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NOT VOTING—9 

Boxer 
Coburn 
Hagan 

Harkin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 

Manchin 
Stabenow 
Vitter 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of Kath-
erine B. Forrest, of New York, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Southern District of New York? 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the motions to re-
consider are considered made and laid 
upon the table and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session. 

The majority leader is recognized. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to a period of morning business, with 
Senators allowed to speak for up to 10 
minutes each during that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Illinois. 

f 

IRAN SANCTIONS 

Mr. KIRK. With regard to our policy 
toward Iran and the recent revelation 
of a potential attack involving not just 
foreign embassies and ambassadors but 
Americans, potentially Senators, being 
killed by a plot hatched by the Iranian 
Revolutionary Guard and Quds Force, 
there should be consequences, not just 
concerns expressed from the adminis-
tration. We have witnessed a growing 
aggressiveness by the Iranian regime 
toward the United States and toward 
their own people. 

For example, recently, an Iranian ac-
tress who appeared uncovered in an 
Australian film was then sentenced to 
90 lashes for her so-called crime. With 
regard to the 330,000 Baha’is, a reli-
gious minority in Iran, first they were 
excluded from all public contracting, 
then they were told all their children 
had to leave Iranian universities, and 
then all their home addresses were reg-
istered in secret by the Iranian Interior 
Ministry. 

I would suggest we have seen this 
movie before in a different decade 
wearing different uniforms. But this is 
the bureaucracy necessary to carry out 
a Kristallnacht in Farsi. 

We have seen, for example, the Per-
sian world’s first blogger, Hossein 
Ronaghi, who was thrown into jail sim-
ply for expressing tolerance toward 
other peoples and other religions. Prob-
ably most emblematic, we saw the 
jailing of Nasrin Sotoudeh, a young 
mother and a lawyer, whose sole crime 

was to represent Shirin Ebadi, a Noble 
Prize winner, in the courts of Iran. 

We hear and have watched unclassi-
fied reports of an acceleration of ura-
nium enrichment in Iran. We even have 
the irony, according to the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, that despite 
comprehensive U.N. and U.S. sanc-
tions—according to the IMF—Iran had 
greater economic growth last year 
than the United States and the Iranian 
indebtedness is only a fraction of U.S. 
indebtedness. According to the IMF, 
the United States owes about 70 per-
cent of its GDP in debt held by the 
public. For Iran, it is only 5.5 percent. 

Now the United States has enacted a 
new round of sanctions against Iran. 
President Obama signed it into law last 
year. There were 410 votes in the 
House, and it was unanimous in the 
Senate. I worked for many years on a 
predecessor to that legislation when I 
was a Member of the House. The record 
of the administration, and especially 
our very able Under Secretary of the 
Treasury David Cohen, has been very 
good at implementing that bill. He has 
been very successful in reducing formal 
banking contacts between American, 
European and Asian banks and Iran. It 
is very important, when we look at the 
situation of how to deal with Iran, that 
we not see it from Washington’s view, 
looking toward Iran, in which we see 
an awful lot of banks and an awful lot 
of transactions shut down, but look at 
it from Tehran’s view, looking back 
from the United States, and we will see 
a quickly growing Iranian economy, a 
growing record of brazen oppression, 
actresses sentenced to 90 lashes, Noble 
Prize-winning attorneys thrown in jail, 
an accelerating nuclear program, and 
then a decision by the head of the Ira-
nian Revolutionary Guard Corps, Quds 
Force, to attack the United States. 

Long ago, I thought it was a mistake 
to have the Drug Enforcement Agency 
left outside of the U.S. intelligence 
community. Luckily, we reversed that 
decision and we brought DEA back into 
the intelligence community. It was a 
lucky strike that the person who was 
contacted by the Quds Force to carry 
out an attack on the United States ac-
tually contacted a confidential inform-
ant working for the DEA. It was on 
that lucky break that we had the abil-
ity to break this plot. But if we read 
Attorney General Holder’s complaint 
against the defendant involved, we will 
see—I believe it is on page 12—a ren-
dition of how, if they could not kill the 
Ambassador outside the restaurant, it 
was perfectly OK with the Quds Force 
operator that a bomb go off involving 
dozens—if not over 100—of Americans 
killed. The bonus, he thought, maybe a 
large number of Senators would be in-
volved. If that was necessary to kill 
this Ambassador, all the better. 

The Treasury Department has des-
ignated, finally, the head of the Quds 
Force under our law. But it is ironic 
that when we look at the comprehen-
sive record of designations, the Euro-
peans, who actually are not known for 

their strong-willed backbone on many 
international questions, have a more 
far-reaching effect on calling it the 
way they see it in Iran. Both Europe 
and America now have a regime to 
bring forward sanctions and designa-
tions against Iranians who are ‘‘com-
prehensive abusers of human rights.’’ 

Currently, our government has only 
designated 11 Iranians, where the Euro-
pean Union has designated over 60. One 
of the people missed by our administra-
tion is the President of Iran, Mahmud 
Ahmadinejad, who often talks about 
ending the state of Israel. Probably the 
only head of state of a member of the 
United Nations who regularly talks 
about erasing another member of the 
United Nations from the planet. We 
also have not designated President 
Ahmadinejad’s chief of staff. We have 
not designated dozens of people that 
even the European Union has des-
ignated as comprehensive abusers of 
human rights. 

So what should we do when we have 
uncovered a plot to attack the United 
States in which the highest levels of 
the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Quds 
Force was involved? Thank goodness 
for the DEA and the rest of the law en-
forcement and intelligence community 
of the United States, the plot was 
foiled, and so no attack was carried 
out. In my mind, we should take the 
toughest action possible, short of mili-
tary action. Is there consensus in the 
Congress behind what that action 
should be? I would argue yes. 

Senator SCHUMER and I, this summer, 
put forward what we feel is one of the 
real, most crippling sanctions the 
United States could deliver against 
Iran; that is, to ensure that any finan-
cial institution that has any contact 
with the Central Bank of Iran be ex-
cluded from the U.S. market. Because 
the United States is the largest econ-
omy on Earth, we believe nearly every 
financial institution on the planet will 
cut its ties to the Central Bank of Iran. 
That, most likely, would cripple Iran’s 
currency and cause chaos within their 
economy. You know what. Iran might 
actually suffer a recession, which it 
currently is not in, and I think that 
would be an appropriate price to pay. 

When Senator SCHUMER and I reached 
out to the Senate to ask for support, I 
was very surprised at the answer be-
cause all but eight Senators signed our 
letter. There were 92 Republicans and 
Democrats who signed the letter stat-
ing it should be the policy of the 
United States to collapse the Central 
Bank of Iran, to cripple its currency. 
After what we learned this week of a 
plot to kill Americans and to carry out 
terrorist attacks on the Capital City of 
the United States, I think that rep-
resents appropriate consequences, not 
just concerns. 

We heard from the administration 
this morning—and while I was encour-
aged by the diligent work, especially of 
the Treasury Department, I was con-
cerned about another thing. There are 
press reports that the administration 
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learned about this plot in June and 
only revealed it to us the day before 
yesterday. So the administration has 
had months to understand what this 
plot meant and plan for the con-
sequences. Yet except for minor ac-
tions against a small airline in Iran 
called Mahan Air, except for actually 
finally designating the head of the Ira-
nian Revolutionary Guards’ Quds 
Force, we have no comprehensive ac-
tion by the United States. 

My recommendation to this House 
and to the administration is we should 
take yes for an answer. With 92 Repub-
licans and Democrats all standing be-
hind an effort to collapse the Central 
Bank of Iran, this is the appropriate 
sanction. On top of that, we have the 
Menendez bipartisan legislation to 
close loopholes in the sanctions al-
ready cosponsored by 76 Senators. This 
is a tough time of partisanship in 
Washington. We don’t get bipartisan 
issues such as this that often. I am sur-
prised, it having known about this plot 
since June, the administration has not 
already put forward action, but I would 
urge them to do so. This was not a mul-
tilateral attack by a collection of 
countries on the United States; there-
fore, I don’t think we should wait for 
multilateral approval before the 
United States acts against the Iranian 
Revolutionary Guard Corps and the 
highest levels of the Iranian Govern-
ment. We should designate the full list 
of comprehensive abusers of human 
rights the way the EU has done. We 
should exclude any financial institu-
tion from the United States that does 
business with the Central Bank of Iran. 
We should make sure that in the case 
of high-level Iranian officials who have 
plotted an attack, potentially involv-
ing dozens of American deaths right 
here in the Capital City of the United 
States, there should be severe con-
sequences, they should be fairly swift, 
and our inaction should not be mis-
taken for weakness in the face of what 
is one of the most brazen international 
acts we have seen in recent times. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to be recognized for 
up to 20 minutes as if in morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Let me make one com-
ment to the Senator from Illinois. I am 
glad he said what he did. It is very sig-
nificant. People don’t look at Iran as 
seriously as they should. It is not even 
classified that Iran is going to have the 
capability of a weapon of mass destruc-
tion and a nuclear warhead and a deliv-
ery system by 2015. That was the very 
reason they were going to have a 
ground-based interceptor in Poland, so 
we can defend against something com-
ing from that direction, since all our 
ground-based interceptors are on the 
west coast in Alaska and southern 
California. 

When we see things such as this, and 
the fact that they are coming out and 
doing things they haven’t done before, 
that just tells me our expectations of 
their nuclear capability are very true 
and it is very serious 

JOBS BILL 
That is not what I want to talk 

about. In the wake of the defeat of 
President Obama’s jobs bill, I wished to 
give a couple thoughts here and then 
talk about something we better look 
out for in the future. That jobs bill 
failed by a large margin, and we heard 
the President say: Pass the bill, pass 
the bill, pass the bill. We didn’t pass 
the bill. I can see why the President 
wants to consider passing some kind of 
jobs bill right away, when we stop and 
remember what he did with the last 
one. The last stimulus bill was $825 bil-
lion. This package was rammed 
through the Congress shortly after he 
entered office. The Recovery Act, as it 
was called, had only $27 billion out of 
$825 billion for roads and highways. 
The occupier of the chair is very well 
aware of my concern over infrastruc-
ture in America. 

I remember when that bill was on the 
floor and Senator BOXER, from Cali-
fornia, and I had an amendment to in-
crease that amount. It was only 3 per-
cent of the total of $825 billion that 
would go to roads, highways, mainte-
nance, bridges, and this type of thing— 
only 3 percent. We were trying to raise 
that to 30 percent. If that had hap-
pened, then look where we would be 
today. We would have the jobs, we 
would have all the shovel-ready jobs 
throughout America. 

In my State of Oklahoma, our por-
tion of that would have been well spent 
just distributed in the way that we had 
the formula after the 2005 highway re-
authorization bill. Anyway, that actu-
ally was only 3 percent. It was only $27 
billion out of $825 billion. The one we 
just defeated was a $447 billion stim-
ulus bill. It only had $27 billion in 
roads, highways, construction, mainte-
nance—the things that provide jobs 
and the things this country needs. 

I have been ranked as the most con-
servative Member of the Senate seven 
different times in the past. Yet I read-
ily say I am a big spender in two areas: 
One is national defense and the other is 
infrastructure. I think that is what we 
are supposed to be doing here. We are 
in a desperate situation with our infra-
structure around the country. 

So one might say, well, the President 
had the $825 billion stimulus package 
and only $27.5 billion went to roads and 
highways. What happened to the rest of 
it? Well, the rest of it, in spite of what 
he said—I am going to read what he 
said—right after the passage of the bill, 
when he was signing the bill, the $825 
billion stimulus bill, he said: 

What I’m signing, then, is a balanced plan 
with a mix of tax cuts and investments. It’s 
a plan that has been put together without 
earmarks or the usual pork barrel spending. 
It’s a plan that will be implemented with an 
unprecedented level of transparency and ac-
countability. 

Well, stop and remember as I tell my 
colleagues what this actually went for. 
It is clear the most recent example was 
this loan guarantee with Solyndra. Ev-
eryone here is aware of what happened 
with Solyndra. We know it was a firm 
that was producing supposedly green 
energy. We know the people who were 
behind this loan guarantee of $535 mil-
lion were big contributors to the ad-
ministration, and they went ahead and 
were able to get bailed out—not bailed 
out, but get their loan guarantee— 
costing the taxpayers $1⁄2 billion, and 
that is part of what was in this bill. 
That is where the money was. The gen-
esis of that was the $825 billion stim-
ulus bill. 

I am reminiscing a little bit about 
what happened back in the middle 
1990s, back when Bill Clinton was 
President of the United States, when 
we had a very similar thing happen at 
that time. There is a company called 
the Loral Corporation. The Loral Cor-
poration is headed up by Bernard 
Schwartz. Bernard Schwartz was one of 
the biggest contributors to the Demo-
cratic national party and to Bill Clin-
ton. Bernard Schwartz, the company, 
the Loral Corporation, built a guidance 
system for a missile so that missile 
could be more accurate. Even though 
China wanted to have that system so 
they would be able to guide their mis-
siles more accurately, for obvious rea-
sons we didn’t want them to have it. So 
it took a waiver signed by the Presi-
dent of the United States. President 
Bill Clinton did it. He signed the waiv-
er and they got the money. I see simi-
larities in here. I think, again, every-
one is familiar with that. 

How did they get the money? Where 
did it come from? The $825 billion in 
the stimulus bill. 

Let’s look. Since the President gave 
that statement, which I will read 
again—he said: 

What I’m signing, then, is a balanced plan 
with a mix of tax cuts and investments. It’s 
a plan that has been put together without 
earmarks or the usual pork barrel spending. 

What do we call the Solyndra thing? 
It is porkbarrel spending. 

What about the earmarks? This is a 
confusing thing for most people be-
cause my well-meaning conservative 
friends in the House of Representatives 
a couple of years ago put a 1-year mor-
atorium on earmarks, and earmarks 
would be defined, of course, as appro-
priations or authorizations. By doing 
that, it totally contradicts what the 
Constitution, article I, section 9, says 
we are supposed to be doing here. It 
says we are supposed to be doing the 
appropriations and the authorizations. 
That is specifically precluded from the 
President in the article of the Con-
stitution. So it is one that was very ob-
vious. We find out later that the person 
who was behind that was none other 
than President Obama. 

There is a reason for this. Because 
most people don’t understand there are 
two different kinds of earmarks. One is 
congressional earmarks. That is when 
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a Congressman, a lot of times in the 
dark of night, will try to put some-
thing down that maybe is not in the 
best interests of the United States but 
helps his district. That occasionally 
happens. It shouldn’t happen. Under 
our system, it won’t happen if we re-
quire all appropriations to be author-
ized. But the other kind, in addition to 
the congressional earmarks, are bu-
reaucratic earmarks. That is what the 
President can do. 

I will give an example. I am on the 
Armed Services Committee. The Presi-
dent’s budget comes out. He says what 
we should spend money on to defend 
America. A couple of years ago, before 
this moratorium the Republicans put 
on in the House, one of the lines he had 
in his budget was $330 million for a 
launch system called a bucket of rock-
ets. It was a good system, and I would 
like to have that system for defending 
America. But we thought in our com-
mittee that the same $330 million 
would be better spent on buying six 
new FA–18E/F model strike fighters for 
our Air Force. Well, we could do that, 
except that would be called an ear-
mark. When we destroy an earmark, we 
don’t save any money, we just say, Mr. 
President, we are not going to do it, so 
you go ahead and you do it. Con-
sequently, we were able to take the 
$330 million and put it in the FA–18s, 
but after that would pass, that would 
be called an earmark, and so the Presi-
dent would have all the power. 

If we look back at the $825 billion 
stimulus bill, we can look at some of 
the things that were in there. He said 
he wasn’t going to have any earmarks. 
These are Presidential earmarks: 
$219,000 to study the hookup behavior 
of female college co-eds in New York; 
$1.1 million to pay for the beautifi-
cation of Los Angeles’ Sunset Boule-
vard; $10,000 to study whether mice be-
come disoriented when they consume 
alcohol in Florida; $712,000 to develop 
machine-generated humor in Illinois; 
$259,000 for foreign bus wheel polishers 
in California. It goes on and on. 

There is $150,000 for a Massachusetts 
middle school to build a solar array 
system on its roof; $1 million to do re-
search on fossils in Argentina. Here is 
a good one. I will not attribute this to 
my two good friends who are Senators 
from Wyoming, but $1.2 million to 
build an underpass for deer in Wyo-
ming. 

That is what the President put in. 
Those are all earmarks. Consequently, 
I think what we are trying to get to 
here is if he had been successful in the 
$447 billion stimulus bill earlier this 
week, then we could anticipate the 
same type of thing happening. 

I want the conservatives of America 
to wake up to the fact that the prob-
lems we have, when they talk about 
earmarks, are not congressional ear-
marks, they are bureaucratic ear-
marks. 

It wasn’t long ago that Sean Hannity 
on his show had a feature, I think it 
took him several nights to do it. It was 

the 102 most egregious earmarks. He 
named all of these earmarks, one after 
another, and went on and on and on. I 
came down to the Senate floor the 
morning after that and I read that 
same list. There were 102 earmarks, 
very similar to what I read. The inter-
esting thing about it—and I said this 
on the Senate floor at that time—what 
did these 102 earmarks have in com-
mon? Not one was a congressional ear-
mark. They were all bureaucratic ear-
marks. 

We are going to be attempting to do 
something about this, because it is 
something that almost everyone would 
agree needs to be done. What we are 
going to introduce and the bill I am 
working on now, and I am gathering 
some cosponsors, is legislation that 
will bring real transparency and ac-
countability to this process. It would 
do this by involving Congress in the 
grant-making process. 

Right now, agencies are required to 
disclose a lot of information about 
grant awards, but not until after they 
are already awarded. We don’t know 
about them. Even we here in this 
Chamber don’t know about them until 
some unelected bureaucrat actually 
makes these what I would refer to as 
bureaucratic earmarks. So it is setting 
up a system very similar to the Con-
gressional Review Act. 

The Congressional Review Act lets us 
look at the regulations and have a 
process by which we can stop the bu-
reaucrats from passing regulations 
that we may think as elected Members, 
elected by the people, are not good. 
This will do essentially the same thing 
the CRA does for regulations, it would 
do for these earmarks. So it is some-
thing we will be active in. I think back 
now, if we had not defeated that $447 
billion stimulus bill the first part of 
this week, we would be looking at right 
now, and I am sure they would be put-
ting together, their list of earmarks. 

I think we have an opportunity now 
to do two things. No. 1, when the Presi-
dent—and I say when, and not if—when 
the President comes up with another 
jobs bill, let’s look at it very carefully 
to make sure we have everything spe-
cifically in there if it is going to be de-
serving of our votes. I say that to each 
individual, Democrat and Republican, 
in this Chamber. 

The second thing is make sure we 
don’t open the door for him to be able 
to come up with another several hun-
dred billion dollars of earmarks as we 
did in the $825 billion stimulus bill 2 
years ago. 

With that, Madam President, I yield 
the floor and suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, since 
there is no one seeking time right now, 
even though I have used my time, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized 
again for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ENERGY 
Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 

heard a report today from Senator 
MURKOWSKI. Apparently, the Energy 
Committee had a hearing on the 90-day 
shale gas report. I think this is very 
significant. I am sure she will come 
down and talk about it in detail. I 
didn’t even know about it until noon 
today when she gave her report and I 
happened to be there, but it is some-
thing that is very significant. 

In this country we talk about energy 
and the fact that we have enough en-
ergy we can produce domestically in 
the United States of America to run 
this country for 100 years in terms of 
gas, with present consumption, and 50 
years as far as oil is concerned, and we 
are dependent upon oil, gas, and coal to 
run this country, and those are some-
thing—a lot of people are saying we 
have to do away with fossil fuels. 
Every time I hear people say that, it is 
kind of laughable, when they say we 
have to do something about our de-
pendence on foreign oil by doing away 
with our own production in this coun-
try. 

Our problem is not that we do not 
have the amount of coal, oil, and gas 
that we need to be totally independent 
from anybody. We do. But, politically, 
we have obstacles. There is not one 
other country in the world where the 
politicians will not let that country de-
velop its own resources except for the 
United States of America. 

It is kind of interesting. It was not 
too long ago when President Obama, 
who is very much in line with some of 
the far-left environmentalists who 
want to do away with fossil fuels, was 
realizing people were catching on, and 
people knew that with all the shale de-
posits that are out there—and every 
week that goes by, we find another 
great big opportunity for shale; this is 
both oil and gas—and the President 
said gas is plentiful, and we need to use 
more gas, and all that. But at the end 
of his speech, he said: We have to do 
something about that procedure called 
hydraulic fracturing. 

Anyone who understands energy 
knows that to get at all of these depos-
its—these shale deposits of gas or oil— 
you have to use a procedure called hy-
draulic fracturing. It happens we know 
something about it in my State of 
Oklahoma because in 1948 the first well 
was cracked, and we have not had one 
documented case in 60 years of ground 
water contamination as a result of hy-
draulic fracturing. So it is something 
that does work. 

But those individuals who want to 
make people think they are wanting us 
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