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God bless them. They finally said: 

Well, we are going to stop that. Instead 
of having maybe a couple thousand 
people on ‘‘The Beast,’’ this train—this 
freight train with people on top of the 
freight cars holding on for dear life— 
now we have a handful—maybe a hand-
ful—of people allowed to do this, which 
is helpful. 

The other thing Mexico can be help-
ful in—and they are doing I think a 
better job—is sharing information with 
us, the sharing of information. They 
have an idea of who is coming through 
their country, who is bringing them, 
and we need that information. We actu-
ally need some more information from 
Honduras and Guatemala. 

We are getting reasonably good infor-
mation, intelligence from the Mexicans 
and the other countries, and we need it 
to be better. To the extent that we get 
that better information, it enables us 
to be better positioned to respond with 
human assets and with some of these 
force multipliers that I have been talk-
ing about. 

I wish to mention—if I could again go 
back to the border crossings. When we 
think of a border crossing, we think of 
a road maybe or something, maybe it is 
a bridge. These are unbelievable. Some 
of them are huge and unbelievable in-
frastructures that have been con-
structed with multiple lanes of traffic 
going each way. Traffic is backed up in 
some cases for hours trying to get from 
the United States into Mexico. Maybe 
they are taking parts down for auto as-
sembly and then coming back with fin-
ished products. 

But there is a huge flow of trade 
which benefits Mexico and frankly ben-
efits us as well. There is an old saying: 
Time is money. To the extent that 
folks in a just-in-time economy are 
trying to move products, trying to 
move goods, to have to wait for those 
lengths of time is not good. 

We can do a better job. We need to do 
a better job in terms of the people 
whom we have working there at the 
border for us and in terms of the kind 
of technology we are using. 

I wish to use as an example one piece 
of technology that I saw, something 
just a little bit bigger than my 
handheld device here. A woman who is 
working the border at the crossing for 
all the trucks trying to come and go— 
she showed me her handheld device. 
She said: These are the next six or so 
trucks lined up to come through from 
northern Mexico. 

I said: Really? Do you know anything 
about any of them? 

She clicked on one of the trucks. It 
had the history of the truck coming 
across our border this year—maybe 
even before this year—and the driver 
information, about who is the driver, 
how often has he or she been coming 
across our border. It is very good stuff. 

We have the ability to detect radi-
ation, the ability to detect shipments 
of guns, and the ability to detect peo-
ple who are in vehicles. That is all well 
and good, but we need to continue to 

update and modernize that technology 
at the border and frankly put more 
money into the infrastructure so that 
flow of commerce is not impeded to the 
extent it is today. 

I think that is it, pretty much. I al-
ways think, when I go through a long 
ramble such as this, I should come 
back at the end and try to point out a 
couple of points and repeat what I real-
ly want to convey. 

I am really glad we went to the bor-
der. I have learned a lot each time I 
have gone. I certainly learned a lot this 
weekend. One of the things that gives 
me special joy is that it helped me 
identify and reinforce items such as 
the tethered dirigible—the kind of 
technology we can hang on to and de-
ploy across the border in all kinds of 
locations. How important that tech-
nology is. 

The other item that came home to 
me was that we spend a huge amount 
of money on these measures—one-quar-
ter of a trillion dollars in the last 10 
years on securing our borders. We 
spent less than 1 percent of that trying 
to help—along with Mexico, Colombia, 
and the Inter-American Development 
Bank—the countries of El Salvador, 
Honduras, and Guatemala to become 
less places of desolation and fear. We 
want to help them. It is not for us to do 
this by ourselves. It is not our job. 
What do they say at Home Depot? You 
can do it; we can help. In this case it 
would be like Colombia. In Colombia, 
20-some years ago, what happened was 
a bunch of gunmen rounded up their 
supreme court justices, took them into 
a room and shot them to death—11 jus-
tices of their supreme court. Colombia 
was oppressed on the one hand by left-
ist guerillas and on the other hand by 
narco drug lords. A lot of people said 
they were going down. But they made 
it, in part with our help and Plan Co-
lombia. 

The folks who—the presidents of 
Honduras, Guatemala, and El Salvador 
have come up, with our encourage-
ment, with their own Plan Colombia to 
focus on, among other things, restoring 
the rule of law, going after corruption, 
making sure police police, prosecutors 
prosecute, judges administer justice, 
and correctional systems prisons actu-
ally correct behavior. 

They are looking at the schools. Kids 
are finishing up after grade 6 and, 
frankly, without the skills they need 
to do much of anything. So they are 
looking to make sure those schools are 
producing students better equipped and 
prepared to be gainfully employed. 

Also, as I said, half of the secondary 
roads in Honduras were wiped out after 
Hurricane Mitch. Half of them were 
wiped out, and there is a need for them, 
with maybe some help from a bunch of 
us—Mexico, Colombia, NGOs, and non-
profits—to work on that. 

The other thing is the energy piece. 
If they are going to have jobs down 
there, they need to have affordable en-
ergy, and it is not going to be from the 
continued use of electricity through 

the use of petroleum but through low- 
priced natural gas and by strength-
ening their grid—really, to build and 
rebuild their electric grid. 

So those are some of my take-aways. 
I wanted to share some of those with 
my colleagues. 

I hope we don’t shut down the De-
partment of Homeland Security. They 
do important work for us, and we need 
them to be on the job. Frankly, we 
don’t need a continuing resolution be-
cause that just hampers their ability 
to move assets around to meet one 
challenge that is greater than another. 
Hopefully, we will not have the kind of 
flood events we had last summer. Hope-
fully, we won’t. 

We are doing some smart messaging 
campaigns down in those three Central 
American countries, and with the co-
operation of the governments, we are 
saying: Look, this is really what you 
are going to find when you try to come 
through Mexico and this Texas border. 
This is what the real truth is, and this 
is what you are going to run into when 
you get into the United States. It is 
the kind of truth campaign we are de-
livering with the help of those govern-
ments to try to reduce the attraction 
for coming. 

But I came away more hopeful than 
maybe I was when I went down. There 
is reason for hope, but there is plenty 
to do—plenty to do. 

If we can somehow put our political 
differences aside, I hope we will con-
tinue to fund the Department of Home-
land Security so they can do their jobs. 
There are a lot of good people working 
for us around the world, and we don’t 
need to hamper them further. 

Finally, let’s work on immigration. 
Let’s roll up our sleeves and do this 
year a better job than what we tried to 
do 2 years ago—a better job. The Amer-
ican people sent us here to do that. 

With that, I conclude my remarks. I 
thank you for your patience and atten-
tion. 

I saw one of my colleagues walk on 
the floor. He is a Senator from another 
small but mighty State, the State of 
Rhode Island, and I am happy to yield 
for Senator WHITEHOUSE to make what-
ever remarks he wishes to make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

f 

CLIMATE CHANGE 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-

dent, I might point out that not only 
are Delaware and Rhode Island both 
small and mighty, but they are small, 
mighty, and coastal, which is relative 
to the topic of my remarks this after-
noon. I am now here for the 89th con-
secutive week that Congress has been 
in session to urge the Senate to wake 
up to the risks of climate change and 
to address the carbon pollution that is 
causing climate change. 

We have a particular context for this 
conversation this week. The Founding 
Fathers in article I, section 8 of the 
Constitution granted to Congress a sa-
cred duty, as the Constitution says, to 
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‘‘provide for the common defense and 
general welfare of the United States.’’ 

To that end, we have built the 
world’s greatest military and the most 
sophisticated intelligence and national 
security services. After the attacks of 
September 11, 2001, we undertook the 
largest reorganization of the Federal 
Government in half a century to stand 
up the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. We trust these national security 
agencies and the dedicated profes-
sionals who lead them and serve in 
them to ascertain and prepare for the 
risks facing our country in an uncer-
tain world. But the tea party wing of 
the Republican caucus has chosen to 
hold up appropriations for vital Home-
land Security programs—programs 
that protect Americans from ter-
rorism, programs that help our States 
prepare for disasters—all to have a 
quarrel with the President on immigra-
tion. 

Well, when we get to immigration—if 
our friends on the House side ever get 
to immigration—we could certainly de-
bate the merits of the President’s ac-
tion. Certainly, we should pass legisla-
tion to fix our broken immigration sys-
tem so the President’s Executive ac-
tions are no longer necessary. And, by 
the way, in the Senate we did our job 
and passed a strong bipartisan bill. But 
to deny the Department of Homeland 
Security the resources it needs to safe-
guard the Nation is foolhardy. 

Now, it is precisely because of that 
duty to safeguard the Nation that we 
should take our homeland security and 
military professionals seriously when 
they take seriously the threats posed 
by climate change. I think we should 
have a vote on a resolution high-
lighting the fact findings of our na-
tional security, military, and intel-
ligence services about the climate 
threat. This resolution would express 
the sense of the Senate that the con-
clusions of our security professionals 
are not products of some hoax or decep-
tion perpetrated on the American pub-
lic and that they deserve our respect. 

That ought to be something every 
Senator can get behind. Let’s look at 
some of the information. Just last 
week the administration’s 2015 Na-
tional Security Strategy classified cli-
mate change as ‘‘an urgent and grow-
ing threat to our national security.’’ It 
is because this is serious that the 
United States is out there actively cut-
ting pollution and strengthening resil-
ience at home and leading the inter-
national community towards stronger 
carbon pollution standards. 

The challenge that climate change 
poses to national security and to emer-
gency preparedness is clearly laid out 
in the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity’s 2014 Quadrennial Homeland Secu-
rity Review. It describes the effects of 
climate change as threat multipliers, 
with the potential to aggravate haz-
ards to American safety and health. 
For example, higher temperatures may 
change patterns of disease and the 
spread of pests and pathogens. 

Competition for resources can con-
tribute to the kind of social desta-
bilization that engenders terrorist ac-
tivity all around the world. 

You don’t have to look far to see that 
today. Extreme weather and tempera-
tures endanger the infrastructure that 
underpins our economy and way of 
life—from roads and bridges that now 
run too close to rising seas, to power 
and water treatment plants, to tele-
communications and cyber networks. 

As Assistant Secretary David 
Heyman of the DHS Office of Policy 
and Assistant Secretary Caitlin 
Durkovich of the Office of Infrastruc-
ture Protection explained to our own 
Senate Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs just last 
year: 

The projected impacts of climate change, 
including sea level rise and increasing sever-
ity and frequency of extreme weather events, 
can cause damage or disruptions that result 
in cascading effects across our communities, 
with immeasurable costs in lives lost and 
billions of dollars in property damage. 

Why would we not want to take that 
seriously? 

We heard just the same message in 
the Budget Committee just last week 
from OMB Director Shaun Donovan. 

Already, the annual number of costly 
weather-related disasters is going up. 
According to NOAA, in the 1980s—in 
that decade—if you look at the number 
of natural disasters costing $1 billion 
or more, in each year of the 1980s there 
were between zero and five. That was 
the range for the 1980s—between zero 
and five $1 billion weather events. In 
the 1990s that rate rose to between 
three and nine events each year. Then 
in 2000 it went up to between 2 and 11 
events per year. Since 2010, in the cat-
egory of $1 billion disasters each year, 
the range has been between 6 and 16. 

So from the 1980s, it was 0 to 5, until 
this decade when it is 6 to 16. If people 
can’t take that seriously, they are sim-
ply not meeting their responsibilities. 

Superstorm Sandy caused tens of bil-
lions of dollars in damage, including 
terrible losses in my home State of 
Rhode Island. Across New England, 
Sandy destroyed thousands of homes, 
left millions without electric service, 
and caused more than 100 deaths across 
nine States. Of course, we cannot say 
this one devastating storm was specifi-
cally caused by climate change, but we 
do know that carbon pollution loads 
the dice for more and more severe ex-
treme weather such as Sandy. 

Sandy sure showed how vulnerable 
we are to this kind of catastrophic 
change. Climate change presents secu-
rity challenges in every corner of the 
homeland. To the south, DHS predicts 
that more severe droughts and storms 
could increase both legal and illegal 
movements across the U.S. border— 
from Mexico, from Central America, 
and from the Caribbean. 

My Republican colleagues insist that 
protecting our border is a top pri-
ority—fine. I hope that means they will 
take seriously the warnings from our 

national security professionals about 
the destabilizing effects of climate 
change and its effects, in turn, on our 
border. 

If you move up north to the State of 
Maine, our former colleague, Olympia 
Snowe, has just written an article in 
Newsweek magazine. I will read the 
opening: 

In late 2014, fishery regulators an-
nounced that for the second consecu-
tive year there would be no shrimp 
fishery in the gulf of Maine this winter. 
The culprit: principally warming ocean 
waters caused by climate change. 

She goes on to describe another phe-
nomenon that scientists dubbed an 
ocean heat wave in the spring of 2012 
that led to an early molt and migra-
tion of lobsters that caused a supply 
glut and subsequent price collapse. 
Now if you know anything about 
Maine, you know lobsters are pretty 
important to Maine. Senator Snowe’s 
conclusion: ‘‘The message here is clear: 
climate change is taking dollars and 
jobs away from fishing communities.’’ 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that her article be printed at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

To the far north, melting sea ice 
opens the Arctic for shipping, tourism, 
and resource extraction, but also for 
smuggling and illicit resource extrac-
tion and environmental disasters. It is 
a whole new frontier to be patrolled 
and protected by our Coast Guard, part 
of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, at taxpayer expense. 

Former Coast Guard Commandant 
ADM Robert Papp, Jr., is now the U.S. 
Special Representative to the Arctic 
Region. He has got the job to help man-
age risk in this remote but increas-
ingly accessible region in the world, 
and he had this to say about managing 
the consequences of climate change. 
Admiral Papp said: 

I am not a scientist. I can read what sci-
entists say, but I am in the world of con-
sequence management. My first turn in Alas-
ka was 39 years ago, and during the summer-
time we had to break ice to get up to the 
Bering Strait and to get to Kotzebue. Thirty- 
five years later, going up there as com-
mandant, we flew into Kotzebue at the same 
time of year. I could not see ice anywhere. 
So it is clear to me that there are changes 
happening, but I have to deal with the con-
sequences of that. 

The men and women of our homeland 
and national security forces deal in 
real-world consequences. They don’t 
have the luxury of skirting the evi-
dence or shrugging off serious adult 
risk analysis. 

It is just as true at the Department 
of Defense as it is at the Department of 
Homeland Security. As ADM Samuel J. 
Locklear, III, the Navy Commander of 
the U.S. Pacific Command, puts it, it is 
‘‘. . . not my venue to debate the poli-
tics of any issue. All I do is report what 
I see and what I think I see, and the 
implications.’’ 

Admiral Locklear, our chief naval of-
ficer in the Pacific Command, has 
called climate change the biggest long- 
term security threat in the Pacific, be-
cause as he sees it, ‘‘it is probably the 
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most likely thing that is going to hap-
pen that will cripple the security envi-
ronment.’’ 

Our colleagues may think it is funny 
to ignore climate change in this body 
while they depend so heavily on fund-
ing from the fossil fuel that is behind 
the pollution. They should listen to ad-
mirals who are responsible for our se-
curity when they tell us it is probably 
the most likely thing that is going to 
happen to cripple the security environ-
ment. 

Last May, the CNA Corporation re-
leased a report on the risks climate 
change poses to our national security. 
This report was led by 15 generals and 
admirals from all 4 branches of the 
United States military. Here is what 
they said: 

The national security risks of projected 
climate change are as serious as any chal-
lenges we have faced. 

That is what they wrote. They con-
tinued: 

We are dismayed that discussions of cli-
mate change have become so polarizing and 
have receded from the arena of informed 
public disclosure and debate. . . . Time and 
tide wait for no man. 

Our military intelligence and home-
land security services have been warn-
ing Congress for far too long about the 
risks of climate change. It is a derelic-
tion of duty for this body to continue 
to ignore this problem. It is time to 
heed the warning. It is time to respon-
sibly prepare for the clear risk before 
us, and it is time to wake up. 

I yield the floor. I see the majority 
leader is present on the floor. 

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

[From Newsweek, Feb. 9, 2015] 
LACK OF ACTION ON CLIMATE CHANGE IS 

COSTING FISHING JOBS 
(By Senator Olympia Snowe) 

In late 2014, fishery regulators announced 
that for the second consecutive year, there 
would be no shrimp fishery in the Gulf of 
Maine this winter. The culprit? Principally, 
warming ocean waters caused by global cli-
mate change. 

Maine in particular is feeling this climate 
pinch: The water temperature in the Gulf of 
Maine increased eight times faster than the 
rest of the world’s oceans in recent years, ac-
cording to a 2014 study by Andrew Pershing, 
chief scientific officer at the Gulf of Maine 
Research Institute. 

As a result, while the shrimp fishery is the 
first to close in New England primarily as a 
result of our changing climate, it is unlikely 
to be the last. Some of the Gulf of Maine’s 
depleted stocks of groundfish, particularly 
Gulf of Maine cod, have been slow to rebuild 
from overfishing in the 1980s and 1990s in 
part as a result of warming water. Lobster 
has been disappearing from its traditional 
habitat in southern New England. 

Meanwhile, the iconic lobster industry in 
Maine has experienced record landings in re-
cent years, but more and more of the catch 
is coming from areas further down the coast 
toward Canada. And a phenomenon that sci-
entists dubbed an ‘‘ocean heat wave’’ in the 
spring of 2012 led to an early molt and migra-
tion of lobsters that caused a supply glut and 
subsequent price collapse. 

The message here is clear: climate change 
is taking dollars and jobs away from New 
England’s fishing communities. 

Scientists, fishery managers and industry 
members recognize the necessity of better 
understanding this phenomenon, and numer-
ous research projects are already underway. 
For example, the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration and Rutgers Uni-
versity have partnered to analyze data from 
oceanographic and fisheries-dependent stud-
ies. Their project, OceanAdapt, has con-
firmed that fish species off the northeast 
United States are collectively moving to 
higher latitudes and deeper water in search 
of the cooler temperatures they require to 
survive. 

Of course, fishermen are the ones who 
know their ocean the best. So in order to get 
their perspective on what they are experi-
encing on the water, the Center for Amer-
ican Progress (CAP) commissioned a poll of 
participants in the groundfishery as well as 
the lobster fisheries in Maine and Massachu-
setts. 

The CAP poll shows that majorities of all 
these fishermen and women believe climate 
change poses a significant risk to their in-
dustry, as warming waters lead to lower 
profits and lower catch limits. Respondents 
are deeply concerned these impacts could 
force them from the fishery or result in the 
disappearance of traditional markets for 
their product. 

This perspective is consistent with the 
findings of the ‘‘Risky Business’’ report re-
leased last June by a bipartisan committee 
co-chaired by Michael Bloomberg, Hank 
Paulson and Tom Steyer. I was involved as a 
member of this project’s ‘‘Risk Committee,’’ 
which found that the American economy 
faces significant and diverse economic 
threats from the effects of climate change— 
rising seas, increased damage from storm 
surge, and more frequent bouts of extreme 
heat—all of which will have measurable im-
pacts on our nation. 

Each geographic region analyzed by the 
project faces distinct and significant eco-
nomic risks. Here in the northeast, projec-
tions are already showing that temperature 
increases in Gulf of Maine waters will re-
strict habitat for commercially vital species 
such as cod and lobster. In addition, sea lev-
els are likely to rise by two to four feet in 
Boston by the end of the century threatening 
to swamp coastal infrastructure, including 
the wharves and fish houses critical to sus-
taining our fishing industry. 

These numbers fail to reflect the potential 
for dramatic ‘‘storm surge’’ events, in which 
higher sea levels combine with more intense 
weather activity to increase flooding and 
storm damage. The Risky Business research 
finds that these kinds of impacts, combined, 
could increase annual property losses along 
the northeast coast from $11 billion to $22 
billion—a two- to four-fold increase from 
current levels. 

As vigorous policy debates continue in 
Washington, the economic impact of address-
ing climate change and transitioning to a 
lower carbon economy is understandably a 
key issue—and one that is not the domain of 
one side versus the other. Here in New Eng-
land’s fishing communities, there is serious 
and legitimate concern for the fishing jobs 
that will be lost if we don’t act to rein in the 
emissions warming and acidifying our waters 
and causing sea levels to rise. 

The loss of Maine’s $5 million shrimp fish-
ery should serve as a warning. A similar 
blow to our $300 million lobster fishery must 
be avoided at all costs. That will require 
honest, fact-based discussion and a genuine 
bipartisan commitment to solutions. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO DR. ROBERT 
LASKOWSKI 

∑ Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, it is 
with great pleasure that I speak on be-
half of the Delaware Delegation to 
honor the exemplary service of the 
president and CEO of Christiana Health 
Care System, Dr. Robert ‘‘Bob’’ 
Laskowski. He served in this position 
since 2003, and during that time he 
transformed the largest not-for-profit 
health care system in Delaware into an 
award-winning hospital organization 
with a national reputation of patient 
quality and innovation. Bob is now re-
tiring after more than two decades of 
serving Christiana Care. He is a tre-
mendous leader and true advocate for 
the patient and health-care worker, as 
well as a devoted husband to his wife, 
Kathy, and loving father to their chil-
dren and grandchildren. His hard work, 
leadership and willingness to work to-
gether on transforming the health care 
system in Delaware and the Nation will 
truly be missed. 

Bob used his leadership role at 
Christiana to cultivate philanthropic 
endeavors in the community. He lives 
‘‘The Christiana Care Way’’ of serving 
our neighbors as respectful, expert, 
caring partners in their health. Under 
his leadership, Christiana Care has 
given back millions of dollars to the 
Delaware community. 

Bob is a graduate of the University of 
Pennsylvania School of Medicine with 
a master’s degree in business adminis-
tration from the University of Penn-
sylvania’s Wharton School of Business. 
He is a board-certified internist spe-
cializing in geriatric medicine who un-
derstands the needs and priorities of 
health care professionals, as well as the 
business of running a health care sys-
tem. 

Bob’s reach extends far beyond Dela-
ware’s borders. He is nationally recog-
nized for his work on health care trans-
formation. He fearlessly took on the 
challenge of making Christiana Care 
Health System a model for other hos-
pital systems around the country. 
Bob’s notable accomplishments include 
expanding the Helen F. Graham Cancer 
Center & Research Institute to a 
200,000-square-foot state-of-the-art fa-
cility that serves the majority of can-
cer patients in Delaware. This National 
Cancer Institute selected Community 
Cancer Center is a national model for 
care and a leader in enrolling patients 
in clinical trials. He also led Christiana 
Care in earning recognition by the 
American College of Surgeons National 
Surgical Quality Improvement Pro-
gram as 1 of only 37 hospitals in the 
Nation achieving ‘‘meritorious’’ out-
comes for surgical patient care in 9 
clinical areas. His expertise is sought 
out throughout the country as he 
serves on the board of directors of the 
Association of American Medical Col-
leges and on its finance and executive 
compensation committees. He serves 
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