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recall, with respect to roads, highways,
bridges, water, wastewater, water in-
frastructure, flood control. But that
legislation had the largest—at that
point the largest climate title that we
had ever put in a bill of any con-
sequence here in the U.S. Senate. That
is No. 1.

No. 2 would be the IRA, the Inflation
Reduction Act, that was signed into
law just last month by the President
and championed by any number of
folks, including our colleague from
West Virginia, JOE MANCHIN. I want to
thank him and the majority leader for
their good work. That was No. 2 be-
cause the investments, the clean en-
ergy investments we make in the Infla-
tion Reduction Act, are just extraor-
dinary—extraordinary.

Then, today, to pass the Kigali
Amendment to the Montreal Pro-
tocol—people might be wondering, who
are watching, and say: What in the
world is that? And I will just walk you
back in time.

People might remember that I was a
naval flight officer in the Vietnam war,
and near the end of the Vietnam war,
maybe after I had moved to Delaware,
I remember hearing something about
speculation about a hole in the ozone
and there might be a hole in the ozone.
At first, people dismissed it. I dis-
missed it. But over time, the concerns
persisted, and the hole in the ozone
grew and grew.

Somewhere along about 1985, some
updated scientific information, evi-
dence, emerged that said there is a hole
in the ozone, and it is big, and it is get-
ting bigger.

Our President at the time, as I recall,
was not a Democrat; he was a Repub-
lican—Ronald Reagan. Under his lead-
ership, we as a nation joined in the
Montreal Protocol. It was finalized in
1987, where we actually say that what
is happening here is exactly clear, and
what that is, is there is a hole in the
ozone. It was being created by mate-
rials that are in our air-conditioners or
refrigerators and our coolers. We call
them refrigerants, and when they
leaked out of the air-conditioners, re-
frigerators, and coolers, they actually
created the hole in the ozone.

So the question is, Do we have to
give up our refrigerators, our air-condi-
tioners, our coolers, our freezers? Do
we have to give those up in order to
take care and address the hole in the
ozone? As it turns out, we did not, but
what we had to do was replace some-
thing called CFCs,
chlorofluorocarbons, which were refrig-
erants at the time and contributed to
the hole in the ozone. What we had to
do was replace those CFCs with some-
thing new. Science and the scientists
came up with that something new.
What they came up with was not CFC
plus 2; they came up with HFCs,
hydrofluorocarbons.

What I know about chemistry you
can fit on a fairly small thumbnail, but
HFCs came along, and, guess what, the
hole in the ozone started getting small-
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er. We stayed cool. The air-condi-
tioners worked, freezers worked, refrig-
erators worked, and the hole in the
ozone started getting cooler.

What didn’t get cooler was our planet
because HFCs, as Senator SCHUMER
suggested, are about 1,000 times worse
than carbon dioxide with respect to
global warming. We finally have real-
ized that, and the question is, Can we
do anything about it? If so, can we do
it to make sure we stay cool or cold, if
you will, and at the same time address
climate change?

Some people say: You know, we can’t
do good things for this planet or we
can’t clean the air, clean the water, ad-
dress the climate change, and create
jobs and economic opportunity. But, as
Senator SCHUMER suggested, that is
just not true. This is sort of like hav-
ing our cake and eating it, too, because
we can create jobs.

A lot of them we are talking about
creating with the phasedown of HFCs
and for the next 15 years talking about
creating literally tens of thousands of
jobs not in some other country but
here. We are talking about creating
these jobs using technology developed
here, and we are talking about the abil-
ity to export this technology and sell
products using this technology all over
the place.

I forget exactly what the economic
value is from these activities, but it is
in the tens of billions of dollars here,
with American technology, created by
American workers. Who wouldn’t be for
that? Who wouldn’t be for that?

Some of our Republican colleagues
offered an amendment today. Senator
LEE and, I think, Senator SULLIVAN
joined together on an amendment. I
think most of us voted for that, and it
has been adopted and added to this
package.

The other thing I would mention is
that about a month ago, you may re-
call, we stayed up all night during a
vote-arama, working on the reconcili-
ation legislation that led to the IRA,
the Inflation Reduction Act.

I remember the next day going home.
I was just dog-tired. I went home on
the train and got off the train, and be-
fore I went home, I drove to Wawa,
which is a convenience store. We love
Wawa. They are all up and down the
east coast, especially in Delaware. I
stopped at Wawa to get a cup of coffee.
I got a small cup of coffee and went to
the cash register, the cashier, to pay
for it, and the lady at the cash register
said: Your money is no good here.

I said: No, no. I want to pay. I want
to pay for it.

She said: No, no. I am mindful of
what you have been up all night doing.
Your money is no good here.

I said: Could I get a larger cup of cof-
fee?

She said: No, but your money is no
good here.

She also went to say—she said: I have
a son. I have a daughter. I want to
make sure they grow up on a planet
that is fit to grow up on and that they
can grow old on.
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I think that is a sentiment that al-
most any father or mother or grand-
father or grandparent would feel and
have. I would just say to them today: I
know sometimes you look at what is
going on here and our inability to work
together. We have come together. We
have come together on something that
is extremely important for us, my gen-
eration, but even more important, for
those who follow us.

Bipartisan solutions are lasting solu-
tions. This is a good bipartisan solu-
tion, and for everybody who has been a
part of this, I want to thank you. I
want to convey our thanks as well to
the President and his administration
for their help in getting this done.

This is a day, as my colleague from
Delaware, Congresswoman LISA BLUNT
ROCHESTER, would say—she would say:
This is a day the Lord hath made. Let
us rejoice and be glad in it.

Amen.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 1950

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President,
while we are standing here right now in
Washington, DC, in the middle of an
afternoon, protests are happening all
over Iran right now.

The latest news reports coming out
from social media and the very limited
media that can get out of Iran—mas-
sive protesters are in the streets of 20
different cities in Iran right now. The
latest count is nine people have been
killed in those protests by Iranian
forces trying to be able to shut down
the protests that are now breaking out
all over the country—including, by the
way, protests in Tehran.

What is going on? This has been a
simmering issue for a long time in
Iran. As I have stated several times on
this floor and in committee hearings,
our opposition with Iran is not with
the Iranian people. The Iranian people
live in oppression underneath the Ira-
nian regime, which pushes their thumb
down on them and limits their progress
in the world and in their own country.

The spark of this latest group of pro-
tests that are happening in the streets
all over Iran is a young lady who was
murdered in police custody in Iran
named Mahsa Amini.

Mahsa Amini, a 22-year-old Iranian
woman, died in custody because she
broke Iran’s hijab law. In other words,
she wasn’t wearing her head covering,
and so—brace yourself—the morality
police arrested her. The morality po-
lice in Iran detained her, where she was
apparently beaten to death while she
was in prison. Now, the police and the
regime have come out and said she had
sudden heart failure, but with multiple
injuries around her head, that is not
sudden heart failure.

The nation—once again—of Iran is
rising up to say: This has to stop.

Americans would be surprised at the
number of social media posts that are
getting out of Iran right now, where
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large crowds—large crowds—are gath-
ering in cities, tearing down the pic-
tures of the Ayatollah, and chanting in
the streets of Tehran, ‘‘Death to the
dictator.”

I have friends in Iran who have actu-
ally sent me some of the social media
posts to be able to show me that this is
what the street looks like today. This
is breaking out across Iran.

Now, what is interesting is that, at
the same time, the President of Iran
has been allowed to be able to come
into the United States to be at the U.N.
General Assembly to be able to speak
out for the regime’s benefit to the rest
of the world. It will be a remarkable
side-by-side of what is happening in
Iran on the streets right now and the
Iranian leadership at the U.N. General
Assembly.

At this same moment as well, Iran is
working with Russia and has delivered
hundreds of unmanned aerial vehicles
that are weaponized, little kamikaze
drones that are literally taking out
Ukrainian artillery right now in the
field in Ukraine. The Iranians haven’t
just supplied these weaponized drones
to Russia; they have brought Russian
leaders into Iran to be able to train
them on how to be able to attack
Ukraine with these weapons.

Right now as well, the Russians are
calling up additional reservists to be
able to fight the Ukrainians and to be
able to continue to take the fight to
them. Protests are also erupting in
Russia right now from Russian moms
who are furious that their husbands
and their sons are being called up to be
able to fight in Ukraine to replace the
thousands of casualties that Russia has
suffered in Ukraine.

Now, why do I connect the dots in all
of these—what is happening in Iran on
the streets, what is happening on the
streets in Russia, and what is hap-
pening right now in Ukraine? Because
in the middle of that moment inter-
nationally that is happening, the U.S.
Government has partnered with Rus-
sian diplomats to negotiate with Iran a
restart of the nuclear deal with them.
I can’t make this up. So the United
States is using Russia as its proxy to
negotiate with Iran to be able to re-
start a nuclear negotiation with them.

Listen, the JCPOA, this nuclear deal,
as it is commonly called, when it was
put in place in 2015, was then set aside
to say: It is not accomplishing its pur-
poses.

In 2015, when it was put in place—
let’s just review real quick what hap-
pened in the days after that.

Planes full—literal planes full—of
pallets loaded with cash were sent to
Iran as soon as this deal was signed. It
was a government suddenly flush with
cash. How did that regime use that
cash? They bought munitions to be
able to fight against Americans in Iraq.

From 2015 to 2017—that period imme-
diately after the JCPOA was signed
and planes full of cash were sent to
them—munitions fired against Amer-
ican troops in Iraq increased 341 per-
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cent. During that same time period,
terrorist incidents increased 183 per-
cent. There were 58 incidents involving
Iranian vessels in the gulf that put
American troops at risk. Iran used its
money not to be able to help the Ira-
nian people but to attack us and to at-
tack our allies.

Our Nation withdrew from this nu-
clear negotiation 4 years ago. After
that happened, Iran’s exports of crude
o0il declined by more than 2 million
barrels a day, cutting off a major sup-
ply of money into the regime. Iran’s
defense budget was then cut 28 percent
because of those revenue shortfalls.
Iran’s currency lost 70 percent of its
value as the pressure was applied to
Iran to actually join into mnations
around the world, to actually become a
nation like the rest of the world.

I am bringing this into the Senate
today. It is an issue that I have
brought multiple times. We should
have ongoing dialogue with Iran. They
are ambitious to become a nuclear
weapons-capable nation. They are the
single largest State sponsor of ter-
rorism in the world. They are the de-
stabilizing force in all of the Middle
East. Every nation in that entire re-
gion has to prepare themselves for an
inevitable, erratic, irrational attack
from Iran; and every nation fears the
day that they gain a nuclear-capable
weapon.

But the gaps in the nuclear negotia-
tions are large. Let me list some of
them. The nuclear negotiation excludes
any conversation about their terrorist
activities. It is just simply not limiting
their terrorist activities, just limiting
their nuclear capability. They are
building long-range weapons capable of
carrying a nuclear weapon. Why would
you need to build a long-range heavy
missile unless you are carrying a nu-
clear tip? The two are connected—their
terrorist activities, their missile ambi-
tions, and their nuclear ambitions. We
should connect those in all of our rela-
tionships.

My amendment in my sense of the
Senate that I bring is very clear today.
One is to acknowledge what we all
know is actually happening. The sec-
ond is to say, we can’t have any kind of
sanctions relief, especially preemp-
tively in negotiations on lifting energy
petroleum sales coming out of Iran.
The next section of it, the third section
of it, is simply not releasing any of the
sanctions on the Iranian Revolutionary
Guard Corps. They are the core of the
terrorist activities in the area. They
are the trainers for those who actually
attacked Americans in Iraq. We should
not lift sanctions on them. The fourth
on this is not providing relief to the fi-
nancial institutions in Iran so they
can’t continue to extend their terrorist
activities and their financial activities
behind the scenes. The goal of this is to
be able to put pressure on the regime
but to protect the Iranian people as
much as possible.

The final statement that is in this
sense of the Senate is to affirm our
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long-term friendship with the people of
Iran and our understanding that they
are living under the thumb of this re-
gime.

My friend that I had mentioned be-
fore who is from Iran has reached out
to me in the last 24 hours with this
simple question. The Iranian people are
on the streets, trying to gain their
freedom, trying to be able to speak and
live their faith as they choose to. And
here is this question: What are the
Americans going to do to stand with
us? That is a fair question for this
body.

The Iranian people who are begging
for their own freedom do not want the
American response to be sending cash
to the regime so they can oppress their
people more or lifting the sanctions at
this moment so that the regime can
continue to advance its terrorist ac-
tivities or just disengaging from its
missile ambitions that destabilizes the
region or to continue to be able to use
Russia as a proxy for the United States
of America while Russia is literally
using Iranian drones to attack the
Ukrainians.

Let’s speak with a clear voice to the
Iranian people on the streets. They
want to hear the United States say: We
stand with your passion for freedom,
and not: We stand with the regime in
what they are trying to do to you.

So saying all that: As if in legislative
session, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs be discharged from
further consideration of S. 1950 and the
Senate proceed to its immediate con-
sideration; I ask further that the bill
be considered read a third time and
passed and that the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object. I have such re-
spect for my colleague from Oklahoma.
We are often on the same side of issues
related to matters of national security
and the Middle East, but I disagree
with his analysis that he has presented
here today. Let me make just a remark
or two about his immediate request
and then make a few remarks about
the broader work to try to protect the
world from a nuclear weapons-armed
Iran.

First, as I understand it—and I just
had a few days to take a look at the
underlying legislation—it would sig-
nificantly remove the administration’s
discretion to waive sanctions or to
enter into certain oil sales or authorize
business with Iranian financial institu-
tions in that only a treaty entered into
by the United States would provide
that authority to the administration.

I think that is generally bad policy.

We can imagine a whole set of diplo-
matic engagements with any nation,
including Iran, in which an executive
may wish to toggle sanctions or li-
censes in order to provoke some behav-
ior beneficial to the United States.
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That is, in fact, why we regularly build
waivers into our sanctions statutes. So
to suggest that on Iran policy, the
President is going to have no ability to
impact sanctions or licenses until a
treaty is entered into ties the adminis-
tration’s hands—both Republican and
Democratic administrations—in a way
that I simply don’t think is helpful.

I understand my friend’s argument.

He is not a supporter of the JCPOA,
and he does not desire for the United
States to enter back into a nuclear
agreement with Iran. And at the heart
of this request is the essence of Presi-
dent Trump’s Iran policy—the idea
that if we just keep hammering Iran
with sanctions that either their behav-
ior will get better or they will at some
point choose to come to the table and
do a comprehensive deal—the nuclear
program, their ballistic missile pro-
gram, their support for terrorism.

Now, I think that was a credible ar-
gument back during the Obama admin-
istration. Many people said Obama
shouldn’t give Iran anything until Iran
comes to the table on everything.

This Congress went a different way.
We ended up taking a vote that, by our
rules, allowed for the nuclear agree-
ment to go forward. But we now have
the benefit of the opposition’s argu-
ment to the JCPOA having been tested
for 4 years. Trump basically took that
philosophy—Kkeep sanctioning Iran;
don’t worry about the fact that it is
unilateral, and eventually Iran will
come to the table on everything. He
tested that for 4 years, and it was an
unmitigated disaster—an unmitigated
disaster. Not only did Iran not come to
the table on everything, they came to
the table on nothing. Their behavior in
the region got much worse and much
more adversarial to U.S. interests.

Just look at the reality on the
ground in a place like Lebanon or
Yemen or Iraq or Syria. At the end of
Trump’s term, did Iran have more or
less influence in those places? Unques-
tionably more. More integrated with
the Houthis—by the end of Trump’s
term, they were in charge of the Leba-
nese government. There was less sepa-
ration between the Iraqi power struc-
ture and Tehran.

At the end of that 4-year period of
time, testing maximum pressure, Iran
was more deeply involved with its
proxies than ever before. They were not
negotiating with the United States on
any of the conditions that the Trump
administration laid down for us, and
they were shooting at us.

There was not a single attack on U.S.
servicemembers by Iranian proxies
while the United States was in the
JCPOA. Let me say it again: Not a sin-
gle attack on U.S. servicemembers by
Iranian proxies when the United States
was in the JCPOA. They occur with
regularity today. Attacks against U.S.
forces in housing and on bases in Iraq
and Syria restarted once we withdrew
from the deal. In this year alone, there
have been attacks in February, March,
April, May, June, July, and August.
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And so, I am not sure why we have to
do a lot of guessing now as to whether
we are better off with or without a nu-
clear agreement with Iran, because
here’s what we got for maximum pres-
sure: American troops under fire, more
support for proxies, no hopes of nego-
tiation, and—the icing on the cake—an
Iranian nuclear program that is now
weeks away from having enough fissile
material to produce a nuclear weapon.
Compare that with a year away during
the time of the agreement.

So we tested this theory that we just
hit them with sanctions, hit them with
sanctions, and, eventually, they capit-
ulate. It didn’t work by, I think, all ob-
jective measures. It didn’t work. And
so it makes sense that the Biden ad-
ministration wants to engage and try
to put back together a deal that was
good for the United States and our al-
lies.

And, lastly, I will say this. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is right. The Ira-
nians are bad people. You can just see
what they are doing right now in the
streets of Tehran in brutally repressing
another wave of protests. Listen to
what the President said on TV just this
week—denying the Holocaust. These
are our adversaries. This is an enemy.
But all throughout American history,
we have understood there are times
when it makes sense to sit down across
the table with your enemy and adver-
sary and engage in diplomatic con-
versation that is good for you and good
for the world. It is true that if Iran was
further away from a nuclear weapon, it
would be good for us and it would be
good for other countries in the world,
including Russia, which is why Russia
is sometimes part of these negotia-
tions. But I don’t know that because
something is good for everybody, it
shouldn’t be acceptable to the U.S.
Congress.

And so I am going to object to this
request because I believe that the
JCPOA is the right thing for the secu-
rity of this Nation; because I believe in
diplomacy even with your adversaries;
because I think we have tested the
proposition that maximum pressure
will work better than a nuclear agree-
ment, and we now know the results;
and I also believe that some of the de-
tails of this resolution would ulti-
mately bind the hands of American
Presidents in a way that, you know,
probably isn’t good precedent for the
long-term security of the Nation.

So, again, I think my colleague
comes to the floor with good faith ob-
jections and longstanding objections. I
come down in a different place, and for
that reason, I would object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate my colleague. We have a lot of
agreement in areas in Lebanon and
other areas in the region that we work
diligently together to be able to re-
solve—very, very difficult areas in this
region.
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But I do want to say: Facts are stub-
born things. When my colleague makes
a statement that we can see what hap-
pens during the time of the JCPOA and
we can see what happens during the
time of sanctions, I am welcome to be
able to look at those facts. During the
time of the JCPOA, as I mentioned be-
fore, from 2015 to 2017, munitions fired
against American troops in Iraq in-
creased 341 percent. Many of those mu-
nitions were Iranian-provided. So to be
able to say that there were no attacks
on Americans during the JCPOA is just
factually not correct.

I can take you to a multitude of
members of the U.S. military that will
speak specifically of munitions that
were fired on them and all kinds of im-
provised explosive devices created by
the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps
and shipped into Iraq to be able to at-
tack them specifically during that
time period. So it is not factually cor-
rect there were no attacks on Ameri-
cans during the time of the JCPOA. In
fact, all the folks that look at these
issues saw that terrorism increased 183
percent during that time period.

During the time of the sanctions,
Iran suffered real consequences in their
economy, including a dramatic drop in
their own defense spending by 28 per-
cent during that time period. I received
a personal outreach from an individual
who is a leader in Lebanon, who my
colleague and I both know well, who
reached out to me personally and said
whatever the United States is doing
right now to cut off funding to Iran,
keep doing it because it is also cutting
off funding to Hezbollah and to Leb-
anon. They are not getting their pay-
checks right now, and that is helping
the stability of our government.

So there was a real effect during that
time period. We can discuss strategic
aspects of which one is more effective,
the agreement or the heavier sanc-
tions, but we can’t just ignore it and
say there was no benefit during that
time period in the last several years on
the pressure that was put on Iran dur-
ing this time period.

The fact still remains, the people of
Iran are asking the question. They are
on the streets chanting for freedom.
What is the Senate going to do to stand
with them? And, currently, it is noth-
ing. I would like for it to be something,
to stand with the people of Iran as they
speak out against the repressive re-
gime that they are under the thumb of.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—TREATY

DOCUMENT NO. 117-1

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that with re-
spect to the resolution of ratification,
the motion to reconsider be considered
made and laid upon the table and the
President be immediately notified of
the Senate’s action.

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