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Green, Al 
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Kelly (IL) 
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Lewis 
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Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
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Meeks 
Meng 
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Neal 
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Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 

Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
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NOT VOTING—14 

Campbell 
Cassidy 
Duckworth 
Fattah 
Hall 

Honda 
Moore 
Moran 
Mullin 
Negrete McLeod 

Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Stivers 
Young (AK) 
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So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated against: 
Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

525, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘no.’’ 

f 

REMEMBERING FORMER MIN-
NESOTA CONGRESSMAN BILL 
FRENZEL 

(Mr. PAULSEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
before you with the members of the 
Minnesota House delegation after the 
sad news reached us that former Con-
gressman Bill Frenzel passed away yes-
terday. For two decades, Bill Frenzel 
represented Minnesota’s Third Con-
gressional District, epitomizing the 
very best in public service. 

Bill was a visionary and a leader on 
budget, tax, and trade issues, advo-
cating for new trade agreements to 
open new markets for American prod-
ucts and services. Just last month, he 
was given the Order of the Aztec Eagle 
award from the Mexican Government 
for his work on the North American 
Free Trade Agreement. That is the 

highest award that can be bestowed on 
a noncitizen. 

Bill will be especially remembered, 
though, for his temperament and kind-
ness that led him to build constructive 
relationships on both sides of the aisle, 
a model that we should all continue to 
work on and reflect in this House. Per-
sonally, I will remember him as a great 
mentor and a friend and for his valu-
able advice. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that we rise for a 
moment of silence in the memory of 
Congressman Bill Frenzel. 

f 

CONDEMNING TERRORIST ACTS IN 
JERUSALEM 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the hor-
rific attacks and murder that happened 
in Jerusalem today should be con-
demned by all people of goodwill. Four 
rabbis were praying in the synagogue, 
and in marched Palestinian thugs and 
murderers with meat cleavers and 
other weapons and horrifically mur-
dered these four people who were in the 
midst of prayer. 

Three of the four people who were 
killed were American citizens, and our 
hearts go out to each and every one of 
their families. 

One of the gentlemen who was mur-
dered is the brother-in-law of a promi-
nent rabbi in my district. The rabbi in 
my district is Rabbi Jonathan 
Rosenblatt. We learned this morning 
that his brother-in-law was one of the 
victims. 

Mr. Speaker, I favor a two-state solu-
tion in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, 
but Palestinians must know that they 
will never have their state on the 
backs of terror. They will never 
achieve statehood on the backs of ter-
ror. The more they use terror to try to 
achieve their political aims, the more 
that it will not happen. 

So I take the floor today with all 
people of goodwill in condemning these 
horrific murders. Terror has no place. 
These wanton acts of terror and mur-
der need to be condemned by all people 
of goodwill. There is no justification 
whatsoever for these barbarous acts. 

f 

IN MEMORY OF RICK RICHARDSON 

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

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to pay tribute to a great 
American, a great Georgian, a patriot, 
and a great personal friend, and that is 
Rick Richardson, who passed away on 
November 14 from a sudden stroke. 

Rick served the Georgia GOP for 25 
years as the president and a national 
board member of the Georgia State 
Young Republicans and the Fourth Dis-
trict Republican Party chairman. He 
had a tremendous impact on his fellow 
staff members and the chairman of the 
State party and all 159 counties of 

Georgia through his humble and hard-
working attitude. 

Rick was not only the party’s go-to 
guy for history on any level, but a 
great friend to all who knew him. 
Rick’s father and mother should take 
great pride in raising a son who 
touched so many lives and will con-
tinue to do so in the days ahead. 

In return, Rick, who lost his father 
at a young age, stayed by his surviving 
mother, who is 92 years of age, whom 
he cared for and loved. 

Today, may we reflect on Rick’s sin-
gular character and the tremendous 
work he did for the State of Georgia, 
the Republican Party, his family, and 
for the country. Let us not forget him, 
a proud son, faithful servant, an exam-
ple of what it means to be a selfless 
leader. 

f 

IRAN AND THE JOINT PLAN OF 
ACTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. RICE 
of South Carolina). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 3, 
2013, the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
LAMBORN) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with some other colleagues to 
talk about the important issue of Iran. 

As you may know, on November 24, a 
mere 6 days from now, the Joint Plan 
of Action expires. And what that 
means is that the United States and 
the other P5+1—and that means the 
permanent members of the Security 
Council plus another country, six coun-
tries—have been negotiating, with the 
U.S. taking the lead, with Iran to come 
to some kind of agreement if perhaps 
Iran would stop its mad quest to de-
velop weapons of mass destruction. 

Many of us are concerned, Mr. Speak-
er, here in Congress that we may not 
end up with a very good negotiated set-
tlement. Now, the President has said 
that it is better to have no deal than to 
have a bad deal, and Secretary of State 
John Kerry has said the same thing, 
and that is exactly what we want to see 
happen. 

I am joined tonight by several col-
leagues who will be talking about this 
important issue. So I would like to just 
move right now and yield to a good 
friend and colleague, a member of the 
Armed Services Committee, JACKIE 
WALORSKI of Indiana. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, with 
a comprehensive nuclear agreement 
deadline less than a week away, the 
need to stop Iran from obtaining a nu-
clear weapon has never been greater. 
With its thousands of gas centrifuges, 
Iran now has the capability to enrich 
uranium to a grade suitable for use in 
nuclear reactors or to a higher grade 
suitable for use in nuclear warheads. 

Iran is the leading state sponsor of 
terrorism and continues with heinous 
human rights abuses, oppressing free-
dom of speech, religion, and press, and 
more. Additionally, Iran continues to 
oppose our national security interests 
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and those of our key allies while op-
pressing their own people. 

There is no question that a nuclear- 
armed Iran would dramatically change 
the balance of power in the Middle East 
and threaten freedom and peace for the 
rest of the world. It could also encour-
age other Middle Eastern nations to de-
velop nuclear weapons on their own, 
further reducing our influence in that 
critical region of the world. 

For us to be able to trust Iran, along 
with the rest of the international com-
munity, Iran must change their behav-
ior. A real possibility exists that a 
deadline extension provides them with 
an opportunity to build a nuclear 
bomb. In light of this, the only real so-
lution is to force Iran to make serious 
concessions and robust sanctions. 

We must be especially careful about 
any decisions to lift or ease sanctions. 
Once lifted, sanctions cannot easily be 
restored. The risk of a miscalculation 
or a misstep in the weeks and months 
ahead is very real and grave, and the 
threat of nuclear war is catastrophic. If 
there is to be any hope of reaching a 
peaceful deal, and if Iran wants pros-
perity and success for its people, it 
must cooperate with the IAEA, stop its 
pursuit of a nuclear weapon, stop its 
sponsorship of terrorism, and stop its 
human rights abuses. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I would like to ask 
the gentlelady, you mentioned an im-
portant point. You talked about what 
would happen if Iran did, God forbid, 
achieve the ability to have a nuclear 
bomb. 

What would other countries in the re-
gion do? What are some of the coun-
tries you feel would be compelled to 
have their own version of a nuclear 
weapon? 

b 1815 

Mrs. WALORSKI. I appreciate the 
question from my friend from Colo-
rado. I think that as we have served to-
gether in many of the committees, es-
pecially the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and we have looked at the map 
of that area, knowing that if the door 
is open to Iran, every single other 
country in the Middle East that does 
not have a nuclear weapon will aspire 
to do so. And let’s not forget that in 
the middle of all of this chaos that is 
being created by Iran, and unlimited 
ways that cannot be verified of what 
they are doing because there is no co-
operation whatsoever, let’s not forget 
that our one and only ally that is sit-
ting over there in the Middle East, 
they just had another terrorist episode 
of rabbis and American citizens killed. 
Worshipping in a synagogue is their 
first target. We know from all of the 
work that we have done in the com-
mittee during this Congress that the 
United States of America is their tar-
get as well. 

So I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing, and for the question. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I appreciate that, 
and I think we would agree that of the 
other countries in the region almost 

without a doubt Saudi Arabia would 
want its own bomb. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. For sure. 
Mr. LAMBORN. Egypt would want its 

own bomb. Turkey would want its own 
bomb. And others. Others would aspire, 
but they would have the money and 
possibly the technology to actually 
achieve that, or buy it from another 
country. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. True. And let’s not 
forget, given the culture right now in 
the Middle East and given what we are 
looking at right now with all of the 
other instability, with ISIL, with ques-
tions from this administration, with a 
strength-through-peace policy a long 
grasp away, and let’s not forget that 
we have heard time and time again 
over just the few years that I have been 
in Congress, from our friends and our 
allies who no longer trust us—and we 
know that our enemies no longer fear 
us—that if we open that door to a nu-
clear Iran, we will never get back the 
threat of a nuclear bomb. I appreciate 
the question. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I thank the gentle-
lady. 

Mr. Speaker, I would now like to in-
vite another Member to speak. RON 
DESANTIS represents part of the State 
of Florida, and I am privileged to call 
him a colleague and a friend. I now 
yield to Mr. DESANTIS. 

Mr. DESANTIS. Mr. Speaker, Iran is 
a totalitarian Islamic state, a state 
that has been at war with our country 
since the Iranian revolution in 1979. 
They chant ‘‘death to America’’ and 
consider the United States to be the 
Great Satan. And they have acted on 
their anti-American beliefs throughout 
the years. 

The revolution was founded, and Iran 
proceeded to hold more than 50 Amer-
ican Embassy personnel hostage for 
over 400 days, and they commandeered 
our embassy, which is itself an act of 
war. Iran sponsored the massacre of 241 
U.S. Marines at the Marine Corps bar-
racks in Beirut in 1983 through their 
proxy Hezbollah. Iran supported the 
bombing of the Khobar Towers in 1996 
which killed 19 United States Air Force 
personnel and wounded 372 more. Dur-
ing combat operations in Iraq, from 
particularly 2006 through 2008, Iranian- 
backed terror groups killed hundreds of 
U.S. servicemembers, often via deadly 
EFP attacks. 

Iran is the world’s leading state spon-
sor of terrorism, and they have been so 
for an awful long time. And yet, and 
this is very troubling to myself and 
certainly to many of my colleagues, 
the President of the United States re-
cently saw fit to write a secret letter 
to the Ayatollah Khamenei to stress 
U.S.-Iran ‘‘shared interest’’ in battling 
the Islamic State. The idea that de-
feating a terrorist group requires en-
listing the support of the leading state 
sponsor of terrorism is a complete non-
starter. It is naive, and it is also dan-
gerous. 

Now, in exchange for Iran’s support 
supposedly against fighting ISIS fight-

ers, will the President in exchange 
make concessions regarding Iran’s nu-
clear program? Will he green-light a 
right for Iran to enrich uranium for 
‘‘peaceful purposes’’? 

I fear we are heading toward a poten-
tially catastrophic outcome if we pur-
sue this course of action. One, we know 
that Iran cannot be trusted to have any 
capabilities that could lead to nuclear 
weapons. They will not honor their 
agreements. We cannot even verify all 
of the facilities that they have, and 
consistently we have never been able to 
do that. 

So I think Iran will likely only strike 
a deal in which they can cheat and in 
which they will develop a nuclear 
weapon. And, of course, that would be a 
disaster not only for the region but for 
the world. 

The other possibility alongside that, 
if you are looking to Iran to help fight 
terrorism, which is incredible, even if 
you are successful at defeating ISIS by 
helping Iran, Iran is going to fill that 
vacuum. You are going to see a Shia 
Crescent from the Iran-Afghanistan 
border to the Mediterranean Sea. Iraq 
will be an Iranian puppet state. I know 
they had a lot of influence even before 
ISIS arrived on the scene, but this will 
dramatically increase their influence. 
And, of course, they have reliable prox-
ies in Lebanon, Hezbollah, and they are 
one of the leading supporters of Hamas 
in the Gaza Strip. 

So we need to fight the Islamic 
State, don’t get me wrong, but our 
policies should seek to weaken the 
Sunni extremism that is represented 
by the Islamic State and ISIS fighters, 
and we also want to weaken Iran and 
make Iran less powerful throughout 
the region. I think the Congress here, 
we can’t allow the President to give 
away the store in a deal that he says he 
is not even willing to submit to the 
Congress for approval. 

Now we know that HARRY REID will 
not allow a vote on increased sanctions 
against Iran. That means one of the 
first orders of business of the new Con-
gress in January, a Congress in which 
REID will be demoted to minority lead-
er, will be to consider and vote on en-
acting tough new sanctions against the 
Iranian regime. I think the flaw in this 
whole process has been as the sanctions 
started to bite, the administration re-
laxed the sanctions, gave the Iranian 
regime a lifeline, and we have been 
kind of playing this song and dance 
ever since then. 

I think me and many of my col-
leagues here believe that would have 
been the time to increase sanctions, 
make them tougher because ultimately 
Iran is going to respond to strength 
and to firmness. So this is no time to 
stand idly by. We in Congress cannot 
allow a bad deal to take root that 
clears the way for Iran to develop nu-
clear weapons. And let’s just be clear: 
we do not share any interests with 
Iran’s terror state. They are an enemy 
of our country, and they should be 
treated as such. 
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I would say to my friend from Colo-

rado that I appreciate you organizing 
this tonight. I know that we voted long 
ago to hold Iran accountable here in 
the House, and it hasn’t gone anywhere 
in the Senate. It almost seems as if it 
has kind of fallen off the radar screen 
a little bit here in the Congress. It is 
important to get this back on the front 
burner. I think that under no cir-
cumstances can we just sit here and 
allow the President to strike a deal 
which gives Iran too many concessions, 
and then have him just go around Con-
gress and Congress not have any say in 
it at all. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to ask the gentleman what would 
happen over in the Senate if HARRY 
REID were to allow for a vote on, let’s 
say, the Menendez-Kirk language on 
tougher sanctions if Iran leaves the ne-
gotiating table? 

Mr. DESANTIS. Well, I think that 
not only would it pass the Senate—and 
we already know in the House it is a 
clear veto-proof majority here—I be-
lieve we would see a veto-proof major-
ity. And not just the bare 67 for that, I 
think you would see over 70 Senators 
vote for that. 

And that is why it is important for us 
to make our voice heard because look, 
the President is the President. He has 
certain foreign policy prerogatives, but 
he is way out of step with the Amer-
ican people and with the Congress on 
this issue. And I think this has gone on 
long enough. I think we need to make 
our voice heard. 

Mr. LAMBORN. It is interesting, it 
was tough sanctions that brought Iran 
to the negotiating table in the first 
place. Now the administration had to 
be drug kicking and screaming to have 
tougher sanctions that Congress initi-
ated and pushed for. They ultimately 
relented and enforced those, and I ap-
prove of that. But it was not their ini-
tiative. It was Congress’s initiative. 

Today, as you just said, RON, Con-
gress is pushing once again, and the ad-
ministration for some reason is digging 
in its heels, and yet tougher sanctions 
is what brought Iran to the table. If 
Iran is serious about having a deal, 
what is wrong with saying if it falls 
apart we will reimpose tougher sanc-
tions, but if you do do an acceptable 
deal, nothing happens along those 
lines? 

Mr. DESANTIS. Well, part of the 
problem I see is they have delayed 
these deadlines. I think on November 
20, they may delay it further. To me, 
that may just be a ruse for Iran to be 
buying time because ultimately time 
will be on their side. If they are getting 
relief from the sanctions, they can 
then pursue their objectives as they see 
them. I think it is important that we 
not allow this to just keep going on. If 
there is no deal to be had, then let’s 
act and let’s hold Iran accountable im-
mediately. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Well, I appreciate 
your comments and thank you for say-
ing that. Also, let me ask you one fur-

ther question. You talked about Iran as 
a state sponsor of terrorism and you 
touched on the fact that they contrib-
uted to the death of some of our finest 
young men and women in this country 
who died in Iraq. Can you elaborate on 
that? 

Mr. DESANTIS. Yes, absolutely. I 
think a lot of people know there were 
a lot of tough years in Iraq, particu-
larly after the overthrow of Saddam 
Hussein. You had a massive insur-
gency. That initial insurgency in 2004 
in places like Fallujah that reared 
again in 2005, 2006, and 2007 and was fi-
nally defeated by the surge was pri-
marily a Sunni insurgency, and so that 
is what a lot of Americans think about 
when they think about what is going 
on in Iraq. And no doubt, that was huge 
fighting. We lost very good men and 
women in that. Eventually we were 
able to defeat AQI, I might add, in 2007– 
2008. 

In the Baghdad area and some of the 
parts of southern Iraq where it is over-
whelmingly Shia, the groups that 
would rise up against the United States 
would be the Shiite militia groups, 
which are backed and funded by the 
Iranian regime. In fact, Iran’s Quds 
force of the Revolutionary Guard 
Corps, that is a designated terrorist or-
ganization. Quds force was involved in 
Iraq. They were known for doing—and 
we know about the IED attacks, road-
side bombs, those were very serious. 
They did EFP attacks, which are explo-
sively formed penetrators, and kind of 
the scuttle you would hear in Iraq was 
that no one wants to get hit by an IED, 
obviously, but a lot of people could sur-
vive that. If you got hit by an EFP, it 
would blow everything to smithereens. 
So these were deadly attacks, and you 
are talking about hundreds and hun-
dreds of U.S. servicemembers, and it 
was Iran who was funding that, orches-
trating that. 

And even now today in Iraq, you have 
Quds forces in Baghdad. Some of these 
Shiite militias that are fighting ISIS 
are backed by Iran. I remember Prime 
Minister Netanyahu made this point 
several months ago, and he knows the 
region obviously as well as anybody be-
cause he has got to. When you see 
these Iranian-backed terror groups, 
and then you see Sunni terror groups 
like those represented by ISIS, you 
don’t want to pick a side there; you 
want both of them to eventually fail. 

So that strategy in order to make 
that succeed is going to be different 
than the President writing a letter to 
the Ayatollah asking to ally against 
ISIS. We have no interest with Iran. 
The idea that we are going to align 
with them, align with them for what? 
You fight one terrorist group to reward 
a state sponsor of terror? That just 
doesn’t make sense, and I think it is 
dangerous when coupled with what is 
going on with the nuclear negotiations. 
There is really potential to have some 
serious policy miscalculations here 
that will be detrimental to our na-
tional security and to our allies’ na-
tional security. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you so much 
for your remarks. You have helped en-
lighten everybody on how important it 
is that we not have a bad deal with 
Iran. The President has said that no 
deal is better than a bad deal, and yet 
I am afraid that is what we are tip-
toeing to. And in 6 days, if we don’t 
have a deal, I have no doubt that there 
will be a request for an extension of 
time. But I haven’t seen up to now, and 
there are only 6 days left, that this 
joint plan of action has materialized, 
has produced any kind of solid deal, 
and that is very troubling. 

Representative DESANTIS made a 
good point about Iran as a state spon-
sor of terrorism, in fact, the leading 
worldwide state sponsor of terrorism. 
That is very troubling. For that reason 
Congress in the past and the Security 
Council have said, Iran, you must stop 
your state sponsor of terrorism. Both 
the Security Council of the United Na-
tions and Congress have said that you 
need to stop your ballistic missile pro-
gram. 

b 1830 

Also the Security Council and Con-
gress have said, ‘‘You need to stop your 
nuclear enrichment program.’’ Those 
three elements are not something that 
are snatched out of thin air. They have 
a history. There is a reason why those 
three things are so troubling to Con-
gress and to the Security Council of 
the United Nations. 

For that reason, I offered an amend-
ment during the discussion of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act on 
the floor here in the House this sum-
mer saying that those three elements 
need to be part of a comprehensive 
agreement with Iran. The House went 
along with that, totally agreed with 
that. 

I want the Senate to act on the 
NDAA. I hope that they can adopt that 
same language because, once again— 
and I will just repeat—that is language 
that has already been agreed to by the 
House, by the Senate, by Congress, as 
well as by the Security Council of the 
UN. 

I want to see, in 6 days, an agreement 
with Iran where those three elements 
are dominant, where we have stopping 
of their nuclear enrichment, stopping 
of their ballistic missile program, and 
stopping their state sponsor of ter-
rorism. Anything short of that is going 
to be very troubling, Mr. Speaker. 

I am concerned that we may have an 
administration that does not enforce 
those three vital elements of a deal, 
but they need to be part of a deal. 

Our hearts really go out to the fami-
lies of those who were killed in that 
sad and tragic terrorist attack in Jeru-
salem earlier today. It just shows that 
the Middle East is a very troubled 
place. There are those who do not want 
peace, and they will resort to violence 
and death and destruction. That is a 
very sad and tragic thing. 

When we look at Iran—and we know 
that Iran wants to destroy Israel—and 
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yet Israel is only the Little Satan, the 
United States is the Great Satan—so 
when we look at containing Iran, it is 
not just to protect Israel—although 
that is important and vital as far as it 
goes—but also Iran is a threat to Eu-
rope, to the United States, to the 
whole Western World. 

Iran has a set of values, at least up 
until today, where they call Israel the 
Little Satan and the U.S. the Great 
Satan. 

Just recently, the President of Iran 
came out with a plan how he would go 
about destroying Israel. This kind of 
rhetoric is just unacceptable and trag-
ic. I find it very hard, Mr. Speaker, to 
trust Iran with a negotiated agreement 
that doesn’t have those verified ele-
ments, those three vital elements: 
stopping their nuclear enrichment, 
stopping their ballistic missile develop-
ment, and stopping the state sponsor-
ship of terrorism. 

Mr. Speaker, if we don’t have a good 
agreement in 6 days, I am just afraid 
that we need to reimpose the strong 
sanctions that brought Iran to the ne-
gotiating table in the first place. I 
know that if the majority leader of the 
Senate who will be in office for the 
next 6 weeks or so—HARRY REID—if he 
were to allow a vote of the Senate, 
there is no doubt they would agree to 
stronger sanction language. 

The Kirk-Menendez language would 
do just that. The House previously had 
passed almost identical language es-
tablishing the same doctrine, that if 
Iran leaves the negotiating table and 
does not have an acceptable deal with 
the U.S. and the rest of the P5+1, that 
we will reimpose tough sanctions. 

That obviously was having an effect 
because that brought them to the nego-
tiating table. We need to have tough 
sanctions waiting in the wings, waiting 
in reserve, if Iran does not do the right 
thing. 

I don’t understand why the adminis-
tration is fighting and resisting a vote 
in the Senate and saying that that will 
somehow offend or humiliate or drive 
away the Iranians. It is what brought 
them to the negotiating table in the 
first place. They understand strength 
and force. 

Mr. Speaker, there are some people 
in some countries in this world that 
view weakness as provocative and they 
move in and take advantage of that. 
Iran is one of those countries, history 
has shown. 

If we show strength and resolve and 
decisiveness to them, then they are 
more likely to respond in the right 
way. If we show weakness, then they 
are more likely to take advantage of 
that. I think we show strength to Iran 
during this time of negotiation—we 
have 6 more days before the deadline— 
by making a statement that, ‘‘Hey, if 
you don’t back off, then we are going 
to reimpose these tough sanctions, 
sanctions that have bite to them.’’ 
That is what brought them to the nego-
tiating table, and it has to be part of 
what we do going forward. 

Mr. Speaker, it is just really impor-
tant that we show strength to Iran, and 
we only have 6 days left. We don’t want 
a bad deal, no deal is better than a bad 
deal, but I am very apprehensive. You 
have heard from others as well. Up 
until now, the prognosis hasn’t been 
good. We haven’t heard of break-
throughs or concessions in the negotia-
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, with those things in 
mind, I think that we just need to urge 
the administration to show resolve, to 
show strength, to allow Congress, espe-
cially the Senate which hasn’t yet 
taken a position because they have 
been denied the ability to vote, al-
though we have done it here in the 
House, to say, ‘‘Iran, you have to come 
back to the table and have a serious 
negotiation where you do agree to stop 
enrichment, stop ballistic missile pro-
duction, and stop state sponsorship of 
terrorism, and if you don’t do those 
things, we will have tougher sanctions 
come back in force.’’ 

We shouldn’t deny the Senate that 
chance for a vote. We should allow 
them to have that vote. We have taken 
that position here in the House. It is 
the right position. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to thank my 
colleagues for this time that we have 
had. We are going to be watching for 
the next 6 days. I think that it is one 
of the most vital issues that is hanging 
out there in world politics today. It af-
fects Israel, but it affects even so much 
more. 

I think the Western World will be to-
tally affected in a negative way if Iran 
doesn’t come clean and have a conces-
sion on nuclear enrichment, on state 
sponsorship of terrorism, and on bal-
listic missiles. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 
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A ROADMAP FOR PROSPERITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAMALFA). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. RICE) for 30 min-
utes. 

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I am here to talk about a 
roadmap for prosperity of this country. 

I think the elections last week, in 
large part, didn’t deal as much with 
Republicans and Democrats as it dealt 
with a frustration over the lagging 
lack of prosperity this country has ex-
perienced for the last 7 years. I think 
that there are ways to solve that, that 
are complicated, but there is a path-
way that we can pursue that involves a 
lot of common sense. 

If you will look at these charts that 
I have here, Mr. Speaker, what I have 
here with this blue line that goes up 
until 2007 and trends down thereafter is 
median household income. You can see, 
Mr. Speaker, it drops from a peak of 
$56,000 annually in 2007 down to just 
over $51,000 today, a drop of over 10 per-
cent for the median American family. 

Mr. Speaker, at the same time, this 
red line represents the cost that these 
families incur. The red line actually is 
food cost. You can see that they have 
risen from an inflation-adjusted basis 
of 190 to 240, almost 20 percent, Mr. 
Speaker. At the same time their in-
comes have declined over 10 percent, 
their costs for food have gone up over 
20 percent. 

Then the bottom graph here rep-
resents their cost for fuel and utilities, 
and you can see here that they have 
risen almost 20 percent as well. 

My belief, Mr. Speaker, is that the 
cause of the decline in the income, as 
well as the cause of the rise in the cost 
in fuels and food, is largely from poli-
cies that come out of Washington. 
These are not things that are beyond 
repair. These are things that we can 
fix, so what we have to do is lay out a 
roadmap, a plan, to restore the pros-
perity that we have enjoyed for over 
200 years. 

Mr. Speaker, before I forget, I want 
to credit my good friend, Professor Mi-
chael Porter from Harvard, with a lot 
of these slides that I am using because 
I am stealing a lot of those from him, 
but this chart here, Mr. Speaker, is a 
breakdown of jobs in the American 
economy. 

The red at the bottom is jobs that we 
have to compete with, with the rest of 
the world, manufacturing jobs, for ex-
ample, that can be done anywhere in 
the world. The top part is jobs that 
serve local markets, things like health 
care that have to be delivered here, 
things like services, like, for example, 
real estate or tourism services, things 
that have to be delivered here. 

This chart begins at 1998, but you can 
actually go back even further, and 
what you would see is in the area of 
service jobs, things that have to be 
handled locally, the number of jobs has 
risen. It certainly dipped around 2007, 
but it is coming back up. 

But in the areas of what we call 
tradeable jobs, jobs that can be done 
anywhere in the world, the number of 
Americans working in those jobs has 
declined in this chart over the last 16 
years, but you could go back even fur-
ther, a very disturbing trend. 

Now, why is that occurring? Why is it 
that tradeable jobs have left our shores 
and continue to leave our shores? Mr. 
Speaker, why is it that we continue to 
read in the newspapers every month 
about another American iconic com-
pany like Pfizer or like Burger King 
moving their headquarters out of our 
country? 
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Well, there are a number of reasons 

for that, and the most obvious reason 
is because we have the highest cor-
porate tax rate in the world. If they 
want to be an American company, they 
have to pay extra for that. 

This chart at the top represents the 
corporate tax rates of the OECD coun-
tries, and you can see the red line at 
the end represents America. The aver-
age rate is 251⁄2 percent, and we are at 
39 percent. 
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