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importantly, make the chemicals in-
side these less toxic so that when a
child does get hold of one and it goes
into their mouth, it is not going to
turn into tragedy.

I thank the American Academy of
Pediatrics for their very important
study, and I look forward to working
with our colleagues to put an end to
the accidental deaths and poisonings
that we see as a result of these attrac-
tive products.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

————
TRANS-PACIFIC PARTNERSHIP

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, on
Sunday, during a joint press conference
in Hannover, Germany, with Chan-
cellor Angela Merkel, the President of
the United States said this:

And with respect to Congress and the
Trans-Pacific Partnership—

That is the big 5,000-page trade agree-
ment the President is trying to move
through Congress—

I think after the primary season is over—

After the primary season is over—
the politics settle down a little bit in Con-
gress, and we’ll be in a position to start mov-
ing forward. Because I know that we had a
majority of members in the past who were in
favor of this deal. Otherwise we wouldn’t
have gotten the authority for me to go ahead
and fast track the agreement. But I think we
all know that elections can sometimes make
things a little more challenging, and people
take positions, in part, to protect themselves
from attacks during the course of election
seasons.

I would suggest the American people
should be very uneasy about their
President making such a statement as
that. We have already heard that there
are plans by a number of forces and in-
terest groups to try to slip this TPP
through after the election in a lame-
duck congressional session.

Why would that be the case? Well,
the President says it right here: The
American people are uneasy about it.
They are not for this. Support for it is
sinking. Elections are turning on it.
And it does not need to become law.

I am firmly opposed to this agree-
ment. I believe it is bad for our coun-
try. It bothers me that if it is such a
good deal, why don’t they bring it for-
ward? Why don’t we have a debate here
while elections are on? Why aren’t peo-
ple willing to go home and explain to
their constituents how and why they
voted the way they did and how and
why they believe the way they do?
What is wrong with that? Why wait
until after, when things settle down a
little bit, in the President’s words,
when people can’t be held accountable
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by their constituents for the votes they
cast or they think they may be able to
slide away afterward?

I don’t like this. I don’t think it is
the right thing to do. I think it is arro-
gant. What the President is fundamen-
tally saying and what a lot of these
special interest groups are saying is,
well, we know you in Congress are so
smart, and we know the President is
smart. But, the people out here, they
don’t understand how smart we all are,
and we just need to get this done, and
so we will have this trade agreement.
But we understand you probably
shouldn’t do it right now while elec-
tions are going on because, well, you
might get your clock cleaned. They
might vote you out of office. So we will
see if we can’t work up a way to pass it
sometime in the future.

The President has made it clear that
he intends to continue to push through
this 5,544-page trade agreement that
the American people don’t want. Polls
show consistent disapproval of the
TPP. A March poll by Americans for
Limited Government found that 51 per-
cent of Americans did not know any-
thing about it. I would say at least 50
percent of the Members of Congress
don’t know much about it. It is more
than 5,000 pages. I have probably spent
more time on it than the vast majority
have, and it is rather difficult to read.
No wonder the American people say
they don’t know a lot about it. But of
those who claim to be familiar with it,
58 percent oppose it. There are a lot of
reasons for this, and we will talk about
it more.

Today, U.S. Trade Representative
Michael Froman announced that they
are beginning the 13th round of the
Transatlantic Trade and Investment
Partnership—TTIP, they call it—with
the European Union in New York. So
this is the second part of the fast-
track. The fast-track guarantees a fast
vote—without amendments, without
the option to filibuster, on the floor of
the Senate for less than 2 days, and you
get an up-or-down vote. That is what
fast-track does.

So we will have the Pacific agree-
ment probably coming up first, and
then we will have the TTIP, the Atlan-
tic agreement, and then there is a third
one, the Trade in Services Agreement.
All of these are huge trade agreements,
unlike anything we have seen before,
creating in the Pacific an international
trade union similar to the beginning of
the European Union that Britain is
trying to get out of. I think we should
be very dubious about that.

How is the trade agreement faring in
Europe? How about Germany, which is
probably one of the leading trading
countries in Europe? A poll by the
Bertelsmann Foundation, a nonprofit
organization that studies domestic and
international politics, found that only
17 percent of Germans feel that TTIP—
the transatlantic partnership—would
be a good deal even though less than 2
years ago it had a 55-percent positive
rating. This study found that the more
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people learn about the agreement, the
more they oppose it. The same thing is
happening in the United States, in my
opinion.

The President has referred to the
TPP as the ‘‘most progressive trade
deal in history.” Its chapters create
new labor and environmental provi-
sions that the public really Kknows
nothing about.

Even the economic data the White
House promotes as proving the validity
of the TPP, if we look at it carefully,
we can see that their own report and
study that they cite the most—that
signing the agreement will decrease
the rate of American manufacturing
jobs by 120,000. How is this good for
America? By their own study, we are
going to lose 120,000 manufacturing
jobs that we would have maintained
had we not signed the agreement. An-
other study by Tufts University said
the country will lose 400,000 jobs. We
are going to go into the differences in
the studies, we are going to see the as-
sumptions utilized in the model the
President cites, and we are going to see
that the assumptions they made are
not reasonable. They are extreme as-
sumptions—assumptions that would
never occur in the next 15 years as they
assume they will occur. No wonder
they can justify positive numbers with
those kinds of assumptions.

I think all of us have to begin to re-
veal—and the American people need to
be more alert—how bad this inter-
national agreement really is, how it
will not positively affect the lives of
most Americans. It is just not going to
do so.

We will look at how the Korean trade
deal that I supported in 2011 came no-
where close to being beneficial to the
United States. In 2011, when President
Obama signed the deal, the President
said that it would increase American
exports by $10 billion to South Korea. I
thought that was a good thing. It
sounded pretty good, but their esti-
mates were way off.

The model that experts used to study
the Korean trade deal is the same one
they are using to study the TPP, and
so we have a pretty good test: Did we
increase exports by $10 billion each
year to South Korea, as the model sug-
gested? Well, their imports to us in-
creased by $12 billion, and as of last
year, we only increased our exports to
Korea by less than a couple of hundred
million dollars more than in 2011. So
we didn’t get any increase at all—vir-
tually none. They had a huge increase
to us, and our trade deficit with our al-
lies and friends in South Korea in-
creased 280 percent. This is a serious
matter.

The same thing happened: They used
this same computer model when we
signed the agreement with China in
2000. We then had a little less than $70
billion in trade deficit with China.
They assumed our exports to China
would grow at the same rate as China’s
exports to the United States would
grow. Did that happen? No. What is the
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trade deficit with China today? Push-
ing $400 billion. Our trade deficit went
up 6 percent again last year.

So who is right here: The American
people, who are worried about their
jobs, their wages, their incomes, or the
experts who promised all these grand
things if we would just sign these
agreements and everybody is going to
be better off for it? I think the Amer-
ican people are the ones who have been
proven right by this data.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to have 1 addi-
tional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President,
the President does not need to be
threatening our allies in Britain about
the decision of their own people on
whether to exit from the European
Union. They are not happy with how
things are going in the European
Union. A lot of people are concerned
about it. It is heading toward a close
vote. The people of the United King-
dom can make their own decision with-
out hearing advice or threats from the
President of the United States. I don’t
blame them for being offended by it.
This is certainly not an acceptable po-
sition for the President to take.

Madam President, I appreciate the
opportunity to share these remarks. I
want to push back from the President’s
recent statements about this trade
agreement, how he plans to move it
through when people aren’t watching. I
also think Congress needs to speak and
assert that we affirm the right of the
people of the UK to decide whether to
remain in the European Union.

I thank the Chair.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

——————

F-35 JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I rise
today in support of the F-35 Joint
Strike Fighter. I have previously ad-
dressed this body on the progress of the
F-35 program and its importance to our
national defense. On one of those occa-
sions, I stated that this weapons sys-
tem provides the capabilities we need
to protect our freedoms and those of
our allies. That statement resonates
even more today as the international
security landscape grows even more
precarious.

When the F-35 program started over
20 years ago, the strategic backdrop for
the program of record was significantly
different than it is today. The Cold War
had recently drawn to a close, and the
menace of Islamic extremists, rogue
states, and nonstate actors was just be-
ginning to surface. Today, these groups
pose the most salient threat to our na-
tional security—and we all know it. To
find examples of their deviant behav-
ior, look no further than the headlines
of today’s papers.
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In Eastern Europe, Putin’s invasion
of a sovereign nation threatens not
only the security of the Ukrainian peo-
ple but also tests the resolve of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization—
perhaps our country’s most important
defense alliance.

In the Middle East, Iran grows more
emboldened with its ballistic missile
tests, rattling a region already on the
verge of violent conflict. And none of
this is to mention the metastasis of
ISIS in Iraq and a seemingly endless
civil war in Syria.

In Asia, the North Korean regime
constantly threatens South Korea with
war. Meanwhile, tensions over terri-
torial waters in the South China Sea
grow more strained, escalating the pos-
sibility of conflict between China and
our Asian allies. All the while, China
continues to leverage its economic lar-
gesse to build highly advanced weapons
systems.

I believe many Members of this body
would agree that the dangers facing
our country today are more immediate
and far-reaching than they were just 20
years ago.

As threats to our national security
proliferate across the globe, we need a
next-generation weapon system of un-
paralleled capability. We need a strike
fighter powerful enough to deter the
aggression of our foes. We need an air-
craft that can penetrate advanced
enemy air defenses and neutralize tar-
gets on the ground. In short, we need
the F-35.

In fact, we need the F-35 today more
than ever. Even so, there are those who
seek to reduce or delay the number of
F-35s being produced. I strongly advise
against this action. Reducing procure-
ment numbers for the F-35 will only
make the aircraft more expensive in
the long run.

To ensure that our country continues
to dominate airpower for decades to
come, we must stay the course and re-
sist the urge to cut aircraft. That is
why I believe we must increase, not de-
crease, the number of F-35s scheduled
for production.

Recently, several of my colleagues,
led by Senators CORNYN and SHAHEEN,
sent a letter to the Armed Services
Committee and the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee in both the House
and the Senate. Their letter was clear:
The need for the F-35 in today’s envi-
ronment is crucial. Therefore, the com-
mittees of jurisdiction should not fol-
low the President’s budget reduction
plan but should maintain the program
of record.

I realize the frustrations that many
of my colleagues have with the acquisi-
tion process of the Department of De-
fense. During the first two decades of
the F-35’s journey, the Joint Strike
Fighter Program Office experienced its
fair share of setbacks, broken prom-
ises, missteps, and faulty leadership de-
cisions—decisions made by both gov-
ernment leaders and industry partners.
Even from within the Pentagon itself,
we have heard the title of ‘‘acquisition
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malpractice’” bestowed upon this pro-
gram at the highest levels after the
Nunn-McCurdy breach for cost growth.

Time and again, my much esteemed
colleague, the senior Senator from Ari-
zona, has pointed out these shortfalls
and missteps. I echo his frustrations
and stress the need for an acquisition
and sustainment strategy that focuses
on delivering and sustaining the most
available, capable, and affordable
weapon systems for the warfighter.

Nevertheless, we must recognize that
reducing procurement numbers for the
F-35 will only put an unnecessary
strain on our Armed Forces. Given the
dangerous state of global affairs, now
is not the time to hamstring our mili-
tary’s capabilities.

Amid the many criticisms of the F-35
program, I wish to call attention to its
successes. In terms of both capability
and performance, the F-35 program has
made tremendous strides. On the af-
fordability front, the price of each F-35
has dropped dramatically over the past
5 years to under $100 million per air-
craft. This trend is expected to con-
tinue for at least the next 5 years in
order to achieve a flyaway cost of $85
million per aircraft by 2019.

In an affordability and capability
sense, the F-35 is a bargain, but in ad-
dition to being a bargain, the F-35 is
also an indispensable asset to our de-
fense arsenal. The F-35 has the ability
to destroy some of the most advanced
air-to-air and air-to-ground systems in
existence today. Many of these systems
are being developed by the Russians
and the Chinese. The F-35’s stealth
technology, advanced sensors, and
weapons allow it to defeat those inte-
grated air-defense environments. That
is to our advantage, no question about
it.

Currently, even the most advanced
versions of the F-16 and F/A-18 would
be hard-pressed to defeat such threats
alone. That is why we need the F-35.
With the F-35, we can maintain our
ability to strike any target anywhere
in the world.

The F-35 is not only a tremendous
strike aircraft, but it is also a war-win-
ning dogfighter. In fact, when facing
legacy aircraft such as the F-16 and F/
A-18 in air-to-air combat scenarios, the
F-35 consistently wins these engage-
ments. The aircraft’s combination of
stealth, maneuverability, and superior
battlespace awareness allows the F-35
to enter the fight against legacy air-
craft with a great advantage. If you
ask our Marine, Navy, and Air Force
pilots flying this aircraft today, they
will tell you what they told me: This is
the best fighter aircraft they have ever
flown and the plane they want to take
into battle above all others.

This conclusion is shared not just by
American pilots who have flown the
aircraft, but also by our allies who
have chosen to purchase the F-35 out of
a wide variety of aircraft that are cur-
rently available in other countries as
well.

As the Israeli Defense Minister re-
cently said, “I’'m very happy that we’ll
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