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of the underlining data and other infor-
mation, and the contact information of 
responsible officials. 

USMCA further requires parties to 
follow the U.S.-like system of notice 
and comment periods for proposed reg-
ulatory rulemaking in which the regu-
lators are required to consider com-
ments of any interested party, regard-
less of nationality, which means Amer-
icans will have input in the regulatory 
process in Canada and Mexico, which 
has direct effect on our access to their 
markets. 

The countries also agreed to publish 
an early planning document of regula-
tions the country intends to revise in 
the next 12 months and to ensure that 
regulations are written in a clear, con-
cise, and understandable manner. 

The USMCA encourages authorities 
to consider the impact of new regula-
tions when they are being developed, 
with particular attention to the bene-
fits and costs of regulations and the 
feasibility of other approaches. 

This is an incredibly important 
achievement, and it is important as a 
model for U.S. agreements going for-
ward. 

By including the good governance 
and anti-corruption provisions in the 
USMCA, we are signaling to our trad-
ing partners and the rest of the world 
what our values are—yes, economic 
values, but also the principles we ad-
vance. 

However, with these good achieve-
ments in the original USMCA, the 
agreement did not go far enough. There 
was no deadline to getting it done 
quickly, so we chose to get it done 
right. 

I wanted to see strict, high standards 
in the USMCA on labor, environment, 
and more. Democrats were united in 
this message. Democrats worked be-
hind the scenes with labor and environ-
mental stakeholders to identify issues 
and create solutions that could make 
this agreement one we could support. 

Do I think the USMCA lives up to 
these standards? Yes, I do. The updated 
USMCA includes important provisions 
regarding labor standards, which have 
the potential to improve working con-
ditions and create a more level playing 
field for U.S. workers. 

These changes include the Brown- 
Wyden rapid-response mechanism, 
which enables the United States to 
take swift enforcement action against 
imports from individual facilities, and 
stronger labor obligations in the agree-
ment. The changes include a number of 
other important labor issues, including 
strengthened labor obligations, new 
labor-monitoring mechanisms, and 
extra funding for labor efforts. The im-
plementing bill includes new mecha-
nisms and resources to ensure that the 
U.S. Government effectively monitors 
Mexico’s compliance with the labor ob-
ligations. 

The result of these labor additions 
earned support for the USMCA by the 
AFL–CIO, United Steelworkers, and 
the International Brotherhood of 

Teamsters. Truly, this is an agreement 
that is good for labor. 

Another critical aspect of the 
USMCA is that it ensures that our 
trading partners meet the environ-
mental standards of this country. We 
want a level playing field. We also 
want to help our environment. 

With respect to the environment, the 
updated USMCA is a significant im-
provement over the original NAFTA. 
The USMCA incorporates environ-
mental obligations into the agreement 
itself, which are subject to dispute set-
tlement, unlike the original NAFTA, 
which only included an unenforceable 
side-agreement. 

The USMCA includes upgraded com-
mitments on topics including fisheries 
subsidies, marine litter, and conserva-
tion of marine species. 

Democrats secured amendments to 
the agreement, as well as provisions in 
the implementing bill, to strengthen 
the ability of the United States to 
monitor and enforce the obligations 
and ensure that the parties are bound 
to their environmental obligations. 

I want to acknowledge my colleague 
Senator CARPER, the ranking member 
of the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee, which I also sit on. 
Together, we pushed to improve this 
agreement with respect to the enforce-
ability of the environmental provi-
sions. We were happy to see this agree-
ment include many of the things Sen-
ator CARPER and I worked and pushed 
to have done. 

Included in the new USMCA is a new 
trigger mechanism to give environ-
mental stakeholders an expanded role 
in environmental enforcement matters 
and create accountability for the ad-
ministration with regard to seeking en-
vironmental enforcement actions 
under USMCA. 

Under the existing NAFTA, any per-
son in a NAFTA country can make a 
submission to an intergovernmental 
organization established by NAFTA to 
address environmental issues, alleging 
that a NAFTA partner is not living up 
to its environmental obligations. You 
can do that. Submissions undergo a 
public factfinding process by the head 
of that body, which produces a factual 
record if the allegation is found to have 
merit. 

Here is where the problem comes in: 
Once the production of that factual 
record is done, there is no enforcement 
mechanism. We have corrected that. 
Through this new trigger mechanism 
in the USMCA that was developed, if a 
factual record is produced, the new 
Interagency Environment Committee, 
headed by the USTR, will have 30 days 
to review the record and make a deter-
mination as to whether to pursue en-
forcement actions under USMCA 
against the violating country. If the 
committee, headed by the USTR, de-
cides not to pursue enforcement ac-
tions under USMCA, within 30 days 
after its determination, the committee 
must provide Congress with a written 
explanation and justification of its de-

cision. This is a huge step forward in 
quickly identifying and addressing any 
environmental action that needs to be 
taken under this agreement. 

In addition, the agreement includes 
an additional $88 million of funding ap-
propriated over the next 4 years for en-
vironmental monitoring and enforce-
ment to ensure that the goals of the 
USMCA’s environment chapter can be 
realized. This includes $40 million ap-
propriated over the next 4 years for the 
new environment sub-fund Senator 
CARPER and I pushed to create under 
the USTR’s existing Trade Enforce-
ment Trust Fund, which will be dedi-
cated to enforcement of the USMCA’s 
environmental obligations. 

As I mentioned, the United States- 
Mexico-Canada Agreement establishes 
an Interagency Environment Com-
mittee, led by the USTR, which will co-
ordinate U.S. Government efforts to 
monitor implementation of its environ-
mental goals. It also establishes up to 
three new environment-focused 
attachés in Mexico City to help ensure 
Mexico is living up to its environ-
mental obligations. It includes new re-
porting requirements to regularly as-
sess the status of Mexico’s laws and 
regulations that are intended to imple-
ment its environmental obligations to 
help ensure Mexico is living up to its 
commitments. 

We believe the USMCA is a strong, 
enforceable agreement that makes 
positive strides in protecting the envi-
ronment. As this agreement is imple-
mented, I will be watching to ensure 
that the other parties to this agree-
ment live up to the promises they are 
making in this bill. 

In closing, I support the USMCA be-
cause it will help raise the living 
standards for Marylanders, cuts red-
tape for small businesses, and unites us 
with our allies. The provisions of the 
USMCA protect the environment, help 
labor organizing efforts, fights for good 
governance and against corruption, and 
is enforceable. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
legislation when it comes to the floor. 

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

ator from Colorado. 
IRAN 

Mr. GARDNER. Madam President, I 
come to the floor to speak about the 
policy of the United States toward the 
Islamic Republic of Iran. I commend 
the administration for taking decisive 
action last week in Baghdad against 
Tehran-backed terrorists planning an 
imminent attack on American targets. 

The administration’s action with 
Qasem Soleimani was not only decisive 
but necessary and legal under long-
standing Presidential authority to pro-
tect American lives from imminent at-
tack. It is our obligation, it is our duty 
to protect American lives, especially 
when our national security agencies 
and personnel know the imminent dan-
ger of attack. 

The President made the right call at 
the right time to neutralize the threat 
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and to save American lives. Imagine 
having done nothing—having done 
nothing—and allowing the attacks to 
proceed. That is exactly what hap-
pened. At yesterday’s classified brief-
ing, General Milley and our national 
security personnel made it clear: The 
death of General Soleimani saved lives. 

Our duty in Congress is to protect 
the United States, its people and inter-
ests, diplomats, and our men and 
women in uniform around the globe. 
The actions taken by our military in 
Iraq undoubtedly saved American lives 
and addressed a clear, compelling, and 
unambiguous threat. 

The world should not mourn Qasem 
Soleimani—a man whose name is syn-
onymous with murder in the Middle 
East as the head of the Islamic Revolu-
tionary Guard Corps’ Quds Force, 
which is designated as a terrorist orga-
nization under U.S. law; a man who 
was personally designated as a ter-
rorist battlefield commander by Presi-
dent Obama. The Quds Force was the 
tip of the spear for the regime in its 
terrorist activities abroad and is re-
sponsible for thousands of deaths 
across the region. 

Most importantly, according to the 
Pentagon, Soleimani was responsible 
for the deaths of over 600 American 
servicemembers in Iraq. GEN David 
Petraeus, who commanded our forces 
in Iraq, stated last week that in his 
opinion, taking out Soleimani was big-
ger than bin Laden, bigger than 
Baghdadi. 

In other words, President Trump rid 
the world of an extreme and lethal 
enemy of the American people—some-
one who was actively pursuing and had 
killed and taken American lives. I fail 
to understand how anyone can question 
this decision or its rationale. I know 
they certainly did not—and rightfully 
so—when President Obama took out 
bin Laden. 

We expected an Iranian response, and 
on Tuesday, Iran launched a ballistic 
missile attack against bases in Iraq 
hosting U.S. troops. I condemn these 
attacks in the strongest terms, and we 
are fortunate that they did not result 
in any casualties. 

I do not want war with Iran, but the 
President did not take this action in a 
vacuum. Contrary to claims by some of 
my colleagues in this very Chamber, it 
is Iran that has escalated tensions, not 
the United States. Over the last several 
months and years, Iran has sharply es-
calated its malign behavior against the 
United States and our allies. 

On June 13, the IRGC attacked two 
oil tankers in the Strait of Hormuz, a 
critical global shipping lane. On June 
20, the IRGC shot down a U.S. un-
manned aerial vehicle in international 
space. September 14, Iran sponsored an 
attack on Saudi Arabia’s oil facilities, 
temporarily cutting off half of the oil 
supply of the world’s largest producer. 
December 27, Iranian proxy group 
Kataib Hezbollah carried out a deadly 
attack against a base in northern Iraq, 
killing an American civilian—killing 

an American. The administration ap-
propriately retaliated against this 
group on December 29. Then, on New 
Year’s Eve, Iran-backed militias be-
sieged and damaged the U.S. Embassy 
in Baghdad for 2 days, forcing the ad-
ministration to take prudent measures 
to prevent further violence. 

When Soleimani was caught plotting 
additional attacks against American 
targets, the administration took lawful 
and appropriate action. I now urge 
Tehran to take the opportunity to de-
escalate tensions immediately. The ad-
ministration must also continue tak-
ing all necessary steps to keep our 
troops, diplomats, and countries safe, 
and to regularly consult with Congress 
on next steps. 

It is my hope that diplomacy ulti-
mately prevails, but we must not re-
peat the mistakes of the past. Iran’s 
enmity toward the United States 
stretches over decades, not just months 
or weeks. Following the Islamic Revo-
lution in Iran in 1979, the ruling 
mullahs held 52 American diplomats 
hostage for 444 days, releasing them 
only on January 20, 1981, the day Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan was sworn into of-
fice. Two years later, on April 18, 1983, 
a truck laden with explosives rammed 
into the U.S. Embassy in Beirut, Leb-
anon, killing 17 Americans. On October 
23, 1983, a similar attack on the U.S. 
Marine barracks in Beirut killed 241 
American servicemen. Overwhelm-
ingly, the evidence led to Iran and its 
wholly owned subsidiary, Hezbollah, as 
the perpetrator of these attacks. 

The Iranian regime has not changed 
in 40 years. It targeted and killed 
Americans during the Iraq war, sup-
ported Shiite militias, and supplied 
deadly explosives used to target our 
troops. Iran continues to prop up the 
regime of the murderous Bashar al- 
Assad in Syria. The Iranian regime reg-
ularly refers to the United States as 
the Great Satan and threatens our ally, 
Israel, which they call Little Satan— 
threatens to wipe them off the face of 
the Earth. The mullahs continue to 
grossly abuse the human rights of their 
own people, as demonstrated by recent 
bloody crackdowns on protesters in 
Iran that have claimed hundreds and 
hundreds of innocent lives. 

Despite all of this, in 2015, the Obama 
administration rewarded Tehran with a 
sweetheart deal known as the Joint 
Comprehensive Plan of Action, or 
JCPOA, which paved a patient pathway 
to a nuclear weapon for Iran, lifted all 
meaningful sanctions against the re-
gime, and did nothing to constrain 
Iran’s malign behavior in the region. 
Iran used the billions of dollars that 
were provided in the JCPOA to dra-
matically increase its terror funding 
and its military funding. 

The Trump administration rightly 
exited the JCPOA in May 2018 and re-
imposed crippling economic sanctions 
against the regime. They have been 
clear with Iran that the door to diplo-
macy remains open if Iran changes its 
behavior and complies with inter-
national norms. 

On May 21, 2018, Secretary of State 
Mike Pompeo delivered a speech at the 
Heritage Foundation, which clearly 
stated the administration’s objectives: 
Iran must forgo its nuclear aspirations, 
cease its support for terrorism, and re-
spect the human rights of its people. 
Secretary Pompeo said: 

Any new agreement will make sure Iran 
never acquires a nuclear weapon, and will 
deter the regime’s malign behavior in a way 
the JCPOA never could. 

We will not repeat the mistakes of past ad-
ministrations, and we will not renegotiate 
the JCPOA itself. The Iranian wave of de-
struction in the region in just the last few 
years is proof that Iran’s nuclear aspirations 
cannot be separated from the overall secu-
rity picture. 

Secretary Pompeo was clear that 
once Iran changes its behavior, it will 
reap the benefits, stating: 

[The United States is] prepared to end the 
principal components of every one of our 
sanctions against the regime. We’re happy at 
that point to re-establish full diplomatic and 
commercial relationships with Iran. 

And we’re prepared to admit Iran to have 
advanced technology. If Iran makes this fun-
damental strategic shift, we, too, are pre-
pared to support the modernization and re-
integration of the Iranian economy into the 
international economic system. 

I hope the latest events have made it 
clear to Tehran that the United States 
will never back down from protecting 
our people, our interests, and our al-
lies. Now the ball is in Tehran’s court 
to choose the path of peace or the path 
of confrontation. It is my sincere hope 
that they choose the path of peace. 

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

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Madam President, I 

have come to the floor today to talk 
for a while about the nomination of 
Paul Ray to serve as Administrator of 
the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs. I will do that, but first 
I want to take a few minutes to set the 
record straight on what we just heard. 

Tom Friedman, who writes for the 
New York Times, is a famous author, 
lecturer, and a brilliant guy. Among 
the things he has mentioned in his 
writings over the last 3 years is some-
thing called the Trump doctrine. The 
Trump doctrine goes something like 
this: Barack built it. I, Trump, broke 
it. You fix it. 

There are any number of examples 
where that has happened: Paris accords 
on reducing emissions of carbon diox-
ide on our planet and the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership, where the United States 
would lead 11 other nations in a trade 
agreement around the world. Those 12 
nations would be responsible for 40 per-
cent of the world’s trade. Under that 
agreement negotiated in the last ad-
ministration, the Trans-Pacific Part-
nership, we would lead that 12-nation 
group in 40 percent of the world’s 
trade. China was on the outside look-
ing in. This administration walked 
away from that. 

The greatest source of carbon emis-
sions in our planet and the greatest 
threat to the future of the planet for 
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these young pages—whom I am looking 
at now—is way, way too much carbon 
dioxide in our atmosphere. It is getting 
worse, not getting better. The greatest 
source of carbon emissions on our plan-
et are emissions from our cars, trucks, 
and vans. 

The last administration negotiated a 
50-State deal, which would have re-
duced emissions from mobile sources 
dramatically in the years to come. 
This administration broke away from 
it. They walked away from it. The last 
administration negotiated a rule regu-
lation to dramatically reduce emis-
sions from the second greatest source 
of carbon emissions in this country and 
from our utilities: coal-fired utilities, 
primarily. If you add together the re-
duction in carbon dioxide emissions 
going forward from our mobile sources 
negotiated by the last administration 
and negotiated in a regulation called 
the Clean Power Plan, they would pro-
vide almost half of the emission reduc-
tions by 2050 that we need—almost 
half. This administration walked away 
from both. 

The last administration argued that 
rather than always be threatening war 
with Iran and doing these proxy wars 
with Iran, maybe what we should focus 
on is the main thing. A friend used to 
advise me. He said: TOM, the main 
thing is keep the main thing the main 
thing. The reason why we negotiated 
the JCPOA deal with Iran was to deter 
Iran from developing and having nu-
clear weapons that could create a nu-
clear arms race in the Middle East and 
put them and, I think, the rest of our 
planet, literally, at risk. Under the 
agreement negotiated with Iran and six 
other nations—including the United 
States, the Brits, the French, the Ger-
mans, the Russians, the Chinese— 
under the agreement, the Iranians had 
to agree to stand down, to slow down 
much of their nuclear enrichment that 
could actually lead to nuclear weapons. 
They had to agree to intrusive inspec-
tions by the IAEA, the international 
watchdog for atomic energy. In return 
for their willingness to do those things, 
we would reduce the very harsh sanc-
tions that had been put in place by the 
last administration—very harsh eco-
nomic sanctions. 

The Iranians did what they agreed to 
do. They stood down their develop-
ment. They opened up their facilities 
to intrusive inspections by the IAEA 
for the last 4 years. There were almost 
20 different rounds of inspections, each 
of which came to the same conclusion: 
Iran, whether we like it or not, wheth-
er we like their leaders or not, kept 
their word. Some of us remember what 
Ronald Reagan used to talk about. He 
used to say that in terms of doing nu-
clear deals with the Russians—the So-
viets—he used to say: ‘‘Trust but 
verify.’’ 

Well, what we did with the Iran deal 
was mistrust or distrust. We didn’t 
trust them, but we would verify that 
they were keeping their word. Whether 
we like it or not, surprisingly, they 

did, until this administration came 
along and walked away from that 
agreement, which was working. It im-
posed even harsher sanctions on Iran 
and led us to, really, where we are 
today. 

Again, Tom Friedman, who gave us 
the Trump doctrine: Barack built it. I, 
Trump broke it. You fix it. This is just 
another example of that happening. We 
shouldn’t be surprised by the events of 
the past week. It didn’t have to be that 
way. It didn’t have to be that way. 

I think in the country of Iran, half of 
the people are under the age of 25. They 
were never born when the original Aya-
tollah was in charge, and they had the 
Iranian revolution. The younger people 
there would like a better relationship 
with us. They have elections there, too, 
where people can actually show up and 
vote—men and women—vote for munic-
ipal elections, for mayors, city coun-
cils, and so forth, for Parliament— 
their Congress is called the Par-
liament—for their President. I think 
the last time they voted was 3 years 
ago. You know which forces gained 
votes? They don’t have Democrats or 
Republicans over there. They have 
hard-liners, and they have moderates. 
The moderates gained election vic-
tories in mayoral elections across the 
country and city council elections 
across the country. The moderates 
picked up a lot of votes in the Par-
liament. The hard-liners lost votes. 

The actions of this administration 
over the last 3 years have pushed Ira-
nian voters, including a lot of young 
people, away from supporting the mod-
erates in their Nation and pushed them 
into the arms of the radical extremists, 
the hard-liners. It didn’t have to be 
that way. It didn’t have to be that way. 

I don’t know how we put this mess 
back together again, but we need to. I 
am not sure. I don’t have a lot of con-
fidence that this administration is 
going to be able to do that, given their 
track record over the last 3 years—at 
least on this issue. 

NOMINATION OF PAUL J. RAY 
Madam President, let me talk about 

Paul Ray. Paul Ray is a bright young 
man. He is the kind of person I think 
most of us would say: He ought to be in 
an administration. I don’t care if it is 
a Democratic administration or a Re-
publican administration. He is smart, 
well educated, and has good experience. 
He has been the nominee to head some-
thing called OIRA, the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs, an en-
tity that exists within OMB. 

I have met him. He has come to my 
office to talk with me. He is a very po-
lite young man. He has been before our 
committee. I voted today against his 
confirmation. I will tell you why. The 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs used to be the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. I 
served on it for 19 years. One of the 
things I love about that committee is 
that we have oversight over the whole 
Federal Government. Every committee 
we serve on, including committees the 

Presiding Officer serves on, all have an 
oversight role. A lot of that oversight 
deals with the administration as part 
of our checks and balances. We can 
only do that job so well if the adminis-
tration allows us to do our job. 

During the confirmation process—as 
the Presiding Officer knows—witnesses 
and nominees come before us from the 
administration. They have been vetted 
by the administration. They have gone 
through staff interviews. Then they 
come to a committee hearing. We also 
ask questions of the nominees that are 
relevant to the jobs they are going to 
do. 

Every now and then, you have a 
nominee for a particular position who 
is not forthcoming in his or her re-
sponses, so we do something called 
QFRs, which are questions for the 
record. They are designed to give the 
nominee another bite at the apple in 
responding to the questions that Demo-
crats and Republicans have. A lot of 
times, the nominees are forthcoming, 
and that is good. The nominations then 
move forward, and they get confirmed. 

I have learned, if nominees are not 
forthcoming and are not responsive to 
the oversight questions we ask before 
they get confirmed, good luck after 
they get confirmed, for it doesn’t get 
any better. I don’t care whether you 
happen to be a Democrat or a Repub-
lican; you have to be concerned about 
the reluctance and the unwillingness of 
nominees to respond to reasonable 
questions regardless of who is in the 
White House and regardless of who is in 
the majority of this body. 

Let me say a word or two about 
OIRA. OIRA plays a central role in es-
tablishing regulatory and information 
collection policies across our entire 
Federal Government. OIRA oversees 
the rulemaking process from start to 
finish—from the reviewing of drafts of 
proposed and final rules, to managing 
the interagency review process, to en-
suring agencies make rulemaking deci-
sions based on sound cost-benefit anal-
yses. 

The Administrator of OIRA is a criti-
cally important position because, at 
the end of the day, he or she is respon-
sible for ensuring that rules promul-
gated by agencies benefit our society, 
protect our quality of life, protect our 
health, protect our safety, and protect 
our environment. 

Earlier today, I joined a number of 
my colleagues on the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works in a 
letter to Mr. Ray. We asked him to re-
view concerns that have been raised re-
cently by the EPA’s Science Advisory 
Board about four specific rulemakings 
that are currently under review. 

The EPA’s Science Advisory Board 
found serious concerns with the Trump 
administration’s clean car standards 
rule, with the administration’s pro-
posed mercury and air toxics rule, with 
the administration’s clean water rule 
rollbacks, as well as with a proposed 
EPA secret science rule, which will 
have the effect of limiting the science 
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