October 31, 2019

failed to address concerns regarding
persistent human rights violations
being committed by Cameroonian secu-
rity forces. These violations include
extrajudicial killings, arbitrary and
unlawful detention, and torture.
Accordingly, I intend to terminate
the designation of Cameroon as a bene-
ficiary sub-Saharan African country
under the AGOA as of January 1, 2020.
I will continue to assess whether the
Government of Cameroon engages in
gross violations of internationally rec-
ognized human rights, in accordance
with the AGOA eligibility require-
ments.
DONALD J. TRUMP.
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 31, 2019.

———

CONTINUATION OF NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
SUDAN—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 116-78)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (60 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, within 90
days before the anniversary date of its
declaration, the President publishes in
the Federal Register and transmits to
the Congress a notice stating that the
emergency is to continue in effect be-
yond the anniversary date. In accord-
ance with this provision, I have sent to
the Federal Register for publication the
enclosed notice stating that the na-
tional emergency with respect to
Sudan declared in Executive Order
13067 of November 3, 1997, is to continue
in effect beyond November 3, 2019.

Despite recent positive develop-
ments, the crisis constituted by the ac-
tions and policies of the Government of
Sudan that led to the declaration of a
national emergency in Executive Order
13067; the expansion of that emergency
in Executive Order 13400 of April 26,
2006; and with respect to which addi-
tional steps were taken in Executive
Order 13412 of October 13, 2006, Execu-
tive Order 13761 of January 13, 2017, and
Executive Order 13804 of July 11, 2017,
has not been resolved. These actions
and policies continue to pose an un-
usual and extraordinary threat to the
national security and foreign policy of
the United States. Therefore, I have de-
termined that it is necessary to con-
tinue the national emergency declared
in Executive Order 13067, as expanded
by Executive Order 13400, with respect
to Sudan.

DONALD J. TRUMP.
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 31, 2019.

———

IMPEACHMENT: THEN AND NOW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
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uary 3, 2019, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, we
had a vote today. Some would say it
was very important, but actually, it
didn’t do so much. In fact, it revoked
some of our history, some of our prece-
dent, some of our rules to take an un-
usual step toward supposed impeach-
ment.

I still continue to be of the opinion
that we will not end up having a vote
in this Chamber on whether or not to
actually impeach President Trump be-
cause if that happens, it goes to the
Senate. It gets slam-dunked down in
the Senate, both on the basis of a mas-
sive failure of due process as well as no
direct evidence of any wrongdoing, un-
less we are talking about someone who
is a Democrat and has held the second-
highest office before. But this is not
due process.

By the way, of course, once it gets to
the Senate, they vote it down, and then
it ensures a repeat of 1996, where the
current President is reelected. I am
sure my friends across the aisle don’t
want to do that.

I am still of the opinion that I don’t
think we will end up with a vote to ac-
tually impeach or not impeach Presi-
dent Trump. We will see how that plays
out. But it is worth looking at prece-
dent, as an old history major who has
never quit studying history.

If we look at the impeachment com-
mittee authorizations in 1974 and 1998,
back then, when there was bipartisan
concern about due process, not just
one-sided concern, the authorization by
the House directed the Committee on
the Judiciary to investigate if there
were sufficient grounds for impeach-
ment.

Currently, though, the Speaker di-
rected six different committees, with
the House Intelligence Committee at
the forefront, to continue their ongo-
ing investigations as part of what was
called an impeachment inquiry.

Regarding the subpoena power in 1974
and 1998, what was authorized in the
resolution back in the days when there
was concern about due process and fair-
ness and ensuring justice would be
done, the resolution authorized both
the chairman and the ranking member
of the Committee on the Judiciary to
issue subpoenas acting jointly or uni-
laterally.
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If either the chairman or the ranking
member declined to act, then the other
had the right to refer the decision to
the full committee.

Currently, under what we voted on
today, it authorized the chair of the In-
telligence Committee, Chairman
SCHIFF, and Judiciary Committee to
issue subpoenas, but the authorization
to the ranking member only is with the
consent or approval of the chairman. It
is incredible.

I mean, basically, our friends have
said, well, it is like a grand jury. Well,
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I have been a prosecutor in front of
grand juries. I have been a judge who
impaneled grand juries, answered their
questions, and dealt with issues that
arose over grand juries. I am quite fa-
miliar with them.

With a grand jury, every single per-
son on the grand jury who is going to
get a vote gets to hear every witness,
gets to ask any question they wish, and
they could even send the prosecutor
out of the grand jury if they wish. He
is only there as an adviser.

But what we have had not only was a
sham impeachment inquiry, but they
actually had armed guards outside of
the Sensitive Compartmented Informa-
tion Facility, the SCIF. They had
armed guards with guns to try to keep
us out, people like me, on the Judici-
ary Committee, who is fully author-
ized, under the current rules, to sit in
on any impeachment inquiry, partici-
pate, because the rules, through prece-
dent, have made clear it is the Judici-
ary Committee that does that.

The Speaker can’t just stand up and
say: ‘I am changing all the rules uni-
laterally’’—except for the fact that, in
this case, that is exactly what hap-
pened. ‘“‘Forget the rules. I am decree-
ing these are the committees that will
do an investigation.”

And I didn’t realize until we went
into the SCIF, which I am authorized
to do and which, under the rules, Judi-
ciary having jurisdiction, I should have
a right to hear each one of those wit-
nesses.

I didn’t know until we got in there, it
turns out, Chairman SCHIFF, each time
a witness was about to begin to speak
to the Intelligence Committee, the
committees, he would instruct, now,
this is unclassified, so if a question is
asked that you think might end up re-
vealing something classified, then you
can just say you can’t answer, it might
reveal classified information.

It sounds to me like that was in-
struction, when the Republicans ask
you a question you don’t want to an-
swer, just say, well, it may reveal clas-
sified information, and you don’t have
to answer their questions.

Except that then we find out that, in
the more recent depositions, the wit-
nesses were actually instructed not to
answer questions.

Well, this metaphor of a grand jury
totally breaks down. It doesn’t apply.
There has never been a grand jury
where one grand juror could tell the
witness you don’t have to answer these
other grand jurors’ questions, and we
are going to put armed guards where
people that are on the grand jury can’t
get in to hear the testimony if we don’t
want to hear the testimony.

Sure, they will have to vote at some
point, but we are going to put armed
guards to keep the biggest part of the
grand jury out of being able to see the
witnesses, to see their countenance as
they answered questions.

It is why in military courts martial
that I participated in, in Federal trials,
in State trials we have an aversion to
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