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ones in which criminal defendants, Demo-
crats and other parties conservatives dislike
were asking for something. When real estate
developers, wealthy campaign contributors
and other powerful parties wanted help, he
was more inclined to support judicial action,
even if it meant trampling on Congress and
the states.

The term’s major environmental ruling
was a striking case in point. A developer
sued when the Army Corps of Engineers de-
nied him a permit to build on what it deter-
mined to be protected wetlands. The corps is
under the Defense Department, ultimately
part of an elected branch, and it was inter-
preting the Clean Water Act, passed by the
other elected branch. Courts are supposed to
give an enormous amount of deference to
agencies’ interpretations of the statutes
they are charged with enforcing.

But Chief Justice Roberts did not defer. He
joined a stridently anti-environmentalist
opinion by Justice Antonin Scalia that sided
with the developer and mocked the corps’s
interpretation of the law—an interpretation
four justices agreed with as ‘‘beyond par-
ody.” The opinion also complained that the
corps’s approach was too costly. Justice
John Paul Stevens dryly noted that whether
benefits outweighed costs was a policy ques-
tion that ‘‘should not be answered by ap-
pointed judges.”’

In an opinion on assisted suicide, Chief
Justice Roberts was again a conservative ac-
tivist. The case involved Attorney General
John Ashcroft’s attempt to invoke an irrele-
vant federal statute to block Oregon’s as-
sisted suicide law, which the state’s voters
had adopted by referendum. Even though it
meant overruling the voters, intruding on
state sovereignty and mangling the words of
a federal statute, Chief Justice Roberts dis-
sented to support Mr. Ashcroft’s position.

Chief Justice Roberts voted against an-
other democratically enacted, progressive
law when the court struck down Vermont’s
strict limits on campaign contributions. He
joined an opinion that not only held that the
law violated the First Amendment, but also
engaged in the kind of fine judicial line-
drawing—in this case, about the precise dol-
lar limits the Constitution allows states to
impose—that is often considered a hallmark
of judicial activism.

One of the court’s most nakedly activist
undertakings in recent years is the series of
hoops it has forced Congress to jump through
when it passes laws that apply to the states.
Judge John Noonan Jr., a federal appeals
court judge appointed by President Ronald
Reagan, has complained that the justices
have set themselves up as the overseers of
Congress. But Chief Justice Roberts voted to
put up yet another hoop, requiring Congress
to put the states on ‘‘clear notice”’—what-
ever that means—before requiring them to
pay for expert witnesses in lawsuits involv-
ing special education. It is a made-up rule
that shows little respect for the people’s rep-
resentatives.

These cases make Chief Justice Roberts
seem like a raging judicial activist. But in
cases where conservative actions were being
challenged, he was quite the opposite. When
a whistle-blower in the Los Angeles district
attorney’s office’ claimed he was demoted
for speaking out, Chief Justice Roberts could
find no First Amendment injury. When
Democrats challenged Republicans’ partisan
gerrymandering of Texas’s Congressional
districts, he could find no basis for inter-
ceding.

The Roberts court’s first term was not
radically conservative, but only because Jus-
tice Anthony Kennedy, the swing justice,
steered it on a centrist path. If Chief Justice
Roberts—who voted with Justice Scalia a re-
markable 88 percent of the time in nonunani-
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mous cases—had commanded a majority, it
would have been an ideologically driven
court that was both highly conservative and
just about as activist as it needed to be to
get the results it wanted.

Chief Justice Roberts still probably views
himself as judicially modest, and in some
ways he may be. He has been reasonably re-
spectful of precedent, notably when he pro-
vided a fifth vote to uphold Buckley v.
Valeo, a critically important campaign fi-
nance decision that is under attack from the
right. He has also been inclined to decide
cases narrowly, rather than to issue sweep-
ing judicial pronouncements. But at his con-
firmation hearings, he defined judicial mod-
esty as not usurping the legislative and exec-
utive roles.

His approach to his new job is no doubt
still evolving, which could be a good thing.
The respect for the elected branches that he
invoked while testifying before the Senate
Judiciary Committee is hardly a perfect ju-
dicial philosophy especially today, when we
need the court to resist the president’s dan-
gerous view of his own power. Still, that
principled approach would do more for the
court and the nation than the predictable
arch-conservatism the chief justice’s opin-
ions have shown so far.

———
FANNIE, LOU HAMER, ROSA
PARKS, AND CORETTA SCOTT

KING VOTING RIGHTS ACT REAU-
THORIZATION AND AMENDMENTS
ACT OF 2006

SPEECH OF

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, July 13, 2006

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 9) to amend the
Voting Rights Act of 1965:

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in proud support of H.R. 9, the
““Fannie Lou Hamer, Rosa Parks, and Coretta
Scott King Voting Rights Act Reauthorization
and Amendments Act of 2006.” Had | and
several of my colleagues not heeded the re-
quests of the bipartisan leadership of the
Committee and the House, there might be an
amendment to the bill adding the name of our
colleague, JOHN LEWIS of Georgia, to the pan-
theon of civil rights giants listed in the short
title.

Mr. Chairman, with our vote today on H.R.
9, each of us will earn a place in history.
Therefore, the question before the House is
whether our vote on the Voting Rights Act will
mark this moment in history as a “day of in-
famy,” in FDR’s immortal words, or will com-
mend us to and through future generations as
the great defenders of the right to vote, the
most precious of rights because it is preserva-
tive of all other rights. For my part, | stand
Fannie Lou Hamer and Rosa Parks and
Coretta Scott King, great Americans who gave
all and risked all to help America live up to the
promise of its creed. | will vote to reauthorize
the Voting Rights Act for the next 25 years.

| will oppose all of the poison pill amend-
ments offered by offered by the gentlemen
from lowa, Georgia, and, sadly, my home
state of Texas. Collectively, these amend-
ments eviscerate the preclearance provisions
of Section 5, end assistance to language mi-
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norities, and shorten the period of renewal by
15 years.

Mr. Chairman, the proponents of these
amendments claim their amendments are in-
tended to “save” or “preserve” or “strength-
en” the Voting Rights Acts. To claim that you
are strengthening the Voting Rights Act by of-
fering amendments that weaken it is like say-
ing you must destroy a village in order to save
it. There will be time enough to discuss in de-
tail each of the weakening amendments when
they are offered later today. But at this time |
think it very important to discuss the provi-
sions of the Voting Rights Act which | believe
an overwhelming majority of the members of
this House will vote to adopt today. | also want
to spend some time reminding my colleagues,
and the American people, why this nation
needed a Voting Rights Act in 1965 and still
needs it today. The American people are enti-
tled to know why the Voting Rights Act is
widely regarded as the most successful civil
rights legislation in history. For all the progress
this nation has made in becoming a more in-
clusive, equitable, and pluralistic society, it is
the Voting Rights Act “that has brought us
thus far along the way.”

I. BEFORE THE VOTING RIGHTS ACT

Mr. Chairman, today most Americans take
the right to vote for granted, so much so that
just over half of eligible Americans vote in a
presidential election. Americans generally as-
sume that anyone can register and vote if a
person is over 18 and a citizen. Most of us
learned in school that discrimination based on
race, creed or national origin has been barred
by the Constitution since the end of the Civil
War.

Before the 1965 Voting Rights Act, however,
the right to vote did not exist in practice for
most black Americans. And, until 1975, most
American citizens who were not proficient in
English faced significant obstacles to voting,
because they could not understand the ballot.
Even though the Indian Citizenship Act gave
Native Americans the right to vote in 1924,
state law determined who could actually vote,
which effectively excluded many Native Ameri-
cans from political participation for decades.
Asian Americans and Asian immigrants also
have suffered systematic exclusion from the
political process and it has taken a series of
reforms, including repeal of the Chinese Ex-
clusion Act in 1943, and passage of amend-
ments strengthening the Voting Rights Act
three decades later, to fully extend the fran-
chise to Asian Americans. It was with this his-
tory in mind that the Voting Rights Act of 1965
was designed to make the right to vote a re-
ality for all Americans.

Through the years leading up to the pas-
sage of the Voting Rights Act, courageous
men and women braved threats, harassment,
intimidation, and violence to gain the right to
vote for disenfranchised Americans.

When the Civil Rights Movement came to
Ruleville, Mississippi in 1962, Fannie Lou
Hamer quickly became an active participant.
With training and encouragement from the
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee
(SNCC), Hamer and several other local resi-
dents attempted to register to vote, but were
unsuccessful because they did not pass the
infamous literacy tests. In retaliation for trying
to register, Hamer was fired from her job, re-
ceived phone threats, and was nearly a victim
of 16 gunshots fired into a friend’s home. But
Hamer was not intimidated: by 1963 she was
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a field secretary for SNCC and had success-
fully registered to vote. Once, when asked
whether she was concerned that agitating for
civil rights might stir up a backlash from white
Mississippians, Fannie Lou Hamer famously
said:

I do remember, one time, a man came to
me after the students began to work in Mis-
sissippi, and he said the white people were
getting tired and they were getting tense
and anything might happen. Well, I asked
him, ‘“how long he thinks we had been get-
ting tired?” . . . All my life I've been sick
and tired. Now I'm sick and tired of being
sick and tired.

Mr. Chairman, the Voting Rights Act of
1965, as amended, was enacted to remedy a
long and sorry history of discrimination in cer-
tain areas of the country. Presented with a
record of systematic defiance by certain
States and jurisdictions that could not be over-
come by litigation, this Congress—led by
President Lyndon Johnson, from my own
home state of Texas—took the steps nec-
essary to stop it. It is instructive to recall the
words of President Johnson when he pro-
posed the Voting Rights Act to the Congress
in 1965:

“Rarely are we met with a challenge . . .
to the values and the purposes and the mean-
ing of our beloved Nation. The issue of equal
rights for American Negroes is such as an
issue . . . the command of the Constitution
is plain. It is wrong—deadly wrong—to deny
any of your fellow Americans the right to
vote in this country.”

It was wrong to deny African-Americans and
other citizens their right to vote. It was wrong
then and it is wrong now. Nothing has done
more to right those wrongs than the Voting
Rights. Without exaggeration, it has been one
of the most effective civil rights laws passed
by Congress.

In 1964, there were only approximately 300
African-Americans in public office, including
just three in Congress. Few, if any, black
elected officials were elected anywhere in the
South. Today there are more than 9,100 black
elected officials, including 43 members of
Congress, the largest number ever. The act
has opened the political process for many of
the approximately 6,000 Latino public officials
that have been elected and appointed nation-
wide, including 263 at the state or federal
level, 27 of whom serve in Congress. Native
Americans, Asians and others who have his-
torically encountered harsh barriers to full po-
litical participation also have benefited greatly.

Mr. Chairman, the Voting Rights Act of 1965
is no ordinary piece of legislation. For millions
of Americans, and many of us in Congress,
the Voting Rights Act of 1965 is a sacred
treasure, earned by the sweat and toil and
tears and blood of ordinary Americans who
showed the world it was possible to accom-
plish extraordinary things.

Mr. Chairman, | hail from the great State of
Texas, the Lone Star State. A state that,
sadly, had one of the most egregious records
of voting discrimination against racial and lan-
guage minorities. Texas is one of the Voting
Rights Act’s “covered jurisdictions.” In all of its
history, | am only one of three African-Amer-
ican woman from Texas to serve in the Con-
gress of the United States, and one of only
two to sit on this famed Committee. | hold the
seat once held by the late Barbara Jordan,
who won her seat thanks to the Voting Rights
Act. From her perch on this committee, Bar-
bara Jordan once said:
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I believe hyperbole would not be fictional
and would not overstate the solemness that
I feel right now. My faith in the Constitution
is whole, it is complete, it is total.

| stand today an heir of the Civil Rights
Movement, a beneficiary of the Voting Rights
Act. | would be breaking faith with those who
risked all and gave all to secure for my gen-
eration the right to vote if | did not do all | can
to strengthen the Voting Rights Act so that it
will forever keep open doors that shut out so
many for so long. And the first and most im-
portant thing to do today is to vote in favor of
H.R. 9 and against all weakening amend-
ments.

Il. RENEWAL OF SECTION 5 AND SECTION 203

Congress needs to reauthorize Section 5 of
the Voting Rights Act, which requires election
law changes proposed by covered jurisdictions
to be pre-cleared by the Department of Jus-
tice. The reason is simple. Equal opportunity
in voting still does not exist in many places.
Discrimination on the basis of race still denies
many Americans their basic democratic rights.
Although such discrimination today is more
subtle than it used to be, it must still be rem-
edied to ensure the healthy functioning of our
democracy. It is the obligation of the federal
government to see that the constitutionally
protected right to vote is guaranteed. This is
what the Voting Rights Act is designed to do.
Section 5: Preclearance

Section 5 applies to 16 states in whole or in
part, including my home state of Texas. Under
section 5, a covered jurisdiction must submit
proposed changes to any voting law or proce-
dure to the Department of Justice or the U.S.
District Court in Washington, D.C. for pre-ap-
proval, hence the term preclearance. The sub-
mitting jurisdiction has the burden of proof to
show that the proposed change(s) are not ret-
rogressive, i.e. that they do not have the pur-
pose and will not have the effect of denying or
abridging the right to vote on account of race
or color.

The formula used to designate these cov-
ered jurisdictions was first adopted in 1965
and then subsequently amended in 1970 and
1975. Section 5 applies to any state or county
where a discriminatory test or device was
used as of November 1, 1964, and where less
than 50 percent of the voting age residents of
the jurisdiction were registered to vote, or ac-
tually voted, in the presidential election of
1964, 1968, or 1972. Although the formula
used by Congress focused on registration
rates, Congress was principally focused on
voter turnout rates. Rather, Congress under-
stood and found that there was an exception-
ally strong correlation between low registration
rates in the covered jurisdiction and active,
purposeful discriminatory conduct intended to
keep African-Americans from voting.

Mr. Chairman, it is important to emphasize
that preclearance does not punish states for
the wrongdoings of the past. Nor does it stifle
their ability to move forward and progress.
That is because covered jurisdictions are able
to remove themselves from the restrictions of
preclearance through a process known as
bailout which sets forth clear and demon-
strable standards. Among other things, the ju-
risdiction must show that:

(1) It has not used a test or device with a
discriminatory purpose or effect with respect to
voting;

(2) No state or federal court has issued a
final judgment against the state or political
subdivision for voting discrimination;
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(3) The jurisdiction has submitted all voting
changes for preclearance in compliance with
Section 5;

(4) The Attorney General has not objected
to a proposed voting change, and no declara-
tory judgment under section 5 has been de-
nied by the U.S. District Court for the District
of Columbia and;

(5) The Justice Department has not as-
signed federal examiners to carry out voter
registration or otherwise protect voting rights
in the jurisdiction.

Currently eleven local jurisdictions in Vir-
ginia have taken advantage of the bailout pro-
visions thus far.

Mr. Chairman, preclearance acts as an es-
sential deterrent because it puts modest safe-
guards in place to prevent backsliding. As a
bipartisan report by the U.S. Senate in 1982
said, without Section 5, many of the advances
of the past decade could be wiped out over-
night with new schemes and devices, such as
the mid-decade redistricting conducted in
Texas, which the U.S. Supreme Court struck
down in part in LULAC v. Perry, 546 U.S.—
No. 05-254 (June 28, 2006) and the Georgia
voter identification scheme, which just this
week was struck down for a second time.

Mr. Chairman, many scholars and voting
rights experts agree that without the deterrent
effect of Section 5, there will be little to pre-
vent covered jurisdictions from imposing new
barriers to minority participation.

As much as | and many other may like to
see it, Section 5 should not be made perma-
nent. Making it permanent would render it vul-
nerable to a constitutional challenge. Because
Section 5 is race conscious, it must be able to
withstand strict scrutiny by the courts. What
this means, in par, is that the provision must
be narrowly tailored to address the harms it is
designed to cure. Many legal experts question
whether the Court would find a permanent
Section 5 to be narrowly tailored, such as to
survive a constitutional attack.

Similarly, Section 5 should not be changed
to apply nationwide. Although this might sound
attractive, a nationwide Section 5 would also
be vulnerable to constitutional attack as not
narrowly tailored or congruent and proportional
to address the harms it is designed to cure, as
required by the Supreme Court’s recent prece-
dents. Section 5 is directed at jurisdictions
with a history of discriminating against minority
voters. In addition, nationwide application of
Section 5 would be extremely difficult to ad-
minister, given the volume of voting changes
that would have to be reviewed. This expan-
sion of coverage would dilute the Department
of Justice’s ability to appropriately focus their
work on those jurisdictions where there is a
history of voting discrimination.

SECTION 203 (LANGUAGE ASSISTANCE)

Mr. Chairman, it is crucial that everyone in
our democracy have the right to vote. Yet,
having that right legally is meaningless if cer-
tain groups of people (such as the disabled or
those with limited English proficiency) are un-
able to accurately cast their ballot at the polls.
Voters may be well informed about the issues
and candidates, but to make sure their vote is
accurately cast, language assistance is nec-
essary in certain jurisdictions with con-
centrated populations of limited English pro-
ficient voters.

Section 203 was added to the Voting Rights
Act in 1975 and requires certain jurisdictions
to make language assistance available at poll-
ing locations for citizens with limited English
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proficiency. These provisions apply to four lan-
guage groups: Americans Indians, Asian
Americans, Alaskan Natives, and those of
Spanish heritage. A community with one of
these language groups will qualify for lan-
guage assistance if (1) more than 50 percent
of the voting-age citizens in a jurisdiction be-
long to a single language minority community
and have limited English proficiency (LEP);
OR (2) more than 10,000 voting-age citizens
in a jurisdiction belong to a single language
minority. community and are LEP; AND (3) the
illiteracy rate of the citizens in the language
minority is higher than the national illiteracy
rate.

Section 203 requires that registration and
voting materials for all elections must be pro-
vided in the minority language as well as in
English. Oral translation during all phases of
the voting process, from voter registration
clerks to poll workers, also is required. Juris-
dictions are permitted to target their language
assistance to specific voting precincts or
areas.

There are currently a total of 466 local juris-
dictions across 31 states that are required to
provide language assistance nationwide. Of
this total: 102 must assist Native Americans or
Alaskan Natives across 18 states; 17 local ju-
risdictions in seven states must assist Asian
language speakers and; 382 local jurisdictions
in 20 states must assist speakers of Spanish.
The total of these figures exceeds 466 be-
cause 57 of these Section 203 jurisdictions
across 13 states must offer assistance in mul-
tiple languages.

There is a great misconception that section
203 is not needed because voters must be
citizens, who are required to. speak English.
While this is true, such citizens still may not
be sufficiently fluent to participate fully in the
voting process without this much-needed as-
sistance. In addition, there are many other citi-
zens, the majarity of whom are Latinos and
Native Americans, who were barn in the
United States but have had litle or no edu-
cation and/or are limited English proficient.
The failure of certain jurisdictions to provide
adequate education to non-English speaking
minorities is well documented in legal deci-
sions and in quantitative studies of educational
achievement for Latinos and Native Ameri-
cans. Before the language assistance provi-
sions were added to the Voting Rights Act in
1975, many Spanish-speaking United States
citizens did not register to vote because they
could not read the election material and could
not communicate with poll workers. Language
assistance has encouraged these and other
citizens of different language minority groups
to register and vote and participate mare fully
in the political process which is healthy far our
democracy.

Mr. Chairman, it should be stressed that
language assistance is not costly. According
to two separate Government Accounting Office
studies, as well as independent research con-
ducted by academic scholars, when imple-
mented properly language assistance ac-
counts only for a small fraction of total election
costs. The most recent studies show that com-
pliance with Section 203 accounts for approxi-
mately 5 percent of total election costs.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, language assistance
works. To cite one example, in 2003 in Harris
County, Texas, officials did not provide lan-
guage assistance for Vietnamese citizens.
This prompted the Department of Justice to in-
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tervene and, as a result, voter turnout doubled
and a local Vietnamese citizen was elected to
a local legislative position. Another example:
implementation of language assistance in New
York City had enabled more than 100,000
Asian-Americans not fluent in English to vote.
In 2001, John Liu was elected to the New
York City Council, becoming the first Asian-
American elected to a major legislative posi-
tion in the city with the nation’s largest Asian-
American population.
CONCLUSION

The Voting Rights Act of 1965, represents
our country and this Congress at its best be-
cause it matches our words to deeds, our ac-
tions to our values. And, as is usually the
case, when America acts consistent with its
highest values, success follows. | urge my col-
league to vote for the bill and reject all amend-
ments.

———

PAYING TRIBUTE TO CORAL
CHILDS

HON. JON C. PORTER

OF NEVADA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2006

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor Coral Childs for her tireless efforts to
enhance technology in the classroom.

Coral Childs has worked tirelessly to further
her vision of providing every student in Amer-
ica with access to computers in their schools.
Through the Computers for Learning program,
CFL, Coral and her team are turning her vi-
sion into a reality, matching these “needy”
schools with a donor, either a government
agency or a member of the private sector, and
giving young students access to the tools they
need to prepare themselves to compete in the
new economy. The CFL program helped bring
to life an executive order that encouraged gov-
ernment agencies to donate computers and
equipment to schools.

The General Services Administration took
ownership of CFL in late 1999. It was at this
time that Coral began her work with the pro-
gram. Under her leadership over the next 5
years, CFL helped transfer more than 118,000
computers and related equipment to over
12,000 needy schools. Coral played a signifi-
cant role in both the marketing and outreach
for the program, but her active involvement
with  the CFL’'s website cannot go
unmentioned. Due to her remarkable compas-
sion for the public and her dedication to the
cause, the website is a place where agencies
can instantly access pertinent information
about needy schools. A key innovation to the
program that Coral brought to CFL was to ex-
pand potential donors from government agen-
cies to donors from the private sector includ-
ing corporations and individuals.

Coral's achievements with CFL helped pro-
pel her to a new position within the General
Services Administration. She no longer plays a
daily role in the Computers for Learning pro-
gram, but its success would not exist without
the key part she played in the program’s initia-
tives and implementation.

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to honor Coral
Childs. Her dedication to distributing com-
puters and related equipment to needy
schools has greatly enhanced the educational
experience of countless children. | applaud her
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efforts and wish her the best in her future en-
deavors.

———

HONORING THE CITY OF ARLING-
TON, TX, ON ITS 130TH BIRTH-
DAY

HON. JOE BARTON

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2006

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on
July 19, 1876, the United States was still cele-
brating its centennial as Engine No. 20 rolled
down the freshly laid tracks of the Texas and
Pacific Railroad built to extend rail service
west from Dallas. The railroad had hired fron-
tier surveyor and Presbyterian minister An-
drew Hayter to locate and lay out a 1-square-
mile township as a wood and water stop mid-
way between Dallas and Fort Worth. Entre-
preneur James Ditto immediately established
a general store in the center of the new town,
which had quickly become a shipping point for
local cotton farmers and merchants. Hayter
and Ditto named the town Arlington in honor
of General Robert E. Lee’s home in Virginia,
and Ditto became the town’s first postmaster.

Today, Arlington is the 49th largest city in
the United States with a population of more
than 360,000 people. It is home to a major
General Motors assembly plant, a National
Semiconductor wafer plant, a number of For-
tune 500 facilities, the fastest growing univer-
sity in Texas—the University of Texas at Ar-
lington—and an entertainment complex that is
one of the top tourist destinations in the coun-
try. The original Six Flags amusement park,
Hurricane Harbor water park, and the Texas
Rangers Baseball Club are located there. And
in 2009, when the new stadium is completed,
it will become the new home of the Dallas
Cowboys football team.

Arlington is and has always been one of the
best places in Texas to live, work, and play,
to get a quality education and to start a new
business. Recent surveys tell us that Arlington
is also one of the fittest cities of its size in the
Nation, as well as one of the best educated.

As the representative to Congress from Ar-
lington, TX, | want to join the citizens of this
great city in celebrating its 130th birthday, rec-
ognize the city for its outstanding achieve-
ments over the past 130 years, and pray
God’s blessings on its people for the next 130
years.

———————

A TRIBUTE TO DEAN DONALD E.
WILSON

HON. BENJAMIN L. CARDIN

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2006

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor Donald E. Wilson, M.D, MACP, who is
retiring as dean of the University of Maryland
School of Medicine and vice president of Med-
ical Affairs for the University of Maryland.

Dean Donald E. Wilson has transformed the
landscape of American medicine and medical
education at the University of Maryland. In
1991, when Dr. Wilson was appointed dean of
the University of Maryland School of Medicine,
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