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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to call on my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to help our commu-
nities deal with changing climate. In 
the last 2 years alone, our country has 
dealt with destructive wildfires in the 
West, flooding on the Missouri and Mis-
sissippi Rivers, a devastating hurricane 
in the Northeast, and the worst 
drought since the Dust Bowl. Climate 
change preparation and adaptation is 
about risk management. As Ben Frank-
lin said: an ounce of prevention is 
worth a pound of cure. 

Spending a small amount now saves 
us much suffering; and we understand, 
this is going to happen again and 
again. Because climate change is real, 
we are going to address this over and 
over and over again on this floor. Some 
people might say there is no such thing 
as climate change. Well, you can say 
that water is not wet, but it doesn’t 
make it so. 

f 

REAUTHORIZING THE VIOLENCE 
AGAINST WOMEN ACT 

(Mrs. KIRKPATRICK asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, in 
Arizona’s First District, Native Ameri-
cans make up about 25 percent of my 
constituents. Unfortunately, Native 
American women are two and a half 
times more likely to be assaulted in 
their lifetime than other women. 

Reauthorizing the Violence Against 
Women Act is important to my dis-
trict. That’s why I’m very concerned 
about the impact of sequestration cuts 
on programs supported by the Violence 
Against Women Act. More than $20 
million in cuts are at stake. 

What does a $20 million cut mean? It 
means thousands more victims would 
be denied shelter and legal services. It 
means thousands fewer police officers, 
prosecutors, judges, and victim advo-
cates would get specialized training. 

As a former prosecutor, I know we 
need to do all we can to keep victims 
safe and hold perpetrators accountable, 
and that means we need to do all we 
can to stop these sequestration cuts. 
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Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I’m 
honored to represent the Second Dis-
trict of California, which spans from 
the Golden Gate Bridge to the Oregon 
border. Mine is a district with hun-
dreds of miles of pristine coastline, 
with numerous rivers, and coldwater 
fisheries, with ancient forests and red-
wood trees, with cities located right up 
against San Francisco Bay. 

It’s a district where unique climatic 
factors have combined to create some 
of the world’s greatest wine appella-
tions. And we know, in the Second Dis-
trict of California, that we cannot wait 
to address the threat of climate 
change. 

On the State level, I have fought to 
defend and successfully implement 
California’s world-leading greenhouse 
gas reduction law for the past 6 years, 
but that is not enough. We need leader-
ship here at the Federal level. 

If we fail to act, Mr. Speaker, the 
livelihoods of fishermen, crabbers, for-
esters, farmers and others in my dis-
trict are going to suffer great harm. 
The cost of Congress continuing to 
bury its head on the issue of climate 
change is simply too great. 

And so I am proud to be joining other 
colleagues, with Chairman WAXMAN, in 
the Safe Climate Caucus, and to take 
this cause to the national level. 

f 

COLORECTAL CANCER AWARENESS 
MONTH 

(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
I introduced a resolution to designate 
March as National Colorectal Cancer 
Awareness Month. I want to thank 
Senators LAUTENBERG, MENENDEZ, and 
ENZI for introducing a similar resolu-
tion in the Senate. I also want to 
thank the entire New Jersey delegation 
and all those who signed on to this bi-
partisan resolution. 

This issue is very personal to me, as 
I lost my father, the late Congressman 
Donald Payne, Sr., to colon cancer just 
last March. It became my mission to 
raise awareness of the importance of 
cancer screening. 

While colorectal cancer is one of the 
most preventable forms of cancer, it re-
mains the second leading cause of can-
cer death in the United States. In New 
Jersey alone, 1,600 people will die of 
this disease this year. 

African Americans and Hispanics are 
at increased risk. Too many people 
forego screenings because of the per-
ceptions around testing. But I am here 
to tell you: be a man; get tested. You 
just might save your own life. 

f 

THANK YOU TO PRESIDENT 
OBAMA 

(Mr. RYAN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise this morning to say thank you, 
thank you to President Obama. A cou-
ple of nights ago at the State of the 
Union, he mentioned Youngstown, 
Ohio, and the National Additive Manu-
facturing Innovation Institute that is a 
partnership between the Departments 
of Commerce, Energy, Defense, and pri-
vate partnerships up to about $70 mil-
lion to advance additive manufacturing 
innovation in the military and energy 
and health care that will transform 
and revolutionize manufacturing. 

I wanted to rise this morning to also 
say thank you to all of our partners in 
the Tech Belt, which ranges from 
Cleveland to Akron to Youngstown, to 

Pittsburgh, all the way down into West 
Virginia. The old Rust Belt has made a 
comeback, and we are on our way, as 
we did many, many years ago, to revo-
lutionize manufacturing again. 

This will lead to great opportunities 
for our young people to come back, in-
stitutions like Case Western Reserve, 
Carnegie Mellon, Youngstown State, 
University of Akron, Lehigh, Penn 
State, West Virginia University, all 
coming together, working as a team. 
And we now have landed this institute, 
and we will once again be the hub of 
manufacturing. 

Thank you, President Obama, and 
thank you to all of the men and women 
who have helped put this thing to-
gether. 

f 

THE THREAT OF A NUCLEAR IRAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MESSER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, my comments today are heavily 
contributed to by the author of ‘‘The 
Nature of War,’’ Ron Tira; and I want 
to acknowledge him. He’s a noted mili-
tary expert and noted national security 
expert, and I appreciate so very much 
his seminal contribution to these com-
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, a nuclear Iran poses a 
severe and unfamiliar risk to the 
United States and its allies. We have to 
be very careful not to mistakenly as-
sume that a relatively stable balance 
of deterrence, similar to the nuclear 
equilibrium between the United States 
and the Soviet Union during the Cold 
War, can be achieved with Iran. A nu-
clear Iran represents a very different 
type of threat that simply cannot be 
managed. 

A nuclear Iran would serve to 
incentivize the development of nuclear 
weapons by many other regional pow-
ers in the Middle East, such as Saudi 
Arabia, Egypt and Turkey. 

Mr. Speaker, a multi-polar nuclear 
crisis is much harder to manage than 
anything we’ve experienced or did ex-
perience during the Cold War. If we 
could all just imagine for a moment 
the so-called ‘‘chicken game.’’ But in-
stead of two drivers, imagine five driv-
ers, Mr. Speaker, each speeding from 
different directions to converge on the 
same intersection. 

All of this, in addition to the other 
characteristics of the Middle East, 
such as unstable regimes and the dan-
ger of nuclear weapons falling into the 
hands of al Qaeda or other terrorist 
groups. 

Consider Qadhafi’s Libya, Mr. Speak-
er, with several nuclear warheads. Who 
knows where they might be now? And 
where would the world be today if Syr-
ia’s Assad had managed to complete his 
nuclear bombmaking efforts? 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, the only via-
ble U.S. policy is one of preventing 
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Iran from going nuclear, not this delu-
sional notion of containing a nuclear 
Iran. Indeed, prevention is the stated 
policy objective of this President and 
his top advisers. 

However, the problem is not with the 
stated policy, but with the strategy 
that is supposed to achieve it. And, Mr. 
Speaker, the facts on the ground reveal 
that our policy objectives are not turn-
ing into reality. 

Nearly all previous red lines demar-
cated by America and its allies over 
Iran’s nuclear ambition have now been 
crossed, with very few repercussions to 
show for Iran’s defiance. Iran is now 
enriching uranium in quantities, en-
richment levels and facilities that 
would have terrified the entire free 
world only a few years ago. 

Indeed, at this very moment, a defi-
ant Iran is forging ahead with the de-
velopment of ballistic missiles, deto-
nators and other components essential 
to nuclear weaponization. 

Mr. Speaker, why do we find it so 
challenging to realize our policy objec-
tives? 

Why is the world’s sole superpower 
unable to impose its will on a country 
whose GDP is comparable with that of 
Argentina and many of those whose 
significant military assets date back as 
far as arms deals with the Johnson and 
Nixon administrations? 

Mr. Speaker, one of the key enabling 
factors for Iran’s nuclear weapons de-
velopment is the perception of a lack 
of symmetry between Iranian and 
American seriousness and determina-
tion regarding the nuclear program. 
But for Iran, it is of the utmost impor-
tance, and the regime is willing to take 
risks and to pay high prices to achieve 
its objectives, or at least this is cer-
tainly how it postures. 

Mr. Speaker, Iran is successfully de-
terring its adversaries and positioning 
itself as ready to face a confrontation, 
even if its deep-rooted weaknesses 
make it unlikely that it could ever 
withstand such a direct conflict. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s time for us to be 
candid in questioning the strategic ef-
fectiveness of covert and clandestine 
operations, as important as they are. 
While the courage and resourcefulness 
of our intelligence community is un-
questionable, and while covert and 
clandestine operations may inflict 
some damage on Iran’s nuclear pro-
gram, they cannot and have not been 
effective in convincing Iran to abandon 
its nuclearization policy. 

More significantly, covert and clan-
destine activities create an illusion of 
‘‘something being done,’’ thus appear-
ing to justify the fact that we continue 
to let more and more time pass. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we have to realize 
that covert operations simply cannot 
be the primary means by which we ex-
pect to deter Iran. If prevention is our 
real commitment, and not merely lip 
service, then we must deal with that 
Iranian nuclear challenge immediately, 
and not later. 

b 1200 
Every day that passes, Iran grows 

more dangerously close to realizing its 
nuclear ambition—and to becoming 
virtually untouchable militarily. In 
the face of that reality, the more 
breathtaking reality is that it seems 
both the Iranian and American admin-
istrations favor wasting more time: 
Iran, because it allows them to forge 
ahead toward completion, and the 
Obama administration, because it al-
lows them to postpone difficult deci-
sions which would necessitate actual 
leadership from the White House. 

Mr. Speaker, the President’s dis-
ingenuously stated ends are utterly at 
odds with our actual response, and this 
raises a host of questions as to the 
credibility of either the administra-
tion’s true intent or its chosen strate-
gies. It’s almost unimaginable how 
much further American strategic credi-
bility would deteriorate if Iran actu-
ally acquires the bomb in spite of the 
half-hearted ‘‘warnings’’ of Mr. Obama. 

Credibility questions also abound 
with regard to the administration’s 
reasoning against military action. 
Time and again administration offi-
cials argue that the futility of military 
action is real since, allegedly, some of 
the nuclear assets are difficult to 
reach, and a military action may only 
postpone the nuclear program by a cou-
ple of years. But, Mr. Speaker, this is a 
peculiar argument, at the very least. 

Any nuclear production asset that is 
destroyed can be eventually rebuilt. 
Moreover, chasing each and every cen-
trifuge, wherever it is stashed away, is 
ultimately an ineffective strategy. So 
why does the administration advocate 
such a strategy? 

Our strategic challenge, Mr. Speaker, 
is Iran’s policy of pursuing a military 
nuclear capability. It is not nec-
essarily, not even mostly, that Iran is 
currently in possession of certain nu-
clear production assets. It is Iran’s pol-
icy that must be altered. Production 
assets will then inherently follow. To 
realize its objectives, the U.S. must 
compel Iran to alter its policy of ac-
quiring a military nuclear capability 
and then enforce the policy change 
over time. 

If we fail to deprive Iran of nuclear 
weapons, we will ultimately have to 
face infinitely more dangerous chal-
lenges than those associated with pre-
venting it from going nuclear. Consider 
the dangers for a moment of con-
ducting a second operation to free Ku-
wait, only this time, once it’s been 
taken over by a nuclear-armed Iran. 
And none of this even touches upon the 
grave reality that would emerge once 
Iran possesses intercontinental bal-
listic missile capability along with a 
strategic reach to our own shores. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s a sad day when the 
vacuum of leadership in the White 
House has allowed Iran to posture more 
credibly than America, in spite of 
wielding a much smaller stick. In this 
instance, it has literally allowed Iran 
to be more strategically effective than 
we are. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the administra-
tion has been trying for a very long 
time to diplomatically talk its way out 
of this challenge or to bluff its way out 
of the challenge by moving military as-
sets up and down the Gulf, and there-
fore has made it doubtful that any fur-
ther such statements or deployments 
can ever suffice to get the job done. In-
deed, they may well have the opposite 
effect, as the demarcation of the ad-
ministration’s risk tolerance, which to 
any observer of its actions caps the 
ends it can reasonably expect to real-
ize. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this brings us to the 
critical question that everyone should 
be asking themselves: If this adminis-
tration is so deterred by a pre-nuclear 
Iran, how would it ever face up to a nu-
clear-armed Iran? This is why, to date, 
in the only game that matters—that of 
conflicting policies—Mr. Speaker, the 
United States has not been able to 
alter Iran’s policy of acquiring nuclear 
weapons. And, Mr. Speaker, we are run-
ning out of time to do things dif-
ferently. 

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

f 

THREATS TO THE UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 50 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I yield such time as he may con-
sume to my friend from North Dakota 
(Mr. CRAMER). 
FEDERAL PERMIT STREAMLINING PILOT PROJECT 

Mr. CRAMER. Thank you to my col-
league from Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, today, I dropped in the 
hopper my first bill as a Member of the 
United States House of Representa-
tives. And while it’s a simple bill, it’s 
a big day for me. It’s a bill that simply 
corrects an oversight in previous legis-
lation. 

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 estab-
lished a Federal Permit Streamlining 
Pilot Project to improve the processing 
of oil and gas permitting for onshore 
Federal lands. The Miles City, Mon-
tana, BLM field office was included in 
this pilot project. But unknown to the 
drafters of the legislation, the Miles 
City office also serves North and South 
Dakota. Without the Dakotas included 
in the language of the law, North and 
South Dakota permits are excluded 
from this program. 

Permitting to drill on Federal lands 
has exceeded 225 days for the past 4 
years when State permits on non-Fed-
eral lands in North Dakota take only 
10 days to process. With the passage of 
this bill, more land will be opened to a 
program that seeks to reduce this slug-
gish pace, and oil and natural gas ex-
plorers and their many supporting 
businesses will have more work to do 
sooner. 

Beyond the immediate benefits of 
this bill, Mr. Speaker, I hope it begins 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:00 Feb 16, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K15FE7.044 H15FEPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2022-10-11T01:28:13-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




