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United States and the world today. The 
implications of this deal will have seri-
ous consequences for the Middle East 
and especially our allies in the Middle 
East. 

Russia and China are especially in-
terested in this deal because of how it 
changes the international playing 
field. The President was so pleased that 
Russia signed on. Well, of course they 
did. They get to sell unlimited arms 
and technology. They gave up nothing. 

Ultimately, this deal will have seri-
ous consequences for the national secu-
rity of the United States. I ask you, Do 
you trust Iran? 

Several of my colleagues said there is 
no other alternative. That is how it al-
ways is with a contract or a treaty or 
an agreement. You have to vote for or 
against it. I am very disappointed in 
our negotiators. I don’t think they 
were negotiators. 

I remember the President saying we 
would be able to have inspections any-
time. That is just as believable as when 
we were going through ObamaCare and 
he said: If you like your insurance pol-
icy, you can keep it. Nobody got to. 
This is in that same category, except 
this is more serious. We are talking 
about world peace. We are talking 
about security. 

Sanctions brought them to the table. 
It was leverage. It worked. Then we 
gave that up so we could sit down and 
talk to them, and then we didn’t leave 
the table when they wouldn’t agree to 
things that were absolutely needed. 
What kind of negotiation is that? That 
is where you trust the Iranians? 

Iran’s goal is to use its nuclear pro-
gram to extort its neighbors and 
threaten its enemies, and it has made 
it very clear that it considers the 
United States their No. 1 enemy. We 
cannot afford to make the kind of stra-
tegic blunder that would give Iran a 
nuclear weapon. We should not give up 
the advantages we have that were 
working to prevent Iran’s nuclear am-
bitions. That is why we should oppose 
this deal. Again I ask: Do you trust 
Iran? 

President Obama has said that if we 
don’t accept this deal, then the only 
other option is war with Iran, but this 
isn’t true. I don’t think anybody be-
lieves that. It is the President’s way of 
trying to convince the American people 
that his way is the only way—just like 
ObamaCare—and that is not true. 

One of the advantages of the Iran Nu-
clear Agreement Review Act that was 
passed out of the Senate committee 
unanimously is that by requiring the 
President to submit the deal to Con-
gress for review, both the House and 
the Senate as well as the public can see 
what is in the deal—kind of see what is 
in the deal. 

I really object to the other side say-
ing we didn’t read that. We read what 
was available. I reviewed the deal. I 
have heard the administration’s argu-
ments in favor of it, and I don’t believe 
this deal is the best way to prevent 
Iran from getting a nuclear weapon. I 

don’t think it prevents them from get-
ting a nuclear weapon. 

I have heard from experts in diplo-
macy, from experts in arms control and 
proliferation, from experts in the mili-
tary, from national security and intel-
ligence experts who say that this deal 
is not the only way to prevent Iran’s 
nuclear ambitions. Do you trust Iran? 

I mentioned that the Iran Nuclear 
Agreement Review Act is important 
because it requires the deal and all its 
documents to be sent to Congress for 
review, but I do understand there are 
separate side agreements between Iran 
and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency—and so far as I can tell nobody 
from the United States has looked at 
those. Those have not been reviewed by 
Congress because they haven’t been 
submitted for our review. I am told 
these side agreements deal with the 
military dimensions of Iran’s nuclear 
program—the parts of Iran’s program 
that will allow them to launch a nu-
clear weapon against Israel or Amer-
ican forces in the Middle East or even-
tually, with enough work, anywhere in 
the world, including America. You 
don’t sell someone a weapon whose in-
tent is to kill you. Do you trust Iran? 

I am deeply concerned that we don’t 
have all the facts about this deal. We 
need the facts about Iran’s military 
program—facts about how confident 
the administration can be that Iran is 
complying with the rules. We should 
not move forward with any agreement 
until we have a full understanding of 
all of the components that are part of 
it and are convinced it is a good deal. 
Do you trust Iran? 

Understanding all of the components 
of this deal isn’t just about the docu-
ments that were submitted to Con-
gress; it is also about understanding 
what happens when Iran has the free-
dom and resources to grab for power 
and position in the region. Do you 
trust Iran? 

The administration has said this deal 
is a pathway to security and stability. 
Unfortunately, this administration has 
consistently misjudged critical mo-
ments in the region—most recently, for 
not taking the Islamic State seriously 
and developing a real strategy to de-
feat it. Agreeing to this deal is yet an-
other example of the administration 
misjudging the difficult and dangerous 
situation in the Middle East by believ-
ing Iran will not take advantage of the 
situation to attack our allies and un-
dermine American interests. 

There are numerous ways Iran can 
take advantage of this deal, such as— 
mentioned frequently—using the huge 
cash infusion that comes with this deal 
to support Hezbollah or buying arms 
from Russia. This agreement is not a 
pathway to peace or stability. It is 
Iran’s springboard to grow into the 
Middle East’s most dangerous bully. 

There is even a little provision in 
here that any contracts entered into 
before snapback can’t be broken. How 
many contracts do we think they will 
hurry up and do if they get the right to 

do them? They will do every one they 
need to do—exactly what they want to 
do. Do you trust Iran? 

For more than a decade, the United 
States and our allies have used sanc-
tions effectively to prevent Iran from 
achieving its nuclear ambitions. Those 
sanctions took years to implement and 
demonstrated the commitment of our 
international partners to prevent an 
outcome that would be a disaster. 
Under this agreement, we would be giv-
ing up those sanctions in exchange for 
the hope that we can trust Iran. It 
sounds to me like we are giving up the 
most important tool we have to pre-
vent a nuclear-capable Iran in ex-
change for nothing. Do you trust Iran? 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
deal. It is not the best we can get. We 
will have another opportunity to vote. 
It ignores the reality of the complex 
and dangerous political situation in 
the Middle East, and it relies on noth-
ing more than hope that Iran will keep 
its promise, despite all the times Iran 
has failed to do so in the past. It trades 
an effective system of sanctions that 
has worked to prevent Iran’s nuclear 
ambition for nothing. It gives Iran ev-
erything it needs to pour money and 
resources into attacking our allies and 
making the region more dangerous. I 
don’t trust Iran, and I didn’t find any-
body in Wyoming who does. 

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

ator from Alaska. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to a period of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION IN 
ECUADOR 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want to 
call the Senate’s attention to a situa-
tion I have spoken about previously, 
which is the ongoing crackdown by the 
Correa Government on what little re-
mains of the independent media in Ec-
uador. 

One of the things we have come to 
expect is that the press—and civil soci-
ety organizations that expose corrup-
tion and challenge the officially sanc-
tioned version of reality—are the first 
casualties in countries whose leaders 
are determined to remain in power at 
any cost. 

Ecuador is a prime example. In 2013, 
President Rafael Correa issued a decree 
granting the government broad powers 
to intervene in the operations of non-
governmental organizations, NGOs, in-
cluding dissolving groups on the vague 
grounds that they have 
‘‘compromise[d] public peace’’ or have 
engaged in activities that were not 
listed when they registered with the 
government. A modified version of the 
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decree, which maintains broad powers 
to close down NGOs, was adopted in 
August 2015. 

On September 7, Ecuador’s Commu-
nications Ministry opened an adminis-
trative process to ‘‘dissolve’’ 
Fundamedios, an organization that 
monitors freedom of expression in the 
country. According to information pub-
licly available, the government con-
tends that Fundamedios engaged in po-
litical activities by publishing infor-
mation critical of the government—in-
formation that would be protected 
speech in any democracy. 

Every politician knows that unfavor-
able press attention comes with the 
territory. Here in the United States we 
accept it as a necessary reality of a 
free press. But the Correa Government 
wants to punish an organization for 
publishing news and opinions it doesn’t 
like. Silencing the press, like disman-
tling an independent judiciary, are 
hallmarks of dictatorship. History is 
replete with examples. 

Fundamedios, like other independent 
media and human rights defenders in 
Ecuador, has been a target of the 
Correa Government for years. Its mem-
bers have been subjected to a pattern 
of harassment and persecution for 
nothing more than engaging in activi-
ties that are protected by the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights. 

As long as President Correa is in 
power it seems that the press and civil 
society organizations in Ecuador will 
be under assault. But while any presi-
dent or prime minister with the back-
ing of the police and the armed forces 
can wreak havoc on the institutions of 
democracy, history also provides any 
number of examples where, in the end, 
the public’s demand for freedom of ex-
pression and government account-
ability prevailed. We are seeing that 
today in Guatemala, and I have little 
doubt that the tide will similarly turn 
against repression in Ecuador. 

Ecuador is a country blessed with 
wonderful people including unique in-
digenous cultures, with spectacular ge-
ography and extraordinary biological 
diversity, as found in the Galapagos Is-
lands, and with magnificent colonial 
architecture. It is also a country with 
a history of military coups and fragile 
democratic institutions. It is regret-
table that as President Correa solidi-
fies his grip on power by silencing his 
critics, the country is taking on more 
and more of the characteristics of a po-
lice state. 

Fundamedios has a few days to de-
fend itself before the Communications 
Ministry until a final ruling is issued. 
Let us hope that wisdom will prevail, 
that the forces of repression in Ecuador 
will withdraw, that the right of free ex-
pression will be reaffirmed, and that 
Fundamedios will be allowed to con-
tinue to operate. There is still time. 

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I wish to 
submit to the Senate the budget 
scorekeeping report for September 2015. 
The report compares current law levels 
of spending and revenues with the 
amounts provided in the conference re-
port to accompany S. Con. Res. 11, the 
budget resolution for fiscal year 2016. 
This information is necessary to deter-
mine whether budget points of order lie 
against pending legislation. It has been 
prepared by the Republican staff of the 
Senate Budget Committee and the Con-
gressional Budget Office, CBO, pursu-
ant to section 308(b) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act. 

This is the second report I have made 
since adoption of the fiscal year 2016 
budget resolution on May 5, 2015. My 
first filing can be found in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD on July 9, 2015. The 
information contained in this report is 
current through September 8, 2015. 

Table 1 gives the amount by which 
each Senate authorizing committee is 
below or exceeds its allocation under 
the budget resolution. This informa-
tion is used for enforcing committee 
allocations pursuant to section 302 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
CBA. For fiscal year 2015, which is still 
enforced under direction of the Bipar-
tisan Budget Act of 2013, BBA, Senate 
authorizing committees have increased 
direct spending outlays by $7.8 billion 
more than the agreed upon spending 
levels. Over the fiscal year 2016 to 2025 
period, which is the entire period cov-
ered by S. Con. Res. 11, Senate author-
izing committees have spent $3.1 bil-
lion less than the budget resolution 
calls for. 

Table 2 gives the amount by which 
the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions is below or exceeds the statutory 
spending limits. This information is 
used to determine points of order re-
lated to the spending caps found in sec-
tion 312 and section 314 of the CBA. 
While no appropriations bills have been 
enacted for fiscal year 2016, sub-
committees are charged with perma-
nent and advanced appropriations that 
first become available in that year. 

Table 3 gives the amount by which 
the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions is below or exceeds its allocation 
for Overseas Contingency Operations/ 
Global War on Terrorism, OCO/GWOT, 
spending. This separate allocation for 
OCO/GWOT was established in section 
3102 of S. Con. Res. 11, and is enforced 
using section 302 of the CBA. No bills 
providing funds with the OCO/GWOT 
designation have been enacted thus far 
for fiscal year 2016. 

The budget resolution established 
two new points of order limiting the 
use of changes in mandatory programs 
in appropriations bills, CHIMPS. Ta-
bles 4 and 5 show compliance with fis-
cal year 2016 limits for overall CHIMPS 
and the Crime Victims Fund CHIMP, 

respectively. This information is used 
for determining points of order under 
section 3103 and section 3104, respec-
tively. No bills have been enacted thus 
far for fiscal year 2016 that include 
CHIMPS. 

In addition to the tables provided by 
the Senate Budget Committee Repub-
lican staff, I am submitting additional 
tables from CBO that I will use for en-
forcement of budget levels agreed to by 
the Congress. 

Because legislation can still be en-
acted that would have an effect on fis-
cal year 2015, CBO provided a report for 
both fiscal year 2015 and fiscal year 
2016. This information is used to en-
force aggregate spending levels in 
budget resolutions under section 311 of 
the CBA. CBO’s estimates show that 
current law levels of spending for fiscal 
year 2015 exceed the amounts in the 
deemed budget resolution enacted in 
the BBA by $8.0 billion in budget au-
thority and $1.0 billion in outlays. Rev-
enues are $79.8 billion below the rev-
enue floor for fiscal year 2015 set by the 
deemed budget resolution. As well, So-
cial Security outlays are at the levels 
assumed for fiscal year 2015, while So-
cial Security revenues are $170 million 
above levels in the deemed budget. 

For fiscal year 2016, CBO estimates 
that current law levels are below the 
budget resolution’s allowable budget 
authority and outlay aggregates by 
$886.0 billion and $526.9 billion, respec-
tively. The allowable spending room 
will be reduced as appropriations bills 
for fiscal year 2016 are enacted. Reve-
nues are $104 million above the level 
assumed in the budget resolution. Fi-
nally, Social Security outlays are at 
the levels assumed in the budget reso-
lution for fiscal year 2016, while Social 
Security revenues are $2 million below 
assumed levels for the budget year. 

CBO’s report also provides informa-
tion needed to enforce the Senate’s 
pay-as-you-go rule. The Senate’s pay- 
as-you-go scorecard currently shows 
deficit reduction of $2.0 billion over the 
fiscal year 2015 to 2020 period and $6.8 
billion over the fiscal year 2015 to 2025 
period. Over the initial 6-year period, 
Congress has enacted legislation that 
would increase revenues by $3.9 billion 
and increase outlays by $1.9 billion. 
Over the 11-year period, Congress has 
enacted legislation that would reduce 
revenues by $1.6 billion and decrease 
outlays by $8.3 billion. The Senate’s 
pay-as-you-go rule is enforced by sec-
tion 201 of S. Con. Res. 21, the fiscal 
year 2008 budget resolution. 

All years in the accompanying tables 
are fiscal years. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
statement and the accompanying ta-
bles be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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