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SHARAREH MOGHADDAM’S
DETENTION

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. SHERMAN of
California was recognized for 30 min-
utes.)

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to bring to the attention of the House
and to the American people a truly

heartbreaking, desperate, and unfair
situation involving Ms. Sharareh
Moghaddam.

She resides in my district with her
U.S. citizen husband and is currently
being detained hundreds of miles from
her home by immigration officials, de-
spite the fact that a Federal immigra-
tion court has already ruled in her
favor. According to that court, she
should be home with her family in the
San Fernando Valley, pursuant, in
part, to the green card or permanent
residency card that she has held for
many years.

Sharareh Moghaddam is pictured
here with her family. She is a respected
resident of the Los Angeles area’s great
San Fernando Valley. She is respected
throughout our community, as evi-
denced by the hundreds of constituents
who have contacted my office through
a written petition and the nearly 100
telephone calls that have come into my
office.

The fact is that she and her husband
are well-known small business owners
in our community. They are beloved
members of our community. Specifi-
cally, over 400 constituents have signed
a petition to our office describing
Sharareh Moghaddam as a valued
member of our community. As I said,
over 100 people have called our office.

Wherever I go in the San Fernando
Valley, I have talked to dozens of peo-
ple who come up on their own and say,
Congressman, why is Sharareh
Moghaddam still imprisoned? What can
we do?

Along with her husband, Sharareh
Moghaddam was pursuing the Amer-
ican Dream when they founded a small
business, Elegant Balloons, located at
4052 Liaurel Canyon Boulevard in Stu-
dio City. They have served the San
Fernando Valley for years, and hun-
dreds and hundreds of residents de-
scribe that business as a beloved main-
stay of our community.

Balloons. Why is a woman impris-
oned in Arizona when she should be
with her balloons and with her family
in our community?

Arguably, most importantly, she is
the primary caregiver for her 75-year-
old husband, a U.S. citizen who is re-
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covering from two heart surgeries. She,
herself, has diabetes, and in her deten-
tion, this has only worsened. She has
not received the care or medication
regimen recommended by her physi-
cian. Her release would help her health
and be critical to the health of her U.S.
citizen husband.

This is a family that needs to be re-
united in the San Fernando Valley.
This is not the profile of someone who
would abscond from her responsibil-
ities, abscond from her family, abscond
from her community.

Despite this, DHS has detained
Sharareh Moghaddam for over 7
months, as she is in declining health
and her husband needs her care, as
well.
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It is time to send her home. There is
simply no reason to insist that she con-
tinue in detention to the detriment of
her health and her husband’s health.

There is considerable evidence, over-
whelming evidence, that she shares
strong ties to her family and our com-
munity, and that she will be accessible
to comply with whatever requests or
orders authorities might make.

This is not the profile of a person
who is a danger to our community.
This is the profile of a woman who has
created a balloon store right there in
Studio City. She uplifts my district
and brings smiles to thousands in our
district with her business.

A habeas corpus petition challenging
her detention is currently pending be-
fore a judge, and her family is simply
asking for a fair and timely decision.

I look forward to the day when
Sharareh can be reunited with her fam-
ily. I look forward to welcoming her
back to the San Fernando Valley. She
represents what makes American com-
munities strong, and her continued de-
tention is a travesty and antithetical
to American values.

Sharareh, please stay strong. Your
community thinks of you every day. I
will not give up, and the San Fernando
Valley will not give up until you come
home.

NO NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION IN THE MIDDLE

EAST

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, for 30
years, I have served on the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, where 1 currently
serve as the chief Democrat on the
Middle East and North Africa Sub-
committee. I have spent 30 years fight-
ing to make sure that Iran never has a
nuclear weapon. I have given dozens of
speeches on this floor on that very sub-
ject.

Yet, there is another subject that has
not been addressed very much and may
be almost as important. That is pre-
venting Saudi Arabia from developing
a nuclear weapon. MBS, the Crown
Prince, the real head of government,
has made it plain that he would like to
have access to a nuclear weapon or at
least the capacity to build one. He has
said in the past that he wants the same
deal as Iran got.
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Well, I don’t think he wants that deal
now because Iran is not looking all
that good. Yet, what he does want is a
nuclear cooperation agreement with
the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I have always felt that
any nuclear cooperation agreements,
particularly in the Middle East, should
meet the highest level of safeguards so
that, in an effort to allow for the cre-
ation of nuclear power, we don’t see a
clandestine effort to develop a nuclear
weapon.

Mr. Speaker, I wrote and got passed
in 2020 section 1264 of that year’s Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act, re-
quiring that 90 days before even asking
Congress to review a nuclear agree-
ment, we get an extra 90 days before
that to know that the President is an-
ticipating sending us a nuclear co-
operation agreement with inadequate
safeguards, or at least not meeting the
safeguards that are specified.

The President did send us that very
notice on November 21 of last year.
Now, get this: The notice was sent only
to Republicans, only to the chair of the
Foreign Affairs Committee, not to the
ranking member.

All comity will break down in this
House if notices to the House are no-
tices to only one political party. Yet,
alas, this subterfuge will probably lead
to nothing because, in February, fi-
nally, months later, Democrats were
notified. I am sure that it is probably
another 60 days from now before the
President sends us a proposed nuclear
cooperation agreement with Saudi Ara-
bia because, as I understand it, other
things are happening in the Middle
East.

Why is it so important and so reason-
able that we have safeguards in any
agreement? First of all, the safeguards
that are called for are the same safe-
guards that the United Arab Emirates
has already agreed to. These are safe-
guards fully consistent with the effi-
cient and economic production of nu-
clear power. There is no reason for
Saudi Arabia not to sign up for the
same safeguards unless they want a
clandestine nuclear weapons program.

Why should we be concerned about a
Saudi nuclear program? First, we have
no idea what that does for the Middle
East, assuming that MBS is still run-
ning Saudi Arabia. I am old enough to
remember a time when there was a
powerful—the most powerful—Middle
East monarch. It was 1978, and the
most powerful Middle East monarch
was the Shah of Iran, a good friend of
the United States.

Every weapons system that the Shah
had in 1978 was in the hands of the aya-
tollahs in 1979. There is no guarantee
that, even if you have faith in MBS,
the weapons systems developed by his
government will be controlled by his
government.

Saudi Arabia is not a democracy. Its
government does not reflect an elected
will of its people, and who knows who
will be running Saudi Arabia in the
next decade.
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The second problem, or a third prob-
lem, really, is the effect that it will
have on nuclear proliferation world-
wide. Right now, only certain countries
have nuclear weapons: the five that
won World War II; India and Pakistan
that face off against each other; and
North Korea, a pariah state that does
face genuine challenges to its security.

Saudi Arabia is not a pariah state.
No one is calling for the abolition of
Saudi Arabia, as they call for the aboli-
tion of Israel. Saudi Arabia is just a
country like many other countries: a
middle power, a regional country. If
Saudi Arabia is going to have nuclear
weapons, how can Egypt say they are
not going to have them? Are they
going to take second fiddle to Saudi
Arabia? What about Turkiye? What
about Argentina and Brazil? If Saudi
Arabia is able to develop nuclear weap-
ons not because it is a country that
won World War II, but, rather, just be-
cause, well, they have some money and
want one, then other countries will be
there, as well.

Mr. Speaker, we need to make sure
that we are not giving a green light to
a nuclear program in Saudi Arabia that
does not have the safeguards, that de-
liberately excludes the safeguards that
are quite reasonable if all you want to
use nuclear material for is the genera-
tion of electricity.

I will be introducing the No Nuclear
Weapons for Saudi Arabia Act. I be-
lieve we are going to do that tomorrow.

The text is the same as the one that
was introduced by me and Senator
Rubio in 2018. That is right. It is
Rubio’s bill as much as anyone’s. I
hope he will support it now that he is
Secretary of State.

It requires that any nuclear coopera-
tion agreement with Saudi Arabia that
doesn’t have the key safeguards in it
can go into effect only if it gets the af-
firmative vote of both Houses of Con-
gress. If it is in America’s interests,
come to this House and get a majority
vote. Otherwise, do not add to nuclear
proliferation in the Middle East.
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Mr. Speaker, may I inquire as to how
much time I have remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 15 minutes
left.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I will
deal with a third issue, an issue I first
addressed on this floor in the year 2020.
At that time, more than a few of my
friends said: SHERMAN, don’t talk about
this. You sound like a lunatic, because
I put forward the idea that either the
genetic engineers or the computer en-
gineers would create a new level of in-
telligence on this planet. I pointed out
that the last time there was a new
level of intelligence on this planet is
when our ancestors said hello to
Neanderthals. It did not work out well
for Neanderthals.

Now, I know this sounds like science
fiction, but if you are thinking of the
future 30 years from now and somebody
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paints a picture and that picture looks
like some science fiction movie, then
that picture may not be an accurate
description of the world 30 years from
now.

But if somebody paints a picture of
the world 30 years from now and it
doesn’t look 1like a science fiction
movie, then you know it is wrong. We
are going to be living in a science fic-
tion movie. We just don’t know which
one.

Now, at that time, I put forward the
idea that there was a race between
those that would create computer in-
telligence, self-aware perhaps, and
massively exceeding human intel-
ligence, and the possibility—not talked

about much now, but given the
CRISPR technology, still a possi-
bility—that the genetic engineers

would create a 1,000-pound mammal
with a 50-pound brain able to beat my
daughter on the law school admissions
test.

Now, there is this race between these
two groups of engineers. Right now, the
artificial intelligence engineers are
way ahead.

We are spending trillions of dollars as
a species—much of it in the United
States, some of it in China and Eu-
rope—in a headlong race to make AI
more powerful. We are spending as a
species nothing to make sure that this
artificial intelligence is not self-aware,
self-motivated, has a survival instinct,
has ambitions of its own, and has a de-
sire to affect the world for its own rea-
sons.

That is why there is a best-selling
book. The title tells you everything:
“If Anyone Builds It, Everyone Dies.”
It starts with the idea that artificial
intelligence will soon exceed human in-
telligence. I am not quite so sure that
we will get there in just a few years. AI
is amazing, but it is pattern recogni-
tion. It is not general reasoning yet.
But it will get there, and we can argue
about when.

Then the question is: Why would AI
care to do our bidding? We don’t know.
There is no reason it should. There are
two possibilities: One put forward in
the book, “If Anyone Builds It, Every-
one Dies,” is that AI, like every other
intelligence that we are aware of, de-
cides that it has its own objectives.
Those objectives are highly unlikely to
involve keeping us around.

The other possibility is that artifi-
cial intelligence has no desires whatso-
ever. It has all the intelligence and
none of the motivation. This is, of
course, a possibility as well.

You go to the most expensive, power-
ful computers, and you say: I want to
unplug you, disassemble you, and sell
you for parts. How much can I get for
the parts? And AI will give you the
best possible calculation as to what
you will get for the parts.

There is no evidence yet that AI or
any artificial intelligence has a sur-
vival instinct. It might develop one. We
are betting the human species and life
on this planet that it won’t.
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I have put forward a bill to establish
an Al Research and Threat Assessment
Act, so that we actually try, if we are
going to have the big box with incred-
ible artificial intelligence in it, that we
put on top a small box that we need to
develop to monitor and prevent self-
awareness, ambition, survival instinct,
a desire to affect the world, and a de-
sire to have its own desires.

There are a lot of bills to deal with
AT’s short-term implications. Sure, it
will affect the economy. Sure, it will
affect the markets, but if AI replaces
human beings, then GDP calculations
and international rivalries will mean
nothing.

I had a chance a decade ago to turn
to the foreign minister of China, and I
put forward the proposition: If the
computers that took over the world
and destroyed humanity were created
in California rather than in Shanghai,
does that mean America wins? I don’t
think he got the humor in those re-
marks.

But the fact is that whether the arti-
ficial intelligence that ends the human
species comes from Shanghai or the
Silicon Valley will matter little, really
not at all.

Right now, we are simply betting
that we can make this super intel-
ligence and that it will always do our
bidding and will never have objectives
of its own. We are spending nothing to
monitor for or prevent that self-aware-
ness and ambition, and we should. We
may luck out because, as I pointed out,
even the most advanced computers so
far—and they are smarter than the av-
erage insect already—don’t seem to
care about anything, don’t seem to
have a survival instinct.

Now, take a cockroach, probably not
as smart as our most advanced com-
puters, you raise your foot above that
cockroach, and you will see that that
little bug does indeed have a survival
instinct. That is why I believe that if a
new intelligence is developed, starting
with DNA, that whatever is developed
will indeed have ambition, a desire to
replicate, a desire to control, a desire
to protect itself, a survival instinct, its
own objectives.

Why? Because DNA evolved on this
planet for a billion years, and the pro-
tozoa that didn’t care whether they
survived didn’t. Every life form we are
aware of has a survival instinct; it
seeks to replicate.

So we will start with humans. First,
we will repair humans using our DNA
technology. The repaired human will
be followed by the improved human.
Who would want their child to suffer
from grave mental disabilities? We will
use genetic engineering to prevent this,
and we will use AI, assuming we are
still running the planet, to develop the
genetic engineering.

Once we make sure that everybody
has good intelligence, we will go to en-
hanced intelligence. Then we will go
from the repaired human to the en-
hanced human, to the trans-human, or
we may not even start with human
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DNA. You could start with elephants’
DNA.

So far, the size of the brain and its
configuration has been a result of evo-
lution, but it could very well be a re-
sult of DNA engineering.

O 1910

So, we are fighting over all these
ideas, all the problems of today, all of
the issues, all of the fact that the most
important thing for us to do is to build
a subway through the Sepulveda Pass,
and it is. But I expect that subway to
last well more than 100 years. I insist
that it be engineered to last well more
than a century. So the problems of
next century are before us when we
talk about the practical and mundane
things that we talk about every day.

There is no assurance that human
beings will be the dominant force or
any force at all on this planet a cen-
tury from now. We need to look first at
artificial intelligence. That is much
more current. The problems I put for-
ward about DNA engineering are at
least three decades away.

We need to make sure that artificial
intelligence is monitored for and that
we prevent ambition, survival instinct,
self-direction. And right now there is a
multitrillion-dollar AI industry that is
devoting all of its PR resources to tell
us that we have nothing to worry about
and that they are working on this prob-
lem. That is false and false. We do have
something to worry about, and nobody
is worried about this problem.

Now, are they worried about cyberse-
curity? Sure, any practical business
today worries about cybersecurity. Are
they worried about some of the prac-
tical problems with AI? Do they want
to make sure that the automated car
doesn’t run somebody down in the
crosswalk? Yes, they are spending
money on that.

They are trying to make AI do our
bidding and be efficient and be profit-
able and not get them sued. But are
they devoting any resources to making
sure AI doesn’t have its own objec-
tives? No. And is government doing
any of that research? No.

All we are doing is arguing about
which company and which country is
going to profit from AI more, as if prof-
its matter—‘if” in the words of the
book, “If Anyone Builds It, Everyone
Dies.”

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

————

ADJOURNMENT

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 12 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, March 27, 2026, at 9
a.m.

————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.
Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:
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EC-3142. A letter from the Director, Equal
Employment Opportunity, Farm Credit Ad-
ministration, transmitting the FY 2025 No
FEAR Act report, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 2301
note; Public Law 107-174, Sec. 203(a) (as
amended by Public Law 109-435, Sec. 604(f));
(120 Stat. 3241); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

EC-3143. A letter from the Acting Division
Director, Rural Development, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Single Family Housing Guaran-
teed Loan Program [Docket Number: RHS-
21-SFH-0017] (RIN: 0575-AD08) received March
19, 2026, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Financial Services.

EC-3144. A letter from the Chair, Federal
Financial Institutions Examination Council,
transmitting the Council’s 2025 Annual Re-
port to Congress; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

EC-3145. A letter from the Regulations Co-
ordinator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Administrative Simplification;
Adoption of Standards for Health Care
Claims Attachments Transactions and Elec-
tronic Signatures [CMS-0053-F] (RIN: 0938-
AT38) received March 24, 2026, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
261; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

EC-3146. A letter from the Acting Branch
Chief, Regulatory Management Branch, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Determina-
tion of Attainment by the Attainment Date
But for International Emissions for the 2015
Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Stand-
ards; Phoenix-Mesa Nonattainment Area, Ar-
izona [EPA-R09-OAR-2025-2833; FRL-13057-02-
R9] received March 23, 2026, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
261; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

EC-3147. A letter from the Acting Branch
Chief, Regulatory Management Branch, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Approval and
Promulgation of Delegation of Authority for
Designated Facilities and Pollutants; Wash-
ington; Southwest Clean Air Agency [EPA-
R10-OAR-2026-0365; FRL-13196-01-R10]  re-
ceived March 23, 2026, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

EC-3148. A letter from the Acting Branch
Chief, Regulatory Management Branch, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule —
Dimethylpolysiloxane in Pesticide Formula-
tions; Exemption From the Requirement for
a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2024-0109]; [FRL-
13214-01-OCSPP] received March 23, 2026, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

EC-3149. A letter from the Acting Branch
Chief, Regulatory Management Branch, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Approval of
Clean Air Plans; San Joaquin Valley, Cali-
fornia; Contingency Measures for 1997 Ozone
Standards [EPA-R09-OAR-2025-2466; FRL-
13043-02-R9] received March 23, 2026, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

EC-3150. A letter from the Acting Branch
Chief, Regulatory Management Branch, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Air Plan Ap-
proval; Texas; Reasonably Available Control
Technology in the Dallas-Fort Worth Ozone
Nonattainment Area [EPA-R06-OAR-2020-
0164; FRL-12896-02-R6] received March 23,
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2026, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

EC-3151. A letter from the Acting Branch
Chief, Regulatory Management Branch, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Air Plan Revi-
sions; California; Mojave Desert Air Quality
Management District; New Source Review;
Stationary Source Permits [EPA-R09-OAR-
2025-0625; FRL--12877-03-R9] received March 23,
2026, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

EC-3152. A letter from the Acting Branch
Chief, Regulatory Management Branch, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Air Plan Ap-
proval; Texas; Reasonably Available Control
Technology in the Houston-Galveston-
Brazoria Ozone Nonattainment Area [EPA-
R06-OAR-2020-0165; FRI1.-12829-02-R6] received
March 23, 2026, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

EC-3153. A letter from the Senior Bureau
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department
Notification No. DDTC 25-135, pursuant to
the reporting requirements of Section 36(c)
of the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-3154. A letter from the Senior Bureau
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department
Notification No. DDTC 26-003, pursuant to
the reporting requirements of Section 36(c)
of the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-3155. A letter from the Senior Bureau
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department
Notification No. DDTC 25-136, pursuant to
the reporting requirements of Section 36(c)
of the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-3156. A letter from the Senior Bureau
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department
Notification No. DDTC 25-113, pursuant to
the reporting requirements of Section 36(c)
of the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-3157. A letter from the Senior Bureau
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department
Notification No. DDTC 25-130, pursuant to
the reporting requirements of Section 36(c)
of the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-3158. A letter from the Senior Bureau
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting a deter-
mination under section 36(b)(1) and 36(c)(2) of
the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-3159. A letter from the Senior Bureau
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department
Notification Number: RSAT case 26-11473,
pursuant to the reporting requirements of
Section 3(d)(3) of the Arms Export Control
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-3160. A letter from the Senior Bureau
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting a report ti-
tled ‘“‘Expropriation of United States Prop-
erty’”’, Department Number: 006696; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-3161. A letter from the Principal Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary, Office of Legisla-
tive Affairs, Department of Treasury, trans-
mitting the Fiscal Year 2025 Financial Re-
port of the United States Government (Fi-
nancial Report), pursuant to 31 U.S.C.
3515(a)(1); Public Law 101-576, Sec. 303(a)(1)
(as amended by Public Law 107-289, Sec. 2(a));
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