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was the first legislation that actually
provided a crime victims compensation
fund to help provide grants to victims
of human trafficking. As I have de-
scribed before on this floor, the typical
profile of a victim of human trafficking
is a young girl between the ages of 12
and 14. We need to have resources
available for people with big hearts in
communities all across this country to
help rescue these victims of trafficking
and help them recover their lives and
get on with their lives in a more pro-
ductive and safe manner. This is one of
the things we have done together.

——————

PARIS CLIMATE CHANGE
AGREEMENT

Mr. CORNYN. Now, Mr. President, I
want to spend a few minutes talking
about some of the things on which I
don’t think we are going to be able to
find political consensus. That has to do
with the President’s moving up his list
of priorities. Among all the other
things that are going on in the world,
he seems to be saying that climate
change is the most urgent challenge
facing the United States and the world.
I worry a little bit any time I hear a
politician—or anybody, for that mat-
ter—making sort of messianic claims.
The President characterized the agree-
ment in Paris—and I will talk more
about the nature of that agreement—
“‘a turning point for the world.” It
strikes me that it takes quite a bit of
hubris and really arrogance to be
claiming that yes, this is going to be a
turning point for the world. As a mat-
ter of fact, the Wall Street Journal
said that it pays to be skeptical of a
politician who claims to be saving the
planet.

I don’t share the President’s prior-
ities when it comes to climate change
because I think there are actually
more urgent priorities, such as fighting
terrorism both abroad and here at
home. That would be a more urgent
priority. Some of the other more pro-
saic work we do here is pretty impor-
tant to the quality of lives of the
American people and to the economy,
our ability to create an environment
where they can find work and provide
for their families. I think those needs
are more urgent.

Nevertheless, the President seems to
be once again exaggerating what his
authority is under our Constitution. Of
course, the President has no legal au-
thority to bind his successor. What he
seems to be saying is ‘“This is an agree-
ment between me and the 140-some-odd
nations,” and it won’t last beyond his
Presidency. Last time I checked, the
President will be leaving the White
House sometime in January 2017. What
he has purported to do is enter into an
agreement that would somehow bind
his successor and would somehow bind
the Congress and the American people.
But under our Constitution, this Presi-
dent—no President has any authority
to do anything like that.

So it is clear that this agreement has
been crafted in a way that gives some
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of the countries that are parties to the
agreement more leeway than others.
Some major economies don’t have to
play by the same rules that the United
States would.

This agreement represents the Presi-
dent once again trying to claim au-
thority he simply does not have. We
don’t have a king. In America, we made
that decision a long time ago. I think
it was 1787 when we decided we would
not have a king, but the President
seems to act like a monarch and claim
authorities from some source other
than the Constitution. It seems unbe-
lievable that after the Obama adminis-
tration has failed to find support for so
many of the President’s overreaching
regulations here at home—not in the
Congress, not in the State houses, not
in the courts—his response was to sign
on to an agreement with the United
Nations that seeks to tax our use of en-
ergy. It is another attempt to do an
end run around the Constitution and
around the American people.

What really frustrates me is the
President’s willingness to sacrifice our
economy—job creation and the ability
of people to find work and to provide
for their family—to promote a cause
that offers no guarantee of a more re-
silient climate or a clean environment.

The President and some of his sup-
porters frequently like to say: Well,
people who don’t regard climate change
as a priority are anti-science. I actu-
ally think people who think agree-
ments such as this are going to provide
the answer are anti-science.

First, if you start looking at some of
the models that are used to predict
temperatures decades and perhaps cen-
turies out, this is not what you would
call science, this is more like an eco-
nomic projection or model, and we
know how reliable they have been in
the past.

I couldn’t help but think about grow-
ing up and a book that I remember
reading called ‘‘The Population Bomb,”
which was written by a Stanford pro-
fessor named Paul R. Ehrlich. The the-
sis of ‘“The Population Bomb’’ was that
unless we did something to control
population, millions of people were
going to starve to death because we
were going to outstrip our food supply.

Well, obviously that didn’t happen.
One of the reasons it didn’t happen is
because of a man by the name of Nor-
man Borlaug, a Nobel Prize winner,
and now considered the father of the
Green Revolution. By the way, he did
spend a little bit of time at Texas A&M
in Bryan College Station. But he was a
very heroic figure who used science to
help figure out how to increase produc-
tion of the food supply in a way that
made Paul Ehrlich’s prediction a pipe
dream. It just didn’t happen.

I think that by predicting all these
dire consequences, it is the predictors—
it is the people who are embracing this
sort of climate change theology—who
don’t have any confidence in our abil-
ity to innovate our way out of these
problems.

December 16, 2015

I will use one more anecdote to try to
make the point. At the start of the 20th
century, horses in New York City were
producing about 5 million pounds of
manure a day. Can you imagine what
an environmental hazard this would be
with manure piled on vacant lots with
rats? I will not go into all the details;
it is pretty repulsive to think about.
But there is a book called
““SuperFreakanomics,” which uses this
great example. They said: Well, what
happened to that? Instead of some
grandiose government policy or instead
of some new tax or regulation that gov-
ernment issued, what happened to that
and the environmental hazard that pre-
sented was the internal combustion en-
gine. So not overnight, but apparently
in short order, that manure was dis-
posed of. Horses were replaced by cars.

Again, it is just another example of
how American innovation, creativity,
and entrepreneurialism can take care
of many of these problems that some of
our friends worry so much about and
think should be such an important pri-
ority for us. America’s entrepreneurs
have shown time and again that they
are simply more adaptive and genius
than government regulators and bu-
reaucrats.

By bypassing the American people
and signing our country up for a bad
international agreement that doesn’t
put our country first, we should in-
stead focus on finding innovative solu-
tions that fit the diverse needs of con-
sumers, businesses, and a growing
economy alike.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

———

HONORING OUR MEN AND WOMEN
IN LAW ENFORCEMENT

SERGEANT SEAN RENFRO, TROOPER TAYLOR
THYFAULT, JAIMIE JURSEVICS, AND OFFICER
GARRETT SWASEY
Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I rise

today to honor our men and women in

law enforcement. Across the TUnited

States this year, 118 law enforcement

officers have paid the ultimate sac-

rifice.

In Colorado, we honor our four fallen
officers: Sergeant Sean Renfro with the
Jefferson County Sheriff’s Office,
whose care and concern for others did
not end when he was off duty; Trooper
Taylor Thyfault with the Colorado
State Patrol, an Army veteran and a
cadet training to become a trooper and
due to his bravery was honored as a
trooper before being laid to rest;
Jaimie Jursevics with the Colorado
State Patrol, a new mom and the vic-
tim of the careless actions of another;
and Officer Garrett Swasey with the
University of Colorado at Colorado
Springs Police Department, our most
recent loss, as he responded to the
senseless attack in Colorado Springs.

Each of their legacies reflects an ex-
traordinary Colorado spirit, each a
cherished member of their community,
leaving behind loved ones as they
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worked to uphold the law and care for
those around them. These heroes
risked their lives, and they showed the
highest courage. And as we prepare our
hearts and our homes for the holiday
season, I hope we can all take a few
moments to express our sincere grati-
tude for their service and protection.
In the best of times, patrolling the
roadways, being present in our neigh-
borhoods, and maintaining order can be
a difficult and dangerous duty. I am
proud of the work the men and women
who make up each law enforcement of-
fice in Colorado carry out each and
every day. On watch in precincts, cor-
rectional facilities, and along our high-
ways, they diligently fight to safeguard
our State.

Colorado families, including mine,
from the Eastern Plains to the Western
Slope remain safe in large part because
of the work and valor of our law en-
forcement personnel. As the guardians
of our communities, they prepare to re-
spond to things that most of society
simply hope will never happen to them.
Lt. Col. Dave Grossman wrote that
American law enforcement is the loyal
and brave sheepdog, always standing
watch for the wolf that lurks in the
dark.

With the recent events at home and
abroad, we are reminded of the threats
that are hiding in the shadows and the
dangers that police officers confront
each and every day. Yet they remain
steadfast in their commitment to stand
against evil.

I am personally grateful for the sac-
rifices they make and the commitment
they demonstrate to protect our State
and our country. Their courage and
selfless service were exemplified in the
recent tragedy in Colorado Springs. As
first responders, they are the first to
encounter the fear, the calls for help,
and the danger, but in that fear and
danger, they provide hope and safety.
Driven by courage and the desire to
serve, they fulfill a great need through-
out our communities. They carry these
values as they begin their watch each
and every day when they leave their
family to protect mine and every other
American. Their badge identifies them
as a source of help in vulnerable times,
and behind each badge of police offi-
cers, sheriff deputies, correctional offi-
cers, and patrolmen and patrolwomen
is a heart that extends beyond its own
bounds.

Calling Colorado home rings truer
when you also have the honor to safe-
guard it. I am thankful for their serv-
ice and thankful to the families for
their continued sacrifice. They are con-
stantly in my family’s thoughts and
prayers, and we wish them each a safe
and happy holiday.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

———

TAX BREAK EQUALITY

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, today
is a great day to be an oil company in
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America. Not since August 27, 1859,
when Edwin Drake drilled that first oil
well in Titusville, PA, has there been a
day as good for the oil industry in our
country as today.

Why is today a great day for Big Oil?
Well, I will tell you. Last night at 2
a.m., the Republican leadership re-
leased its spending bill. Tucked into
that bill on page 1,865 is a provision
that would massively reshape our Na-
tion’s energy policy. Tucked into that
bill is language that would roll back
longstanding U.S. law and allow the oil
industry to sell American crude oil
overseas for the first time in more than
40 years.

If this becomes law, it means poten-
tially $175 billion in new revenue for
the oil industry over the next decade,
up to $5600 billion in new revenues for
the oil industry over the next 20 years.
That is why this provision is in there.
It is corporate welfare for the most
profitable industry in the history of
the world, the oil industry.

What does this mean for the Amer-
ican people? Lifting the ban on the ex-
portation of American oil so it goes
overseas rather than staying here in
America. It will be a disaster for our
economy, for our climate, for our na-
tional security, and for our consumers.
Do you remember the old mantra of
the Republican Party, ‘‘Drill here, drill
now, pay less”’? Now they have changed
it. Their new mantra is ‘‘Drill here, ex-
port there, pay more.”’

The o0il industry push to export
American oil isn’t about helping con-
sumers at the pump; it is about pump-
ing up Big Oil’s profits. When has the
oil industry ever pushed for policies
that would drive down prices and their
profits? These are for-profit corpora-
tions, not charitable institutions. They
are looking to make lots of new money
off of selling oil around the world but
not here in the United States.

If we allow this to happen, it will be
a disaster for consumers in many re-
gions of the country—for example, the
Northeast. The Department of Energy
has said that losing our refineries on
the east coast, which could easily hap-
pen because of this new law, will lead
to ““higher prices,” ‘‘higher price vola-
tility,”” and the potential for ‘‘tem-
porary [supply] disruptions’ in our re-
gion.

Right now consumers across America
in 2015 are saving $700 because gasoline
prices are so low and $500 on home
heating oil because prices are so low.
That is a stimulus, almost like a tax
break in the pockets of working-class
and poor Americans all across our
country.

Exports would wipe out this eco-
nomic stimulus for average Americans.
It would begin to lead to the higher
prices that the oil industry wants, both
on the global market and here in the
United States of America. And the new
revenue the oil industry collects from
exports is not magically created out of
thin air; it will be transferred from
American consumers and our domestic
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refiners into the pockets of the Big Oil
companies in our country. This could
amount to one of the largest single en-
ergy taxes in the history of the world.

Remember, Saudi Arabia and their
OPEC allies control the global oil
trade. They control the price that is
paid on the global market, and re-
cently OPEC suggested o0il prices may
rise again next year, putting in jeop-
ardy the economic benefits that low
gasoline prices and the low home-heat-
ing oil prices have provided for average
Americans.

Second, national security. Importing
our oil while we export our young men
and women abroad—that is what we
have right now. We are importing oil
from Saudi Arabia, from Nigeria, from
Algeria, from Kuwait, and from Iraq.
That is what happens every day. That
is a big reason we have so many young
men and women over in the Middle
East protecting those cargo ships of oil
coming into our country. We still im-
port 5 million barrels of oil a day.
China and the United States are the
largest importers.

We don’t have oil to export. We are
still importing 25 percent of our oil
into our country right now, and we are
importing it from countries we should
not be importing that oil from. If we
have a chance to back out that oil, to
tell those countries we don’t need their
oil any more than we need their sand,
we are doing a big favor for our young
men and women in uniform. We are al-
lowing ourselves to step back and be
more dispassionate in the decisions we
make about our relationships with all
of those countries.

What this decision says is we are
going to export our own oil even as we
continue to import oil from the Middle
East. This will only heighten our de-
pendence upon o0il coming in from
countries that we should not be im-
porting oil from if we have a chance to
back it out. That is what is wrong with
this decision at its heart—oil. It is not
like a widget. It is not like a computer
chip. You don’t fight wars over that.
You fight wars over oil. That is why
ISIS targets the part of Syria that it
does. That is why the part of Saudi
Arabia that has the oil is the one now
being jeopardized by rebels. That is
why Libya is so valuable and being
fought over—oil, oil, oil—and the reve-
nues that they produce in order to then
create that instability, create that
jihadism that we are dealing with. We
should be backing out all the oil we are
importing from that region if we have
a chance to do so, and we do, but not
after this bill passes. We are going to
be in a situation where we basically are
saying we are going to be permanently
dependent upon that oil being imported
from that region.

I listened last night to all the Repub-
lican candidates for President debating
in Las Vegas about national security.
Well, that is what this is all about—
this is all about that oil. This is all
about that oil revenue that goes into
the pockets of people who should not
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