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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. 
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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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Well, when you find out from Af-

ghans that actually the Afghanistan 
Government has a $12.5 billion budget 
and all the sources of revenue that Af-
ghanistan can come up with provide 
$1.5 billion of their $12.5 billion budget, 
and the rest comes from other coun-
tries, you would presume largely from 
the United States, and when one con-
siders the billions of dollars that we 
are spending for humanitarian 
projects, training farmers to farm as 
I’ve met with the teachers, American 
teachers teaching Afghans to farm, and 
they were so depressed because the bil-
lions we’ve spent, given basically to Af-
ghanistan to create farming projects so 
the people can maintain themselves 
when we’re gone, have not made its 
way to any of those projects in that re-
gion of the country. There is one re-
gion where apparently some has made 
it to projects, but certainly not all and 
probably not most of them. 

So it would seem if you’re the Presi-
dent of the United States and you go to 
a country whose government has a $12.5 
billion budget and they can only come 
up with $1.5 billion of that and you’re 
the big force behind all of the other $11 
billion, it would seem to me that there 
shouldn’t be a whole lot of negotiation 
that has to take place. 

b 2000 

What kind of person does not under-
stand leverage? The President accept-
ed, of course, because it appears that 
the foreign policy that we’ve run into 
from President Obama’s administra-
tion is we’ve got people around the 
world that hate us, want to destroy us, 
so we’re going to give them money. 
We’re going to buy them an office in 
Qatar, as we’ve offered the Taliban. 
We’re going to be releasing their mur-
dering thugs that we’ve got in deten-
tion, and then maybe they will like us 
enough to agree with us. That sounds 
like somebody that spent too much 
time community organizing and not 
enough time studying history. That’s 
no way to negotiate. 

If one wishes to approach an indi-
vidual, and like in my situation, being 
a Christian, we’re supposed to help the 
needy—‘‘blessed are the meek.’’ The 
Beatitudes are quite compelling. 

The government has a different role. 
The government is to protect the peo-
ple. As Romans 13 points out, if you do 
evil, be afraid, because the government 
does not bear the sword in vain. The 
government’s role is to protect people 
so individually they can live the kind 
of life that so much of our heritage em-
braces. The government is supposed to 
protect the people; it’s supposed to 
punish evil, and it actually is supposed 
to encourage good. 

We’ve gotten so far off track. Back in 
the sixties, well-intentioned, we began 
paying young women to have children 
out of wedlock, born out of the best of 
intentions—deadbeat dads were not 
helping, so let’s help them out. Instead, 
what they did is lure young women 
away from a high school education, in 

many cases—I’ve had many of them 
come before my court—and lure them 
into a rut they couldn’t get out of. 

We have senior citizens on Social Se-
curity whose religious beliefs embrace 
marriage as being the ultimate living 
situation between a man and a woman. 
Yet they have guilt because they know 
they can’t live on what little they 
have, and they know that if they marry 
another person that they’re living 
with—I’ve heard from folks like this— 
that lives on Social Security as well, 
then their Social Security will be re-
duced if they get married, so they live 
together. 

The President’s own proposal, al-
though he’s been out saying he was 
going after millionaires and billion-
aires, when you look at the specific 
proposals—which he finally put in 
print so we can see in print what he 
really believes—as he continues to say 
we’re going after millionaires and bil-
lionaires, the Buffett tax, that kind of 
thing, you look at the specific proposal 
and he goes after everybody making 
more than $125,000 a year if you’re mar-
ried, $250,000 if you’re filing jointly. If 
you’re single, it can be $200,000 to 
$225,000. So, once again, the President 
wants to promote living together rath-
er than being married, as evidenced by 
what he provides money for. 

Now, we know that we’ve been told 
by this administration repeatedly, 
look, if we just show the Taliban how 
good a people we are and how good our 
motivation is, then they’ll fall into 
line. I’ve said and will keep saying: 
You don’t have to pay people to hate 
you; they’ll do it for free. We are wast-
ing billions. We have wasted trillions 
of dollars over all these many years. So 
this administration continues to try to 
buy the affection of the Taliban. 

Let’s see. This article was from CNN, 
and they reiterate: 

The heads of the Senate and House intel-
ligence Committees Sunday said the Taliban 
was gaining ground. 

The President added, the administration 
was in direct discussion with the Taliban, 
saying the group can be a part of the coun-
try’s future if they break with al Qaeda, re-
nounce violence, and abide by Afghan laws. 

We saw that same kind of effort by 
this administration. There was a 
Taliban leader who was released with 
the consent of this administration ba-
sically because it was the humani-
tarian thing to do, to let him go die in 
peace. Well, he was released from de-
tention. As the Afghans, who have bur-
ied family and friends while fighting 
with American troops against the 
Taliban initially—before this adminis-
tration threw them under the bus— 
they’ve said, hey, that Taliban leader 
that you released, the U.S. authorized 
the release because he was going to go 
die and this would be the humanitarian 
thing to do, guess what? He is back in 
Afghanistan, and he was on Afghani-
stan’s biggest television station. He 
said three things. Two of them were 
that it is very clear to the world that 
the United States has lost, and that’s 

why the United States—as everyone in 
the world knows who’s paying atten-
tion—the United States is begging the 
Taliban to come just sit down and ne-
gotiate with us. Please, we know you 
murdered thousands of Americans. We 
get that. That’s okay. Just sit down 
with us. We’ll keep releasing your mur-
dering thugs if you will just agree to 
sit down with us and talk. Why, we’ll 
even buy you a wonderful office in 
Qatar so you will have international 
prestige to spread whatever goodwill 
you wish to spread. Well, that would be 
known, Mr. Speaker—if the President 
would pay attention—that would be 
known as radical jihad. That is what 
they wish to spread. 

Here’s a news report today from 
foxnews.com from Kabul: 

The U.S. has been secretly releasing cap-
tured Taliban fighters from a detention cen-
ter in Afghanistan in a bid to strengthen its 
hand in peace talks with the insurgent 
group, the Washington Post reported Mon-
day. 

Who in the world who has ever stud-
ied history comes around and says 
we’re releasing the murdering thuggish 
war criminals to strengthen our own 
end? We’re letting our enemy have 
their murdering thugs back to 
strengthen our hand. Perhaps a com-
munity organizer would think that. 

The article says: 
The strategic release program of higher- 

level detainees is designed to give the U.S. a 
bargaining chip in some areas of Afghanistan 
where international forces struggle to exer-
cise control. Under the risky program, the 
hardened fighters must promise to give up 
violence and are threatened with further 
punishment, but there is nothing to stop 
them from resuming attacks against Afghan 
and American troops. 

‘‘Everyone agrees they are guilty of what 
they have done and should remain in deten-
tion. Everyone agrees that these are bad 
guys. But the benefits outweigh the risks,’’ a 
U.S. official told the Post. 

In a visit to Afghanistan last week, Presi-
dent Barack Obama confirmed that the U.S. 
was pursuing peace talks with the Taliban. 

You know, there was once a policy in 
this country that we did not negotiate 
with terrorists, but that’s the old days. 
This administration’s policy is, not 
only do we negotiate with terrorists, 
we give them stuff. 

b 2010 
What do you want? Do you want 

more of your murdering thugs released 
so maybe they can kill more of our Af-
ghan allies or more American troops? 
Eighteen hundred, is that enough? Do 
you want to kill more? We hope you 
won’t; but if you’ll just say, we won’t 
kill if you’ll let us go, then we’ll let 
you go. 

It reminds me of the naivete of Sec-
retary Madeleine Albright and Presi-
dent Bill Clinton who, in essence, told 
North Korea, look, we will give you ev-
erything you need to make nuclear 
weapons if you’ll promise us that you 
will only use it to make nuclear power. 

Really? North Korea basically said, 
really? All we have to do—you know 
we’re liars. You’ve caught us in lies re-
peatedly. But all we have to do is tell 
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you we’ll never use it for nukes, and 
you’ll give us all this stuff? Well, sure, 
yeah. Oh, yeah. Yeah, you’ve caught us 
in so many lies? What’s one more? 

So, guess who has nuclear weapons 
now that we worry about? The same 
people the Clinton administration gave 
nuclear materials and information, 
simply on the promise that they 
wouldn’t use it to make nuclear weap-
ons. 

What a lovely world it would be. 
Back to the article from Fox News: 
We have made it clear that they, the 

Taliban, can be a part of this future if they 
break with al Qaeda, renounce violence, and 
abide by Afghan laws. Many members of the 
Taliban, from foot soldiers to leaders, have 
indicated an interest in reconciliation. A 
path to peace is now set before them, Obama 
said. 

The upcoming NATO Summit in Chicago, 
the U.S. coalition will set a goal for Afghan 
forces to take the lead in combat operations 
across the country next year. 

Look, Mr. Speaker, it makes sense 
that all of us should want peace. All of 
us, I know in this body, want peace. 
But just as we’ve seen signs around 
this Capitol since I’ve been in Congress 
saying war never brought peace, there 
is a naivete of some people who think 
if you apply individual blessedness, 
turn the other cheek, those kinds of 
things, from a government standpoint, 
that other governments controlled by 
terrorists, war criminals, mad men, 
that they will respond to that, when 
the truth is that’s an individual ap-
proach. 

The Nation’s government must be 
about providing for the common de-
fense, number one, against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic. We should be 
doing that. And that means when there 
are murdering thugs in the world who 
have sworn to do everything they can 
to destroy the United States of Amer-
ica, we have to take them seriously 
and take them out, if necessary. We 
have that obligation to the people we 
were sent here to protect. 

When I took an oath to the United 
States Army, it was the same kind of 
oath. We were supposed to serve and 
protect. And best of intentions, good 
will does not defeat terrorists who have 
made clear they will not stop until 
they’re dead and, they think, in para-
dise, or we are dead and our govern-
ment gone. 

Now, we know that the term 
Islamophobia, Islamophobe have come 
from—been pushed by the Organization 
of Islamic Conference as a way to fur-
ther their goals. Anybody stands up to 
point out that there are radical 
Islamist jihadists who want to destroy 
everyone who does not believe as they 
do—we know that those people were be-
hind 9/11, killing 3,000, over 3,000, inno-
cent people, and that the only regret 
that those individuals had was that 
more people were not killed. They’d 
hoped that perhaps 50,000–55,000 would 
have been killed in the two World 
Trade Centers. 

You can’t, as the United States Gov-
ernment, just turn the other cheek 

when there are people coming into this 
country illegally wanting to destroy 
us. They’re not just people coming for 
jobs anymore. There’s the OTM, as 
they’re classified. 

So some of us who will call radical Is-
lamic jihad what it is, a policy of a mi-
nority, a small minority of Muslims, 
they want to call some of us 
Islamophobes. Islamophobes. Give me a 
break. 

Two weeks ago I was in Afghanistan. 
Karzai didn’t want our friend, DANA 
ROHRABACHER, to go in. DANA, ever the 
patriot, he was persuaded by Secretary 
Clinton not to push the issue because 
talks were in such delicate shape at the 
time. 

Delicate shape? We pull out, don’t 
give any more money, and Karzai col-
lapses. He’ll either be out of the coun-
try with money he’s stowed away, or 
he’ll be subjugated by the Taliban if we 
pull out and don’t provide any assist-
ance. And we have to go begging him 
for talks? Excuse me? Delicate talks? 

We know that President Karzai is 
Pashtun. He can deal with the Taliban. 
It appears he’s dealing with them 
somewhat like Maliki is dealing with 
the Iranians who want to take over 
Iraq, caving, as necessary, to keep his 
position. 

There are ways to execute foreign 
policy that don’t cost thousands of 
American lives, that don’t have to 
exist on the good intentions of people 
who are sworn to murder and destroy 
us. 

The enemy of our enemy is our 
friend. And that was seen, once again, 
a couple of weeks ago in Afghanistan. 
Congressman ROHRABACHER had hoped 
to be at the meeting with our Northern 
Alliance friends. Most of them are part 
of the National Front now. I would 
hope that one of them would be elected 
President of Afghanistan. 

My friend, Massoud, his older broth-
er, might have been the one person to 
unite the country; but the day before 9/ 
11 the Taliban knew that, so they as-
sassinated him. Massoud’s father-in- 
law, Rabbani, was assassinated last 
September. 

General Dostum, many consider the 
great hero of late 2001, early 2002, when 
the Northern Alliance tribes defeated 
the Taliban on horseback, fearless war-
riors. And this administration thanks 
them by publicly calling them war 
criminals. These were our allies. These 
are the enemy of our enemy. 

Yes, Muslim. No Islamophobe here, 
because I recognize the enemy of my 
enemy is my friend. 

b 2020 

Those people fought with us and for 
us. There is something very strong in 
the bond—or should be—between the 
people of the United States who fought, 
buried family or loved ones, and those 
in the Northern Alliance who fought 
with us and who buried family or loved 
ones, friends. There is a bond there. 
But instead of embracing that bond 
and utilizing that bond, those who 

fought for us and with us, who did most 
of the fighting when the Taliban was 
initially defeated, have been thrown 
under the bus. 

So when they were gathering on Sun-
day 2 weeks ago and when they wanted 
to meet with someone, three Members 
of Congress went. At first, we were 
told, Well, gee, there’s just not enough 
security to get you there. 

Then I pointed out to the person co-
ordinating the security for our five 
Members of Congress, Sir, do you see 
that gate out there at the embassy? 
You’re going to have to take me down 
before I get out the gate. 

He said, Sir, we’re not authorized to 
take down a Member of Congress. 

I said, Well, then, you will not stop 
me. I’m going to see our friends. 
Massoud, who is the head of security, 
has assured me they’re going to have 
bulletproof vehicles to pick us up, and 
I’m going with them. 

Amazingly, thirty-or-so minutes 
after our next meeting, we had Amer-
ican security taking us to the meeting. 
We were quite safe there. They made 
sure of that. They didn’t want any-
thing to happen to their American visi-
tors. 

Congresswoman MICHELE BACHMANN 
and Congressman MICHAEL BURGESS, 
we would have had to have taken an 
additional vehicle had more than three 
Members gone. So JOHN CARTER, being 
the gentleman, said, MIKE BURGESS, 
why don’t you go. MIKE BURGESS and 
MICHELE BACHMANN and I went to see 
our friends—Mohaqiq and numerous 
other leaders of the National Front. 

Now, it’s interesting. They pointed 
out—and you’ve probably heard—about 
Karzai saying, Gee, he believes so much 
in our Constitution—and the Constitu-
tion says, if you serve two terms, you 
can’t run for a third term—that he may 
resign a year early. He said, Your peo-
ple, your leaders in America seem to be 
eating that up. 

The truth is that the people who are 
advising Karzai are all trying to figure 
out—How can we get around that pro-
hibition from running for a third 
term?—and they think they may have 
it. They think that, if he resigns a year 
early and if somebody else takes over 
Afghanistan for a year, with or without 
an election, then he could say, Gee, I 
never served two terms. I didn’t make 
it two terms. I resigned before the sec-
ond term was up, so now I can run for 
a third term. Gee, the U.S. is going to 
have troops out by 2014. Therefore, I 
could run in 2014. The U.S. will not be 
around with any strength to enforce 
such an agreement of my not running. 
And, gee, what if the people really 
want me to run? 

We know there has been corruption 
in those votes over there, but the sys-
tem that’s set up in Afghanistan is a 
system that creates conduits for fraud. 
We could strengthen Afghanistan if we 
would simply allow the people to elect 
their regional-provincial governors, 
elect their mayors, let them pick their 
own chiefs of police, not the President 
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Karzai cronies. That’s a system that’s 
fraught with the kind of danger you 
found, fraud you found in the old 
Roman Empire, where they would ap-
point a governor of a region, but of 
course you had to kick back to the one 
who appointed you. That’s the kind of 
system they have right now in Afghan-
istan. 

In talking, there are some who say, 
Well, there are some supplies of the 
Taliban’s coming through northern 
Pakistan; but most people are saying, 
We think the Taliban is getting most 
of their supplies through southern 
Balochistan. The Baloch have been ter-
rorized for decades by northern Paki-
stan. Before 1947–48, when lines seemed 
to be arbitrarily drawn in creating 
countries, Balochistan had never been 
a part of Pakistan. For decades now, it 
has. The people have been terrorized. 

After Congressmen ROHRABACHER and 
STEVE KING also met with Baloch lead-
ers, the idea struck me: since these 
Baloch leaders are tired of being ter-
rorized by northern Pakistan, by the 
leaders in Islamabad, they could be 
quite self-sufficient in having natural 
resources, which is much of what the 
nation would need to survive on its 
own; and they’re our friends. There 
may be a lot of Muslims. This non- 
Islamophobe knows that the enemy of 
our enemies is our friend. We can sup-
port them. We can help each other. So 
that’s why Congressman ROHRABACHER 
and I proposed a bill that would sup-
port the creation of an independent 
Balochistan. As one person in the re-
gion over there said, Wow, if 
Balochistan were independent, that 
would change everything. 

Now, I know this President is not 
gifted on foreign policy—I get that— 
but it doesn’t mean he can’t learn. 
Then you look at Pakistan. While this 
administration is trying to play footsie 
with Pakistan and while they’re trying 
to play footsie with China, who was it 
they let in to see our stealth heli-
copter? China. Who was it that they 
harbored in their country—the greatest 
enemy, public enemy number one, of 
the United States—and kept there, sup-
posedly, for years? This administration 
wants to placate them, how they can, 
just like it’s trying to do with the 
Taliban and our other leaders. Maybe 
we can buy them off. Maybe we can do 
something to show them how sweet and 
kind we are. 

Those types of people see that as 
weakness. It’s like blood to a shark. 
They’re drawn to it, and they will de-
vour us if we don’t show strength rath-
er than weakness. 

So an independent Balochistan gave 
me an interesting idea. Congressman 
ROHRABACHER and I had done an op-ed 
that was published, and it was my con-
viction that we stick in there a line 
about the potential for an independent 
Balochistan. Interestingly, after that 
was published, there was an article 
published in the Pakistan Daily News. 
I thought I had a copy of it here. I 
must not. Oh, here it is. It was pub-

lished back in January. It says this in 
the article in the Pakistan Daily 
Times: 

In another interesting development, Louie 
Gohmert, a U.S. Republican Representative, 
proposed that, in order to beat the Taliban, 
the U.S. should carve out a new, friendly 
state, Balochistan, from within Pakistan, to 
stabilize Afghanistan’s western border. 

The article goes on: 
Even if Mr. Gohmert does not necessarily 

speak for Washington, it is logical to assume 
that he made this observation after picking 
up the buzz in American political circles. 
The U.S. wants a consulate in Quetta, but so 
far, Pakistan has resisted this request. The 
geo-strategic location of Balochistan and its 
potential in minerals, gas and oil is some-
thing that interests the world’s sole super-
power. 

So says the Pakistan Daily Times. 

b 2030 

They say the Baloch resistance 
movement is one of the few, if not the 
only one, that has not been declared a 
terrorist movement by the U.S. The 
U.S.’s soft attitude towards this resist-
ance movement does not necessarily 
mean that they are enamored of the 
complaints and aspirations of the 
Baloch, but that the Americans have 
their own vested interest there. They 
may now want to snip away at the 
roots of the Pakistan military’s dual 
policy in the war on terror by a flank-
ing move in Balochistan. 

The Pakistan Daily Times says: 
Before this loud thinking is embraced as 

policy by Washington, for our own territorial 
integrity, we should do away with our double 
game in the war on terror and politically 
settle Balochistan’s issues. By helping the 
Afghan Taliban and other jihadi groups, we 
have only weakened our own country. It is 
time that the military realizes this folly. In-
discriminate killing of the Baloch by the 
military and its intelligence agencies cannot 
and must not be tolerated. The political 
leadership must talk to the Baloch resist-
ance. Only through negotiations and a dia-
logue can the Balochistan issue be settled 
peacefully. 

The enemy of our enemy should be 
our friend. That is why when Congress-
woman BACHMANN, Congressman BUR-
GESS, and I got to the home of my 
friend Massoud, with all these other 
National Front leaders there waiting, 
and I got out of the vehicle, they knew 
my heart. They know we are friends 
who have the same enemies. And there 
was embracing all around because it 
truly was good to see them, to see 
them alive, and to see them in their 
own country in Massoud’s own home. 
They fought with us, they fought for 
us, and they bore the brunt of the bat-
tle against the Taliban in late 2001 and 
early 2002 when they were routed ini-
tially. We added over 100,000 troops, got 
over 100,000 under this President, and 
things are not going as well as they 
were when the Northern Alliance was 
fighting them with simply a matter of 
hundreds of Americans embedded with 
air support. It’s not going as well as it 
was then. 

Occupiers in Afghanistan—Russia for 
example. Going clear back to Alex-

ander the Great, we know he died leav-
ing that area, that things didn’t go as 
well as he might have hoped. They’ve 
learned that occupiers don’t do all that 
well in Afghanistan. Empower the 
enemy of your enemy. Don’t try to buy 
off your enemy that is sworn to destroy 
you. Empower the enemy of your 
enemy. 

I mentioned earlier about the 
Taliban leader that we released who is 
now back with the Taliban. I men-
tioned one of the three things he said. 
He said, It’s apparent to everybody 
that the U.S. has lost because they’re 
begging us to come negotiate. Another 
thing he pointed out, which is con-
sistent with sharia law, is that anyone 
who has not been supportive of the 
Taliban in the past needs to first come 
to the Taliban—and under Karzai 
they’ve been able to be more public, 
and they have a public presence. He 
says, Come to us, ask for forgiveness, 
ask for our protection, and you may be 
spared. From my understanding of 
sharia law, you can avoid being killed 
under sharia law if you come ask for-
giveness and ask for protection in just 
such a way as this Taliban leader— 
fresh from his U.S. reprieve—is out 
there saying. 

And again, the Taliban position is, 
we probably can’t defeat the U.S. in a 
single battle. We don’t have to—we’ve 
just got to be here when you leave. And 
the heartbreaking aspect of that, for 
those of us who have attended too 
many funerals of Americans who have 
paid the full measure of devotion, is 
that if we leave and we leave a situa-
tion where the Taliban is empowered 
again, other Americans will have to 
come down the road in the future and 
fight the Taliban, and more American 
lives will be lost. It’s not necessary. 

Had President Carter realized in 1979, 
when he welcomed the Ayatollah Kho-
meini back into Iran as a man of peace, 
had President Carter realized that 
Americans would be dying in America 
to protect America because radical 
Islam had then been given a country in 
which to be nourished, you would hope 
he would not have taken the same 
steps and would not be as bitter toward 
so many as he is today after his failed 
presidency. 

Perhaps even President Reagan— 
with the best of intentions—if he had 
realized that we were in a war, but 
only one side knew we were at war, 
when our precious Marines were killed 
in an explosion in Beirut, perhaps we 
wouldn’t have run out so quickly. But 
for Heaven’s sake, as American build-
ings, embassies, individuals were at-
tacked—and in 1993, the first attempt 
on the World Trade Center, another act 
of war, was a signal letting us know 
that since 1979 these people had been at 
war with us. There was the Khobar 
towers, the USS Cole, further acts of 
war. We’ve been at war; we just didn’t 
know we were. Then we come to 9/11, 
and we’re totally shocked, totally un-
prepared because we did not realize 
there was a war going on. We just 
didn’t know we were in a war. 
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Now this administration seeks to go 

back to September 10, and it is cleans-
ing its training materials of any ref-
erence to Islamic jihad. It is bringing 
in noncitizens. It is bringing in Mem-
bers of the Muslim Brotherhood to ad-
vise it. It is bringing in officers of 
named coconspirators in the Holy Land 
Foundation trial supporting terrorism. 
It’s bringing in people who have ties 
supporting terrorism. It’s bringing 
them in to dictate our policy toward 
radical Islam. What have they said? 
The first thing you’ve got to do is 
eliminate any reference to Islam, any 
reference to jihad. So this administra-
tion, from the Department of Justice, 
Department of State, Department of 
Defense, intelligence agencies, has 
been very compliant. That is ongoing. 
As one intelligence official said, we’re 
blinding ourselves from the ability to 
see our enemy. 

What’s going on these days will be 
the subject of historic articles that will 
continue for centuries to ask how this 
Nation could be so naive and/or stupid 
that we would be at war and not know 
it for 30-plus years, and that in the 
fight of such a war, we would bring in 
people who support our enemies’ ac-
tions to tell us how to fight the war. 
There will be articles and history 
books that will repeat the question: 
How could they not see what they were 
doing was going to bring either an end 
to America or devastation to America, 
one or the other? 

b 2040 

Well, we know that in the news this 
week, we have such people down in 
Guantanamo, the 9/11 detainees, as 
they’re referred to. I have got a couple 
of articles here. The New York Times 
is talking about the detainees showing 
defiance, Khalid Sheikh Mohammed 
and the other detainees: ‘‘9/11 master-
mind, four cohorts to be arraigned.’’ 
That was last week. ‘‘Mohammed 
Joined By Four Codefendants in Defer-
ring Pleas,’’ a couple of days ago. 
There’s another article: ‘‘Outrage as 
9/11 Defense Counsel Insists Women 
Cover Themselves.’’ What happened to 
the freedom the people in our military 
are fighting for? Amazing. ‘‘Lawyer De-
fending 9/11 Suspects Wearing Burqa in 
Court ‘Out of Respect.’ ’’ 

Well, there is a great article—and it 
certainly wasn’t recent—that points 
out that these detainees are ready to 
plead guilty. They’re ready to come in 
and plead guilty. And this is a New 
York Times article: ‘‘Five Charged in 
9/11 Attacks Seek to Plead Guilty.’’ 
Most people had not seen that title. All 
they’ve been hearing about is how 
they’re disrupting the pleadings. This 
trial could go on for years and years. 
They’re making a mockery out of it. 
And the reason people haven’t seen the 
title of this article, ‘‘Five Charged in 
9/11 Attacks Seek to Plead Guilty,’’ by 
the New York Times is because it was 
published December 8 and 9 of 2008. In 
2008, these detainees indicated they 
were willing to plead guilty. 

These detainees—particularly Khalid 
Sheikh Mohammed—had been through 
a lengthy questioning by the judge. He 
had spelled out his role in different 
things, not only in the 9/11 plot but his 
role in other terrorist acts. He had 
filed a 6-page pleading where he sets 
out that, if we have terrorized you, 
then praise be to Allah. He said, in es-
sence, in that pleading, if you are Jew-
ish or American, you deserve to die; 
you are an infidel. And he prayed that 
Allah would help them to continue to 
terrorize America. 

But a sad thing happened on the way 
between those guilty pleas in late 2008 
and here, going on 4 years later. Vir-
tually nothing has been accomplished. 
In fact, we are further back from where 
we were in December of 2008 because we 
had the H&O policy—the Holder and 
Obama policy—of, Gee, we’re going to 
give you the chance—this isn’t what 
they said. But anybody who has eyes to 
see and ears to hear could understand 
that what the Taliban, what al Qaeda, 
what radical Islamic jihadists would 
hear is, We’re going to give you a show 
trial. Why would you want to plead 
guilty? 

So these guys, as of December ’08 
said, Whoa, this guy Eric Holder—hey, 
he’s represented terrorists. He will 
identify with us. The President, the 
community organizer he is, he’s going 
to help us. So they’re going to give us 
a way that we can have a show trial. In 
fact, the Attorney General wants to 
give us that show trial in downtown 
New York. Wow. Allah be praised. 
We’re going to get to go back to the 
scene of the crime and create all that 
chaos and all the heartache for the peo-
ple of Manhattan. 

Well, Congress, fortunately, said, 
that’s not going to happen. They are 
going to be tried at Guantanamo. But 
the damage had been done by the H&O 
policy—the Holder and Obama policy 
to give them a show trial—had taken 
hold. It had developed the imaginations 
of the 9/11 plotters and planners. So 
now we’re having a show trial. This 
time in Guantanamo. Fortunately, not 
in the middle of where so much grief 
and anguish took place in New York 
City. 

Some had said at the time, Hey, this 
is New York City. You are an outsider. 
You have no business saying anything 
about what we do in New York City. 
This was an act of war against our 
country. The whole country suffered 
together and came together as one on 
9/12/2001. It does pertain to the whole 
country. 

As our friend Representative Weiner 
from New York chastised me, he said, 
We all want to see them put to death in 
New York, and you have no right to 
say otherwise. Well, having been a 
judge and chief justice, I know those 
kinds of statements would be exhibit A 
or B of any motion to transfer venue, 
that they can’t possibly get a fair trial. 
They were not well reasoned com-
ments. 

So here we are, going on 4 years 
later. Justice has not been done. A 

travesty has been done to all the fami-
lies of the victims of 9/11. They can for-
give. They can turn the other cheek. 
But as a government, our role is dif-
ferent. We are to provide for the com-
mon defense. We are to punish evil. We 
are to encourage good. And that 
means, any nation in the world who 
has a government that wants to de-
clare war on us, then be advised: Many 
of us don’t believe—like in Iran, we 
don’t believe we should go to war with 
Iran, but we’ll take out the govern-
ment that wants to go to war with us. 
Obviously this administration feels 
like we can buy time and has even 
given hints that they think they can 
live with a nuclear Iran. Well, a lot of 
people would not live with a nuclear 
Iran. A lot of people would die because 
of a nuclear Iran. It does not need to be 
allowed to happen. 

One other comment, though. There is 
a great article today out about one of 
the banes of my existence, and that 
was TARP. George W. Bush is a great 
man. He got a bad rap, was accused of 
lying when he did no such thing. He 
didn’t bother to defend himself when 
truckloads of yellow cake uranium 
were taken out of Iraq, feeling that his-
tory would judge him fairly. But he 
trusted a pitiful Secretary of the 
Treasury, Hank Paulson, and we had 
something called TARP. 

There is a great article in Human 
Events from today. ‘‘Inspector General 
report ends myth that TARP ’turned a 
profit.’’’ And David Harsanyi goes on 
and points out very clearly that the 
money hasn’t been paid back, as prom-
ised. Some of it has been paid back by 
other giveaways and gifts and loans by 
the Federal Government. And the gov-
ernment, printing money to pay debt 
and then having interest on the new 
money they’ve printed, is somehow 
making a profit. When the truth is, as 
the article points out: 

It’s tricky to track $700 billion of emer-
gency funding that was haphazardly dropped 
into the economy by a panic-stricken gov-
ernment, when accounting for the Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac bailout, the American 
taxpayer is probably owed somewhere in the 
neighborhood of $237.7 billion— 

But we were told it’s all been paid 
back. Yeah, right. 
—though some estimates are far higher. And 
it will be more. The Treasury Department 
says that a large part of the money lost via 
TARP is the result of the housing and car 
bailouts, also not paid back. When the next 
Fannie and Freddie rescue comes—as a num-
ber of reports have indicated will be needed— 
taxpayers will be on the hook. 

b 2050 
Most of the banks that were ‘‘too big to 

fail’’ when TARP was implemented are now 
even bigger. The report to Congress points 
out that a recent working paper from Fed-
eral Reserve economists ‘‘confirms that 
TARP encouraged high-risk behavior by in-
sulating the risk takers from the con-
sequences of failure.’’ 

That’s why you never set aside free- 
market principles to save the free mar-
ket. If you have to do that, the free 
market is not worth saving. But it was 
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worth saving and there were free-mar-
ket principles that could have been fol-
lowed to get us out of that mess to 
avoid encouraging further risk taking. 

And I would commend, Mr. Speaker, 
people to Mike Franc’s work at the 
Heritage Foundation that disclosed 
that despite the rhetoric of the Presi-
dent, how he’s going after fat cats on 
Wall Street, the Wall Street executives 
and their immediate family donated to 
President Obama four-to-one over Sen-
ator MCCAIN. And they’ve done ex-
tremely well under this President. It’s 
almost as if there is a deal: Look, I’ll 
call you ‘‘fat cats,’’ I’ll call you all 
kinds of names—millionaires, billion-
aires—I’ll trash you, but you’ll make 
more money than ever and then I’ll put 
taxes on those that make over $125,000, 
and then I’ll say I’m going after major 
oil, Big Oil, and probably nobody will 
read the bills. 

I read it. I read the President’s own 
words. He’s going after independent oil 
companies. He’s eliminating their de-
ductions, not the major oil. He’s not 
going to hurt major oil, from what he’s 
proposed, but he’ll put the independ-
ents out of business. The majors will 
make more money than ever because 95 
percent of all wells drilled in the conti-
nental U.S. are drilled by independent 
oil and gas producers. So he says he’s 
going after major oil, but they’ll make 
more money than ever if he gets his 
way. 

One other thing: This is an election 
year, and my colleague from Texas was 
really going after Texas over the voter 
ID. I would point out to my friend from 
Texas, and any others, Mr. Speaker, 
that the fact is that bill in Texas says, 
if you can’t afford a State ID card, 
we’ll give you one. There are people 
that volunteer to even get you there to 
get it done. Let’s avoid fraudulent elec-
tions further. 

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

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. JONES (at the request of Mr. CAN-
TOR) for today and May 8 on account of 
personal reasons. 

Mr. CARSON of Indiana (at the request 
of Ms. PELOSI) for today and May 8. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled bills 
of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 298. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
500 East Whitestone Boulevard in Cedar 
Park, Texas, as the ‘‘Army Specialist Mat-
thew Troy Morris Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 1423. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 115 4th Avenue Southwest in Ardmore, 
Oklahoma, as the ‘‘Specialist Micheal E. 
Phillips Post Office’’. 

H.R. 2079. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 10 Main Street in East Rockaway, New 
York, as the ‘‘John J. Cook Post Office’’. 

H.R. 2213. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 801 West Eastport Street in Iuka, Mis-
sissippi, as the ’’Sergeant Jason W. Vaughn 
Post Office’’. 

H.R. 2244. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 67 Castle Street in Geneva, New York, as 
the ‘‘Corporal Steven Blaine Riccione Post 
Office’’. 

H.R. 2660. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 122 North Holderrieth Boulevard in 
Tomball, Texas, as the ‘‘Tomball Veterans 
Post Office’’. 

H.R. 2767. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 8 West Silver Street in Westfield, Massa-
chusetts, as the ‘‘William T. Trant Post Of-
fice Building’’. 

H.R. 3004. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 260 California Drive in Yountville, Cali-
fornia, as the ‘‘Private First Class Alejandro 
R. Ruiz Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 3246. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 15455 Manchester Road in Ballwin, Mis-
souri, as the ‘‘Specialist Peter J. Navarro 
Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 3247. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1100 Town and Country Commons in Ches-
terfield, Missouri, as the ‘‘Lance Corporal 
Matthew P. Pathenos Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 3248. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 112 South 5th Street in Saint Charles, 
Missouri, as the ‘‘Lance Corporal Drew W. 
Weaver Post Office Building’’. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 53 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, May 8, 2012, at 10 a.m. for morn-
ing-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

5858. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Review Group, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Conservation Loan Program (RIN: 
0560-AI04) received April 2, 2012, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

5859. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
the Department’s annual report for fiscal 
year 2011 on the quality of health care fur-
nished under the health care programs of the 
Department of Defense; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

5860. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
authorization of Colonel Steven A. Shaprio, 
United States Army, to wear the insignia of 
the grade of brigadier general; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

5861. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
notification that the Department is pursuing 

a Multi-Year Procurement (MYP) contract 
for Virgina Class Submarines for Fiscal Year 
2014 through 2018; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

5862. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Federal Housing Finance Agency, transmit-
ting Office of Minority and Women Inclu-
sion’s annual report for 2011; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

5863. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Exemptions 
for Security-Based Swaps Issued By Certain 
Clearing Agencies [Release Nos.: 33-9308; 34- 
66703; 39-2484; File No. S7-22-11] (RIN: 3235- 
AL16) received April 3, 2012, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

5864. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Implementation of OMB 
Guidance on Nonprocurement Debarment 
and Suspension [Docket ID: Ed-2012-OS-0007] 
(RIN: 1890-AA17) received April 3, 2012, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

5865. A letter from the Inspector General, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s report on the 
use of funds appropriated to carry out the 
Medicaid Integrity Program for Fiscal Year 
2011; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

5866. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Availability of Electric Power 
Sources, Regulatory Guide 1.93 received 
April 2, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

5867. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Administrative Guide for 
Verifying Compliance with Packaging Re-
quirements for Shipping and Receiving of 
Radioactive Material, Regulatory Guide 7.7 
received April 2, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

5868. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Water Sources for Long-Term 
Recirculation Cooling Following A Loss-of- 
Coolant Accident, Regulatory Guide 1.82 re-
ceived April 2, 2012, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

5869. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting notifica-
tion that the national emergency with re-
spect to prohibiting certain transactions 
with and suspending entry into the United 
States of foreign sanctions evaders with re-
spect to Iran and Syria, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 
1622(d); (H. Doc. No. 112-105); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs and ordered to be 
printed. 

5870. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
Transmittal of D.C. ACT 19-345, ‘‘Raising the 
Expectations for Education Outcomes Omni-
bus Act of 2012’’; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

5871. A letter from the General Counsel, 
General Services Administration, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

5872. A letter from the Senior Procurement 
Executive/Deputy Chief Acquisition Officer, 
General Services Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulation; Technical 
Amendments [FAC 2005-58; Item IV; Docket 
2012-0079; Sequence 2] received April 19, 2012, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 
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