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session, where motions to reconsider
were not made, that the motions to re-
consider be considered made and laid
upon the table.

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

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

DISAPPROVAL OF EPA EMISSION
STANDARDS RULE—MOTION TO
PROCEED

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I now move to proceed to S.J. Res. 37.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motion to proceed to calendar No. 430, S.J.
Res. 37, a joint resolution to disapprove a
rule promulgated by the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency relat-
ing to emission standards for certain steam
generating units.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, June 19, 2012.

DISCHARGE OF FURTHER CONSIDERATION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with chapter 8 of title 5, United States
Code, hereby direct the Senate Committee
on Environment and Public Works be dis-
charged of further consideration of S.J. Res.
37, a resolution on providing for congres-
sional disapproval of a rule submitted by the
Environmental Protection Agency related to
emission standards for certain steam gener-
ating units.

John Boozman, David Vitter, John Cor-
nyn, Jon Kyl, Pat Roberts, James M.
Inhofe, Johnny Isakson, Tom Coburn,
John McCain, Mike Lee, Patrick J.
Toomey, Marco Rubio, John Thune,
John Barrasso, Thad Cochran, Jim
DeMint, Roy Blunt, Richard Burr,
Rand Paul, Jerry Moran, Rob Portman,
Michael B. Enzi, Lisa Murkowski, Dan-
iel Coats, Saxby Chambliss, Roger F.
Wicker, Orrin Hatch, Kay Bailey
Hutchison, Jeff Sessions, Mitch McCon-
nell, Ron Johnson, Mike Johanns,
James E. Risch, John Hoeven, Richard
Shelby.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
it has become pretty clear over the
past few months that President Obama
now views his job as the deflector-in-
chief. No longer content to lay all the
Nation’s problems at the feet of his
predecessor, he has taken to creating
controversies out of whole cloth.
Whether it is a manufactured fight
over student loan rates or the so-called
war on women, the goal is as clear as
you can imagine: get reporters to focus
on these things, and maybe the rest of
the country will as well; get them to
focus on anything other than the Presi-
dent’s own failure to turn the economy
around, and maybe he can squeak by
without folks noticing it. That is the
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plan at least and, frankly, it could not
reflect a more misguided view of the
American people. They know who has
been in charge the past 3% years, and
the fact that the President has had a
tough job to do does not mean he gets
a pass on how he has handled it or on
the solutions he has proposed.

Most Americans do not like either
one of the President’s two signature
pieces of legislation—ObamaCare or
the stimulus. They are not particularly
thrilled about seeing America’s credit
rating downgraded for the first time
ever. They are scared to death about a
$16 trillion debt, trillion-dollar deficits,
and chronic joblessness. And many, in-
cluding myself, are deeply concerned
about this administration’s thuggish
attempts to shut its critics right out of
the political process. These are the
kinds of things Americans have been
telling us for 3 years that they are wor-
ried about, and we are not about to be
drawn into some rabbit hole so the
President does not have to talk about
them. We are going to stay focused on
all of these things—mnot because of
some political advantage but because
the American people demand it. So the
President can come up with the excuse
de jour, but we are going to talk about
jobs, we are going to talk about the
deficits and debt, and we will talk
about the Constitution.

When it comes to jobs, let’s be clear.
This administration has been engaged
in a war on the private sector, and in
many cases it has used Federal agen-
cies and a heavyhanded regulatory
process to wage it largely out of view.
We got a vivid confirmation of this
when an EPA official was caught com-
paring the EPA’s enforcement ap-
proach to the Roman use of crucifixion.
Brutalize a few offenders, he said, and
the rest will be scared into submission.

Call me naive, but I think most
Americans think the government
should be working for them, not
against them. I think most Americans
think the Federal Government should
be working to create the conditions for
Americans to prosper, not looking for
any opportunities to undercut free en-
terprise. Yet that is what we see—an
administration that always seems to
assume the worst of the private sector
and whose policies are aimed at under-
mining it. And nowhere is it more clear
than at EPA.

That is why I support Senator
INHOFE’s ongoing efforts, including a
vote today, to push back on the EPA,
which has become one of the lead cul-
prits in this administration’s war on
American jobs. Senator INHOFE is fo-
cusing on just one regulation out of the
many that are crushing businesses
across the country—the so-called Util-
ity MACT, which would cost American
companies billions in upgrades, but for
their competitors overseas, of course,
it would cost them nothing. This regu-
lation would expand the already mas-
sive powers given to the EPA by in-
creasing redtape and costing the tax-
payer over $10 billion each year. In my
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State of Kentucky, it threatens the
jobs of over 1,400 people working in alu-
minum smelter plants, as well as ap-
proximately 18,000 coal miners, not to
mention those engaged in industries
that support these jobs.

Kentucky Power, operator of the
only coal-burning powerplant in my
State, recently conceded defeat in this
fight after the EPA demanded upgrades
to its plants at a cost of nearly $1 bil-
lion, raising the typical residential
customer’s monthly electric bill by a
whopping 30 percent. At that price, it
is no wonder the plant found the new
regulations completely unworkable.
The EPA may have won this battle, but
the real losers are more than 170,000
homes and businesses spread out
amongst 20 eastern Kentucky counties
that depend on the Kentucky Power
plant for their energy.

The proponents of the Utility MACT
say it is needed to improve air quality.
What they cannot tell you is what
these benefits would be or the effect of
leaving the plants in their current con-
dition. Look, we all support clean air,
but if we waved through every regula-
tion that promised to improve air qual-
ity without regard for its actual im-
pact, we would not be able to produce
anything in this country.

What we do know is that a substan-
tial amount of the electricity we
produce in this country comes from
coal, and this new regulation would
devastate the jobs that depend on this
cheap, abundant resource. This is just
one battle in the administration’s war
on jobs, but it has a devastating con-
sequence for real people and real fami-
lies in my State and in many others.
The administration’s nonchalant atti-
tude about these people is appalling,
but this is precisely the danger of hav-
ing unelected bureaucrats in Wash-
ington playing with the livelihoods of
Americans as if they are nothing more
than just pieces on a chessboard.

The media may continue to chase
whatever issue the President and his
campaign decide to fabricate from day
to day, but these are the facts behind
this President’s devastating economic
policies, and that is why it is a story
the President would rather the media
ignored. Well, Republicans are not
going to ignore it. We are going to keep
talking about the President’s policies.
So I commend Senator INHOFE for
keeping us focused on this particular
policy that is devastating to so many
Americans.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 11:30 a.m. will be equally di-
vided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees, with the Re-
publicans controlling the first 15 min-
utes and the majority controlling the
second 15 minutes.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, in
our first round, we are going to yield to
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the Senator from Alaska Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI for 10 minutes and then to Sen-
ator MANCHIN for 5 minutes. In the sec-
ond round, we are going to be having
Senators BARRASSO, BOOZMAN, RISCH,
BLUNT, KYL, and TOOMEY.

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

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I think most Americans would agree it
is important that we strike a proper
balance between abundant and afford-
able energy and responsible standards
of environmental performance. But too
often in recent years, the energy-envi-
ronmental balance has been lost. Re-
storing a sense of equilibrium is impor-
tant for both the health of the Amer-
ican people and our Nation’s economy.
Although we see the need for this bal-
ance every day in Alaska, restoring it
has become what I think is a national
challenge. That is why I support Sen-
ator INHOFE’s resolution to disapprove
the mercury and air toxics standards
or the MATS rule.

Congress has tasked the EPA with
implementing laws to protect public
health. That statutory obligation abso-
lutely requires respect. But although
the executive branch gets to make rea-
sonable policy calls in performing that
duty, its regulatory authority is strict-
ly bounded by law.

Today’s EPA too often seems to im-
pose requirements that go beyond what
is authorized or needed. This over-
reaching stifles the energy and natural
resource production the Nation needs
to restore prosperity and technological
leadership, and the sad thing is the re-
sulting rules do not credibly improve
public health.

EPA is now proceeding with an un-
precedented litany of new rules whose
benefits are murky at best but whose
costs are very real and detrimental to
human welfare. The Nation can and
must strike a better balance. Even in
today’s divided times, a broad con-
sensus remains. Achieving affordable
and abundant energy coupled with
strong environmental standards is the
right combination.

Most would also agree that energy
and environment-related public policy
decisions should be based on the facts
and informed by rigorous scientific dis-
course. Applying this consensus shows
that the devil is in the details. So let’s
look closely at the MATS rule. If this
rule is allowed to stand, it will put
electric reliability at unacceptable risk
and raise electricity costs with very
little, if any, appreciable benefit to
human health.

The North American Electric Reli-
ability Corporation or NERC, which is
the independent federally certified
‘“Hlectric Reliability Organization,”
recently reported that ‘‘environmental
regulations are shown to be the num-
ber one risk to reliability over the next
... b years.” That is the statement
from NERC.

The members of the relatively small
and apolitical groups of engineers who
keep the lights on and administer elec-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

tricity markets tell me they are wor-
ried not only about the reliability of
electric service but about its afford-
ability. I would like to speak to the af-
fordability side in just a minute.

Reasonable regulation, clearly appro-
priate; and EPA has the discretion, in-
deed the obligation, to adopt balanced
rules. But, unfortunately, EPA’s ap-
proach has been aimed more at its stat-
utory obligations. Through MATS and
through other rules, EPA wants to in-
fluence how investments in energy pro-
duction are made. So it has imposed a
series of very stringent obligations
that perhaps are not even achievable.

For example, the Institute of Clean
Air Companies, which is an association
representing emissions control tech-
nology vendors—these are the guys
who sell all of this stuff—has asked
EPA to reconsider MATS and has said:

Our member companies cannot ensure that
the new final source [mercury] standard can
be achieved in practice.

These are those who would make a
profit off of selling these. They are say-
ing they do not think that it can be
achieved.

Even though I believe the TUnited
Mine Workers of America, who say
their comments ‘‘and like-minded
[ones] to EPA on the proposed MATS
rule were ignored,” it does not have to
be this way. EPA received thousands of
pages of very detailed, very thoughtful
proposals, for improving MATS.

About 150 electric generators filed
their comments. Edison Electric Insti-
tute, as just one example, filed more
than 75 pages of very precise observa-
tions for improving MATS. They sug-
gested many very specific changes. The
States were active too. Twenty-seven
States are seeking significant changes
in the proposal. There were almost 20
petitions for reconsideration pending
at EPA, and they are pending now.
Thirty petitions have been filed for ju-
dicial review. Twenty-four States have
asked the courts to force EPA to do
better with MATS.

I always say we need to give credit
where credit is due. On the treatment
of condensable particulate matter—not
many of us are focused on condensable
particulate matter—EPA has made
some good changes with regard to that,
between the proposed and the final
MATS rule. This dramatically reduced
the need for construction of expensive
pollution control devices Kknown as
‘“‘bag houses.”

By itself, this one change to the pro-
posed rule reduced the overall cost of
compliance by billions of dollars, and
it relieved somewhat the challenges of
maintaining electric reliability while
achieving compliance with the rule.
Adopting a more reasonable approach
in this one area did not sacrifice any
appreciable benefit. So more must be
done. Congress must tell the EPA to
revisit other suggestions for similar
improvements.

Why the need to keep forcing the im-
provements? The vast majority of the
benefits to EPA claims from MATS are
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the result of its counting coincidental
reductions of particulate matter below
standards that EPA has determined are
sufficient to protect public health.
Emissions of mercury by American
powerplants have declined over the
past 20 years without the MATS rule.
EPA itself estimates the annual bene-
fits of mercury reduction attributable
to the rule at only $500,000 to $6 million
but annual costs at almost $10 billion.

Finally, EPA’s actions are driving up
the cost of electricity too. PJM, which
is the independent regional trans-
mission organization that is respon-
sible for coordinating the movement of
wholesale electricity in all or part of 13
States, as well as in the Nation’s Cap-
ital, reported 2-year capacity price in-
creases of 390 percent, most of which it
attributed to the cost of environmental
compliance with a nearly 1,200-percent
spike in northern Ohio.

PJM also plans for about $2 billion in
additional transmission investment to
maintain reliability in the face of
EPA’s rules. Clearly, these are signifi-
cant costs that will be passed on to our
consumers. I think MATS is a major
rule that needs a major reset by Con-
gress. EPA could then devise a new
rule that is truly aimed at protecting
public health and carrying out the law
rather than trying to push a particular
fuel, coal, out of the market.

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma
for his leadership on this issue.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Alaska for her
very kind remarks. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Texas, Mr. CORNYN.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
come to the floor to join my colleagues
from Alaska, from Oklahoma, and oth-
ers to express my disapproval. I intend
to vote in favor of the resolution of dis-
approval of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency’s mercury and air toxins
standards rule, also known as Utility
MACT.

Now, of course, sometimes the de-
bate, when we talk about pollution,
when we talk about the byproducts of
coal-fired powerplants, is cast in apoc-
alyptic-like terms that have no real
bearing on reality or in terms of the
science and in terms of the economic
impact of the rule or the health bene-
fits supposedly to be derived. I want to
talk about that just briefly.

While this rule claims to be about
public safety, it is a job-killing, ideo-
logically driven attempt to cripple the
coal industry in the United States, an
industry that employs an awful lot of
people, feeds a lot of families. This ad-
ministration, unfortunately, is using
the EPA to destroy a major source of
reliable, affordable, base-lode elec-
tricity that we sorely need. The Presi-
dent talks about being for an all-of-
the-above energy policy. Yet his ad-
ministration, through this regulation
we seek to disapprove today, is going
to effectively take one of those most
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abundant, low-cost sources of energy
off the table for the American people.

Of course, Congress would never pass
such a law in our own right, so the ad-
ministration is using a ruling from an
unelected group of bureaucrats who are
not subject to political accountability.
This is another example of executive
overreach, and it is bad news for con-
sumers and job creators alike.

Power companies have confirmed
that Utility MACT standards for new
power sources are so stringent that no
new coal-fired powerplant will be built
in the United States. No new coal-fired
powerplant will be built in the United
States, no matter how modern and how
clean the technology will allow that
powerplant to operate. So the con-
sequences will be that Utility MACT
will damage grid reliability. It will de-
stroy jobs, and it will raise electricity
prices—not a small matter when many
of our seniors are on fixed incomes and
are going to suffer as a result of this
rule that does not do what its advo-
cates tout it for.

The costs of Utility MACT will ex-
ceed the benefits by roughly 1,600 to 1.
Some claim that does not matter, that
benefits are benefits no matter what
the cost, no matter how much, how
many jobs it Kkills, no matter how
much it raises the price of electricity
on seniors in my State who are living
in very hot summers. If we have an-
other year like we had last year—I
hope we do not. We had 100-degree tem-
peratures more than 70 days—and I
think it was even more than that—it
will threaten the capacity of the power
grid to even produce the electricity so
people can run their air conditioners.
The detriment to our seniors in terms
of public health and in terms of cost,
being on a fixed income, is quite evi-
dent.

According to the EPA, more than 99
percent of the health benefits from
Utility MACT will not even come from
mercury reductions but, rather, from
reductions in particulate matter that
are already regulated to safe levels
under the Clean Air Act. So either the
EPA will be double-counting existing
benefits or else it will be setting new
levels for other byproducts that are not
justified by public health concerns.

In short, the benefits of this regula-
tion are dubious, but the costs are real.
They are already harming the U.S.
economy with existing powerplants
being shut down and others being
scrapped. The United States currently
has more than 1,400 coal-fired elec-
tricity-generating units operating at
more than 600 plants.

Together, these powerplants generate
almost half of the electricity produced
in our country. Again, we are not talk-
ing about taking wind energy off the
table. We are not talking about other
ways to generate electricity. But this
is one of the cheapest, most abundant
sources of energy in our country, and
we are simply killing it.

So sponsors of Utility MACT repeat-
edly tout its health benefits. But those
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are overstated. However, they under-
state the impact this will have on jobs.
It will kill jobs. People will lose their
jobs in a tough economy. I urge my col-
leagues to pull back the curtain on the
EPA and see Utility MACT for what it
is, an economic disaster shrouded in
false claims about public health.

Americans deserve smart regulation
based on logic and sound science. Util-
ity MACT is the exact opposite and de-
serves to be rejected.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, in the shadow of one seemingly
narrow Senate vote, that being the
Inhofe resolution of disapproval of the
EPA’s rule on mercury and air toxins,
I rise to talk about West Virginia,
about our people, our way of life, our
health, our State’s economic oppor-
tunity, and about our future.

Coal has played an enormous part in
our past and can play an enormous part
in our future, but it will only happen if
we face reality.

This is a critical and a very conten-
tious time in the Mountain State. The
dialogue on coal, its impacts, and the
Federal Government’s role has reached
a stunningly fevered pitch. Carefully
orchestrated messages that strike fear
into the hearts of West Virginians and
feed uncertainty about coal’s future
are the subject of millions of dollars of
paid television ads, billboards,
breakroom bulletin boards, public
meetings, letters, and lobbying cam-
paigns.

A daily onslaught declares that coal
is under siege from harmful outside
sources, and that the future of the
State is bleak unless we somehow turn
back the clock, ignore the present, and
block the future.

West Virginians understandably
worry that a way of life and the dig-
nity of a job is at stake. Change and
uncertainty in the coal industry is un-
settling and nothing new. But it is un-
settling. My fear is that concerns are
also being fueled by the narrow view of
others with divergent views and moti-
vations, one that denies the inevi-
tability of change in the energy indus-
try and unfairly—and I feel this strong-
ly—leaves coal miners in the dust.

The reality is those who run the coal
industry today would rather attack
false enemies and deny real problems
than solve problems that would help
them and the people they employ and
the States in which they work.

Instead of facing the challenges of
making tough decisions, similar to
men of a different era, they are abro-
gating their responsibilities to lead.
Back in the 1970s, I remember a fellow
from Consolidation Coal named Bobby
Brown. He got together with the
United Mine Workers on his own. We
were having a lot of temporary re-
straining orders and strikes at that
time. They sat down, and because
Bobby Brown was not a timid man—he
was the head of a company, but he was
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a forceful leader—they worked out
something which gave us peace in the
coalfields of West Virginia—which is
something—for a long time. It was a
courageous act by a courageous
nontimid man.

Scare tactics are a cynical waste of
time, money, and worst of all, coal
miners’ hopes. Coal miners buy into all
the television they hear, are controlled
by it, have large salaries. So in a sense
they are stuck where they are, happily
funded but without a place to look for-
ward to. But sadly these days, coal op-
erators have closed themselves off from
any other opposing voices and almost
none has the courage to speak out for
change—any kind of change—even
though it has been staring them in the
face for decades. They have known
about it. They have ignored it.

This reminds me of the auto indus-
try, which also resisted change for dec-
ades. Coal operators should learn from
both the mistakes and the recent suc-
cess of the automobile industry. I pas-
sionately believe coal miners deserve
better than they are getting from coal
operators, and West Virginians cer-
tainly deserve better also.

Let’s start with the truth. Coal,
today, faces real challenges, even
threats, and we all know what they are

First, our coal reserves are finite and
many coal-fired powerplants are aging.
The cheap, easy coal seams are dimin-
ishing rapidly and production is fall-
ing, especially in the Central Appa-
lachian Basin in southern West Vir-
ginia. Production is shifting to lower
cost areas such as Illinois and the Pow-
der River Basin in the Wyoming area.
The average age of our Nation’s 1,100-
plus coal-fired plants is 42.5 years, with
hundreds of plants even older. These
plants run less often, are less eco-
nomic, and are obviously less efficient.

Second, natural gas use is on the
rise. Power companies are switching to
natural gas because of lower prices,
cheaper construction costs, lower emis-
sions, and vast, steady supplies. Even
traditional coal companies such as
CONSOL are increasingly investing in
natural gas as opposed to coal.

Third, the shift to a lower carbon
economy is not going away. It is a dis-
service—a terrible disservice—to coal
miners and their families to pretend it
is, to tell them everything can be as it
was. It can’t be. That is over. Coal
companies deny that we need to do
anything to address climate change,
despite the established scientific con-
sensus and mounting national desire—
including in West Virginia—for a
cleaner, healthier environment.

Despite the barrage of ads, the EPA
alone is not going to make or break
coal. Coal operators would love to
think that is the case because it is a
great target, and it is much easier to
criticize than to do something. But
there are many forces exerting pres-
sure, and that agency is just one of
them.

Two years ago, I offered a time-out
on EPA carbon rules, a 2-year suspen-
sion that could have broken the logjam
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in Congress and given us the oppor-
tunity to address carbon issues aggres-
sively and legislatively.

But instead of supporting this ap-
proach, coal operators went for broke—
they saw a fatter opportunity—when
they demanded a complete repeal of all
EPA authority to address carbon emis-
sions forever. They demanded all or
nothing. They turned aside a com-
promise and, in the end, they got noth-
ing.

Last year, they ran exactly the same
play, demanding all or nothing on the
cross-State air pollution rule, refusing
to entertain any middle ground and de-
nying even a hint of legitimacy for the
views of the other side and they lost
again—badly.

Here we are with another all-or-noth-
ing resolution, which is absolutely des-
tined to fail, and we are arguing as
months, weeks, and years go by. This
foolish action wastes time and money
that could have been invested in the fu-
ture of coal. Instead, with each bad
vote the coal operators get, they give
away more of their leverage and lock
in their failure.

This time, the issue is whether to
block an EPA rule, as has been said—
the mercury and air toxics standards—
that require coal-fired powerplants to
reduce mercury and other toxic air pol-
lution.

I oppose this resolution because 1
care so much about West Virginians.

Without good health—demeaned in
this debate so far—it is hard to hold
down a job or live the American dream.
Chronic illness is debilitating. I have
made a career in the Senate of health
care. It impacts families’ income, their
prosperity, and ultimately families’
happiness. The annual health benefits
of the rule are enormous. EPA has re-
lied on thousands of studies—thou-
sands—that establish the serious and
long-term impact of these pollutants
on premature death, heart attacks,
hospitalizations, pregnant women, ba-
bies, and children. Do West Virginians
care about these kinds of things? I
think they do.

Moreover, it significantly reduces the
largest remaining human-caused emis-
sion of mercury, which is a potent
neurotoxin with fetal impact. Maybe
some can shrug off the advice of the
American Academy of Pediatrics and
many other professional medical and
scientific groups, but I do not.

The rule has been in the works
through a public process for many
years. Some  businesses—including
some utilities in West Virginia—have
already invested in technology and are
ready to comply.

Others have not prepared because
they have chosen to focus on profit
rather than upgrading or investing in
these smaller, older, and less-efficient
coal-fired plants that were paid for dec-
ades ago and that they will tell us
would be retired anyway.

That is right. Every single plant slat-
ed for closure in West Virginia was al-
ready on the chopping block from their
own corporate board’s decision.
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It is important to be truthful with
miners. It is sort of a forgotten art,
and that is a travesty. We have to be
truthful with miners that coal plants
will close because of decisions made by
corporate boards long ago, not just be-
cause of EPA regulations but because
the plants are no longer economical as
utilities build low-emission natural gas
plants.

Natural gas has its challenges too,
with serious questions about water
contamination and shortages and other
environmental concerns. But while
coal executives pine for the past, the
natural gas folks look to the future, in-
vesting in technology to reduce their
environmental footprint, and they are
working with others on ways to sup-
port the safe development of gas. We
are all going to be watching that very
closely, are we not?

It is not too late for the coal indus-
try to step up and lead—Ileadership—by
embracing the realities of today and
creating a sustainable future. It has
not been too late for a long time. Dis-
card the scare tactics. Stop denying
science. Listen to what markets are
saying about greenhouse gases and
other environmental concerns. Listen
to what West Virginians are saying
about their water, air and health and
the cost of caring for seniors and chil-
dren who are most susceptible to pollu-
tion.

Stop and listen to West Virginians—
miners and families included—who see
the bitterness of the fight we are hav-
ing now and which has been going on
forever. The bitterness of the fight has
taken on more importance than any
potential solutions. The point is put up
block after block, which loses time
after time, but at least they have a
fight and something to scream about,
all with no progress.

Those same miners care deeply about
their children’s health. They care
about them. They are family people. I
know that. I went there in 1964 and
lived among miners for 2 years, and I
have now lived among them ever since,
closely and intimately. They care
about what people all over the country
care about. They care about the
streams and mountains of West Vir-
ginia. They know down deep we can’t
keep to the same path. They are not al-
lowed to say so, but they know that.

Miners, their families, and their
neighbors are why I went to West Vir-
ginia. They are why I made our State
my home. I have been proud to stand
shoulder to shoulder with coal miners,
and we have done a lot of good together
over the years.

For more than 36 years, I have
worked to protect the health and safe-
ty of coal miners, everything from the
historic Coal Act back in 1992 to my
safety laws, pensions and black lung
benefits—always with miners’ best in-
terests in mind.

Despite what critics contend, I am
standing with coal miners by voting
against this resolution.

I don’t support this resolution of dis-
approval because it does nothing to
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look to the future of coal. It moves us
backward, not forward. Unless this in-
dustry aggressively leans into the fu-
ture, coal miners will be the big losers.

Beyond the frenzy over this one EPA
rule, we need to focus squarely on the
real task of finding a long-term future
for something called clean coal. That is
possible. We have demonstrated that.
That is being done in various places in
the country right now. This will ad-
dress legitimate environmental and
health concerns and, of course, global
warming and all that counts.

Let me be clear. Yes, I am frustrated
with much of the top levels of the coal
industry, at least in my State of West
Virginia, but most of the corporate
headquarters are elsewhere. However, 1
am not giving up hope for a strong
clean coal future. I am not giving up.
To get there, we will need a bold part-
ner, innovation, and major public and
private investments.

In the meantime, we should not for-
get that coal-fired powerplants would
provide good jobs for thousands of West
Virginians. It remains the underpin-
ning for many of our small commu-
nities, and I will always be focused on
their future.

Instead of finger-pointing, we should
commit ourselves to a smart action
plan that will help with job transition
opportunities, sparking new manufac-
turing and exploring the next genera-
tion of technology—not just be depend-
ent upon coal but a lot of things.

None of this is impossible. Solving
big challenges is what we do in West
Virginia. I would much rather embrace
the future boldly.

I yield the floor.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, be-
fore Senator ROCKEFELLER leaves, I
wish to take 30 seconds to say some-
thing. I believe that when the next his-
torians write the book about leader-
ship, courage, and integrity in the Sen-
ate, this speech will be featured in that
book. I am so proud of the Senator
from West Virginia.

How much time remains between the
two sides?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority controls 36 minutes,
the Republicans control 39 minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. It is our understanding
we have approximately 42 minutes
apiece and that we will go back and
forth.

Mrs. BOXER. The Chair just said
there is 39 minutes for the Republicans
and 36 for us.

Mr. INHOFE. I like that.

Madam President, I yield to the Sen-
ator from South Dakota for 7 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma for his leadership on
this issue, for yielding the time, and I
appreciate everything he has done to
bring S.J. Res. 37 to the floor of the
Senate.

As the father of two daughters, I
want a cleaner, safer, healthier envi-
ronment for their generation and for
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future generations. Thanks to the com-
monsense policies that balance eco-
nomic growth with a cleaner environ-
ment, our country has made significant
progress toward improving the quality
of our air and water. We have made
progress under Republican Presidents
and we have made progress under
Democratic Presidents. We have also
made progress during Democratic con-
trol and Republican control of the Sen-
ate.

But what the Obama administration
is doing with this regulation, and with
many of the other policies that pertain
to energy, is pursuing an ideologically
driven agenda in which the costs far
outweigh the benefits. He promised his
energy bplan would necessarily make
electricity costs skyrocket, and his
policies are clearly delivering on that
promise.

A prime example of that flawed agen-
da is Utility MACT, which is the most
expensive regulation in EPA’s history,
with an estimated cost of $10 billion.
These are costs that will be passed on
to families and small businesses across
the country at a time when we are ex-
periencing the worst economic recov-
ery in over 60 years.

We all know the statistics. Unem-
ployment has been at 8 percent now for
40 consecutive months. Real unemploy-
ment is above 14 percent. There are 23
million Americans who are not work-
ing today, and 5.4 million Americans
have remained out of work for over a
year. Despite these facts, President
Obama continues to push regulations
such as Utility MACT that are going to
make energy more expensive and, at
the same time, destroy good-paying
jobs.

According to the National Economic
Research Associates, Utility MACT
will cost between 180,000 and 215,000
jobs by the year 2015. When including
President Obama’s other regulations
on the electric power sector, the
United States stands to lose approxi-
mately 1.66 million jobs by the year
2020. We simply cannot afford these po-
litically driven regulations at a time
when 23 million Americans remain un-
employed or underemployed.

Low-income and middle-class fami-
lies are the ones who will be hit the
hardest by the administration’s ac-
tions. Families who earn less than
$50,000 already spend 21 percent of their
income on energy costs compared to 9
percent for those making more than
$50,000. Now, thanks to the EPA’s regu-
latory actions, those costs are going to
g0 up an average of 6% percent and as
much as 19 percent in some areas. Mid-
dle-class incomes have already fallen
by over $4,300 these past 3 years, and
now President Obama wants to further
burden them with higher energy costs.

These higher energy costs are not
some far-off projection. In many cases,
these costs are already being realized.
As an example, PJM, which is a re-
gional transmission organization which
coordinates the movement of wholesale
electricity in 13 States and the District
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of Columbia, in its May 2012 capacity
auction reported 2-year capacity price
increases of 390 percent. PJM is report-
ing a nearly tenfold increase in whole-
sale energy costs in northern Ohio. Ac-
cording to one of their spokespersons,

Capacity prices were higher than last
year’s because of retirements of existing
coal-fired generation resulting largely from
environmental regulations which go into ef-
fect in 2015.

The result could cause electricity
bills across the PJM region to increase
by up to $130 and potentially much
higher in places such as northern Ohio.

In addition to electricity rates,
EPA’s agenda will drive up the cost of
food, transportation, fuels, and manu-
factured goods, as those costs get
passed on across all the sectors of the
economy. The end result is more pain
for the middle class, slower economic
growth, and fewer jobs.

The President likes to talk a lot
about fairness, so I will ask my col-
leagues: Is it fair that unaccountable
EPA bureaucrats are going to drive up
utility bills by up to 19 percent? Is it
fair manufacturers are going to have to
pay higher energy bills rather than
hire new workers? Is it fair that small
towns across the Midwest are already
being devastated by coal plant closings
on account of regulations from the
Obama administration? Is it fair that
thousands of workers are going to be
laid off and lose not only their pay-
checks but their employer-provided
health care coverage as well?

For most South Dakotans and mil-
lions of hard-working taxpayers across
the country, I believe the answer is
that the consequences of these regula-
tions are inherently unfair. They pe-
nalize hard-working middle-class
Americans.

In the case of Utility MACT, con-
sumers are going to pay a heavy price
for President Obama’s political agenda
to restrict access to the abundant and
affordable sources of domestic energy
we possess in this country.

Most Americans believe regulations
should work for consumers and not
against consumers. Unfortunately,
EPA bureaucrats have drafted the Util-
ity MACT regulation in an inefficient
and unworkable manner. Utility
MACT’s new source standards are so
strict they cannot possibly be met.

According to the Institute of Clean
Air Companies, the proenvironmental
trade association comprising nearly 100
suppliers of air pollution equipment,
Utility MACT makes it ‘“‘nearly impos-
sible to construct new coal-fired units
because financing of such units re-
quires guarantees from equipment sup-
pliers that all emission limits can be
met.”

There has to be a better approach.
S.J. Res. 37, which would force a re-
write of Utility MACT, is the only so-
lution to address the rule’s problems.
It is time to rewrite Utility MACT in a
manner that better balances economic
growth with environmental protection.

I hope today we will have a majority
of our colleagues here in the Senate
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who will support S.J. Res. 37. Doing so
will send a strong message to the
Obama administration that the Senate
will not stand by and watch his regu-
latory agenda further hurt small busi-
nesses and middle-class families, mak-
ing it more expensive and more dif-
ficult for businesses in this country to
create jobs. That is the end result of
this regulation. It is the end result of
many of the energy policies and regula-
tions coming out of this administra-
tion. That has to stop. We have to get
Americans back to work. We have to
get our economy growing again.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Tennessee.

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I thank the Senator from California,
and the Senator from Maryland espe-
cially for his courtesy.

I would agree the EPA has become a
happy hunting ground for goofy regula-
tions. But as the late William F. Buck-
ley once said, even a stopped clock is
right twice a day. And on this rule—
this clean air rule and the earlier inter-
state rule—I believe EPA is right.

The effect of upholding this rule will
be to finally require that most coal
plants everywhere in America will have
to install two kinds of pollution con-
trol equipment: scrubbers and SCRs.
This will basically finish the job of
capturing sulfur and nitrogen oxides,
fine particles, and the 187 toxic pollut-
ants that were specifically identified
by Congress in the 1990 Clean Air Act
amendments.

The Tennessee Valley Authority has
already committed to install this
equipment by 2018. But TVA alone
can’t clean up Tennessee’s air, because
dirty air blows in from other States. So
let me say what upholding this rule
will do for the people of Tennessee.

First, it will hasten the day when
Memphis, Chattanooga, and Knoxville
are not three of the top five worst asth-
ma cities—which they are today—and
Nashville is not competing to be in the
top 10.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks an ar-
ticle which appeared in the Tennessean
this week by Dr. William Lawson of
Vanderbilt University, who treats pa-
tients with respiratory diseases in
Nashville.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. In the article Dr.
Lawson says:

Pollution from these power plants means
my patients suffer more. Pollution increases
their chances of being hospitalized. Some of
these toxic emissions even cause cancer and
can interfere with our children’s neuro-
logical development.
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Secondly, upholding this rule means
that visitors will soon not even think
of calling the Great Smoky Mountains
the Great Smoggy Mountains because
it is one of the most polluted national
parks in America. We want those 9 mil-
lion visitors to keep coming every year
with their dollars and their jobs.

Instead of seeing 24 miles on a bad air
day from Clingman’s Dome, our high-
est peak, this rule should mean we will
gradually move toward seeing 100 miles
from Clingman’s Dome as the air
cleans up and we look through the nat-
ural blue haze.

Third, this rule should mean fewer
health advisory warnings for our
streams that say ‘‘don’t eat the fish be-
cause of mercury contamination.” Half
of the manmade mercury in the United
States comes from coal plants, and as
much as 70 percent of the mercury pol-
lution in our local environment, such
as streams and rivers, can come from
nearby coal plants.

Fourth, we have seen that had Nissan
been unable to get an air quality per-
mit in Nashville in 1980, it would have
gone to Georgia. And if Senator
CORKER had not, as mayor of Chat-
tanooga, improved the air quality in
that city in the mid 2000s, the Volks-
wagen site there would be a vacant lot
today.

We know every Tennessee metropoli-
tan area is struggling to stay within
legal clean air standards and we don’t
want the Memphis megasite to stay a
vacant lot because dirty air blowing in
from Mississippi and Arkansas makes
the Memphis air too dirty for new in-
dustry to locate there.

We know these rules will add a few
dollars to our electric bills, but in our
case, most of that is going to happen
anyway because the Tennessee Valley
Authority has already agreed to put
this pollution control equipment on its
coal-fired powerplants. We know we
can reduce the effect of these expenses
on monthly electric bills because
States may give utilities a fourth year
to comply with the rule, and the Presi-
dent may, under the law, give them a
fifth and sixth year. And Senator
PRYOR and I intend to ask the Presi-
dent to give that fifth and sixth year to
reduce costs on electric bills.

We know long term this rule will se-
cure a place in America’s clean energy
future for clean coal. For example, the
largest public utility, TV A, the largest
private utility, Southern Company,
both plan to put pollution control
equipment on their coal plants and to
make at least one-third of their elec-
tricity from coal over the long term.

In 1990—22 years ago—Congress told
the EPA to make this rule when it
passed the Clean Air Act amendments.
In 2008, the Court told the EPA to
make this rule.

Over the years, I have learned that
cleaner air not only means better
health, but also means better jobs for
Tennesseans, and I am proud to stand
up on behalf of the people of Tennessee
to uphold this clean air rule.
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EXHIBIT 1
[From the Tennessean, June 18, 2012]
AIR RULE WILL LITERALLY SAVE US
(By William Lawson, M.D.)

Power plant pollution makes people sick
and can cut lives short. That is why cleaning
up coal-fired power plants is a long overdue,
lifesaving necessity that thankfully Sen.
Lamar Alexander has embraced to secure
both a healthy and sound economic future
for our state.

I treat patients with asthma, chronic ob-
structive pulmonary disease (COPD), idio-
pathic pulmonary fibrosis and other lung dis-
eases in those whose lungs are especially vul-
nerable to the power-plant emissions. But
they are not the only ones at risk. My chil-
dren and yours also are highly susceptible to
the long-term repercussions of having to
breathe dirty air growing up, which science
tells us can prevent lungs from maturing
properly. We desperately need Sen. Alex-
ander and Sen. Bob Corker to ensure they re-
ceive protection from these toxic pollutants
now, not years from now.

Protecting them is the recently adopted
Power Plant Mercury and Air Toxics Stand-
ards, as required under the Clean Air Act.
Astonishingly, a campaign is under way to
block these public-health protections. Until
these standards take effect, coal-fired power
plants have no national limits on the
amount of mercury or acid gases they may
pump out of their smokestacks and into the
air we breathe. These standards will prevent
370 premature deaths every year just in Ten-
nessee and will provide $3 billion in annual
health benefits by 2016.

TVA is already well on its way to meeting
these air standards, but some in the Senate
are working to make it easier for corporate
polluters to block the rule from ever taking
effect.

Allowing the new emissions standard to
move forward will prevent 130,000 asthma at-
tacks and 11,000 premature deaths nationally
every year. This reduction in harmful plant
emissions will also eliminate 540,000 missed
work days on an annual basis, thereby reduc-
ing health-care costs and enhancing our
overall quality of life.

Pollution from these power plants means
my patients suffer more. Pollution increases
their chances of being hospitalized. Some of
these toxic emissions even cause cancer and
can interfere with our children’s neuro-
logical development. The public health bene-
fits are just too significant to ignore.
Healthy air and good health have a crystal-
clear relationship.

Every day, I see in my patients how avoid-
ing even just one asthma attack, acute res-
piratory infection or even the briefest hos-
pital stay would dramatically enhance their
quality of life. A healthier future is ours to
have if we stand behind our leaders who are
committed to make that tomorrow a reality.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Chair,
and I yield the floor.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
yield to the Senator from Wyoming,
Mr. BARRASSO, for 9 minutes.

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

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, if
the Chair would please give me a warn-
ing when 1 minute remains, I would ap-
preciate that.

Today I rise in support of the Inhofe
Utility MACT resolution. This resolu-
tion protects communities and jobs in
the West, the Midwest, and Appalachia,
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and specifically jobs that depend on
coal. These communities depend on
coal to heat and cool their homes at an
affordable price, to power the factories
where they work, and to generate rev-
enue that creates additional jobs.

We are talking about affordable do-
mestic coal that also pays for the
mortgages on the family home, the
clothes and food for children, and the
medical care for grandparents. If the
Utility MACT rule is allowed to pro-
ceed, it would mandate that virtually
no new coal-fired powerplants could be
built anymore in the United States,
and many still in existence would have
to shut down. It is painful to think
about all of the folks who will be out of
work, their bills mounting, their fami-
lies losing their homes, and their fu-
ture looking bleak.

Amazingly, the EPA does not dispute
these outcomes. It does not dispute
what I am saying. They know exactly
what they are doing. Their ideology is
more important to them than the liv-
ing and breathing people of our coal
communities.

Just ask the EPA Region 1 Adminis-
trator Curtis Spaulding, who was vis-
iting with a group of students in Con-
necticut. What he went on to talk
about was the fact that basically gas
plants are the performance standards,
which means if you want to build a
coal plant, you have a big problem. He
said this was a huge decision, when he
was talking about these regulations
that have come out from Lisa Jackson,
the head of the EPA.

He went on to tell this group of stu-
dents that in West Virginia, Pennsyl-
vania, and all those places, you have
coal communities that depend on coal.
And to say we think those commu-
nities should go away? That is what he
said. He said we have to do what the
law and policy suggested. He said it
was painful—it was painful every step
of the way—but they did it anyway.

President Obama’s heavy-handed
EPA admits these communities in West
Virginia, Pennsylvania, and many
other States in the West, Midwest, and
Appalachia ‘‘will just go away.”

These are chilling words. The EPA is
supposed to be about protecting people,
protecting their communities, pro-
tecting their environment, and pro-
tecting their health. With the Utility
MACT rule, the EPA is doing the oppo-
site. They are making communities go
away. They are hurting communities—
communities of families, children, sen-
iors, gone as a result of these regula-
tions. How could one justify these ac-
tions?

Well, we are told there are enormous
health benefits. They claim enormous
health benefits to the public by the
issuance of this rule. First of all, how
do you protect something if the com-
munity is gone? So obviously these
folks in West Virginia and Pennsyl-
vania are not the beneficiaries of EPA
protection.

Second, the medical benefits of the
rule come from reductions in particu-
late matter in areas of the country
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that are currently well within healthy
thresholds set by the EPA. I will tell
you, the EPA is cooking the books.

No, this rule does very little to pro-
tect the public health. In fact, it cre-
ates a health crisis in this country be-
cause of the additional unemploy-
ment—the unemployment this rule is
going to cause in the West, the Mid-
west, and in Appalachia.

To highlight the point, on Monday of
this week a number of us in the Senate
who are physicians, who are doctors,
sent a letter to President Obama.

I ask unanimous consent to have a
copy of this letter printed in the
RECORD.

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

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, DC, June 18, 2012.
Hon. BARACK OBAMA,
President, United States of America,
The White House.

DEAR PRESIDENT OBAMA: We are writing to
express our concern that the barrage of regu-
lations coming out of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) designed to end
coal in American electricity generation will
have a devastating effect on the health of
American families. Just before you made the
decision to withdraw EPA’s plan to revise its
ozone standard—a plan which would have de-
stroyed hundreds of thousands of jobs—your
former White House Chief of Staff Bill Daley
asked the question ‘“What are the health im-
pacts of unemployment?’’ Today, we are re-
questing that you consider your former
aide’s question carefully: instead of putting
forth rules that create great economic pain
which will have a terrible effect on public
health, we hope that going forward, you will
work with Republicans to craft polices that
achieve both environmental protection and
economic growth.

As you know, proponents of your EPA’s ag-
gressive agenda claim that regulations that
kill jobs and cause electricity prices to sky-
rocket will somehow be good for the Amer-
ican people. We come to this issue as medical
doctors and would like to offer our ‘‘second
opinion”’: EPA’s regulatory regime will dev-
astate communities that rely on affordable
energy, children whose parents will lose
their jobs, and the poor and elderly on fixed
incomes that do not have the funds to pay
for higher energy costs. The result for public
health will be disastrous in ways not seen
since the Great Depression.

One of the centerpieces of your administra-
tion’s efforts to stop American coal develop-
ment is the Utility MACT rule—a rule that
has such severe standards it will cause as
much as 20 percent of the existing coal-fired
power plant fleet to retire. Combined with
numerous other actions by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA), Interior
Department, and Army Corps of Engineers
targeting surface coal mining operations,
these rules constitute an aggressive regu-
latory assault on American coal producers,
which will hit areas of the heartland—the
Midwest, Appalachia, and the Intermountain
West—the hardest. The end result will be
joblessness across regions of the country
whose livelihoods depend on coal develop-
ment. Joblessness will lead to severe health
impacts for communities in these regions.

With regard to the health benefits that
EPA claims for Utility MACT, EPA’s own
analysis shows us that over 99 percent of the
benefits from the rule come from reducing
fine particulate matter (PM,s), not air
toxics. But EPA also states that ‘“‘[over 90
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percent] of the PM,s-related benefits associ-
ated with [Utility MACT] occur below the
level of the [NAAQS].”

Not only are PM emissions distinct from
mercury and other toxics, but they are also
subject to other regulatory regimes. For ex-
ample, Section 108 of the Clean Air Act di-
rects the EPA to set PM emission levels that
are ‘‘requisite to protect the public health’.
Thus, EPA is either double-counting the PM
benefits already being delivered by existing
regulatory regimes, or setting standards be-
yond those required to protect public health.

EPA estimates that the cost of the rule
will be around $11 billion annually, but that
it will yield no more than $6 million in bene-
fits from reducing mercury and other air
toxics. So by the agency’s own calculations,
Utility MACT completely fails the cost/ben-
efit test.

When looking at this analysis, the only
conclusion is that Utility MACT, as well as
the many other EPA rules that cost billions
but yield few benefits are not about public
health. They are about ending coal develop-
ment and the good paying jobs it provides.

We are not the only members in the med-
ical field that are concerned about the ef-
fects of a jobless economy on the health and
well being of Americans. Dr. Harvey Brenner
of Johns Hopkins University testified on
June 15th, 2011 before the Senate Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee explain-
ing that unemployment is a risk factor for
elevated illness and mortality rates. In addi-
tion, the National Center for Health Statis-
tics has found that children in poor families
are four times as likely to be in bad health
as wealthier families.

Economists have also studied this issue. A
May 13th, 2012 Op-Ed in the New York Times
by economists Dean Baker and Kevin Hasset
entitled ‘“The Human Disaster of Unemploy-
ment”’ found that children of unemployed
parents make 9 percent less than children of
employed parents. The same article cites re-
search by economists Daniel Sullivan and
Till von Wachter who found that unemployed
men face a 25 percent increase in the risk of
dying from cancer.

These are just a few examples of the nu-
merous reports warning of a looming public
health crisis due to unemployment. A more
thorough evaluation of this problem can be
found in a recently released report entitled,
“Red Tape Making Americans Sick—A New
Report on the Health Impacts of High Unem-
ployment’”’ which we are including here for
your review.

The EPA should immediately stop pushing
expensive regulations that put Americans
out of work and into the doctor’s office. We
respectfully ask that your agencies ade-
quately examine the negative health impli-
cations of unemployment into the cost/ben-
efit analysis of the numerous regulations
that are stifling job growth, before making
health benefit claims to Congress and the
public.

We ask that instead of exacerbating unem-
ployment and harming public health that
you work with us in our efforts to implement
policies that achieve true health benefits
without destroying jobs, and indeed Amer-
ican coal development, in the process.

Sincerely,
JOHN BARRASSO.
RAND PAUL.
ToM COBURN.
JOHN BOOZMAN.

Mr. BARRASSO. In this letter, we
expressed our concerns about the im-
pending health crisis the unemploy-
ment caused by the EPA’s policies is
having on families, children, pregnant
mothers, and on the elderly. The letter
reads in part:
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We are writing to express our concern that
the barrage of regulations coming out of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) de-
signed to end coal in American electricity
generation will have a devastating effect on
the health of American families. Just before
you made the decision to withdraw EPA’s
plan to revise its ozone standard—a plan
which would have destroyed hundreds of
thousands of jobs—your former White House
Chief of Staff Bill Daley asked the question
“What are the health impacts of unemploy-
ment?”’ Today, we are requesting that you
consider your former aide’s question care-
fully: instead of putting forth rules that cre-
ate great economic pain which will have a
terrible effect on public health, we hope that
going forward, you will work with Repub-
licans to craft policies that achieve both en-
vironmental protection and economic
growth.

And that is the key—‘‘and economic
growth”’—not economic destruction.

The letter goes on:

As you know, proponents of your EPA’s ag-
gressive agenda claim that regulations that
kill jobs and cause electricity prices to sky-
rocket will somehow be good for the Amer-
ican people. We come to this issue as medical
doctors and would like to offer our ‘‘second
opinion”’: EPA’s regulatory regime will dev-
astate communities that rely on affordable
energy, children whose parents will lose
their jobs, and the poor and elderly on fixed
incomes that do not have the funds to pay
for higher energy costs. The result for public
health will be disastrous in ways not seen
since the Great Depression.

Later on in the letter we talk about
the latest research on the health im-
pacts of unemployment. A doctor from
Johns Hopkins who testified last year
before the Senate Environment and
Public Health Committee explained
that unemployment is a risk factor—a
risk factor—for elevated illness and
mortality rates. In addition, the Na-
tional Center for Health Statistics has
found that children in poor families are
four times as likely to be in bad health
as other families.

Economists have also studied this
issue. On May 13, 2012, in the New York
Times, is “The Human Disaster Of Un-
employment.”” That is what this EPA
regulation is going to do today, cause
additional human disaster for people
out of work.

We included for the President a copy
of a report I have written called ‘‘Red
Tape Making Americans Sick—A New
Report on the Health Impacts of High
Unemployment.” Studies show EPA
rules cost Americans their jobs and
their health. This report contains the
latest research from medical profes-
sionals from Johns Hopkins, from Yale,
and others that show that unemploy-
ment causes serious health impacts.

Unemployment has been rampant in
this country under this administration,
and it has been due in many ways to
th