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Lieberman cap-and-trade bill, a signifi-
cant portion of which, by the way, has
been pushed by the oil company BP.
Many Members on this side of the aisle
have proposals they support as well.

One thing we should be able to agree
on is that the worst possible outcome
is for the unelected bureaucrats at the
EPA to unilaterally impose these job-
killing regulations. That is why it is
my hope that later this afternoon we
will vote to stop this blatant power
grab by the administration and EPA
and pass Senator MURKOWSKI’s legisla-
tion to stop this backdoor national en-
ergy tax dead in its tracks.

This effort by the EPA would be dev-
astating for jobs and an economy that
needs them desperately. It is bad for
the economy and bad for representative
democracy. It should be stopped.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alaska.

——————

RESOLUTION OF DISAPPROVAL OF
EPA RULE—MOTION TO PROCEED

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
during the Memorial Day recess, we re-
ceived two pieces of alarming news
that should inform the work of every
Member in this Chamber. First, we
learned the national debt has surpassed
$13 trillion in total, and then shortly
after that, we learned that nearly all
the jobs that were added in May came
from temporary census positions. The
private sector created just 41,000 jobs
last month—many fewer than expected
and certainly a far cry from the pace
that will allow us to dig out from
under this economic recession.

I think we all recognize there is no
question that our recovery is still frag-
ile—very much in doubt. It is also
quite clear it will take some time for
millions of unemployed Americans to
find their jobs and get back on their
feet again. These tough facts should
encourage us to focus on these policies
that create jobs, that reduce our debt,
and at the same time should encourage
us to guard against policies that fail in
either or both of those areas.

Madam President, we are here today
to debate a policy that works against
both of those goals—the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s effort to
impose economy-wide climate regula-
tions under the Clean Air Act. The
sweeping powers being pursued by the
EPA are the worst possible option for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and
there is broad bipartisan agreement
that this approach would forgo all of
the benefits, all of the protections that
are possible through legislation. It
would reduce emissions at an unreason-
ably high cost and through an unneces-
sarily bureaucratic process. It would
amount to an unprecedented power
grab, ceding Congress’s responsibilities
to unelected bureaucrats, and move a
very important debate, a critical de-
bate, from our open halls to behind an
agency’s closed doors.

This approach should have been,
could have been taken off the table
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long ago. Yet because the EPA is deter-
mined to move forward aggressively
and because neither Congress nor the
administration has acted to stop them,
it is now in the process of becoming
our Nation’s de facto energy and cli-
mate policy.

Because this is our worst option to
reduce emissions and Congress needs
time to develop a more appropriate so-
lution, I have introduced a resolution
of disapproval—I introduced this back
in January—to halt the EPA’s regula-
tions. My resolution does not affect the
science behind the endangerment find-
ing, but it will prevent the finding
from being enforced through economy-
wide regulations.

Forty other Senators here in this
body have joined me and are cospon-
sors of this effort. Our resolution has
garnered significant support among the
American people, and from the day it
was introduced, we have had individ-
uals and we have had groups and orga-
nizations from all across the country
that have expressed their support and
their appreciation. It really is a tre-
mendous coalition, a significant coali-
tion from farmers and manufacturers,
to small business owners, to fish proc-
essors. There are more than 530 stake-
holder groups that have endorsed our
resolution’s passage, and I will tell
you, when you look at some of those
groups, you would not put them in a
category where you would say: Well,
this is an entity that is standing up to
fight, to push back against the EPA.
But I will suggest to you that the
broad range of stakeholders is really
quite impressive.

Despite that support, I will still be
the first to admit that we face an up-
hill battle. We oppose the EPA’s regu-
lations because of their costs, most
definitely. But, unfortunately, that
seems to be precisely why some Sen-
ators have gone out front to support
them, hoping these economic costs will
be so onerous that it will force us here
in the Congress, here in the Senate, to
adopt legislation we otherwise
wouldn’t move to do.

This has been an interesting, some-
times difficult and contentious several
months as we have moved forward with
this resolution of disapproval. Personal
attacks have been directed at sup-
porters of this resolution in an effort, I
think, to intimidate others from add-
ing their names.

The EPA Administrator has, some-
what incredibly, suggested our resolu-
tion was somehow related to the oil-
spill that is ongoing in the gulf. Some
have even claimed the resolution is a
bailout for the oil companies and are
trying to make sure we don’t let an-
other crisis go to waste—in other indi-
viduals’ terms—in their efforts to pass
sweeping cap-and-trade measures. I
would suggest that the only similarity
I see between the spill in the Gulf of
Mexico and the EPA’s regulations is
that both of these are unmitigated dis-
asters. One is happening now; the other
one is waiting in the wings if Congress
fails to adopt this resolution.
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This decision—where we are today
here in the Senate debating this resolu-
tion of disapproval—ultimately boils
down to four substantive factors. The
first one is the inappropriateness of the
Clean Air Act for reducing greenhouse
gas emissions. The second is the likeli-
hood that the courts will strike down
the tailoring rule. Then we also have
the lack of economic analysis from the
EPA, which is stunning—that we do
not have a better sense in terms of
what the economic impact of these reg-
ulations will be. Then finally and cer-
tainly above all else is the undisputed
fact that climate policy should be writ-
ten here in Congress. It is not just LISA
MURKOWSKI who says that, and it is not
just the other 40 Senators who have
signed on as cosponsors to this resolu-
tion of disapproval; it is everyone from
the President, to the Administrator of
the EPA, to colleagues on the House
side who have said time and time again
that it should be the Congress, it
should be those of us who are elected
Members of this body who set the pol-
icy of this country and not the
unelected bureaucrats within an agen-
cy.

I would like to speak to each of these
four factors in a little greater detail, so
I will start by examining why the
Clean Air Act is such an awful choice
for reducing these emissions. I have ex-
plained this many times before, so I
will reiterate two main points here—
first is the way these regulations are
carried out.

You have command-and-control di-
rectives that are issued by the govern-
ment that affect every aspect of our
lives, rather than market-based deci-
sions made by consumers and busi-
nesses. I wish to reinforce that, the
fact that these are directives that will
impact every aspect of our lives.

When we were debating health care
reform here on this floor not too many
months ago, it was repeated time and
time again that it was so important we
get this right because health care re-
form will impact one-sixth of our econ-
omy. Well, I would suggest to you that
when we are talking about climate pol-
icy, that is something which is going
to impact every aspect—100 percent—of
our economy.

The system imposed by the EPA will
entail millions of permit decisions—
millions of permit decisions—by mid-
level EPA employees, without effective
recourse, and it will leave regulated en-
tities with very little flexibility to
comply.

Another reason the Clean Air Act is
extremely complicated for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions: the Clean
Air Act’s explicit regulatory thresh-
olds. They absolutely put an excla-
mation mark on why this law is such a
poor choice for addressing climate
change.

Under the Clean Air Act, if you emit
more than 100 or 250 tons of a pollutant
each year, you must acquire a Federal
air permit. These relatively low limits
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make sense for conventional air pollut-
ants that are emitted in small quan-
tities, but they become wildly problem-
atic when dealing with a substance
emitted in huge volumes through near-
ly every form of commerce, such as
carbon dioxide is.

So the question needs to be asked,
then, how big is this new regulatory
act we are talking about? The EPA re-
cently projected that some 6.1 million
sources could be required to obtain new
title V operating permits. Under the
current regulations, the EPA is dealing
with about 15,000. So the EPA would
now be charged with moving up dra-
matically from regulating and issuing
about 15,000 title V operating permits
to some 6.1 million permits. Whom does
this include? It would include millions
of residential buildings, small busi-
nesses, schools, hospitals, and res-
taurants found in every town in Amer-
ica.

Over time, the EPA’s approach would
increase their regulation by an order of
magnitude, and the consequences
would be just as enormous. And no one
is more aware of this very uncomfort-
able fact than the EPA itself. They
know they can’t go from the 15,000 per-
mits they currently deal with on an an-
nual basis up to 6.1 million permits.
That is why the Agency has attempted
to very dramatically increase the
threshold for greenhouse gases in its
tailoring rule. They are unhappy with
the plain language, the very direct lan-
guage of the Clean Air Act. The Agency
plans to lift its limits up to 1,000 times
higher than Congress has directed.

So what you have is a situation
where the EPA has simply not accepted
that the Clean Air Act is not struc-
tured for this task, and instead they
have attempted to make it so by ignor-
ing the plain language—the plain lan-
guage that says you have to regulate at
100 or 250 tons per year. They are effec-
tively unilaterally amending the Clean
Air Act.

Equally astounding is that by tempo-
rarily relieving part of a permitting
burden, the EPA is claiming that con-
sumers and businesses—the people who
purchase and the people who use the
energy—will face no economic impact,
which is incredible to believe.

I ask my colleagues to think about
the logic behind the tailoring rule. The
EPA is asking us to accept that while
greenhouse gases are not in the Clean
Air Act, the Congress clearly intended
them to be regulated under it. At the
same time, we are expected to believe
that while explicit regulatory thresh-
olds are in the act, Congress meant for
the EPA to ignore them. Well, Madam
President, I would suggest to you that
is a pretty thin read, and it becomes
even thinner when you consider the
changes that are made between the tai-
loring rule that was proposed just last
year and then the final rulemaking
that was issued just last month.

In last year’s draft, what you saw
was the EPA planning to ratchet down
to the Clean Air Act’s actual threshold
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levels—to get down to the 250 tons per
yvear—and to put that into effect over
the course of the next 5 years. Now the
EPA is suggesting that it may exempt
entire sectors and never even reach the
statutory limits. Think about it. What
happens then? That is when the law-
suits pop up. This is not going to pro-
vide the level of certainty I think those
in business are seeking. What you will
see is lawsuits as some sectors and
some sources are regulated while oth-
ers are not. And I would suggest that
difference between the tailoring pro-
posal from last year and where we are
now is driven not by the law but by
fear of the political backlash out
there—the outrage from people all over
the country in terms of the negative
economic impact to them and their
families and their communities.

That is why it is tough to find an im-
partial legal expert who believes this
tailoring rule will actually hold up in
court. Consider a speech given last
year by Judge David Tatel of the DC
Circuit Court of Appeals. This was a
speech on how the EPA can avoid being
sued over its rulemakings. Judge Tatel
said:

. . whether or not agencies value neutral
principles of administrative law, courts do,
and they will strike down agency action that
violates those principles—whatever the
President’s party, however popular the ad-
ministration, and no matter how advisable
the initiative.

Those were the comments from a DC
Circuit judge specifically on this issue
as to how the EPA avoids lawsuits.

Let me move to the third area of con-
cern I have with EPA moving to regu-
late in the area of greenhouse gas emis-
sions—the economic consequences of
EPA regulation. We have to ask the
question: What exactly are those con-
sequences? Believe it or not, at this
point in time we still do not know be-
cause the EPA has refused to provide
projections of the economic impacts. In
the various rulemakings out there, the
Agency has engaged in something of a
shell game. They are either hiding or
they are simply not considering the
economic cost.

The EPA has also ignored requests
from Members of Congress. I have
asked them, and other Members of Con-
gress have asked, to conduct this very
important analysis, but to this day the
Agency still has not provided anything
close to a full projection of the eco-
nomic impact its economy-wide -cli-
mate regulations will have.

I guess there were a couple of rea-
sons. The EPA either has no cost esti-
mates or they know they are too astro-
nomical to calculate, and they do not
want them released. My staff has had
numerous briefings with EPA officials,
and they have been told essentially
that we will not know how much these
regulations cost until the best avail-
able control technologies are imposed
on the regulated entities; that is, until
the EPA figures out how to deal with
what it signed itself up for.

The problem is, the best available
control technologies remain com-

June 10, 2010

pletely undefined at this point. It could
mean efficiency improvements, expen-
sive add-on technologies, or even fuel-
switching requirements. Over time, the
EPA would have very little choice but
to impose all of those requirements and
more, regardless of the consequences.

Again, it is not hard to find this
quite amazing and alarming. We need
to be growing our economy not para-
lyzing it. Everything we do right now
within this body should be focused on
how we grow our economy, how we
grow the jobs from Maine to Alaska
and points in between. We know the
national unemployment rate remains
at almost 10 percent. Private sector job
growth is anemic. Yet as millions of
Americans are doing everything they
can just to find work, bureaucrats in
Washington, DC, are contemplating
regulations that would destroy these
opportunities.

Worse still, the people of our States
have no voice in this bureaucratic
process. They are on the verge of being
subjected to rules, subjected to regula-
tions that will directly impact their
lives, their livelihoods, their economic
opportunities, without ever having an
opportunity to express their concerns
through their Representatives in Con-
gress.

That brings me to my final point. Po-
litically accountable Members of the
House and the Senate, not unelected
bureaucrats, must develop our Nation’s
energy and climate policies. It is as di-
rect as that. Those policies must be
able to pass on their own merits in-
stead of serving as a defense against
ill-considered regulations.

I have said this before, but it bears
repeating: Congress will not pass—
should not pass—bad legislation in
order to stave off bad regulations. We
are neither incapable nor unwilling to
legislate on energy and environmental
policy. We have demonstrated this in
the past. We did this with landmark
environmental legislation such as the
Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act,
and the Safe Drinking Water Act. We
can, we should, and we will deal with
these environmental challenges that
face us. But forgoing legislation in
favor of regulation would sacrifice the
priorities and protections that are
sought by just about every Member of
the Senate.

The things that are being considered
when we talk about climate legislation
are worker training, funding for clean
technologies, energy security enhance-
ments, border adjustments, manufac-
turing concessions—these would all go
by the wayside if climate policy is di-
rected through regulation as opposed
to legislation. There will be no agricul-
tural offsets, no free allowances, no
banking, and no borrowing under the
Clean Air Act. There will be no funding
for climate research or adaptation, no
protection for consumers, and no as-
sistance for businesses or workers.

I do understand some Members say
they will only support climate legisla-
tion that puts a price on emissions.
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They are frustrated that we in the Sen-
ate have not done that—have not
agreed to do that yet. But I do not be-
lieve that mandating higher energy
costs and imposing regulations on con-
sumers and businesses is the only way
to solve this challenge.

Some have likened the EPA regula-
tion as the gun to the head of Congress
that will force us somehow to act more
quickly on climate legislation than we
otherwise would. I think, sadly, a few
Members of the Senate have actually
bought into this coercive strategy.
Throughout the yearlong debate on
this issue—and it has been just about a
year. It was last September that I at-
tempted to introduce legislation that
would put the EPA in a 1-year timeout.
I was not allowed to bring that meas-
ure to the Senate floor. But through-
out this yearlong debate on the issue,
opponents have refused to discuss the
actual impacts of EPA regulation. So I
want my colleagues to listen today, lis-
ten to the debate. See if any opponents
actually defend such regulation as
being good for America.

Instead, we are going to hear red her-
rings about science, about fuel stand-
ards, about the oilspill. But as much as
some would want it to be, this debate
is not about the science of climate
change. It is not a referendum on any
other legislation that is pending in the
Senate, nor is it about fuel efficiency.
The Department of Transportation is
and has been in charge for 35 years
now, and we do not need another agen-
cy and another standard thrown into
the mix to do the same job.

We updated our Nation’s CAFE
standards less than 3 years ago to at
least 35 miles per gallon, and we left
DOT in charge of their administration.
We also outlined a very rational proc-
ess for standards for medium- and
heavy-duty trucks. Every target set by
this administration can be met with
existing authorities. As the Depart-
ment of Transportation has admitted,
our resolution does not directly impact
their ability to regulate the efficiency
and thus the greenhouse gas emissions
of motor vehicles.

There is one very small potential ex-
ception and that is air-conditioning,
but I have very little doubt that we
would gladly provide EPA with the spe-
cific authority to regulate those sys-
tems instead of broad powers over our
entire economy.

The EPA does not need to take over
this process, and it should not be al-
lowed to do so under a law that was
never intended to regulate fuel econ-
omy. I understand concerns about a
patchwork of standards and how dif-
ficult it would be for the industry to
comply. But while we had one national
standard at the start of 2009, we now
have two national standards set by two
Federal agencies driven by California’s
standards. I have a letter from the Na-
tional Automobile Dealers Association
dated just yesterday that spells this
out quite clearly. They indicate that it
in no way helps us to have, again, two
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national standards set by two Federal
agencies. The best way to avoid a
messy patchwork would be to pass our
disapproval resolution, revoke Califor-
nia’s waiver, and allow one Federal
agency to set one standard that works
for all 50 States.

Bringing climate science, the oilspill,
and fuel economy into this debate are
attempts at misdirection. They are red
herrings that are intended to convince
Members to oppose the resolution of
disapproval. But this debate has noth-
ing to do with those topics. It is about
finding the best approach to reduce
emissions and defending against poli-
cies that fail to strike an adequate bal-
ance between the environment and our
economy. It is about maintaining the
separation of powers between the legis-
lative and the executive branches as
our Founding Fathers intended and re-
jecting an unprecedented overreach by
the EPA into the affairs of Congress.
At its core, this is a debate about jobs,
about whether we should seek condi-
tions that will lead to their creation or
enable policies that will destroy them.

This is our chance to make sure that
Federal bureaucrats do not place a new
burden on millions of hard-working
Americans at a time that they cannot
afford it and in a way they cannot re-
ject. The time has come to take the
worst option for regulating greenhouse
gases off the table once and for all.

Under the procedures of the Congres-
sional Review Act, I accordingly move
to proceed to the consideration of S.J.
Res. 26. I encourage Members of this
Chamber to support debate on this
measure and to vote in favor of both
the motion to proceed and final pas-
sage.

I know under the unanimous consent
agreement, this morning and through-
out the day it is 30 minutes per side. I
am not certain how much time I have
consumed this morning, if the chair
can instruct me?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 2 minutes re-
maining

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I know Senator
LINCOLN was hoping to come over this
morning. What I will do at this point in
time, if I may reserve those 2 minutes,
seeing that Senator LINCOLN is not yet
here, we can move to the Democratic
side of the aisle, if Senator BOXER is
ready to proceed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The motion having been made, under
the previous order there will now be up
to 5% hours of debate on the motion to
proceed with the time divided and con-
trolled, in alternating 30-minute
blocks, by the Senator from California
and Senator from Alaska.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, this
is a very important debate. The Mur-
kowski resolution we are considering
today would overturn the
endangerment finding developed by sci-
entists and health experts in both the
Bush and Obama administrations that
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too much carbon pollution in the air is
dangerous—dangerous for our families,
dangerous for our environment. Imag-
ine, 100 Senators—not scientists, not
health experts—deciding what pollut-
ant is dangerous and what pollutant is
not. Personally, I believe it is ridicu-
lous for politicians, elected Senators,
to make this scientific decision. It is
not our expertise; it is not our purview.

The Murkowski resolution threatens
jobs, jobs that we need, that are made
in America for America.

Our hearts break every day that we
look at what is happening in the Gulf.
It seems to me more than ironic that
Senator MURKOWSKI is advocating re-
pealing the scientific finding that too
much carbon pollution in the air is
dangerous, at the same time every
American sees graphic evidence on tel-
evision every single day of the deadly
carbon pollution in the Gulf of Mexico.

We see here in the saddest pictures
what too much carbon-based pollution
does in water, what it does to our
shorelines, what it does to our beaches,
what it does to our wetlands. I will
show a couple of other photographs.
They are almost too painful.

But what we do here has con-
sequences. And for someone to come to
this floor and say too much carbon is
not dangerous, then I am sorry, we are
going to have to look at these pictures
even though we do not want to. We
know the devastation this causes. Our
eyes do not deceive us.

This horrific spill in the gulf has dis-
rupted the lives of hundreds of thou-
sands of people employed by fishing in-
dustries, tourism industries, recreation
industries along the gulf coast. So, yes,
this resolution, this Murkowski resolu-
tion, is about jobs.

Yesterday, Madam President, in your
committee on which you serve—and I
am so proud to have you as a member
of the committee, the Environment
and Public Works Committee—we
heard from Captain Michael Frenette.
He owns the Redfish Lodge in Venice,
LA. He shared with us the terrible
pain, both personal and economic, that
the people of the gulf region are living
through.

This is what he said:

The possibility truly exists for many liveli-
hoods to cease; livelihoods that have existed
for generations and now are on the brink of
financial disaster because of poor decisions
by a supercorporate entity that has created
the worst oilspill in history off the coast of
Louisiana.

This spill is threatening the $18 bil-
lion in economic activity generated by
fishing, tourism, and recreation on the
gulf coast. The economic damage in
the gulf could last for years to come,
although we will, of course, do every-
thing in our power to mitigate that
damage.

I want to show you the pictures of
the unspoiled California coastline and
talk a moment about our coastal econ-
omy. Ever since I have been elected to
public life—I was a county official,
then a House Member, and then the
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greatest privilege of all, to serve in
this body—I have fought to protect our
coasts. I have fought to protect our
coasts because I believe they are a gift
from God. I believe it is our responsi-
bility to protect that gift and to leave
that gift for future generations. I have
fought to protect that coast and I have
fought to protect those businesses, the
businesses that depend on it.

There are so many other beautiful
areas such as this along our Pacific
coastline—spectacular rocky islands,
sandy beaches, estuaries. We must pre-
serve these treasures.

Now $23 billion is the economic activ-
ity that supports 388,000 jobs off the
coast in California. In my home State,
our 19 coastal counties account for 86
percent of the State’s annual activity,
for more than $1 trillion. We must
move to clean energy, to protect our
environment, to protect our jobs. We
have to move away from the old ways.

No one can tell the American people
that carbon is not a danger, because
they have seen it every day of this
spill. To say there is no danger, and
that is what we would be saying today,
is absolutely contrary to everything
people are seeing every day, and do it
for big oil. That is what this is about.
Big o0il backs the Murkowski resolu-
tion.

So whose side are we on? Are we on
the side of the people? Are we on the
side of clean energy jobs? Are we on
the side of the lobbyists and special in-
terests that are behind this resolution?

How does the Murkowski resolution
threaten clean energy jobs? We know
that to move forward with smart regu-
lation of this pollutant, you have to
have the endangerment finding. It is
the predicate for moving forward.
Therefore, it is the predicate for the in-
centives that will come for clean en-
ergy technology.

We must transition away from those
old polluting sources of energy. We
must look toward the future with opti-
mism. And, again, all you have to do is
look at the gulf. That is the irony of
the timing of this Murkowski resolu-
tion.

I think when the timing was set, it
was before the gulf spill. But the gulf
spill tells us why the Murkowski reso-
lution is so wrong. To repeal an
endangerment finding, straightforward,
made by health experts in the Bush ad-
ministration, scientists in the Bush ad-
ministration, health experts in the
Obama administration, scientists in
the Obama administration, for 100
elected people, with no expertise to
say, we know more than the scientists
in the Bush and Obama administra-
tions, we know more than the health
experts in the Bush and Obama admin-
istrations is the height of hubris. It is
wrong. I know we all feel that we have
powerful positions here. We have no
right to do this. What is next? What
are we going to do next, repeal the laws
of gravity? If we start down this path,
there is no end in sight. Any Senator
can decide that she or he knows more
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than the scientists. Maybe we will say
the Earth is flat and come down here
and argue that one too.

Everyone knows we are not going to
move away from the old energies over-
night. We need to work together to
make sure we do it right. But we need
to move, move toward a clean energy
economy, and the good jobs that come
with it. This will set us back on pur-
pose. On purpose. Because the very peo-
ple who are bringing you this have not
come forward with any bill to move us
away from these old energies. They are
stopping us from doing it. They admit
it.

Let’s hear what John Doerr, who is
one of the leading venture capitalists
in this country and in the world—he
helped launch Google, he helped launch
Amazon. He tells me that more private
capital moves through the economy in
a day than all of the governments of
the world in a year. This is where we
are going to get the stimulus money to
grow jobs.

He told us that clean energy legisla-
tion is the spark we need to restore
America’s leadership. He predicted that
the investments that flow into clean
energy would dwarf the amount in-
vested in high-tech and biotech com-
bined.

Mr. Doerr said:

Going green may be the largest economic
opportunity of the 21st century. It is the
mother of all markets.

We can either believe the oil lobby-
ists or we can believe the people on the
ground who have shown that they
know where the economic opportuni-
ties are. If we go this route, and we re-
peal this endangerment finding, you
are moving away from clean energy.
You are moving away from these op-
portunities. You are moving away from
these technologies that will be made in
America for America and, frankly, the
technologies the whole world wants.

A recent report by the Pew Chari-
table Trust found that 125,000 jobs were
generated during the period of 1998 to
2007 in my home State. Those jobs,
those clean energy jobs, were generated
15 percent faster than the economy as
a whole, and 10,000 new clean energy
businesses were launched in that pe-
riod. So when we look back at Cali-
fornia, what do we see? We see the
greatest area of job growth and new
businesses is clean energy. What a
tragedy. If we pass this today, and it
were to become law—which I doubt,
but it could, and that is its purpose—
we would completely walk away from
America’s leadership in clean tech-
nology, turning our backs on the lead-
ing venture capitalists in our Nation
who are telling us, do not do this.

Nationwide, Pew found that jobs in
the clean energy economy grew much
faster than traditional jobs. Clean en-
ergy jobs grew at a national rate of 9.1
percent, compared to 3.7 percent for
traditional jobs between 1998 and 2007.
So if you do not want to believe John
Doerr—but I suggest you do, because
he founded Amazon and Google, he
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funded them—let’s listen to Thomas
Friedman. His book is, ‘“Hot, Flat and
Crowded.” Here is what the central
theme is:

The ability to develop clean power and en-
ergy efficient technology is going to become
the defining measure of a country’s eco-
nomic standing, environmental health, en-
ergy security, and national security over the
next 50 years.

As I said, the EPA finding that too
much carbon pollution is dangerous for
our people and our environment is the
key incentive to moving forward to-
ward our clean energy economy. It is
the basis upon which we move forward.
It is the basis upon which we see their
incentives then in place for clean en-
ergy technologies.

If this finding were eliminated under
the Murkowski resolution, not only
would it be, I believe, a worldwide em-
barrassment that the Senate is now
taking to repealing health findings and
scientific findings, but it would stop in
its tracks the economic opportunities
that come from clean energy tech-
nology.

We cannot ignore the basic finding
that is made in this endangerment
finding that carbon pollution in the air
presents a very serious danger, threat-
ening the health of our families, our
quality of life, and our natural re-
sources. I guess if we pass the Mur-
kowski resolution, there would not be
any danger anymore because we said
so. I mean, you know, we can pass a
resolution that says there should not
be any more rain, and I guess then
there would not be any more rain. We
cannot ignore the basic scientific con-
clusion in that endangerment finding.
If we were to do this, it would be ex-
traordinary and unprecedented.

In 2007, the Supreme Court was clear
when it ruled that carbon pollution and
other greenhouse gas emissions are air
pollutants, and they directed the EPA
to determine whether this pollution en-
dangers our health. So EPA, the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency—and I
want to say to my colleagues, it is not
the Environmental Pollution Agency.
If you want to create an Environ-
mental Pollution Agency, let’s have a
vote on that. It is the Environmental
Protection Agency.

They are not supposed to be influ-
enced by the politics of the day, as you
know. They are charged with pro-
tecting the health of the kids, of our
families, of our senior citizens, whether
they are in Alaska, California, New
York, or anyplace else in America.
They are not the Environmental Pollu-
tion Agency. As much as big oil would
like to dictate to them, they are not
going to be dictated to by big oil.

By the way, the EPA was set up by
Richard Nixon. Let’s be clear here.
Some of the officials from these States,
Republicans, have weighed in against
the Murkowski resolution and we will
show that in a bit here.

EPA did what they were directed to
do by the court. They had to do what
the scientists and the health experts
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told them to do. Again, the Murkowski
resolution would overturn these find-
ings. Leading scientists, physicians,
and many others agree with the finding
and have told us how much damage
carbon pollution in the atmosphere can
do. That is why they have stated their
strong opposition to the Murkowski
resolution.

Less than a month ago, the National
Research Council, which is an arm of
the National Academy of Sciences
comprised of America’s leading sci-
entists, concluded that climate change
is occurring. It is caused largely by
human activities, and it poses signifi-
cant risks for and is already affecting a
broad range of human and natural sys-
tems. The National Research Council
further concluded that changes in cli-
mate pose risks for a wide range of
human and environmental systems, in-
cluding freshwater resources, the
coastal environment, ecosystems, agri-
culture, fisheries, human health, and
national security.

EPA Administrators under Presi-
dents Nixon, Ford, and Reagan oppose
the Murkowski resolution. Let’s be
clear. This should not be a partisan
issue. It may wind up being that, but it
should not.

Russell Train, EPA Administrator
under Presidents Nixon and Ford,
writes: I urge the Senate to reject this
and any other legislation that would
weaken the Clean Air Act or curtail
the authority of the Environmental
Protection Agency to implements its
provisions.

William Ruckelshaus, EPA Adminis-
trator under Presidents Nixon and
Reagan, said: Thanks to the 2007 Su-
preme Court decision on global warm-
ing, EPA clearly has the right to regu-
late carbon. Anyone who would take
away that power—it is a terrible idea.

William Ruckelshaus, EPA Adminis-
trator under Nixon and Reagan, said
the Murkowski resolution is a terrible
idea because this is the way we are
going to address the problem of cli-
mate change.

Eighteen hundred scientists wrote to
us opposing efforts to overturn this
endangerment finding. In a letter to us,
these scientists wrote: We the under-
signed urge you to oppose an imminent
attack on the Clean Air Act which
would undermine public health and
prevent action on global warming.

They go on to say: EPA’s finding is
based on solid science. This amend-
ment represents a rejection of that
science.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the letter signed
by 1800 scientists.

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

PROTECT THE CLEAN AIR ACT

(A letter signed by 1,806 U.S. Scientists)

DEAR CONGRESS: We the undersigned urge
you to oppose an imminent attack on the
Clean Air Act (CAA) that would undermine
public health and prevent action on global
warming. This attack comes in the form of
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House and Senate binding resolutions that
would reverse the Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) finding that global warming
endangers public health and welfare. Because
the EPA’s finding is based on solid science,
this legislation also represents a rejection of
that science.

The EPA’s ‘‘endangerment finding” is
based on an exhaustive review of the massive
body of scientific research showing a clear
threat from climate change. The 2007 Fourth
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change found that global
warming will cause water shortages, loss of
species, hazards to coasts from sea level rise,
and an increase in the severity of extreme
weather events. The most recent science in-
cludes findings that sea level rise may be
more pronounced than the IPCC report pre-
dicted and that oceans will absorb less of our
future emissions. Recently, 18 American sci-
entific societies sent a letter to the U.S. Sen-
ate confirming the consensus view on cli-
mate science and calling for action to reduce
greenhouse gases ‘‘if we are to avoid the
most severe impacts of climate change.”” The
U.S. National Academy of Sciences and 10
international scientific academies have also
released such statements. Unfortunately, the
Murkowski amendment would force the EPA
to ignore these scientific findings and state-
ments.

The CAA is a law with a nearly 40-year
track record of protecting public health and
the environment and spurring innovation by
cutting dangerous pollution. This effective
policy can help address the threat of climate
change—but only if the EPA retains its abil-
ity to respond to scientific findings. Instead
of standing in the way of climate action, the
Senate should move quickly to enact climate
and energy legislation that will curb global
Warming, save consumers money, and create
jobs. In the meantime, I urge you to respect
the scientific integrity of the EPA’s
endangerment finding by opposing Senator
Murkowski’s attack on the Clean Air Act.

Mrs. BOXER. I also wish to display
the public health organizations that
oppose the Murkowski resolution.

We have to decide whom we want to
listen to. Do we want to listen to big
oil or politicians or do we want to lis-
ten to public health organizations that
oppose the Murkowski resolution? I
ask the American people to determine
which side they are on—the American
Academy of Pediatrics, the Children’s
Environmental Health Network, the
American Nurses Association, the
American Lung Association, the Amer-
ican Public Health Association, the Na-
tional Association of County and City
Health Officials, Trust for America’s
Health, Physicians for Social Responsi-
bility, National Environmental Health
Association, American College of Pre-
ventative Medicine, American Thoracic
Society, the Association of Public
Health Laboratories, the Association of
Schools of Public Health, the Hepatitis
Foundation International, the Union of
Concerned Scientists. Again, we have
included for the record the scientists,
1,800 of whom signed a letter to us op-
posing this.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a letter signed
by these entities as well as a separate
letter from the American Lung Asso-
ciation.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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FEBRUARY 23, 2010.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: The undersigned national
organizations, with a strong commitment to
environmental public health issues, write in
opposition to a potential amendment or
‘“Resolution of Disapproval’” by Senator Lisa
Murkowski that would overturn or tempo-
rarily block the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) endangerment finding for
six greenhouse gases that contribute to cli-
mate change.

On December 7, 2009, EPA issued final find-
ings that the greenhouse gases that con-
tribute to climate change constitute a dan-
ger to public health and welfare. Some of the
publc health effects of climate change cited
in EPA’s announcement include: increased
likelihood of more frequent and intense heat
waves, more wildfires, degraded air quality,
more flooding, increased drought, more in-
tense storms, harm to water resources and
harm to agriculture. Given the serious public
health implications of increasing
greeenhouse gas concentrations, we believe
overturning EPA’s endangerment finding is
bad public health policy.

We strongly urge you to oppose any
amendmenmt or Resolution of Disapproval
to overturn or restrict EPAs greenhouse gas
endangerment finding.

Sincerely,

American Academy of Pediatrics; Amer-
ican College of Preventive Medicine;
American Public Health Association;
American Thoracic Society; Associa-
tion of Public Health Laboratories; As-
sociation of Schools of Public Health;
Children’s Environmental Health Net-
work; Hepatitis Foundation Inter-
national; National Association of
County and City Health Officials; Na-
tional Environmental Health Associa-
tion; Physicians for Social Responsi-
bility; Trust for America’s Health.

AMERICAN LLUNG ASSOCIATION,
January 26, 2010.

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the American
Lung Association, I write in support of the
Clean Air Act and the implementation of the
law by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. The American Lung Association
urges the Senate to reject Senator Lisa Mur-
kowski’s Resolution of Disapproval (S.J. Res
26).

The resolution would block the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s Supreme
Court-directed endangerment finding that is
required under Clean Air Act. EPA made this
endangerment finding after a careful review
of science and an extensive public comment
process.

Specifically EPA concluded: ‘“‘Pursuant to
CAA section 202(a), the Administrator finds
that greenhouse gases in the atmosphere
may reasonably be anticipated both to en-
danger public health and to endanger public
welfare.” (emphasis added)

The Senate must not vote to ignore the
scientific evidence and reject its clear con-
clusions. The Clean Air Act mandates that
the Environmental Protection Agency follow
the science and then implement the law ac-
cordingly. The Resolution of Disapproval is a
cynical attempt to disregard the science and
block the enforcement of the Clean Air Act.

Since its passage in 1970, the Clean Air Act
has been the nation’s premier public health
and environmental protection statute. The
Clean Air Act is predicated on the protection
of public health. Its implementation is
grounded in sound science. The American
Lung Association is a staunch supporter of
this public health statute because of the
enormous impact that air pollution has on
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public health and the tremendous improve-
ments in the nation’s air quality that have
resulted from this law.

The protection of public health is criti-
cally important. EPA has found that climate
change will make attainment and mainte-
nance of national ambient air quality stand-
ards more difficult as well as more frequent
and more intense heat waves and other
events that adversely impact respiratory
health. The American Lung Association
urges the Senate to support the Clean Air
Act and reject S.J. Res 26.

Sincerely,
CHARLES D. CONNOR,
President & CEO.

Mrs. BOXER. These are the experts.
These are the people we rely on when
our children get sick. They don’t take
them, with all due respect, to Senator
BOXER for a checkup or Senator MUR-
KOWSKI for a checkup. They go to the
pediatrician. The pediatricians oppose
the Murkowski resolution. They are
afraid of it because they know who is
behind it. They know it is the special
polluting interests, the big polluters
who give big money to politicians.
They know that. They are smart.

Let’s be clear. We have on our side
the people who are responsible for tak-
ing care of our Kkids, taking care of
families, looking out for their health.
They don’t have any political skin in
this game. They don’t have any special
interest in this game. They have one
concern—the health of our families.

Overturning a scientific finding that
states that carbon pollution is a threat
to the health and well-being of the
American public is a dangerous step. It
would lead us down a perilous road
that sets a precedent for appealing
other scientific findings. I talked a lit-
tle bit about that.

I want to talk specifically about two
other findings that maybe one day any
Senator, on either side of the aisle,
could seek to repeal. Imagine if we had
done this on lead, lead and children.

In 1973, EPA did what it had to do
and issued an endangerment finding for
lead in gasoline. At the time, the lead
endangerment decision was controver-
sial. This was the EPA under Richard
Nixon. They said there was too much
lead in gasoline. They said it was a
danger to our kids. They said it would
cause harm to the brains of our chil-
dren. So the Administrator under Rich-
ard Nixon, William Ruckelshaus—who
opposes the Murkowski resolution
today—reached the conclusion that
lead presented a significant risk of
harm to the health of our population,
particularly our children. What if a
Member of Congress came down and
said: We are going to overturn that. We
don’t like that rule. We don’t like that
finding. We disagree. We don’t think it
causes a problem. Can my colleagues
imagine what would have happened?
We would have seen the phase down of
lead in gasoline delayed for a decade or
more, leaving another generation of
Americans exposed to serious health
threats. We would have seen hundreds
of thousands more children with im-
paired mental function. That is a fact.
It may be a fact the other side doesn’t

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

want to hear, but it is a fact. That is
why we have former members of the
Nixon administration opposing the
Murkowski resolution.

Let’s look at the science behind the
dangers of smoking. What would have
happened if people didn’t agree with
Surgeon General Everett Koop—an-
other Republican administration—and
they came down and said: Well, we are
going to speak for the tobacco compa-
nies here. Let’s repeal that. Nicotine
isn’t a problem, not a problem at all.
Let’s just overturn that health finding.

Again, I ask my colleagues do they
want to stand with the health experts,
the lung association, the pediatricians,
the nurses, or do they want to stand
with the powerful special interests? It
is a simple question. Every Member has
to answer that.

We have to stop this attack on
science and health. We have to stop
this attack on the safety of our citi-
zens. Our families come first.

I think it is important to note that
overturning this endangerment find-
ing—supporting the Murkowski resolu-
tion—is opposed by the auto industry
and the autoworkers. This is what they
tell us. We are spending $1 billion a day
importing foreign oil. Do Members like
that? Then vote for the Murkowski res-
olution. It is going to set us back. We
won’t get off foreign oil if we go down
this path.

This is why we have the automakers
opposing Murkowski: On behalf of the
Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers
and its 11 member companies, I am
writing to express concern over the
proposed resolutions of disapproval. If
these resolutions are enacted, the his-
toric agreement creating the one na-
tional program for regulating vehicle
fuel economy and greenhouse gas emis-
sions would collapse.

The autoworkers are asking us not to
do this. Let’s see what they say: The
UAW is deeply concerned that over-
turning EPA’s endangerment finding
would unravel the historic agreement
on one national standard for fuel econ-
omy. And they go on.

Clearly, we are at a point where we
are finally seeing the auto industry
come back to life. Let’s not pass the
MurkowsKki resolution and get them off
track. After all the debate and all the
arguments, I know the Senators from
Michigan care deeply about what is
happening to their autoworkers and
their auto companies. We are very
clear here what side they are on.

In summary, the Murkowski resolu-
tion would upend a historic agreement
between auto companies, autoworkers,
environmental groups, leading States
such as California that formed the
foundation of the recent EPA and DOT
standards.

I am going to include for the RECORD
a host of quotes from our national se-
curity experts who tell us that carbon
pollution leading to climate change
will be, over the next 20 years, the
leading cause of conflict putting our
troops in harm’s way. That is why we
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have so many returning veterans who
want us to move forward and address
this issue so we can create the new
technologies that get us off this foreign
oil. Every time we import oil, we hurt
ourselves. We have to get off these old
energy sources. It is a transition. It is
not going to happen overnight. But if
we do things such as the Murkowski
resolution, we will create chaos. We are
going to see jobs lost. We are going to
see us continue in an economic situa-
tion that has no new paradigm for eco-
nomic growth, as we have learned from
our venture capitalists, as we have
learned from analysts, such as Thomas
Friedman, who are so clear on this
point.

The question before us is this: Will
we protect the people we represent
from dangerous pollution or will we
choose to reject science? Will we
choose to ignore the findings of the sci-
entific community, the public health
officials, and national security experts?

If we care about jobs—I know the
Presiding Officer does—if we care
about moving to a clean energy econ-
omy, if Members care about health, if
they care about our environment and
our natural resources, then they should
vote no on proceeding to this resolu-
tion.

I hope we will carry the day. I know
it will be close. But I have to tell my
colleagues, this is a significant mo-
ment for the Senate because if we move
down this path, ‘“‘Katy, bar the door.”
Any resolution, any health finding, any
scientific finding is subject to politics.
I would have thought that in the Sen-
ate, we might disagree with how to
deal with the scientific finding—in
other words, what kinds of rules and
regulations should come out of it—but
not to repeal the scientific finding
itself. That would be unprecedented in
the worst of ways.

I have used my time, the first half
hour; am I correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 10 seconds re-
maining.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
have a number of fantastic speakers we
will hear from in the next ensuing
time.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
at this time on the Republican side, I
ask unanimous consent that for this
next half hour, the order be Senator
LINCOLN for 7 minutes, followed by Sen-
ator INHOFE at 13 minutes, Senator
VoiNnovIicH for 7, and Senator GRAHAM
for 5 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from Arkansas is recog-
nized.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Madam President, I
rise today in support of S.J. Res. 26,
Senator MURKOWSKI’s resolution of dis-
approval.

First, I would like to thank my
friend and colleague, Senator MUR-
KOWSKI, for her leadership to prevent
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this heavy-handed EPA regulation of
carbon emissions. I am proud to be part
of a bipartisan group of Senators co-
sponsoring the resolution because I do
believe EPA’s regulatory approach is
the wrong way to promote renewable
energy and clean energy jobs in Arkan-
sas and the rest of the country.

Allowing the courts and EPA to use
the Clean Air Act to regulate green-
house gases is truly misguided. It
would threaten valuable jobs during an
economic downturn, and it has the po-
tential of actually discouraging the use
of clean, renewable energy that is al-
ready helping to keep people working
today.

But, first, let me say a few words on
the energy challenges facing our Na-
tion. We have committed to ambitious
renewable fuel goals, and I have sup-
ported efforts to set a national renew-
able energy standard.

Just last June we passed a bipartisan
energy bill out of the Senate Energy
Committee, and I was very proud of
that bill and hoped we would move for-
ward on it.

In order to meet these goals and
prosper in the 21st century, we must
develop clean domestic energy sup-
plies. This means developing all
sources of energy—everything from
wind, to natural gas, to, of course,
biofuels.

My home State of Arkansas is al-
ready leading in this effort. Wind tur-
bines and blades are manufactured in
my home State of Arkansas, providing
hundreds of green jobs to Arkansans.
These include Nordex, LM Wind Power,
Polymarin Composites, and Mitsubishi.

Arkansas is also home to the Fay-
etteville Shale, where clean burning
natural gas has provided an enormous
boost to the economy of central and
north central Arkansas, producing jobs
in a huge part of what has been posi-
tive for our economy.

Arkansas companies such as Future
Fuel in Batesville, AR, are producing
huge amounts of biodiesel, helping our
Nation to meet the renewable fuel tar-
gets set forth in the 2007 Energy bill,
not to mention their advanced battery
technologies that they are researching
and building upon.

Our wood and paper industry pro-
duces about two-thirds of the energy it
needs from renewable forest biomass,
providing and sustaining tens of thou-
sands of jobs in the process. Facilities
that range from small sawmills such as
Bean Lumber in Glenwood and huge
paper mills such as Domtar in Ashdown
have taken steps to increase their use
of renewable energy in recent years,
saving thousands of critical jobs in the
process.

These efforts in Arkansas, and simi-
lar efforts all around our country, are
leading the way toward a clean energy
future—one that reduces our emissions,
reduces our dependency on foreign oil,
and provides economic opportunity and
jobs to so many of our citizens.

Unfortunately, EPA regulation of
greenhouse gases does not move us any
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closer to a clean energy future or to re-
ducing our dependency on foreign oil.
Furthermore, it is simply the wrong
tool for addressing greenhouse gas
emissions.

Congress, the elected representatives
of the people of this Nation—not
unelected bureaucrats—should be mak-
ing the complicated, multifaceted deci-
sions on energy and climate policy.
Furthermore, it is a widely shared view
that the Clean Air Act, with its com-
mand-and-control approach to regu-
lating air emissions, is the wrong fit
for addressing greenhouse gas emis-
sions.

One example of the way the EPA’s
approach to regulating carbon emis-
sions does wrong is the way the pro-
posed tailoring rule treats emissions
from biomass energy. The tailoring
rule equates carbon emissions from re-
newable energy with fossil fuel emis-
sions. This is not consistent with years
of internationally accepted policy, and
it could penalize important industries
and cost thousands of jobs, including
some 10,000 direct and thousands of ad-
ditional indirect jobs in our State of
Arkansas.

As chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, I
am also concerned about the effects
EPA’s regulation of greenhouse gases
will have on production agriculture
and domestic food security.

The hard-working farm families of
this great Nation produce the safest,
most abundant, affordable supply of
food and fiber in the world, and they do
it with greater respect to the environ-
ment than any other growers across
the globe. For every one American
mouth we feed, we feed 20 mouths glob-
ally, and it is critical we make sure we
maintain the ability to do that.

According to a recent University of
Tennessee economic analysis, EPA reg-
ulation will result in billions of dollars
in losses in net returns for agriculture
from 2010 to 2015, with the largest de-
clines occurring in crops grown in our
State of Arkansas, such as soybeans,
cotton, and rice. These figures are
frightening for agriculture in our
State, particularly during a time of re-
cession.

Furthermore, over 100 agricultural
groups have expressed their concerns
with EPA regulation of carbon and ex-
pressed their support of the Murkowski
resolution. These groups include na-
tional associations for wheat, dairy,
corn, cotton, rice, poultry, beef, pork,
and eggs. These groups also include
many specialty crop growers as well.

I also want to speak for a moment
about what this resolution does not do.
Some think this resolution weakens
the Clean Air Act. It would not amend
or otherwise affect the plain language
of the Clean Air Act. It would not
change or in any other way alter the
words within the existing statute.

My colleagues and I are concerned
about what will follow EPA’s decision
to release the endangerment finding—a
unilaterally imposed all-sticks-no-car-
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rot policy that actually discourages re-
newable energy use and penalizes those
industries that have acted early to
adopt clean energy technologies.

That is not the direction in which we
want to go. We know, desperately, that
we want to lower our carbon emissions,
lessen our dependence on foreign oil,
and create good, green jobs. This at-
tempt, overreach, and this action by
unelected bureaucrats at EPA is not
going to help us achieve those goals.

Lastly, let me address a criticism
heard in recent days: that a vote for
the Murkowski resolution is a bailout
or somehow a boon for big oil in the
wake of the tragic oilspill in the Gulf
of Mexico. Nothing could be further
from the truth.

These critics would like the public to
believe that opposing EPA regulation
of greenhouse gas emissions is some-
how related to the oilspill. Nothing
could be further from the truth. We all
know the British Petroleum spill in the
Gulf of Mexico needs to be addressed
through legislation that ensures the
safety, effectiveness, and sustain-
ability of oil and other resource extrac-
tions—as we will very soon. We are all
concerned about what has happened in
the gulf.

I certainly know, as a neighbor to
the north of Liouisiana, and one whose
economic livelihood depends on the
Port of New Orleans—not to mention
the wonderful natural resources that
we partner with the State of Louisiana
in trying to preserve—this is a horrific
circumstance that exists there, and we
are all going to do everything we can
not only to provide the cleanup but to
ensure this kind of catastrophe never
happens again.

But this issue is separate from the
EPA regulation of greenhouse gases. I
do not know, in my recent election if
people had listened to what was on the
TV, they would have thought I single-
handedly was responsible for what hap-
pened in the Gulf of Mexico. This is not
where we solve that problem. We have
much to do there and we should do it
and I am all about getting about that
business.

What would EPA regulations affect? I
think that is the question we have be-
fore us. In Arkansas, it would affect
manufacturers and their employees.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional 30 seconds.

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

Mrs. LINCOLN. In Arkansas, it would
affect manufacturers and their employ-
ees: facilities such as Great Lakes
Chemicals in El Dorado, Green Bay
Packing in Morrilton, Nucor Steel in
Blytheville, Georgia Pacific in
Crossett, FutureFuel Chemical Com-
pany in Batesville, and Riceland Foods
in Stuttgart.

These Arkansas facilities, employing
several thousand people, supporting
families with good-paying jobs, would
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be threatened by EPA regulation of
greenhouse gases. That is why I en-
courage my Senate colleagues, with
similar consequences facing their
States, to vote for this resolution.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, it is
my understanding I have 13 minutes. I
would like to have the Acting Presi-
dent pro tempore tell me when I have 1
minute left.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Of course.

Mr. INHOFE. That is kind of inter-
esting because I have probably talked
on this subject over the last 7 years for
200 or 300 hours, and I never had any
trouble before getting time. It lets you
know there is an awakening in the peo-
ple who are looking at this particular
vote that we are going to have today.
Many of them believe in their hearts
that anthropogenic gases cause global
warming. I do not believe that. And
there is everyone in between. The point
is not that. It is, do we really want to
have this bureaucracy?

Let me just comment. I was here
when my good friend, Senator BOXER,
was making her comments. That was
very interesting because she spent
three-fourths of her time talking about
the oilspill. Let me say, there is no re-
lationship between this and the oil-
spill. There is no reason to talk about
them in the same speech.

When they talk about big oil—as she
said, ‘‘big oil has all this control”—
well, big oil is BP. The last I checked,
BP is very much involved with the ma-
jority, with the White House. In fact, I
went and checked. I found out in my
last Senate race, I was given $2,000 by
BP. And I checked, in the last Senate
race, which was the first Senate race
by then-Senator Obama, he got three
times as much money as I did. Now we
find out that during the Xerry-
Lieberman bill that has been talked
about quite a bit, BP has been behind
closed doors with them. Everybody
knows this.

Now, it is not big oil behind this bill.
Behind this bill you have the American
Association of Housing Services for the
Aging, Family Dairies USA, the Farm
Bureau, the National Federation of
Independent Business, the Brick Indus-
try Association—all of these organiza-
tions, wholesome American organiza-
tions that are behind this issue because
they do not want us to give up all the
freedoms we would have to give up.

When Senator LINCOLN was talking
about the tailoring rule, I know there
has been a problem with those who are
pushing for the endangerment finding,
trying to make everybody believe that
somehow it was not going to happen to
anyone except some of the big indus-
tries, the refiners, the big manufactur-
ers. No, the tailoring rule they are
talking about is something that unilat-
erally they thought they would be able
to get by with without anyone even no-
ticing it, when, in fact, the Clean Air
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Act very simply says the emission of
250 tons in a period of a year.

Now, 250 tons, that is every farm in
my State of Oklahoma. That is every
church. So it covers everyone. But let
me go back in this brief period of time
and try to put this in perspective. Elev-
en years ago we had the Kyoto Treaty.
This is the big treaty then-Vice Presi-
dent Gore wanted the American people
to have to ratify. They wanted to bring
it to the Senate for ratification. They
did sign that treaty, but it never came
up for ratification.

Do you want to know why? It did not
come up because at that time it was so
objectionable that we had a resolution
that passed on the floor of this Senate
95 to 0—not one dissenting vote—say-
ing: We do not want to be part of any
movement or bill or treaty that treats
developing nations differently than de-
veloped nations. That is exactly what
it did. That resolution also said we do
not want to ratify any treaty or pass
anything that is going to be an eco-
nomic hardship for the United States
of America. Obviously, this was the
case.

So we set the stage 11 years ago. Now
we are facing this same thing again. I
have to say that when Republicans
were a majority, I chaired the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee,
which had the jurisdiction over most of
this stuff we are talking about today. I
have to also say, back then I honestly,
in my heart, believed the anthropo-
genic gases, the CO,, the methane,
caused global warming because every-
one said it did—catastrophic global
warming. Now they do not call it that
anymore since we are in the eighth
year of a cooling period. They say ‘‘cli-
mate change.” That sounds a little bit
more palatable.

But I can remember when I did be-
lieve that, until we started looking at
the various bills that came up. We have
voted in this Chamber five times on
cap-and-trade bills, starting right
about 2002 and up to the present day,
and there is one pending today. During
that period of time, we started looking
at it and realizing what it would cost.
The first analysis of what cap and
trade would cost—and the same thing
goes for the EPA under their regula-
tions—would have been somewhere be-
tween $300 billion and $400 billion.

When we calculate that, in my State
of Oklahoma—I always do the math—if
we take the number of families who
file tax returns, that would have been
$3,100—not once but every year. So
with that type of thing, looking at it,
I thought: Well, as chairman of this
committee, maybe we ought to look
and be sure the science is accurate, the
science is there. So we started looking
at it and finding out this whole thing
started—Ilet’s keep in mind, it started
with the United Nations, the IPCC.
That is the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change. They then were
joined by all these Hollywood elites—
moveon.org, George Soros, Michael
Moore, and all these groups—until we
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realized they were pushing this, but
the science was flawed.

I first made my statement on the
Senate floor in 2002 that created some
doubt in a lot of people’s minds as to
the accuracy of the science that the
IPCC was putting together. There had
been inquiries by many quality sci-
entists who had said they rejected our
input. We don’t have any kind of an
input in this issue, unless you agree
with the United Nations and the IPCC,
that categorically it is causing cata-
strophic global warming. Then they
didn’t let the scientists have their
input.

So we started gathering all of this in-
formation. People were coming to me
saying: This is a fraud. I gathered
enough material that 7 years ago this
month, I made a speech and I said the
notion that anthropogenic gases, that
CO, causes catastrophic global warm-
ing is the greatest hoax ever per-
petrated on the American people. Then
the scientists started coming in with
their stuff. I would suggest that a lot
of people don’t agree with what I just
said, so they ought to look at my Web
site.

Five years ago I made a speech and I
talked about all the scientists who
were coming forward. As it turned out,
when climategate came, essentially it
was the same thing I said 5 years ago.
The scare tactics we hear from Senator
BOXER that this is all about the gulf,
the oilspill, and all of that stuff, this is
what they have been using. If we take
Al Gore’s science fiction movie and the
IPCC and look at all of the assertions
they made in this movie and the IPCC
has made, every one has been refuted.

I can’t find one assertion that has
now not been refuted: melt Himalayan
glaciers by 2035, not true; endanger 40
percent of the Amazon rain forests, not
true; melt mountain ice in the Alps,
Andes, and Africa, not true; deplete
water resources for 4.5 billion people by
2085, totally refuted; slash crop produc-
tion by 50 percent in North Africa by
2020; 55 percent of the Netherlands lies
below sea level.

I can remember when Vice President
Gore—no, it was after he was Vice
President—we had a hearing in our
committee, and we had several of the
parents of young kids coming to us and
saying: You know, my young child, my
elementary age child is forced to watch
this movie once a month, and they
have been having nightmares and all of
this stuff. So a lot of damage was done
at that time.

But when we get back to what we are
faced with today, we are faced with
something they tried to pass. This ad-
ministration has tried ever since they
came in to pass cap-and-trade. A cap-
and-trade, logically, you would say:
Well, if you want to cut down on green-
house gases, why not put a tax on CO,?

The reason they don’t do that is be-
cause then people would know what it
is costing them. So there were all of
these cap-and-trade bills that came up,
and they were not able to pass them.
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So this administration said, I am
sure—I wasn’t in the meeting; I am not
invited to those meetings of the Presi-
dent—but they said: We can’t get it
passed in Congress. We can’t get it
passed in the House or the Senate, so
let’s go ahead and do it. We will just
run over them with the administration.
So they said: We are going to have an
endangerment finding.

This is kind of interesting because
right before going to Copenhagen—and
for those of you who don’t know this,
once a year the U.N. throws a great big
party and everybody goes to some ex-
otic place and they try to sell the idea
that we need to have this international
treaty and, of course, it hasn’t hap-
pened. Before Copenhagen—that was in
December of this past year I can re-
member that we had—I suspected they
would have an endangerment finding
right while we were in Copenhagen to
make it sound as though we were going
to do something in the United States.
In fact, I went over as a one-man truth
squad and had a pretty good time.

Anyway, on the endangerment find-
ing, Lisa Jackson, who is the Adminis-
trator of the EPA, an appointee of
Obama, testified. I said to her: You
know, Madam Administrator, this is
live on TV. I suspect what is going to
happen is that you are going to have an
endangerment finding and try to take
this over and do all of these punitive
things to America under the Clean Air
Act. If there is an endangerment find-
ing, it has to be based on science. What
science would you use if you are going
to have an endangerment finding?

The answer was, It is going to be the
IPCC, primarily, and that is the very
science that climategate used when it
came along, and it has been pretty
much debunked. In fact, it was charac-
terized in Great Britain as the greatest
political scandal in the history of our
country.

So, anyway, the endangerment find-
ing was all based on that, and that is
where we find ourselves today. So I
would say this: I only talk about the
science. I don’t like to talk about the
science because I know people don’t un-
derstand it. But I did it because if you
are one of those—and I say this to the
Chair; I say this to anyone who might
be listening at this time—if you believe
that anthropogenic gas causes cata-
strophic global warming and climate
change, then what would this do to
remedy that? Well, the answer is noth-
ing because the same Lisa Jackson who
testified before our committee when I
asked her this question—

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 1 minute re-
maining.

Mr. INHOFE. Thank you,
President.

I said: If we were to pass this, any of
these cap-and-trade bills, or if we were
to do this through the Clean Air Act
through the Environmental Protection
Agency, how much would that reduce
the worldwide CO, emissions?

Madam
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Her answer was, Well, it wouldn’t re-
duce it because this would only apply
to the United States.

What I am saying is, if you want to
invoke all of this money spent, all of
this cost on the American people, on
every farmer in America, even if you
believe the concept is there, it still
wouldn’t reduce the emissions. You
could argue it could increase the emis-
sions because our manufacturing base
would have to go to places such as
China, India, Mexico, places that didn’t
have the standards we have, and it
would have the effect of increasing—
actually increasing—CO,.

So I just hope those individuals will
realize if they think the problem is
real, this isn’t going to solve it.

I yield back.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam President, I
rise to speak in support of the bipar-
tisan resolution to disapprove EPA’s
endangerment finding, S.J. Res. 26.

First of all, I am not here as a cli-
mate skeptic. I believe we should re-
duce emissions, but the steps we take
must balance our Nation’s energy and
economic needs.

Climate change is a global environ-
mental issue that cannot be solved by
America acting alone. EPA’s own data
shows us that unless the rapidly ex-
panding economies of China and India
reduce emissions, U.S. action will have
no impact on global temperatures.

It is widely acknowledged that regu-
lations that flow from EPA’s
endangerment finding will jeopardize
job creation, our economic recovery,
and American competitiveness. That
has been made very clear by those who
have spoken before me. This was open-
ly acknowledged by the Obama admin-
istration last year when the White
House Office of Management and Budg-
et cautioned:

Making the decision to regulate CO, under
the [Clean Air Act] for the first time is like-
ly to have serious economic consequences for
regulated entities throughout the U.S. econ-
omy, including small businesses and small
communities.

This is far from incidental. The
endangerment finding is the center-
piece of a coercive strategy designed to
force Congress into passing cap-and-
trade legislation. This was confirmed
by a senior White House economic offi-
cial late last year who was quoted as
saying:

If you don’t pass this legislation, then . . .
[EPA] is going to have to regulate in a com-
mand-and-control way, which will probably
generate even more uncertainty.

Time magazine likened this approach
to “‘putting a gun to Congress’ head.”’

But this is a false dichotomy. Sen-
ators have before them a number of
policy options to address climate
change, including the power to remove
the threat of EPA regulation. That the
Senate has not yet embraced a bill
speaks more to the flaws contained in
those policies than to this body’s will-
ingness to act. In fact, economic anal-
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ysis of every major piece of climate
change legislation shows they would
result in net job losses and retard eco-
nomic growth with little or no impact
on global temperatures. Why would the
Senate choose to enact economically
damaging legislation in order to stave
off economically damaging regula-
tions? This Senator certainly will not.

In their efforts to gain leverage over
the legislative branch, administrative
officials claim the resolution to dis-
approve EPA’s endangerment findings
would prevent fuel efficiency in vehi-
cles through new EPA regulations.
More recently, claims have been made
that the resolution is a way to protect
big oil in the wake of the gulf disaster.
These claims are disingenuous on their
face.

First, EPA’s endangerment finding
does nothing to clean up the Gulf of
Mexico or prevent future spills. To sug-
gest otherwise is an opportunistic bait
and switch and an insult to the people
of the gulf, the intelligence of the
American people, and the Senate.

Second, EPA’s endangerment finding
has nothing to do with fuel savings.
The National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration has had authority to
increase corporate average fuel econ-
omy—CAFE—standards for over 30
years. Indeed, NHTSA was required by
law to raise light-duty vehicle stand-
ards to at least 35 miles per gallon
when Congress passed the Energy Inde-
pendence and Security Act in 2007.

In a February 19 letter, NHTSA’s
general counsel stated:

The Murkowski resolution does not di-
rectly impact NHTSA’s statutory authority
to set fuel economy standards.

Indeed, in its own rule, EPA confirms
that ‘‘the CAFE standards address
most, but not all, of the real world CO;
emissions” from automobiles.

In reality, EPA’s rules are the ‘‘cam-
el’s nose’ under the regulatory tent.

In spite of the Supreme Court’s rul-
ing in Massachusetts v. EPA, only the
most tortured—tortured—reading of
the act allows one to conclude that the
Clean Air Act was intended to address
global climate change. The act con-
tains no express authorization to regu-
late, and there are no provisions recog-
nizing the international dimension of
the issue. I know this for a fact. I have
been on the Environment and Public
Works Committee for almost 12 years,
and during those 12 years attempts
have been made every 2 years to amend
the Clean Air Act to include CO,. In
every instance, it has been turned
down.

As a matter of fact, this issue has
been dealt with over and over by the
Senate. In fact, starting back in 1997,
the Senate spoke directly to this issue
where, by a vote of 95 to 0, it passed the
Byrd-Hagel resolution. The resolution
specifically stated that the TUnited
States should not commit itself to lim-
its or reduce greenhouse gas emissions
unless developing countries embrace
specific commitments to reduce green-
house gases. The overarching concern
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was the serious harm that would be in-
flicted on the U.S. economy by unilat-
eral action.

In other words, for us to go ahead and
let the EPA regulate this and do it on
our own, in effect what we are doing is
we are unilaterally disarming the U.S.
economy for absolutely no environ-
mental gain.

Copenhagen showed us that the de-
veloping world will continue to resist
binding reduction targets, and while
China continues to build two coal-pow-
ered plants a week—in other words,
while China puts up two coal-fired
plants a week, the Sierra Club and
other environmental groups in this
country are shutting down any oppor-
tunity for us to use coal in terms of
generating energy.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. VOINOVICH. I ask unanimous
consent to speak for 1 more minute.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Despite the fragile
state of the economy and the futility of
the effort in environmental terms, this
administration presses forward.

In the final analysis, the Clean Air
Act does not recognize the inter-
national nature of climate change and
is not suited to regulate greenhouse
gas emissions. The administration’s at-
tempt to use it to force Congress to
adopt economically damaging climate
policy is a reckless stunt, especially
when one considers the very real chal-
lenges America faces today.

I am hoping that the Senate supports
S.J. Res. 26, removes the gun from its
head and gets on with the business of
debating a sound energy policy. I sug-
gest that the best way we can start to
do this is by looking at the bipartisan
bill—the Bingaman bill—which came
out of the Energy Committee. That is
where we should start if we want to be
constructive in dealing with green-
house gas emissions.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. How much time re-
mains on the Republican side?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Five minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Carolina
is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I
appreciate what Senator MURKOWSKI is
trying to do. Maybe this is a balance-
of-power issue. The court ruled, I think
in 2007, that greenhouse gases could be
regulated under the Clean Air Act.
Senator VOINOVICH is right. Congress
has never made that decision. There
have been efforts in the past to get car-
bon pollution regulation by the Clean
Air Act, but it was never passed legis-
latively. The courts have spoken.

The tool being used today is a legis-
lative tool available to the Congress to
basically put regulatory powers in
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check, and what we are doing by pass-
ing this amendment is basically stop-
ping the EPA from regulating carbon.
And here is the real rub: If we stop
them, are we going to do anything?

My view is that we need to do several
things to replace the EPA. The EPA
regulation of carbon cannot provide
transition assistance to businesses.
They don’t have the flexibility or the
tools necessary to create rational en-
ergy policy. That would create an eco-
nomic burden at a time we need to cre-
ate economic opportunity. So I think
the regulatory system of dealing with
carbon pollution is the wrong way to
go, but to do nothing would be equally
bad. To do nothing means China is
going to develop the green energy tech-
nology that is coming in the 21st cen-
tury.

What I propose is that the Congress,
once we stop the EPA, create a ration-
al way forward on energy policy that
includes clean air and regulation of
carbon.

No. 1, the trust fund that is used to
build roads and bridges is tremen-
dously underfunded. Senator INHOFE
and others have challenged the Con-
gress time and time again to do some-
thing about shortfalls in the highway
trust fund.

To the transportation community, if
you are listening out there, you have a
chance, as a broader package, to be
part of a broader deal to get money for
the highway trust fund. But you will
never do it standing alone. We are not
going to raise taxes to put money in
the transportation trust fund and that
is all we do.

I think the transportation sector
needs to be looked at anew. How can
we lower emissions on the transpor-
tation side, reduce our dependency on
foreign oil, and replenish the trust
fund? I would argue that Congress
could come up with policies that would
dramatically reduce CO, emissions
coming from cars and trucks without a
cap on carbon; that we could have in-
centives on the transportation side to
develop alternative vehicles—battery-
powered cars, hydrogen-powered cars,
hybrid cars in different fashions that
would break our dependency on foreign
oil.

If you take this debate and separate
it from our dependency on foreign oil,
you have made a huge mistake. Madam
President, $439 billion was sent over-
seas by the United States last year to
buy oil from countries that don’t like
us very much. When you talk about
controlling carbon, you ought to be
talking about energy independence.

I suggest that Congress look at the
transportation sector with a com-
prehensive approach that will reduce
our dependency on foreign oil, that will
create vehicles that are more energy
efficient and produce less carbon to
clean up the air, and you can do all
that without a cap and put money into
the trust fund to rebuild bridges and
roads that are falling apart as America
grows. These are jobs that will never
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go to China. We need to have a vision
on transportation that needs to be part
of our broader vision.

When it comes to breaking our de-
pendency on foreign oil, we need to use
less 0il in general. The President is
right. A low-carbon economy is a safer
America, a cleaner environment and I
think a more prosperous America. But
we have natural fossil fuel assets in
this country. We have oil and gas.

The gulf oilspill is a tremendously
catastrophic environmental disaster,
but if we overreact and say we are
going to stop exploring for domestic oil
and gas—9 million barrels a day comes
from domestic exploration, and we use
21 million barrels a day—the people in
the Mideast would cheer that policy.
The biggest winner in stopping domes-
tic exploration for oil and gas would be
OPEC nations. So it is not in our na-
tional security interest, not in our eco-
nomic interest to make a rash decision
on oil and gas exploration.

I encourage the Congress to slow
down, find ways to safely explore for
oil and gas, and make it part of an
overall energy vision that will allow us
to break our dependency on foreign oil.

When it comes to job creation, wind,
solar, battery, and nuclear power—all
of the energy efficiency green tech-
nology that will come in this century
is going to come from China if we don’t
get our act together. We need a ration-
al energy policy that would incentivize
alternative energy to be developed in
America before the world takes over
this emerging market. That means in-
centives for wind, solar, and, yes, nu-
clear power. Twenty percent of our
power comes from the nuclear indus-
try, and 82 percent of the French
economy’s power comes from the nu-
clear industry. Surely we can be as
bold as the French. If you had a renais-
sance of nuclear power in this country,
you could create millions of jobs. We
could come up with ways to treat the
waste.

President Obama has been very good
on nuclear power. His administration,
with Secretary Chu, has been excellent
in trying to develop incentives to ex-
pand nuclear power in a safe fashion.

Carbon is bad. Let’s do something
about it in a commonsense way. You
don’t have to believe in global warming
to want clean air. This idea about what
to do with carbon—you don’t have to
believe the planet is going to melt to-
morrow, but this idea that what comes
out of cars and trucks and coal-fired
plants is good for us makes no sense to
me. If we can clean up the air in Amer-
ica, we would be doing the next genera-
tion and the world a great service. The
key is, can you clean up the air and
make it good business? I believe you
can. Let’s pursue both things: good
business and clean air.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that whatever
extra time was given to the other side
be added to our time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, at
this point, we are going to hear argu-
ments against the Murkowski resolu-
tion from Senator DURBIN for 6 min-
utes, followed by Senator REED of
Rhode Island for 5 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, the
Murkowski resolution gives the Senate
a choice between real science and polit-
ical science. That is what it comes
down to.

The EPA went to the scientists
across America and asked them the
basic question: Do greenhouse gas
emissions endanger life and the planet
on which we live? After months and
thousands of comments and 380,000 sci-
entific comments, they concluded that
it does. They said that we have a re-
sponsibility under the Clean Air Act to
protect the people in the United States
and the people on Earth. We are going
to move forward with a gradual, sys-
tematic way of reducing greenhouse
gas emissions because we know they
are causing damage.

Twenty-one years ago, I went to
Alaska, to Prince William Sound, after
the Exxon Valdez ran aground. I saw
the thousands of barrels of black,
sludgy oil covering that pristine and
beautiful part of America in Alaska.

I have spoken to the Senator who is
the sponsor of this resolution. Twenty-
one years later, we still know that
ecology, that environment has not re-
covered from that spill. But that was
very obvious. You could see it. It was
filthy. There are changes in the envi-
ronment that are hurting Alaska today
that are hard to see.

We know greenhouse gas emissions
and air pollution are changing Alaska,
with the loss of sea ice; the melting
permafrost; coastal erosion in villages,
such as Shismaref, that have been fall-
ing into the ocean; ocean acidification.
The Arctic icecap, which is a key eco-
logical component of Alaska’s ecology,
has a record-low amount of Arctic sea
ice.

Are we to ignore this? You will ig-
nore it if you vote yes for the Mur-
kowski resolution. You will choose po-
litical science over the real science
that tells us that unless we come to
grips with the air pollution that
threatens us, it will not only endanger
our lungs and our lives, it will endan-
ger the planet on which we live.

In 1970, we created the EPA, under
President Richard Nixon. In those
days, 40 years ago, the environmental
issues were bipartisan issues. People
came together and said: We can address
the challenges facing us in the United
States and around the world on a bi-
partisan basis.

Well, bipartisanship is still alive
when it comes to important environ-
mental issues. There is bipartisan op-
position to the Murkowski resolution.
It turns out those who headed the EPA
under Presidents Nixon, Ford, and
Reagan all oppose the MurkowskKki reso-
lution. They believe, as scientists do,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that we have a once-in-a-lifetime op-
portunity to seize this moment and
find a way to save this planet we live
on and make it healthier for all of us
and for our children.

We have had great success with the
Clean Air Act. We have reduced pollu-
tion. We are moving forward. But the
Murkowski resolution says stop—stop
taking those actions that have been
proposed by the EPA to reduce pollu-
tion; ignore the scientific findings and
accept the political science.

What do I mean by that? There are
political forces strongly in support of
the Murkowski resolution. Big oil is
one of them. Energy companies agree
we should stop this EPA regulation. Of
course, they have a vested interest.
They have money on the table. How
credible is big oil today on the floor of
the Senate when we have witnessed the
disaster in the Gulf of Mexico? Are we
going to criticize them in the morning
in speeches and then reward them by
passing this resolution in the after-
noon? I hope not.

I hope we will take an honest look at
the environment we live in and under-
stand that to give away basic scientific
findings, walk away from them, and
embrace political science is something
we will never be able to explain to fu-
ture generations.

The United States should join in
leading the world to clean up the plan-
et on which we live. Passage of the
Murkowski resolution is a step back-
ward. It will say to the world that the
United States is in complete denial;
that the Senate is rejecting the find-
ings of scientists all across the world;
and that we don’t need to address cli-
mate change and the impact of air pol-
lution on our lives.

This is a singular historic moment. I
sincerely hope my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle—and I hope it is bi-
partisan again—will join in standing up
for science, for clean air, for an ap-
proach to the environment that says
our kids will have a fighting chance to
live on a planet that can sustain life
and do it in a healthy way.

I reserve the remainder of my time
on this side and yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Today, in the midst of the
biggest oil spill in our Nation’s history,
we are debating a joint resolution, sup-
ported by the oil industry, among oth-
ers, that effectively says that the Sen-
ate, with its extensive expertise, be-
lieves the Environmental Protection
Agency was wrong to conclude that
greenhouse gases are pollutants despite
the preponderance of the evidence, sci-
entific evidence, that shows this to be
an accurate and correct assessment.
The Senate can pass a resolution say-
ing practically anything, but it does
not change reality. The fact is, the best
science tells us that climate change is
real and that greenhouse gas emissions
contribute significantly to it.

It is also true that our continuing re-
liance on fossil fuel undermines not
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only our environmental quality but our
national and economic security. We
have seen the environmental effects
played out dramatically and cata-
strophically in the Gulf of Mexico with
the BP disaster. But if we do nothing,
we will continue to see our economy
held hostage by our need for fossil fuels
and the billions of dollars a year we
send overseas to buy oil. We will see
our national security imperiled by our
over-reliance on these fossil fuels and
our continuing inability to take effec-
tive, measured action based on science
to control these greenhouse gases.

This resolution is more than just our
opinion; it would effectively and per-
manently block the EPA from taking
concrete steps today to deal with this
problem. For example, it would prevent
the EPA from collaborating with the
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration on new vehicle efficiency
and emission standards. These are com-
monsense, doable achievements, and,
in fact, we are seeing even the auto-
mobile industry support this. It is esti-
mated that if the EPA and the highway
traffic safety administration move for-
ward, they could save consumers more
than $3,000 in fuel costs over the life-
time of their vehicles. Think of that. If
we were talking about a $3,000 tax re-
bate to Americans, everybody would be
jumping up and down saying that is
great.

By improving the efficiency of auto-
mobiles and doing it in a thoughtful
way, we can provide consumers, fami-
lies, over the lifetime of a vehicle—sev-
eral years—$3,000 in benefits rather
than shipping that $3,000 overseas to
buy petroleum. That is a pretty good
deal. This resolution would effectively
prevent that.

The proponents of the resolution say:
Congress has to act on this. That is
true, but I would be more encouraged
with that line of argument if it were
matched by effective action to deal
with the serious problems that face
this country today. Indeed, we have
spent months and weeks laboring over
the extension of unemployment bene-
fits. Every significant bill that has
come to this floor has been filibustered
time and time again. To suggest dis-
ingenuously that we will pass this reso-
lution and get on to a climate change
bill, pass it within several weeks or
months is, I think, not borne out by
the evidence of what we have seen in
this Chamber over the last several
months.

We have to move forward. As I said,
this is not only an economic issue. It is
a national security issue. The Quadren-
nial Defense Review in February 2010
noted—this is the review that is done
periodically to assess the strategic po-
sition of the United States:

Assessments conducted by the intelligence
community indicate climate change could
have significant geopolitical impacts around
the world, contributing to poverty, environ-
mental degradation, and the further weak-
ening of fragile governments. Climate
change will contribute to food and water
scarcity, wi