middle school, and 
I indicated to them that I would be on 
the floor of the House discussing voter 
protection. I was inspired by those 
young people, middle schoolers, who 
were attentive to learn what their gov-
ernment did. As I left, telling them not 
how to vote but that they must vote, 
there was a great excitement in the 
room. I’m on this floor today for them 
and all middle schoolers, high 
schoolers, college students, senior citi-
zens, new immigrants who have taken 
the oath with great pride, long-time 
voters, new voters. Those are voters 
who have the right to vote. That’s 
what we’re talking about. 

Unfortunately, a series of laws do not 
go after those who did not have the 
right to vote, but these series of voter 

ID laws and new rules and regulations 
to stop people from voting goes after 
documented, legal voters with legal 
voting certificates who have done noth-
ing wrong. Shame on those who would 
do so. 

I just read, recently, that the lead 
person opposing the voter ID law in 
Pennsylvania, if I am correct—it’s my 
recollection now—would be 93 years 
old. That’s who we’re hurting: senior 
citizens, people who have toiled and 
worked and paid their taxes, paid into 
Medicare. And now, because of when 
they were born, such as my mother 
Ivalita Jackson, they do not have a 
birth certificate. We tried, we looked, 
and we still have an inquiry in. God 
bless her. 

My mother has since passed while we 
were in the midst of looking for the 
certificate for a number of reasons, but 
she had her voting card and she was el-
igible to vote. But under new voting ID 
laws, she would not be eligible to vote. 
And here is a woman who raised her 
children, paid her taxes, self-educated 
herself, achieved a status of a voca-
tional nurse in times when education 
was not gifted to her. 

A recent report by the Brennan Cen-
ter for Justice of NYU Law School con-
cluded that the newly enacted State 
laws that would affect more than 5 mil-
lion eligible voters will disproportion-
ately disenfranchise young, low-in-
come, elderly, and minority voters. In 
2006, the Brennan Center completed a 
nationwide survey of voting-age citi-
zens and found that African American 
voters are more than three times as 
likely as Caucasians to lack a govern-
ment-issued ID. 

The real nonsense of it all is that 
voter IDs are to avoid voter imperson-
ation, and voter impersonation is a fi-
nite part of any kind of voter fraud. In 
fact, under the Bush administration, 
there was less than 20, if you will, that 
were prosecuted. We’re talking about a 
country of 300 million. And this is by 
recollection: I think there were some 
180 cases that were brought forward, 
and they only wound up prosecuting a 
finite number. 

The heavy burden on minority voters 
seems patently unfair, and it seems to 
be a direct result of the great enthu-
siasm of all voters in 2008. I want to see 
that all the time. Sometimes we win 
and sometimes we lose. 

Isn’t it interesting, when the wave of 
Tea Party voters had such an impact in 
2010 and many of them were new vot-
ers, I didn’t fare well in that, meaning 
my party’s particular position, but it 
was the American way. All of the sud-
den, even with these new voters and 
the will of the people being adhered to, 
all of the sudden these new laws come 
out of the very people who are new to 
the voting process—many of them—and 
were excited about voting in 2010. Now 
comes a sledgehammer to prevent oth-
ers from voting. 

In Texas, thanks to new voter ID, 
students may not use their school- 
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issued IDs to vote, which is part of an 
effort to restrict student IDs as a valid 
form of identification to vote. This is 
the same State that will allow Texans 
with a concealed weapons permit to use 
their permits to vote, but a student 
who is trying to get an education, who 
has a State-issued ID card is not af-
forded the same privilege to use their 
student IDs. 

Mind you, the Prairie View A&M case 
established a Supreme Court case that 
students could vote where they go to 
school. I remember that because we 
marched some 7-plus miles down an 
interstate to Prairie View A&M, thou-
sands of us, to determine that students 
have a right at Prairie View A&M, that 
set a historical Supreme Court deci-
sion. 

By the way, this was not, in essence, 
a liberal court. This decision was made 
under the Bush administration that de-
termined that students can vote, and 
now the State of Texas is suggesting 
that they can’t use their ID. Shame on 
them. Frankly, this seems out of 
whack. A student should be able to use 
their ID to vote. 

Eleven percent of U.S. citizens, or 
more than 21 million Americans, do not 
have government-issued photo identi-
fication. Also, as many as 25 percent of 
all African American citizens of voting 
age do not have government-issued IDs. 

Mandating voter IDs has a dispropor-
tionate and unfair impact on low-in-
come individuals and racial and ethnic 
minorities. This also has a heavy bur-
den on Hispanic voters in Texas. We 
found out that many Hispanic voters 
live in counties where there is no De-
partment of Public Safety office for 
them to even go to. 

Mr. Speaker, do we get an airplane, a 
helicopter? What do we tell individuals 
who have toiled, who have worked and 
are second- and third-generation Tex-
ans that just because of their aging 
status, maybe because of health rea-
sons, they cannot get a voter ID? Sen-
ior citizens, voters with disabilities, 
and many other individuals do not 
have government-issued ID or the 
money to even acquire one. 

Yes, under Texas law they can vote 
by mail, but I tell you, getting infor-
mation to people is very hard. If you’re 
used to going and voting on a Sunday, 
if you’re used to being taken when 
your family members have the time to 
take you—which is weekend voting— 
and you’re used to taking your voter 
certificate and now the new law says 
no, what an outrage. 

b 1930 

But I have relief. As it relates to 
Texas, I have just spoken to the Jus-
tice Department and have been re-
issued a letter that indicates that the 
Texas voter ID law is invalid as it re-
lates to the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 
a cause for celebration. Our primary 
will be May 29. That law will be invalid 
for both the primary and the runoff. 

I’ve asked the State of Texas to not 
hide that information and to come out 

with a clear enunciation—not a nega-
tive announcement—that says that the 
Justice Department has stopped the 
Texas voter ID law. That doesn’t help 
anybody understand anything. Your 
duty is to be impartial as a State elec-
tion officer, and you are to come out 
and say that the current law stands— 
not the voter ID law that is invalid 
under the Voting Rights Act—until a 
further court determination can be 
made, which is not until the July 2012 
court hearing. 

It is important for us to work to-
gether, as State officials, to let every-
one know your voting certificate is an 
appropriate document to allow you to 
vote. That is what government is sup-
posed to do, give fair and impartial in-
formation no matter where it falls. 
And I look forward to working with our 
State government to ensure that im-
partial information is now promoted to 
all people, everyone. 

Your voting certificate is a legiti-
mate document. And if you do not have 
a State-issued voter ID, you can vote 
in your primary, whether it is Repub-
lican, Democratic, or any other pri-
mary that is viable in the State of 
Texas. Why is that so difficult to do? 
More than 21 million Americans do not 
have government-issued photo identi-
fication, which includes, again, 25 per-
cent of African American voting age 
citizens, or more than 5.5 million peo-
ple; 15 percent of those earning less 
than $35,000 a year; 18 percent of those 
age 65 and above—and more than 6 mil-
lion voters; 20 percent of young voters 
ages 18 to 29, and it is much higher in 
the Hispanic community. 

The photo ID proposals are not new, 
with calls for strict voter identifica-
tion laws emerging out of the 2000 
Presidential election, when conserv-
ative watchdog groups contended that 
laws intending to facilitate voting, 
such as the National Voter Registra-
tion Act of 1993, known as ‘‘Motor 
Voter,’’ had opened the doors to illegal 
voting. 

That’s impossible, Mr. Speaker. It 
didn’t look like the folks who thought 
that they were losing suffered too 
much in the 2000 Presidential election. 
The candidate of their choice was 
elected and ascended to the presidency. 
I can’t imagine why they would feel 
that they had been violated by the 1993 
Motor Voter law, which means that 
you could just register to vote at your 
various sites around the community, 
including the motor vehicle depart-
ment. 

The Justice Department, under At-
torney General Ashcroft, pledged that 
cracking down on so-called voter fraud 
would be a top priority of the Bush ad-
ministration Justice Department, 
though ultimately, the Department’s 
own extensive analysis found little evi-
dence of voting improprieties. Congress 
passed the Help America Vote Act in 
2002, establishing uniform minimum 
voter identification requirements, 
prompting calls that States should go 
further. 

Mr. Speaker, this is for everybody. I 
can’t stop or investigate who is coming 
to the polls and suggest that if you are 
this party or that party, stay away. 
Why wouldn’t we want to help every-
one? 

Since 2001, more than 700 voter iden-
tification bills have been introduced in 
46 States, according to the National 
Conference of State Legislatures. A 
dozen States have passed new voter ID 
laws since 2003, but only eight States 
require a photo ID of voters, and only 
two have laws as strict as those being 
proposed this year. That was before. 
Now we have, in essence, a new day. We 
have some tough laws that are hurting 
voters. We’re talking about voter pro-
tection, but we have to overcome voter 
suppression. 

If you look at this map, you will see 
that we are being overwhelmed by 
voter photo ID requirements. I would 
say almost two-thirds of the States 
have inappropriately and incorrectly 
believed that they are going to make 
voting far more secure. 

Let me tell you what an ID does: It 
stops you from impersonating another 
person. That has been the lowest level 
of voter fraud because you are silly to 
impersonate because you are going into 
a place that might subject you to an 
arrest. In the State of Texas, precinct 
judges have the status of a district 
judge on election day. 

This map will show you how bad it is. 
Look at the red. It requires voter ID. 
Big Texas: that’s why I need the State 
to announce that the voter ID law is 
invalid for the May 29 primary, because 
it looks as if we have a requirement 
that does not exist for this primary. 
Someone hear me. We are obligated to 
tell the 21 million-plus Texans that 
they have the right to vote with a vot-
ing certificate if they are registered to 
vote for the May 29 primary. That red 
is getting pretty strong. Blue, photo ID 
requested. The red is require photo ID 
only; nothing else. How absurd. 

In essence, we’re taking a match and 
burning the voting certificates that 
people worked so hard to get, that 
allow people to vote—that you tell peo-
ple to register again. It also disallows 
organizations like the League of 
Women Voters and puts a very heavy 
hand on what happens when you reg-
ister people to vote and how you have 
to get those registrations in. The big 
‘‘stop’’ sign. That’s why it’s red. It’s 
the ‘‘stop people from voting’’ law. 

Then look at the photo ID requested, 
blue States. Then look at the photo 
voter ID legislation proposed. It covers 
90 percent of America. How absurd. 
And I would be open to finding a way 
to ensure that that diminished, limited 
amount of fraud is taken care of. But 
this is what it does: It puts up a red 
stop sign. It stops people from voting. 
It frightens people from voting. It 
keeps people from voting. 

And then, of course, this is another 
big, fat, red map which shows the 
States where voting changes were pur-
sued and the types of changes enacted. 
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I’ll show it in a moment. It includes 
legislation introduced. Big red photo 
ID requirements—passed. Proof of citi-
zenship—passed. Restrictions on voter 
registration—passed. Restrictions on 
early absentee voting—passed. Execu-
tive action, making it harder to restore 
voting rights. You can see the country 
is predominantly red with a big ‘‘stop’’ 
sign, stopping people from voting. 

I beg of you, why would we, who have 
the privilege of having a document 
that gave citizens due process, gave us 
the freedoms of speech, petition, as-
sembly, all having to do with peti-
tioning your government, and then we 
have a movement that literally stops 
us in our tracks. Then we have Citizens 
United that dumps money into elec-
tions and literally skews who gets to 
be selected by the people. 

I want everyone to see how much we 
need to overcome voter suppression by, 
in essence, protecting everyone’s right 
to vote. I want to be very clear on this: 
Everyone’s right to vote. 

A dozen States have passed, as I have 
said, new voter ID laws since 2003. But 
voter ID proposals have a forceful mo-
mentum this year not seen in years 
passed—this year, meaning 2012, 2011, 
and going back to 2010. This is part of 
a broader legislative movement to 
limit access to the political process for 
disenfranchised groups at a level not 
seen since post-Reconstruction Era 
laws implementing poll taxes and lit-
eracy tests. 

Now we have to know that there are 
those of us who come from States 
where the literacy tests and poll tax 
have not gone away even for 60 years, 
meaning that we have not even had 
that relief for 60 years. 

b 1940 

There were lawsuits in the 1940s that 
ultimately generated an opportunity 
for constituents not to pay a poll tax. 
I remember the late Beulah Shepard, 
who came to Texas. If there ever was a 
person that talked about voting, it was 
sister Beulah Shepard out of Acres 
Homes. She always used to recite a 
poem about just one vote, and she gave 
a whole list of what one vote, one per-
son could do. She proudly talked about 
the fact that she paid a poll tax to 
vote. And she paid a poll tax, I think 
she said, for her husband and others 
who needed to vote. 

That wasn’t too long in America’s 
history and future, Mr. Speaker. What 
a shameful turn of events that now the 
late Beulah Shepard is no longer here, 
and how she’d be crying, turning over 
in her resting place, to realize that all 
the toiling that she did to register peo-
ple to vote, to empower those who had 
been disenfranchised, now could not 
vote. 

Susan B. Anthony and the Suffrag-
ettes, Sojourner Truth, who suffered 
because women could not vote. They 
were not landowners. And they tried 
and worked and toiled and were ridi-
culed, and finally women could vote. 
And to find now some elderly woman 

who does not have her voter photo ID— 
and I say this. Let the listening public 
hear. You cannot get a voter ID if you 
don’t bring something like a birth cer-
tificate. And this is where our seniors 
either can’t get there or they’re too el-
derly to have access to their birth cer-
tificate. Maybe they were, in essence, 
brought into this world by a volunteer 
or midwife or family members. There’s 
no birth certificate. Maybe it’s in the 
deep country in the dark of night, 
where mom and baby did not get rec-
ognition until days or weeks afterward. 
Or, living as long as they lived, the 
birth certificate has been lost. Mr. 
Speaker, I’ve heard of veterans whose 
documents were burned up in a fire. 
They were still veterans. They still 
served their country. We see them 
every day. 

And so here we have a situation 
where you’re disenfranchising groups 
at a level not seen, as I said, since post- 
Reconstruction era laws implementing 
a poll tax and a literacy test. Just over 
the first 2 months of 2011, photo ID pro-
posals have been introduced in 32 
States and passed out of one legislative 
chamber in 12 States. Lawmakers 
across the Nation have pinpointed 
photo ID as a top legislative priority. 
The Governor of Texas designated 
photo ID as a legislative emergency in 
order to allow it to be procedurally 
fast-tracked to the legislature. Photo 
ID proposals were pre-filed before legis-
lative sessions began in half a dozen 
States. And secretaries of State in a 
number of States have listed photo ID 
as a top priority. 

Let me thank Chairman EMANUEL 
CLEAVER for leading out not only mem-
bers of the Congressional Black Caucus 
but collaborating with other organiza-
tions, and let me thank my colleagues 
who have worked so hard on this issue. 
Let me thank Congresswoman DONNA 
CHRISTENSEN, who is detained at a mat-
ter that she had to attend, who’s been 
anchoring these hour-long discussions 
with the American public. 

But we better beware, because what 
you do to others comes back to you. 
The idea of limiting a person’s access 
to voting and being able to vote on the 
cause of how you think they will vote 
and how you don’t want those people to 
vote comes back to Americans who 
want to vote in whichever way they do. 
Stop me from voting, you get stopped 
from voting. 

The idea of a photo ID is not a re-
specter of race. And if you’re elderly 
and can’t get to the Department of 
Public Safety office or in another 
State you can’t get somewhere, if 
you’re inhibited or prohibited, it is an 
impact on you no matter what back-
ground you come from. 

Thank God for the Congressional 
Black Caucus that is a respecter of the 
rights of all people. We are fighting for 
our children. We’re fighting for young 
people, the elderly, the disabled. And 
no matter who you are, if you’re 
blocked to vote because of the voter 
ID, this is voter suppression—and we 
want to have voter protection. 

The Governor of Texas designated 
photo ID as a legislative emergency in 
order to allow it to be procedurally 
fast-tracked through the legislature. 
Photo ID proposals were pre-filed be-
fore legislative sessions began in half a 
dozen States. I don’t know why that 
happened. We’re bogged down with the 
redistricting case. 

The secretaries of State in a number 
of States have listed photo ID as a top 
priority. Mr. Speaker, it does nothing. 
The Bush administration showed they 
couldn’t find any fraud worth pros-
ecuting for people who were imper-
sonating a voter. Photo ID proposals 
have garnered significant momentum 
in a very mistaken matter—that it’s 
going to do something. It is not. 

Let us point out voter fraud. Let us, 
in essence, carve it out. But you are 
not going anywhere with voter ID laws 
who discriminate against the elderly, 
who discriminate against minorities, 
who discriminate against those indi-
viduals who have lived long enough and 
served their country long enough that 
they just might not remember where 
their birth certificate is—or even their 
marriage certificate. 

Significant momentum is going on 
this, and it is wrongheaded. Opponents 
are having difficulty waging effective 
counterattacks to curb the movement 
on these bills as majority leaderships, 
emboldened by their increased numbers 
following in the 2010 midterm elec-
tions, are more committed than they 
ever have been. 

Let me congratulate the State of 
Ohio and Congresswoman MARCIA 
FUDGE, where the people of that State 
defeated that draconian law and they 
will not have the burden of their voter 
ID law in the 2012 Presidential election. 
Yay for them. A battleground State 
where the people can vote as they 
choose. And we’re going to all realize 
that Ohioans will not be encumbered 
by draconian laws. They will battle it 
out in the democratic process and they 
will vote, and no one can block them 
from voting. 

In 1890, the State of Mississippi, al-
though African Americans made up 58 
percent of the population, due to the 
structure of voting laws that year in 
Mississippi, of the 134 elected dele-
gates, only one was African American, 
and that was during Reconstruction. It 
does not take a genius to recognize 
that the African American vote was di-
luted. 

We cannot allow history to repeat 
itself. That is why we have the Voting 
Rights Act and why we are ever vigi-
lant to guard against any encroach-
ments on the right to vote. 

And so my argument is, today, that 
we’re going to go across America—and 
I appreciate my colleagues who have 
joined in this effort to go across Amer-
ica—and we’re going to introduce vot-
ing protection seminars to ensure that 
every voter—minority voters and elder-
ly voters—has a right to vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m very glad to have 
spoken to my State officials today. I 
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will place this letter to Texas State of-
ficials in the RECORD. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, May 7, 2012. 

Hon. HOPE ANDRADE, 
Secretary of State, 
Austin, Texas. 

DEAR SECRETARY ANDRADE: Thank you for 
taking my call today Monday, May 07, 2012 
regarding the status of election law to be 
utilized in the 2012 Texas Primary and on a 
possible run off date. A formal public an-
nouncement must be made along with the 
production of public awareness advertise-
ments outlining that the current law is still 
in place and operational. 

According to Assistant U.S. Attorney 
Thomas Perez ‘‘with regard to Section 9 and 
15 of S.B. 14, concerning photographic identi-
fication, I cannot conclude that the state has 
sustained its burden under Section 5 of the 
Voting Rights Act. Therefore, on behalf of 
the Attorney General, I must object to Sec-
tions 9 and 14 of S.B. 14.’’ In effect, the cur-
rently proposed photographic identification 
requirements and related changes may not 
be implemented and are not legally enforce-
able. The public must be made aware of the 
current voting requirements. 

The trial date is set for Monday, July 9, 
2012 and therefore all means currently per-
missible should be utilized to ensure the pub-
lic is made aware that there is currently no 
requirement in the State of Texas for a state 
issued photographic identification in order 
to vote in the upcoming elections. Thank 
you for your cooperation and I look forward 
to working with you. 

Very Truly Yours, 
SHEILA JACKSON LEE, 

Member of Congress. 
With that in mind, in the name of so 

many great leaders, from our early 
Presidents who valued this historic 
democratic process to the drafters of 
the Constitution that began to open 
the words of this great book with the 
words, We have come together to estab-
lish justice, to form a more perfect 
Union, to ensure domestic tranquility, 
provide for the common defense, pro-
mote the general welfare, and secure 
the blessings of liberty to ourselves 
and our posterity to ordain and estab-
lish the Constitution of the United 
States, voter ID laws do not equal to 
liberty. They do not equal giving our 
posterity to our children, grand-
children, the grandchildren’s children 
and grandchildren, great-great-grand-
children. The voter ID law is oppressive 
and it denies the right to vote. 

I cry in my heart, Mr. Speaker, for 
we have fallen victim to a distortion of 
the right of people to vote and the dis-
tortion of the blame game. And so 
State legislatures have attempted to 
say they’re doing something and, Mr. 
Speaker, they are not. They are not. 

I would like to put into the RECORD a 
letter from the Department of Justice 
dated May 4, 2012. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS, 

WASHINGTON, DC, MAY 4, 2012. 
Hon. SHEILA JACKSON LEE 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN JACKSON LEE: This 
responds to your recent inquiry to Assistant 
Attorney General for Civil Rights Thomas E. 
Perez, regarding implementation of Texas 
S.B. 14 (2011). 

On March 12, 2012, the Attorney General 
interposed an objection, pursuant to Section 

5 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, to S.B. 
14’s photographic identification require-
ments for in-person voting. The Attorney 
General’s objection letter is enclosed. 

The photographic identification require-
ments and related changes in S.B. 14 there-
fore may not be implemented, and are le-
gally unenforceable, until either the Attor-
ney General’s objection is withdrawn, or 
until Texas obtains a judgment from the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia preclearing these changes under 
Section 5. Texas has sought such a judgment 
from the district court in State of Texas v. 
Holder. No. 1:12–cv–00128 (D.D.C. filed Jan. 24, 
2012), and that case is currently set for trial 
beginning July 9, 2012. 

We hope this information is helpful. Please 
do not hesitate to contact this office if we 
may provide additional assistance regarding 
this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD WEILCH, 

Assistant Attorney General. 
Enclosure. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION, 

WASHINGTON, DC, MARCH 12, 2012. 
Mr. KEITH INGRAM, 
Director of Elections, Elections Division, Office 

of the Texas Secretary of State, Austin, 
Texas. 

DEAR MR. INGRAM: This refers to Chapter 
123 (S.B. 14) (2011), which amends the Texas 
Transportation Code relating to the issuance 
of election identification certificates, and 
which amends the Texas Election Code relat-
ing to the procedures for implementing the 
photographic identification requirements, 
including registration procedures, provi-
sional-ballot procedures, notice require-
ments, and education and training require-
ments, for the State of Texas, submitted to 
the Attorney General pursuant to Section 5 
of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 42 U.S.C. 
1973c. We received your response to our Jan-
uary 9, 2012 follow-up to our September 23, 
2011 request for additional information on 
January 12. 2012; additional information was 
received through February 17, 2012. 

According to the 2010 Census, the State of 
Texas had a total population of 25,145,561, of 
whom 9,460,921 (37.6%) were Hispanic, 
2,975,739 (11.8%) were black, 1,027,956 (4.1%) 
were Asian, and 11,397,345 (45.3%) were Anglo. 
Texas’s total voting-age population was 
18,279,737, of whom 6,143,144 (33.6%) were His-
panic, 2,102,474 (11.5%) were black, 758,636 
(4.2%) were Asian, and 9,074,684 (49.6%) were 
Anglo. The five-year aggregate American 
Community Survey (2006–2010) estimates 
that Texas had a Hispanic citizen voting-age 
population of 25.5 percent. 

We have carefully considered the informa-
tion you have provided, as well as census 
data, comments and information from other 
interested parties, and other information, in-
cluding the state’s previous submissions. 
Under Section 5, the Attorney General must 
determine whether the submitting authority 
has met its burden of showing that the pro-
posed changes have neither the purpose nor 
the effect of denying or abridging the right 
to vote on account of race or color or mem-
bership in a language minority group. Geor-
gia v. United States, 411 U.S. 526 (1973): Pro-
cedures for the Administration of Section 5 
of the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 28 C.F.R. 
51.52(c). With regard to Sections 9 and 14 of 
S.B. 14, concerning photographic identifica-
tion 51.52(c). With regard to Sections 9 and 14 
of S.B. 14, concerning photographic identi-
fication requirements for in-person voting 
and acceptable forms of photographic identi-
fication, I cannot conclude that the state has 
sustained its burden under Section 5 of the 
Voting Rights Act. Therefore, on behalf of 
the Attorney General, I must object to Sec-
tions 9 and 14 of S.B. 14. 

We start our analysis recognizing the 
state’s legitimate interest in preventing 
voter fraud and safeguarding voter con-
fidence. Crawford v. Marion County Election 
Bd., 553 U.S. 181 (2008). In that vein, the 
state’s sole justifications for changing the 
current practice to require photographic 
identification to vote in person that appear 
in the legislative proceedings and are pre-
sented in its submission are to ensure elec-
toral integrity and deter ineligible voters 
from voting. At the same time, we note that 
the state’s submission did not include evi-
dence of significant in-person voter imper-
sonation not already addressed by the state’s 
existing laws. 

The voting changes at issue must be meas-
ured against the benchmark practice to de-
termine whether they would ‘‘lead to a retro-
gression in the position of racial minorities 
with respect to their effective exercise of the 
electoral franchise.’’ Beer v. United States, 
425 U.S. 130, 141 (1976). In support of its posi-
tion that this proposed requirement will not 
have such a prohibited effect, the state pro-
vided two sets of registered-voter data, 
which were matched with two different data 
sources maintained by the state’s Depart-
ment of Public Safety (DPS). One set was 
current as of September 16, 2011, and the 
other as of early January 2012. The Sep-
tember data reported that there were 
12,780,841 registered voters, of whom 2,785,227 
(21.8%) were Hispanic. The January data re-
ported that there were 12,892,280 registered 
voters, of whom 2,810,869 (21.8%) were His-
panic. 

There is, however, a significant difference 
between the two data sets with regard to the 
number and characteristics of those reg-
istered voters without a driver’s license or 
personal identification card issued by DPS. 
The September data indicate that 603,892 
(4.7%) of the state’s registered voters do not 
have such identification; this population 
consists of 174,866 voters (29.0% of the 603,892 
voters) who are Hispanic and 429,026 voters 
(71.0%) who are non-Hispanic. The January 
data indicate that 795,955 (6.2%) of the state’s 
registered voters do not have such identifica-
tion; this population consists of 304,389 vot-
ers (38.2%) who are Hispanic and 491,566 vot-
ers (61.8%) who are non-Hispanic. The state 
has not provided an explanation for the dis-
parate results. More significantly, it de-
clined to offer an opinion on which of the 
two data sets is more accurate. Accordingly, 
we have considered both in reviewing your 
submission. 

Starting our analysis with the September 
data set, 6.3 percent of Hispanic registered 
voters do not have the forms of identifica-
tion described above, but only 4.3 percent of 
non-Hispanic registered voters are similarly 
situated. Therefore, a Hispanic voter is 46.5 
percent more likely than a non-Hispanic 
voter to lack these forms of identification. 
In addition, although Hispanic voters rep-
resent only 21.8 percent of the registered vot-
ers in the state, Hispanic voters represent 
fully 29.0 percent of the registered voters 
without such identification. 

Our analysis of the January data indicates 
that 10.8 percent of Hispanic registered vot-
ers do not have a driver’s license or personal 
identification card issued by DPS. but only 
4.9 percent of non-Hispanic registered voters 
do not have such identification. So, Hispanic 
registered voters are more than twice as 
likely as non-Hispanic registered voters to 
lack such identification. Under the data pro-
vided in January, Hispanics make up only 
21.8 percent of all registered voters, but fully 
38.2 percent of the registered voters who lack 
these forms of identification. 

Thus, we conclude that the total number of 
registered voters who lack a driver’s license 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 06:39 May 08, 2012 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K07MY7.043 H07MYPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2308 May 7, 2012 
or personal identification card issued by DPS 
could range from 603,892 to 795,955. The dis-
parity between the percentages of Hispanics 
and non-Hispanics who lack these forms of 
identification ranges from 46.5 to 120.0 per-
cent. That is, according to the state’s own 
data, a Hispanic registered voter is at least 
46.5 percent, and potentially 120.0 percent, 
more likely than a non-Hispanic registered 
voter to lack this identification. Even using 
the data most favorable to the state, His-
panics disproportionately lack either a driv-
er’s license or a personal identification card 
issued by DPS, and that disparity is statis-
tically significant. 

The state has provided no data on whether 
African American or Asian registered voters 
are also disproportionately affected by S.B. 
14. 

Sections 9 and 14 of S.B. 14 would also per-
mit a voter to vote in person using military 
photographic identification, a United States 
citizenship certificate that contains the per-
son’s photograph, a United States passport, 
or a license to carry a concealed handgun. 
The state has produced no data showing 
what percent of registered voters lack a driv-
er’s license or personal identification card 
issued by DPS, but do possess another allow-
able form of photographic identification. Nor 
has the state provided any data on the demo-
graphic makeup of such voters. In addition, 
when the Texas Legislature was considering 
S.B. 14, there were a number of legislative 
proposals to expand the forms of identifica-
tion that could be used by voters to meet 
this new requirement—including proposals 
to allow any state-issued or tribal identifica-
tion with a photograph to be used for regular 
voting—but those proposals were rejected. 

In view of the statistical evidence illus-
trating the impact of S.B. 14 on Hispanic reg-
istered voters, we turn to those steps that 
the state has identified it will take to miti-
gate that effect. 

You have informed us that the DPS-issued 
‘‘free’’ election identification certificate, 
which is proposed to be implemented by Sec-
tion 20 of S.B. 14, would protect voters who 
do not already have another acceptable form 
of identification. The application process for 
these certificates will mirror the manner in 
which a person obtains a driver’s license. 
First-time applicants will be required to fur-
nish various supplemental documents and 
undergo an application process that includes 
fingerprinting and traveling to a driver’s li-
cense office. 

An applicant for an election identification 
certificate will be required to provide two 
pieces of secondary identification, or one 
piece of secondary identification and two 
supporting documents. If a voter does not 
possess any of these documents, the least ex-
pensive option will be to spend $22 on a copy 
of the voter’s birth certificate. There is a 
statistically significant correlation between 
the Hispanic population percentage of a 
county and the percentage of a county’s pop-
ulation that lives below the poverty line. 
The legislature tabled amendments that 
would have prohibited state agencies from 
charging for any underlying documents need-
ed to obtain an acceptable form of photo-
graphic identification. 

As noted above, an applicant for an elec-
tion identification certificate will have to 
travel to a driver’s license office. This raises 
three discrete issues. First, according to the 
most recent American Community Survey 
three-year estimates. 7.3 percent of Hispanic 
or Latino households do not have an avail-
able vehicle, as compared with only 3.8 per-
cent of non-Hispanic white households that 
lack an available vehicle. Statistically sig-
nificant correlations exist between the His-
panic voting-age population percentage of a 
county, and the percentage of occupied hous-
ing units without a vehicle. 

Second, in 81 of the state’s 254 counties, 
there are no operational driver’s license of-
fices. The disparity in the rates between His-
panics and non-Hispanics with regard to the 
possession of either a driver’s license or per-
sonal identification card issued by DPS is 
particularly stark in counties without driv-
er’s license offices. According to the Sep-
tember 2011 data, 10.0 percent of Hispanics in 
counties without driver’s license offices do 
not have either form of identification, com-
pared to 5.5 percent of non-Hispanics. Ac-
cording to the January 2012 data, that com-
parison is 14.6 percent of Hispanics in coun-
ties without driver’s license offices, as com-
pared to 8.8 percent of non-Hispanics. During 
the legislative hearings, one senator stated 
that some voters in his district could have to 
travel up to 176 miles roundtrip in order to 
reach a driver’s license office. The legisla-
ture tabled amendments that would have, for 
example, provided reimbursement to voters 
who live below the poverty line for travel ex-
penses incurred in applying for the requisite 
identification. 

The third and final point is the limited 
hours that such offices are open. Only 49 of 
the 221 currently open driver’s license offices 
across the state have extended hours. Even 
Senator Troy Fraser, the primary author of 
this legislation in the Senate, acknowledged 
during the legislative hearing that. ‘‘You 
gotta work to make sure that [DPS offices] 
are open.’’ Despite the apparent recognition 
of the situation, the legislature tabled an 
amendment that would have required driv-
er’s license offices to be open until 7:00 p.m. 
or later on at least one weekday and during 
four or more hours on at least two Saturdays 
each month. 

The legislation mandates a statewide 
voter-education effort concerning the new 
identification requirement, but does not pro-
vide specific standards for the program. The 
state, however, has yet to approve a final 
version of the materials designed to accom-
plish that goal, either for voters or for elec-
tion officials. The state has indicated that it 
will implement a new educational program: 
but as of this date, our information indicates 
that the currently proposed plan will incor-
porate the new identification requirement 
into a general voter-education program. 

The legislation requires that poll-worker 
training materials reflect the new identifica-
tion requirements. This is particularly vital 
because a poll-worker can permit a voter to 
cast a ballot if the name as listed on the doc-
umentation is ‘‘substantially similar to but 
does not match exactly’’ the name on the 
voter registration list, and if the voter also 
submits an affidavit stating that he or she is 
the person on the list of registered voters. 
Though the Secretary of State’s office has 
adopted an administrative rule to guide poll- 
workers in determining when names are sub-
stantially similar, the rule gives poll-work-
ers a great deal of discretion. The state has 
provided no enforcement guidelines to pre-
vent the vagueness of this standard from 
leading to inconsistency or bias in its appli-
cation. 

Even after submitting data that show over 
600,000 registered voters do not have either a 
driver’s license or personal identification 
card issued by DPS—and that a dispropor-
tionate share of those registered voters are 
Hispanic—the state has failed to propose, 
much less adopt, any program for individuals 
who have to travel a significant distance to 
a DPS office, who have limited access to 
transportation, or who are unable to get to a 
DPS office during their hours of operation. 
This failure is particularly noteworthy given 
Texas’s geography and demographics, which 
arguably make the necessity for mitigating 
measures greater than in other states. The 
state also has not developed any specific pro-

posals to educate either voters about how to 
comply with the new identification require-
ment or poll officials about how to enforce 
the proposed change. 

In conclusion, the state has not met its 
burden of proving that, when compared to 
the benchmark, the proposed requirement 
will not have a retrogressive effect, or that 
any specific features of the proposed law will 
prevent or mitigate that retrogression. Addi-
tionally, the state has failed to demonstrate 
why it could not meet its stated goals of en-
suring electoral integrity and deterring in-
eligible voters from voting in a manner that 
would have avoided this retrogressive effect. 
Because we conclude that the state has 
failed to meet its burden of demonstrating 
that the proposed law will not have a retro-
gressive effect, we do not make any deter-
mination as to whether the state has estab-
lished that the proposed changes were adopt-
ed with no discriminatory purpose. 

Under Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act, 
the submitting authority has the burden of 
showing that a submitted change has neither 
a discriminatory purpose nor a discrimina-
tory effect. Georgia v. United States, 411 
U.S. 526 (1973): 28 C.F.R. 51.52. In light of the 
considerations discussed above, I cannot con-
clude that your burden has been sustained in 
this instance. Therefore, on behalf of the At-
torney General, I must object to the changes 
affecting voting that are occasioned by Sec-
tions 9 and 14 of Chapter 123 (S.B. 14) (2011). 
Sections 1 through 8, 10 through 13, 15, and 17 
through 22 of S.B. 14 are directly related to 
the procedures for implementing the photo-
graphic identification requirements, includ-
ing registration procedures, provisional-bal-
lot procedures, notice requirements, and edu-
cation and training requirements. Accord-
ingly, no determination by the Attorney 
General is required or appropriate under Sec-
tion 5. 28 C.F.R. 51.22 and 51.35. 

We note that under Section 5 you have the 
right to seek a declaratory judgment from 
the United States District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia that these proposed 
changes neither have the purpose nor will 
have the effect of denying or abridging the 
right to vote on account of race, color, or 
membership in a language minority group. 28 
C.F.R. 51.44. In addition, you may request 
that the Attorney General reconsider the ob-
jection. 28 C.F.R. 51.45. However, until the 
objection is withdrawn or a judgment from 
the United States District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia is obtained, the submitted 
changes continue to be legally unenforce-
able. Clark v. Roemer, 500 U.S. 646 (1991): 28 
C.F.R. 51.10. To enable us to meet our respon-
sibility to enforce the Voting Rights Act, 
please inform us of the action that the State 
of Texas plans to take concerning this mat-
ter. If you have any questions, you should 
contact Robert S. Berman (202/514–8690), a 
deputy chief in the Voting Section. 

Because the Section 5 status of this legis-
lation is presently before the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia 
in State of Texas v. Holder, No. 1:12–cv–00128 
(D.D.C.), we are providing the Court and 
counsel of record with a copy of this letter. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS E. PEREZ, 

Assistant Attorney General. 

b 1950 

Finally, as I said, Mr. Speaker, as I 
hold this Constitution in my hand, I 
certainly want to add to my plea an ex-
tended hand to ensure that what our 
Founding Fathers wanted—to ensure 
domestic tranquility, to establish jus-
tice, to secure the blessings of liberty— 
will be found in the 2012 election, and 
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that because of one’s ethnic or racial 
background or age or gender or wheth-
er you live in the country, meaning in 
the rural areas of the Nation, that you 
will not have a stop sign, a red stop 
sign that will be standing at the door 
of a courthouse or the place where you 
vote. You will not have a stop sign that 
says: Stop, you don’t deserve the bless-
ings of liberty. You deserve to be treat-
ed in the ways of yesteryear when peo-
ple were second-class and third-class 
citizens. 

I pray, as I know my Founding Fa-
thers would offer, prayerful prayers for 
all of America that we take this red 
map and turn it to a map of brightness 
with a big sign: The door is open for 
legal voting, unoppressed. You are pro-
tected and you are given the blessings 
of liberty. 

I thank my colleagues of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus. I thank all 
those who are working on this issue, 
and I look forward in the State of 
Texas that we work together that you 
can vote under the old laws and you 
can vote on Sunday and you can go out 
and vote and you can have the bless-
ings of liberty that the Constitution 
has so given us. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in the name of justice 
and to protect the right to vote for all citizens. 
I am joined by fellow members of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus to speak about the 
need to protect our democracy, to protect the 
voice of the American people, and to ensure 
the right to vote continues to be treated as a 
right under the Constitution rather than a privi-
lege afforded to the chosen few. 

Today I join the CBC to bring additional 
scrutiny to the significant changes being made 
to voting laws across our country. We must 
protect the rights for all eligible citizens to 
vote. The right to vote is a precious and sa-
cred one in our country. Over the past few 
decades, minorities in this country have wit-
nessed a pattern of efforts to intimidate and 
harass minority voters through so-called 
‘‘Voter ID’’ requirements. I am sad to report 
that as we head into the 21st century, these 
efforts continue. 

I am well versed in the arguments both for 
and against Voter IDs. Often the arguments 
for Voter IDs include the notion that we must 
protect against fraud, yet there is little to no 
real evidence that rampant voter fraud exists 
or that it would be prevented by Voter ID 
cards. On balance there is significant evidence 
that minorities would be negatively impacted 
by voter ID requirements. 

As a Senior Member of the House Judiciary 
Committee, I called for an immediate inves-
tigation of these instances. Many of these inci-
dents of voter intimidation were occurring in 
predominately minority neighborhoods and 
have been directed at African-Americans and 
Latinos. It is unconscionable to think that any-
one would deliberately employ the use of such 
forceful and intimidating tactics to undermine 
the fundamental, Constitutional right to vote. 
However, such conduct has regrettably oc-
curred in Houston, and I urge you to take ap-
propriate action to ensure that it does not 
recur. 

Instances of voter intimidation are not long 
ago and far away. Just last year I sent a letter 

to U.S. Attorney General Eric Holder to draw 
his attention to several disturbing instances of 
voter intimidation that had taken place in 
Houston. In a single week there were at least 
15 reports of abuse of voter rights throughout 
the city of Houston. 

I am here once more in the name of free-
dom, patriotism, and democracy. I am here to 
demand that the long hard fought right to vote 
continues to be protected. 

TEXAS LEGISLATION, SB14 
I am a Representative from the State of 

Texas and as you are all aware, my State has 
recently adopted a voter identification law that 
is among the most restrictive in the Nation. 
This law passed both chambers of the Texas 
legislature after lengthy floor debates. The 
Texas House approved the measure 101–48 
late in the night after more than eleven hours 
of debate that included some 40 proposed 
amendments. Although it was evident that this 
bill had significant opposition, the bill was fast- 
tracked as a ‘‘legislative emergency.’’ The 
Voter ID bill was fast-tracked at a time when 
there were urgent threats to state services due 
to a $10 billion budget shortfall. 

Under SB14, would require Texas voters to 
show a non-expired: 

Texas driver’s license, 
state ID card, 
military ID, 
US passport or 
citizenship ID to vote. 
Texas concealed handgun license to the 

list. 
SB14, Banned the following forms of identi-

fication: 
driver’s licenses from other states, 
college IDs, 
birth certificates and other identification 

documents. 
Voters over 70 are not exempted from any 

of these requirements. 
Those without the requisite ID would have 

to cast provisional ballots that would be count-
ed only if the voter returned with valid ID with-
in six days after the election. 

While similar proposals were defeated in 
past years, Texas Gov. Rick Perry designated 
the legislation as an emergency to allow it to 
be procedurally fast-tracked through the legis-
lature to avoid the debates that derailed such 
efforts in previous years. 

As a preclearance state under the Voting 
Rights Act, Texas had to submit any electoral 
changes for approval by the U.S. Department 
of Justice for review under the Voting Rights 
Act. 

I hold in my hand a letter from the Depart-
ment of Justice and I quote from this letter 
‘‘with regard to Section 9 and 15 of S.B. 14, 
concerning photographic identification, I can-
not conclude that the state has sustained its 
burden under Section 5 of the Voting Rights 
Act. Therefore, on the behalf of the Attorney 
General, I must object to Sections 9 and 14 of 
S.B. 14.’’ In effect, the currently proposed pho-
tographic identification requirements and re-
lated changes may not be implemented and 
are not legally enforceable. Texans need to be 
informed about this turn of events. S.B.14 is 
not legally binding. The public must be made 
aware that right now in the state of Texas 
there is no requirement for a Voter ID card in 
order to vote! May I remind you that no right 
is more fundamental than the right to vote. 

THE CONSTITUTION PROTECTS OUR RIGHT TO VOTE 
It is protected by more constitutional amend-

ments—the 1st, 14th, 15th, 19th, 24th and 

26th—than any other right we enjoy as Ameri-
cans. Broad political participation ensures the 
preservation of all our other rights and free-
doms. 3 State laws that impose new restric-
tions on voting, however, undermine our 
strong democracy by impeding access to the 
polls and reducing the number of Americans 
who vote and whose votes are counted. 

My State is not the only State undergoing 
attempts to restrict voting rights. There have 
been several restrictive voting bills considered 
and approved by States in the past several 
years. 

VOTER ID LAWS 
The most commonly advanced initiatives are 

laws that require voters to present photo iden-
tification when voting in person. Additionally, 
States have proposed or passed laws to re-
quire proof of citizenship when registering to 
vote; to eliminate the right to register to vote 
and to submit a change of address within the 
same State on Election Day; to shorten the 
time allowed for early voting; to make it more 
difficult for third-party organizations to conduct 
voter registration; and even to eliminate a 
mandate on poll workers to direct voters who 
go to the wrong precinct. 

These recent changes are on top of the 
disfranchisement laws in 48 States that de-
prive an estimated 5.3 million people with 
criminal convictions—disproportionately Afri-
can Americans and Latinos—of their political 
voice. 

Voter ID laws are becoming increasingly 
common across the country. Today, 31 States 
have laws requiring voters to present some 
form of identification to vote in Federal, State 
and local elections, although some laws or ini-
tiatives passed in 2011 have not yet gone into 
effect. Some must also be pre-cleared under 
the Voting Rights Act prior to implementation. 
In 16 of those 31 States, voters must (or will 
soon be required to) present a photo ID—that 
in many States must be government-issued— 
in order to cast a ballot. 

Voter ID laws deny the right to vote to thou-
sands of registered voters who do not have, 
and, in many instances, cannot obtain the lim-
ited identification States accept for voting. 
Many of these Americans cannot afford to pay 
for the required documents needed to secure 
a government issued photo ID. As such, these 
laws impede access to the polls and are at 
odds with the fundamental right to vote. 

In total, more than 21 million Americans of 
voting age lack documentation that would sat-
isfy photo ID laws, and a disproportionate 
number of these Americans are low-income, 
racial and ethnic minorities, and elderly. As 
many as 25 percent of African Americans of 
voting age lack government-issued photo ID, 
compared to only 8 percent of their white 
counterparts. Eighteen percent of Americans 
over the age of 65 do not have government- 
issued photo ID. 

Laws requiring photo identification to vote 
are a ‘‘solution’’ in search of a problem. There 
is no credible evidence that in-person imper-
sonation voter fraud—the only type of fraud 
that photo IDs could prevent—is even a minor 
problem. Multiple studies have found that al-
most all cases of alleged in-person imperson-
ation voter ‘‘fraud’’ are actually the result of a 
voter making an inadvertent mistake about 
their eligibility to vote, and that even these 
mistakes are extremely infrequent. 

It is important, instead, to focus on both ex-
panding the franchise and ending practices 
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which actually threaten the integrity of the 
elections, such as improper purges of voters, 
voter harassment, and distribution of false in-
formation about when and where to vote. 
None of these issues, however, are addressed 
or can be resolved with a photo ID require-
ment. 

Furthermore, requiring voters to pay for an 
ID, as well as the background documents nec-
essary to obtain an ID in order to vote, is tan-
tamount to a poll tax. Although some States 
issue IDs for free, the birth certificates, pass-
ports, or other documents required to secure 
a government-issued ID cost money, and 
many Americans simply cannot afford to pay 
for them. In addition, obtaining a government- 
issued photo ID is not an easy task for all 
members of the electorate. Low-income indi-
viduals who lack the funds to pay for docu-
mentation, people with disabilities with limited 
access to transportation, and elderly Ameri-
cans who never had a birth certificate and 
cannot obtain alternate proof of their birth in 
the U.S., are among those who face signifi-
cant or insurmountable obstacles to getting 
the photo ID needed to exercise their right to 
vote. 

Because of Texas’ recently passed voter ID 
law, an estimated 36,000 people in West 
Texas’s District 19 are 137 miles from the 
nearest full service Department of Public Safe-
ty office, where those without IDs must travel 
to preserve their right to vote under the state’s 
new law. 

In addition, women who have changed their 
names due to marriage or divorce often expe-
rience difficulties with identity documentation, 
as did Andrea, who recently moved from Mas-
sachusetts to South Carolina and who, in the 
span of a month, spent more than 17 hours 
online and in person trying without success to 
get a South Carolina driver’s license. 

Voter ID laws send not-so-subtle messages 
about who is and is not encouraged to vote. 
As States approve laws requiring photo ID to 
vote, each formulates its own list of accept-
able forms of documentation. Another com-
mon thread emerging from disparate state ap-
proaches is a bias against robust student elec-
toral participation. 

Henceforth, students at Wisconsin colleges 
and universities will not be able to vote using 
their student ID cards, unless those cards 
have issuance dates, expiration dates, and 
signatures. 

Currently, only a handful of Wisconsin col-
leges and universities are issuing compliant 
IDs. Nor will South Carolina, Texas, or Ten-
nessee accept student identification at the 
polls. 

Policies that limit students’ electoral partici-
pation are particularly suspect, appearing on 
the heels of unprecedented youth turnout in 
the 2008 election. 

Voter ID proposals have a forceful momen-
tum this year not seen in years past, part of 
broader legislative movements to limit access 
to the political process for disenfranchised 
groups at a level not seen since post-recon-
struction era laws implementing poll taxes and 
literacy tests. In just over the first two months 
of 2011, photo ID proposals have been intro-
duced in 32 States and passed out of one leg-
islative chamber in 12 States. 

Since 2001, more than 700 voter identifica-
tion bills have been introduced in 46 States, 
according to the National Conference of State 
Legislatures. A dozen States have passed 

new voter ID laws since 2003, but only 8 
States require photo ID of voters and only two 
have laws as strict as those being proposed 
this year. 

Lawmakers across the Nation have pin-
pointed photo ID as a top legislative priority. 
Just remember that the governor of Texas 
designated photo ID as a legislative emer-
gency in order to allow it to be procedurally 
fast-tracked through the legislature, photo ID 
proposals were pre-filed before legislative ses-
sions began in half a dozen States, and secre-
taries of state in a number of States have list-
ed photo ID as a top priority. 

I stand ever ready to fight these attempts to 
hinder the right to vote for seniors, minorities 
and low income Americans. I stand ever ready 
to protect the right to vote and preserve this 
right for future generations. 

MAP OF SHAME: VOTE SUPPRESSION 
LEGISLATION BY STATE 

Election Protection: You Have The Right To 
Vote 

Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under 
Law 

(For more information about registration 
and voting laws in your state, visit 
www.mapofshame.com) 

States with Proof of Citizenship Laws—AZ, 
KS, TN, AL, GA. 

States with Repressive Election Legisla-
tion—OH, FL. 

Governor Vetoed Photo Voter ID Law—NH, 
NC, MO, MN, MT. 

TX*, KS*, WI*, IN, TN*, MS, AL*, GA, 
SC*—Require Photo Voter ID Only. 

(*Law takes effect in 2012 and beyond.) 
RI, HI, ID, SD, MI, OK, LA, FL—Photo 

Voter ID Requested. 
WA, CA, NV, AK, MT, CO, NM, NE, MN, IA, 

MO, IL, AR, OH, NY, PA, WV, VA, NC, ME, 
NH, MA, CT, NJ, DE, MD—Photo Voter ID 
Legislation Proposed. 

OR, WY, UT, AZ, ND, KY, VT—No Existing 
Photo Voter ID Law, No Current Legislation. 

STATES WHERE VOTING CHANGES WERE 
PURSUED AND TYPES OF CHANGES ENACTED 

Legislation introduced—AK, OR, CA, NV, 
MT, CO, NM, NE, KS, TX, MN, IA, MO, AR, 
WI, IL, TN, MS, OH, WV, VA, NC, AL, GA, 
FL, SC, MD, DE, NJ, CT, RI, MA, NH, ME, 
NY, PA, HI. 

Photo ID requirements passed—KS, TX, 
WI, TN, AL, SC, RI. 

Proof of citizenship passed—KS, TN, AL. 
Restrictions on voter registration passed— 

TX, OH, ME, FL. 
Restrictions on early/absentee voting 

passed—TN, GA, FL, WV, OH. 
Executive action making it harder to re-

store voting rights—IA, FL. 

f 

AFGHANISTAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

I have an article that is dated today, 
Monday, May 7, 2012, from the Associ-
ated Press, Congress’s Intelligence 
Heads: Taliban Has Grown Stronger 
under Obama. 

Senator DIANNE FEINSTEIN and Rep-
resentative MIKE ROGERS, who I just 
saw outside, a smart guy, former FBI 

agent, well respected in the areas of 
law enforcement and the security of 
this country, well, as the article points 
out, and there are other articles as 
well, I believe Human Events also had 
one, but this article from the AP says: 

The leaders of congressional intelligence 
committees said Sunday they believed that 
the Taliban had grown stronger since Presi-
dent Barack Obama sent 33,000 more U.S. 
troops to Afghanistan in 2010. 

The pessimistic report by Sen. Dianne 
Feinstein, D–Calif., and Rep. Mike Rogers, 
R–Mich., challenges Obama’s own assessment 
last week in his visit to Kabul that the ‘‘tide 
had turned’’ and that ‘‘we broke the 
Taliban’s momentum.’’ 

The two recently returned from a fact-find-
ing trip to the region where they met with 
Afghan President Hamid Karzai. 

‘‘President Karzai believes that the 
Taliban will not come back. I’m not so 
sure,’’ Feinstein said. ‘‘The Taliban has a 
shadow system of governors in many prov-
inces.’’ 

When asked if the Taliban’s capabilities 
have been degraded since Obama deployed 
the additional troops two years ago, Fein-
stein said: ‘‘I think we’d both say that what 
we’ve found is that the Taliban is stronger.’’ 

I was in Afghanistan a couple weeks 
ago. I was in Afghanistan a couple 
months before that. And as one of the 
Afghans pointed out, former ally—well, 
they are still allies, as far as they are 
concerned. This administration has 
thrown them under the bus—but they 
pointed out, you know, from the 
Taliban’s perspective, they have said 
we, the Taliban, do not have to win a 
single battle. All we have to do is be 
here when the United States leaves. 

Now, a couple of weeks ago, of 
course, the administration, two Cabi-
net members, were requesting that my 
dear friend, DANA ROHRABACHER, not go 
into Afghanistan for one reason—that 
President Hamid Karzai didn’t want 
him to come in. Now, apparently, 
Karzai, ignorant of what is actually 
going on in Washington, had said that 
my friend, Congressman ROHRABACHER, 
proposed a bill that would partition or 
divide up Afghanistan. Well, I worked 
with Congressman ROHRABACHER on his 
very good bill, and basically it is a 
sense of Congress that says we support 
the Afghans’ right to vote for their 
leaders. 

Now, I understand Secretary Clinton 
inherited a State Department and a 
situation in Afghanistan that was not 
of her making. I get that. And, in fact, 
we sat by and even assisted as Afghani-
stan created a constitution based on 
sharia law that has now resulted in the 
last public Christian church closing. 
It’s a system where the President gets 
to appoint governors, mayors, chiefs of 
police, many of the higher-level teach-
ers, slate of legislators. He gets power-
ful control over so much of the purse 
strings. So it was amazing to see the 
President over kind of doing what ap-
peared to be a victory lap around Af-
ghanistan and back home: gee, the 
Taliban’s back is broken, things are 
looking good, and we now have an 
agreement going forward with Afghani-
stan. Great news. 
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