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efforts to help fishing boats and supply 
ships that were trapped in the unex-
pected, large amount of ice. 

This is at least the fourth time this 
has happened in recent years to re-
search ships around the world. There 
was a situation a few years ago where 
a Russian ship carrying climate sci-
entists and journalists and activists 
and tourists and an entire crew became 
trapped in ice that was at least 10 feet 
thick. An Australian icebreaker ar-
rived 6 days later to rescue them, but 
it was unable to do so because of the 
ice. A few days after that, a Chinese 
icebreaker sent out a helicopter that 
was able to airlift 52 of the passengers 
from the Russian ship to safety on the 
Australian icebreaker. Unfortunately, 
during the rescue effort, the Chinese 
icebreaker became trapped as well. 

I tell you these stories because all of 
these expeditions that were going to 
the various posts were doing so to try 
to prove that ice was not accumu-
lating, and they got stuck in the ice. 

Most of the predictions that have 
been published over the last few dec-
ades have been widely inaccurate, but 
most have been accepted by the envi-
ronmental groups and some of the ex-
tremists because they are maintaining 
their war on fossil fuels, although 
Trump has ended that. 

I have to say that one of the reasons 
I go back to my State of Oklahoma 
every weekend is to talk to real people. 
They will ask a question. I remember 
that during the Obama administration, 
he had a war on fossil fuels—fossil fuels 
are coal, oil, and gas—but he also 
didn’t like nuclear. You don’t get these 
questions asked in Washington. They 
asked me: Inhofe, explain this to me. 
We have a President who is trying to 
do away with fossil fuels—coal, oil, and 
gas—and nuclear, and we are currently 
dependent upon coal, oil, gas, and nu-
clear for 89 percent of the power it 
takes to run this machine called Amer-
ica. What is going to happen if we are 
not able to do it? 

Of course, as I said, you don’t hear 
those questions around Washington. 

Anyway, by fearmongering tech-
niques, environmental extremists and 
the Al Gore fan club can easily con-
vince a large number of people that 
regulatory burdens like the EPA’s 
Clean Power Plan, the Quad Oa, the 
venting and flaring rules, and the 
waters of the United States rule are a 
good thing and that we can save the 
Earth without any consideration of the 
effect these rules have on energy. 

By the way, for any conservatives 
who are out there, I would like to re-
mind them that even though it didn’t 
get much play in the media, this Presi-
dent in the first 100 days in office has 
been able to do away with some 47 of 
the regulations. The two ways of doing 
away with a regulation—one is through 
Executive order, and the other is the 
CRA, the Congressional Review Act. In 
fact, I was proud that the first signing 
ceremony our new President had was 
signing a bill that I had passed. It is 

one that has really made an effort to 
try to save enough of the oil and gas 
industry to run this machine, as I men-
tioned, called America. 

Now we are actively working to face 
the problems inherited from the pre-
vious administration. For the past 8 
years under the Obama administration, 
the American economy suffered under 
the effects of his climate agenda. That 
era is over. President Trump has deliv-
ered on his campaign promises since he 
was sworn in. The strongest signal of 
this was President Trump’s decision to 
pull out of the Paris climate accord. 

It was just a few weeks ago that I 
was on the Senate floor urging Presi-
dent Trump to pull out of this Paris 
Agreement. That same day, 21 of my 
Senate colleagues and I sent a letter to 
the White House with that same re-
quest. Our message resonated with the 
President, and it was clear that our 
voices were heard because it was ex-
actly 1 week later that the President 
announced to the world he was getting 
out of a bad deal. 

Let me mention one thing about this 
Paris Agreement. The Paris Agreement 
supposedly is something that 192 coun-
tries—each said what it was going to 
do to reduce greenhouse gases, their 
CO2 emissions. For example, the agree-
ment President Obama said at that 
time—he said: We commit that we will 
reduce our CO2 emissions by between 26 
and 28 percent by 2096. 

The interesting thing about that is 
that it can’t be done. In fact, imme-
diately after he made that statement, 
we had a televised public hearing of the 
EPA to ask them how in the world we 
could reduce by some 27 percent green-
house gases in the United States of 
America. They said it is impossible and 
we couldn’t do it. So what the Presi-
dent was doing then was telling people 
that we in the United States were able 
to do something—were going to do 
something that was very meaningful 
by our reduction, even though he knew 
at the time it could not be done. 

Then we have the other countries— 
China, for example. China is the second 
largest emitter of CO2. Currently, as we 
speak right now, they are cranking out 
one coal-fired powerplant every 10 
days. What did they agree to in this 
Paris accord? They said: Well, we will 
continue to increase our output in 
China. We will continue to have a new 
powerplant every 10 days or so until 
2025. At that time, we will consider re-
ducing it. 

Then along comes India, the third 
largest emitter of CO2. India said: Yes, 
as long as we get $2.5 trillion, we are 
willing to do it. Well, where would that 
$2.5 trillion come from? The good old 
United States. The big green fund. 

That is how ridiculous that whole 
thing was. It was the right decision for 
him to make this a reality. 

Many believe that if we lose our abil-
ity to negotiate with other nations— 
this is the only legitimate complaint I 
have gotten that I really heard during 
the time. They said: Well, if we don’t 

have a place at the table, then we are 
not going to be able to be in on any fu-
ture discussions. 

That was wrong, and those who are 
using that argument were wrong be-
cause the agreement that gave us a 
seat at the table has already been rati-
fied by the United States, meaning the 
Senate gave its advice and consent. It 
is known as the United Nations Frame-
work Convention on Climate Change. 
This was in the 1992 treaty that sup-
ports all of the big parties that are 
held every December. We are still at 
that table. That decision was made a 
long period of time ago. We will be at 
any future activities that take place. 

I will wrap up by saying that this was 
the right thing to do. Stop and think 
about it. The previous speaker on the 
floor, the junior Senator from Georgia, 
was talking about the dilemma we 
have in this country, the spending di-
lemma, and how we are going to have 
to do something about it. We are going 
to eventually have to get to some of 
the entitlements, the big spending 
items. 

If we had stayed with the program 
that the President had outlined and 
had committed to the other 192 coun-
tries, that would have constituted ar-
guably the largest single tax increase 
in the history of America, and there 
would have been nothing that would 
have been accomplished by it. 

My final thought. I would like to 
thank President Trump for pulling out 
of the Paris Agreement. It is the right 
decision, and it will without question 
help the United States in the long run. 

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. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be able to ad-
dress the Senate as in morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COUNTERING IRAN’S DESTABILIZING ACTIVITIES 

BILL 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I joined 

our colleagues today at lunch, and one 
of the conversations I had with one of 
my Democratic colleagues was how 
surprising, perhaps, but certainly how 
pleasing it was that today the Senate, 
in a bipartisan fashion, addressed some 
contentious issues related to sanctions 
in regard to Iran; issues related to 
sanctions in regard to Russia. Both of 
those issues, because of the political 
climate and because of past history, 
could be fraught with great oppor-
tunity for partisanship to be exhibited 
in full force. The conversation I had 
with my colleague was how surprising 
and, more importantly, how pleasing it 
was that didn’t happen. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 01:49 Jun 16, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G15JN6.052 S15JNPT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3545 June 15, 2017 
I commend the Senate and its leader-

ship for working together to resolve 
their potential differences and creating 
this opportunity for us to have a de-
bate, a discussion, both on public pol-
icy—that I think is important to the 
security of the world—and the safety of 
Americans here in the United States. 

I am here, in part, to express my sup-
port for the Countering Iran’s Desta-
bilizing Activities Act, the legislation 
we addressed today. It permits our gov-
ernment to target those individuals 
and institutions responsible for a for-
eign policy that puts American lives at 
risk and undermines the security, par-
ticularly in the Middle East, but really 
of the globe. 

The theocratic, autocratic regime’s 
survival in Iran depends currently on 
the human rights abuses and political 
oppression. Eight years after the Green 
Movement’s protests, the group’s lead-
ers remain under house arrest. Mem-
bers of that movement were tortured. 
Still, today, Iranian Americans are un-
reasonably detained without hope for 
release in Iran. The Iranian regime’s 
survival depends further on its control 
of its economy. When it was brokered, 
proponents of the Joint Comprehensive 
Plan of Action argued it would provide 
economic benefit to the Iranian people. 

So when President Obama nego-
tiated—and this Congress, this Senate, 
failed to reject the JCPOA—one of the 
arguments about its benefits is that ev-
eryday Iranians would enjoy greater 
economic opportunity. Instead, a re-
cent Reuters study shows businesses 
directly tied to the Supreme Leader 
and the IRGC are the main bene-
ficiaries of those changes in our rela-
tionship with Iran. Despite renewed 
economic growth, Iran’s unemploy-
ment rate is estimated to be as high as 
12 percent, and that figure could be as 
high as almost 30 percent among Ira-
nian youth. 

Survival of Khamenei’s regime de-
pends on stoking hatred of America as 
a way to whip up support. Iran uses 
small boats to swarm American Navy 
ships protecting the free navigation of 
the Strait of Hormuz in the Persian 
Gulf. This is disturbing for a number of 
reasons, but the importance of that 
Strait’s role in global economy cer-
tainly is one of them. In addition, it is 
linked to scouting soft American tar-
gets for terrorism. 

So we continue to see bad behavior, 
threatening behavior by the Iranian 
government toward the United States 
and our global interest in the Strait of 
Hormuz and the suggestion that Iran is 
preparing and looking for opportunities 
for terrorist attacks against the United 
States and its allies in the Middle East. 

Last week, two Hezbollah operatives 
were arrested here in the United 
States. They were doing surveillance 
on targets in New York and on our em-
bassies as well in Israel and Panama. 
Two terrorism specialists, Dan Byman 
of Georgetown and Scott Stewart of 
Stratfor, tweeted in reaction to this 
news that this could be a case of Iran 

sending us an ominous message; that 
Iran can play the terror card if it 
wants to. If that is indeed the signal 
Tehran is sending to us, it is impor-
tant—it is imperative, in fact, that we 
send a message of our own that no civ-
ilized country resorts to planning to 
kill innocent civilians. The legislation 
we passed today informs that regime 
that the JCPOA does not provide impu-
nity for Iran to make such plans. 

Iran threatens its neighbors with its 
ongoing ballistic missile development, 
which was not part of the JCPOA. 
Hezbollah is armed with tens of thou-
sands of rockets, threatening Israel’s 
security. This is the same group which 
has been instrumental in propping up 
the Assad regime in Syria and which is 
responsible for the deaths of hundreds 
of thousands. The head of the IRGC 
forces was seen on the Syria and Iraq 
border just this past weekend. We 
know Assad’s regime would have not 
survived without Iran’s continued fi-
nancial and military support. Again, 
this legislation underscores the Sen-
ate’s belief that the Iranian regime 
must not be allowed to continue con-
ducting and destabilizing activities 
under the shield of the JCPOA. 

I was an opponent to the JCPOA, but 
today’s actions are unrelated to under-
mining that agreement, which is now 
in place. They are designed to hold 
back further activities by the Iranian 
regime against America and its inter-
ests. It is really a requirement that 
Iran act within the nation-states’ Code 
of Conduct—the normal behavior of a 
country around the globe. 

Previous administrations, in my 
view, failed to challenge Iran on way 
too many fronts. With this legislation, 
the Senate is intent on pushing back 
on Iran’s adventurism in the Middle 
East and beyond. By imposing appro-
priate sanctions and requiring the Sec-
retaries of State, Defense and Treas-
ury, as well as Director of National In-
telligence, to formulate a coherent 
strategy to counter Iran’s influence in 
the region, we say to the regime that 
their activities will be countered every 
step of the way. 

This legislation plays a part in doing 
what Dan Byman, the professor—the 
terrorism expert—testified to our 
House counterparts last month. His 
words were to ‘‘highlight the costs of 
Iran’s adventurism to ordinary Ira-
nians to raise domestic awareness of, 
and discontent with, the regime’s for-
eign policy.’’ 

There remains more that can be done 
to challenge Iran and constrict its re-
sources. Many amendments were filed 
to strengthen this legislation that were 
not ultimately considered. One of those 
was mine. Last year, the Obama ad-
ministration announced it would pay 
$1.7 billion to Iran in an effort to settle 
a longstanding financial dispute. 
Transferring cash to a leading state 
sponsor of terror was a bad idea when 
the Senate considered the 2015 nuclear 
agreement, and it remains a bad idea, a 
terrible idea today. 

The amendment I offered to today’s 
legislation would limit the President’s 
ability to transfer funds to Iran. This 
amendment directs that the U.S. Gov-
ernment puts justice for American vic-
tims of Iranian terrorism ahead of the 
payments to the Iranian’s regime. No 
administration should transfer funds 
related to the Iran-United States 
Claims Tribunal without first requiring 
settlement of all damages already 
awarded in judgments made in the U.S. 
courts against Iran for their terrorism 
crimes against our own citizens. Pay-
ing our own citizens from that fund be-
fore any money is transferred to the 
Iranian regime makes sense, common 
sense, and it is surrounded by the sense 
of justice and right. 

While my amendment was not one of 
those considered by the Senate yet, we 
will be introducing this concept as 
freestanding legislation in the near fu-
ture. 

I know sanctions alone will not 
change Iran’s regime’s behavior. Inci-
dentally, we need our allies and friends 
to join us in this sanction effort. Yet 
we know the Countering Iran’s Desta-
bilizing Activities Act remains an im-
portant bill to impose costs on the re-
gime in Iran and, hopefully, to encour-
age more of the discontent we saw dur-
ing the recent elections. Perhaps there 
will rise an equivalent to the 2009 
Green Movement that offers Iranians 
one more opportunity to throw off the 
yoke of theocratic rule of tyranny and 
get the government they deserve—one 
that respects their rights and has the 
desire to coexist peacefully with its 
neighbors. 

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. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

HEALTHCARE LEGISLATION 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I want to 

start my remarks on healthcare and 
what is ahead over the next couple of 
weeks in this way. 

For almost 7 years before I got elect-
ed to the Congress, I was the director 
of the Oregon Gray Panthers, which is 
a senior citizens group, and I ran a 
legal aid office for the elderly. I made 
the judgment then that healthcare was 
and always would be the most impor-
tant issue. I made that judgment be-
cause I have always felt that if you and 
your loved ones do not have their 
health, then pretty much everything 
else does not matter. 

The Presiding Officer of the Senate, 
of course, is a skilled healthcare pro-
vider and knows a lot about these 
issues, and I am really going to use 
that as my reference point today in 
making the judgment that having qual-
ity, affordable healthcare for your fam-
ilies and yourselves is paramount to 
everything else. 
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