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of ideas that I would bring to this body 
and say we should seriously consider; 
that is, separate banks not based on 
their size but on their activity. If it is 
a traditional bank doing traditional 
banking, that would mean a couple of 
things—first, that it has at least 10 per-
cent capitalization, and second would 
be that it is not involved in com-
plicated derivatives. If it is involved in 
complicated derivatives, it is going to 
have very heavy oversight. If it is not, 
it is a traditional bank and it is well- 
capitalized. Banking regulations have 
always been about safety and sound-
ness. If this bank is well-capitalized 
and not involved in complicated de-
rivatives, why are we there every day 
trying to manage every aspect of it? 
Allow it to be a traditional bank. I 
don’t care how big it grows if it is in 
traditional banking models. 

We literally have banks around the 
country now that are right at about $10 
billion in size that are worried they 
can’t get any bigger. We literally have 
businesses saying: I can’t grow because 
if I grow, I will spring into a whole new 
set of regulations, and I can’t afford 
more staff to actually do that. This is 
silly. If it is a traditional bank and it 
is in good safety and soundness, let it 
do loans. Let the bank actually engage 
with its customers in its community 
and not have to look over its shoulders 
all the time. 

Chairman SHELBY has actually laid 
out a proposal in the Federal Financial 
Regulatory Improvement Act. It is a 
great place to start, with a lot of small 
aspects and a lot of commonsense ideas 
and bipartisan ideas that he has been 
able to stack all together and put into 
one piece. It is a good idea to provide 
some regulatory relief in these areas. 

I think a fair question to ask is, Are 
we better off financially as a nation 
now than we were 5 years ago? Now 
that this 5-year-old toddler that we 
call Dodd-Frank is walking around, 
what has happened? Well, there are 
some banks that are better capitalized. 
That is a good thing, but quite frankly 
we can increase capital requirements 
without having to go through 12,500 
pages of regulations. 

We have made it harder to get a loan 
unless it is a government loan, such as 
a Small Business Administration loan. 
We have also literally pushed the loan 
profile out of private institutions and 
into Fannie and Freddie, the FHA, and 
into the Small Business Administra-
tion. Now we have record exposure to 
the Federal taxpayer. We have also 
made fees to the banks higher, as they 
have been more challenged as to what 
to do, and we have half as many banks 
now offering free checking as we had 
just 5 years ago. That is a consequence 
the consumer understands, and it is a 
consequence of Dodd-Frank. We have 
fewer banks, we have bigger banks, and 
we have a lot more complication. In a 
day when America needs more capital 
access, we have one bank in 5 years 
that says: I want to join that market. 

Mr. President, I wish I could say 
‘‘happy birthday’’ to Dodd-Frank, but I 

am not sure this set of financial regu-
lations is making a lot of Americans 
happy right now. It is time we come 
back and revisit this bill. 

With that, I yield back. 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

DRIVE ACT 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I think 
at any time—hopefully soon—it ap-
pears that we are going to be bringing 
up the vote to proceed as we did yester-
day. 

Let me just repeat what I did just a 
couple of hours ago on the floor. I am 
not critical at all of the Democrats 
who voted against the motion to pro-
ceed yesterday based on the fact that 
we dropped the ball over here. We were 
supposed to give them the necessary 
information on some of the funding 
mechanisms and things on the offsets. 
We didn’t give them enough time be-
fore the vote took place. You can’t go 
over several hundred pages in a few 
minutes. Now it has been 24 hours. 

Well, even my counterpart on the 
Democratic side, Senator BOXER, voted 
against it for the same reason. And 
they have a right. So, anyway, I feel 
optimistic that when we have this vote 
we can proceed to the bill. 

Let’s keep in mind that this is a bill 
I perceive as a must-pass bill. The al-
ternative to this would be very, very 
expensive. It would go back to what we 
had to suffer through between 2009 and 
this moment that we are in right now; 
that is, a list of 33 short-term exten-
sions. Short-term extensions, as we all 
know, are waste and irresponsible use 
of highway dollars. Consequently, we 
need to be spending that money on 
roads and bridges, not short-term ex-
tensions. 

So I will look forward to getting that 
motion to proceed adopted. As soon as 
that happens, that is when we are 
going to pull the trigger to get as 
many people down on the floor with 
amendments. I keep hearing about all 
of the amendments that are out there 
that different Members want to come 
forth with. The criticism we had with 
the Democrats when they were in 
charge was that we were not able to 
get amendments. 

Well, we changed that. Since we have 
been in control, we have allowed 
amendments. I know we have a lot of 
them—some germane and some not 
germane—but it is going to be an open- 
amendment process. 

We need to get this thing moved for-
ward and pass the next vote or we are 
not going to be in a position to really 
go over the amendments, to see which 

amendments we can agree to—and 
there will be a lot of them that we can. 

This is a 6-year bill. We are author-
izing for 6 years with 3 years of identi-
fied funding. 

Our bill authorizes for 6 years some-
thing that we call contract authority, 
which is a mechanism unique to the 
highway bill in which the Federal Gov-
ernment makes funding commitments 
of future funding over multiple years. 
The use of contract authority was cre-
ated way back in Eisenhower’s 1956 
Highway Act for a reason, and it exists 
still today. It has been the cornerstone 
of highway bills ever since then, giving 
States and cities long-term certainty 
to plan their investments over multiple 
years. 

The reason that is important—I used 
to be in that business many years ago 
as a contractor for several years—is 
that you can’t have short-term ideas 
without going back and making years 
of planning so that you can organize 
your labor supply, you can organize all 
of your rentals and everything that 
would go into a project. 

As States begin to break the ground 
on projects, they match this contract 
authority with actual cash and are re-
imbursed from the highway trust fund. 
So it comes from the highway trust 
fund, converts to cash, and it goes into 
contract authority. Unfortunately, up 
until 2009, the end of SAFETEA-LU— 
that is when it went in, 2005, and it was 
a 5-year bill; so it is the end of 2009— 
this contract authority was always 
guaranteed by the receipts in the high-
way trust fund, but we now find our-
selves in a situation where the highway 
trust fund can no longer support cur-
rent levels of spending as a result of 
more efficient and electric vehicles. 

I have included a mechanism in this 
bill that will allow Congress to author-
ize a 6-year transportation bill con-
sistent with how States and locals plan 
and deliver the projects and then find 
the necessary offsets to pay the bill. 

Currently, Senator HATCH has identi-
fied at least 3 years of cuts to the gen-
eral fund to redirect to the highway 
trust fund and shore up the differences 
between what the highway trust fund 
can support and the DRIVE Act levels 
of investment. 

So in the first 3 years, the States 
would have a guarantee of at least 3 
years of funding so that they could be 
confident they would be reimbursed on 
their contract authority. 

In the fourth fiscal year of the act, 
the Secretary will conduct a solvency 
test to determine the ability to make 
payments out of the highway trust 
fund for the remaining 3 years. Keep in 
mind that this is a 6-year bill. So the 
remaining 3 years of contract author-
ity would be given to the States. 

If the Secretary determines that the 
balance of either account will dip 
below $4 billion in a fiscal year for 
highway account or $1 billion for the 
mass transit account, then no new 
projects can be funded from the high-
way trust fund during that year. 
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Now, if Congress finds funds to sup-

plement the trust fund during that fis-
cal year—the fourth year—new projects 
may begin and be funded, as in the 
DRIVE Act. 

However, it is important to point out 
that even if the Secretary finds that 
the trust fund is not able to fund new 
projects in a fiscal year, during that 
year the Department can continue to 
reimburse States for projects that were 
already under way prior to the end of 
year 3. This will ensure that there is 
not a huge cliff at the end of 3 years, 
which the DOT, Governors, mayors, 
and the rest of them tell us will pre-
vent a chilling effect on their willing-
ness to use the first 3 years of funding 
to engage in large, multiyear bridge 
and interstate reconstruction projects. 

That is another reason, by the way, 
we want to do a 6-year bill. It allows us 
to get into all of these bridges and 
these very large. This chart behind me 
shows the deficient bridges in America. 
I talked about 25 or so of these this 
morning and gave a lot of details, 
which I will do again because we need 
to get the attention of the Members of 
the Senate. They will be very familiar 
with the problems they have. As the 
Presiding Officer would be familiar 
with the problems in South Carolina, 
each Member is familiar with the 
bridges and geography in his or her 
own district. 

So it means Congress has 3 years to 
identify about $50 billion to $60 billion 
worth of additional receipts into the 
trust fund to honor years 4, 5, and 6 of 
contract authority. Under this mecha-
nism, the trust fund will continue to 
receive user fee revenues for all 6 years 
of the act, plus 2 years after the act, 
which has been historically done in 
these big highway bills. 

The mechanism is nothing new, as it 
is similar to the Army Corps of Engi-
neers Chief’s reports on WRDA bills. 
WRDA is the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act, where they authorize 5 to 10 
years of project authorizations and 
then Congress finds the money on an 
annual basis to match the authority, 
the same as the highway bill. So if 
they can’t find the money, construc-
tion doesn’t start. 

Allowing for multiyear planning is a 
conservative position because it allows 
States to engage in long-term con-
tracts and negotiate bigger projects at 
significantly lower cost. Buying mate-
rials in bulk, contractors charge less 
and finish earlier. 

Now, what I would like to do at some 
point is talk about the transparency 
and also the Tribal Transportation 
Program. This is a big bill. There is a 
lot to talk about. 

In fact, I think I will go to the trans-
parency first because we hear a lot 
about transparency. We hear a lot 
about the need to be aware, about the 
need for people to be aware. You have 
to keep in mind this and the Defense 
authorization bill are the two largest 
and most significant bills that are out 
there. In fact, if you read that old con-

tract that nobody reads anymore— 
called the Constitution—it says what 
we are supposed to be doing. It tickles 
me sometimes when I see liberals 
standing here wanting to get govern-
ment into more and more programs, 
when the Constitution says we are only 
supposed to be doing two things here: 
defending America and funding our 
roads and bridges. That is in article I, 
section 8 of the Constitution. 

Anyway, I just wanted to mention 
that increasing the accountability and 
improving transparency of the Federal- 
Aid Highway Program is a key compo-
nent to the DRIVE Act. I am talking 
about the act we will be moving to pro-
ceed on very shortly, hopefully. 

The DRIVE Act includes several pro-
visions to include the transparency of 
how and where transportation projects 
are selected and funded, to ensure that 
stakeholders and the public have faith 
in the integrity of highway programs 
and the use of Federal tax dollars. 

So they are going to know, if they 
care—and a lot don’t, but the ones who 
do care, the ones who are watching 
from a fiscal perspective are going to 
have that information they can share. 
The media can have it. You will see ar-
ticles. I often criticize this administra-
tion for their lack of transparency, but 
you are not going to find any lack of 
transparency in the DRIVE Act. 

The DRIVE Act requires the Trans-
portation Secretary to establish an on-
line platform to report project-level 
status of the reviews, the approvals, 
the permits required for compliance 
with the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act—that is NEPA—and other Fed-
eral laws. This will allow the public to 
see the status of an ongoing project or 
to see what is holding up the project. 

That is very significant. By the way, 
it is important to note that on the 
NEPA requirements there are some 
waivers. I applaud some of the more 
liberal members of the committee I 
chair, including Senator BARBARA 
BOXER, who didn’t want to go along 
with a lot of the provisions that 
streamline this bill but was willing to 
do it. So I applaud her for doing that. 
But this will let the public also have 
access to that to make sure we are 
doing what we should be doing. In the 
NEPA requirements, we can see if we 
are deviating from that or from any of 
the other requirement that makes the 
DRIVE Act something that is going to 
be one of the most valuable pieces of 
legislation passed this year. 

The DRIVE Act also increases trans-
parency regarding the way in which 
the Federal Highway Administration 
utilizes Federal-aid highway funding 
for administrative expenses. This is ac-
complished by requiring the Federal 
Highway Administration to report ele-
mental project-level data each fiscal 
year. So each year they can have ac-
cess to that. 

The DRIVE Act requires that the 
Transportation Secretary publish all 
reports submitted to Congress by the 
Department in order to increase trans-

parency and oversight by Congress and 
by the public. 

Now, these improved transparency 
provisions will provide to the public 
better accountability of how the Fed-
eral Highway Administration is uti-
lizing its funds. It will also dem-
onstrate how the agency is making 
progress toward achieving national 
goals and improving Federal reviews of 
the highway projects. So we have the 
transparency built in, but that was one 
of the requirements we on the conserv-
ative side demanded when we put this 
bill together. 

Since we have these charts—and I 
apologize to those who had to sit 
through this a couple hours ago, but we 
have a whole different crowd out there 
now, and we have our Members, many 
of them are paying attention to what 
we are doing since they are going to be 
called upon to vote in just a matter of 
a few minutes. On this chart, it shows 
the dark colors being the ones that 
have the majority of the structurally 
deficient bridges. It is on there by 
county. 

I would call attention to my State of 
Oklahoma because one-quarter of our 
State is in that high category of defi-
ciencies. If you look at other States— 
I was talking a few minutes ago to Sen-
ator BLUNT from Missouri and he was 
talking about their deficient bridges. I 
commented that we actually have more 
deficient bridges but only by a few. So 
we are kind of in a comparable situa-
tion, but this gives an idea of how 
widespread this is. 

Let’s go over some of these bridges. 
In my home State of Oklahoma, we 
have 2 of the top 10 worst districts by 
number of deficient bridges. 

FRANK LUCAS is a Congressman from 
Oklahoma. He just came out from 
being the chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee over in the House of Rep-
resentatives. In his district alone, 
there are over 2,000 deficient bridges. 
He has a lot of small bridges because he 
has the rural areas of Oklahoma, where 
there aren’t many people, but there is 
a lot of land. So certainly we have a 
problem. In Congressman MARKWAYNE 
MULLIN’s district there are over 1,000 
deficient bridges. Our Oklahoma De-
partment of Transportation is working 
tirelessly to address bridge safety, but 
they need the long-term provisions in 
here to take care of that particular 
problem. 

A bridge collapse or closure brings 
significant and sudden economic im-
pact. I think we all remember in Min-
nesota in 2007 the bridge that came 
down. It was very graphic. It was on all 
the TV channels, with the ambulances, 
the people, the injuries, and the deaths. 
People were rightly concerned about 
that tragic collapse. That was in Min-
nesota. It is called the I–35W bridge 
collapse from 2007. Look at that. You 
can see that is a death trap, and that is 
exactly what happened. 

The Skagit River Bridge collapse. 
That is I–5 in Washington State. It had 
similar effects on the local economy, 
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with an estimated impact of $8.3 mil-
lion during the 26-day closure. 

The Brent Spence Bridge. This is a 
big one. This is the one that goes be-
tween Ohio and Kentucky. It is one 
that carries a huge amount of traffic. 
You can see just by looking at how old 
this bridge is how structurally defi-
cient the bridge is. You can visibly see 
that. 

Our Members in Ohio, SHERROD 
BROWN and ROB PORTMAN, and in Ken-
tucky, RAND PAUL and MITCH MCCON-
NELL, are very familiar with this. I 
think this really brings it home, to 
show these bridges to the public, be-
cause they have to live with them on a 
daily basis. This bridge is functionally 
obsolete. Built in 1963, the bridge is 
more than 50 years old and was de-
signed to carry 85,000 cars a day, but by 
2025 it is expected to carry 200,000 cars 
a day. 

According to the American Transpor-
tation Research Institute, the Brent 
Spence Bridge is the fourth most con-
gested truck point on the U.S. infra-
structure grid. The cost in congestion 
is staggering when you consider the 
$420 billion of freight to cross the 
bridge every year. 

Freight haulers bear the brunt of the 
congestion costs. Delays associated 
with just traveling across the bridge 
costs a trucker almost $40 during a 
rush hour. 

In the aggregate, the delays on the 
bridge cost travelers over $750 million a 
year in wasted time and fuel. 

Keep in mind, if you have congestion 
on bridges, cars stop, trucks stop, and 
they pollute the air. Their exhaust con-
tinues to go, their engines are still run-
ning, the efficiency of their vehicles 
goes down, and it is very expensive. 
Each year, 1.6 million gallons of fuel 
are wasted due to congestion on this 
one bridge. There are 3.6 million hours 
spent in traffic on the bridge each year. 

This is just one bridge we are talking 
about. In 2011, chunks of concrete fell 
from the upper deck down to the lower 
deck of the bridge. What is most alarm-
ing is that motorists who use this 
bridge are five times more likely to get 
into an accident on this segment of the 
interstate than any other part of the 
interstate in Kentucky. 

You will see some bridges where they 
have actually built another bridge 
under the bridge to catch the falling 
debris, the falling concrete. 

This is the Mobile River Bridge in 
Alabama. Certainly, Senator SESSIONS 
and Senator SHELBY are very sensitive 
to this. It is a bridge that has been a 
problem for quite some time. It was 
constructed in the 1970s. The tunnel 
was to offer some relief from the 
bridge. 

Traffic currently is carried through 
the George C. Wallace Tunnel, the I–10 
crossing under this bridge we are look-
ing at in Alabama. That tunnel was de-
signed with an anticipated daily traffic 
count of 36,000. Currently, the tunnel 
averages approximately 80,000 vehicles 
a day. It can reach as much as 100,000 

vehicles in peak season. The traffic 
volume causes heavy congestion and 
longer travel times for commercial and 
noncommercial drivers throughout the 
region and the rest of the Nation. This 
right here, incidentally, is what it will 
look like after the improvements are 
made. This is what it is today. 

(Mr. TOOMEY assumed the Chair.) 
I was hoping we had the Pennsyl-

vania chart because the new occupier 
of the chair would certainly be inter-
ested in that, I would think. 

The Arlington Memorial Bridge. We 
are all familiar with that. That con-
nects Washington, DC, and Virginia. 
Senator WARNER and Senator KAINE 
travel this bridge on probably a daily 
basis. This was built in 1932. The Ar-
lington Memorial Bridge is well beyond 
its design life and is structurally defi-
cient. The bridge serves as a significant 
part of the National Highway System, 
a major evacuation route, and carries 
more than 68,000 vehicles each day. It 
is crowded and congested almost all 
the time—at least it is every day I go 
across. 

My staff tells me this bridge is on the 
local news on a regular basis due to the 
progressive deterioration that has 
taken place. The government has had 
to conduct emergency lane closures 
and enforce a load limit. Repair work 
would take 6 to 9 months. 

Then we have the I–264 bridge over 
Lynnhaven Parkway that carries traf-
fic to Virginia Beach, which is down 
south of where we are right now. It is 
structurally deficient. We see the 
chart—it is one of the 10 most heavily 
traveled deficient bridges in the State 
of Virginia, and it carries just under 
134,000 cars a day. 

The next one is in the State of Wash-
ington. I always comment when I see 
this. It is called the Magnolia Bridge; 
it is too far north for magnolia trees. 
Anyway, it was built in about 1929. The 
bridge carries over 18,000 cars a day and 
is structurally deficient. While the 
bridge is in a residential area and on 
the community’s radar, it hasn’t re-
ceived the necessary funding to recon-
struct the 86-year-old bridge. 

Greenfield Bridge, Pittsburgh, PA—I 
imagine the Chair is familiar with this. 

Pennsylvania has the most struc-
turally deficient bridges in the coun-
try, and this is one of them. Let me re-
peat that. The State of Pennsylvania 
has the most structurally deficient 
bridges in the entire Nation. 

This was built in 1921. It now carries 
7,700 cars a day. A 10-inch chunk of 
concrete went through a car windshield 
in 2003, injuring the driver. Later that 
year, the city spent $652,000 to build a 
temporary bridge to catch whatever 
came through the nets. So they have a 
bridge under a bridge. They had to 
build another bridge to catch whatever 
falls off of this bridge. This struc-
turally deficient bridge has been crum-
bling for decades. In order to protect 
drivers on the busy highway below, 
nets and platforms were constructed to 
catch falling debris. 

On a similar note, we had a tragic in-
cident in Oklahoma involving falling 
debris from a bridge. A lady and her 
children in a car were driving below it, 
and a chunk of concrete fell off and 
killed the mother. 

Again, I will repeat what I said: 
Pennsylvania has the most struc-
turally deficient bridges in the entire 
Nation, and that is just one of them. 

The Court Avenue Bridge in Des 
Moines, where I was born—talk about 
an old bridge. This was actually built 
before I was born, in 1918. It now car-
ries 3,900 cars a day. 

Iowa has the second most struc-
turally deficient bridges in the coun-
try, second only to Pennsylvania. 
While the State recently increased the 
gas tax, it will still require Federal 
partnership to do something about this 
famous bridge. 

I–95. Going from Washington to New 
York or anyplace up north, you go on 
I–95. It is a very heavily traveled high-
way. 

This is the Brandywine Bridge in Wil-
mington. You go right over this bridge 
on I–95. It is 50 years old. The bridge 
deck is deteriorating. The viaduct, 
which carries travelers from I–95 
through Wilmington, has experienced 
serious concrete corrosion. The prob-
lem is this bridge was designed for a 
fraction of the travel that it now has 
because this is the main artery going 
up the east coast of the United States. 
It has cracks and swells. I have actu-
ally personally seen this bridge. 

The Chef Menteur Pass Bridge in New 
Orleans, LA, was built in 1930 and car-
ries 1,800 cars a day across Highway 90. 

The Cesar Chavez Boulevard Bridge 
in San Francisco was built in 1951. It 
carries 234,000 cars a day. It is one of 
the oldest bridges on the west coast. 

The I–30 in Little Rock—getting 
close to my State of Oklahoma. TOM 
COTTON and JOHN BOOZMAN are most in-
terested in this bridge. It is struc-
turally deficient. It was built in 1961 to 
carry traffic over railroad tracks, 
116,000 cars a day. And Arkansas is de-
laying projects because of uncertainty 
at the Federal level, so they are cur-
rently discussing gap financing for the 
I–30 project. 

The Storrow Drive Bridge in Bos-
ton—I know Senators WARNER and 
MARKEY are very concerned about this. 
Built in 1951, this structurally deficient 
bridge carries 57,770 cars per day. The 
Storrow Drive Bridge earned its struc-
turally deficient rating because of the 
corroding support beams that support 
one of many highly trafficked bridges 
in the Nation. Numerous costly in-
terim repairs over the years have kept 
the artery open, but they are merely 
stopgaps until a longer term solution 
can be reached. 

New Jersey, U.S. Highway 1 over the 
Passaic River. Herbert Hoover was 
President when this bridge was built in 
1932, with an estimated design volume 
of 5,500 vehicles a day. 

I am going to skip down to the 
Brooklyn Bridge. This bridge was actu-
ally built in 1883. It is structurally de-
ficient. Of course we know the number 
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of cars that go over that. That was 
built in 1883. That is one that I dare 
say arguably everyone here has driven 
over, and every time you do, you won-
der if you are going to get to the other 
side. 

The other comparable bridge is the 
San Francisco Bay Bridge, which was 
built in 1936. The bridge is now func-
tionally obsolete. Here is the concern 
about the bridge. A lot of smart people 
are saying this bridge, because of all 
the earthquakes out there, could col-
lapse. Anyone who drives over is think-
ing: Is this going to be the time it 
takes place? 

I talked to ROY BLUNT a few minutes 
ago. He was talking about the bridges 
in Missouri. The next chart I will show 
is from there. For some reason, Mis-
souri and Oklahoma are two of the 
worst States in terms of the conditions 
of bridges, and we are both concerned 
about that. That is something people 
have to keep in mind. 

I know others want to come down 
and get some time, but we are going to 
be talking about these, about the 
major projects. 

What is unique about the bridges is 
we can’t ensure the stability and safety 
of our bridges on short-term exten-
sions. That is why we have gone since 
2009 with 33 short-term extensions and 
many of these bridges have had no at-
tention. The only way we are going to 
correct that problem is to do it with 
this DRIVE Act. Hopefully we will 
have the vote to advance that bill, and 
hopefully we will be able to get it 
through. 

I want to repeat what I started off 
with. I don’t criticize the Democrats 
who voted against the motion to pro-
ceed yesterday because they requested 
information and didn’t get the infor-
mation until 30 minutes before the vote 
took place. Even my counterpart on 
the left, BARBARA BOXER, voted against 
it at that time. I think most of those 
individuals should be supportive of 
this, certainly after seeing the bridges 
and construction that is necessary in 
their States. I am confident they will. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

NUCLEAR AGREEMENT WITH IRAN 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, through-
out the history of the Republic, certain 
decisive moments have fundamentally 
altered the national security of the 
United States. For good or for ill, these 
moments have defined eras of time and 
changed the course of history. These 
landmarks include President Roo-
sevelt’s decision to turn the United 
States into an arsenal of democracy to 

defeat fascism; President Truman’s 
adoption of a strategy to confront com-
munism and rebuild Europe; President 
Nixon’s initiative to open up relations 
with China; and President Reagan’s 
policies that led to the fall of the So-
viet Union. 

Other such moments reflect serious 
errors in judgment, mistakes that con-
tinue to echo today. One recent exam-
ple is President Obama’s decision to re-
move U.S. forces from Iraq pre-
maturely. This shortsighted move 
squandered the gains of the surge and 
plunged Iraq into chaos, leading to the 
rise of the Islamic State. Another espe-
cially instructive example is in the 
Clinton administration’s fumbled at-
tempt to block North Korea’s develop-
ment of nuclear weapons. Back then, I 
came out strongly against the Agreed 
Framework with North Korea. Sure 
enough, that naive diplomatic effort 
created barely a speed bump, as the fa-
natical North Korean regime raced 
ahead in building a nuclear arsenal. 

President Obama’s nuclear deal was 
clearly one such landmark moment in 
American foreign policy, but the ques-
tion remains: Is it a crowning achieve-
ment of American diplomacy or is it a 
grave mistake that we will all come to 
regret dearly? I think we have to find 
out. 

Since the President’s announcement 
of the agreement, I have endeavored to 
examine it carefully and thoroughly, 
and I look forward to the review proc-
ess led by the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, who has prom-
ised a full and fair scrutiny of this par-
ticular deal. 

Nevertheless, my initial review has 
raised serious questions about whether 
this agreement forecloses Iran’s path 
to a nuclear weapon. If left unan-
swered, these concerns lead me to be-
lieve that this agreement could end up 
being a catastrophic mistake. 

Time and again, the Obama adminis-
tration has promised that this agree-
ment will add stability to the region. 
However, the details lead me to believe 
that the deal will, in fact, seriously de-
stabilize the region. 

If the deal is implemented, $150 bil-
lion in Iranian assets that are cur-
rently frozen in the world’s financial 
institutions will be once again made 
available to the regime, which is a 
prime benefactor of terrorist groups 
such as Hamas and Hezbollah. These 
terrorist groups continually threaten 
one of our closest allies, and of course 
that is Israel. 

The fact that much of this money 
will be used to promote international 
terrorism is not even disputed by the 
Obama administration. Just this past 
weekend, President Obama’s National 
Security Advisor, Susan Rice, stated: 
‘‘We should expect that some portion of 
that money would go to the Iranian 
military and could be potentially used 
for the kinds of bad behavior that 
we’ve seen in the region up until now.’’ 

While I am troubled that the admin-
istration now uses a term such as ‘‘bad 

behavior’’ to describe international 
terrorism, Ms. Rice is undoubtedly 
right about where this money will go. 

Michael Rubin of the American En-
terprise Institute points out what hap-
pened when the European Union pre-
viously opened trade with Iran as an 
incentive for Tehran to moderate its 
behavior. Iran’s response was to take 
‘‘that hard currency windfall and put it 
disproportionately into its covert nu-
clear and ballistic missile program.’’ 

As such, by implementing this agree-
ment, the United States will permit 
the financing of international ter-
rorism not only against Americans but 
also against our closest allies, includ-
ing Israel. But funding terrorism is 
just for starters. This agreement also 
removes the conventional arms embar-
go against Iran after 5 years. Report-
edly, the Russians were particularly in-
tent upon this clause. They stand to 
benefit if the Iranians spend some of 
their $150 billion windfall to buy Rus-
sian arms. In fact, Russia has already 
committed to sell them its highly so-
phisticated S–300 surface-to-air missile 
system. This highly capable weapon 
system could protect Iran’s nuclear 
sites if the regime violates the agree-
ment. Moreover, this agreement also 
lifts the ballistic missile embargo 
against Iran after 8 years. This is an 
incredibly troubling development. 

My examination of the deal also 
brings into question whether the ad-
ministration achieved our primary ob-
jective: preventing Iran from producing 
enough fissile material to build a nu-
clear weapon. For years Iranians have 
stockpiled advanced centrifuges to 
produce this material. Yet this deal 
does not force them to part with this 
critical equipment. In fact, after 8 
years under this agreement, the Ira-
nians will be able to begin building and 
stockpiling more than 200 advanced 
centrifuges a year. 

Moreover, the means to deploy a nu-
clear device were not fully addressed 
by this deal. The agreement mentions 
that Iran will not pursue activities 
that could contribute to the design and 
development of a nuclear explosive de-
vice, but it fails to detail most of the 
specific tools, equipment, materials, 
and components that are necessary to 
manufacture and fabricate a nuclear 
explosive device. 

This is not a done deal. Eleven weeks 
ago, 98 Senators voted for the Iran Nu-
clear Agreement Review Act. While far 
from perfect, this bipartisan legisla-
tion gave Congress a vital say in 
whether this Iran deal goes forward. 
Let us not waste this opportunity. 
Those who served before us did not 
shirk their responsibility to weigh in 
on the serious foreign policy decisions 
of their day. 

I urge all of my colleagues in this 
great body to stand with me in exam-
ining this agreement with great cau-
tion about its implications for the se-
curity of the United States and our al-
lies in the region. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
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