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America risks losing its AAA credit
rating if Congress and the President
fail to agree to a ‘‘credible medium-
term deficit reduction plan.” Fitch’s
warning is yet another reason we need
to work together to put our country on
a sustainable path for the future. We
need to heed this warning and take
steps now to prevent another credit
downgrade.

The American people expect the
President and Members of Congress to
confront our Nation’s challenges and
not push them off to some future date.
They also want their concerns and
voices heard. The last-minute deals,
the negotiations by a handful of people
are very disturbing to me and to many
Americans.

Today I am pleased to share a new
opportunity which gives Kansans a
voice in the debate on how to reduce
spending through a new Web site called
Fight for our Future. Kansans can ac-
cess that site from my home page and
learn more about the government’s
true fiscal condition. Not only can they
share their thoughts on why we should
cut spending, but they can also vote for
a debt reduction proposal they think
will be most effective. They will be
able to add their name to a message
that will be sent to the President and
congressional leaders to urge us to put
politics aside and work to save our
country’s future.

The debate over government spend-
ing is often seen as one that is philo-
sophical or simply partisan bickering.
All my life T heard Republicans and
Democrats argue about spending, defi-
cits, and taxes. They think that is
what goes on in Washington, DC. This
time it is different. Our failure to act
will have dramatic consequences to the
daily lives of Americans. This is about
whether an American can find a job, af-
ford to make payments on their homes
and cars, and whether their kids will
have a bright future.

The debt limit crisis we are facing
now did not have to be a crisis. We
knew the day would come when we
would have to deal with the con-
sequences of living beyond our means.
Let’s work together to solve this tre-
mendous challenge.

I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANCHIN). The Senator from OKkla-
homa.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for

the quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.

———

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the period for
morning business be extended until 5
p.m. today, and that all provisions of
the previous order remain in effect.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, yester-
day President Obama made a beautiful
speech. I think everyone agrees that he
is a very persuasive speaker. Although
I didn’t agree with anything he said, it
was said beautifully.

I want to read one part of his speech
because I don’t want to get it wrong.
He said:

We will respond to the threat of climate
change, knowing that the failure to do so
would betray our children and future genera-
tions . . . The path towards sustainable en-
ergy sources will be long and sometimes dif-
ficult. But America cannot resist this transi-
tion. We must lead it. We cannot cede to
other nations the technology that will power
new jobs and new industries. We must claim
its promise. That’s how we will maintain our
economic vitality and our national treasure.

That is a direct quote which came
out of the President’s speech, and it
has a lot of little subliminal things in
there that people did not pick up on,
but I did.

One is—and they talked about that—
we must show the leadership. That is
because of all the things they try to do
to damage the economy, to destroy the
economy, in terms of the cap-and-trade
agenda. And all of that are things that
other countries are just waiting for us
to do. It is not that we are going to
provide the leadership, and all of a sud-
den China is going to say: Hey, they
are doing it, so maybe we ought to do
it. China, instead, is sitting back hop-
ing that will happen in this country, so
they can have all the jobs that are
chased away from our manufacturing
base.

There are a few sentences the Presi-
dent dedicated to global warming, and
the rest of his speech could be labeled
as a liberal laundry list. And I think
everyone was expecting that.

I was not surprised that the Presi-
dent decided to do this. All during the
campaign and during the weeks since
the election, the President’s extreme
environmental base has been very
vocal with their frustrations.

A lot of them go back and say: At one
time, Mr. President, you had the White
House and you had the House and you
had the Senate, and yet you did not
even try to get this stuff done. They
are talking about, of course, the cap-
and-trade system. In fact, there is one
good reason he did not get it done, and
that is because the votes just are not
there.

They want the President to imme-
diately regulate hydraulic fracturing,
officially reject the permit for the Key-
stone pipeline, advance the regulatory
powers of the EPA to cut CO, emis-
sions, use all of his political capital to
push a legislative fix to climate
change, and to kill America’s oil and
gas industry.

That is what was expected of him.
And now, since he does not have to run
for reelection, you are going to get a
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lot more than you did before. So that
should make them happy. But it is a
lot more rhetoric and not a lot more
action.

Studies done during the most recent
debate—and that would have been the
Waxman-Markey bill; that was the cap-
and-trade bill just a couple years ago
that they had; I think that might have
been the last one we had—the esti-
mates—this is interesting—going all
the way back to the Kyoto treaty, they
said, the cost, if you try to do cap and
trade, is going to be between $300 bil-
lion and $400 billion a year. Well, that
is between $300 billion and $400 billion
a year.

I do something in my State of Okla-
homa, and I suggest that the Presiding
Officer may do this in his State of West
Virginia. Every year I get the figures
on how many families there are in my
State of Oklahoma who file a Federal
tax return and actually pay Federal
taxes. Then I do the math. The way it
works out, if you are talking about $400
billion a year—and I have not had one
person argue with that figure that I
have been using for over 10 years now—
but if you do the math, that means for
each person in my State of Oklahoma,
it would cost them about $3,000 a year
to do it. The interesting part of this is,
you do not really accomplish anything
by doing it.

This same agenda at the EPA, under
authority he is claiming is under the
Clean Water Act, has to be something
we are going to talk about. And I do
not have any hesitation in doing that.

Bills such as the Waxman-Markey
bill—and I believe Senator BOXER and
several others have had bills—the cost
of that being of some $400 billion a
year, would affect industries and
emitters of CO, that emit 25,000 tons of
CO, or more a year—25,000 tons. That
would truly be just the big emitters.
However, the effort of this administra-
tion—since they cannot get it passed
through legislation—is to do it through
regulation under the Clean Air Act.

The Clean Air Act is specific. And the
Clean Air Act goes after anyone who
emits at least 250 tons of CO,. So stop
and think about that because it is very
difficult to try to evaluate it and deter-
mine just how much it would cost. The
regulations they have would force
these facilities to receive—anyone who
is regulated under this—EPA construc-
tion permits, rehabilitation permits,
monitoring devices, and install unnec-
essary and costly technology to reduce
CO, emissions without any cor-
responding benefits. This would give
the EPA a hand in everything.

The cost of this is so great that it
cannot be calculated. Stop and think
about this. If the Waxman-Markey
bill—or any of the other pieces of legis-
lation that were called cap-and-trade
regulations—were passed, that would
regulate only those 25,000 tons or more
of emissions. However, the Clean Air
Act is 250 tons. So 25,000 tons would be
$400 billion a year. How much would it
be for just 250 tons? That means every
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university, every school, every hospital
would be subject to the regulation.
That is something they have been at-
tempting to do for a long time.

I have to say, there are a lot of ap-
pointees of President Obama whom I do
not like at all. One I do like—and I am
sorry she is not staying—is Lisa Jack-
son. Lisa Jackson was the Director ap-
pointed by President Obama to be the
Director of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. I found one thing really
curious about her. While she is very
liberal philosophically, she does not
lie. That is all I can really ask of peo-
ple.

I can remember in this case, when
they finally gave up—this is just 2
years go. They finally gave up and said:
We are not going to be able to pass any
kind of a bill for cap and trade, but we
are going to go to Copenhagen and tell
them we are going to do it another
way. If we cannot get a bill passed, we
will do it through regulation.

To do it through regulation instead
of legislation—this is kind of in the
weeds—you have to have an
endangerment finding. That is what
the law says. So Lisa Jackson was be-
fore our committee, and I asked her a
question. I said: Madam Administrator,
tomorrow I am going to leave for Co-
penhagen to be the one-man truth
squad—because everybody has been
over there lying to these other coun-
tries saying we are going to pass some-
thing over here—and I have a feeling
that once I leave town, you are going
to have an endangerment finding and
do this through regulation. I could see
her kind of smiling. I said: When you
do that, the regulation that you have is
going to have to be based on science.
That is what the law says. What
science are you going to use? Her an-
swer was: Well, we will use mostly the
United Nations IPCC.

A lot of people do not realize—I
wrote a whole book about this—this
thing all started way back 12 years
ago, and it was a thing by the United
Nations. They formed the IPCC, the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change. They are the ones who came
up with all this stuff. So she said it is
going to be on the IPCC.

Well, poetic justice. It could not have
been done better if we had planned it,
because it was not weeks after that, it
was days after that, that what hap-
pened? Climategate. All of a sudden,
they realized, through some leaked in-
formation, that the IPCC had been
lying all those years.

I will mention a couple things.

The UK Telegraph said it is the
“worst scientific scandal of our genera-
tion.”

Clive Crook of the Financial Times
said: “The stink of intellectual corrup-
tion is overpowering.”’

IPCC prominent physicist resigns be-
cause ‘‘Climategate was a fraud on a
scale I have never seen.”

Further, another U.N. scientist bails.
U.N. IPCC coordinating author Dr.
Phillip Lloyd calls out IPCC ‘‘fraud.”
““The result is not scientific.”
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And the list goes on and on. Just stop
and think about it. The UK Tele-
graph—one of the biggest publications
in the UK—saying it is the ‘“‘worst sci-
entific scandal of our generation.”

So we now know that was the science
they were going to use. I will always be
appreciative of Director Jackson for
being totally honest in her response.

But we can guess that would be dev-
astating and cripple the Nation and
bankrupt our economy. We know what
would happen. The contrast here is
stark. On one hand, you have the Presi-
dent saying he wants to control carbon
for the sake of protecting our economy
and, on the other hand, you have the
President’s EPA embarking on a regu-
latory crusade that potentially would
be devastating to our economy and
America.

The President and the EPA have been
working for 4 years to build a case to
justify the need for Federal regulation
of hydraulic fracturing. A minute ago I
listed all the things that were in his
speech that I think would be dev-
astating to the economy. One is hy-
draulic fracturing. I will bet you, 5
years ago, if you said hydraulic frac-
turing, people’s eyes would glass over
and they would not know what you
were talking about. They all know now
because hydraulic fracturing is a proc-
ess that is used to get oil and gas out
of tight formations. I know quite a bit
about it because it all started in 1949 in
my State of Oklahoma.

In 1949, in Duncan, OK, we discovered
that you could unlock these reserves
using hydraulic fracturing. So it is
something that has been used that way
for over a million—a million—applica-
tions, and the States have been regu-
lating it and doing so quite well. Ev-
eryone is satisfied with the way it has
been regulated.

There has never been a case—getting
back to Lisa Jackson, I asked her a
question in one of our committee hear-
ings—and it was live with TV covering
it—I said: Can you tell me and can you
identify one case in a million—a mil-
lion applications of hydraulic frac-
turing—one case where there has been
groundwater contamination? She said
she could not. So there has never been
a confirmed, documented case of
groundwater contamination because of
hydraulic fracturing.

Because of these facts, the only rea-
son for EPA regulation of hydraulic
fracturing is to significantly limit, if
not ban, its use. It would kill the do-
mestic oil and gas industry, which I be-
lieve, more often than not, that is ex-
actly what they want.

Well, in closing, the President’s re-
marks yesterday were not surprising to
me. But it did confirm the fact that
this President is not interested in pur-
suing an agenda that would help the
growing segments of the economy, such
as the oil and gas industry.

People talk about our reliance upon
the Middle East and people who could
become our enemies for oil and gas. All
we have to do is produce our own, get
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the political obstacles out of the way,
so we can be totally independent.

I wish to mention two things Presi-
dent Obama has said. One, he says that
oil and gas production during his ad-
ministration—his 4 years—has boomed.
This is true, but not in the public sec-
tor. It has done so because of hydraulic
fracturing, horizontal drilling, and all
these technologies that have been very
successful and have worked. He has
made the statement over and again
that: Well, it would not do any good if
we opened public lands for production
because it would take 10 years before
that would affect the supply and the
cost of oil and gas.

Well, there is a guy whose name is
Harold Hamm. Harold Hamm is argu-
ably the most successful independent
0il man in America today. He is from
Enid, OK. I called him because I was
going to be on a very liberal TV show
and knew they were going to ask this
question. I called him so I could docu-
ment an answer. The statement they
were going to make was: Well, Presi-
dent Obama has said it would take 10
years for that, for oil to reach the
pumps if you opened public lands. How
long do you think it would take?

So I called Harold Hamm. I said: Har-
old, you have to be accurate in re-
sponding to this question because I am
going to use it on national TV tonight,
and I am going to use your name. So I
said: If you were to set up your rig in
New Mexico and start drilling—you
say: Go right now—how long would it
take for the first barrel you brought up
to reach the pumps? Without hesi-
tating, he said 70 days—not 10 years, 70
days. Then he went on and told me
what would happen each day, how long
it would take to go through the refin-
ing process and reach the pumps.

So that is just one of the things that
has been said over and over to make
people believe it is true.

Let me mention a couple of things in
winding this down.

Richard Lindzen is from MIT. Rich-
ard Lindzen is probably the foremost
authority. No one has really ques-
tioned him in the past. His statement
was: Regulating CO, is a bureaucrat’s
dream. If you regulate CO,, you regu-
late life.

That is exactly what it would be. Ev-
eryone would fall into that regulation.

Getting back to why—I do not want
people to sit around and worry about
it—you are going to hear a lot of talk
and the President is going to do all he
can under regulations to try to do cap
and trade. We found out—it took exten-
sive research—that the President, in
his first 4 years, has actually spent
$68.4 billion on cap and trade, and that
was not authorized.

So he can do a lot of it through regu-
lation, but it is not going to pass. The
reason it is not going to pass is, as we
have stated, the cost would be exten-
sive. And what would be accom-
plished—again, going back to when I
asked a question of the Administrator
of the EPA, Lisa Jackson, in another
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hearing—I said, if we were to pass any
of the regulations, any of the legisla-
tion, the Waxman-Markey legislation
or any of the rest of them, would this
reduce CO, emissions worldwide? She
said: No, it would not. She said: Be-
cause the problem is not here in the
United States. The problem is in China,
in India, in Mexico, and other places.

S0 you can carry that argument even
further. If we were to do this in just
the United States, if you were one of
those who really believes that CO»
emissions are causing all these prob-
lems—which I do not agree with—but if
you really believe that, it still would
not reduce them. It would actually
have the effect of increasing them be-
cause as we chase away our manufac-
turing base—because we cannot gen-
erate the electricity to sustain it—
where do they go? They go to countries
such as China and India and Mexico
and other countries where they have
little or no emissions regulations.

So with that, while it sounded real
good yesterday in his speech, and I do
have a great deal of respect for the
President and his persuasive abilities, I
want people to realize, those who are
out there recognizing that we can be-
come independent in our energy devel-
opment in this country, that they are
not going to be able to pass cap-and-
trade any more now than they have
failed to do so in the last 10 years.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-
REN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————
HURRICANE SANDY

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
came to the floor this afternoon to
speak briefly about Hurricane Sandy
and what the Senate and the House
could and should be doing to help the
survivors of this catastrophic disaster
that occurred now over 3 months ago
on the northeast coast. We from Lou-
isiana are very familiar, unfortunately,
with disasters. We have had quite a
number over the past several years.
Unfortunately, I have become an ex-
pert on disasters. I don’t want to be,
but I am becoming one as chair of the
Homeland Security and Governmental
Affairs Committee and as a leader from
Louisiana. All of us, whether we are
school board members, city council
members, mayors, parish officials or
Governors from Louisiana, are becom-
ing experts on disasters because we are
having a lot of them.

So I came to the floor to say just a
few things this afternoon about Hurri-
cane Sandy. First, I wish to begin by
saying the people of the Northeast—
and they don’t need me to tell them
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this—have a wonderfully strong delega-
tion in the Senate, Senators SCHUMER,
GILLIBRAND, MENENDEZ, and LAUTEN-
BERG. Of course, in Maryland—though
we don’t hear much about Maryland,
there were one or two small counties
that were terribly affected in Mary-
land—and Senator CARDIN and Senator
MIKULSKI have been, day in and day
out, working with me and with many
others, of course, trying to fashion a
robust and smart response to the dis-
aster on the East Coast.

We want it to be smart because the
taxpayers don’t want to waste money
on things that don’t work. Of course,
the survivors want it to be smart be-
cause they need us to do our best work
now. We can’t be late and sloppy and
bureaucratic. They have churches to
rebuild and faith-based organizations
to get back up and running. There are
schools and libraries and, most impor-
tantly, of course, their homes and their
businesses. So this is very important
work.

It has been difficult because there are
many different philosophies about how
to tackle this. I have made my posi-
tions fairly clear on certain aspects
such as offsets, et cetera. But today 1
wanted to come to the floor to just ac-
knowledge the extraordinary work of
the delegation—Iled in large measure by
Senator SCHUMER—of Members who
have been absolutely rolling up their
sleeves at every meeting and trying to
build bipartisan support, which we
have to do in the Senate. The House
can sometimes get away with sending
things over here with only the Repub-
licans voting for it and no Democrats,
but over here we can’t get anything
done unless it is done with all of us to-
gether. It is just a different set of rules
in the Senate, so we have had to work
very hard.

Senators SCHUMER and GILLIBRAND
and other Members worked very hard
to get together the necessary votes to
get that $60 billion out of here a couple
weeks ago. The House, of course, unfor-
tunately, stripped away some provi-
sions but, happily—happily—they left
some of the best reforms we have been
able to think of in the last 4 or 5 years
in the bill, and that is what I wish to
talk about today.

I am a big believer in sending aid to
the people in America who need it. We
send a lot of aid overseas, and we will
sure send a lot of aid when we rebuild
Afghanistan and Iraq, but I am a real
big believer in sending aid to our own
taxpayers when their homes are flood-
ed or tornadoes have taken out their
area or fires have raged out of control
or major storms have hit their area. I
am a big believer that when people pay
taxes all their life—middle-class fami-
lies as well as the poor and the working
poor, as well as the wealthy, who pay a
lot of taxes—they deserve their govern-
ment to respond when they are at a
very dark moment. That is what is
happening on the east coast, and these
constituents and citizens of ours could
not get this help. They need it more
quickly.
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We are moving as fast as we can—not
fast enough for this Senator, but hope-
fully we can get this vote and this bill
to the President’s desk. I know Presi-
dent Obama will be happy to sign this
and is eager to sign it. I wish to also
say thank you to President Obama for
his strong support of a robust supple-
mental and to say how proud I am to
have worked with his Cabinet, many of
whom are involved in this recovery,
and particularly the Secretary of HUD,
who is probably one of the most able
leaders. All the Cabinet members are
very able, but the Secretary of HUD is
particularly knowledgeable about re-
building in a more coordinated fashion
because he actually got to practice on
us down in the gulf coast. We were kind
of like the guinea pigs. Hopefully, we
have worked out a lot of the problems
and we can take all the best practices
and lessons learned.

But Shaun Donovan will do a great
job leading that effort on the east
coast, I have no doubt, with both a
very strong Democratic Governor and a
very strong Republican Governor—
Governor Christie and Governor Cuomo
in that area—along with Mayor
Bloomberg and Mayor Cory Booker and
so many other small-town officials in-
volved in the recovery. They will have
a great friend and a knowledgeable and
reliable partner in Secretary of HUD
Shaun Donovan.

But let me go into just a few things
we were able to redesign, thinking that
our citizens and our constituents want
government to be leaner. They want
government, most importantly, to be
smarter and more efficient, and I could
not agree more. We have tried, at least
in the disaster recovery—when the re-
sponse to Katrina and Rita was such a
disaster itself—to reshape some of this
and make it better and smarter. So we
put some very effective and smartly
designed programs into the Sandy sup-
plemental.

I want to begin by thanking my
friend and colleague from the State of
Mississippi, Senator COCHRAN, who
joined me in introducing the Disaster
Recovery Act in 2011 that contained
many of these reforms. Our States have
endured the same series of disasters
and bureaucratic roadblocks to recov-
ery over the past eight years, and we
are determined to prevent commu-
nities in the northeast from experi-
encing the same inefficiency and
waste. His contributions to the Gulf
Coast’s recovery and the development
of this legislation have been tremen-
dous, and I am grateful for his partner-
ship in this endeavor.

I also wish to thank my House col-
leagues, particularly  Congressman
SHUSTER, Congressman RAHALL, Con-
gressman DENHAM, Delegate HOLMES-
NORTON, Congressman MICA, who is the
outgoing chair of the committee over
there and was so instrumental in help-
ing to fashion some of this, Congress-
woman SLAUGHTER, Congresswoman
LOWEY, Congressman ALEXANDER and
Congressman RICHMOND. In particular,
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