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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, in late
October, people who lived in a place
called Donora shrugged off the thick,
yellow smog that had covered their
small town. It was 1948. It wasn’t un-
usual to see a smog blanket the town,
thanks to the zinc plant and the steel
mill that smoked endlessly into the
Pennsylvania sky. It wasn’t unusual to
see people coughing as they went about
their day. As one reporter put it, ‘“‘Peo-
ple are always coughing in Donora.”

What was unusual is that the smog
did not clear as the day went on. It lin-
gered, hanging around the town,
wreaking havoc for the next 5 days. At
first, life seemed to go on. The Hal-
loween parade went on as planned, even
though no one could really see the peo-
ple marching. The high school football
game went on as planned, although the
quarterbacks avoided passing plays
since the wide receivers couldn’t see
the ball. But then someone died. People
couldn’t breathe. As the local hospital
started to fill, the town hotel set up
beds for overflow patients. By the
fourth day, the hotel had to set up an-
other emergency section—this time, a
temporary morgue. The town’s three
funeral homes were overwhelmed. On
the fifth day, the stacks of a zinc plant
stopped their endless streams of
smoke, and the smog that would be-
come known as the Donora death fog
finally lifted but not before nearly 7,000
people fell i1l and 20 died.

This is one of the many stories that
show us what life was like in the
United States of America before the
EPA was created. In the early 1960s,
millions of freshwater fish and rivers
around the country were poisoned by
insecticides—hurting consumer trust
and the countless fishermen and their
families who relied on the fish to make
a living. Pollution was so bad that de-

bris floating in the Cuyahoga River ac-
tually caught on fire, causing thou-
sands of dollars in property damage.
The water in Lake Superior, one of the
most beautiful lakes in the United
States, became so toxic from compa-
nies dumping asbestos-laden waste that
local communities had to start fil-
tering their water. Think about that.
People could drink the water from
local reservoirs, unfiltered, until pollu-
tion came along. This was the path our
country was on.

Pollution was destroying some of the
most beautiful places in this country—
on the planet, in fact—putting the
health of the public and the health of
our economy at grave risk.

There was another event in the early
1960s that helped our country to see
clearly that the path we were on would
only lead to destruction. Rachel Car-
son, scientist, public servant, and au-
thor, published a book called ‘‘Silent
Spring.” This book laid out in simple,
beautiful prose the threats that pes-
ticides and pollution posed to our envi-
ronment or what Carson called a
“Fable for Tomorrow.” She wrote:
“The most alarming of all man’s as-
saults upon the environment is the
contamination of air, earth, rivers and
sea, with dangerous and even lethal
materials.”

Carson’s book made clear that we
were contaminating the environment
and that this could not go on. Her book
sounded a call for change, as millions
of Americans began demanding that
the government take action, but there
was also a backlash. Here is what one
industry spokesman said as public
opinion began to coalesce around ad-
dressing pollution:

The major claims of Miss Rachel Carson’s
book Silent Spring are gross distortions of
the actual facts, completely unsupported by
scientific experimental evidence and general,
practical experience in the field. Her sugges-
tion that pesticides are in fact biocides de-
stroying all life is obviously absurd in the

light of the fact that without selective
biologicals, these compounds would be com-
pletely useless.

This is how the controversy went on
for the next few years. The public, the
science, and the reality all pointed to-
ward the truth, but a few loud voices
persisted. They did not want the move-
ment to go forward. This continued
even after Rachel Carson passed away,
tragically and prematurely, of cancer
in the year 1964.

Here is what the New York Times
published in her obituary:

The most recent flare-up in the continuing
pesticide controversy occurred early this
month when the Public Health Service an-
nounced that the periodic huge-scale deaths
of fish on the lower Mississippi River had
been traced over the last 4 years to toxic in-
gredients and three kinds of pesticides. Some
persons believe that the pesticides drained
into the river from neighboring farm lands.

A hearing by the Agriculture Department
of the Public Health Service’s charges ended
a week ago with a spokesman for one of the
pesticide manufacturers saying that any
judgment should be delayed until more infor-
mation was obtained.

The line of argument captured in the
New York Times is familiar to anyone
who has watched our Nation struggle
to come to a shared set of facts around
a number of difficult issues, but even in
the face of so much controversy, the
country did the right thing. In address-
ing the threats to our environment, the
U.S. Government—with substantial
and commendable support from Repub-
licans—began to lay the foundation for
a new America, one that would pre-
serve and protect our country and its
resources for the next generation.

I would like to highlight three of the
critical cornerstones in the foundation:
the EPA, the Clean Air Act, and the
Clean Water Act.

Let’s start with the EPA itself. It
was established in 1970 by President
Nixon. He united several offices and bu-
reaus already in the Federal Govern-
ment into a single agency—one that
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would oversee all of the laws, protec-
tions, research, and policies about the
Nation’s environment. The mission of
the EPA was clear from the start, to
protect human health and the environ-
ment. Almost immediately, something
really exciting happened. There was a
feeling of hope and anticipation for
what this Agency could do for the
country. Within the first few months,
tens of thousands of resumes came
flooding in from across the country as
people clamored to work for the EPA.

Here is how one man who worked for
the Agency described it:

There was a palpable sense of excitement
that we were about to do something big. We
had to do things big because the newspapers
and news magazines were filled with stories
about Lake Erie dying. I think it was a year
or two before that the Cuyahoga had indeed
caught on fire. I believe the Houston Ship
Channel had the same issue. We knew we
were there to really deal with substantial
problems, and we were going to meet with
immediate pushback.

For the next 40 years, the EPA would
build a legacy of preserving and pro-
tecting the country’s air, water, and
natural resources, working to make
our country a better place to live.

I just want to say that whatever the
final disposition of this nomination
ends up being—and I know we will push
as hard as we possibly can for the delay
of this decision, until we are able to see
the contents of Mr. Pruitt’s emails as
directed by the court this afternoon—
but whatever the decision is of the Sen-
ate under advice and consent, it is real-
ly important that this be said: EPA
employees still have an obligation
under Federal law to do their job, to
protect air and water, to administer
the Clean Air and Clean Water Act, to
enforce the Endangered Species Act.
We are confirming a head of an Agency,
but this new head of an Agency is not
the Emperor of the Agency.

This new head of an Agency has obli-
gations under the statute to enforce
the laws on the books, and he has a
current role as the lead of the Repub-
lican Attorneys General Association
and as a plaintiff in multiple lawsuits
against the EPA, and that is a reason
many of us object to his confirmation.
If he is confirmed, every EPA employee
has rights. They have whistleblower
rights, they have protections, and they
have obligations under the statute so
that if this EPA tries to do anything
unlawful, anything that contravenes
the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water
Act, the Endangered Species Act, then
all of the EPA employees are
dutybound under the law to follow the
law.

No one in the Federal Government
should be forced to do anything unlaw-
ful, and we support the EPA employ-
ees, in particular, who we know work
so hard and are so dedicated to such an
important cause. We know they are
under intense scrutiny and pressure,
and I think it is worth saying that we
support them but also that the law sup-
ports them.

One of the first actions of the Agency
was to ban DDT, a pesticide used in
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World War II. At first, DDT seemed
like a dream chemical. It was used to
protect soldiers from pests and then to
protect crops like cotton, but soon it
became clear—thanks to Rachel Carson
and others—that this chemical was cre-
ating far more harm than good. Public
health was really in danger. The bald
eagle and other wildlife were being
poisoned, and the pests that were sup-
posed to be put off from bothering the
crops were adapting, becoming more
resistant, even as the chemicals be-
came more potent and ultimately more
dangerous.

Thanks to the EPA, the use of DDT
came to an end. The health of children,
families, and wildlife immediately im-
proved. The bald eagle slowly recov-
ered, to the point where it is no longer
a threatened or an endangered species.

The Agency also found a solution to
acid rain, which was a major problem
that killed fish, hurt American farm-
ers, and caused damage to forests and
infrastructure alike. After studies
showed how high concentrations of
lead were hurting our kids, the EPA
took action to remove it from gasoline
and from the air. Because of that ac-
tion, lead levels in both kids and adults
have dropped by more than 80 percent
since the late 1970s. We have a lot more
work to do on lead, but that is one of
the many EPA success stories.

The EPA then took on secondhand
smoke, banning smoking in indoor pub-
lic places. It pushed the auto industry
to design technology that would reduce
the amount of pollution created by
cars, a step that would reduce the
amount of pollution per mile emitted
by cars by up to 90 percent. It provides
technical assistance to State and local
governments that otherwise don’t have
the resources or the know-how to tack-
le problems on their own.

The Agency has also empowered the
public through right-to-know laws that
give ©people access to information
about chemicals, toxic substances, and
pollution in their own communities.
After studies show how low-income and
minority communities face greater en-
vironmental risks, the EPA formed an
Office of Environmental Justice, dedi-
cated to making these communities as
safe as any other in the country. As is
so often the case, this Federal Agency
set the bar for the rest of the world on
how governments can protect and pre-
serve the environment.

One leader of the EPA who served
under President George H.W. Bush re-
called that the Agency worked with
countries as varied as Morocco and
Mexico to battle fires or spills. After
the EPA sent people to help with a
Russian spill that was impacting Esto-
nia, the Prime Minister wrote the EPA
a letter, saying their visit was the
most important visit of any Ameri-
can’s since Charles Lindbergh had
flown from Russia to Estonia in 1933.

So the EPA has had incredibly im-
portant impacts, from boosting diplo-
macy around the world to protecting
the lungs of little ones right here at
home.
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The second cornerstone of our efforts
to protect the environment is the
Clean Air Act. Before the EPA opened
its doors, States set their own stand-
ards for clean air, and most States had
weak standards because they were in a
race to the bottom to attract compa-
nies that didn’t want to have to deal
with the damage they caused. Imagine
you are in a State and have three or
four adjacent States and someone
wants to cite a factory. Well, it is very
difficult to have a strong environ-
mental standard because that factory
is no doubt going to find the place
where they are allowed to pollute the
most, which is why you have Federal
standards. Not surprisingly, these low
standards were fueling air pollution.

Every day, the average American
takes between 17,000 and 23,000 breaths.
If the air we are breathing is filled with
toxic chemicals, we are at risk for can-
cer, birth defects, and damage to our
lungs, our brain, and our nerves. That
risk is even higher for people with
asthma and for senior citizens.

Remember, humans are not the only
ones that rely on clean air. Trees,
crops, wildlife, lakes, fish are all at
risk of damage when we have dirty air.
So eventually the American public de-
manded that something be done to
clean up our air.

In 1970, Congress on a bipartisan
basis, passed the Clean Air Act. This
law, along with later amendments,
makes up the complete Federal re-
sponse to air pollution. It is a beau-
tifully written law. It gives the EPA
the authority to limit air pollutants
and emissions from industry plants. It
empowers the Agency to research and
fund different approaches to keeping
the air clean. It creates partnerships
between Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments to reduce air pollution. Who
could argue with that?

As soon as it was passed, people knew
that this law was a game changer.
President Nixon said: ‘I think that 1970
will be known as the year of the begin-
ning, in which we really began to move
on the problems of clean air and clean
water and open spaces for the future
generations of America.”

That is exactly what happened. The
impact was actually felt very quickly,
starting with the auto industry. The
Clean Air Act called on the auto indus-
try to drastically reduce the amount of
nitrogen oxide, carbon monoxide, and
other harmful chemicals that came out
of the tailpipes across the country
within 5 years.

Consider that today there are more
than three times the amount of cars on
the road than they were in the 1970s.
Now imagine that the chemicals com-
ing out of each of those car’s tailpipes
were 90 percent more harmful. That is
where we would be without the Clean
Air Act.

It was not so long ago that commu-
nities would cancel high school for kids
because the air pollution was so bad,
not in Beijing but in California. That is
no longer the case, not for numerous
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reasons, not for a dozen or so causes
but because of the Clean Air Act. This
law has literally saved millions of
lives. It has improved the health of
millions of others.

Because the EPA has been there to
enforce it, air pollution has fallen by 70
percent since 1970. Smog levels in Los
Angeles have fallen from their peak by
two-thirds. Nationwide, lead in our
cars is down 98 percent, carbon mon-
oxide is down 85 percent, sulphur diox-
ide is down 80 percent, acid rain is
down 50 percent, and all at a fraction of
anticipated costs.

Let me make two points here. First
of all, it is actually rare that a law
works this well. I mean, it is hard to
make a good law. Everybody talks
about it as a sausage-making process;
you don’t want to see what goes into it.
But not all laws work over time.

This law actually worked. This law
actually cleaned up our air. That is a
really important thing to remember. If
you undermine this law, if you under-
mine the agency that enforces it, the
air does not clean up itself. This is not
an automatic thing. The air is clean
because the government protects the
air.

I understand that, including the Pre-
siding Officer and many Members of
the Republican Party, we have tough
debates about how big the government
should be, what its responsibility
should be. But if you go from BERNIE
SANDERS, a democratic socialist, to
RAND PAUL, the sort of Republican lib-
ertarian—and I am not sure if you just
sat down and had a cup of coffee with
either of them or everybody in between
on the political spectrum, in terms of
their view of what the Federal Govern-
ment ought to do, gosh, I can’t imagine
that anybody—if you kind of get them
in a private moment—does not think
that it is a Federal role to keep the air
clean.

There are moments where I see a pro-
gram within a Federal agency and I
might love it, right, because of my po-
litical persuasion. But I can under-
stand how a BEN SASSE or a RAND PAUL
or a MARCO RUBIO might object to it
because they might say: Well, that
sounds like a good idea, but my good-
ness, if that is so important, why don’t
we let communities decide whether or
not to do that?

This is not one of those issues. Go
and talk to your constituents about
whether they want clean air. I don’t
know that you are going to find too
many Republicans out there—I mean
voters, not elected officials—voters,
who think clean air is, take it or leave
it, not a Federal role.

The truth is, that first of all, clean
air is important enough to make a Fed-
eral law about in the first place. But
there is also a technical reason, not a
very complicated technical reason, but
a technical reason that you need a Fed-
eral law that is about clean air as op-
posed to a State-by-State patchwork,
and that is because the air travels. You
cannot pollute in one State and expect
that it will not impact the other State.
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So one State having tough clean air
standards doesn’t really function in
terms of the ecology because pollution
knows no boundaries. The same study
that I referred to found that air pollu-
tion has improved in the United States,
thanks to environmental protection.
But our work is not done. Nearly 90,000
people every year in the United States
are at risk of a premature death be-
cause of air pollution. That number
will rise if we chip away at this basic
foundation.

The third and final cornerstone of
that foundation is the Clean Water
Act. It is really important to remem-
ber how bad things were before the
Clean Water Act. I mean, we are not
where we need to be in terms of pro-
tecting our water resources. But it is
kind of unfathomable how bad it was
before this law was passed.

Water in communities across the
country was dirty. You could not swim
or fish in two-thirds of the lakes, riv-
ers, and coastal waters in the country.
You couldn’t swim or fish in two-thirds
of the lakes, rivers, and coastal waters
in the country. That is a data point
that you would expect in a country
that is still industrializing, that just
doesn’t have the pollution controls.

When you go to certain parts of the
planet and you see essentially a very
dirty environment, you would assume
two-thirds, maybe more, of those lakes
and streams and waterways are too
polluted to fish or swim. But this is the
United States. It was allowable to
dump untreated sewage into open
water. You could dump untreated sew-
age into open water before the Clean
Water Act.

But that changed in 1972, when what
is now known as the Clean Water Act
became law and cleared the way for the
Federal Government to restore and
protect the health of our water.

According to a study by the Aspen
Institute, the Clean Water Act stopped
billions of pounds of pollution from
fouling the water and dramatically in-
creased the number of waterways that
are safe for swimming and fishing.
Twenty years ago, you would have had
to have a death wish to go swimming
in Boston Harbor. Today, you don’t
have to think twice. That is because of
the Clean Water Act.

But this is not just about enjoying
the beauty of the water that it pro-
vides to so many communities, al-
though not is not a small thing. Look,
a lot of people—left, right, and center—
people who are not political, people on
the progressive side, people on the con-
servative side, people like lakes. Peo-
ple like the beach. People like the
ocean.

It is not unreasonable, whoever you
voted for, to think that there are a few
things that government should do:
They should probably have some Kind
of transportation infrastructure. There
should probably be a law enforcement
function. Make sure that the water is
clean, the air is clean, and we have
some national defense. Right? That is
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some basic stuff. Even if you are a lib-
ertarian, if you are not nuts, you think
that the government should do a cou-
ple of very basic things, and among
them is to keep the water clean.

I wanted to share some interactions I
have had with the craft beer industry.
They wrote a letter this week about
how important clean water is to them.
Here is a section of it:

Beer is about 90 percent water, making
local water supply quality and its character-
istics such as pH and mineral content, crit-
ical to beer brewing and the flavor of many
classic brews.

Changes to our water supply—whether we
draw directly from a water source or from a
municipal supply—threaten our ability to
consistently produce our great-tasting beer,
and thus, our bottom line.

Protecting clean water is central to our
business and our long-term success. Not only
does great-tasting beer we brew depend on it,
but so do the communities in which we oper-
ate.

Some of the largest and best craft
breweries in the country signed onto
this letter, from the Allagash Brewing
Company in Maine to the New Belgium
Brewing Company in Colorado. They
are right to be concerned because it
will not take much for our water to go
back to where it was in the 1970s. So it
is in the interest of many industries for
our country to have clean water, but
not all of them.

Publicly traded companies will do
the minimum. In a lot of ways, the way
these companies are set up, they are
actually obligated under the law to do
the minimum. They have to maximize
shareholder profit. They have boards of
directors, they have earnings reports,
they have quarterly obligations.
Whether you like it or not, that is the
way our system works. So, if you have
a fiduciary obligation to maximize
profits, then you may give short shrift
to environmental concerns.

Compliance costs money. So most
companies will comply only if they
have to. If they are good companies,
they feel that their obligation is to sit
down with their lawyers and have the
lawyers explain to them what they
must do to comply.

But it is a rare company that says:
Hey, I want to do much more than
that. I mean Patagonia is great. There
are other companies that do good work
in the environmental space. But let’s
be very clear: There are a handful of
companies that are so motivated, ei-
ther as a brand strategy or a mission-
driven approach, that they are going to
exceed their obligations under the law.
Most companies are going to do what is
required under the law and not much
more.

We can count on someone saying on a
board of directors in some corner office
or someplace on Wall Street: Hey, we
can save 3 percent here if we don’t
clean the water. That is why we need a
Clean Water Act. That is why we need
the EPA. It is not a matter of left or
right; this is a matter of right or
wrong. This is a matter of clean or
dirty.
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This is especially important because
our work is not done. We still have a
ways to go. We still can’t swim or fish
in about one-third of our waterways.
So these three cornerstones—this foun-
dation of more than 40 years of
progress—have prepared us to tackle
what is the challenge of our lifetime,
climate change. There was a time when
this was primarily the concern of the
conservation minded among us, people
like me: hikers, swimmers, surfers
green groups, bird and butterfly people.
Right? I understand that.

There was a time where this was
mostly an ecological concern. You had
science people, you had hiking types
who said: Hey, this thing is happening.
I read Al Gore’s book. This is a big
deal. They were 10 years ahead of the
curve. But climate change is no longer
just an ecological issue; it is an eco-
nomic issue. It is a quality of life issue.
It is an American way of life issue. It
is causing real harm to people and
costing us billions of dollars now—not
in the future, but now.

In recent years, the United States
has experienced a record number of
devastating storms, extreme tempera-
tures, severe floods and lasting
droughts. It is not a coincidence. As
the climate changes, normal weather
patterns are altered, and this affects
our environment, our health, and our
economy by influencing everything
from the price of produce at the gro-
cery store to our home insurance rates.

So we know that climate change is
real. The science makes that clear. In
fact, our own personal experience
makes that real. A 1ot of people fish or
hunt or hike or surf or snorkel or go to
the lake or just go outside and experi-
ence something that seems to be
changing.

There is a difference between weather
and climate. The weather is tomorrow
morning’s temperature and whether it
is raining or not and whether it is
windy or not. The climate is the condi-
tions that create the weather. It is not
arguable anymore by anybody credible
that the climate has changed and,
therefore, the weather is getting abso-
lutely more volatile.

Now we can, unfortunately, rely on
our own experience and our own eyes
to confirm that the climate and the
weather are getting weirder—in some
cases, more dangerous and certainly
more unpredictable. Make no mistake,
this is caused by humans, and that
means we can do something about it.

Climate change deniers need to know
that they are on the wrong side of his-
tory. They can’t just cite the cost of
transitioning to a clean energy econ-
omy—a cost that continues to decline,
I should point out—while ignoring the
cost of doing nothing, because the cost
of doing nothing on climate change is
absolutely astronomical, whether in
storm aid, infrastructure mitigation,
private property loss, or disruption in
financial and insurance markets. It is
much less expensive to move toward a
clean energy economy than to allow se-
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vere weather to drain our economy as a
whole.

As a Senator from the State of Ha-
waii who has led the way in building a
clean energy infrastructure—producing
clean, renewable energy and cutting
our dependence on fossil fuels—I know
that we can achieve meaningful change
across our Nation, but we need the
EPA and an Administrator to achieve
this.

By law, the EPA has the authority to
take steps to cut any pollution that
threatens human health and welfare,
including carbon pollution. Even the
Supreme Court agreed that if EPA
found carbon pollution to be a danger,
the Agency was obligated to act to re-
duce the threat. So EPA has begun un-
dertaking efforts to rein in those emis-
sions.

Every protection that the EPA cre-
ates is the result of years of scientific
inquiry, stakeholder involvement, pub-
lic comments, and technological feasi-
bility studies.

For all the talk of Federal overreach,
EPA gives an enormous amount of au-
thority to the States. For instance, in
the Clean Power Plan, EPA sets emis-
sions targets—that is true—but it was
up to each State to develop a plan that
is best suited to its wunique cir-
cumstances.

The State of Hawaii has a really
unique situation because we have lots
of clean energy opportunities. But in
terms of baseload power, we get all of
our fuel from Asia, and it is LSFO. It is
low sulfur fuel oil. So what we do is we
bring in oil on tankers, which is cost-
ing three and a half times the national
average for electricity, and we light it
on fire, and that creates electrons.
That is not smart. So we are in a tran-
sition.

But there are other States that have
geothermal resources or biofuel re-
sources. So the EPA said: Hey, carbon
is a pollutant. You have to reduce car-
bon pollution because, under the law,
under the Clean Air Act, any airborne
pollutant must be regulated, right?
You have to reduce the airborne pollut-
ants.

The EPA said: You have to do this
over time, but we understand you are
going to have your own energy mix and
your own challenges. All you have to
do is submit a plan that is kind of like
thought through. So West Virginia’s
plan is different from California’s plan
and is different from Hawaii’s plan.
They empowered the States to endeav-
or to come up with their own energy
mix.

Here is the good news about EPA’s
rules. This news is on the Clean Air
Act. It is on the Clean Power Plan.
This is always the case. It always
comes in below the estimated cost be-
cause what happens is, if you tell in-
dustry to innovate, even if they don’t
want to, frankly, even if they complain
about it, even if they tell you that it is
going to crash the American economy,
which they often say, they end up driv-
ing innovation in the private sector.
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In the case of electricity generation
and transportation, the Clean Power
Plan and the CAFE standards, the fuel
efficiency standards for cars, acceler-
ated the technological transition that
was already underway.

Here are a couple of examples. When
the auto bailout came in, President
Obama negotiated very hard for an in-
crease in fuel efficiency standards. You
can imagine that the American auto
industry was basically on the ropes. It
was about to die without a major bail-
out. So they got the bailout, but there
were also some strings attached, which
were that they bring up fuel efficiency
standards. They freaked out. And you
know what happened? They met the
standards. And you know what hap-
pened after that? The American auto
industry has never been stronger be-
cause people like fuel-efficient cars,
right?

What has happened with the Clean
Power Plan and with the Paris climate
accord and the investment tax credit
and the production tax credit is that
the cost of solar and wind energy is de-
clining. But when utilities began
thinking about long-term investments
in a carbon-constrained world, the in-
creased demand for clean energy drove
down these costs even further, which is
good for both consumers and the envi-
ronment. In fact, more solar capacity
was added in 2016 than any other en-
ergy source, by far. Solar and wind
combined to make up almost two-
thirds of the new capacity last year.

I want people to understand that the
clean energy revolution is underway.
The only question is whether we are
going to have to take a 4-year break
from this clean energy revolution and
give the keys to the car to China and
other countries, which would be
pleased to let the United States abdi-
cate its role as the leader of the clean
energy revolution. We are going to lose
all of those solar jobs, we are going to
lose the innovation opportunities, and
we are going to lose all of those wind
energy opportunities.

The question is not whether we are
going to make a transition to clean en-
ergy. The question is how quickly and
whether the United States will drive it
or not.

Consumers loved the first generation
of hybrid vehicles so much that there
were waiting lists to buy them. CAFE
standards, along with similar fuel
economy standards around the world,
drove the automotive industry to inno-
vate even further. Now we have unprec-
edented numbers of hybrid and hybrid
electric vehicles on the road, and we
stand at the precipice of a new age of
electric vehicles.

So we find ourselves at a crossroads.
If we continue down the path President
Obama set us on, I have no doubt that
American ingenuity and innovation
will allow us to continue to lead the
world in the clean energy economy, but
if we turn back the clock and hand our
future back over to the dirty fuels of
the past, we will cede economic leader-
ship to China, India, Germany, and the
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rest of the world. Those countries are
moving toward clean energy so quickly
that we may never catch up; we may
never be able to take full advantage of
the economic opportunities that clean
energy represents. It is sad, but it is
true, that this is the path that our
country will go on if Scott Pruitt is
confirmed to lead the EPA.

I know for the public, after so many
troubling nominees, that it is hard to
wake up outraged for yet another
nominee. But the reason to freak out
about this one is very simple—clean air
and clean water. Ask anyone who lived
in L.A. or in Boston since the 1970s, and
they can tell you that our country has
clean air and clean water because of
the laws that were put in place and the
Agency that has done its job to imple-
ment them.

All of this will be in jeopardy with
Scott Pruitt at the helm. He made his
political bones trying to shred the
EPA’s ability to enforce the laws that
protect clean air and clean water. Now
this administration wants to give Mr.
Pruitt the ultimate opportunity to
lead the Agency that he has worked so
hard to undermine. And he hasn’t hid-
den the fact that he is utterly opposed
to the EPA.

Let me highlight four statements
that he has made that illustrate this
point. He said: ‘““The EPA was never in-
tended to be our Nation’s frontline en-
vironmental regulator.”

The reality is that the opposite is
true. The EPA was created for exactly
that reason. Before the EPA existed,
there were a number of offices and bu-
reaus across the Federal Government
that worked on protecting the environ-
ment, but the government saw—Con-
gress saw—that it wasn’t enough. Our
Nation’s waters were polluted, and the
air was not clean. People were getting
sick and even dying because there
wasn’t enough being done to protect
the environment. So the intention be-
hind the EPA was absolutely to put a
single Agency on the frontlines of pro-
tecting and preserving clean air and
clean water.

Not only does Mr. Pruitt disagree
with the very mission of the EPA, but
he also doesn’t seem at all interested
in the work being done by this Agency.
He was asked during the confirmation
process to name a single protection on
the books at the EPA. Here is his an-
swer:

I have not conducted a comprehensive re-
view of existing EPA regulations. As attor-
ney general, I have brought legal challenges
involving EPA regulations out of concern
that EPA has exceeded its statutory author-
ity based on the record and the law in that
matter.

I mean, just as a parent—forget my
job as a Senator—as a parent and as a
citizen, this really concerns me. I don’t
want to see the EPA led by someone
who is basically given a softball ques-
tion in the confirmation hearing: Name
something you like about the EPA. But
he declines to go on the record sup-
porting clean air or clean water.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I mean, you would think that he
could just say: Well, I like the Clean
Water Act; I like the Clean Air Act. He
could even offer caveats, saying: I
think there has been overreach, and I
think there needs to be a recalibration.
Say whatever you want, but he
couldn’t even bring himself to say he
supports the Clean Air Act or the Clean
Water Act. That was the second com-
ment that he made that was dis-
turbing.

The third one relates to a Federal
standard that targets pollution that
decreases visibility. Mr. Pruitt had this
to say about these standards:

[They] threaten the competitive edge
Oklahoma has enjoyed for years with low-
cost and reliable electric generation. This
low-cost energy not only benefits Oklahoma
manufacturers, but gives our State a consid-
erable edge in recruiting new jobs.

What Mr. Pruitt is referring to is ac-
tually another reason why the EPA
was created in the first place. When
States were in charge of environmental
protections, it was often a race to the
bottom. Everyone would try to lower
their standards so that companies
would move plants and factories to
their State. And the result is exactly
what you would imagine. Companies
were happy to meet the lowest stand-
ard possible, leaving huge messes for
the State to clean up, and that is not a
good use of our taxpayer dollars.

It isn’t the government’s job to allow
companies to make a huge mess and
say: Hey, we will clean that up for you.
There is no need to clean it up. We
have it.

Let’s look at how this has worked
out for Oklahoma. I would like to read
an article by journalist, author, and
climate expert Eric Pooley, which was
published by Time magazine:

Mercury is a deadly neurotoxin that dam-
ages the brains of the ‘‘developing fetus and
young children,” according to the American
Academy of Pediatrics. It is spewed into the
air from coal-fired power plants and other in-
dustrial sources before settling into lakes
and waterways and contaminating the fish
we eat.

But Pruitt’s challenges against the EPA’s
mercury standards include a tidy piece of
scientific denial, claiming ‘‘the record does
not support the EPA’s findings that mercury

. . bose[s] public health hazards.”

After that legal challenge failed, Pruitt
sued a second time to block the mercury
rules—even though virtually all power plants
had already complied with them at a frac-
tion of the expected cost.

Thanks in part to the EPA rules Pruitt op-
posed, mercury levels in Atlantic Bluefin
tuna are rapidly declining.

This isn’t an abstract thing. If there
are high mercury levels in fish and peo-
ple eat the fish, they actually get the
mercury poisoning. This happens in
Honolulu all the time. We like our fish.
And people go to the ER all the time.
They don’t know what it is, and it
turns out that it is mercury poisoning.

But Oklahomans aren’t so lucky. While
Pruitt was busy trying to kill national mer-
cury rules, the number of Oklahoma lakes
listed for mercury contamination was climb-
ing. This year, the state lists 40 lakes with
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fish consumption advisories due to mercury
levels—up from 19 listed in 2010. Eight lakes
were added just this year.

Another Attorney General might have
been trying to identify the sources of the
pollution. But Pruitt was apparently too
busy suing the EPA.

Pruitt also attacks limits on ground level
ozone. The ground level ozone—better known
as smog—despite the fact that ozone prob-
lems are huge and worsening in Oklahoma.
The latest American Lung Association re-
port gave all Oklahoma counties surveyed an
“F” for ozone problems and found that the
number of high ozone days had increased in
most counties as compared to 2010 to 2012.

The argument in this article can be
boiled down to a single phrase: With
Mr. Pruitt leading the EPA, we can bet
that as goes Oklahoma, so goes the Na-
tion. I can’t speak for the people of
Oklahoma, but I can say that when it
comes to these kinds of statistics on
polluted air and water, we would like
to pass. If you ask most people in this
country, they would agree that this is
not the kind of environment they want
their kids to grow up in.

The fourth disturbing statement Mr.
Pruitt has made is about lead. Because
of the EPA we have seen lead levels in
both kids and adults drop by more than
80 percent in the past few decades. This
is one of the legacy achievements of
this Agency. This is something the
next leader of the EPA should under-
stand, but the senior Senator from
Maryland, Mr. CARDIN, raised this dur-
ing a confirmation hearing. The Sen-
ator asked Mr. Pruitt if ‘“‘there is any
safe level of lead that can be taken into
the human body, particularly a young
person.” Another softball question.

Here is how Mr. Pruitt answered him:
‘““Senator, that is something I have not
reviewed nor know about.” This is
pretty alarming because clearly he
does not understand that in just 30
years this is an issue that the EPA has
taken on as a high priority. This is an
issue that we need the next leader to
take seriously so we don’t see any kind
of backsliding. If you look at Mr. Pru-
itt’s actions, they do, in fact, speak
loudly about his approach to the EPA.
Here is another news report:

The new administration is reportedly look-
ing to close the Office of Enforcement and
Compliance Assurance, and instead let indi-
vidual program offices handle enforcement.
The outlet inside EPA quoted ‘‘a source fa-
miliar with the plan’ who says the Trump
administration intends to ‘‘disassemble the
enforcement office . . . take it, break it up,
and move it back into the program offices.”

Environmental advocates were quick to
point out that Scott Pruitt—the Oklahoma
Attorney General Trump picked to lead the
EPA—made almost the same move back
home. Pruitt closed his office’s Environ-
mental Protection Unit not long after he
took office in 2011.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 14 minutes remaining.

Mr. SCHATZ. But Mr. Pruitt did
more than close Oklahoma’s Environ-
mental Protection Unit. He also start-
ed a new unit solely dedicated to suing
the EPA. He closed the Environmental
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Protection Unit and set up a unit to
sue the EPA. That is all they do—the
other unit that people in Oklahoma
might count on to investigate water
contamination or illegal dumping. Mr.
Pruitt’s new unit has been quite active.
Their office has filed more than a dozen
lawsuits against the EPA. He has sued
the EPA because of the way it tackles
cross-state air pollution and the Agen-
cy’s limits to oil and gas pollution. He
sued to allow air pollution when facili-
ties start up, shut down, malfunction,
and to stop plans to address air pollu-
tion in his home State.

He sued the EPA because he dis-
agrees with the Clean Power Plan,
which will prevent an estimated 90,000
asthma attacks every year while sav-
ing American families money on their
electric bill. He sued EPA to end pro-
tections against carbon pollution from
new powerplants, even though these
protections will cost companies very
little to implement, and he challenged
the clean water rule, which the EPA
says protects the streams and wetlands
that form the foundation of our water
resources.

This is not a comprehensive list. I
think there are 17 lawsuits he has filed.
Guess what. Some of them are still
pending. Mr. Pruitt was asked: Will
you recuse yourself from the lawsuits
in which you are the plaintiff? And he
refused. So he is going to be the plain-
tiff and the defendant.

I am sure Mr. Pruitt is a good person,
I am sure he is good to his family, but
he also needs to be good to the Amer-
ican people and faithful to the law: the
Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, and
Endangered Species Act. This is the
foundation of what the EPA does. He
doesn’t get to have an opinion about
those laws. He gets to implement those
laws. If he wants to run for office, he
can run for office and change those
laws. If he wants to referee what au-
thorities exist on those lawsuits, he
can litigate, but if he is going to be the
EPA Administrator, he has to check
his ideological baggage at the door, and
there is only one way we can be sure
that he will not take his biases to the
EPA.

I don’t understand why in his con-
firmation hearing he didn’t say: Look,
anywhere I brought suit, anywhere I
am a plaintiff, I am out. It is not un-
usual for a nominee to say on certain
issues: I will recuse. There is ample
precedent. It was done this year. It is
also just plain common sense. It is the
moral thing to do, the ethical thing to
do, and it is politically smart because
it is a problem that this person wants
to remain plaintiff and defendant.

So it is disappointing and it is wor-
rying. The agenda needs to uphold the
Agency’s mandate not to dismantle
what the EPA has already done.

Senator BOOKER asked Mr. Pruitt
how many kids in Oklahoma had asth-
ma. Fair question to ask when you con-
sider how many lawsuits Mr. Pruitt has
filed against the EPA that if he wins
will increase air pollution, and you can
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bet that more air pollution will hurt
those Kkids who already have trouble
breathing. Mr. Pruitt did not know how
many Kkids in his home State have
asthma, but here is the answer: 1 in
10—1 in 10 kids have asthma.

If Mr. Pruitt takes over the EPA, he
is no longer responsible for just the
kids in Oklahoma who have asthma. He
is also responsible for the kids across
the country and in my home State of
Hawaii. There are millions of people in
the United States who suffer from
asthma, and for each and every one of
them, not to mention the countless
others at risk, Scott Pruitt guarantees
that it will become harder to breathe.
Scott Pruitt is going to guarantee that
it becomes harder to breathe because
he has sued the EPA to end the regula-
tions that keep our air clean enough
for us to breathe. Never before in the
history of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency has a President nominated
someone so opposed to the mission of
the EPA. Look, this administration
has made it very clear where it stands
on climate, on science, on protecting
clean air and clean water.

We have seen climate change called
the Chinese hoax. We have heard ru-
mors that scientists will be muzzled
and research stopped. We have seen the
President sign a law that allows oil
companies to hide what kinds of pay-
ment it is making to foreign govern-
ments in exchange for extracting oil.
So there is no question that dirty en-
ergy is preferred by the current admin-
istration, but that doesn’t mean the
Senate has to be a rubberstamp here.

We are the Senate, and the United
States Senate has a specific role under
our Constitution and in our history.
There comes a time where issues re-
lated to party have to be subsumed by
issues related to the health and welfare
of the country, and we have strayed
from the bipartisan consensus that ex-
isted for decades and decades and dec-
ades, the basic premise that it is an
American value in every small town, in
every urban place from coast to coast,
and everywhere in between, everybody
likes clean air and clean water. Every-
body at some point on a weekend wants
to drive someplace or walk someplace
and just be outside and be able to take
a deep breath, enjoy your family, enjoy
your friends, enjoy not having to work
for 2 or 3 hours—go fishing, go hunting,
go hiking, go surfing, go snowboarding,
go skiing, whatever it is that people
like to do to kind of restore them-
selves, that depends on our commit-
ment to a legacy, and it depends on a
commitment to these statutes. It real-
ly does. It depends on our commitment
to the Clean Air Act and to the Clean
Water Act and to the Endangered Spe-
cies Act.

I will just close with this. I have
never seen the Senate in such a rush
when there is not an actual deadline. I
mean, we hurry when the government
may shut down—and sometimes we
screw that up too—but usually when
we are in a hurry like this, when we are
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doing all night, there is a reason for it.
I think it is just weird that congres-
sional delegation trips overseas were
canceled, multiple Members on a bipar-
tisan basis were supposed to be meet-
ing with NATO allies about 2 hours
from now, but all of that got canceled.

Normally our vote is on a Thursday
afternoon or a Friday morning, and
this vote is at 1 p.m. on Friday. That is
because somebody is bound and deter-
mined to get this vote done before
those 3,000 emails between Scott Pruitt
and a bunch of energy companies are
disclosed. It is not a theoretical thing
anymore. There was some talk about
whether this was going to be disclosed.
Now a judge is ordering that these
emails get disclosed. Now everybody
seems to be in an incredible hurry to
make sure that we conduct this vote
before those emails are disclosed.

I was talking to Senator WHITEHOUSE
and Senator MURPHY about the content
of those emails. I don’t know what is in
those emails, but here is what I know.
I know the attorney general spent 750
days trying not to disclose those
emails. I know they are between him
and a bunch of energy companies. I
know there seems to be a strong moti-
vation on the Republican side to con-
duct the vote before we get the emails.
And in the world’s greatest delibera-
tive body, it seems absolutely reason-
able and consistent with our constitu-
tional obligation to provide advice and
consent on nominees and especially for
a Cabinet position as important as
this.

It just seems like we should probably
wait to see what is in those emails. If
I were a Republican on the other side,
I would be very uncomfortable casting
a ‘‘yes’ vote, and I would be waking up
Tuesday morning, probably at 1 a.m.,
and checking on the Internet and hop-
ing there was nothing explosive in
those emails. I hope there is nothing
explosive in those emails. I don’t want
to know that we just confirmed some-
one who is inappropriate for the EPA,
but we are going to know by Tuesday.

If my concerns are not well-founded,
great. We can vote two Mondays from
now, and we will have a new EPA
nominee, but why not wait to find out
what is in the emails. So I urge a ‘‘no”
vote tomorrow, but more than that, I
urge that we give ourselves the time to
deliberate and to be a Senate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Ms. DUCKWORTH. Mr. President, I
would like to take this time to share
with my colleagues why Scott Pruitt is
unqualified to be Administrator of the
EPA and why I oppose his nomination.

I just got a new job here in the Sen-
ate when the people of Illinois elected
me last November, and I have a little
advice for Mr. Pruitt on how to succeed
in an interview. No. 1, don’t go to a job
interview and spend the entire time
dodging questions. You don’t tell the
people interviewing you to go file docu-
ment requests, which Mr. Pruitt can
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reject as attorney general, and you
don’t oppose policies that strengthen
our energy security like the renewable
fuel standard. I am concerned that the
RFS will be gutted under a Scott Pru-
itt-led EPA.

As someone who fought to defend
this great Nation, I see firsthand the
price we pay for our dependence on o0il
imported from our adversaries. I al-
ready fought a war over oil, and I
would rather run my car on American-
grown corn and soybeans than oil from
the Middle East. During Operation
Iraqi Freedom, 50 percent of all casual-
ties occurred during convoy operations,
and 80 percent of all convoy operations
were conducted to transport diesel fuel.
I think it is high time we invest more
energy and more money and more sup-
port into development of biofuels like
ethanol.

In addition to risking lives, we are
wasting resources. Annually, we spend
approximately $67.5 billion protecting
global oil supplies. At home, Ameri-
cans are using more gas than ever be-
fore. Yet OPEC has made it clear they
are controlling the price we pay at the
pump.

For example, in November of 2016,
OPEC decided to cut its oil production
to increase prices, and it caused a 10-
percent increase in prices that very
day. By December 12, prices had
reached an 18-month high. We should
not be risking lives and wasting money
when we can use energy grown right
here at home in States like mine. When
we are producing more oil at home
than ever before, that doesn’t mean we
can gut policies that are helping our
Nation become energy independent. We
need an EPA Administrator who will
work with Congress to help us find
ways to cut, not increase, our use of
oil.

Scott Pruitt called the RFS unwork-
able. He clearly doesn’t know that the
renewable fuel standard is delivering
triple bottom-line benefits. It is good
for our security, it is good for our econ-
omy, and it is good for our climate. In
my State of Illinois alone, the RFS em-
ploys more than 4,000 people and gen-
erates more than $5 billion in economic
impact. Nationwide it is supporting
86,000 direct jobs. Those are good jobs
with good wages. Those are people who
are going home and paying their mort-
gages, sending their kids to school, and
saving money toward retirement. It
has helped to generate $8.7 billion in
tax revenues that go to schools, roads,
and first responders.

Mr. Pruitt’s failure to support the
RF'S is not the only reason I oppose his
nomination.

During his confirmation hearing be-
fore the Environment and Public
Works Committee, which I sit on, Mr.
Pruitt gave vague, hollow, and evasive
answers. It was clear that he either
doesn’t support or understand the mis-
sion of the very Agency he would like
to lead.

Mr. Pruitt, the mission of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency is to pro-
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tect the basic ingredients that people
need for a good life. It is to protect our
air and our water. These issues, public
health issues, are what he has spent his
career in helping Big Oil to dismantle.

Take the issue of lead poisoning. One
of the responsibilities of the EPA is to
enforce our lead contamination laws
that keep lead out of our air and water.
When questioned at his confirmation
hearing, I was shocked that Mr. Pruitt
was unaware that there was no safe
level of lead for children.

As a mom, this terrifies me. I remem-
ber sitting in the House Oversight and
Government Reform Committee when
we had hearings on the Flint water cri-
sis. I am a mom of a 2-year-old, and at
the time my baby was just 1 year old.
I remember being pregnant and having
my daughter. I looked out into that au-
dience, and I saw a mom holding a baby
bottle that looked exactly like one my
daughter drank out of—a little bottle
with a pink top on it. The water in her
baby bottle that she had to make her
formula with was brown. It was brown.
I thought about what it would have
been like for me to have been drinking
that water while I was pregnant and to
have fed that water to my child and to
have had the choice of: Could I have af-
forded bottled water or would I have to
feed my daughter that water? It is not
acceptable, not in the greatest country
on the face of the Earth.

Mr. Pruitt doesn’t know there is no
safe level of lead allowed in the drink-
ing water for children? Even low levels
of lead can cause permanent brain
damage in kids, lower IQs, and inflict
other cognitive damage. There is no ex-
cuse for our Nation’s EPA Adminis-
trator to not know that basic fact.
That is a serious oversight, especially
in the aftermath of the Flint water cri-
sis. Lead in schools and in public wa-
terways is a serious problem for Illi-
nois children as well as for the children
of Michigan. It is a problem for fami-
lies. It is a problem for families and for
children all across this Nation.

The EPA should work proactively to
prevent crises like in Flint and to pro-
tect America’s water supplies, but Mr.
Pruitt’s record of filing lawsuit after
lawsuit that challenge the EPA’s au-
thority to carry out its mission doesn’t
inspire much confidence that his goals
are the same as the Agency’s that he
seeks to lead. The American people
simply cannot afford to have someone
with a well-documented history of put-
ting corporate polluters’ profits before
our clean air and water leading the
Agency that is meant to safeguard
them—the EPA.

We are only starting to learn the ex-
tent of Mr. Pruitt’s conflicts of inter-
est, and we have an opportunity to
learn more about these conflicts now
that a State judge in Oklahoma has or-
dered Mr. Pruitt to release by Tuesday
potentially thousands of emails he ex-
changed with fossil fuel interests in his
job as the Oklahoma attorney general.
Senate Republicans are forcing us to
vote on Mr. Pruitt before Tuesday be-
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cause they know the American people
will be alarmed and shocked by what
his correspondence will reveal.

Mr. Pruitt has shown he is unwilling
and unable to do this job. I remember,
during questioning in committee, he
was asked what was the role of the
EPA. He spent the majority of his an-
swer talking about the Federal Govern-
ment not infringing on States’ rights
and talking about pulling the Federal
Government and the EPA out of the
States’ business. Only at the very end
did he add, almost as an afterthought—
oh, yes—‘“‘and to safeguard the water
and the air.” The name of the Agency
is the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy. That should have been the first
thing he said, not the last.

He doesn’t understand the central
public health and environmental chal-
lenges that face us. Instead of siding
with people, he has chosen to side with
corporate polluters. He doesn’t have a
single environmental accomplishment
to his name. He is unqualified, and I
urge my colleagues to join me in oppos-
ing his nomination.

As someone who represents a farming
State, I remember when President
Trump came out to the Midwest and
promised the American farmers that he
would support the renewable fuel
standard. I am deeply disappointed he
has nominated someone to head the
EPA who is clearly opposed to the re-
newable fuel standard.

I asked Mr. Pruitt several times in
committee, in several different ways, if
he would stand by the American farm-
er. I even told him what the right an-
swer was—side with, stand with, pro-
tect the producers, and he refused to
answer. He gave vague, evasive answers
and refused to commit and refused to
support the American farmer.

It is a no-brainer. Support the Amer-
ican farmer. Don’t break the Presi-
dent’s promise. Don’t back away from
the RFS.

Mr. Pruitt is continuing his adminis-
tration’s tradition of using alternative
facts. The alternative to facts is fic-
tion, and we cannot afford to have an
Administrator who questions climate
change. Climate change is an urgent
threat to our Nation. Increasing tem-
peratures are causing extreme weather
events at alarming rates. We are wit-
nessing more intense droughts,
wildfires, and extreme weather across
this country. If we put our heads in the
sand and fail to curb the pollution that
drives climate change, the effects will
be devastating as our air quality will
worsen, which will trigger more asth-
ma attacks and other respiratory
issues for our children; our coastal
communities will be threatened by sea
level rise; our national security will be
threatened as climate change creates
instability around the world.

ADM Mike Mullen, who served as
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
under the Bush and Obama administra-
tions, had this to say about climate
change:
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Whatever the cause, climate change’s po-
tential impacts are sobering and far-reach-
ing. Glaciers are melting at a faster rate,
causing water supplies to diminish in Asia;
rising sea levels could lead to a mass migra-
tion and displacement similar to what we
saw in Pakistan’s 2010 floods.

The National Intelligence Council’s

report, ‘‘Global Trends 2030, made
similar observations.
Their report states: ‘“Many devel-

oping and fragile states, such as in
Sub-Saharan Africa, face increasing
strain from resource constraints and
climate change, pitting different tribal
and ethnic groups against one another
and accentuating the separation of var-
ious identities.”

Climate change, clean air, clean
water, and fighting lead contamination
are not partisan issues. We don’t only
have these issues in red States or blue
States—they are universal—and the
American people expect us to make
sure the head of the Agency that is
charged with safeguarding these vital
health priorities will be able and will-
ing to do the job.

Since Mr. Pruitt was nominated, I
have heard concerns from thousands of
my constituents. Let me share a few
words that I have received from my
home State.

This letter is from one of my con-
stituents from Illinois.

He writes:

I am asking you to vote ‘“no’” on Scott
Pruitt’s nomination as Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency. Amer-
ica’s clean water and air are a shining exam-
ple for much of the world, and the EPA is
their defender. Mr. Pruitt demonstrates no
understanding of ocean acidification and the
urgent risk it poses to American marine life,
fishermen, and the communities that depend
on them. Americans must protect our water
and air from further pollution while we work
collaboratively toward win-win solutions to
challenges like ocean acidification. Mr. Pru-
itt ignores established science, and he is the
wrong choice to lead the EPA. As my Sen-
ator, please vote ‘‘no”” on my behalf.

I hear you, and I share your concerns,
and I will be voting no on Mr. Pruitt as
Administrator of the EPA.

As you may know, EPA region 5 is
based in my State, in Chicago. I have
heard from a number of EPA employees
as well as from constituents—employ-
ees, both past and present—who are
worried about the Agency they have
served and loved. Here are some words
from a former region 5 employee.

He writes:

Dear Senator Duckworth, I and many
other former employees of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency want to share our
concern about Attorney General Scott Pru-
itt’s qualifications to serve as the next Ad-
ministrator of the EPA. Our perspective is
not partisan. Having served under both Re-
publican and Democratic Presidents, we rec-
ognize the right of a new administration to
pursue new policies that protect our environ-
ment, but the EPA’s Administrator must act
in the public’s interest and not simply ad-
vance the agendas of the industries that it
regulates.

Decisions that affect the public’s health or
natural resources should respect the law and
reflect the best scientific evidence available.
Mr. Pruitt’s record and public statements
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suggest that he does not share these values.
As Oklahoma’s attorney general, Mr. Pruitt
issued more than 50 press releases cele-
brating lawsuits to overturn EPA standards
to limit mercury emissions from power-
plants, reduce smog levels in cities and re-
gional haze in parks, clean up the Chesa-
peake Bay, or control greenhouse gas emis-
sions. In contrast, none of Mr. Pruitt’s press
releases refer to any action he has taken to
enforce environmental laws or to actually
reduce pollution.

Of even greater concern, his statements
frequently ignore or misrepresent EPA’s au-
thority to regulate or its obligation to do so
under the Clean Air or Clean Water Act. Mr.
Pruitt has shown little interest in the kind
of scientific and factual evidence that must
guide EPA decisions. Mr. Pruitt has said
that humanity’s contribution to global
warming is subject to considerable debate.
That statement is at odds with the consensus
among scientists. Mr. Pruitt fails to under-
stand the difference between the public in-
terest and the private interest.

It is just amazing to me that we are
even here, that this man was even
nominated—someone who has sued the
EPA, someone who has so clearly been
in partnership with the fossil fuel in-
dustry and who has not put the inter-
ests of families and children first as op-
posed to the interests of the fossil fuel
industry, which have been guiding him
all the way.

I, in fact, was shocked to learn that
Mr. Pruitt closed the Oklahoma Envi-
ronmental Enforcement Unit estab-
lished by his predecessor. Instead, he
established a new litigation team to
challenge the EPA and other Federal
agencies. Let me say that again. When
he became the Oklahoma attorney gen-
eral, he closed the Oklahoma Environ-
mental Enforcement Unit. Instead, he
chose to start a new litigation team to
challenge the EPA and other Federal
agencies.

I did not see any indication from
him, in his confirmation hearing, that
he would not do the same once he gets
to the Federal EPA. Perhaps that is
the intent of the Trump administra-
tion, to bring someone in who will dis-
mantle the EPA. That is why I am here
tonight. That is why I am opposing
him—because I put the needs of our
children, the needs of our environment,
and the needs of our national security
in front of the needs of the biofuel in-
dustry. We need an Administrator who
has the patience, skill, and commit-
ment to public service in order to steer
the EPA through challenges that are
associated with protecting our public
health.

I, too, cannot believe Mr. Pruitt has
demonstrated that he has the qualities
needed to lead the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. I hope you will be
happy to know that is why I am oppos-
ing his nomination.

A constituent from Deerfield, IL,,
wrote to me:

I am writing to ask that you raise your
voice in Washington against Scott Pruitt as
President Trump’s nominee for EPA Admin-
istrator.

The EPA is an organization driven by
science and dedicated to protecting the cli-
mate and environment, not just for Ameri-
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cans but for all citizens of the Earth. Mr.
Pruitt, on the other hand, disagrees with a
vast majority of the scientific establishment
as to the extent of climate change and hu-
manity’s role in it. He has made a name for
himself by opposing EPA’s policies and mis-
sions in the past.

It is beyond me that anyone believes Mr.
Pruitt could effectively head the EPA and
lead it further in its mission to ensure we
are responsible stewards of this planet’s en-
vironment and resources. I ask that you do
your duty as a citizen of this planet and vote
“no’”’ on Mr. Pruitt for this position.

The EPA is an organization driven by
science and dedicated to protecting the cli-
mate and environment, not just for Ameri-
cans, but for all nations of the Earth. Mr.
Pruitt, on the other hand, disagrees with the
vast majority of the scientific establish-
ment. Vote no on Mr. Pruitt for this posi-
tion.

I hope you all do your duty as representa-
tives of the American people by vocalizing
our concerns with Mr. Pruitt to your fellow
Senators, urging them to see the fault in
President Trump’s nomination.

Respectfully, Ethan, Deerfield, IL.

Well, Ethan, I am doing exactly that.
That is why I am here today—to make
sure that our colleagues understand
how poorly suited Mr. Pruitt is to this
job of Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

Here is a letter from a Ph.D. student
from Northwestern University.

As a Northwestern University doctorate
student, I have chosen to devote my life to
the pursuit of scientific knowledge. I am
deeply troubled by the nomination of Scott
Pruitt, and I am really concerned about the
upcoming Senate vote.

The head of the EPA must uphold basic
science and should not be colluding with the
polluters they are required to regulate. Scott
Pruitt cannot be trusted to head the EPA, an
agency that is charged with protecting all
Americans from threats to their water, air,
and health.

Pruitt is also out of step with the vast ma-
jority of scientists, not only those working
in the field of climate change, but also those
who have dedicated their lives to protecting
our air and water. As a scientific agency
charged with protecting the public’s health
according to the best and most recent
science, the EPA deserves to be headed by
someone with a scientific background, or at
least an appreciation for scientific truth.

I strongly urge you as my Senator to stand
up for me and my neighbors, and I oppose
this nomination.

Thank you so much, Amanda Cook, from
North Lakeview Avenue in Chicago.

Well, Amanda, I get it. I am with
you. I, of course, did not pursue a Ph.D.
in a scientific field, but it doesn’t take
a Ph.D. in a scientific field to know
that a man who has sued the EPA over
a dozen times is not someone suitable
to lead the EPA; that a man who said
that he doesn’t know whether climate
change truly is scientific fact should
not be the man who is going to head
the Agency enforced with dealing with
the effects of global warming. He
should not be the person who is in
charge of the Agency that will be pro-
tecting our air and our water supply.

We have not even touched on what
the costs will be to this Nation if we
continue to neglect the well-being of
our environment. Rising rates of asth-
ma of our children will mean higher
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medical costs. Lead in the water supply
causing cognitive damage to our chil-
dren will mean that additional re-
sources must be spent in our schools in
order to provide those children with
the best opportunities that they can
have to grow and thrive and will also
result in greater medical bills to treat
those children for the rest of their
lives.

If you don’t believe me, just ask the
people of Flint, MI. They are dealing
with it every single day—every single
day—those parents of children who
have now been affected by the lead in
that water supply. And Mr. Pruitt
chooses to defend and protect the needs
of the biofuels industry over the needs
of our children. That is not someone
worthy of representing the American
people. That is not someone worthy of
heading this Agency.

Let’s just stick to Mr. Pruitt’s own
words, not the words of others, not the
words of my constituents, but his own
words. This is what he said about the
Agency that he has been chosen to
lead. Mr. Pruitt describes himself as “‘a
leading advocate against the EPA’s ac-
tivist agenda.”” He said this on his
LinkedIn page. We accessed this in
January of 2016.

On the role of the EPA he says:

I believe the EPA has a role to play in our
Republican form of government. Air and
water quality issues can cross State lines
and can sometimes require Federal interven-
tion. At the same time, the EPA was never
intended to be our Nation’s frontline envi-
ronmental regulator.

This was his testimony before the
House Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology in May of 2016.

I disagree with you. I disagree with
you, Mr. Pruitt, because I was there at
that hearing where there were both
State EPA officials as well as Federal
EPA officials trying to explain why
they allowed Detroit’s children to be
poisoned. And the Federal EPA official
knew about the lead in the water sup-
ply—in fact, had discovered it—and
they were so timid about pursuing it
that they waited too long and allowed
the State to continue to move forward.
Those Federal EPA officials were in-
deed on the frontline.

I asked the Regional Administrator,
Would you not rather be in front of
this committee today explaining why
you acted too quickly to save the
health and the future well-being of the
children of Flint than to be here in
front of us today explaining why you
allowed them to be poisoned, and not
exercise your right as the Federal EPA
to step in when the health and well-
being of American citizens were at
stake?

So Mr. Pruitt, I disagree with you.
The EPA was indeed intended to be one
of our Nation’s frontline environ-
mental regulators.

On climate change, Mr. Pruitt has
said:

Global warming has inspired one of the
major policy debates of our time. That de-
bate is far from settled. Scientists continue
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to disagree about the degree and extent of
global warming and its connections to the
actions of mankind. That debate should be
encouraged in classrooms, public forums, and
the halls of Congress.

Really. He is actually arguing that
we should be teaching false science and
should be encouraging it in classrooms
and public forums. I can’t think of
something that would be a greater dis-
service to America than for the EPA
Administrator to be someone who actu-
ally looks at scientific data—proven
scientific data, facts—and rejects
them. Yet, we know why he does. We
know from his history. We know from
his record in Oklahoma. He does it be-
cause the fossil fuel industry tells him
S0.

This is what he said about the Clean
Power Plan:

The President could announce the most
‘“‘state friendly’ plan possible, but it would
not change the fact that the administration
does not have the legal authority under the
Clean Air Act to regulate carbon emissions.

Yes, it does. Yes, it does, Mr. Pruitt.

He just said that in August of 2015.

Here is what he said on methane reg-
ulation:

My concern is that EPA is employing its
flawed methodology in order to rationalize
new and unjustified Federal regulations to
solve a methane emissions problem that sim-
ply does not exist.

This man does not believe in global
warming. This man does not believe in
scientific data.

If you don’t believe the scientists, at
least look at what is happening with
the storm systems, with what is hap-
pening to the climate that is changing
and affecting this Nation with in-
creased drought, increased flooding,
more severe weather, and erosion. We
had the first climate change refugees
of Louisiana where people who have
lived for generations in the gulf have
now seen their islands washed away
and have to be resettled.

Even if you don’t believe in the data,
believe your eyes and believe the facts.

Mr. Pruitt also said:

The record does not support EPA’s finding
that mercury poses public health hazards.
Human exposure to methylmercury resulting
from coal-fired EGUs is exceedingly small.

That is simply untrue.

On legislating, he has said:

Legislation should not be ‘“‘we like clean
air, so go make clean air.”” That is what
bothers me, that Congress gives this general
authority to EPA.

On Oklahoma’s race to the bottom on
environmental regulations—this has to
do with the Federal regional haze
standards—Mr. Pruitt said:

These standards threaten the competitive
edge Oklahoma has enjoyed for years with
low cost and reliable electric generation.
This low-cost energy not only benefits Okla-
homa manufacturers but gives us a consider-
able edge in recruiting new jobs.

He would rather increase the haze
and the pollution in the environment.
He would rather have an economic edge
at the expense of the people of OKkla-
homa who must live and breathe more
polluted air.
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This is what he said on the renewable
fuels standard:

The evidence is clear that the current eth-
anol fuel mandate is unworkable. The deci-
sion by the EPA to lower that standard is
good news for Oklahoma consumers.

What he means is that it is good
news for Oklahoma’s fossil fuel pro-
ducers. In fact, the renewable fuel
standards have been a success and we
should be adhering to them and we
should be keeping the renewable fuel
standards and supporting the pro-
ducers.

I will bet on the American farmer
any day of the week. Our farmers work
hard. Our farmers produce the corn for
ethanol right here in the United
States. I would rather invest in them
than in foreign oil. I would rather in-
vest in them and in a fuel that is clean-
burning versus a fuel that pollutes the
environment for the next generation of
our Nation.

Even if you don’t believe in the
science, believe in the dollars. Ethanol
and biofuels employ tens of thousands
of hard-working Americans all across
this great Nation. It accounts for large
proportions of the economies of the
farming States, including Illinois,
Iowa, Ohio. So even if you don’t be-
lieve, you should at least support our
farming communities.

It is a fact that Scott Pruitt is sim-
ply too extreme to lead the EPA. He
once wrote an entire op-ed questioning
the science of climate change. He said:

Global warming has inspired one of the
major policy debates of our time. That de-
bate is far from settled. Scientists continue
to disagree about the degree and extent of
global warming and its connection to the ac-
tions of mankind.

This is according to an op-ed written
by Scott Pruitt in the Tulsa World.

He goes on:

Healthy debate is the lifeblood of Amer-
ican democracy, and global warming has in-
spired one of the major policy debates of our
time. That debate is far from settled.

I agree that healthy debate is impor-
tant to democracy, but when that de-
bate is over and becomes an item of
fact, it is just simply silly, and in the
case of clean air and clean water and
climate change, it gets to be dan-
gerous.

His climate denial goes against the
scientific community. Ninety-seven
percent of scientists, including those at
NASA, agree that human activities are
causing climate change.

The 18 major national scientific orga-
nizations issued a joint statement with
the following conclusion:

Observations throughout the world make
it clear that climate change is occurring and
rigorous scientific research demonstrates
that the greenhouse gases emitted by human
activities are the primary driver.

Mr. Pruitt’s climate denial is also
against the will of the American peo-
ple. In fact, a New York Times/Stan-
ford poll from 2015 showed that 77 per-
cent of Americans support government
action to combat climate change. This
poll found that 83 percent of Ameri-
cans, including 61 percent of Repub-
licans, say that if nothing is done to
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reduce emissions, global warming will
be a serious problem in the future. Sev-
enty-seven percent of Americans, ac-
cording to this poll, say that the Fed-
eral Government should be doing a sub-
stantial amount to combat climate
change.

In a Wall Street Journal/NBC poll
from 2009, 67 percent of Americans stat-
ed that they supported EPA action to
curb carbon pollution from power-
plants, while only 29 percent opposed
them. In that same poll, 57 percent sup-
ported requiring companies to cut
emissions even if it means higher
power bills. This was an increase from
48 percent in October of 2009 to the poll
that was conducted in June of 2014.

Mr. Pruitt’s blatantly anti-environ-
ment agenda threatens public health.
He is unfit to lead an Agency that he
sued at every turn to block protections
for clean air and water. He sued the
EPA over the legality of the Clean
Power Plan. He claims that the EPA
does not have the authority under the
Clean Air Act to regulate greenhouse
gas emissions.

Since becoming Oklahoma’s top legal
officer in 2011, Mr. Pruitt has unsuc-
cessfully attempted to stop vital pro-
tections of public health—unsuccess-
fully. This includes standards for re-
ducing soot and smog pollution that
crosses interstate lines; protections
against emissions of mercury, arsenic,
acid gases, and other toxic pollutants
from powerplants; and standards to im-
prove air quality in national parks and
wilderness areas. Hach time he has
done this, he has failed. Yet he con-
tinues to file suit.

He did many of these suits in con-
junction with the fossil fuel industry.
Some of those suits are still out-
standing. Yet he has said—he has re-
fused to commit to recusing himself
from any of these lawsuits that may
come in front of the EPA while he is
the Administrator of the Agency. That
is a conflict of interest. He will simply
become the plaintiff, the judge, and the
jury if he does not recuse himself. But
of course that is his goal. His goal is to
dismantle the EPA. His goal is to dis-
mantle the Clean Water Act. His goal
is to take away the authority of the
EPA to regulate and protect those ac-
tivities that affect our environment.

Mr. Pruitt launched three separate
failed lawsuits against EPA’s clean air
rules, the regional haze cross-state air
pollution rule, and the mercury and air
toxics protections, otherwise known as
MATSs. The Supreme Court flat-out re-
jected Mr. Pruitt’s challenges to the
EPA’s mercury standards. Thank God,
because it protects millions of children
from the effects of mercury, arsenic,
and other dangers neurotoxins from
coal plants.

Mr. Pruitt wants to block the EPA’s
clean water rule, which will protect the
drinking water for over 117 million—
that is one in three—Americans. One in
three Americans gets drinking water
from streams that lacked clear protec-
tions before the clean water rule.
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According to analysis of over 1,200
peer-reviewed scientific reports, small
streams and wetlands play a critical
role in the health of larger downstream
bodies, such as rivers, lakes, bays, and
coastal waters.

Mr. Pruitt doesn’t even want the
EPA to study fracking’s potential links
to water contamination. As recently as
2014, he sent a letter to the EPA Office
of Inspector General warning against
preliminary research into threats to
water resources posed by hydraulic
fracturing. He said he believed EPA’s
efforts to study whether fracking was
linked to groundwater contamination
was politically motivated. He is even
afraid of a study. Not only is he trying
to block the EPA’s ability to regulate,
he doesn’t even want the EPA to study
it. He doesn’t even want it to have the
chance to develop the data to show
that our water supply is under danger
from fracking.

This man doesn’t believe in scientific
data, but he is afraid of it. If he weren’t
afraid of it, he would support these
studies because they would show that
he was right. But here is the problem:
He is not right. He is wrong. The sci-
entific data shows that such activities
pollute our water supply.

Mr. Pruitt has repeatedly failed to
act to protect the people of Oklahoma
from increasingly powerful earth-
quakes caused by fossil fuel extraction
through the process of fracking as well.
We have had a string of level 5 mag-
nitude earthquakes hit the State of
Oklahoma. Scientists have indicated
that they are being caused by a dra-
matic rise in the use of hydraulic frac-
turing—fracking—to produce oil and
gas. The problem lies in the massive
volumes of wastewater unearthed in
the process of unlocking o0il and gas.
Operators typically dump salty waste-
water, injecting high volumes of fluid
into the disposal wells dug thousands
of feet below the Earth’s surface, but
the pressure from wastewater is wreak-
ing havoc on Oklahoma’s fault lines.

The Oklahoma Geological Survey
bluntly concluded last year that it was
very likely that the majority of earth-
quakes that ripped through the central
and northern regions of the State were
caused by this process of injecting
wastewater into disposal wells. This
was reported by NBC News in Novem-
ber of 2016.

In 2016, the National Review reported
that Mr. Pruitt compared taking on
Big Oil to offenses committed by the
British leading to the American Revo-
lution. It said:

The United States was born out of a revo-
lution against, in the words of the Declara-
tion of Independence, an ‘‘arbitrary govern-
ment”’ that put men on trial for ‘‘pretended
offenses” and ‘‘abolish[ed] the Free System
of English laws.” Brave men and women
stood up to that oppressive government, and
this, the greatest democracy of them all, one
that is governed by the rule of law and not
by men, is the product.

Some of our States have forgotten
this founding principle and are acting
less like Jefferson and Adams and more
like George III.
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A group of Democratic attorneys
general has announced it intends to
criminally investigate oil and gas com-
panies that have disputed the science
behind manmade global warming.
Backed by green energy interests and
environmental lobbying groups, the co-
alition has promised to use intrusive
investigations, costly litigations, and
criminal prosecutions to silence critics
of its climate change agenda. This is
from the National Review.

He is comparing the efforts to take
on Big 0il to offenses committed by
the British leading to the American
Revolution. I will take on Big Oil any
day. I think it is important for our Na-
tion’s future.

As we have heard during the course
of this debate, those of us who are
troubled by the prospect of Mr. Pruitt
becoming EPA Administrator believe
that the process to this point has been
marred by his failure to provide us
with the information we feel we need
to evaluate his suitability to serve in
this critical role. Meanwhile, our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
argue that Mr. Pruitt has been fully
forthcoming. So let’s put this dispute
aside and turn our attention to a ques-
tion Mr. Pruitt did answer. It may be
among the most revealing of his re-
sponses. Unfortunately, what his an-
swer reveals is the precise reason so
many of us and so many of the people
we represent are opposed to his con-
firmation and convinced he is abso-
lutely the wrong person to head the
agency.

Senator CARPER asked Mr. Pruitt:
Are there any other EPA regulations
that are on the books today that you
do support?

Mr. Pruitt declined to name a single
one. Not one. He has many that he
could choose from. In fact, the question
should have been something of a soft-
ball, in my view, giving him a chance
to embrace the EPA’s core mission as a
public health Agency. He couldn’t find
a single regulation that he could sup-
port within the EPA. The man who is
supposed to be heading the EPA could
not think of a single regulation of this
Agency that he could support.

Instead, what Mr. Pruitt does not
seem to grasp is that EPA regulations
are not simply policies to be litigated.
In reality, they are lifesaving protec-
tions for so many Americans, and they
create millions of dollars of net bene-
fits.

Let’s take a look at some of the pub-
lic health environmental protections
Mr. Pruitt cannot bring himself to sup-
port.

The mercury and air toxic standards
have been projected to save up to 11,000
lives annually from premature deaths—
11,000 lives annually from premature
deaths, saved because of these regula-
tions. They also prevent heart attacks
and avoid 5,700 emergency room visits.
That translates into over $80 billion in
net benefits in a single year. That is a
lot of lives saved, illnesses avoided, and
economic benefits created that a
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would-be EPA Administrator
bring himself to support.

Of course, we should have expected
Mr. Pruitt to name that rule since he
has sued to block it twice, the second
time being after EPA modified the rule
to address concerns raised by the Su-
preme Court. Perhaps the number of
rules we could expect Mr. Pruitt to
support is a bit smaller than we might
have thought since he blocked so many
of them. In case after case after case,
he has sued to block the EPA from
working to save lives, prevent ill-
nesses, and create economic benefits.

He has sued on behalf of Oklahoma to
block the cross-state air pollution rule,
otherwise known as the good neighbor
rule. That rule cuts the pollution that
leads to dangerous, sometimes deadly,
urban smog and soot. When he sued, he
was suing to block the American public
from enjoying the following benefits:
up to 34,000 lives saved per year, along
with some $280 billion in health bene-
fits.

When Mr. Pruitt brought an action
against EPA’s health-based standards
for ground-level ozone, he was standing
in opposition to the protections that
would help avoid 660 premature deaths
and over 230,000 asthma attacks, while
creating $4.5 billion in health benefits
net of cost. Even if you don’t believe in
the science, you should at least believe
in the dollars and cents of the lives
saved. Yet he continues to sue the EPA
to oppose these regulations.

Although Mr. Pruitt has been a tire-
less litigator, he has not challenged
every one of EPA’s public health pro-
tections. But still, when asked, the
man who wants to become the Admin-
istrator of the EPA could not name a
single regulation of the Agency that he
is about to take charge of that he sup-
ported. That means, for example, Mr.
Pruitt probably doesn’t support a rule
that reduces the sulfur in gasoline so
that emission control devices on cars
can work more effectively. Don’t we all
want cars to work effectively? I guess
he doesn’t. This particular rule stands
to create net benefits of up to $17.5 bil-
lion by 2030. Those dollar figures in-
clude the benefit of saving up to 2,000
lives and preventing 2,220 hospital ad-
missions and asthma-related emer-
gency room visits.

In 2015, the EPA set standards for the
emissions of toxic air pollutants at re-
fineries. As a result, 1.4 million fewer
people will be exposed to cancer risks,
yielding a 15- to 20-percent reduction in
cancer incidents linked to refinery air
pollution. According to his answer, Mr.
Pruitt—who is seeking to be the EPA
Administrator—doesn’t support those
advancements in public health.

He also doesn’t support rules that are
protecting the brain development of
our children from exposure to lead in
both gasoline and paint. Otherwise, he
may have answered my colleague Mr.
CARPER by saying that he supported
the highly successful gasoline lead
phaseout that dates all the way back
to 1988. That regulation produced

can’t
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health benefits to the tune of over $6
billion. He didn’t even indicate that he
supports a rule addressing childhood
lead exposure and renovation repair
and painting.

Mr. Pruitt didn’t even tell us that he
supports rules that put or keep money
in the pockets of families and busi-
nesses along with the environmental
benefits they deliver.

EPA’s greenhouse gas and fuel effi-
ciency standards for cars and light-
duty trucks are calculated to save fam-
ilies $1.7 trillion—that is a “‘t”’—in fuel
costs.

The EPA’s 2012 rule limiting the
emissions of volatile organic com-
pounds in natural gas production were
calculated to create up to $19 million
in cost savings in 2015 alone because of
the value of the material recovered in
the process of controlling emissions.
Those benefits, however, did not in-
spire Mr. Pruitt to support them.

The list of health protections Mr.
Pruitt does not support goes on and on.
It includes health-based standards for
fine particles or soot which will
achieve between $3.7 billion and $9 bil-
lion in health benefits net of cost.

All of the rules I have mentioned are
just a representative sample, nowhere
near an exhaustive list.

When Mr. Pruitt declined to name a
single environmental regulation he
supported, he showed us how little he
supports the central mission of the
EPA, which is not to produce rules and
regulations but to take action that cre-
ates health, environmental, and eco-
nomic benefits for the American peo-
ple.

Clearly, along with much of the rest
of his record, Mr. Pruitt is declining to
tell us he does support the health and
environment protection EPA has estab-
lished. It shows why he is not a suit-
able candidate to lead this Agency. He
has shown throughout his career that
he has a blatantly anti-environmental
agenda, and this agenda threatens pub-
lic health. He is not fit to lead this
Agency—an Agency that he has sued
every single chance he has gotten to
block protections for clean air and
water. I wonder why he does that. I
wonder why.

Well, this might be a reason why. Ac-
cording to the National Institute on
Money and State Politics—we accessed
this in December of last year, just a
few months ago—it appears that Mr.
Pruitt has received over $314,000 from
fossil fuel industries since 2002. Accord-
ing to them, Scott Pruitt has received
a total of $314,996. He received $8,201 in
2002, $76,970 in 2006, $112,150 in 2010, and
$117,775 in 2014.

It keeps growing and growing. I guess
he is being rewarded by the fossil fuel
industry for suing the EPA over and
over. I can’t imagine why they would
continue to give him more money,
other than the fact that he keeps suing
the EPA.

He has used letters written by Devon
Energy lawyers to send to the EPA. Ac-
cording to the New York Times, he

S1325

sent a letter to the EPA from his own
office that was written by lawyers of
Devon Energy, one of Oklahoma’s big
oil and gas companies, and was brought
to him by their chief lobbyist. Their
chief lobbyist, Mr. William Whitsitt, at
the time directed government relations
for the company, and had presented a
note to Mr. Pruitt’s office. Mr. Pruitt
had taken Devon’s draft, copied it onto
State government stationery with only
a few word changes and sent it to
Washington with the attorney gen-
eral’s signature.

I don’t think that is acceptable, and
I certainly don’t think that it is a suit-
able way for someone who is going to
head the EPA to conduct himself.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
January 17 letter from the African
American environmental justice com-
munity leaders.

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

JANUARY 17, 2017.

Hon. JOHN BARRASSO,

Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. THOMAS R. CARPER,

Ranking Member, Committee on Environment
and Public Works, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS BARRASSO AND CARPER:

Please name one achievement by Scott
Pruitt, as Oklahoma State Attorney Gen-
eral, that has improved the environment or
protected civil rights. Don’t bother to
Google it because the answer is NONE.

As the African American leaders of envi-
ronmental justice organizations, we urge the
Senators serving on the Environment and
Public Works Committee to oppose the con-
firmation of Scott Pruitt as Administrator
of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agen-
cy. We are outraged that Mr. Pruitt promises
to set back and dismantle the policies and
programs we have worked for more than 30
years to develop with community organiza-
tions across the nation. These policies were
developed pursuant to both federal civil
rights laws and environmental laws in order
to remove racial disparities in environ-
mental protection.

As you know, the Senate’s Environment
and Public Works Committee has scheduled
a hearing on January 18, 2017 to examine the
nomination of Mr. Pruitt to the office of the
EPA Administrator by President-Elect Don-
ald Trump. There is nothing in Mr. Pruitt’s
record as the current Oklahoma State Attor-
ney General to demonstrate that he would be
dedicated to the mission of the EPA, which
is to protect human health and the environ-
ment. Nor does his career indicate any ac-
tion to improve environmental conditions in
people of color communities, who are dis-
proportionately burdened with pollution.

Mr. Pruitt seeks to rise to the position of
EPA Administrator as a reward for his ef-
forts to block the EPA from mitigating the
harmful effects of pollution ‘‘outside the
fence-line’’ of toxic industries.

Let’s be clear: the people who live beyond
the fence of polluting industrial facilities
and suffer the acute, chronic, cumulative
and synergistic effects of exposure to pollu-
tion are predominantly African American
and other people of color.

Mr. Pruitt appears to relish the oppor-
tunity to remove standards that are protec-
tive of our basic rights to a healthy and safe
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environment. Case in point: Mr. Pruitt’s dog-
ged effort to axe the Obama Administra-
tion’s Clean Power Plan would have dev-
astating effects on predominantly African
American communities. The Clean Power
Plan requires the reduction of carbon pollu-
tion from power plants. It is the first federal
air quality standard to establish require-
ments for states to achieve environmental
justice. These requirements are based on the
egregious fact that 78% of power plants are
disproportionately located in close prox-
imity to people of color and poor commu-
nities. The Clean Power Plan recognizes the
vulnerability of people of color and poor
communities to the disastrous effects of cli-
mate change, which is brought on by the
burning of fossil fuels. In the U.S., the larg-
est source of pollution driving climate
change is power plants. Additionally, this air
quality standard direct states to ensure
meaningful and effective participation of
vulnerable communities in developing state
plans for reducing power plant pollution.

We recognize that the biggest climate and
environmental threats to our nation and
planet are fueled, in part, by racial dispari-
ties in environmental protection. Industrial
sites and major transportation routes are
disproportionately located in and around
predominantly African American neighbor-
hoods, where residents are daily exposed to
the smokestack and vehicle emissions that
warm the planet as well as trigger asthma
attacks and cause other severe health prob-
lems. We cannot effectively confront the
threats of climate change by confirming Mr.
Pruitt, a climate denier, to the post of EPA
Administrator. We also cannot pursue rem-
edies for racial disparities in environmental
protection with Mr. Pruitt at the helm of the
EPA, as he has shown himself to be hostile
to preventing pollution that occurs dis-
proportionately in communities of color.

We need an EPA Administrator who will
work to remedy the persistent and pervasive
problem of environmental racism that re-
sults in:

79% of African Americans living in pol-
luted neighborhoods;

African American children being three to
five times more likely than white children to
be hospitalized or die from asthma;

African Americans in 19 states being more
than twice as likely as whites to live in
neighborhoods with high pollution Ilevels,
compared to Hispanics in 12 states and
Asians in 7 states;

more than 68% of African Americans living
within 30 miles of a coal-fired power plant—
the distance within which the maximum neg-
ative health effects of the smokestack plume
are expected to occur—compared with 56% of
whites and 39% of Latinos who live in the
same proximity to a coal-fired power plant;

African Americans being more vulnerable
than whites to climate change, and less like-
ly than whites to recover from disastrous
weather events;

the percentage of African Americans living
near the fence line of a chemical plant is 75%
greater than for the US as a whole, and the
percentage of Latinos is 60% greater; and

predominantly African American neighbor-
hoods with households incomes between
$50,000 and $60,000 being more polluted than
predominantly white neighborhoods with
households incomes below $10,000.

There is nothing in Mr. Pruitt’s record as
Oklahoma State Attorney General to indi-
cate that he would be sensitive to and will-
ing to help communities throughout the
United States, where African Americans and
other people of color disproportionately suf-
fer and die from unhealthy environmental
conditions, which also contribute to climate
change. For all of the reasons stated above,
we urge you to take a stand in opposing the
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confirmation of Mr. Pruitt as EPA Adminis-
trator.

Should you have any questions, please do
not hesitate to contact Dr. Beverly Wright,
Executive Director of the Deep South Center
for Environmental Justice, Inc.

Sincerely,

Dr. Beverly Wright, Executive Director,
Deep South Center for Environmental Jus-
tice, Inc; Dr. Robert D. Bullard, Distin-
guished Professor, Urban Planning and Envi-
ronmental Policy, Texas Southern Univer-
sity; Ms. Peggy Shepard, WeACT for Envi-
ronmental Justice; Rev. Lennox Yearwood
Jr., President/CEO, Hip Hop Caucus; Ms.
Francis Gilcreast, President, NAACP—Flint
Branch; Dr. Charlotte Keys, Executive Direc-

tor, Jesus People Against Pollution; Rev.
Leo Woodberry, Director, Kingdom Living
Temple; Mrs. Sylvia Scineaux-Richard,

President, East New Orleans Advisory Com-
mission; Mr. Hilton Kelley, Founder & Direc-
tor, Community In-Power & Development
Association; Mr. Kali Akuno, Co-Director,
Cooperation Jackson; Mr. David Fellows,
Dehlson Chair of Environmental Studies, Di-
rector, Global Environmental Justice
Project, University of California, Santa Bar-
bara; Ms. Sharon E. Lewis, Executive Direc-
tor, Connecticut Coalition for Environ-
mental Justice.

Major Joe Womack, Vice-President, Mobile
Environmental Justice Action Coalition; Mr.
Arthur Johnson, Chief Executive Officer,
Lower Ninth Ward Center for Sustainable
Engagement; Ms. Katherine T. Egland,
Chairperson, Environmental and Climate
Justice Committee, NAACP National Board
of Directors; Ms. Rebecca O. Johnson, Con-
sultant, Road Map Consulting, c/o Common
Counsel Foundation; Ms. Donele Wilkins,
President/CEO, Green Door Initiative; Rev.
James Caldwell, Executive Director, Coali-
tion of Community Organizations; Dr. Mil-
dred McClain, Executive Director, Harambee
House, Inc.; Ms. Ruth Story, Executive Di-
rector, Education, Economics, Environ-
mental, Climate and Health Organization;
Mr. Derrick Evans, Director, Turkey Creek
Community Initiatives; Mrs. Dorothy
McWilliams, Concerned Citizens for Melia;
Rev. Calvin Avant, Director, Unity in the
Family Ministry; Ms. Bridgett Murray, Di-
rector, Achieving Community Tasks Suc-
cessfully; Mr. Brian Butler, Communications
Outreach, Director, Air Alliance Houston.

Ms. DUCKWORTH. Mr. President, as
is stated in this letter, it says:

As the African American leaders of envi-
ronmental justice organizations, we urge the
Senators serving on the Environment and
Public Works Committee to oppose the con-
firmation of Scott Pruitt as Administrator
of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agen-
cy. We are outraged that Mr. Pruitt promises
to set back and dismantle the policies and
programs we have worked for more than 30
years to develop with community organiza-
tions across the nation.

There is nothing in Mr. Pruitt’s record as
current Oklahoma State Attorney General
to demonstrate that he would be dedicated
to the mission of the EPA, which is to pro-
tect human health and the environment. Nor
does his career indicate any action to im-
prove environmental conditions in people
color communities, who disproportionately
burdened with pollution.

Mr. Pruitt appears to relish the oppor-
tunity to remove standards that are protec-
tive of our basic rights to a healthy and safe
environment. Case in point: Mr. Pruitt’s dog-
ged effort to axe the Obama Administra-
tion’s Clean Power Plan would have dev-
astating effects on predominantly African
American communities.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a

February 17, 2017

January 17 letter from the leaders of
over 20 regional and nationwide Latino
civic organizations to Members of the
Senate.

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

[January 17, 2017]
LATINOS OPPOSE SCOTT PRUITT FOR EPA
ADMINISTRATOR

DEAR SENATOR: As Latino leaders, mem-
bers and representatives of the undersigned
organizations committed to efforts that sup-
port our communities’ health, advancement,
safety and well-being, and on behalf of the
concerned communities we represent, we
strongly urge you to oppose the president-
elect’s nominee to lead the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency, Oklahoma Attor-
ney General Scott Pruitt.

Mr. Pruitt has made a career of suing the
Environmental Protection Agency, and has
used his office to attack lifesaving public
health protections time and time again. His
record exhibits a reckless disregard for pub-
lic health and a deeply troubling contempt
for the very mission of the agency he has
been nominated to lead. Mr. Pruitt denies
the science of climate change, suing to block
national standards to fight this crisis; he has
fought against clean air protections, oppos-
ing the Mercury and Air Toxics standard
which would prevent premature deaths and
asthma attacks; he has sued the EPA to
overturn clean water safeguards for more
than half of the nation’s waterways, includ-
ing streams that feed into the drinking
water supplies of hundreds of millions of
Americans. Scott Pruitt is simply unfit to
lead the EPA and, if confirmed, would pose a
danger to our communities.

Latinos overwhelmingly support actions to
fight climate change. We recognize the im-
portance of protecting the environment: 97
percent of Latinos agree we have a moral ob-
ligation to take care of our environment. In
December, the National Hispanic Leadership
Agenda, a coalition of 40 of the leading
Latino organizations nationwide, voiced
their opposition to Mr. Pruitt’s nomination,
stating that they were ‘‘particularly trou-
bled by this choice,” and pointing to the
prevalence of asthma and other respiratory
diseases among Latinos living near polluting
power plants, truck routes, and factories; as
well as the large number Latinos who are
employed in outdoor occupations, including
agriculture, where they are exposed to
health hazards, bad air quality, and the im-
pacts of extreme weather.

Americans did not vote for more air pollu-
tion, toxics, or dirty water, nor did they vote
to undo critical protections that safeguard
our children and communities. We did not
vote for more climate change or dirty en-
ergy. Putting the EPA in Mr. Pruitt’s hands
does just that: he will threaten our chil-
dren’s health, turn back the clock on land-
mark efforts to clean up our air, water and
climate, and imperil the United States’ posi-
tion as a global clean energy leader.

We call on you to publicly declare your
commitment to stand up for our right to
breathe clean air, drink clean water, and be
protected from pollution. We urge you to
vote against all legislative proposals that
would in any way repeal, weaken or under-
mine these rights, laws and safeguards. Our
community is counting on you to protect us
by voting to reject Scott Pruitt’s nomina-
tion for Administrator of the U.S. EPA.

Ms. DUCKWORTH. Stated in this let-
ter, it says:

As Latino leaders, members and represent-
atives of the undersigned organizations com-
mitted to efforts that support our commu-
nities’ health, advancement, safety, and
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well-being, and on behalf of the concerned
communities we represent, we strongly urge
you to oppose the president-elect’s nominee
to lead the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy. Latinos overwhelmingly support actions
to fight climate change. We recognize the
importance of protecting the environment:
97 percent of Latinos agree we have a moral
obligation to take care of our environment.
In December, the National Hispanic Leader-
ship Agenda, a coalition of 40 of the leading
Latino organizations mnationwide, voiced
their opposition to Mr. Pruitt’s nomination.

Putting the EPA in Mr. Pruitt’s hands will
threaten our children’s health, turn back the
clock on landmark efforts to clean up our
air, water and climate, and imperil the
United States’ position as a global lead en-
ergy leader.

I am also deeply concerned that we
are holding this vote so quickly, when
not all of the evidence of Mr. Pruitt’s
activities has been brought to light.

The fact of the matter is that we are
still waiting for almost 2,000 emails to
be released from his time as the Okla-
homa State attorney general. Only on
Thursday afternoon was there a ruling
that said those emails must be re-
leased. Yet we are going to hold a vote,
and my colleagues will be forced to
make a decision on behalf of the con-
stituents of their great States based on
incomplete information.

I don’t understand the need to rush
this. I don’t understand why we would
hold this vote so soon, so quickly,
when there are other nominees for
other positions in the President’s Cabi-
net whom we could vote on, who do not
have 2,000 hidden emails waiting to be
released, waiting to be reviewed.

I served on the Benghazi Committee
in the House. I have to tell you that
one of the refrains I heard over and
over from my Republican colleagues,
Republican voices, was that they just
wanted to pursue transparency, and
they wanted to see all the emails, and
yet the very same people who were so
dogged not too long ago now don’t care
to look at any emails when it comes to
Mr. Pruitt.

Why is that? Why are we so eager to
have this vote? Do you just want him
to start dismantling the EPA that
much sooner? Can’t we wait a week? I
think we are doing a disservice to the
gentlemen and women who serve in
this body. They deserve to have com-
plete information before we hold this
vote. I think those emails that would
be disclosed deserve to be looked at.
They deserve the light of day—trans-
parency—so that we can continue to
evaluate and truly have more complete
information on Mr. Pruitt and his time
as the Oklahoma State attorney gen-
eral before we pass this vote.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
February 6 Iletter from mnearly 500
former employees of the EPA to Leader
McCCONNELL.

There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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FEBRUARY 6, 2017.
Subject: Concerns about Scott Pruitt’s quali-
fications to serve as EPA Administrator.

Hon. MI1TCH MCCONNELL,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL AND THE U.S.
SENATE: We write as former employees of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to
share our concerns about Oklahoma Attor-
ney General Scott Pruitt’s qualifications to
serve as the next EPA Administrator in light
of his record in Oklahoma. Our perspective is
not partisan. Having served under both Re-
publican and Democratic presidents, we rec-
ognize each new Administration’s right to
pursue different policies within the param-
eters of existing law and to ask Congress to
change the laws that protect public health
and the environment as it sees fit.

However, every EPA Administrator has a
fundamental obligation to act in the public’s
interest based on current law and the best
available science. Mr. Pruitt’s record raises
serious questions about whose interests he
has served to date and whether he agrees
with the longstanding tenets of U.S. environ-
mental law.

Our nation has made tremendous progress
in ensuring that every American has clean
air to breathe, clean water to drink and
uncontaminated land on which to live, work
and play. Anyone who visits Beijing is re-
minded of what some cities in the U.S. once
looked like before we went to work as a peo-
ple to combat pollution. Much of EPA’s work
involves preserving those gains, which
should not be taken for granted. There are
also emerging new threats as well as serious
gaps in our environmental safety net, as the
drinking water crisis in Flint, Michigan,
painfully demonstrates.

Our environmental laws are based on a
partnership that requires EPA to set na-
tional standards and gives states latitude
when implementing them so long as certain
minimum criteria are satisfied. This ap-
proach recognizes that Americans have an
equal right to clean air and water, no matter
where they live, and allows states to com-
pete for business without having to sacrifice
public health or environmental quality.

Our environmental laws include provisions
directing EPA to allow for a ‘“‘margin of safe-
ty’’ when assessing risks, which is intended
to limit exposure to pollutants when it is
reasonable to expect they may harm the pub-
lic health, even when all the scientific evi-
dence is not yet in. For example, EPA’s first
Administrator, Bill Ruckelshaus, chose to
limit the amount of lead in gasoline before
all doubt about its harmfulness to public
health was erased. His action spared much of
the harm that some countries still face as re-
sult of the devastating effects of lead on
human health. Similarly, early action to re-
duce exposure to fine particle pollution
helped avoid thousands of premature deaths
from heart and lung disease. The magnitude
and severity of those risks did not become
apparent until much later.

Mr. Pruitt’s record and public statements
strongly suggest that he does not share the
vision or agree with the underlying prin-
ciples of our environmental laws. Mr. Pruitt
has shown no interest in enforcing environ-
mental laws, a critically important function
for EPA. While serving as Oklahoma’s top
law enforcement officer, Mr. Pruitt issued
more than 50 press releases celebrating law-
suits to overturn EPA standards to limit
mercury emissions from power plants, reduce
smog levels in cities and regional haze in
parks, clean up the Chesapeake Bay and con-
trol greenhouse gas emissions. In contrast,
none of Mr. Pruitt’s many press releases
refer to any action he has taken to enforce
environmental laws or to actually reduce
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pollution. This track record likely reflects
his disturbing decision to close the environ-
mental enforcement unit in his office while
establishing a new litigation team to chal-
lenge EPA and other federal agencies.

He has claimed credit for an agreement to
protect the Illinois River that did little more
than confirm phosphorus limits established
much earlier, while delaying their enforce-
ment another three years.

In a similar vein, Mr. Pruitt has gone to
disturbing lengths to advance the views and
interests of business. For example, he signed
and sent a letter as Oklahoma Attorney Gen-
eral criticizing EPA estimates of emissions
from oil and gas wells, without disclosing
that it had been drafted in its entirety by
Devon Energy. He filed suit on behalf of
Oklahoma to block a California law requir-
ing humane treatment of poultry. The fed-
eral court dismissed the case after finding
that the lawsuit was brought not to benefit
the citizens of Oklahoma but a handful of
large egg producers perfectly capable of rep-
resenting their own interests. To mount his
challenge to EPA’s rule to reduce carbon pol-
lution from power plants, he took the un-
usual step of accepting free help from a pri-
vate law firm. By contrast, there is little or
no evidence of Mr. Pruitt taking initiative to
protect and advance public health and envi-
ronmental protection in his state. Mr. Pru-
itt’s office has apparently acknowledged
3,000 emails and other documents reflecting
communications with certain oil and gas
companies, but has yet to make any of these
available in response to a Freedom of Infor-
mation Act request filed more than two
years ago.

Contrary to the cooperative federalism
that he promotes, Mr. Pruitt has suggested
that EPA should refrain from trying to con-
trol pollution that crosses state lines. For
example, he intervened to support a Farm
Bureau lawsuit that would have overturned a
cooperative agreement between five states
and EPA to clean up the Chesapeake Bay
(the court rejected the challenge). When
asked how a state can protect its citizens
from pollution that originates outside its
borders, Mr. Pruitt said in his Senate testi-
mony that states should resolve these dis-
putes on their own, with EPA providing ‘‘in-
formational” support once an agreement is
reached. But the 1972 Clean Water Act di-
rects EPA to review state water quality
plans, require any improvements needed to
make waters ‘‘fishable and swimmable,” and
to review and approve plans to limit pollut-
ant loads to protect water quality. EPA’s
power to set standards and limit pollution
that crosses state lines is exactly what en-
sures every American clean air and water,
and gives states the incentive to negotiate
and resolve transboundary disputes.

We are most concerned about Mr. Pruitt’s
reluctance to accept and act on the strong
scientific consensus on climate change. Our
country’s own National Research Council,
the principal operating arm of the National
Academies of Science and Engineering, con-
cluded in a 2010 report requested by Congress
that human activity is altering the climate
to an extent that poses grave risks to Ameri-
cans’ health and welfare. More recent sci-
entific data and analyses have only con-
firmed the Council’s conclusion and added to
the urgency of addressing the problem.

Despite this and other authoritative warn-
ings about the dangers of climate change,
Mr. Pruitt persists in pointing to uncer-
tainty about the precise extent of human-
ity’s contribution to the problem as a basis
for resisting taking any regulatory action to
help solve it. At his Senate confirmation
hearing, he stated that that ‘‘science tells us
that the climate is changing, and that
human activity in some manner impacts
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that change. The ability to measure with
precision the degree and extent of that im-
pact, and what to do about it, are subject to
continuing debate and dialogue, and well it
should be.” This is a familiar dodge—empha-
sizing uncertainty about the precise amount
of humanity’s contribution while ignoring
the broad scientific consensus that human
activities are largely responsible for dan-
gerous warming of our planet and that ac-
tion is urgently needed before it is too late.

Mr. Pruitt’s indulgence in this dodge raises
the fundamental question of whether he
agrees with the precautionary principle re-
flected in our nation’s environmental stat-
utes. Faithful execution of our environ-
mental laws requires effectively combating
climate change to minimize its potentially
catastrophic impacts before it is too late.

The American people have been served by
EPA Administrators, Republicans and Demo-
crats, who have embraced their responsi-
bility to protect public health and the envi-
ronment. Different administrators have
come to different conclusions about how best
to apply the law in view of the science, and
many of their decisions have been challenged
in court, sometimes successfully, for either
going too far or not far enough. But in the
large majority of cases it was evident to us
that they put the public’s welfare ahead of
private interests. Scott Pruitt has not dem-
onstrated this same commitment.

Thank you for considering our views.

Ms. DUCKWORTH. The unemotional
appeal lays out the facts directly and
clearly and, as such, reads as a scath-
ing condemnation of the Oklahoma at-
torney general. Stated in this letter it
says:

Our perspective is not partisan. . . . Hav-
ing served under both Republican and Demo-
cratic presidents, we recognize each new Ad-
ministration’s right to pursue different poli-
cies within the parameters of existing law
and to ask Congress to change the laws that
protect public health and the environment as
it sees fit.

In the large majority of cases it was evi-
dent to us that they put the public’s welfare
ahead of private interests. . . . Scott Pruitt
has not demonstrated this same commit-
ment.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PERDUE). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
come to the floor this morning to join
my colleagues to speak on the nomina-
tion of Scott Pruitt to be Adminis-
trator of the EPA. Like my colleagues
who have been out here tonight, the
great Senator from Illinois, Senator
DUCKWORTH, and my colleague from
Hawaii who preceded her, we are here
to talk about the importance of our en-
vironment and what a critical asset it
is to each of our regions of the United
States.

Certainly, you can say for the State
of Washington that the environment is
our economy—the beautiful aspects of
our clean water, the resources of our
beautiful mountains and wonderful
streams, Puget Sound itself, our moun-
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tains that so many of my colleagues
ask me about. These are all assets that
make Washington State a great place
to live, work, and recreate in.

Our companies would tell you that
one of the great things they have in re-
cruiting people to the State of Wash-
ington is that it is a competitive ad-
vantage to say their business is located
in Washington. People understand
what that means to the quality of life
and to the opportunities for those
workers. It is with that in mind that I
rise in strong opposition to this nomi-
nation.

I had a chance yesterday to discuss
Mr. Pruitt and to discuss some of the
concerns that I have with his role as
Administrator, and in Oklahoma in the
attorney general slot, and also his
nomination process. Many of my col-
leagues this morning have brought up
his record, what that record represents,
and their concerns about his answers
to very important questions.

This is about stewardship. Steward-
ship is about how we are going to man-
age our resources and apply the laws of
clean air and clean water to protect
not just this generation of Americans,
but future generations of Americans.

Mr. Pruitt’s poor environmental
record—in my opinion, he is choosing
to side with those companies that have
been polluters of clean water and failed
to protect in an aggressive way the im-
portant public health issues that were
before people in his State.

Obviously, there is a big discussion
tonight. My colleagues have been out
here discussing whether there is trans-
parency in OKklahoma regarding his
ability to discuss with them his fail-
ures or his successes, if you will, in a
public process. That is why people have
been demanding these emails. These
important documents are things that,
not only the people of Oklahoma, but
people in the U.S. Senate have a right
to have answers to as we consider his
nomination.

I join my colleague from Hawaii in
saying, What is the rush? What is the
rush to push forward somebody as an
administrator for something that is
about the stewardship of our air and
water—something that is going to be
important, not just to our generation
but future generations? We want an
EPA Administrator who is going to
protect that. That is what we want to
know: Are you going to be an aggres-
sive steward for future generations?

I had an opportunity a couple of
years ago to hear one of the great au-
thors who has written all these books
about economics. He was talking about
the great implosion of the economy in
2008, 2009. His point was that was going
to cost future generations—not just
this generation, but maybe three gen-
erations of Americans were going to be
affected by that big great recession of
our economy. It is the same issue to-
night.

Our future environment is going to
be impacted, not just for today, but for
future generations by what the next
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EPA Administrator does. It is critical
that we recognize the important need
for clean air and clean water now and
take steps to be aggressive about it.

This is something that is important
to our State because it is affecting us
economically. It is affecting us with
water and ocean acidification, chal-
lenging our seafood industry and our
food chain, and challenging us with
wildfires. We want to make sure that
we have an EPA Administrator who is
going to do their job.

In my opinion, Mr. Pruitt has ig-
nored big polluters and discharge in
drinking water in Oklahoma. In my
opinion, he has not been strong enough
with regards to the big oil and big min-
ing companies who have attempted to
undermine what is EPA law. As attor-
ney general, he tried to undermine the
laws that are already on the Federal
books. It leaves my colleagues and I
questioning, How could he ever stand
up for those laws if he has spent so
much time trying to undermine them?

He has helped organize strategies and
discussions about how to aggressively
stop the EPA from doing its job. Some
of these discussions used the example
of the Pebble Mine. The Pebble Mine is
a mine that companies are proposing in
Alaska at the headwaters of the largest
sockeye salmon run in the world, one
of the most important sockeye salmon
runs in the world. So as EPA Adminis-
trator, when he is supposed to be pro-
tecting clean water, is he going to side
with those mining companies? He spent
a whole strategy session with them
trying to figure out how to overrun
EPA. Is he going to be the kind of per-
son who is going to help us stand up for
clean water so we can have salmon on
the west coast? Or is he going to join
with those who think that you can de-
grade the environment and still pre-
serve these incredible resources?

I know that people think Mr. Pruitt
and his statements about climate
change are important. I agree because
part of that stewardship on clean air is
basically implementing and carrying
forward strategies to make sure that
polluters reduce pollution in our air
and that we come up with a plan to di-
versify energy sources to reduce that
pollution. I should say his job is not
that, but it is clearly to call out what
the Supreme Court has said is imple-
mentation of the Clean Air Act.

My colleagues, I think, are failing to
recognize that Mr. Pruitt’s hesitancy
on this issue is really going to cause
problems or challenges for us here in
the Senate. It is going to cause chal-
lenges for us to move ahead when we
are seeing so much impact.

I know my colleague from Maine,
Senator COLLINS, and I have asked the
GAO for an analysis of what climate
change is costing us. What is the im-
pact of climate change costing us? Why
did we ask for that letter over a year
ago? Because we are seeing devastating
impacts in the shellfish industry, in
the timber industry, in various aspects
of our economy as it relates to that.
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In the Tulsa World Mr. Pruitt said:
“Scientists continue to disagree about
the degree and extent of global warm-
ing and its connection to the actions of
mankind.”

That is what he said in the newspaper
in Oklahoma.

I know several of my colleagues and
I have further discussed exactly this
issue, but the United States has made
great strides to reduce carbon dioxide,
and we need to have someone who is
going to be aggressive about doing
more work on this. The consequences
of increased carbon dioxide have been
everything from extreme weather pat-
terns to impacts on water quality,
which causes impacts to our salmon, to
drought conditions, which a lot of leg-
islation—various committees have
been discussing exactly what to do
about the drought situation in Wash-
ington, Oregon and California. I am
sure it is going to continue into many
other States. It is impacting even the
chemistry of Puget Sound—something
I will get into in a minute with ocean
acidification.

To have somebody who doesn’t get
how aggressive we have to be on ad-
dressing these issues is very problem-
atic. It is an economic issue.

I would like to say, as I mentioned
earlier, it is about good stewardship be-
cause it is about future generations
and whether someone did their job in
leaving this place to the next genera-
tion, but it is also about economic
issues.

Mr. Pruitt failed to be accountable as
attorney general in releasing emails,
and that is so much of the discussion
today about his nomination. During his
confirmation hearing, he repeatedly
failed to answer questions. And he told
Senators: Submit an open records re-
quest to the attorney general’s office—
his own office. It is as if Mr. Pruitt is
taunting our colleagues, not answering
the questions about his policy, hoping
that my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle and this side of the aisle will
support him, even though he will not
give us answers on his policies. And
then he says: Well, if you want to
know, you can submit an open records
request. We have; people have. We want
the answers, and a court today has
said: Let’s give people those answers.

We don’t have those answers today,
yet my colleagues want to rush to have
his nomination pushed through when
something as important as the environ-
ment is at stake.

On average, Oklahoma State govern-
ment agencies complied with their
open records request within 68 days.
That was the average, yet Mr. Pruitt,
as attorney general, has taken over 2
years. A few weeks ago when a lawsuit
was filed against Mr. Pruitt on this
very issue, the suit requested that he
respond to 9 open records requests, ask-
ing for as many as 3,000 emails.

As I just said, yesterday, a judge said
that he has to turn over those records,
those documents, and he has to do so
by Tuesday. It is not a long time to
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wait. It is not a long time to discuss
the concerns that our colleagues have
with this position. In fact, I would be
happy to come back on Wednesday and
make sure we have consideration then,
giving people time until Tuesday. But
people are pushing us to vote for this
nomination tomorrow or, I should say
today.

What do my colleagues not want to
see in the Pruitt emails? What is it
that they don’t want to know? Attor-
ney General Pruitt has been part of
close to 30 anti-environmental legal ac-
tions. Is that what they don’t want to
see?

I know one of my colleagues has said
he is going to make polluters pay. He is
going to assure that these issues are
implemented.

Scott Pruitt has sued the EPA 14
times. He fought the cross-state air
pollution rule. He fought the regional
haze rule. He fought the clean air
standards for oil and gas production
sites. He fought the clean water rule.
He fought the mercury rule twice, and
he fought the Clean Power Plan four
times.

So are my colleagues interested in
giving this job to someone who has
fought the EPA and tried to stop them
from making sure that polluters pay?
This is what the responsibility of the
Environmental Protection Agency is,
to make sure that we have good stew-
ardship.

In one case, Attorney General Pruitt
failed to pursue a Phillips 66 refinery in
an Oklahoma City, which the EPA
found was one of the worst polluting
refineries in the entire country. Phil-
lips 66, in this case, impacted ground-
water. That was the pollution in this
case. Yet Scott Pruitt failed to enforce
the environmental laws there.

As attorney general, Scott Pruitt has
been absent in other cases. There was a
groundwater case and pollution by Hal-
liburton. Where was the attorney gen-
eral in that case?

In another case, in Bethany, the
city’s water wells were impacted by a
toxic plume of chemicals that im-
pacted access to safe drinking water.

This case is still going on. But the
attorney general failed to step in and
protect those citizens.

So this is what we want to under-
stand, given what Attorney General
Pruitt said in his testimony: Ask for
requests. Get the emails. See the posi-
tions.

That is what we have done. As we can
see from his record, he knew very well
it took a long time, that he had every
tool to make this a very hard process
for people to get the answers. Yet we
are now within days of having those
answers. My colleagues want to go
ahead and vote.

During his confirmation hearing, Mr.
Pruitt was asked to identify lawsuits
he filed against private companies in
Oklahoma for violation of pollution
laws. Despite these examples I just
mentioned, Mr. Pruitt could think of
only one specific instance in which he
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filed a settlement after his predecessor
completed an investigation into how a
dozen or so poultry producers illegally
disposed of animal waste. So let’s take
a closer look at that case.

The poultry companies in the north-
east corner of Oklahoma were not prop-
erly disposing of 300,000 tons of animal
waste per year. Attorney General Pru-
itt’s predecessor had sued the compa-
nies for damages caused by pollution
and forced the companies to change
disposal practices. But Mr. Pruitt in
this case, rather than advocating for
the judge to make a ruling, negotiated
an agreement with the company to do
a study on the appropriate levels of
phosphorus in the Illinois River.

So while some might say ‘“Well, isn’t
that a good step?”’ he let the agree-
ment expire that was already in place
to reduce that waste and did not seek a
formal extension. He shut down the en-
vironmental unit that helped start the
lawsuit against those companies. This
unit was in charge of making sure that
agricultural waste cleanup and mil-
lions of dollars to clean up those toxic
sites were in place. Yet he let that ex-
pire.

So I have grave concerns about
whether he is going to be aggressive
about these issues all across the United
States. Is he going to work to make
sure these laws that are on the books
already continue to be enforced? Is he
going to fight to make sure that clean
air and clean water—the rights of the
citizens here in our country—are pre-
served and preserved for future genera-
tions?

I noticed that in Oklahoma there was
question 777, a ballot measure. On that
ballot measure was Oklahoma’s right-
to-farm statute that was proposed by
the Oklahoma Legislature. If the vot-
ers in Oklahoma approved it, it would
have created an amendment to the
Oklahoma Constitution prohibiting the
legislature from enacting laws restrict-
ing agricultural production unless laws
were needed to advance a ‘‘compelling
State interest.”

I think this is a very interesting
demonstration of how people are trying
to use a process, just like the House
colleagues are sending over regulatory
reform bills. They are going to hide be-
hind regulatory reform when in reality
they are trying to curtail clean water
and clean air rules.

Well, the people of Oklahoma were a
little smarter than that. Right-to-farm
laws are not uncommon, and there are
currently variations in all 50 States.
But many such statutes, including
Oklahoma’s current law, protect farm-
ers and ranchers from nuisance claims
as long as they operate in acceptable
practices.

This question that was put on the
ballot to Oklahomans went further
than the typical right-to-farm law; it
would have amended their State con-
stitution. The State constitution holds
a higher authority than these State
statutes. So if that initiative was en-
acted, it would have guaranteed that
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agriculture can engage in farming
practices without interference from
the legislature, and it would even have
prohibited the public from suits. Can
you imagine that? I know that that is
what some of the proponents of these
issues want; they want to do whatever
they want on the land whether it im-
pacts the neighbors or impacts clean
air or clean water. They just want to
keep moving it forward.

So Mr. Pruitt was in support of ques-
tion 777. He talked about the ‘‘intru-
sive rules from government regulators”
that often ‘‘fail to achieve the stated
health, safety and environmental
goals.” Well, we know we want to have
a balance. We can have jobs, we can
have agriculture, and we can have envi-
ronmental stewardship. I think we, in
Washington, work very hard to achieve
that.

Drought issues like we are experi-
encing in the Yakima Basin got every-
body to the table—farmers, Native
Americans, fishermen, everybody. In-
stead of trying to pass initiatives like
this—which, by the way, failed in Okla-
homa—people said: We need to work to-
gether in these challenging times of a
changing climate and work on pre-
serving what is most important to all
of us. They have done a good job in
doing that.

So what we are looking for is an Ad-
ministrator who is going to help in
that process, who is going to continue
to make sure we live up to these laws
that are on the books and help in the
challenging times of drought and envi-
ronmental impact.

Of Attorney General Pruitt’s 14 cases
against EPA, 13 of those suits were
joined by the fossil fuel industry. The
attorney general has been known to
send letters to Federal agencies that
basically were identical to the fossil
fuel industry letters; that is, as attor-
ney general, he wasn’t making his case,
he was just making the case for the
fossil fuel industry.

The CEO of Continental Resources, a
top oil producer in the United States—
their organizations basically were try-
ing to push Mr. Pruitt during his time
as attorney general, instead of stand-
ing up for clean air and clean water.
And we want to know what he is going
to do in this new job—work with Mem-
bers here in the Senate on continuing
to implement the law.

One of the best examples of what I
would expect him to do is to continue
the good work of the Federal Govern-
ment in protecting salmon. Of par-
ticular importance, as I mentioned ear-
lier, is the issue of Pebble Mine. During
his time as attorney general, Scott
Pruitt, as I said, planned the Summit
on Federalism and the Future of Fossil
Fuels. That is a pretty interesting task
to take if you are the attorney general
of a State, the Summit on Federalism
and the Future of Fossil Fuels. That
summit brought together energy ex-
ecutives with attorneys general to
strategize against what they thought
was so-called EPA overreach and how
to defeat it.
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One of the key examples they
brought up was the Environmental
Protection Agency’s efforts to protect
Bristol Bay, AK, from a proposed mine
that is called Pebble Mine. Pebble Mine
is a proposed large hard rock mine, as
I mentioned earlier, in the headwaters
of Bristol Bay. Each year nearly 40 mil-
lion sockeye salmon return to Bristol
Bay. In total, Bristol Bay supports 29
species of fish, including all 5 North
American salmon species. That is why
Bristol Bay is called one of the great-
est fisheries on Earth. Bristol Bay sup-
ports a $1.5 billion sockeye salmon fish-
ery, which provides 14,000 jobs through-
out the Pacific Northwest.

Even my colleague, the late Ted Ste-
vens, was opposed to the Pebble Mine.
I think he knew the great resource and
the importance of Bristol Bay.

This fishery, and the people in that
fishery, and the tribes of Bristol Bay,
petitioned the EPA to evaluate the im-
pact of the proposed Pebble Mine and
what it could do to salmon.

In 2014, after years of research, EPA
finalized a science-based assessment of
the Pebble Mine called the Bristol Bay
Watershed Assessment. This assess-
ment found that Pebble Mine posed a
direct threat to Bristol Bay salmon.

I am not sure this is a picture of
Bristol Bay salmon, but this is defi-
nitely an iconic symbol of what we are
talking about here tonight, that thou-
sands of jobs in our State rely on salm-
on, and the subsistence culture of
many Native Americans also rely on
Bristol Bay salmon. That is why so
many people weighed in at meetings
with EPA and agencies in various parts
of the Northwest to talk about this
issue, because so many jobs would be
impacted. That mine would destroy up
to 94 miles of salmon spawning
streams, devastate up to 5,350 acres of
wetlands, and create 10 billion tons of
toxic mine waste.

So you can imagine my concern when
the attorney general out of Oklahoma
decided he was going to take a very le-
nient attitude on animal waste and
hold the summit trying to basically
figure out ways to disrupt EPA’s ques-
tioning and assertions about Bristol
Bay. How far he is going to go as EPA
Administrator to basically have a neg-
ative impact on our salmon economy?

He could have said: It was just a ses-
sion, and I support EPA’s actions. But
that is not the message we are receiv-
ing. The toxic mine waste that would
exist at Bristol Bay would contaminate
massive amounts of areas behind the
second largest dam in the world, and
that mine waste would be there in per-
petuity in Bristol Bay.

So the science was very clear. The
Pebble Mine was in the wrong place,
and it was the wrong idea. Large min-
ing companies have come to that same
conclusion. Just a few weeks ago, an
analyst issued a report that said Peb-
ble Mine is ‘“‘not commercially viable.”
That is because of the tremendous
costs that are associated with it and
the risks associated with it.
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After the EPA assessment found that
salmon were at risk from the Pebble
Mine, I definitely want to make sure
that Bristol Bay salmon are protected
forever. The EPA had the authority to
basically use a section of the Clean
Water Act to make sure those Bristol
Bay salmon were protected. That is
what I expect. That is what I expect
after public hearings, an open process,
using the authority. Why would it be a
good idea to let a mine be located at
the headwaters of one of the most im-
portant salmon runs in the world? Why
would we do that? Yet Mr. Pruitt took
time to join an effort to say: How can
we overturn EPA’s efforts here?

I need an EPA Administrator who is
going to stand up for our environment
in the Pacific Northwest and protect us
on clean air and clean water. It is crit-
ical that those individuals who were
proposing this mine continue to be
thwarted.

While the EPA has been close to
making sure there are permanent pro-
tections for Bristol Bay, I am very con-
cerned that this EPA Administrator
could start this process all over again.
That is something we can’t afford. We
cannot have an EPA Administrator
who is on the wrong side of the Pebble
mine issue. They need to protect
Northwest salmon.

I would also like to talk about an-
other threat to our environment, to
our fishing economy that is certainly
happening today and why we need an
EPA Administrator not to be spending
their time joining forces with pol-
luters, figuring out ways to avoid law,
but figuring out ways to implement the
Clean Air Act that the Supreme Court
says we must follow through on.

Last year, Attorney General Pruitt
stated that there is a disagreement
about whether human activity has had
an impact on climate. When he was
pressed on this issue during his hear-
ing, he continued to question scientific
facts. He said he believed climate
change is irrelevant to his role as EPA
Administrator. Well, I disagree. Cli-
mate change is not a future hypo-
thetical issue. We are seeing it today,
and we are seeing it in our State.

Our fishermen want to continue the
great legacy that we have in our fish-
ing traditions, and we are going to get
to why this picture is affected by what
I am going to talk about next, but we
want to continue to have thriving
Northwest fisheries. We want to con-
tinue to have a healthy environment
and food chain that is going to allow us
to have a robust fishery in the North-
west.

I think our fisheries can be cited as
some of the best managed fisheries in
the entire world. That is how good we
are at it. That is how scientific we are
at it. That is how collaborative we are
at it. That is how much hard work has
been put into stewardship and man-
aging the resources and making sure
the jobs still exists. I would match that
with any other part of the United
States or this planet. The Northwest
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fisheries are managed well, but they
are being challenged. They are being
challenged by the fact that our climate
is changing and that the oceans absorb
25 percent of the carbon dioxide emis-
sions, which resulted basically in a
changing of the chemistry in our wa-
terways. That is right; the oceans ab-
sorb 25 percent of carbon emissions. So
basically they become this sink for the
emissions.

We have scientists who are out on
the Olympic Peninsula studying this
very issue, not for us in the Northwest;
they are studying it for the entire
United States. It is part of our Na-
tional Laboratory system. They are
looking at this very important issue
and the challenges we face from it.

The fact that the oceans have been
the sinks for that carbon has made the
rate of ocean acidification 10 times
faster than anything we have seen on
Earth in the last 50 million years. In
Puget Sound, that means that ocean
acidification has resulted in massive
die-offs of young oysters. Juvenile
shellfish cannot survive in these corro-
sive waters, and their shells actually
dissolve.

So this economy for us is in the hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, the shell-
fish industry. A few years ago, we were
successful in getting some very
minor—I think it was in the definitely
thousands of dollars—to help that in-
dustry figure out what was happening
because the shells weren’t forming. We
were able to see that ocean acidifica-
tion was having such a corrosive im-
pact, we helped the industry figure out
when a better time for seeding was and
to get to a point where those extreme
conditions weren’t having their most
devastating impact.

This die-off in 2005 caused a major
plummeting of the shellfish industry.
An industry that employs over 3,000
people in the State of Washington. I
have met shellfish growers who are
fourth-generation shellfish growers in
our State. So this way of life around
Puget Sound is important to us. You
can go to probably a dozen restaurants
here. I am sure you could have gone
across the street to Johnny’s Half
Shell and ordered a product from Wash-
ington State. It would be one of the
premier products on the menu.

We have to fight to keep this indus-
try. We have to make smart decisions
about our environment. We have to
make good stewardship decisions or
those four generations of shellfish
growers are not going to be here any-
more.

The pollution that is coming from
carbon into our water is a big deal.
How big a deal is it? Well, it is a big
enough deal to put on the front page of
the Seattle Times above the fold—and
probably not just once, probably sev-
eral times. Why? Because we live and
have a huge population around the
shores of something called Puget
Sound.

Almost everyone, everyone there un-
derstands the importance of clean
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water and a healthy environment to
protect this maritime economy and to
make the right decisions moving for-
ward.

We don’t want to see what happened
in 2005 and in 2006. We don’t want to see
that. We want to see more of our shell-
fish actually able to survive the seed-
ing process, and we want to continue to
be smart about this. This is where the
science question comes in.

If we have an EPA Administrator
who doesn’t believe this impact is hap-
pening, if he is going to thwart the ef-
forts to do the research and the
science, if he is going to spend more
time trying to thwart these laws than
implement strategies to mitigate the
impact of climate change, we are not
going to be successful economically.
We need technology like ocean acidifi-
cation sensors.

Why were we successful at turning
that situation around with the shell-
fish industry and making sure? It is be-
cause we were able to locate buoys in
the water to give us data and informa-
tion about these warming tempera-
tures, what problems it was causing,
and come up with a strategy to lessen
the impact of acidification. They meas-
ured our waters and how to modify
growing practices. That is basically
what they did. If you are denying that
climate change is even happening or
that it is having this impact and you
are not planning for it, you are not
going to go out and help our growers
strategize for the future.

They use that real-time information
to increase the production from the 20
percent of historical levels that it was
to 70 percent, but without that data in
collaboration with places like NOAA,
our shellfish industry would have con-
tinued to just decline.

I need an EPA Administrator who is
going to support monitoring; that is
going to understand this impact and do
something about it.

Now why did I have the other picture
of the salmon fisherman? Because
ocean acidification, as I mentioned, ba-
sically dissolves the shells of impor-
tant prey species we call pteropods,
and they are the base of the food chain.
So not only am I just talking about the
thousands of jobs and millions of dol-
lars associated with the shellfish indus-
try, if you have so much carbon sink-
ing into our waters that you are de-
stroying this part of the food chain, it
impacts the rest of the food chain. It
impacts all the way up the species, in-
cluding salmon, herring, mackerel, and
other species. So this is why we have to
have an EPA Administrator who is
going to follow science and be aggres-
sive at protecting these issues.

Last month, a new study published
by scientists at the University of
Washington and NOAA found that even
Dungeness crabs are at risk because of
these pteropods. I think that is what it
says right there: ‘“Scientists fear ocean
acidification will drive the collapse of
Alaska’s iconic crab fishery.” Thank
you, thank you, Seattle Times.
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That is what this is about, are we
going to leave it up to the newspapers
of America to describe the scientific
impact of what is happening so we can
force people whose job it is to be the
stewards here to do their jobs?

They should be the leaders, the peo-
ple we put in this position. They should
be the ones who lead our Nation in pro-
tecting our most valuable natural re-
sources and making sure these pristine
areas that we need for our economy,
for our quality of life, for our recre-
ation are there, and we need an EPA
Administrator who is going to be ag-
gressive about that.

So that is a little preview of this
issue and what it looks like in the
State of Washington, but on this cli-
mate issue, as I mentioned, my col-
league from Maine and I actually
joined forces probably 6 or 7 years ago
on this issue when the Senator from
Maine was aggressive about pushing
legislation, asking Federal agencies to
make sure they had a response to cli-
mate change. I think the Senator from
Maine probably saw then how impor-
tant this issue was, and it was legisla-
tion we actually passed out of the Com-
merce Committee. I don’t think it was
actually implemented into law, but it
was a very good directive at saying to
agencies: This is going to impact us,
and what is your mitigation plan.

We, in the Commerce Committee,
held a hearing about this because what
we were finding was that a huge part of
the U.S. economy—it was definitely a
high number, maybe as much as 50 per-
cent—was driven by States with coast-
al economies. A report was issued
about how all of these changes im-
pacted sea level rising, impact in ocean
acidification, all of these things were
going to impact these coastal econo-
mies and thereby have a dramatic ef-
fect on the U.S. economy.

For example, just because it might
not be front and center for somebody
from Oklahoma, it was going to be-
come very front and center for the U.S.
economy if we didn’t have a mitigation
plan and did something about it, and
this report was a heralding call for the
United States to wake up to this issue.

I will never forget that hearing be-
cause the actress Sigourney Weaver
was there to testify. She was there to
testify because she really wanted to
make the point about how important
these issues were, as it related to our
waters and the impact.

You would think a brilliant actress
like Sigourney Weaver would steal the
show. You would think her testimony
before the Commerce Committee would
be it. That would be the news of the
day, and that is what would be written
about, but it was actually a fisherman
from a Southern coastal State who
stole the show because he spoke about
how his job was threatened, how fish-
eries were threatened, how, if we don’t
protect our oceans and our air, we are
going to have devastating effects on
our fisheries. This gentleman, whose
family and livelihood was dependent
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upon it, spoke in such an unbelievably
meaningful way, he upstaged her.

So this isn’t something we are com-
ing at just because President Trump
has nominated Scott Pruitt; this is
something we are going to fight for
every single day because it is impor-
tant that our Nation have a response to
it.

My colleague from Maine was on it a
long time ago. She said: Let’s make
sure that every agency is going to have
a plan for what we are going to do
about mitigation and impact as a re-
sult of climate.

As I mentioned just recently, in the
last year or so, she and I joined and
sent a letter to GAO asking them to
actually give us an estimate across the
whole Federal Government. What is
going to be the cost and impact of
these changes to climate on our econ-
omy and the Federal Government? This
is a very important answer to have
from the GAO because my guess is that
they are going to show that it costs a
lot of money. It is not surprising to me
because I have seen it in my own State,
with catastrophic wildfires that have
burned up hundreds of thousands of
acres of land at an unbelievable cost to
the Federal Government.

We are trying to come up with a bet-
ter strategy for combatting these
wildfires. We can’t get our House col-
leagues to engage in a serious Energy
bill process. Hopefully someday we will
get them to understand that the Sen-
ate in a bipartisan fashion did its
homework and had approval.

But these issues are not going away.
Next summer there will be another
part of the United States that will be
in the hot spot again, and instead of
making sure we are addressing that,
some of our colleagues just want to ig-
nore it, just like they are ignoring Mr.
Pruitt’s emails and his answers to
these important questions.

That is the Northwest. Let’s look at
other parts of the country on ocean
acidification. Here is an example of a
coral reef in the State of Florida. In
2016, the University of Miami published
a study which found that Biscayne Bay
coral reefs are already suffering the
impacts of ocean acidification. I would
expect that coral reefs in Florida are
probably as important to their econ-
omy as salmon is to our economy. I say
that because I know people go to visit
those coral reefs. Actually, their reefs,
according to economic analysis, are
worth over $7.6 billion. That is what
coral reefs are worth, apparently, due
to their importance in recreational and
commercial fisheries and tourism.

Everybody wants to stand up for the
fossil fuel industry because they have
jobs, but they forget the jobs that are
related because of our environment and
how important it is to our economy.

In this particular picture, we are see-
ing the devastating impact and
changes of this coral reef in just a very
short period of time.

This upper picture taken in 1976
shows a very vibrant coral reef. I think
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this is an area where there has been a
lot of discussion. I am not exactly sure
where Carysfort Reef is, but I think
there has been a lot of discussion here
in the Senate about making sure peo-
ple have access to it or what ways the
public can enjoy this particular site.
But when I look at this picture and I
look at the devastating impact we see
on this coral reef, I question what our
strategy is to preserve what is an im-
portant recreational and commercial
asset to Florida. What is our strategy?

When I think about an EPA Adminis-
trator, are they going to act now in
balancing this issue and making sure
that things like the Clean Power Plan,
which is saying to polluters: You must
reduce pollution—are they going to do
that for the fishermen and
recreationists and those who believe in
the beauty of these coral reefs in Flor-
ida? Just like the Washingtonians in
my State who go out and recreate on
Puget Sound and want to fish salmon
and want to make sure our fishing
economy stays strong—are they going
to have an Administrator who is going
to do this?

I can tell you that next summer I
guarantee you there are going to be un-
believable discussions about fishing in
the Northwest. Why? Because there is
going to be an impact on salmon, and
everybody is going to want to fish—
commercial fishermen, sports fisher-
men—everybody is going to want to
fish, and unless we have an EPA Ad-
ministrator and a NOAA Administrator
and people who are implementing great
conservation strategies, we are not
going to be successful because this pol-
lution is impacting our natural areas.

I can see here that it is impacting
Florida’s economy the same way.

During an interview, Scott Pruitt’s
predecessor, former Attorney General
Drew Edmondson, who served as Okla-
homa attorney general from 1995 to
2001, stated:

‘“Under his tenure as attorney general, I
don’t think environmental crimes have dis-
appeared. It is just the filing of cases alleg-
ing environmental crimes that has largely
disappeared.”

So I think that somebody knows
something about this.

I have constituents who are also
writing and communicating to me
about these issues, about whether they
think Mr. Pruitt is the right person to
be EPA Administrator. It is not sur-
prising that we have a quote here from
one of my constituents from Poulsbo,
WA. I just talked about the Puget
Sound economy. I just talked about
this economy. Puget Sound is town
after town of communities with fisher-
men who go out and take advantage of
that economy within our waters and
also go as far away as Alaska to fish.
So I am not surprised that somebody
from Kitsap County has written to the
Kitsap Sun and said: “I voted for
Trump, but I certainly did not vote for
a government takedown of my State’s
most important asset, our water and
our economy.”’
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It doesn’t surprise me that that is
what somebody in Kitsap County said—
not somebody in Poulsbo. You should
just go look it up, people who are lis-
tening. People listening, anybody lis-
tening tonight from other parts of the
United States, go look up Poulsbo, WA.
It is a beautiful community that is all
about what Puget Sound can deliver
for us, and they will be the first part of
our State to tell you what ocean acidi-
fication is doing in Hood Canal to im-
pact our fishermen. They will be the
first people. They know because this
has been part of their livelihood.

So I want to close tonight—this
morning, I should say—by saying that I
hope our colleagues will at least con-
sider the fact that we are raising con-
cerns, because we have great concerns
about the economy of the future, and
that economy of the future depends on
clean air and clean water and an Ad-
ministrator who is going to fight to
implement the law.

We need an Administrator who is
going to be there not on the side of the
polluters but on the side of the people
in dealing with some of the thorniest
environmental problems because of the
change in climate this country has
seen. We want someone who is going to
use that science and information to
help provide the stewardship for future
generations. I don’t think that is Mr.
Pruitt.

I ask my colleagues to help turn
down his nomination and to move for-
ward—at least give us the chance to
look at his emails so we know exactly
what we are dealing with and to make
sure that our country is going to con-
tinue to be committed to these men
and women who work in this resource
economy that depends so much on
clean water and air.

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I
yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Thank you, Mr.
President.

There is a lot we don’t know about
Scott Pruitt. We know that thousands
of emails between this man and the in-
dustry that he is supposed to be regu-
lating as EPA Administrator have been
suppressed by him for years. We know
that just yesterday a court found that
suppression of his emails unreasonable,
an abject failure of his duties under the
law to disclose. Those ought to be
alarm bells for the side of the aisle
that is forcing, jamming this nomina-
tion through.

He told us he couldn’t get these
emails released for more than 2 years,
and the court ordered him to release
the first chunk Tuesday, just days
from now; the second big chunk, 10
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days from now. So clearly there has
been some mischief here, when on the
one hand this office pretends that it
can’t get the emails out for more than
2 years, and a court looks at the situa-
tion and says: No. You make them
available Tuesday. That is not a sign of
good things.

No. 2, this is a guy who, as part of his
political money operation—a political
money operation that is heavily funded
by big fossil fuel industry players
about whose carbon emissions he will
be making vital decisions as EPA Ad-
ministrator. So far, his relationship
with them has been to take their
money and to be their lawyer. That is
not a good start, either, for an EPA Ad-
ministrator.

Here is the other thing we don’t
know: We don’t know about his dark
money operation. The Rule of Law De-
fense Fund—the whole reason you set
up something like that is to hide the
source of money that you use in poli-
tics. That is why the entity exists. It is
to take groups like this and launder
their identities right off of them so
that, when money shows up, for in-
stance, at the Republican Attorneys
General Association, it is not attached
to Devon Energy; it is not attached to
ExxonMobil; it is not attached to Mur-
ray Energy; it is not attached to the
Koch brothers or to their front
groups—Freedom Partners and Ameri-
cans for Prosperity—it is not attached
to the company whose billionaire presi-
dent was his finance chairman for his
campaign, Continental Resources; it is
not attached to the Southern Company
and to other big energy companies. It
just comes out of the Rule of Law De-
fense Fund. The identity of the donor
has been scrubbed away. It is an iden-
tity laundering machine.

These are the relationships that are
forged when you are asking people for
hundreds of thousands of dollars, and
$1 million a year was the budget for the
Rule of Law Defense Fund. If you are
asking for that kind of money from
these people, it is elementary that the
Senate should know about that, but
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle have completely stonewalled
this—zero inquiry into the dark money
operation that this individual was al-
lowed.

Why is that? That is pretty unusual.
Why were we not allowed to get these
emails? Why were we told: Oh, you will
have to line up behind everybody else
in this FOIA line that I have main-
tained for 2 years. That was an ade-
quate answer to the majority on the
EPW Committee, but the judge who
took a look at that same situation
said: No, you get them Tuesday. If the
chairman had said: No, you get them
Tuesday, we wouldn’t be having this
problem. We would have seen them
weeks and weeks and weeks ago.

All of the pressure from the majority
on this nominee has been to cover up
this stuff. Don’t let it in. Nothing to
see here, folks. Move along. Move
along.
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That is not right. That is not the way
the Senate should behave. That is not
consistent with our advice and consent
responsibilities, and, frankly, it sets up
Republican Senators. If and when it ul-
timately does come out that there is
significant mischief exposed in those
emails or if there are significant con-
flicts of interest created by that dark
money operation, the Senate does not
look great for having used its energy
and effort in this nomination to cover
that stuff up.

There is a doctrine called willful
blindness, which is the wrongful inten-
tion to keep oneself deliberately un-
aware of something. It is a culpable
state of mind in criminal and civil law.
That is the state of mind that is being
maintained by the majority with re-
spect to this individual, and one has to
wonder why. Why are there these big
things that we don’t know about Scott
Pruitt?

It is not that we didn’t ask. It is that
we got told by the majority: Run
along; it doesn’t matter. You will have
no support from us. We are going to
clear this guy anyway. It doesn’t mat-
ter if his answers to you make no
sense. It doesn’t matter if his answers
aren’t truthful. It doesn’t matter if his
answers put you at the end of a long
FOIA line when this is the Senate’s ad-
vice and consent process. None of that
matters.

Just by one point of evaluation, the
difference is that, when the Senate
Committee on Environment and Public
Works looked at this, they said: Run
along; nothing here. We are not inter-
ested. Don’t show us a single email.

And the judge looking at it said to
get them out Tuesday—a local State
judge.

Since when is the double standard in
which Senators are deprived of seeing
highly relevant evidence? What is
being covered up and why? Who is pull-
ing the strings around here so that
these obvious questions don’t get an-
swered when you put it side by side
with a State court proceeding that
asks the same question and the ques-
tions get answered like that. Some-
thing is rotten in Denmark.

It hasn’t fooled Rhode Islanders. My
correspondence is running about 50 to 1
against Scott Pruitt. Over 1,000 Rhode
Islanders have written in against him.
Let me just read a couple of their com-
munications with me.

This is from Amanda Tarzwell:

As a member of the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works, I urge you to do
all you can—

““All you can,” she says—
to block Mr. Pruitt’s nomination as the head
of the EPA. My grandfather, Clarence
Tarzwell, worked for the EPA and opened the
EPA lab in Narragansett.

Narragansett is a Rhode Island town.

It is located on Tarzwell Drive in his
honor. He is now deceased, but I believe in
the work he did and the necessity to protect
our environment and continue to work on
climate change. Please do everything you
can to urge your fellow committee members
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on both sides of the aisle to do the same.
Thank you.

On the next, her name is right in the
letter. So I will read it:

I am a 23-year-old woman with a bachelor
of science degree in wildlife and conservation
biology from the University of Rhode Island.

I am writing to respectfully demand you
vote ‘“‘no’’ on the approval of Scott Pruitt for
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. It is extremely clear that Pru-
itt is the WRONG choice to head the EPA.

As someone with an extensive education in
environmental sciences, conservation, wild-
life and plant biology, chemistry, and phys-
ics, I am deeply concerned with Pruitt’s ca-
pabilities. A climate change skeptic, with no
formal science-based education, Pruitt has
zero concept of what it takes to make in-
formed decisions about the current and fu-
ture stakes of our environment.

Rhode Island is leading the country in
many environmental fields, such as renew-
able energy, environmental protection, and
sustainable agriculture and aquaculture. We
cannot allow a climate change skeptic, with
a love affair with fossil fuels, to make impor-
tant decisions regarding our precious envi-
ronment and those working hard to protect
it.

I urge you to vote no on the approval of
Scott Pruitt for Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency.

Catherine Hoyt wrote in:

I have a special concern for the upcoming
vote on the EPA Director, Scott Pruitt. I
know you are on the Committee for Environ-
ment and Public Works so you are more in-
formed than most people—

Although, as I just explained, we are
deliberately underinformed in some
very telling ways—
and I trust that you are unlikely to vote con-
trary to the interests of our beautiful and
environmentally unique coastal State.

Among other things I do, I am a sailing in-
structor in Edgewood, in Cranston.

Cranston is another one of our mu-
nicipalities.

I have been sailing in the Upper Bay for
about 10 years. Even in that amount of time,
the bay is noticeably cleaner. The water is
clearer, and there are more birds and fish
and crabs and other creatures that signify,
through my direct experience, that the envi-
ronment is healthier in the Upper Bay.

My anecdotal evidence is also confirmed by
scientific reports from URI—

The University of Rhode Island—
over the summer that Narragansett Bay is
cleaner now than it has been in 150 years.
Wonderful. I would be very sorry to see that
trend reverse. I am old enough to remember
what it was like before the EPA, and I do not
want to go back to smog-filled skies, pol-
luted waters, and tragedies like Love Canal
and Woburn’s poisoned well water.

I am sure that, if it were not for the EPA
and groups like Save the Bay—which is a
local environmental organization—that the
Upper Bay would have become more toxic
and polluted due to industrial use, sewage,
rainwater runoff, pesticides, and road salt.
What is more, I believe that the EPA regula-
tions have been good for business. Because
pollution is, ultimately, wasteful and coun-
terproductive, and clean businesses often are
efficient and, therefore, more successful
businesses. Look at the careful reutilization
of materials by companies like Apple, who
are investing in the future and their profit-
ability by going further than required. They
are nearly cash neutral at this point.

Some of that is through buying car-
bon credit, but, clearly, they are not
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afraid of being environmentally re-
sponsible.

As a concerned citizen of Rhode Island and
America, regarding President Trump’s nomi-
nation for head of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, Scott Pruitt, I believe deep-
ly that this is not the person for the job,
that there is nothing in his background that
suggests he has any interest in protecting
American citizens and their health and envi-
ronment from harm. I have never written
any of my congressional Representatives in
my many, many years on this planet until
today.

I remember the air quality in Rhode Island
in the late sixties and through the seventies-
plus. Those visible brown clouds, especially
in the summer, as pollution and smog drifted
from New York or Connecticut towards
Rhode Island. I remember the pollution in
our beautiful Narragansett Bay. I see the
changes ocean rise has already effected.

Climate change is real, and it is scientif-
ically accepted across the world. I am deeply
troubled by Mr. Pruitt’s statements and
legal actions he has instigated against this
Agency. I am asking you to take a stand for
the health of the citizens of Rhode Island
and the American people. Please vote no
when the votes are called for Mr. Scott Pru-
itt’s nomination.

Here is the last one I will read:

As a retired Federal scientist, meteorolo-
gist, I am deeply concerned that the EPA
continue to be an agency that makes deci-
sions about our environment that are based
on the best science available.

Scott Pruitt has a record of supporting
policies that are pro-business at the expense
of the environment despite what the science
shows. How can he possibly be considered as
the voice that will fight for clean air and
clean water? Despite excellent progress over
my lifetime, pollution continues to be a
major problem for the air we breathe and the
water that sustains us.

Please join the voices on the Hill that
block the appointment of Scott Pruitt as
EPA Administrator. Thank you.

I wish we could block the appoint-
ment of Scott Pruitt as EPA Adminis-
trator. It is really rare to see a nomi-
nee for a Federal agency who is as un-
qualified—indeed, as disqualified by
conflict of interest—as this individual.
As for the idea that he is being jammed
through just as thousands of emails are
going to be released about him—be-
tween him and his big funders and the
groups that they funded him through—
something is wrong. This is not the
way the Senate should behave.

The people on that side—in taking all
of this mystery, all of this mischief, all
of the emails, all of the dark money—
who are being asked to vote are being
told: Don’t even look at that.

I can promise you that if the shoe
were on the other foot, Republicans
would be clamoring for emails.

This is a grim day for this Chamber—
what we are doing here, knowing of
this man’s record, knowing of his
record of shutting down the environ-
mental agency in his home State while
attacking the environmental agency of
the Federal Government while pre-
tending that his concern is federalism;
right? He has pretended that he thinks
that the enforcement responsibility
shouldn’t be at the Federal level, that
it should be down at the State level.
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But if that were even remotely sincere,
he wouldn’t have shut down his own of-
fice’s environmental enforcement unit
as the attorney general of Oklahoma.

The common thread here is that he
doesn’t want any environmental en-
forcement at the Federal level and he
doesn’t want any environmental en-
forcement at the State level. He shut
down the unit. He zeroed out the budg-
et. He gave us a bunch of soft soap
about how actually he moved the envi-
ronmental unit into something called a
federalism unit. But if you look at his
own website for the federalism unit,
the word ‘‘environmentalism” or ‘‘en-
vironment’ doesn’t appear. It is news
that that is his environmental enforce-
ment section, because it doesn’t say so
on his own website. That was an inven-
tion just for the hearing.

When you look at his own budget, the
amount he budgets for environmental
enforcement disappears. It has gone to
zero. When you look at the Environ-
mental Enforcement Task Force that
his office’s environmental unit had par-
ticipated in under the previous attor-
ney general, Drew Edmondson, that has
disappeared too. He has gotten rid of
every element of environmental en-
forcement that he controlled at the
State level, while taking money from
all of the big polluters, while having
the CEO of Continental Resources—a
billionaire—as his fundraising chair.

He took money from the fossil fuel
industry through all of these different
entities—through his leadership PAC,
Liberty 2.0; through his campaign, Pru-
itt for Attorney General; through his
super PAC, Oklahoma Strong PAC—
sorry, that is his leadership PAC, and
Liberty 2.0 is his super PAC—through
the Rule of Law Defense Fund, which is
his dark money operation. By the way,
whatever the attorney general needs is
a dark money operation. Really?
Through the Republican Attorneys
General Association, which he raised
money for, and who knows what else.

This guy is fully fossil fuel funded.
And in his entire career, he has dedi-
cated himself to getting rid of and at-
tacking environmental enforcement
wherever he finds it—at the State or
Federal level. You can’t beat shutting
down the environmental unit in your
own office.

So that is what we are looking at.
When you look at that combination
and throw in the secrecy about the
dark money operation and this mad
rush to get this guy through before the
week is out in which these emails come
out, it stinks.

What we are doing here is a delib-
erate act of sabotage of the orderly and
honest operation of an agency of our
government. We are putting in a person
who can demonstrably be shown to be
incapable of and disqualified for those
duties. I think that is actually not a
bug in this program; that is the fea-
ture. That is the feature because these
same forces that have been behind
Scott Pruitt all his life, as he has
fought all environmental enforce-
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ment—State and Federal—are awfully
powerful in this Chamber as well, and
they are obviously calling the shots at
the White House, where a nominee like
this would come from.

We are in the process of deliberately
sabotaging the orderly and honest op-
eration of an agency of the U.S. Gov-
ernment, not at the behest of a foreign
power but after a special interest—the
biggest and, in my view, the foulest
special interest in the world today—the
fossil fuel industry.

The fossil fuel industry has become
so big and so powerful and so merce-
nary that it has decided its best invest-
ment is no longer in oil fields or coal
seams or fossil fuel processing plants,
but in acquiring a controlling interest
in the Government of the United
States. And it turns out we come pret-
ty cheap.

According to the International Mone-
tary Fund, we give the fossil fuel in-
dustry a subsidy every year in the
United States alone of $700 billion.
That is a more valuable prize than any
drilling rights or any mining lease. To
protect it—to protect $700 billion a
year—acquiring a controlling interest
in the U.S. Government is a bargain.
One fossil fuel front group spent $750
million in the last election. That is a 1-
t0-1,000 payback—a 1,000 times ROI—
each year that they keep the $700 bil-
lion subsidy if they keep plowing $700
million a year into politics to produce
results like this nominee for EPA.

You get benefits once you have ac-
quired that controlling interest.

Only one Republican has publicly
taken a stand against Scott Pruitt, the
most compromised and corrupted
nominee in memory, with huge holes of
secrecy still around his relationship
with the industry he is supposed to reg-
ulate—nobody else, just the one. No
Senators from States whose big cities
are flooded by rising seas on sunny
days, no Senator from States whose
historic native villages are washing
into the sea, no Senators from States
who are losing ancient forests to pine
beetles and wildfires, nor from States
whose farmers see unprecedented ex-
tremes of flood and drought, and whose
home State universities assign respon-
sibility for those new extremes to cli-
mate change caused by carbon emis-
sions from companies like these—none
from the States whose fisheries are im-
periled by warming and acidifying
seas—no one. There is just that one
Senator. How well this industry is suc-
ceeding.

This EPA nominee may be com-
promised and corrupted, but he is com-
promised and corrupted by the fossil
fuel industry. So there is no talking
about it on that side. Everybody just
studies the ceiling tiles when the sub-
ject comes up. Nobody will help us find
out about the thousands of stonewalled
emails with his fossil fuel industry pa-
trons. Nobody will help us inquire into
the nominee’s fossil-fuel-funded dark
money operation. Nobody challenges
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his nonsense answers in the confirma-
tion process. He answered, he an-
swered; let’s move along, let’s move
along.

The dark hand of the fossil fuel in-
dustry is all over this nomination. This
is the wolf being deliberately inserted
into the lamb fold. It is from the fossil
fuel money that fueled his politics—un-
known fully because we refuse to shine
the Senate’s light into his dark money
operation—to the thousands of emails
between him and his fossil fuel indus-
try patrons, only a fraction of which
have been brought to light throughout
our confirmation process, and which
were only uncorked after his office was
sued—not because of any effort on the
other side in the confirmation proc-
ess—to the fossil fuel front groups that
have come out supporting this nominee
and are spending millions to push him
through. Think about that. These
groups are funding ad campaigns to
push this guy through. Obviously, they
have expectations about how well they
are going to be treated by him.
Through all of that, the sting of this
industry’s influence is profound.

Just reflect on that last point. A
dark money operation is being cranked
up by polluters to ram the EPA nomi-
nee through.

Here is a headline:

Energy executives, secretive
raise money to back Pruitt.

New group warns that EPA nominee’s con-
firmation ‘‘is not a certainty’” and millions
of dollars are needed for the fight.

There would have been a time when
it would have been disqualifying when
polluters were raising millions of dol-
lars needed for a fight to ram through
an EPA nominee. This is conflict of in-
terest in plain day, but it is a conflict
of interest with the right folks around
here, I guess, and so we don’t consider
it conflict of interest any longer.

Whom do you suppose most of the
dark money is? Well, we don’t know,
because it is dark money. But who is it
usually? Well, the fossil fuel industry,
the Koch brothers, and their front
groups. And what do you suppose they
want to spend millions of dollars for?
What could be better for them, the big-
gest polluters on the planet, than a lit-
tle minion to run the EPA as Every
Polluter’s Ally.”

In any sane world, the fact that all
this dark and dirty money is being
spent to ram through an EPA nominee
would be disqualifying all by itself—
but not here, not now, not in a Con-
gress that is so compliant to the fossil
fuel industry that this alarm bell
doesn’t even register.

Fossil fuel front groups sent a joint
letter of support for their little minion
Pruitt. Here is the letter with all of
these various groups who I think are
united in their dependence on fossil
fuel money.

Here is the legendary Heartland In-
stitute. They are that classy group
that compared climate scientists to the
Unibomber. That has been their con-
tribution to the discussion about cli-
mate change.

nonprofit
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Competitive Enterprise Institute,
Americans For Tax Reform, groups
from the State Policy Network—why
don’t these folks turn up somewhere
else? They turn up in the research of
academics who are actually studying
the climate denial operation—because
it is an operation. You can follow the
money from the fossil fuel industry out
into an array of front groups—front
groups by the dozen—whose whole pur-
pose in life is to make them look like
they are not fossil fuel industry front
groups. So they have names like the
Heartland Institute or the George C.
Marshall Institute, which, by the way,
has nothing to do with George C. Mar-
shall or his family. They just took the
name because everybody knows what a
respected individual George C. Mar-
shall was. They just took the name and
went to work phonying up the climate
change debate under the name of
George C. Marshall.

That is a pretty shameful act when
you think what George C. Marshall did
for this country, but these are not peo-
ple for whom shame has much effect.

If you look at Dr. Brulle’s analysis—
he is one of the academics who looks at
this array of front groups that are fos-
sil fuel funded—this group of people, of
entities that signed the letter for this
guy—they show up here too—small
world.

Well, I wonder whom they thought
that letter would convince? I don’t
think they expected it would convince
many Democrats. Many of us on the
Democratic side have gone to the floor
of the Senate to call out these fossil-
fuel-funded, dark-money-driven front
groups, as the fossil-fuel-funded, dark-
money front groups that they are.

So I don’t think Democrats are very
plausible targets for that letter. So
why the letter? Well, my view is that
this was done because everyone in this
building knows that the Koch brothers’
political operation is behind all of
these groups—many wiggly tentacles of
the same fossil fuel polluter Hydra. Be-
hind this letter is the same Koch
brothers ©political operation that
warned Republicans of the political
peril—mot my word, their word—that
Republicans would be in if they crossed
this industry, of ‘“how severely dis-
advantaged’’—another quote from the
industry books—‘‘they would be if they
dared to do anything on climate
change.”

That is what this letter is. It is a sig-
nal. It is the political mailed fist of the
Koch brothers in a front-group glove
giving its marching orders. In any sane
and normal world, this letter by itself
from all these polluter front groups
would be disqualifying, but it appears
this body will obediently turn the En-
vironmental Protection Agency of our
government over to the minion of the
polluters to join an administration
dead-set to destroy science with poli-
tics. It is like everyone on the other
side has been sworn to secrecy while
this happens in plain view.
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This is a heartbreaking speech for
me. I perhaps need to start with a little
personal background to explain.

Last year, we commemorated the
75th anniversary of the Pearl Harbor
attack. After Pearl Harbor was at-
tacked, boys across America rushed to
sign up for the service of their country.
My father and my uncle were two of
those boys. Both became pilots in the
Pacific theater. My dad was a Marine
Corps dive bomber pilot; my uncle was
a carrier-based Navy fighter pilot. My
uncle was killed over the Philippines.
Actually, he was under JOHN MCCAIN’s
grandfather’s command—small world—
but I doubt that Admiral McCain knew
who Ensign Whitehouse was.

My father came home from the war,
and he served our country all his life,
first as a CIA officer and then as a
decorated career diplomat. I believe he
won every award the State Department
has to offer, and he served in difficult,
challenging, poor, and war-torn coun-
tries his whole life. At the end, he
came out of retirement to set up Spe-
cial Operations Command in the Pen-
tagon for President Ronald Reagan.

I was raised in that life. We were
often in dangerous and war-torn places,
and we were surrounded by American
families who faced the discomforts, the
diseases, and the dangers of those far-
away postings because to them some-
thing mattered. Something mattered
to take your family to a place where, if
your child was sick, there was no de-
cent hospital. Something mattered to
take your family to a place that if your
child was bit by a dog, there was a good
chance the dog was rabid. Something
mattered to take your family to places
where the electricity wasn’t reliable,
the water wasn’t clean, the people
weren’t friendly, and diseases abound-
ed.

These folks didn’t talk about it a lot.
Today, a lot of people wear their patri-
otism on their sleeve. It was not really
a topic of conversation, but it was a
thread through their lives that showed
that in their choices something
mattered. They didn’t wear their patri-
otism on their sleeves; they lived it.

The American Government that they
served and that my uncle died serving
was, to them, an ideal. Did America
sometimes fall short of that ideal?
Sure. But I will tell you what: Every
other country in the world knew the
difference between America and every-
body else. We stood out for what we
stood for. Across our agencies of gov-
ernment, for decades, many Americans
have worked quietly and honorably to
advance that American ideal.

At the heart of that ideal is a duty,
and the duty is to put country first, to
put the American people first, even be-
fore your own families’s comfort and
safety. That honor and that duty run-
ning through the lives and service of
millions of public servants are the core
heartstrings of American democracy.

Into that government, this Trump
administration has nominated as Ad-
ministrator of the EPA, a tool of the



S1336

fossil fuel industry, a man who demon-
strably will not take his government
responsibilities seriously because he
never has. He has never taken EPA’s
responsibility seriously. He has done
nothing but sue them. He has never
taken his State’s environmental re-
sponsibility seriously. He has shut
down the enforcement arm that his of-
fice had. He will represent with the big-
gest conflict of interest in history a
polluting industry whose regulation is
actually now the EPA’s primary public
duty. This isn’t some fringe question of
conflict of interest about some ques-
tion that may emerge. This is the big-
gest stinking conflict of interest I
think we have ever seen in this body
about the issue that is at the center of
the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s responsibilities. With the most im-
portant task before the EPA being to
control carbon emissions before we
push this planet over the climate cliff,
the industry in question will now rule
the regulator.

Well, this hits home. I have fisher-
men in Rhode Island who need honest
environmental policy to protect our
seas. “It is not my grandfather’s
ocean,” they have told me. ‘“Things are
getting weird out there,” people who
have fished since childhood have told
me.

Moreover, Rhode Island is a down-
wind State from the midwestern smoke
stacks and a downstream State from
out-of-state water pollution. Rhode Is-
land needs a strong EPA to enforce
clean air and clean water laws from
harm starting outside our boundaries.
My attorney general has not shut down
his environmental unit, and my depart-
ment of environmental management is
doing our best to keep Rhode Island
clean and livable. But they can’t do
much about out-of-state polluters.
That is where the EPA comes in. For a
man who so plainly disbelieves in and
deprecates the EPA’s mission, it is an
alarming picture for Rhode Island.

We are a coastal State, and a small
one. We don’t have a lot to give back to
rising seas. I have to say, I am sick of
having to comfort people whose homes
have been washed away into the sea.

This is a picture I took not too long
ago. Colleagues who have been here for
a while might remember this indi-
vidual. He was the Governor at the
time, but he was my predecessor in my
seat in the Senate, Lincoln Chafee. His
father served here with enormous dis-
tinction for many, many years and was
actually a Republican chairman of the
Environmental and Public Works Com-
mittee who cared about the environ-
ment. He was an environmental Repub-
lican leader.

These are houses that have washed
into the sea as the result of a storm.
Sea level rise has raised the level of
the ocean so that storms throw their
water farther in, and they take little
houses like these that have been
beachfront houses for many years and
they just pull them into the ocean.

I spoke to the lady who I think
owned that house. She was, I would
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say, in her seventies. She had child-
hood memories of that house. It had
been her grandparents’, and she would
come to visit as a little girl. What she
remembers as a little girl is that she
would come out of that house, and in
front of the house was a little lawn big
enough to put up a net and play
volleyball or badminton. Across from
their lawn was a little road, just a
sand-and-gravel road, but it allowed
cars to come down and park near the
beach. On the other side of the road
was a little parking area where the
cars could pull in. Beyond the lawn and
the road and the parking area was the
beach. Her memories of the beach were
of sunny days with the sun beating
down on the sand, and she would get
across the lawn and across the road and
across the parking lot, and then she
would just have to scamper as fast as
she could on her little feet across the
hot sand. She described to me remem-
bering what a long run that felt like
for her to rush down to the ocean
where she could put her feet into the
cool Atlantic waters and swim. That
beach, that parking area, that road,
that lawn, and now her house are all
gone. These are the things that are
happening in my State that the Repub-
licans in this building could not care
less about—could not care less about.

The math is obvious: When you add
heat into the atmosphere, the ocean
absorbs the heat. Indeed, the ocean has
absorbed almost all of the heat of cli-
mate change. God bless the oceans be-
cause if it weren’t for them, we
wouldn’t be worried about hitting 2 de-
grees’ increase in temperature. We
would be worried about hitting 30 de-
grees’ increase in global temperature.
Because of all the heat that has been
piled up, it has gone into the oceans
93.4 percent. That is like setting off
more than two Hiroshima nuclear
bombs in the ocean every second.
Every second.

Think of the heat of a nuclear explo-
sion of the level that destroyed Hiro-
shima. Think of the—whatever it
would be—terajoule of heat energy that
gets set off by a nuclear explosion. Our
oceans are absorbing heat. If we meas-
ure over the last 20 years how much
heat they have absorbed, they are ab-
sorbing heat at the rate of multiple
Hiroshima nuclear explosions hap-
pening in the ocean every second for 20
years.

We wonder why Senator CANTWELL
was talking about strange things going
on in the oceans. We wonder why my
fishermen are saying it is getting weird
out there. But when all that heat goes
into the oceans, there is a law called
the law of thermal expansion. That is
not the kind of law we debate around
here. That is one of nature’s laws. That
is one of God’s laws. That is one of the
laws of physics and chemistry that we
so ignore around here because we are
paying attention to the laws of politics
and the ‘‘golden rule’”’: Who has the
gold, rules.

But these are laws that we don’t get
to repeal or amend. What they are
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doing is swelling the seas with that
heat. On top of that, in comes the
water from melting glaciers and there
is your sea level rise, 10 inches of sea
level rise that we have measured at
Naval Station Newport, to the point
where we face scenes like this: a man
in a kayak going down in front of the
Seamen’s Church Institute in Newport,
RI. This is not water in the ordinary
course. This is a place where tourists
walk. That is a storefront with water
coming through the doorway. This was
the storm surge, the tide, that came in
with Sandy—which missed us, by the
way.

We have a Coastal Resources Man-
agement Council that defends our
shores, and our University of Rhode Is-
land and Coastal Resources Manage-
ment Council work together to see
what is coming. They have developed
new computer tools to determine which
houses are going to be lost in what
kind of storms, how often this scene is
going to have to repeat itself in Rhode
Island. We are anticipating 9 feet of sea
level rise by the end of this century.

My colleagues may think that is
funny, that this is all sort of an amus-
ing hoax we can talk about, but any
State whose coasts are threatened with
9 feet of sea level rise, any representa-
tive of that State has a responsibility
to come here and fight to try to defend
that State.

When the adversary is the big special
interests that is causing that and that
has mounted the vast campaign of lies
I talked about earlier to try to cover
it—it is $700 billion in subsidies every
year—then that is an adversary worth
going after because that is a dirty and
wrongful adversary.

When their representative is going to
run the EPA, that is a disgusting state
of affairs. If Rhode Island had to suffer
this to save our country for some great
goal, if Rhode Islanders had to go off to
war again like my father and uncle and
Rhode Islanders have since the first
battles in Portsmouth, RI, the Revolu-
tionary War, we would saddle up—sign
us up—to take on whatever we need to
defend this great country, but don’t
ask us to take a hit like this to protect
a big special interest.

The arrogance and the greed of the
fossil fuel industry and the dirty things
it is willing to do to advance its inter-
ests knows no bounds. It lobbies Con-
gress mercilessly against any action on
climate change, and it has for years.

It runs a massive political election-
eering operation of dark money and
false attacks to prevent any action on
climate change, and it has for years. It
operates that giant array of front
groups, a multi-tentacled, science-de-
nial apparatus to put out streams of
calculated misinformation. It does this
all to protect what that International
Monetary Fund report identified as a
$700 billion annual subsidy.

What would big corporations do to
protect $700 billion? Well, we are find-
ing out. For years, the fossil fuel indus-
try has been deliberately sabotaging
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the honest and orderly operation of the
legislative branch of America’s govern-
ment to protect its subsidy. With this
appointment, it would be able to cor-
rupt and sabotage the EPA.

I use the word ‘‘corrupt’ because this
is indeed the very definition of corrup-
tion in government. This is govern-
ment corruption in plain view. In the
Supreme Court decision Austin v.
Michigan State Chamber of Commerce,
here is how the U.S. Supreme Court de-
scribed corruption. The Court described
it as ‘‘the corrosive and distorting ef-
fects of immense aggregations of
wealth that are accumulated with the
help of the corporate form and that
have little or no correlation to the
public’s support for the corporation’s
political ideas.”

Back we go to this network of false
front operations, established by im-
mense aggregations of wealth that are
accumulated with the help of a cor-
porate form and that have little or no
correlation to the public support for
the corporation’s ideas.

We got some interesting polling re-
cently. The George Mason University
went out recently and conducted a poll
of Trump voters. What did Trump vot-
ers think? It turns out that more than
6 in 10 Trump voters support taxing
and/or regulating the pollution that
causes global warming. In general,
Trump voters were asked: Which of
these two approaches to reducing the
pollution that causes global warming
do you prefer? Well, 16 percent said: I
don’t know; 21 percent said: Do noth-
ing; but 13 percent of Trump voters
said: Tax pollution; 18 percent said:
Regulate pollution; and 31 percent said:
Tax pollution and regulate pollution.

That adds up to more than 6 out of 10
Trump voters thinking that the pollu-
tion that causes climate change should
be taxed or should be regulated or
should be taxed and regulated.

When you go back to the Austin v.
Michigan State Chamber of Commerce
definition of corruption and look at the
section that says that the policies
pushed by the massive aggregations of
wealth accumulated with the help of
the corporate form want to go one way
and the public wants to go another way
and the corporate powers’ views have
little or no correlation to the public
support for the corporation’s political
ideas, well, heck, we know Democrats
support doing stuff about climate
change.

It turns out Trump voters do too.
The public is actually happy to get
something done. It is this mess that is
stopping us. It is groups that spend $700
million in a single election to influence
Congress that is the problem, not the
American public.

Teddy Roosevelt described corruption
this way. He described corruption as a
sinister alliance between crooked poli-
tics and crooked business, which he
said has done more than anything else
for the corruption of American life
against the genuine rule of the people
themselves.
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If you look at the influence of Big
Business—particularly the fossil fuel
business—it has been something else
around here. I was elected in 2006. I was
sworn in, in the Senate, in 2007. When
I was first here in those early years,
there was a Republican climate bill
floating around the Senate virtually
all the time.

My recollection is that there were
five Republican cosponsored climate
bills during my time there. SUSAN COL-
LINS did a climate bill with Senator
CANTWELL; Senator John Warner of
Virginia, Republican, did a bill with
Senator Lieberman; Senator GRAHAM
worked on a bill with Senator Kerry;
Senator LAMAR ALEXANDER had a bill
of his own; and Senator MCCAIN sup-
ported climate legislation and ran for
President of the United States on a
strong climate change platform. And
then came 2010. Then came a decision
called Citizens United, which the fossil
fuel industry asked for, expected, and
immediately acted on when it came
out, and it said to the big special inter-
ests: Go for it, boys; spend all you want
in politics. We five Republican ap-
pointees to the Supreme Court are
going to make the comically false find-
ing that nothing you can do with un-
limited money could possibly ever cor-
rupt American democracy or could pos-
sibly even be seen as corrupting by the
American public.

Of course, that is such hogwash that
right now the Supreme Court is viewed
by people who have been polled on this
question as not likely to give a human
being a fair shake against a corpora-
tion.

If I remember correctly, the numbers
were 54 to 6. In a polling group of 100,
6 Americans believe they could get a
fair shot in the Supreme Court against
corporations and 54 believed they could
not get, as human beings, a fair shot in
the U.S. Supreme Court against a big
corporation, but with the big corpora-
tions at the Supreme Court, the fix was
in—not a great place for the Court to
be when by 9-to-1 American human
beings think they can’t get a fair shot
in front of that Court against a cor-
poration.

They did deliver, and they delivered
Citizens United and opened the flood-
gates. The next thing out there was
groups like Americans for Prosperity,
the front group for the Koch brothers,
Donors Trust, which launders away the
identity of big corporations like
ExxonMobil, and all of these other
front groups we looked at earlier, and
they are spending immense amounts of
money. The result is, if there was a
heartbeat of activity on climate
change with Republicans before Citi-
zens United, it has been a flat line
since. That has been the story behind
this.

Not only has dark money poisoned
our conversation about climate change,
this guy actually ran his own dark
money operation. His Rule of Law De-
fense Fund, a 501(c)4 organization that
does not disclose its donors have been
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linked to the Koch brothers, who run
one of the biggest polluting operations
in the country, but we don’t really
know. We don’t really know. It has
been kept absolutely quiet.

There is a black hole of secrecy
around this nominee’s dark money op-
eration; whom he raised it from, what
the quid pro quo was, what he did with
it. Not allowed to know. Move along.
Move along. It doesn’t matter.

This is a test. This is a test of the
Senate. Will this nominee ever tell us
exactly what his relationship with the
fossil fuel industry is? Will we get
these emails in time to make an in-
formed decision before his nomination
is rammed through one step ahead of
the emails that the judge said had to
be released?

I can’t get over the fact that this guy
covered up the emails for 750-plus days
for more than 2 years and a judge said:
No, get them out Tuesday. And they
are going to get them out Tuesday. The
second chunk, you have 10 days to get
them out. He sat there in our com-
mittee and acted as if this was some
huge terrible task that he couldn’t pos-
sibly get done; that with 2 years to do
it, he couldn’t get a single email out.
By the time of our hearing, zero of
those thousands of emails had come
out. A judge took a look the same situ-
ation and said: Do it Tuesday. And
they are doing it.

We have been so deliberately
stonewalled, and it has been so pain-
fully and plainly made clear by what
the judge has ordered. We are not pass-
ing this test of how a Senate should
act.

President-Elect Trump promised to
restore genuine rule of the people
themselves. Remember, Teddy Roo-
sevelt’s quote that the sinister alliance
between crooked politics and crooked
business has done more than anything
else for the corruption of American life
against the genuine rule of the people
themselves. President Trump promised
to restore genuine rule to people and
themselves, and yet it is looking more
and more like shadowy and industry-
funded groups will really run our gov-
ernment.

This is a test also for the rest of cor-
porate America. A lot of corporate
America has good climate policy. Most
of corporate America has good climate
policy, but when are they going to
stand up about an EPA Administrator
who is the minion of the fossil fuel in-
dustry? What will Coca-Cola say to the
Georgia Senators? What will Walmart
ask of its Arkansas Senators? What
will VF Corporation urge its North
Carolina Senators to do? How will Rio
Tinto advise its Senators from Ari-
zona? All these companies have taken
important stands on global warming.
Why not now?

Let’s talk about the due diligence
that a nomination like this should get,
particularly the due diligence about
climate change that the present ur-
gency demands. I wondered what due
diligence my colleagues have done to
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assess the reality of climate change be-
fore making this fateful and foul vote.
The fossil fuel fox is on its way to the
henhouse now, and I challenge the col-
leagues who will have put him there:
Have you gone to your home State uni-
versity for a Dbriefing on climate
science to understand what your own
universities are teaching?

This nominee, Mr. Pruitt, never had.
When we met in my office, he didn’t
even know who Berrien Moore was.
Berrien Moore is the dean of the Col-
lege of Atmospheric and Geographic
Sciences at the University of Okla-
homa. He is a nationally renowned cli-
mate scientist. Before this nominee
and I met in my office, for all this
nominee’s years of litigation against
doing anything about climate change,
he had never bothered to go to his own
University of Oklahoma and find out
from there, his home State expert,
what climate change was, how it
worked, and what it meant. Why not?
The most logical answer is because he
didn’t care to know. He had already
chosen sides and had been richly re-
warded for doing so, although we don’t
know exactly how richly, since his
dark money operation is still a secret,
protected by the Senate Republicans
who are shoving this nomination
through.

Here is what Mr. Pruitt would have
found out if he had bothered to go to
the University of Oklahoma to ask the
dean about climate change. The dean of
the University of Oklahoma’s College
of Atmospheric and Geographic
Sciences has said: ‘“On the increasing
strength of earth sciences, we can now
state that global warming is ‘unequivo-
cal.””

The fact that the planet’s warming
and the fact that CO, is a greenhouse
gas and the fact that it is increasing in
the atmosphere and that increases in
the atmosphere due to humans—about
those things? There is no debate.

He has said:

We know precisely how fast CO, is going up
in the atmosphere. We have made a daily
measurement of it since 1957. We have ice-
core data before that.

He continued:

We know without any question, that it has
increased almost 40 percent since the indus-
trial revolution, and that increase is due to
human activity primarily fossil-fuel burning.

Those are the words of the dean at
the University of Oklahoma, who is the
expert in this subject. And Mr. Pruitt
had never bothered to actually ever
ask him. The fossil fuel industry had
told him all he needed to know, and
that is going to be a continuing prob-
lem with him as EPA Administrator.

I thought to myself, have any of the
Senators on the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee, who voted for
this nominee out of committee, done
any better? Which Senator on that
committee has been troubled to go for,
say, half a day, to their own home
State university and get a briefing on
climate science? As I have said, this
matters to Rhode Island because we are

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

a downwind State. We have had bad air
days where little kids and seniors and
people with breathing difficulties are
supposed to stay indoors in the air con-
ditioning, not go outside. We are seeing
warming rising, acidifying seas along
our shores, hurting our fishermen,
causing those families to lose those
coastal homes I showed.

And the hits are just going to keep
on coming. A child born today at
Women & Infants Hospital in Provi-
dence, RI, can expect to see upward of
9 feet of sea level rise raging on Rhode
Island shores in her lifetime, according
to the University of Rhode Island and
our State agencies.

Well, it seems to me the least a
downwind State like Rhode Island
might expect is some modicum of due
diligence by colleagues who are block-
ing action on this subject. At the Uni-
versity of Rhode Island, the due dili-
gence is very clear. URI is working
with Rhode Island fishermen to help
predict the harm from warming and
acidifying seas and figure out what
that means for our fisheries and our
agriculture.

The Senator is from a State that has
very distinguished fishing and agri-
culture himself, and I am sure his
home State universities are doing simi-
lar research.

URI and our State agencies are drill-
ing down to generate fine local data on
sea level rise and storm surge, and we
are starting to be able to predict, with
specificity, which homes are likely to
be lost in storms, which roads will be-
come inaccessible in coming decades,
what plan B is necessary to get emer-
gency services to communities when
flooding bars the way, and what water
and sewer and other public infrastruc-
ture is at risk. These are all now the
daily questions of Rhode Island coastal
life, thanks to climate change, and our
University of Rhode Island is at the
forefront of studying that.

Of course, URI is not alone. You can
go to every State university and find
climate change concerns. They just un-
derstand this stuff. They are not actu-
ally just learning climate science, they
are teaching about climate change. It
is astonishing that Senators from
those States will not listen to what
their own universities teach.

Let’s call the Republican roll of the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, all of whom voted to suspend
the committee rules to jam this fossil
fuel industry minion through to the
Senate floor as Administrator of the
EPA, notwithstanding the black hole
of secrecy around his dark money deal-
ings with the polluting fossil fuel in-
dustry, and notwithstanding his years
of stonewalling dozens of Open Records
Act requests, including the one that
has just been ordered to be disclosed by
the judge today—thousands of emails.

Let’s see what our Environment and
Public Works Committee colleagues,
who cleared the way in committee for
this nominee, would find at their home
State universities, if they looked.

February 17, 2017

Chairman BARRASSO could go to the
University of Wyoming, where he
would find the University of Wyoming
Center for Environmental Hydrology
and Geophysics reporting: ‘‘Many of
the most pressing issues facing the
western United States hinge on the
fate and transport of water and its re-
sponse to diverse disturbances, includ-
ing climate change.”

He would find University of Wyoming
scientists publishing articles on ‘‘The
effects of projected climate change on
forest fires’ sustainability’” and the
University of Wyoming awarding uni-
versity grants to study the effects of
climate change on pollinators, on
water flow, on beaver habitat, and on
whitebark pine growth, all work being
done sincerely at the University of Wy-
oming on climate change.

Next down the line, we come to Sen-
ator INHOFE of Oklahoma. The senior
Senator from Oklahoma could also go,
of course, and consult Dean Moore of
the College of Atmospheric and Geo-
graphic Sciences at the University of
Oklahoma. But if he really wanted to
dig in, he could also go over to Okla-
homa State and get an update from
Oklahoma  State Professor Riley
Dunlap, who has written in a peer re-
view and scientific journal: ‘‘Climate
science has now firmly established that
global warming is occurring, that
human activities contribute to this
warming, and that current and future
warming portend negative impacts on
both ecological and social systems.”

“Portend negative impacts on both
ecological and social systems”—that is
science-ese for it is going to hurt peo-
ple, as we Rhode Islanders already see
all too plainly.

Oklahoma State’s Professor Dunlap
goes on to write something more. How-
ever, he goes on to say:

There has been an organized
“disinformation’ campaign . . . to generate
skepticism and denial . . . to ‘“manufacture
uncertainty,” . .. especially by attacking
climate science and scientists.

Wow. Huh?

And he goes on:

This campaign has been waged by a loose
coalition of industrial (especially fossil
fuels) interests and conservative foundations
and think tanks—

Look at that. He seems to be agree-
ing with Dr. Brulle at Drexel Univer-
sity—
that utilize a range of front groups and
Astroturf operations [to manufacture that
uncertaintyl].

That is the research that Senator
INHOFE would find at Oklahoma State.
That organized disinformation cam-
paign that Professor Dunlap reports on
and the massive political muscle oper-
ation that supports it explains a lot of
what goes on around here. And if you
cross-reference the entities that Pro-
fessor Dunlap puts into that organized
disinformation campaign, you will find
them on the record supporting this
nominee. He is the nominee of the or-
ganized disinformation campaign. And
that is because, behind this whole mess
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of a nomination, is the fossil fuel in-
dustry.

Let’s go back to the Environment
and Public Works Committee and con-
tinue down the row on the majority
side. We come next to Senator CAPITO.
Senator CAPITO from West Virginia
could go to West Virginia University,
where the Mountaineers could show her
their mountain hydrology laboratory,
which tells us, ‘“‘Climate change has
important implications for manage-
ment of fresh water resources.” These
include, ‘‘that the highlands region in
the central Appalachian Mtns. is ex-
pected to wet up.” As warmer air,
which carries more moisture, leads to
what West Virginia University is call-
ing ‘“‘intensification of the water
cycle,” the laboratory warns that, ‘‘the
implications of this intensification are
immense.”

West Virginia University’s Wildlife
Conservation Lab publishes regularly
on climate change effects, and one of
West Virginia University’s climate sci-
entists, Professor Hessl, has been rec-
ognized by West Virginia University as
West Virginia University’s Benedum
Distinguished Scholar. West Virginia
University even sends people all the
way to China to study climate change.
Some hoax.

Onward. My friend, Senator BO0O0Z-
MAN, is next in the line. His home State
University of Arkansas has actually
signed onto both the first and second
university president’s climate commit-
ments. And the University of Arkansas
has undertaken what it calls an aggres-
sive and innovative Climate Action
Plan to reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions and help prevent climate change.
The University of Arkansas explains
the need to reduce greenhouse gases,
particularly including carbon dioxide
and methane. It is because these gases’
‘“‘absorption of solar radiation is re-
sponsible for the greenhouse effect.”

Explaining further, the University of
Arkansas describes that the green-
house effect ‘‘occurs as these gases are
trapped and held in the Earth’s atmos-
phere, gradually increasing the tem-
perature of the Earth’s surface and air
in the lower atmosphere.”’

A University of Arkansas scientist
predicts ‘‘that the spread of plant spe-
cies in nearly half the world’s land
areas could be affected by global warm-
ing by the end of the century.”

On down the EPW row is my friend
ROGER WICKER from Mississippi. Down
in Mississippi, the University of Mis-
sissippi, Ole Miss, actually has an Of-
fice of Sustainability. The Ole Miss Of-
fice of Sustainability is there ‘‘to fur-
ther the university’s efforts to combat
global climate change.”

Believe it or not, Ole Miss is another
signatory to that University Presi-
dents’ Climate Commitment just like
Arkansas. It is moving toward net zero
greenhouse gas emissions. By the way,
so is the University of Southern Mis-
sissippi. The director of the University
of Mississippi’s Center for
Hydroscience and Engineering explains
why this matters.
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Human influence and greenhouse gasses
are the dominant causes of the increase in
global average temperature of the earth. The
impacts are observed in rising sea levels,
precipitation patterns, hydrologic regimes,
floods and droughts, and environmental
processes.

He continues.

We must reduce our carbon footprint and
take the necessary steps to reduce our vul-
nerability to future climate change impacts.

From the University of Mississippi.
Also, at Ole Miss, anthropology pro-
fessor Marcos Mendoza warns that ‘‘cli-
mate change is the greatest environ-
mental threat facing global society in
the 21st century.” Let me say that
again—from Ole Miss. ‘‘Climate change
is the greatest environmental threat
facing global society in the 21st cen-
tury.” But the fossil fuel machine is
going to see to it that we put a climate
denier into the EPA Administrator’s
seat.

So let’s stay in Mississippi and go
over to Mississippi State University,
where several professors contributed to
the American Society of Agronomy’s
report, ‘‘Climate Change and Agri-
culture: Analysis of Potential Inter-
national Impacts.’”” The forward to that
volume states that ‘“‘the threat of glob-
al climate change due to anthropogenic
modification of the atmosphere—the
so-called greenhouse effect—could po-
tentially be one of the major environ-
mental problems of our time.”

Down on the gulf, all three Mis-
sissippi universities are working to-
gether with Sea Grant, on what they
call a climate team to assess ‘‘the risk
of environmental, economic, and soci-
etal impacts from rising sea levels and
storm surges.” My friend who is pre-
siding knows well the effects in the
gulf. When you are looking at the risk
of environmental, economic, and soci-
etal impacts from rising sea levels and
storm surges, you have something in
common with Rhode Island as well.

Let’s go on to Nebraska from where
Senator FISCHER hails. The University
of Nebraska has published extensive re-
ports on what they call ‘‘Climate
Change Implications for Nebraska.”
One University of Nebraska report
leads with this blunt sentence: ‘‘Cli-
mate change poses significant risks to
Nebraska’s economy, environment, and
citizens.” Well, Nebraskans, it turns
out, agree. The University of Nebraska
has published research that ‘‘most
rural Nebraskans believe the state
should develop a plan for adopting to
climate change, as do 58 percent of Ne-
braskans 65 and older.”

So even the elder Nebraskans by 58
percent believe it, and nearly 70 per-
cent of young Nebraskans, from 19 to 29
years old. On the science, the Univer-
sity of Nebraska reports the following:

Is there debate within the scientific com-
munity with regard to observed changes in
climate and human activities as the prin-
cipal causal factor? The short answer here is
no, at least certainly not among climate sci-
entists; that is, scientists who have actual
expertise in the study of climate and climate
change.
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Let me repeat that again from the
University of Nebraska.

Is there debate within the scientific com-
munity with regard to observed changes in
climate and human activities as the prin-
cipal causal factor? The short answer here is
no, at least certainly not among climate sci-
entists; that is, scientists who have actual
expertise in the study of climate and climate
change.

The University of Nebraska goes on.

For more than a decade, there has been
broad and overwhelming consensus within
the climate science community that human-
induced effects on climate change are both
very real and very large.

As to scope of those effects, the Uni-
versity of Nebraska warns:

The magnitude and rapidity of the pro-
jected changes in climate are unprecedented.
The implications of these changes for the
health of our planet and the legacy we will
leave to our children, our grandchildren, and
future generations are of vital concern.

The University of Nebraska has even
published what it calls ‘“Key Climate
Change Data for Nebraska.”’” This is the
list:

Temperatures have risen about 1 de-
gree Fahrenheit since 1895; frost-free
season has increased 5 to 25 days since
1895; very heavy precipitation events
have increased 16 percent in the Great
Plains Region; projected temperature
increase of 4 to 5 degrees Fahrenheit,
low-emissions scenario, or 8 to 9 de-
grees Fahrenheit, high-emissions sce-
nario, by 2100; projected summer of 2100
will have 13 to 25 days over 100 degrees
Fahrenheit; number of nights over 70
degrees Fahrenheit will increase by 20
to 40 by 2100; soil moisture is projected
to decrease 5 to 10 percent by 2100; re-
duced snowpack in Rocky Mountains
equals reduced streamflow in our riv-
ers; increasing heavy precipitation
events; increasing flood magnitude; in-
creasing drought frequency and sever-
ity.

That is the University of Nebraska’s
list of coming attractions to Nebraska
from climate change.

On to Kansas, where Senator MORAN
would learn from Kansas State Univer-
sity about climate change’s effects on
agriculture in his home State. Kansas
State University Professor Charles
Rice, Distinguished Professor of Agron-
omy, working with the National
Science Foundation is using ‘‘climate
modeling tactics to predict the effects
of climate change in the Great Plains,
and to develop adaptation and mitiga-
tion strategies for agriculture in the
region,” to help meet what Kansas
State calls ‘“‘one of the grand chal-
lenges of the 21st century: evaluating
and predicting the biological and eco-
logical consequences of accelerating
global climate change.”

Kansas State brought the executive
director of agricultural giant Cargill to
talk about climate change. News re-
ports describe what the Cargill execu-
tive stated; that ‘‘climate change is
real and must be addressed head-on to
prevent future food shortages.” Spe-
cifically, the Cargill executive said
that ““U.S. production of corn, soy-
beans, wheat, and cotton could decline
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by 14 percent by mid-century and by as
much as 42 percent by late century.”
This is a senior corporate executive in
one of our leading agricultural compa-
nies, warning of a 14-percent decrease
in these essential crops by midcentury,
and as much as a 42-percent decrease
by late century.

From an agricultural standpoint, the
executive said, ‘“We have to prepare
ourselves for a different climate than
we have today.” Maybe that is why
Kansas State calls evaluating and pre-
dicting the biological and ecological
consequences of accelerating global cli-
mate change one of the grand chal-
lenges of the 21st century.

Let’s head out to South Dakota,
where Senator MIKE ROUNDS would
hear from South Dakota State Univer-
sity about climate change on the Da-
kota Plains. South Dakota State’s
Leffler Lab calls climate change ‘‘the
signature challenge of the 2lst cen-
tury.” So let’s bear in mind, we have
the Kansas State University calling
climate change ‘‘one of the grand chal-
lenges of the 21st century.” We have
South Dakota State’s Leffler Lab call-
ing climate change the ‘‘signature
challenge of the 21st century.” We have
an EPA nominee who is a climate
change denier, wrapped so tight with
the fossil fuel industry, you can’t tell
where one ends and the other begins,
and he has the support of the Senators
from Kansas and South Dakota.

It is a riddle. South Dakota State
scientists are not just saying that cli-
mate change is the signature challenge
of the 21st century, they are out study-
ing climate change around the globe.
From the Upper Ghanaian forests of
West Africa to the West Antarctica ice
sheet. South Dakota State University
Professor Mark Cochrane is working
with the U.S. Forest Service to deter-
mine ‘‘how a changing climate impacts
forest ecosystems” and reported that
“forest fire seasons worldwide in-
creased by 18.7 percent due to more
rain-free days and hotter tempera-
tures.”

The South Dakota State University
News Center has reported that season-
shifting climate changes ‘‘are all being
affected by warming from an increase
in greenhouse gases due to human ac-
tivity’’—*‘all being affected by warm-
ing from an increase in greenhouse
gases due to human activity.”

South Dakota State University even
brought in Harvard Professor and
“Merchants of Doubt’” author Naomi
Oreskes, saying that her work ‘‘has
laid to rest the idea that there is sig-
nificant disagreement in the scientific
community about global warming.”
Somebody needs to translate between
South Dakota State University and
this EPA nominee.

So on we go to Iowa, continuing down
the Environment and Public Works Re-
publican roster, where Senator JONI
ERNST could hear from an Iowa State
University professor who told a United
Nations conference not long ago that
“‘climate change was already affecting
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Iowa farmers. This is not just about
the distant future,” he said. Iowa State
has published extensive reach and I
will just quote the title of it. ‘‘Global
Warming: Impact of climate change on
global agriculture.” Iowa State’s pres-
tigious Leopold Center views climate
change not merely as warming, but as
a ‘‘worsening destabilization of the
planet’s environmental systems.”’

Climate change is not just warming,
it is a ‘“‘worsening destabilization of
the planet’s environmental systems”
and yet the good Senator voted to
move this climate-denying industry
tool forward to be our EPA Adminis-
trator.

A worsening destabilization of the
planet’s environmental systems, they
call it, that will create ‘‘an aggravated
and unpredictable risk that will chal-
lenge the security of our agricultural
and biological systems”—‘‘aggravated
and unpredictable risk that will chal-
lenge the security of our agricultural
and biological systems.”

That is Iowa State talking. They
conclude: ‘““The scientific evidence is
clear that the magnitude of the
changes ahead are greater, the rate
much faster, and [the] duration of cli-
matic destabilization will last much
longer than once thought.”

Now we come to the end of the row of
the Republicans on the Environment
and Public Works Committee.

As an Alaskan, Senator DAN SUL-
LIVAN would get double barrels from
the University of Alaska, first about
climate change and second about ocean
acidification.

“Alaska is already facing the im-
pacts of climate change,” the Univer-
sity of Alaska reports.

This question of ‘“‘facing the impacts
of climate change’ matters enough to
the University of Alaska that, on glob-
al warming, the university has stood
up the Alaska Climate Science Center.
The Alaska Climate Science Center has
been established to help understand
“the response of Alaska’s ecosystems
to a changing climate.”

The Alaska Climate Science Center
of the University of Alaska is charting
the recordbreaking, year-over-year
warming in Alaska, analyzing tempera-
ture trends, and receiving awards for
“modeling and evaluating climate
change impacts in the Arctic.”

““One thing for sure,” the center says,
is that the climate ‘‘will continue to
change as a result of various natural

and anthropogenic forcing mecha-
nisms.”’
Then there is the other climate

change punch coming at Alaska, from
the sea. In addition to its Alaska Cli-
mate Science Center, the University of
Alaska is serious enough about this to
have also stood up an Ocean Acidifica-
tion Research Center to address what
it calls ‘‘growing concerns over in-
creased acidity in the ocean and the
impacts this phenomenon will have on
Alaska’s marine ecosystems’—‘‘grow-
ing concerns over increased acidity in
the ocean and the impacts this phe-
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nomenon will have on Alaska’s marine
ecosystems.”

Alaska’s seafood industry is an enor-
mous asset to Alaska’s economy, and it
depends on Alaska’s marine eco-
systems. Well, the University of Alas-
ka’s Ocean Acidification Research Cen-
ter warns that ocean acidification ‘‘has
the potential to disrupt this industry
from top to bottom’—‘‘to disrupt this
industry from top to bottom.”

The Ocean Acidification Research
Center identifies the culprit of this
phenomenon as ‘‘the transport of CO»
from the atmosphere into the ocean.”

Indeed, as we have loaded up the at-
mosphere with more and more CO,
emissions from the burning of fossil
fuels, the ocean has actually absorbed
chemically about a third of that CO,.

In addition to all that heat I men-
tioned earlier that the ocean had ab-
sorbed—more than 90 percent of the
added heat—it actually absorbed one-
third of the carbon dioxide. Of course,
when carbon dioxide interacts with
seawater, there is a change that takes
place.

Indeed, why don’t we see about doing
a demonstration of that change. It will
take a minute to get that organized.
While we are getting that organized,
let me continue.

Here is a description—thank you to
the University of Maryland for the
graphic—of how atmospheric carbon di-
oxide turns the ocean acidic.

When you add additional CO, to the
atmosphere, at the surface, where it
meets the sea, there is a chemical ex-
change, and the CO, can be absorbed by
the ocean. As I said, one-third of it has
been. That dissolved carbon dioxide
joins with the water chemically, and it
creates carbonic acid. The carbonic
acid, in turn, creates bicarbonate ions,
hydrogen ions, and carbonate ions, and
those ions interfere with the makeup of
marine creatures, which make their
shells out of free carbon in the oceans,
and some of those effects are pretty ap-
parent.

This is the shell of an ocean creature
called a pteropod. It is at the base of a
great deal of the ocean food chain.
There are studies off the northwest
coast that show that more than 50 per-
cent of this creature have experienced
what the scientists who them caught
them and studied them called severe
shell damage. Here is what happens
when you expose them to high con-
centrations of acidified seawater, high-
er than usual. That is what it looks
like day 1. That is a healthy shell. Fif-
teen days later, it is starting to gray.
Thirty days later, beyond just starting
to gray, it is starting to actually come
apart. And by 45 days, the shell is a
wreck. That is not an animal that is
capable of surviving.

So let’s see how this works. This is a
glass of water, and I have just put 20
drops of a pH test into it. That shows
what the acidity is of the water. As you
can see, it has turned the water rather
blue, which matches roughly this level
of pH.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be permitted to continue
with this little demonstration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President,
this is a very simple bubbler that any-
body with an aquarium will recognize.
All you simply do is you put the bub-
bler in. I produce carbon dioxide as I
exhale. So I am exhaling one breath
into this same glass. I will do one
more. It was not even a full breath, but
there it is.

It used to match that color; do you
remember? Now look at what color it
matches. Just breathing carbon dioxide
through the water has changed its pH
and has made it more acidic.

I can do that right here with a
breath. It is happening on a global
scale, as the interaction between the
atmosphere and the oceans transports
CO, into the oceans. When that hap-
pens, the same chemical effect that we
modeled here takes place, and the
oceans become more acidic, and the ef-
fects continue to be damaging.

The previous shell that I showed was
the pteropod, a humble creature, but
an important creature in the food
chain. It is actually called the ocean
butterfly by some because its snail foot
has been transformed by God’s law of
evolution into an oceanic wing that al-
lows it to fly in the seas.

This is an oyster. The Senator’s
State of Louisiana does a lot of work
with oysters, as does Rhode Island.
Again, exposing oyster larvae to ocean
water with heightened levels of acid-
ity—day 1, day 2, day 4, and then we
see exposure to acidity. Here is what a
healthy larva looks like; here is what
one exposed looks like. Here is what
the healthy one looks like; here is
what the exposed one looks like. Here
is a healthy one; here is one exposed.

You will see that the healthy larva is
growing day after day. It is getting big-
ger. It is going to become an oyster.
Somebody is going to have a great oys-
ter stew some day with that oyster
with any luck.

This one is shrinking and deforming,
and the reason is that the little crea-
ture is trying to take the carbon out of
the ocean to make its shell—the cal-
cium. And because of those ions that I
pointed out, it is bound up, and they
can’t get it. So they deform this way.

When you are at a point where more
than 50 percent of ocean pteropods are
experiencing severe shell damage, if
you are not paying attention, you are
going to take a big punch.

Now I know around here we don’t
give a darn about God’s creatures as
being God’s creatures. I probably sound
funny to some people talking about a
funny little creature in the ocean
called a pteropod. The things we care
about here are things that we can mon-
etize because this is Mammon Hall.
This is the temple where gold rules.

These little creatures are a little bit
away from the gold. But who cares
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about the pteropod? I will tell you who
cares about the pteropod. Salmon care
about the pteropod, and people care
about the salmon, and Alaska has a
pretty good salmon fishery. The Pacific
Northwest has a pretty good salmon
fishery. If you drop out the pteropod
from the bottom of the oceanic food
chain because it can’t grow because the
ocean has acidified, there is a big col-
lapse to take place.

As scientists would say, the upper
trophic levels fall as the lower trophic
levels collapse. So this is serious.

As I went through all these different
Republican Environment and Public
Works Committee Senators’ home
State universities, maybe you could
say that all those home State univer-
sities are part of the climate change
hoax that our President is so pleased to
tweet about.

If so, my colleagues really ought to
call their home State universities out
about that. If they think their home
State universities are in on a hoax, I
think it wouldn’t be right, and they
ought to call out their home State uni-
versities. If the home State univer-
sities are part of a big old hoax, say so.
Say so. But if all of my Republican col-
leagues’ home State universities right
down the line on the Environment and
Public Works committee aren’t in on a
hoax, if what they are doing is good
science, why not listen to them? Why
not listen to them? What is the dark
star in this firmament that causes the
real science from the home State uni-
versities of these Senators to warp and
twist around as it comes to this body?
What is the power? What is the force
that is causing every single one of
these home State universities to be ig-
nored by their home State Senators?

Let me go back and review very
briefly what they said. Home State
universities of the Republican Senators
on the Environment and Public Works
Committee warn of ‘‘pressing issues”
related to climate change. That is Wy-
oming—pressing issues.

Assert that the science of climate
change is ‘‘unequivocal,” “without any
question.” That is from Oklahoma.

Foresee ‘“‘immense’ implications re-
lated to climate change. That is West

Virginia.
Making anti-greenhouse gas ‘‘climate
commitments” to fight climate

change. That is the University of Ar-
kansas.

Warn that ‘‘climate change is the
greatest environmental threat facing
global society.”” That is Mississippi.

Find the ‘‘significant risks’’ from cli-
mate change to be ‘“‘of vital concern.”
That is Nebraska. That is the one that
had the hit list of coming attractions
from Nebraska of climate change

Describe climate change as ‘‘one of
the grand challenges of the 21st cen-
tury.” That is Kansas.

Call climate change ‘‘the signature
challenge of the 21st century.” South
Dakota.

Predict ‘‘aggravated and unpredict-
able risk” from climate disruption.
That is Iowa.
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Prepare for fisheries risk that could
shake the State’s seafood industry
“from top to bottom.” That is Alaska.

Right down the row of Republican
Senators who voted for this climate de-
nying nominee, you have home State
universities that say the opposite, that
say that it is real, that it is beyond sci-
entific debate at this point, that its ef-
fects are here, that its effects are wors-
ening, and that it is going to shake in-
dustries like the fishing industry from
top to bottom and create significant
risk and disturbances in agriculture.
But not one of those Senators stood up
against the nominee who is the shame-
less tool of the industry that is causing
all that harm.

So I have to ask, how does that end?
If you listen to what all your home
State universities are saying, this is a
pressing and immense grand challenge.
This greatest environmental threat—it
doesn’t go away. This is truth meas-
ured by science, God’s and nature’s
truth, and truth always demands a
reckoning.

If we listen only to the fossil fuel in-
dustry as it lies and prevaricates and
propagandizes and disassembles and
does all its nonsense to protect its all-
important right to pollute for free, how
do we expect this turns out in the end?
Do you think these acidifying shells
give a red hot damn what a fossil fuel
industry lobbyist says? They are re-
sponding to laws of chemistry and na-
ture that we don’t get to repeal or
amend.

Let me make one last point in clos-
ing, as I saw Senator CARPER here, our
distinguished ranking member, and I
am sure he wants to speak.

Our Republican friends claim to sup-
port market economics. They are big
on how you have to trust the market.
You shouldn’t regulate. Markets are
the way to go. Market economics is the
most efficient tool for allocating re-
sources. Market economics are how we
create wealth. Actually, I agree. So
let’s look at market economics.

What I believe and what economists
say on all sides of the political spec-
trum is that it is market economics 101
that for the market to work, the harm
of a product has to be built into the
price of a product.

The fossil fuel industry, the dark star
of our politics, absorbing and bending
all of this home State information, ab-
sorbs and bends even conservative mar-
ket principles so that they disappear
here in Congress, at least wherever
those principles conflict with what ap-
pears to be our first principle: the well-
being and the power of the fossil fuel
industry.

The fact that Senators do not hear or
do not care about this science from
their home State universities tells you
all you need to know about the brute
political force of the fossil fuel indus-
try here in Congress.

(Mrs. ERNST assumed the Chair.)

Let me go back just a moment to
something I said earlier, since we have
been joined by the Senator from Iowa
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at this fine early hour in the morning.
Just before she arrived, I was talking
about Iowa State. Since she is here, 1
will go back to those remarks and to
the Iowa State University professor
who told a United Nations conference
not long ago that climate change is al-
ready affecting Iowa farmers. ‘‘This
isn’t just about the distant future,” the
Iowa State scientist said.

I noted that Iowa State has published
extensive research on, and I quote Iowa
State University here, ‘‘global warm-
ing, the impact of climate change on
global agriculture.”

Iowa State has a center called the
Leopold Center, which perhaps the Pre-
siding Officer can confirm is a fairly
prestigious institution within the Uni-
versity of Iowa. Iowa State’s Leopold
Center ‘‘views climate change not
merely as warming, but as a worsening
destabilization of the planet’s environ-
mental system.”

I hope the distinguished Senator
from Iowa will review Iowa State’s
view that this worsening destabiliza-
tion of the planet’s environmental sys-
tem will create, and I quote Iowa State
University again, ‘‘aggravated and un-
predictable risks that will challenge
the security of our agricultural and bi-
ological systems’ and consider their
conclusion: ‘““The scientific evidence is
clear that the magnitude of the
changes ahead are greater, the rate
much faster, and the duration of the
climatic destabilization will last much
longer than once thought.”’

Let me close, while we wait for Sen-
ator CARPER, who is nearby, with my
final exhibit.

This is a page from the New York
Times in 2009. It is a full-page ad that
was taken out in the New York Times
in 2009, and it reads:

Dear President Obama and the United
States Congress, tomorrow leaders from 192
countries will gather at the U.N. Climate
Change Conference in Copenhagen to deter-
mine the fate of our planet. As business lead-
ers, we are optimistic that President Obama
is attending Copenhagen with emissions tar-
gets. Additionally, we urge you, our govern-
ment, to strengthen and pass U.S. legislation
and lead the world by example. We support
your effort to ensure meaningful and effec-
tive measures to control climate change, an
immediate challenge facing the United
States and the world today. Please don’t
postpone the earth. If we fail to act now, it
is scientifically irrefutable that there will be
catastrophic and irreversible consequences
for humanity and our planet.

Please allow us, the United States of
America, to serve in modeling the change
necessary to protect humanity and our plan-
et.

That is the text of this advertise-
ment in the New York Times in 2009.
And guess who signed it. Donald J.
Trump, chairman and president; Don-
ald J. Trump, Jr., executive vice presi-
dent; Eric F. Trump, executive vice
president; Ivanka M. Trump, executive
vice president; and the Trump Organi-
zation.

I will close with the sentence from
this New York Times advertisement,
signed by Donald J. Trump, that ‘‘the
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science of climate change is irrefutable
and our failure to act will have con-
sequences that are catastrophic and ir-
reversible.” President Trump’s words,
not mine.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CARPER. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. CARPER. Madam President,
good morning to our pages and mem-
bers of our staff, some of whom have
been up all night.

I just walked over here from my of-
fice in the Hart Building and, along the
way, I ran into the Capitol Police and
others who are putting in a long day
and a long night. I, on behalf of all of
us, want to express my thanks to them.

I have said this on several occa-
sions—that I take no joy in going
through a chapter like we are going
through tonight.

I come from a State on the east coast
where we get along pretty well. Demo-
crats and Republicans sort of like each
other. They tend to be mainstream,
both on the Democratic side and on the
Republican side. We have something
called the Delaware way, and it is sort
of based on the three C’s—commu-
nicate, compromise, and collaborate.
This is what we do. We have done it for
a long time, and it seems to work for
us. Hopefully, when we get through
this chapter—when we get through the
nomination process—we will be able to
get back to the three C’s.

I have the privilege, as the Presiding
Officer knows, that when I got out of
the Navy I moved to Delaware, and I
had an opportunity to serve in a couple
of different roles—as the treasurer, as a
Congressman, and then as the Gov-
ernor for 8 years. In my time as Gov-
ernor, according to laws and the con-
stitution of Delaware, the Governor
nominates people to serve as cabinet
members, as members of the judiciary,
and on a lot of boards and commis-
sions.

During those 8 years that I was privi-
leged to serve as Governor, the legisla-
ture was split—the House was Repub-
lican, and the Senate was Democrat.
When it came time to nominate mem-
bers of my cabinet, my predecessor was
Governor Mike Castle, as the Senator
from Rhode Island knows. He was a
moderate Republican, and he had been
our Governor, and before that our
Lieutenant Governor. He was a State
legislator and a very successful attor-
ney. When I was elected Governor, he
was elected Congressman. So we lit-
erally traded places. He took my job in
Congress, in the House, and I took his
job as Governor.

It was really a wonderful transition,
where I tried to help him make that
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transition to be successful in the House
of Representatives, and he tried very
much to help me be successful as a new
Governor.

I, actually, went to something called
the New Governor’s School, hosted by
Roy Romer, who was then the chair-
man of the National Governors Asso-
ciation—a wonderful guy. We were in
the New Governor’s School out in Colo-
rado, the newly elected Governors of
1992—Democrats and Republicans, in-
cluding people like George W. Bush,
Tom Ridge, and the list goes on. If I
had had more sleep, I could remember
every one of them. It was just wonder-
ful. Mike Levin, who later became the
head of the EPA, was one of them.

We learned a lot at the New Gov-
ernor’s School about how to set up and
establish an administration, how to
put together an administration. Mike
Castle, Delaware’s Governor, was part
of the faculty, if you will, of current
Governors who mentored us in the New
Governor’s School, and it was a bless-
ing in my life.

I asked Governor Castle, as we were
going through that transition, to sort
of walk me through his own cabinet
and to suggest who might want to stay,
who might be interested in staying on
in a new administration—in my admin-
istration—and who, maybe, who would
not. It ended up, when I nominated
people to serve in my cabinet, that
there were several there who had actu-
ally served in his. We had mostly
Democrats. I am a Democrat. But there
were some Republicans as well. Below
the cabinet level, we had division di-
rectors, and we kept almost all—not all
but almost all of the division directors
we asked to stay, too.

For 8 years as Governor of Delaware,
I would nominate people to serve in ei-
ther cabinet positions or on the judici-
ary or at other posts; but, for 8 years,
we batted 1,000. The State executive
committee was terrific in approving
people, confirming people to serve in
these roles. It was not like I just
rushed things—here is who we are
nominating. Go pass them.

That is not the way they worked. I
asked them for their ideas. We solic-
ited their ideas, not just for the cabi-
net but, also, for the judiciary.

At the end of the day, it was my role
to actually nominate people, and it was
their role to provide advice and con-
sent, and they did—a little bit before
but, certainly, throughout the nomi-
nating process. It worked pretty well.
It worked pretty well for our State,
and I am proud of the 8 years that our
administration worked with the legis-
lature and with nonprofit commu-
nities, the faith community, and the
business community with what we ac-
complished.

I was trained as a leader from the age
of 12, and our Presiding Officer was
trained as a leader, probably, from
about the same age. We both served in
the military. She is a retired lieuten-
ant colonel, and I am a retired Navy
captain. But I was trained that leaders
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are humble, not haughty. I was trained
that leaders should have the hearts of
servants, as our job is to serve and not
be served. I was trained that we basi-
cally call on people not to do what we
say but to do what we do. I believe in
leadership by example. I was taught
that leaders don’t hold their fingers up
to the wind and see which way the wind
is going, but that we should have the
courage to stay out of step when every-
one else is marching to the wrong tune.
I was trained that leaders do not lead
by dividing folks but by uniting peo-
ple—by building bridges, not walls. I
was trained that leaders should be pur-
veyors of hope—that we should appeal
to people’s better angels. I was trained
that leaders ought to focus on doing
what is right, not what is easy or expe-
dient, that we should embrace the
Golden Rule—really, embody the Gold-
en Rule—by treating people the way we
want to be treated, that we should
focus on excellence in everything we do
and surround ourselves with the best
people we can find. When the team that
we lead does well, they get the credit,
and when the team that we lead does
not do so well, the leader takes the
blame. I was trained as a leader with
the idea that, when you know you are
right, be sure you are right. You just
never give up. You never give up.

Those are the leadership skills that
were infused into me by my family and
my faith. I was in the military for 23
years, plus 4 years as a midshipman,
and it helped make me who I am. Those
are, really, the leadership blocks that I
bring to my job here.

We have had some great leaders in
this body. We could use a leadership
like I have just described at the top of
the food chain in this country, in this
administration. We could use that. I,
thus far, after about one month into
this administration, I haven’t seen
that kind of leadership that I had
hoped for, that we had seen not that
long ago.

I want to commend everyone who has
come to the floor in the last almost 20
hours on our side—the Democratic
side—and on the Republican side to ex-
plain our points of view with respect to
the nomination of Scott Pruitt to be
Administrator for the EPA in this
country.

When Donald Trump was running for
President, he said pretty consistently
that part of what he wanted to do as
President was to degrade and, essen-
tially, destroy the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. He didn’t just say it
once or twice but again and again.
When he won the nomination, he said
the same thing—that, if elected Presi-
dent, part of his goal would be to de-
grade and, essentially, destroy the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. When
he was elected President—a couple of
days after being elected—he repeated
that pledge.

Sometimes people may not believe
what we say, but they will believe what
we do. For me, the first clear indica-
tion that what he said with respect to
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the Environmental Protection Agency
was something that he intended to do
was the selection of a person to lead
the Environmental Protection Agency,
and he chose the attorney general of
Oklahoma Scott Pruitt.

Scott was introduced at his con-
firmation hearing before the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee by
the two Senators from Oklahoma—
JAMES LANKFORD, with whom I serve
on the Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Committee—he is a
great member—and JIM INHOFE, who is
our senior Republican on the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee.

They have very high regard for Scott
Pruitt. They have spoken here on the
floor with regard to him and to his
service. When someone whose service
and friendship I value as much as I do—
JAMES LANKFORD and JIM INHOFE—
speak so highly of a friend and a col-
league from their State, it is not easy
for me, and it is not easy for the rest of
us to oppose that nominee—their
friend. But we have done that. We have
done that for weeks now, and we have
done that now throughout this night.

I take no joy in doing this. Having
said that, I take no joy in the fact that
the levels of the seas around my little
State of Delaware are rising, and we
are the lowest lying State in America,
and we see every day the vestiges of
sea level rise.

I take no joy when I catch the train
in the morning to come down here—I
go back and forth every day—I take no
joy in standing on the platform at the
Wilmington train station and in look-
ing at a beautiful riverfront, which we
have worked on for 20 years so as to
transform an industrial wasteland into
something that is lovely, beautiful, and
clean. Even now, with the fish that
swim in the Christina River, we cannot
eat them. In fact, from most of the
bodies of water in my State, we cannot
eat the fish, and that is because of the
mercury that is contained in them. It
is not just in my State, and it is not
just in our neighbors’ States—Mary-
land and New Jersey. It is in the States
all up and down the east coast.

We live in what is called the end of
America’s tailpipe. A lot of emissions
that are put up into the air come from
coal-fired plants to our west—from
Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky, West Vir-
ginia, which is my native State, and
other States. They have, in many
cases, really tall smokestacks, and
they put their pollution—their air
emissions—up through the smoke-
stacks. They go up hundreds and hun-
dreds of feet into the air. The air car-
ries them out of their States. It carries
the pollution out of their States, and
where does it settle? It settles in ours.
In States from Virginia on up into
Maine. We live at the end of America’s
tailpipe.

I take no joy that, of the freshwater
fish in our State and a lot of other
places on the east coast and, frankly,
in other places around the country,
you cannot eat those fish anymore.
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I want to take a few minutes and
pivot from that as background to what
we are going to look at—some charts—
in a minute. Before we do, I want to
talk about why we can’t eat the fish in
too many places around this country.
And the reason why is because we get,
I would say about 40 percent of our
electricity from coal. Today it is
maybe down to around 30, maybe 25 to
30 percent, and maybe 25 to 30 percent
from natural gas. We get maybe 20 per-
cent from nuclear, and the rest is from
the renewable forms of energy, includ-
ing wind and solar technology as it has
gotten better and better and better.

One of the reasons my colleagues,
particularly on this side, have great
concerns about the nomination of
Scott Pruitt has to do with mercury.
As I have shared with the Senate, a re-
view of Mr. Pruitt’s record yields some
troubling information about how he
managed the unit within his own office
in Oklahoma charged with responding
to environmental matters. Upon taking
office, Mr. Pruitt essentially gutted his
own Environmental Protection Unit
within the attorney general’s office. It
appears he abandoned his responsibil-
ities to use his office to protect the
public health of Oklahomans and de-
clined to use his authority to hold pol-
luters and bad actors accountable.

A review of Mr. Pruitt’s record yields
nothing that shows how he will change
this behavior if he is confirmed to be
EPA Administrator. In fact, the New
York Times reported earlier this
month, on February 5, that Mr. Pruitt
is drawing up plans to move forward on
the President’s campaign promise to
“get rid of”’ the EPA.

Just remember, the EPA does not
just involve clean air and clean water
and the cleanup of hazardous waste
sites. The implementation of the Toxic
Substances Control Act deals with haz-
ardous materials and the products we
use every day. The Environmental Pro-
tection Agency is a huge player in the
public health of our country for not
just adults like us but for young people
like these pages, like my children, our
grandchildren—all of us—our parents,
grandparents. The EPA is in large part
responsible for our being a healthier
nation.

I am a big believer in going after root
causes for illness and sickness, and if
you have mercury in your fish, if you
have bad stuff in your air, it degrades
your health, and that is a big problem.
It is a big problem for us in Delaware
because we spend a whole 1ot of money.
Ninety percent of the air pollution in
my State doesn’t come from Delaware.
It isn’t generated in Delaware. It is bad
stuff. It is air emissions that come
from other States. They are able to
burn coal, get cheap electricity, and
because they put stuff in the air in tall
smokestacks, they send it over to us.
They end up with cheap electricity,
lower healthcare costs, and we end up
with having to clean up our emissions
dramatically, more so than we other-
wise would. It is expensive. So we end
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up with expensive electricity and also
healthcare costs that are higher than
the places where the pollution is com-
ing from. That is just not right.

I said earlier that I get no joy from
going through this nomination battle
for Mr. Pruitt with my friends on the
other side, but believe me I get no joy
from the idea that we end up with ex-
pensive electricity in my State and
higher health costs because other peo-
ple in other parts of our country don’t
embrace the Golden Rule, to treat
other people the way you want to be
treated.

Going back to the New York Times
article on February 5 that indicated
that Mr. Pruitt is drawing up plans to
move forward on the President’s cam-
paign promise to get rid of the EPA,
they had these landing teams in the
course of the transition to go through
each of the agencies. The person who
apparently was leading the administra-
tion’s landing team into the EPA
called for reducing the head count at
EPA. They didn’t say we are going to
have a hiring freeze at the EPA. They
didn’t say we are going to have a 1- or
2- or 3-percent reduction. They didn’t
say we were going to reduce it by 5, 10,
15, 20, 25 percent. They said we are
going to reduce the head count at the
Environmental Protection Agency by
two-thirds.

I guess it is possible that whoever
this person is that heads up the landing
team of the EPA, maybe they don’t
have pollution in their State. Maybe
the air is pristine, and they can get all
the fish they want from all the other
rivers, lakes, and streams. They don’t
have to worry about toxic waste sites
or any of that stuff. I doubt it.

I think part of our job is to make
sure the EPA can do their job better,
but the Kkind of draconian changes
President Trump has talked about—
and when you look at the record of the
fellow they nominated to lead the EPA,
you get the feeling that maybe they
are not just talking.

There is an old saying that some-
times people may not believe what we
say, they believe what we do so let’s
just take a look to see what Mr. Pruitt
has done in his own State of Oklahoma.
I would say there are two sides to
every story, and we are hearing two
sides to every story. What I am going
to do here is just draw on his own
words.

The New York Times story goes on to
say that Mr. Pruitt ‘‘has a blueprint to
repeal climate change rules, cut staff-
ing levels, close regional offices and
permanently weaken the agency’s reg-
ulatory authority.”

It continues:

As much as anyone, Mr. Pruitt knows the
legal intricacies of environmental regula-
tion—and deregulation. As Oklahoma’s at-
torney general over the last six years, he has
led or taken part in 14 lawsuits against the
EPA.

His changes may not have the dramatic
flair favored by Mr. Trump, but they could
weaken the agency’s authority even long
after Mr. Trump has left office.
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And how will he achieve this objec-
tive of weakening the Agency’s author-
ity? First, by diminishing the scientific
basis by which the Agency makes deci-
sions.

Mr. Pruitt does not seem to value or
understand the science that is at the
core of this Agency’s actions to protect
public health or the important role
EPA plays ensuring all States are
doing their fair share so every Amer-
ican can breathe clean air and drink
clean water.

One area where his propensity to dis-
regard science is especially evident is
Mr. Pruitt’s extreme views on mercury
and other air toxic pollution from elec-
tric powerplants.

Much of our country’s ongoing ef-
forts to clean up air pollution hinges
on every State playing by the rules and
doing their fair share to reduce air pol-
lution because the pollution generated
in one State does not just stay in that
State. The air carries it across State
borders. Streams and rivers carry it
across State borders as well.

As I said earlier, in my home State of
Delaware, we have made real strides in
cleaning up our own air pollution that
we generate. Unfortunately, the other
States to the west of us have not made
the same kind of commitment.

As I said a few minutes ago, over 90
percent of Delaware’s air pollution
comes from our neighboring States.
The air pollution is not only a danger
to our hearts and lungs and brains, it
also costs a lot in doctor bills and hos-
pital bills and in our quality of life.

Not all, but some of this pollution is
toxic. It comes across our borders.
These toxins that are in the air get in
the food we eat as well as the air we
breathe and build up in our bodies
without our knowledge. Those buildups
can lead to cancer, mental impairment
and, in some cases, even to death.

Delawareans depend on the EPA to
ensure that our neighbors do their fair
share so we can protect our citizens. It
hasn’t always moved as quickly as we
would have liked, but without the
EPA, our State of Delaware wouldn’t
have many other options at our dis-
posal.

Mr. Pruitt, however, seems to have
spent a good part of his career fighting
to dismantle the Federal Environ-
mental Protection Agency. In my
State, our neighboring States, those of
us who live especially at the end of
America’s tailpipe depend on it for
cleaner air and cleaner water.

I have a poster here. Here is a fish,
not one we would want to eat. The
poster says: “Why isn’t Scott Pruitt
convinced?”’ The scientists and doctors
tell us that mercury is a harmful toxin.

Mr. Pruitt has been a part of mul-
tiple lawsuits against the Federal envi-
ronmental protections—protections
that are offered by EPA. Many of these
lawsuits again are against clean air
protections. He has fought against a
rule to reduce mercury and other air-
toxic pollution in this country three
separate times.
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In 1990, Congress had enough sci-
entific information to list mercury, as
well as 188 other air toxics, such as
lead and arsenic, as hazardous air pol-
lutants in the Clean Air Act.

Lawmakers at the time, including
me, serving in the House of Represent-
atives, thought this action would en-
sure our largest emitters of mercury
and air toxins would soon be required
to clean up. Unfortunately, it took 22
years for the EPA to issue the mercury
and air toxic rule, which reduced mer-
cury and other air toxins from coal-
fired powerplants, our largest source of
mercury emissions in this country.

The EPA modeled this rule after
what was being done in the States and
required coal plants to install existing
affordable technology that could re-
duce mercury and toxic emissions by 90
percent. The reason the EPA ended up
having to go through all these proc-
esses over all these years in issuing
this regulation is because Congress did
not act in passing legislation, which we
should have done. We could have, and
we tried—a bipartisan effort—LAMAR
ALEXANDER, a wonderful Senator from
Tennessee, and myself, and others
sought to get it done, and we were un-
able to get it done legislatively. We
were opposed by the utilities, and in
the end, the EPA said enough and we
are going to issue this rule.

But for a lawmaker who supported
the Clean Air Act amendments of 1990,
and as someone who represents a down-
wind State, this rule is a long time in
coming. You would not know this from
the claims in these lawsuits, but since
1990, medical professionals and sci-
entists have learned quite a bit about
the environmental and health impacts
of mercury.

The mercury emitted into the air de-
posits into our water. It then builds up
in our lakes and rivers and streams and
eventually makes its way into our food
supply, through fish and fowl that we
eat.

Children are most at risk, as many of
us know. Pregnant mothers who eat
the mercury-laden fish can transfer
unhealthy doses to their unborn chil-
dren, impacting neurological develop-
ment of their babies.

Prior to EPA’s mercury rule, the
Centers for Disease Control estimated
that 600,000 newborns were at risk a
year from mercury poisoning—600,000.

In 2012, Dr. Jerome Paulson, from the
American Academy of Pediatrics, testi-
fied before our EPW Committee, stat-
ing that ‘‘there is no evidence dem-
onstrating a safe level of mercury ex-
posure.”’

Dr. Jerome Paulson, American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics, testified before our
committee in 2012. Again, he said:
“There is no evidence demonstrating a
safe level of mercury exposure.”

Our Nation’s most reputable pedi-
atric organization, dedicated to the
health and well-being of our children,
has made clear that medical research
shows there is no safe level of mercury
exposure for our children—none.
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Mr. Pruitt has come to his own con-
clusions about mercury.

The 2012 lawsuit that Mr. Pruitt
joined with coal companies against the
mercury and air toxics rule stated—
this is what the lawsuit said: ‘‘The
record does not support EPA’s findings
that mercury, non-mercury hazardous
air pollutant metals, and acid gas haz-
ardous air pollutants pose public
health hazards.”

I have to read that again. In the 2012
lawsuit in which Mr. Pruitt joined with
coal companies against the mercury
and air toxics rule, which was like 20
years in the making, finally adopted
because Congress refused to act, said
these words: ‘“The record does not sup-
port EPA’s findings that mercury, non-
mercury hazardous air pollutant met-
als, and acid gas hazardous air pollut-
ants pose public health hazards.”

This is not the first time Mr. Pruitt
contradicted the medical and scientific
community on mercury and the threats
it poses to public health.

As I said, EPA took 22 years to get
the coal plants to clean up the mercury
emissions. Every year that our country
delayed the cleanup of the emissions,
more and more mercury settled and ac-
cumulated in our vrivers, streams,
lakes, and fish.

I don’t know how many lakes they
have in Oklahoma, but I know that in
2010, there were fewer than 20 on which
there were issued fish consumption
advisories because of mercury. I know
last year that number more than dou-
bled.

Every State, including Oklahoma,
has fish consumption advisories be-
cause of mercury. As we see here, the
number under Mr. Pruitt’s watch has
seen the mercury-caused fish
advisories to actually more than dou-
ble in the last 6 years.

In 2012, Dr. Charles Driscoll from
Syracuse University—one of the lead-
ing mercury scientists in the world—
testified before our committee. Dr.
Driscoll told us that because of the
long-term emissions of mercury from
coal plants, there are—his words—
“hotspots and whole regions, such as
the Adirondacks, the Great Lakes re-
gion of the Midwest and large portions
of the Southeast, where the fish is con-
taminated with mercury.”

He went on to say: ‘“There are more
fish consumption advisories in the U.S.
for mercury than all contaminants
combined.”

Instead of agreeing with leading sci-
entists on this issue, Mr. Pruitt has
come to a different conclusion.

I think we have a poster that speaks
to this.

Mr. Pruitt’s 2012 lawsuit with the
coal companies against EPA’s mercury
protection stated:

The record does not support EPA’s finding
that mercury . . . poses public health haz-
ards. . Human exposure to
methylmercury resulting from coal fired
EGUs is exceedingly small.

Mr. Pruitt argued that, despite the
fact that every State has at least one
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mercury fish consumption advisory and
despite there being 40 lakes in his own
State of Oklahoma now that have mer-
cury fish advisories, we shouldn’t
worry about mercury pollution from
our country’s largest source of emis-
sions. That denial of facts makes no
sense. Luckily, the courts rejected Mr.
Pruitt’s arguments that the mercury
and air toxic rules should be vacated.
Four years later, most coal plants are
meeting the new standards, and we are
already seeing the benefits.

Just a few weeks ago, some of my En-
vironment and Public Works col-
leagues and I heard from Dr. Lynn
Goldman, a pediatrician and former
EPA Assistant Administrator for Toxic
Substances, about this very issue when
she said: “U.S. efforts to reduce mer-
cury emissions, including from power
plants, are benefiting public health
faster than could have been predicted
in 1990.”

Great news. Dr. Goldman’s comments
stand in stark contrast to the ones
made in Mr. Pruitt’s latest mercury
lawsuit, filed just 2 months before his
confirmation hearing. In this most re-
cent lawsuit, Mr. Pruitt argued that
the benefits of cleaning powerplant
mercury emissions are ‘‘too specula-
tive” and—again, his words—‘‘not sup-
ported by the scientific literature.”
Really? The lawsuit goes on to con-
clude that it is not ‘‘appropriate and
necessary’’ for the EPA to regulate
mercury and other air toxic emissions.

So Mr. Pruitt argued just 3 months
ago that it is not appropriate or nec-
essary for the EPA to regulate the
largest source of mercury pollution—a
pollutant that we know damages chil-
dren’s brains and could impact up to
600,000 newborns every year. Just 3
months ago, Mr. Pruitt listened to the
industry instead of listening to our Na-
tion’s pediatricians when determining
what is good for our children’s health.
Just 3 months ago, Mr. Pruitt sided
with coal companies instead of our
leading scientists. Just 3 months ago,
Mr. Pruitt argued that States should
be on their own when it comes to deal-
ing with toxic pollution that crosses
State borders.

In Mr. Pruitt’s confirmation hearing,
I asked about these lawsuits and his
views on regulating mercury and air
toxics from powerplants. He was eva-
sive and misleading, I believe, in his
answers and claimed his lawsuits were
merely about process. Process.

Well, let’s be perfectly clear. Mr.
Pruitt’s lawsuits are trying to under-
mine a rule that protects the health of
our children and our grandchildren. His
extreme views on mercury pollution
clearly show Mr. Pruitt believes that
Americans have to make a choice be-
tween having a strong economy and a
safe, clean environment. I think this is
a false choice. We can have both, and
indeed we must have both.

His extreme views on mercury pollu-
tion also show that Mr. Pruitt will side
with polluters over science and doc-
tors—maybe not every time, but way
too often.
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Americans deserve an EPA Adminis-
trator who believes in sound science
and who will listen to the medical ex-
perts when it comes to our health and
be able to strike a balance between a
strong environment and a strong econ-
omy. I don’t believe Mr. Pruitt will be
such an Administrator, which is why I
am asking my colleagues to join me in
voting against his confirmation.

I see we have been joined on the floor
by the Senator from Indiana. I am pre-
pared to hit the pause button for a few
minutes and welcome my friend. I wel-
come him and thank him for his com-
mitment, not just to the people of Indi-
ana but to our country and embracing
the Golden Rule, the idea that we have
to look out for each other.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. DONNELLY. Madam President,
it is an honor and a privilege to be here
with my colleague from Delaware. I
wish to take a few moments to talk
about the nomination of Scott Pruitt
to be the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency.

I have expressed my fair share of con-
structive criticism of the EPA over the
years. I wish the Agency would work
more effectively with States and stake-
holders. Collaborative partnerships are
the best way to ensure that our envi-
ronmental policies meet our funda-
mental responsibility to be good stew-
ards of the environment, while also
being narrowly tailored to avoid over-
burdening Hoosier families and busi-
nesses.

Teamwork is what will give us the
best chance at responding effectively
to emergencies like the ones facing my
friends in the East Chicago neighbor-
hood of West Calumet. Cooperation
with farmers, not overregulation, is
how we keep nutrients and inputs in
the field and improve water quality.

If confirmed, I hope Scott Pruitt will
focus on improving the EPA’s working
relationship with State partners and
all stakeholders as the Agency engages
in its mission to protect our environ-
ment. That is an issue I have been
working on for years, and I will con-
tinue to do so. I cannot, however, sup-
port Scott Pruitt’s nomination to lead
the EPA.

When I think of who should lead the
EPA, given all the Hoosiers who are
impacted by the rules and policies de-
veloped by this Agency, I think of how
we are all dependent on clean air and
water, but I also think of the last time
an EPA Administrator visited my
home State. It was in 2013, in a cold
barn in Whiteland, IN, when then-Ad-
ministrator Gina McCarthy visited
with me and a number of my good
friends—Hoosier farmers from across
the State. It was the morning after the
EPA had announced drastic cuts to the
renewable fuel standard—mot an ideal
time to be Administrator of the EPA in
a barn with a group of Hoosier farmers.

That morning, farmers told the story
of how important the renewable fuel
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standard is to rural economies and our
national security. They told Adminis-
trator McCarthy how her Agency’s de-
cision had eliminated market opportu-
nities for their products, for all of the
things they had been growing, and it
meant that we were putting our energy
security at risk as well because less
ethanol and biodiesel being used meant
importing more foreign oil instead of
growing our fuel on Hoosier farms.

A few days later, Scott Pruitt sent
out a press release calling those RFS
cuts ‘“‘good news” and highlighting his
earlier efforts suing the EPA in an at-
tempt to block the regulatory approval
of E15. I cannot support an EPA nomi-
nee who has sued the EPA to stop the
sale of E15 and who praised the erosion
of a policy designed to strengthen our
energy security and to promote home-
grown Hoosier biofuels.

If confirmed, however, I look forward
to working with Scott Pruitt to de-
velop a better and more collaborative
approach to regulation by the EPA. We
have very, very important work to do,
including cleaning up environmental
dangers in our communities, like those
in BEast Chicago; ensuring the safety of
drinking water systems; developing a
better WOTUS rule; and finding a
workable solution to address climate
change.

That work in East Chicago is going
to prevent me from being able to be
here to vote against the Pruitt nomi-
nation. The Governor of our State has
called a working meeting today in East
Chicago with the mayor, State and
local elected officials, representatives
from HUD and EPA, and other neigh-
borhood stakeholders. It is of utmost
importance for me to be on the ground
with the community to let them know
we are listening and we are working to
get the resolution they deserve and to
protect their health and safety.

As I will be heading back home to In-
diana before the vote on the Scott Pru-
itt nomination, I would like the record
to state that, if here, I would have
voted against the nomination of Scott
Pruitt for the EPA.

I wish to recognize my colleague and
friend from Delaware, who has done
such an extraordinary job in protecting
the resources of this country and in
protecting the security of this country
as well—his love for his home State,
with the beautiful beaches, beautiful
oceans. And my home State—we have
the Great Lakes, which are an extraor-
dinary resource, which we are so
blessed to have, and which are a trust
we Kkeep for one generation after an-
other. I have always felt it my obliga-
tion to make sure I turn over those
lakes and, in fact, the oceans in better
condition than we receive.

I yield to my colleague from Dela-
ware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, I
thank my friend for those kind and
generous remarks. I thank him for
coming to Delaware. I have been privi-
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leged to visit the Hoosier State any
number of times. I have a basketball in
my office from Notre Dame, and I know
our friend from Indiana is a huge Notre
Dame fan. Their basketball coach,
Mike Brey, is the former basketball
coach of the University of Delaware.
Just like air pollution and water pollu-
tion can move across borders, so can
head coaches of great basketball
teams.

Tomorrow night, God willing, I will
be at the Bob Carpenter Center at the
University of Delaware to watch the
University of Delaware’s men’s basket-
ball team play. Our new head coach is
one of Mike Brey’s assistants who has
come to our State to head us up. We
look forward to seeing how he and our
Fightin’ Blue Hens do.

I thank the Senator for sharing—a
whole lot less air pollution—after
stealing our basketball coach, a very
good replacement; I guess not the play-
er to be named later but the coach to
be named later.

Mr. DONNELLY. Madam President,
the Senator’s efforts on this have been
extraordinary. To see the depth of con-
cern the Senator has for our oceans, for
our lands—we have both worked so
hard to make sure we can work to-
gether with our farm communities to
keep inputs on the farm, to protect our
rivers, to protect our streams. We
know how hard our farmers are work-
ing on that as well. I know the Senator
has a tremendous and strong farm com-
munity in Delaware. It was a privilege
to sit and listen while the Senator was
speaking before.

I will note, as he said, you may have
sent us a basketball coach, but in re-
turn, we sent you one as well.

I turn the floor over to my colleague
from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, one
of the things I love about the Senator
from Indiana is he understands there is
a Golden Rule. We are one another’s
neighbors, and we need to treat others
the way we want to be treated. States
need to treat other States the way they
would want to be treated.

He also understands a very valuable
principle: that it is actually possible to
have cleaner air, cleaner water, and
strengthen our economy.

When I was an undergrad at Ohio
State, a midshipman there, I remember
a time up north of us in Cleveland, OH,
when the Cuyahoga River caught on
fire. The kind of smog we have now in
parts of the country, running in places
in California, when I was stationed in
California in the Navy for a while—
there are days when I ran that I knew
I wasn’t doing a good thing for my
lungs.

We have done a lot better than that.
While we cleaned up rivers like the
Cuyahoga River and we cleaned up the
air in a lot of places in the country, we
still have work to do. We have made
those changes and those improvements
and developed technology that we have
been able to sell all over the world.
That is a good thing.
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I thank my friend for getting up at
this hour of the day and joining us here
and for his leadership, not just in Indi-
ana but here in the Senate. It has been
a joy. Thank you.

I want to go back to what I was talk-
ing about earlier—Scott Pruitt’s views.
I think they are extreme, uninformed
views on mercury regulation. Mr. Pru-
itt’s views on core clean air and clean
water laws and the somewhat mis-
leading and oftentimes evasive answers
he has given to Members of this body,
including myself, ought to be reason
enough for Members of this body to re-
ject his nomination.

Two months prior to his confirma-
tion hearing, Mr. Pruitt filed his third
major legal action against the EPA’s
mercury and air toxics rule. This case
is still pending before the courts.

For those who don’t know the EPA’s
mercury and air toxics rule, it requires
our Nation’s largest source of mercury
pollution—coal-fired plants—to reduce
mercury in a wider range of air toxins.

The EPA issued this rule in 2012, and
because of the low cost of compliance,
most utilities are already meeting the
standards. We made more progress at a
faster time, at a lower cost than was
actually anticipated. The same thing is
true with the elimination of acid rain
in New England. The deal that was
worked out was a cap-and-trade ap-
proach, but the idea was developed
when George Herbert Walker Bush was
President. We ended up with better re-
sults for less money and faster time
than was anticipated. We can do this.

Mr. Pruitt filed his latest lawsuit
alongside with one of the Nation’s larg-
est coal companies, Murray Energy
Corporation, arguing that the benefits
of cleaning up powerplant and mercury
and air toxic emissions are ‘‘too specu-
lative’ and not necessary.

Mr. Pruitt goes on to argue that
there are only ‘‘hypothetically exposed
persons’ from mercury and air toxic
emissions from powerplants. Imagine
that—‘‘hypothetically exposed per-
sons.” Again, I would say: Really?

Finally, Mr. Pruitt argues: ‘“The EPA
cannot properly conclude it is appro-
priate and necessary to regulate haz-
ardous air pollutants under Section
112.”

His boiled-down arguments before the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC Cir-
cuit is basically this: If the EPA can-
not quantify benefits in dollars, then
those benefits don’t count. Never mind
that we know the real-world health
threats to people this kind of air pollu-
tion poses.

The idea of looking at public health
protection only through the lens of dol-
lars and cents is not a new one, but it
can be a dangerous one. The tools we
have for projecting costs and putting a
dollar value on the health benefits are
not gospel and are not the only way of
analyzing the economic impacts of re-
ducing pollution on a community. With
toxic substances, such as lead, arsenic,
and mercury, health benefits are some-
times difficult to quantify.
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Meanwhile, the EPA is chock-full of
examples where benefits are underesti-
mated and costs overestimated once
programs are implemented and busi-
nesses find efficient ways of cutting
pollution. In my part of the country,
we call that Yankee intuition.

Mr. Pruitt’s argument ignores that it
is difficult, if not impossible, to quan-
tify the loss of IQ, increased risk of
cancer, or other long-term health ef-
fects known to occur when exposed to
mercury and air toxic emissions.

In Mr. Pruitt’s world, if we can’t ac-
curately translate loss of IQ into dol-
lars lost, the benefits of cleaning up
mercury for other children is ‘‘too
speculative” for it to be ‘‘necessary
and appropriate’” for EPA to act. As a
father of three sons, I find this way of
thinking alarming.

I have a poster here with a message
from a woman in Wilmington, DE. Wil-
mington is in the northern part of the
State, where our congressional delega-
tion and Governor and his family live.

This is from Sarah. I would ask Mr.
Pruitt this: How much does it cost to
lose an organ like I have, to lose a par-
ent or child from cancer? How much do
sick days and inhalers cost? Families
are struggling to make ends meet.
Many of these costs are not in dollars
alone.

Thank you, Sarah.

Sarah is a mother and a registered
nurse. She wrote to me earlier this
month to express her concerns regard-
ing Mr. Pruitt’s nomination. In her let-
ter, she explained to me that she was
born in 1978, in Western New York
State. It is miles away from the Love
Canal neighborhood. It is the site of
one of the most appalling environ-
mental disasters in American history.

For those who don’t know or don’t
recall, Love Canal was a planned com-
munity that eventually had to be evac-
uated after 22,000 barrels of toxic waste
were dumped into the nearby canal—
22,000 barrels. Families whose homes
were contaminated with chemicals and
toxic waste had to leave. Many faced
serious health challenges later in their
lives. These were the real threats we
faced before we had the EPA or laws on
the books that held polluters account-
able for dumping hazardous chemicals
in our waters.

Sarah’s mother was pregnant with
her while Love Canal was being evacu-
ated, just 7 miles away from their
home. Fast forward a few decades.
When Sarah was 30, she found out that
she had thyroid cancer. Doctors told
her that exposure to radiation, perhaps
from the radioactive hotspots near her
hometown, is a proven risk factor for
thyroid cancer.

Sarah now has a daughter of her own
who, unfortunately, suffers from reac-
tive airway disease that causes her
trouble breathing, and symptoms can
last anywhere from a few minutes to
hours at a time.

Sarah, in her letter, said to me:

Mr. Pruitt believes that the EPA places
economic hardships on businesses through
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unnecessary regulation. True economic hard-
ship is experienced by those who are often
least protected by environmental laws.

She went on to say:

I would ask Mr. Pruitt: How much does it
‘‘cost’ to lose an organ like I have? To lose
a parent or child to cancer? How much do
sick days and inhalers cost families already
struggling to make ends meet? What is the
life path of a person who starts out with
compromised lungs? Many of these costs are
not in dollars alone.

Sarah couldn’t be more right. An
EPA Administrator must be able to un-
derstand the true human cost of rolling
back or eliminating critical environ-
mental regulations.

Mr. Pruitt’s persistent and extreme
views—or at least extreme views in my
mind—on the mercury and air toxics
rule are some of the reasons I have
grave concerns about his nomination
to be EPA Administrator.

I can’t help but wonder if Mr. Pruitt
will continue to fight this rule—not
from outside the Agency, but from in-
side the Agency.

I wonder if Mr. Pruitt would uphold
the clean air protection that has bipar-
tisan support or if he would kill the
rule and take his extreme views of
cost-benefit analysis broader, to other
issues such as cleaning up lead in our
water or addressing climate change.

That is why I asked him not once,
not twice, but three times about his
views on the mercury and air toxics
rule. I asked him directly three times
if EPA should move forward with the
rule and if EPA should be regulating
mercury and air toxic emissions from
powerplants. Each time I asked, the
more evasive and misleading the an-
swers became.

In our three exchanges, I was very
clear that I was asking about EPA’s
regulations and the authority to ad-
dress mercury emissions from power-
plants.

However, in Mr. Pruitt’s answers, he
was very careful to mention that mer-
cury pollution should be regulated
under the Clean Air Act but never said
that mercury and other air toxic emis-
sions from powerplants should be or
must be regulated.

Mercury, as it turns out, is emitted
by many sources. Coal-fired power-
plants happen to be the largest emitter
in this country. Under section 112 of
the Clean Air Act, Congress listed mer-
cury as a hazardous air pollutant and
required the EPA to regulate all major
emissions sources.

It seems that Mr. Pruitt tried to
avoid the questions I asked him about
controlling mercury and air toxic pow-
erplant emissions. He, instead, an-
swered about regulating mercury more
broadly.

While he was trying to evade the
questions, what he did say was very
misleading to the committee.

In our second exchange, I mentioned
his three lawsuits against the mercury
and air toxics rule. I asked Mr. Pruitt
if he believed the EPA should not move
forward with this rule and, if there
were no rule, how would States clean
up mercury?
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Mr. Pruitt answered: ‘I actually
have not stated that I believe the EPA
should not move forward on regulating
mercury or adopting rulemaking in
that regard.”

He went on to say: ‘“There is not a
statement—or belief—that I have that
mercury is something that shouldn’t be
regulated under Section 112 as a Haz-
ardous Air Pollutant.”

Well, anyone who supports the mer-
cury and air toxics rule and heard that
might be very encouraged by these
comments.

Sadly, Mr. Pruitt is on record many
times stating that the EPA should not
move forward regulating mercury and
air toxic powerplant emissions.

Here are a few quotes from the legal
briefs that Mr. Pruitt filed in his many
lawsuits against this rule that directly
contradict his statements in our hear-
ing.

In his first lawsuit against the mer-
cury and air toxics rule, called White
Stallion v. EPA, Mr. Pruitt argued:
“Finally, the record does not support
EPA’s findings that mercury, non-mer-
cury Hazardous Air Pollutant metals,
and acid gas Hazardous Air Pollutants
pose public health hazards.”

In his most recent case with Murray
Energy, he argues that, with respect to
powerplant mercury emissions, the
“EPA cannot properly conclude that it
is appropriate and necessary to regu-
late Hazardous Air Pollutants under
Section 112.”

These statements go well beyond
questioning the ‘‘process.” Instead,
they suggest the EPA should not be
regulating mercury and toxic air emis-
sions from powerplants.

This is not what even Trump voters
voted for in November. They did not go
to the polls hoping that the new Presi-
dent would make their air dirtier or
their water more polluted.

This is another case of this nominee
trying to mislead, or at least obscure,
the truth before Congress. It is a trou-
blesome pattern that I fear will only
get worse if Mr. Pruitt is confirmed as
EPA Administrator.

With that, I reserve the remainder of
my time.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GARDNER). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I want
to continue to share with you and my
colleagues the reasons I am opposed to
the nomination of Attorney General
Scott Pruitt to be the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency.

What we do know about Mr. Pruitt’s
past record—and there is still a good
deal we don’t know and are not able to
learn in committee. We know Mr. Pru-
itt abandoned his responsibilities to
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protect Oklahomans from harmful pol-
lution. Instead of holding polluters and
bad actors in the State accountable,
Mr. Pruitt spent a lot of his time as at-
torney general in Oklahoma suing the
Environmental Protection Agency.

These days, going after the EPA pub-
lic health protection seems like a pop-
ular thing to do. In fact, the EPA is
often a target of nasty tweets from our
current President.

Without the burning rivers or thick
smog and soot in the air, which used to
be all too common, some may presume
that there is not much more for the
EPA to do to protect the public health
of our country from pollution. People
may presume that our environmental
protection problems are behind us, and
States can take care of themselves
when it comes to clean air and clean
water, as Mr. Pruitt has suggested
time and again.

I am a recovering Governor, a former
Governor for 8 years. I have huge re-
gard for what Governors can do, States
can do. There is a lot we can do, but
not everything. That is not the idea—
that States can simply take care of
themselves when it comes to clean air
and water, and there is no need for
Federal oversight. It is just wrong. I
think it is untrue. The EPA continues
to play a critical role in protecting our
health, especially for the most vulner-
able, including the very young and the
elderly. The environmental threats we
face today are real and do not respect
State borders.

One such threat is ozone, known to
some as smog pollution. Five times,
Mr. Pruitt has sued the EPA over regu-
lations to require new ozone, smog pro-
tections. Several of these lawsuits are
still pending before the courts.

Mr. Pruitt’s actions against ozone
health protection are deeply con-
cerning to me, as I represent a State at
the end of what many of us on the east
coast call America’s tailpipe. Emis-
sions come up from the Midwest, large-
ly, and blow from west to east and end
up in our air and in our water. Ninety
percent of the smog and air pollution
in Delaware comes from outside of our
State, partly from hundreds of miles
away—Dplaces like Kentucky, Ohio, In-
diana, and across the Midwest.

I said many times as Governor of
Delaware that I could have eliminated
every source of pollution within my
State—shut down the factories, cleared
every car off the road, stopped trains
and transit or boats. Delaware would
still face the deadly doses of air pollu-
tion, not from our own emissions, but
from those blowing in our State from
hundreds of miles away.

We have a chart here to my left that
we call the Ozone Report Card. Ozone is
smog pollution. It deals not with qual-
ity of air pollution in Delaware, but it
is a report card for Oklahoma. Cross-
state ozone air pollution continues to
be a major problem for our State, but
it also is for many States across the
country.

In Mr. Pruitt’s own home State of
Oklahoma, every county with an air
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quality monitor—16 counties; they
have more than 16 counties, but 16 have
air quality monitors—has an unhealthy
level of ozone pollution, according to
the American Lung Association. The
American Lung Association assigns
grades in subjects, just as for our pages
here in school. My home State has A’s
and B’s. The Oklahoma Lung Associa-
tion assigns a grade for ozone pollu-
tion. In these 16 counties, they as-
signed a grade of F, not just in 1, 2, 3,
4, 5 or 10—all 16.

For decades, we have known that air
pollution is linked to serious health
problems like asthma attacks, strokes,
heart attacks, and other respiratory
illnesses. Most recently, ozone has been
linked to early deaths.

We have another chart that refers to
Oklahoma’s asthma rate. According to
the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, 6.3 million children in this
country have been diagnosed with asth-
ma—=6.3 million children diagnosed
with asthma. In Mr. Pruitt’s home
State of Oklahoma, 1 in 10 children
have asthma, which is higher than the
national average. That is 6.3 million
children nationwide, and more than
112,000 in Oklahoma who have to worry,
during the high ozone days, if they are
going to have an asthma attack.

Recognizing the very real dangers of
ozone pollution, Congress passed the
EPA to provide our country with the
ozone air quality standards based on
the best science available, and they re-
view that standard every 5 years. After
reviewing more than 1,000 medical and
scientific studies, the EPA concluded
about 2 years ago, in 2015, that the 2008
ozone health standard was too weak
and no longer adequately protected
public health.

The EPA’s 2015 rule was purely a
statement of fact to protect our health.
To protect the 6.3 million children with
asthma, we need less ozone pollution in
our air. To protect 112,000 children with
asthma in Oklahoma, we need a strong-
er air quality standard.

Fortunately, many of today’s biggest
emitters of ozone pollution, such as
older coal plants, are already scheduled
to be cleaned up. This means the costs
of compliance are not as high as they
might have been 2, 4, or 6 years ago.

As attorney general, Mr. Pruitt had a
choice between two paths. If he had
taken the first path, Mr. Pruitt could
have worked with his Department of
Environmental Quality and the busi-
ness community to ensure ozone pol-
luters in his own State cleaned up. He
could have worked with the EPA, not
against it. By doing so, he would have
protected Oklahomans and citizens liv-
ing in downwind States from ozone pol-
lution and helped economic growth and
the State at the same time. It is impor-
tant to note that many attorneys gen-
eral in this country decided to take
this path, including our own attorney
general, Matt Denn, in Delaware.

Instead, Mr. Pruitt took a second
path, the one that led to suing the
Agency, the EPA, in an attempt to
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weaken protections. It is no surprise
that Mr. Pruitt chose to sue the EPA,
based on his clear record.

I have a poster here with some of his
own words. After all, it was Mr. Pruitt
who just last summer explicitly said it
bothers him that Congress and the EPA
work together to ensure Americans
have clean air to breathe—or appears
to say that. Specifically, here is what
he said:

Legislation should not be ‘‘we like clean
air, so go make clean air.” That’s something
that bothers me, that then Congress gives to
EPA this general grant of authority.

That was at Hillsdale College in July
of 2016. I would just ask, What then
does Mr. Pruitt think the role of EPA
is? It is hardly some kind of extreme
overreach to keep deadly pollutants
out of the air we breathe. I think most
people think that. Mr. Pruitt chose to
sue the EPA over the science used to
justify in writing the regulations, cit-
ing the polluters over the medical and
scientific experts who have published
over 1,000 scientific studies that the
EPA has reviewed.

Mr. Pruitt did not stop there. He also
sued the EPA over protections for
downwind States. Delaware is one of
them. Let me repeat that. Mr. Pruitt
not only sued the EPA over science
used in the 2015 ozone rule, but he also
sued the EPA over the good neighbor
rule to make sure all States do their
fair share to clean up the air. Without
the good neighbor rule, Delawareans,
and all Americans living in downwind
States, will be forced to live with the
consequences of decisions made by pol-
luters hundreds or thousands of miles
from them. Mr. Pruitt took the stance
that every citizen in this country does
not have the right to breathe clean air.
Mr. Pruitt took the stance that the
lawyers and polluters know better than
scientists and medical experts when it
comes to ozone pollution and health.

The President is asking us in this
body to confirm Mr. Pruitt as our EPA
Administrator. As Senators, we can
also choose between two paths. The
first path is protecting public health
and ensuring that those who elected us
have clean air to breathe. The second
path is protecting polluters. I will be
taking the path that protects the
health of my constituents. I urge my
colleagues to do the same for theirs.

In just a moment, I am going to
pause. Before I do, I mention this good
neighbor rule. Some people call it the
cross-border rule. The idea behind it is
that we ought to treat one another as
neighbors.

Where does the good neighbor rule
come from? It actually comes from the
Bible. And it comes not just from the
Bible, it comes from almost every
major religion in the world—the idea
that we ought to treat other people the
way we want to be treated. If you look
at every major religion in the world, it
pretty much says that.

In the New Testament, some will re-
call, there is a passage where the
Pharisees were after this young Rabbi,
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a couple thousand years ago, trying to
put Him on the spot. They said: You
are so smart, young Rabbi, why don’t
You tell us what is the greatest rule of
law, the greatest commandment of all?
He said: Not one, there are two. He
mentioned the first. Then He said: The
second is love thy neighbor as thyself.

One of the pharisees said to Him:
Who is our neighbor? And He went on
to tell them the parable of the good Sa-
maritan. A man traveling through the
country was attacked, left for dead in a
ditch. Later in the day, three people
walked by, one from a part of the coun-
try where this guy was sort of his
neighbor. He walked on by. Next, a per-
son of the cloth, a rabbi, walked on by.
He didn’t stop. The third guy that
came through was from a place called
Samaria. They are like at enmity, at
odds with one another. They are not
friendly; they are at odds with one an-
other.

He saw the fellow had been beaten
and left for dead. He ministered to him
and put him on his animal and took
him to an inn. For a day and a night,
he tried to help him get better. After
the second day, the guy from Samaria
had to leave and had to go someplace
else. He said to the innkeeper: This fel-
low still isn’t well enough to travel,
but here is some money to help pay for
his care here for another day or two.
When I come back through, if you need
more money or it costs more, I will
even up with you. He left, but he left
the guy who had been beaten in a lot
better shape.

After telling His story, the young
Rabbi turned to the pharisee and he
said: Who was the good neighbor?

Well, there was the one—the first fel-
low who came by who took pity on the
guy who had been beaten and left for
dead and treated him the way he would
have wanted to be treated.

That is really the foundation of the
good neighbor rule that the EPA has
promulgated. It is the foundation of
the idea that pollution does cross bor-
ders and because of that, we need to
have—if we can’t pass a law, we need
some kind of rule or regulation to en-
sure that everybody is being a good
neighbor because it is not fair that my
State—that we can pretty much close
down my State’s economy, transpor-
tation systems, powerplants, and still
have a problem with air quality. That
is just not fair.

I think next we are going to look at
some editorial statements that are in
opposition to Mr. Pruitt. I know there
are editorial statements that support
him. I don’t have any of those today,
not surprisingly. But I do want to go
through a couple from newspapers
around the country: New York Times,
Bangor News up in Maine, LL.A. Times,
Denver Post, Chicago Sun Times, Dal-
las Morning News.

I have received a number of letters
from Delawareans about the nomina-
tion of Mr. Pruitt to lead the EPA. For
the record, as of I guess last night, my
office had received a total of seven let-
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ters, emails, or faxes supporting Mr.
Pruitt’s nomination. I guess this is
from all sources, not just Delaware.
But we have gotten seven letters sup-
porting Mr. Pruitt’s nomination. I re-
ceived 1,880 letters opposing his nomi-
nation. That is pretty amazing. We
don’t get this kind of volume of letters,
emails, or faxes, but 1,880 opposed, 7
letters supporting.

But it is not just Delawareans who
are worried about the idea of Mr. Pru-
itt at the helm of EPA; over the past 3
months, editorial boards across our
country have expressed their own seri-
ous concerns about this nominee as
well.

I want to share a few of those with
my colleagues and the world this morn-
ing. Back in December, the New York
Times wrote these words. I will read
them. This is from December, a couple
of months ago:

Had Donald Trump spent an entire year
scouring the country for someone to weaken
clean air and clean water laws and repudiate
America’s leadership role in the global bat-
tle against climate change, he could not
have found a more suitable candidate than
Scott Pruitt, the Oklahoma Attorney Gen-
eral.

That is a pretty bold charge. The edi-
torial describes Mr. Pruitt’s nomina-
tion—it goes on to say ‘‘an aggres-
sively bad choice’; ‘‘a poke in the eye
to a long history of bipartisan coopera-
tion on environmental issues.”’

Again, the EPA was not created in a
law signed by a Democrat, it was by a

Republican.
The Times goes on to say ‘‘bad
choice’; ‘““‘a poke in the eye ... to a

nation that has come to depend on an
agency for healthy air and drinkable
water.”

And to the 195 countries that agreed
in Paris last year to reduce their emis-
sions, climate-changing greenhouse
gas, in the belief that the TUnited
States should show the way, the Times
concludes with these words: ‘“Mr. Pru-
itt is the wrong person to lead an agen-
cy charged with the custody of the na-
tion’s environment.”

The Senate cares about public good
and needs to send his nomination to
the dustbin.

But I know that not everyone is a
huge fan of the New York Times these
days, so let’s move a little further
north. Let’s go up to Maine. They have
a paper up there called the Bangor
Daily News. I have a poster from them
as well. Last month, the Bangor Daily
News Editorial Board wrote these
words. Again, this is last month:

As attorney general of Oklahoma, Mr. Pru-
itt has been openly hostile to the EPA’s mis-
sion of protecting human health by regu-
lating dangerous pollutants, such as mercury
and carbon dioxide. Someone who has repeat-
edly tried to prevent the EPA from doing its
job surely should be disqualified from over-
seeing the agency.

You know, we generally believe that
Presidents have wide latitude in choos-
ing the members of their Cabinet. I
think Governors should have wide lati-
tude. As a former Governor, I said to
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our Delaware Legislature: I have been
elected; give me the opportunity to put
together my own team and judge us on
our performance.

However, some nominees of some
Presidents are so—probably Democrats
and Republicans, but especially in this
case, with this President—some nomi-
nees are so unqualified or philosophi-
cally unfit that Senators should use
their constitutional powers to reject
them. Scott Pruitt, President Donald
Trump’s pick to head the EPA, is one
of those nominees.

I voted for more of the nominees of
this President than against. Several of
them are quite good. I serve on a com-
mittee called Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs. To succeed Sec-
retary Jeh Johnson, the President
nominated retired Marine general John
Francis Kelly, who was a terrific sol-
dier, marine, leader for our country,
and will be a great Secretary. I wish
they were all of his caliber. I wish they
were.

The Bangor paper went on to write:

Critics of the EPA tend to focus on rules
and laws that the agency is involved in writ-
ing that protect little-known animals or
landscapes, such as wetlands. But, the agen-
cy’s primary mission is to safeguard the
health of Americans through landmark laws
such as Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act.

Finally at the Bangor paper, they got
to what is really at stake with Scott
Pruitt at the head of EPA when we
have a President who has repeatedly
said he would like to get rid of the EPA
in almost every forum. This is what
they said at the Bangor News:

We are under no illusions that Mr. Trump
is suddenly going to become a champion of
environmental protection, even if that is
synonymous with protecting human life. But
Pruitt is so hostile to the EPA’s core mis-
sion that putting him in charge would move
the United States dangerously backwards.

But it is not just the east coast edi-
torial boards that are worried about
Scott Pruitt’s nomination. Let’s go to
the west coast, the L..A. Times in Cali-
fornia, the State that has led the way
in environmental protection. The L.A.
Times Editorial Board wrote—let’s see
if we have a date. It is February 4, this
month. This is what they wrote:

Yes, Trump won the election, and as presi-
dent, he’s entitled to appoint people who re-
flect his political views. But when the presi-
dent’s policies and appointees pose such a
fundamental threat to the nation, even a
Senate controlled by his fellow Repub-
licans—whose first loyalty should be to the
people of the United States—must put the
nation’s best interests ahead of party loy-
alty.

They continue at the L.A. Times and
say:

Pruitt wouldn’t run the agency as just an-
other small-government Republican inter-
ested in paring excessive limitations on busi-
ness. He actually disagrees with the funda-
mental mission of the EPA. He has argued
that the federal government should play a
lesser role in environmental protection, and
that primary control should be given to the
states.

That is wrongheaded. Putting West
Virginia, my native State, in charge of
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its coal industry or Texas in charge of
its oil industry would lead to horrific
environmental damage, not just there
but in the neighboring States down-
wind and downstream, according to the
L.A. Times Editorial Board.

The L.A. Times HEditorial concludes
by saying:

Putting Pruitt in charge of the EPA, how-
ever, poses an irreversible risk to the planet,
and the Senate needs to ensure that doesn’t
happen.

It is not just the coastal editorial
boards that have opposed Mr. Pruitt.
The Denver Post noted that—these are
their words from 2 months ago, Decem-
ber 8, 2016:

It looks like Trump truly does wish to dis-
mantle the EPA. His pick of Scott Pruitt to
lead it strikes us as unnecessarily reckless,
and we urge the Senate to deny confirmation
and to demand a better way forward.

It is not on the poster, but the Den-
ver paper went on to add: Does the Na-
tion really want a Big Oil mouthpiece
running the agency that’s charged with
the laudable task of keeping our air
and water safe?

Let’s head up to Chicago, where the
Sun Times was editorializing in the
great State of Illinois. The Chicago
Sun Times Editorial Board—Ilet’s see
what we have for a date. It looks like
December 8, a couple of months ago.
This is what they said:

We are living in a time that calls for step-
ping up efforts across the board to protect
our environment for future generations.

Unfortunately, President-elect Donald
Trump has appointed Scott Pruitt, an open
foe of environmental initiatives, to head the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
That demonstrates a callous disregard for
the health of our nation and planet just as
rapid technological advances hold out hope
for avoiding the worst effects of climate
change.

It went on to say:

During his campaign, Trump said he would
dismantle President Barrack Obama’s envi-
ronmental policies and pull the TUnited
States out of the 195-nation Paris accord to
reduce greenhouse gases and climate change.
After the election, Trump moderated his
tone, saying he has an open mind about cli-
mate change. His appointment of Pruitt,
however, suggests that if he’s open to any-
thing, it’s strictly more pollution.

They concluded with these words:

At a time when serious scientists worry
about cataclysmic disasters threatened by
climate change, we can’t afford to put our
future in the hands of an apologist for the
fossil fuel industry. America needs an EPA
chief who understands the value of environ-
mental successes we have achieved and the
critical importance of building on them.

But perhaps these aren’t convincing
enough. Travel with me down to Texas
because they have a problem even in
Texas, in the Lone Star State. One of
the newspapers there, the Dallas Morn-
ing News, wrote just last week:

Oklahoma Attorney General Scott Pruitt,
a veteran of a years-long courthouse cam-
paign to undermine the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, is the wrong choice to lead
the agency under President Donald Trump.
It’s hard to imagine a worse choice.

They highlighted the long-term im-
pact of putting Mr. Pruitt in charge of
the EPA. Here is what they said:
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The post of EPA administrator is a critical
one, and nowhere is that more tangible than
here in energy-rich Texas.

Again, this is the Dallas Morning
News:

Many industry voices have already raised
toasts to Pruitt’s nomination, concluding
that his plans to eviscerate the EPA’s regu-
latory oversight of oil and gas companies,
and other polluters, will strengthen the
state’s economic fortunes.

The Morning News went on to write
that the Senators from Texas must
“look beyond the short-sighted cal-
culus and vote in the long-term inter-
ests of Texas. Put simply, Texas’ econ-
omy will be stronger over time if its
environment is cleaner and if its people
are healthier.”

This is just one of a handful of the
editorial boards that have raised seri-
ous and substantive objections to Mr.
Pruitt’s nomination, and for very good
reason. They don’t just come from the
Northeast or from the east coast, they
don’t just come from the Southeast or
the Midwest; they come from the west
coast and even Texas itself. We ought
to listen to them. We ought to listen to
them. They are not all wrong. In fact,
I fear they are right.

With that, I see we have been joined
on the floor by a young man from Con-
necticut who came to share some of his
own thoughts with us on these impor-
tant topics.

I just want to thank him for the good
work he does in so many areas. He and
I have been partners together on trying
to make sure the people of this country
have access to affordable healthcare,
and we get better results for less
money, and I applaud him for those ef-
forts, as he knows probably better than
I, to try to ensure that people are
healthy. It is not enough just to pro-
vide healthcare for them when they get
sick. We call that sick care. We try to
make sure we are doing things up front
to prevent people from getting sick, to
enable them to stay healthy. A lot of
that really leads right to the work of
the Environmental Protection Agency.

Leadership is so important in every-
thing we do. It is the most critical fac-
tor in everything. Leadership is the
key to the success of any organization,
large or small, that I have ever been a
part of or observed. I don’t care if it is
a business, I don’t care if it is a church,
I don’t care if it is a school, I don’t
care if it is a military unit, a sports
team, or the U.S. Senate, leadership is
key. The EPA is key.

Show me enlightened, well-qualified
leadership, and I will show you a suc-
cessful operation. We need to be real
careful in making sure the EPA has the
kind of leadership that will lead them
and our Nation well into the future.

With that, I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAR-
RASS0). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MURPHY. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Once again, let me extend my grati-
tude to all of the staff who are pulling
yet another overnight. I know this
isn’t easy, and I feel like every time we
have done one of these I have been on
the floor during the late night or very
early morning hours to express my
gratitude to those who are making this
possible.

While I am grateful for those who are
here, I think it is also incredibly im-
portant and vital that we are here.
This is exceptional to have so many
late nights, to have pushed through the
evenings, to stay in session 24 hours
and 48 hours at a time. I understand
that last week we engaged in the long-
est session—second longest continuous
session in the history of the Chamber,
and I think we are doing so because we
are living through truly exceptional
times today.

We are living through a moment
where this administration is simply
not prepared to govern, and many of
the individuals who are being ap-
pointed to Cabinet positions, being se-
lected to serve in this administration
simply aren’t ready to get the job done.

We saw that with respect to Michael
Flynn, who was named to quite pos-
sibly the most important position in
the national security Cabinet. The Na-
tional Security Advisor is, on most
days, the first person and the last per-
son the President talks to about na-
tional security, about protecting the
Nation. Many of us raised alarm bells
when Mr. Flynn was selected for the
job because of his radical statements
on Islam, his questionable connections
to Russia, having sat next to Vladimir
Putin in a celebration of Russian prop-
aganda didn’t seem right to us, some-
thing didn’t smell right to many of us.
We expressed those objections when
Mr. Flynn was chosen. Our objections
did not prevail, and within 30 days Mr.
Flynn was fired from his position. It is
still unclear as to why he was fired.
The President was out in front of the
cameras, bizarrely defending Mr. Flynn
to the cameras having just fired him 30
days into the job, but it seems that it
was some combination of undermining
a sitting President by attempting to
coordinate with the Russian Ambas-
sador right after President Obama had
levied sanctions on Russia, potentially
making some promises to the Russians
that they didn’t have to worry about it
because once the Trump administra-
tion got into office, they would modify
or lift those sanctions or perhaps it
was lying to the Vice President and
others in the White House about what
the substance of those conversations
were.

Regardless, within 30 days, maybe
the most important person in the secu-
rity Cabinet, who many of us thought
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was unqualified, was fired from his po-
sition in the shortest tenure that any-
body could discover for National Secu-
rity Advisors.

More news in the last 48 hours is that
there were a host of other White House
officials who were unceremoniously
ushered out of the White House because
they couldn’t pass their criminal back-
ground checks. Why on earth they were
in the White House working in posi-
tions if they hadn’t already taken
criminal background checks, that is a
very important question we should get
answers to, but yet another example of
selection of people to serve in sensitive
posts who weren’t ready for the job.

Betsy DeVos wasn’t ready for her
confirmation hearing. She came to the
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee and didn’t know the
basic facts about Federal education
law. She couldn’t tell the difference be-
tween measuring proficiency and meas-
uring growth, and maybe for most peo-
ple you don’t know the difference ei-
ther, but if you are going to be the Sec-
retary of Education, you have to know
the difference between measuring for
proficiency and measuring for growth.
She was confused about the Federal
law that guarantees children with dis-
abilities an equal education. She told
Senator KAINE and Senator HASSAN it
would be OK for States to ignore that
law or ignore that protection. That ac-
tually is not the case. Every State has
to observe the individuals with disabil-
ities law as it pertains to students.

Just this week, we had a nominee
withdraw after a drip, drip, drip of alle-
gations regarding his personal conduct
and his business practices made it pret-
ty clear that somebody whose res-
taurants are half the time in violation
of Federal labor laws, somebody who
has employed undocumented workers
probably isn’t suitable to be the chief
protector of workers in this country as
the Secretary of the Department of
Labor. It just doesn’t seem that a lot of
thought has been put into some of
these selections.

So we are taking our time. We are
using our prerogative as Members of
the minority party to make sure there
is a full, complete debate on all these
nominees to make sure, at the very
least, the American public knows what
they are getting.

Our worry is not just that these
nominees are often woefully unpre-
pared for the job, it is that many of
them appear to be fatally com-
promised. I listened to a lot of what
President Trump said on the campaign
trail, and I heard him spending a lot of
time attacking the way business had
historically been done in Washington,
DC. Maybe some of us privately
cheered him on when we heard him say
that because we have watched cor-
porate America own this town for a
long time.

I watched the drug industry essen-
tially have veto power over health pol-
icy in this town. I have watched the oil
and gas industry run the show. From a
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personal basis, nothing aggrieves me
more than seeing the gun industry get
whatever they want from this Con-
gress. If you have a couple hundred
million dollars of market capitaliza-
tion and a good lobbyist and a political
action committee you can get a lot
done in Washington.

So maybe when I tried to think of
that silver lining to the election of
Donald Trump to the Presidency of the
United States, something that was
deeply morally objectionable to me, it
was that maybe there is a possibility
to take on some of these special inter-
ests, to say enough is enough, the size
of your wallet shouldn’t have anything
to do with the amount of influence you
command here, but then those hopes
were dashed as we watched who Presi-
dent Trump decided to nominate for
the Cabinet.

Over and over again, billionaires,
sometimes millionaires, but more often
than not billionaires were selected for
this Cabinet, many of whom had ties to
the very special interests or were mem-
bers of the very special interests that
Donald Trump told people he was going
to take on when he became President
of the United States.

So we had one of the biggest fast food
operators being installed in the Depart-
ment of Labor—somebody who at-
tacked workers and said that break
time was a nuisance, that robots
should replace his employees, we had
an oil executive nominated to serve as
our chief diplomat, and now we have an
individual who has very publicly and
unapologetically done the bidding of
big energy companies being enlisted to
be the chief environmental protector in
this country.

So we are here tonight because the
nomination and selection of Scott Pru-
itt to be the next Administrator of the
EPA fits neatly into a pattern of be-
havior by this administration in which
very, very rich people or people who
have very close ties to powerful inter-
ests are being put in the government,
and our worry is that they are being
put there not to serve the American
people but to serve those interests.

Scott Pruitt has a very interesting
history of defending the oil and gas in-
dustry, which I admit is important to
his State of Oklahoma—more impor-
tant than it is in my State of Con-
necticut—but he has a very interesting
history of defending that industry
against the EPA. Scott Pruitt has sued
the EPA to overturn standards to curb
mercury and other toxic air pollutants,
standards that would prevent 11,000
premature deaths and up to 130,000
asthma attacks per year.

He sued to void standards to reduce
soot and smog pollution, projecting to
prevent up to 15,000 nonfatal heart at-
tacks, to prevent 34,000 premature
deaths, and almost 400,000 asthma at-
tacks every year.

He sued unsuccessfully to overturn
the EPA’s scientific danger determina-
tion that carbon dioxide and other
heat-trapping air pollutants are harm-
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ful, and he even sued to block water
pollution into the Chesapeake Bay
which has no connection to Oklahoma.

Scott Pruitt has been a crusader. He
has been a crusader on behalf of the en-
ergy industry against environmental
protection, and he would probably tell
you there is a choice to be made be-
tween protecting our environment and
protecting our economy. That is ridicu-
lous. That is patently ridiculous.

If we don’t protect our planet, if we
don’t protect the quality of our air and
the quality of our water, there will be
no planet for businesses to grow in, and
every kid who suffers through a life-
time of asthma is a fundamentally less
productive worker to be able to add
value to the American economy. When
you are attacking health standards
that would reduce asthma attacks by
over 500,000 a year, you are attacking
the economy, not just the environ-
ment.

It is really hard for a kid to learn and
become an entrepreneur or a business
creator if they are not healthy. Frank-
ly, it is really hard for a family to be
able to manage their own economic af-
fairs when they have kids who are that
unhealthy. So Scott Pruitt, in con-
tinuing to attack the EPA, continuing
to stand up for the oil and gas indus-
try, is weakening our economy.

Maybe even more importantly, when
you are standing up for only one seg-
ment of the energy industry, you are
ignoring all the potential jobs that
come through a true energy trans-
formation. I get it that today there are
a lot of oil jobs in Oklahoma, but there
could also be a lot of wind and solar
and advanced battery and fuel cell jobs
in his State as well. Frankly, as you
look at the jobs that will be created
over the next 50 to 100 years, not just
in this country but across the globe,
the real job growth in the energy sec-
tor is not just going to be in the oil and
gas sector, it is going to be in this
broader renewable energy sector.

I don’t know if these statistics are up
to date, but a few years ago, I read
that, of the top 10 solar companies in
the world, the United States has one of
them; of the top 10 wind turbine com-
panies in the world, the United States
has one; and of the top 10 advanced bat-
tery companies in the world, the
United States has two. There are going
to be millions and millions of jobs to
be had all across the world in the re-
newable energy economy.

So long as our energy policy is only
about protecting oil and gas and coal
and not about truly advancing renew-
able energy, we are hurting our econ-
omy; we are preventing massive job
creation from happening; and we are
letting other countries eat our lunch
because 9 out of those 10 top wind tur-
bine companies and top solar compa-
nies and 8 out of those top 10 advanced
battery companies are in other coun-
tries—other countries that have de-
cided to have policies that create inter-
nal markets for those new renewable
technologies, unlike here in the United
States.
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Germany is pumping out wind tur-
bines and is selling them all over the
globe, not because Germany has any
more wind than the United States but
because they have decided to pursue a
policy in which they give advantage to
those renewable energy companies. The
United States has decided to pursue
policies, by and large, through giving
advantage to fossil fuel companies.

In making his name as a crusader
against the EPA, not only is Scott Pru-
itt endangering the health of our kids,
but he is endangering the health of our
economy as well. It is not guesswork
when it comes to the connection of
Scott Pruitt to the industry. If he had
really studied the facts and if he had
sat down and sort of weighed the bene-
fits of the industry’s claims against the
benefits of the claims of 99 percent of
the scientists in this country, it would
be worth a listen.

But, as attorney general of OKla-
homa, he sent a letter to the EPA,
skewering its efforts to limit methane
leaks from oil and gas companies. He
didn’t write the letter. Nobody on his
staff wrote the letter. Oklahoma’s
Devon Energy Corporation wrote the
letter. Pruitt’s office changed a few
words and sent it on to the EPA on the
attorney general’s stationery. That is
how close the relationship is between
Scott Pruitt and these energy compa-
nies. He just takes what they write—
what they say—and forwards it on
under his own signature. If you were to
do that in a classroom, that would be
plagiarism, and you would get kicked
out of school; but if you were to do
that as the attorney general of Okla-
homa, you would get nominated to be
the Administrator of the EPA.

It might get a lot worse. You might
find out that it is a lot worse on Tues-
day of next week because, for some rea-
son, Scott Pruitt has been hiding email
correspondence between his office and
these energy companies. He has put up
roadblock after roadblock to try to
stop freedom of information requests
to get these emails, this correspond-
ence.

Finally, yesterday, a judge ruled that
you cannot stop that information from
coming out—they are public docu-
ments—and on Tuesday of next week,
they are going to be made public. I
don’t know what they were going to
say, but as I suspect with Donald
Trump’s tax returns, when you are ex-
pending great effort to hide something
from the American public, there is
probably a reason you are hiding those
things. There is something incredibly
damaging, embarrassing, or illegal in
those tax returns, and there is, prob-
ably, something very damaging, embar-
rassing, or illegal in those emails.

So we are rushing through a nomina-
tion of Scott Pruitt tomorrow, which
will not allow us to see this email cor-
respondence that is going to come out
next week. That is a shame because it,
likely, will show us how close that con-
nection has been between the next Ad-
ministrator of the EPA and the energy
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companies that he has been regulating
and will be charged to regulate.

I get really concerned about Scott
Pruitt when I think about the kids in
my State. I will tell you about one
very specific way in which I think
about it, and then I will talk a little
bit more broadly.

We have talked a lot about lead,
mostly in the context of this tragedy
that has played out in Flint, MI, but,
in Connecticut, the tragedy of lead poi-
soning plays out every single day.
Why? Because we have really old hous-
ing stock; we have old infrastructure;
we have lead that is in paint; we have
lead that is in pipes; we have lead that
is in fixtures that exist in old homes.

While our State has been just plug-
ging along, trying to do better to reme-
diate these old homes and clean up lead
and test kids earlier, lead poisoning
has been a reality for us in Connecticut
for a very, very long time. Boy, there
are a lot of awful things that can hap-
pen to you as a Kid in this country, but
lead poisoning is at the top of the list.
Watching a family go through the hor-
ror of serious lead poisoning is nothing
that you want to witness because, once
lead gets into your system—once it
gets trapped inside your brain—it is
impossible to reverse.

In his confirmation hearing, Mr. Pru-
itt was asked whether there was any
safe level of lead in drinking water. If
you are going to be the Administrator
of the EPA, you should probably know
the answer to that question. The an-
swer is, no, there is no safe level of lead
in drinking water. Given all of the tu-
mult and attention over what happened
in Flint, you would think that would
be something he would be prepared for.
His response was: ‘“‘That’s something I
have not reviewed nor know about.”

Lead is a neurotoxin that can have
devastating, long-term effects on the
lives of children. The correct answer, of
course, is that there is no level of lead
that is safe in drinking water.

I don’t want to be too tough on him
because I don’t expect somebody who
hasn’t spent his lifetime in the field to
know every answer about environ-
mental standards, but this one was a
pretty important one. For those of us
who do think he is, ultimately, going
to do the bidding of industry rather
than the bidding of kids, not having an
awareness about something as simple
as acceptable lead levels in water
makes us wonder whether he is really
prepared to do his homework because
on the other side of the lead fight are
special interests. This is one that has
special interests too. Whether it be the
home builders or other folks who might
have to pay a little bit of money out of
their pockets to fix up old homes, there
are people who are not always with us
on this.

More broadly, I worry about my kids.
My kids are not going to suffer from
lead poisoning, but if we don’t get seri-
ous about the pace of climate change
now—in the next 5 to 10 years—the
problem may not be available to solve
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for my kids. It may be too late, once
they become of age, to try to do some-
thing about it as a public servant, as a
scientist, as an activist. Any scientist
can explain the reason for that.

The reason is that, for many green-
house pollutants—carbon dioxide, in
particular—as they get released into
the atmosphere, they stay, and they
continue to warm—heat up—as time
goes on. There are some pollutants
that don’t act that way. There are
these things called fast-acting climate
pollutants, like methane, frankly, that
are released into the atmosphere, that
are powerful heaters for a short period
of time, but then they dissipate. Car-
bon dioxide is different. That one
sticks around forever and ever—a long,
long time—and continues to heat and
continues to heat and continues to
heat. So, if you don’t reverse the tra-
jectory of the human contribution to
climate change soon, it may be too
late.

As folks have read, just in the last 60
days, that phenomenon is playing out
in parts of the globe that are already
at a pace that was unimaginable just 5
years ago. In the Arctic, we are seeing
just unthinkable warming.

I don’t make policy by anecdote, but
about a year ago, I was in the Arctic. I
was on a submarine, doing an explo-
ration under the ice—a truly amazing
thing to be a part of. I was on the USS
Hartford, which was a ship that was
made in Connecticut, and the port is in
Connecticut. We were up there as part
of an exercise called ICEX, which was
an exercise to try to understand what
is happening in the Arctic so as to try
to understand what the implications
are for humans of this massive melting
of arctic ice.

There were supposed to be two week-
ends of exercises in which there was a
camp on a very stable piece of ice. Ex-
periments were happening at the camp,
and a submarine was helping to engage
in those experiments. We were part of
the first weekend’s exercise. Then, the
next weekend, another group of Con-
gressmen was going up to witness that
second weekend’s exercise. The second
group of Congressmen did not make it.
They were literally on a van to the
plane when they were told there was an
emergency evacuation of the camp be-
cause the ice was melting underneath
the camp. This was a spot that was
picked because of how stable they
thought it was. In the short period of
time in which the camp had existed on
the ice that March, it had started to
break up and melt underneath them,
and they had to engage in an emer-
gency evacuation.

That is just one story. I understand
we don’t legislate or regulate by anec-
dote, but when you piece it together
with all of the other evidence that tells
you that every single year is the warm-
est on record, that shows you this mas-
sive trend line of melting in the Arctic.
Even scientists who were of that 1 per-
cent, who were sort of judged or
deemed to be climate skeptics, are now
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saying: Whoa, there is clearly some-
thing nonnatural happening in the Arc-
tic, resulting in this massive melt that
happens season after season.

If that melt that is being mirrored in
Antarctica continues at this pace, it
will be too late for my kids to do some-
thing about it. In my State of Con-
necticut, a coastal State—a State in
which the majority of our economic as-
sets are buffered right up against the
water of the Long Island Sound—we
cannot survive in a world in which sea
level rise doubles compared to what it
has been over the last 1,000 years.

We cannot survive in a world in
which, by the end of this century, the
average temperatures will be 8 degrees
higher than they are today. When I
came to Congress in 2007, the worst
case estimates were that, by the end of
this century, the global temperature
rise would be 6 to 8 degrees beyond
what it is today. Those are now main-
stream estimates. It is not politicians,
and it is not activists. Those are sci-
entists—mainstream scientists—who
are making those estimates. Yet, we
are going to put somebody into the
EPA who proudly has been a mouth-
piece for the idea that climate change
is a hoax—a hoax.

There is this tiny group of scientists
who say: Well, it is not really clear
whether human activity is leading to
climate change. There is a tiny group
of scientists who say that. Ninety per-
cent of scientists agree that humans
are contributing to climate change.

But Scott Pruitt goes further than
that. Scott Pruitt has said that cli-
mate change—he has said it over and
over again—that climate change is a
hoax. What does that mean? Does that
mean it is an intentional campaign by
people to try to fool people into believ-
ing that climate change is happening?
That is an extreme position. I don’t
even know how you explain what the
genesis of the hoax is. What benefit do
people get from trying to create this
fiction? And of all the people out there
who could possibly be the EPA Admin-
istrator, President Trump chose some-
one who calls climate change a hoax.

He had a confirmation conversion. He
backtracked on that and said some-
thing before the committee about not
being completely sure about the human
contribution to climate change, but ac-
knowledging that it probably exists. It
is not the first confirmation conversion
we have had. The Presiding Officer and
I were at a very interesting hearing
yesterday in which the nominee to be
Ambassador to Israel essentially re-
canted everything he had ever said
that was strong in tone about people he
disagreed with on the position of U.S.-
Israel relations.

So Scott Pruitt has changed his rhet-
oric in order to get confirmed. But he
said that climate change is a hoax
enough times to understand that like-
ly, in his gut, that is what he still be-
lieves. It was a convenient position to
have if you were an attorney general
concerned with doing the bidding of big
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energy companies and special interests,
which fed into their narrative as well.

These are exceptional times. I am
sorry that we are back on the floor
overnight again. But we are deeply
concerned that this special interest
Cabinet—this billionaire Cabinet—is
not being put in place to do right for
the American people. It is being put in
place to do right for big corporations
that don’t need any more allies here in
Washington. For all the rhetoric about
upsetting the way things are done in
Washington, President Trump is dou-
bling down on special interest influ-
ence by handing them the keys to the
Secretary’s offices and major Depart-
ments, now including the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

That was not a President at that
press conference yesterday. That was
hard to watch, I imagine for both
Democrats and Republicans. It was not
a higher calling to public service for
anybody in this country. Maybe there
was 20 percent of the President’s base
that the press conference played to,
but that was not an advertisement for
America.

These are exceptional times, and
they do command those of us who are
worried about the direction of this
country to use all the power we have to
try to get the facts out there and on
the record.

I was standing next to Senator
ANGUS KING at a press conference
shortly after we were sworn in, talking
about this issue of climate change and
our responsibility as public servants to
protect the quality of our air and the
quality of our water. We were recalling
how this wasn’t as partisan an issue 40
years ago as it is today.

The EPA was established under a Re-
publican President. The Clean Water
Act and the Clean Air Act had bipar-
tisan support. There was a time in
which Republicans were for environ-
mental protection, and now we are
nominating somebody to be the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency who made his name fight-
ing environmental protection, who
made his name suing the Agency that
was established by a Republican Presi-
dent, who has called the global climate
change phenomenon, supported by 99
percent of scientists, a hoax.

It is disturbing to many of us how
deeply politicized this issue is because
it used to be relatively nonpartisan. It
used to be that for all of the things we
disagreed on, we at least recognized
that one of our responsibilities as stew-
ards of this sphere that we live on is to
make sure that it exists in the same
shape that it is today for our kids.

What ANGUS KING said that day in
that press conference, as always,
stayed with me. Senator KING said that
in Maine they have the rototiller rule.
If you borrow a rototiller or, frankly,
any Dpiece of equipment from your
neighbor, you have an obligation when
you are done with it to return that
piece of equipment to your neighbor, or
return that rototiller to your neighbor,
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in at least as good a condition as you
found it. That makes sense. You bor-
rowed the rototiller. If you break it
you probably should fix it before you
hand it back or you just use it in a way
so that you are careful with it so that
you don’t break it, so that when you
give it back to your neighbor, it is in
that same condition. Senator KING ap-
plied that standard to the standard
that we should hold ourselves to when
it comes to protecting this planet.

My kids are going to inherit this
planet. My grandkids, hopefully, will
inherent it from them. Our charge
should be to hand this planet to our
kids in at least as good a shape as we
found it. If we break it, if we damage
it, we should fix it before we hand it
over.

We are breaking this planet right
now. We are releasing so much pollu-
tion into the atmosphere to have com-
promised its integrity for the next gen-
eration. We have broken the rototiller,
and the rototiller rule tells you that
before you give it back to your neigh-
bor, you should fix it. And we have it in
our power to do it.

When we damaged the ozone layer
through the release of CFCs, we got to-
gether and fixed that problem. We en-
gaged in a global conversation to regu-
late CFCs through something called
the Montreal protocol. We were able to
attack that problem, fix it at no sig-
nificant cost to the economy, and show
that if we really do care about the
quality of this globe, there is nothing
that is outside of our power. There is
no choice to be made between observ-
ing the rototiller rule—protecting our
planet—and growing our economy.

But if Scott Pruitt becomes the next
Administrator of EPA and the oil com-
panies and the gas companies essen-
tially get whatever they want, well,
their bottom lines probably will be im-
proved, shareholders in those compa-
nies will probably do a little bit better,
but our kids’ health, our larger econo-
my’s future will be compromised.

So that is why we are here on the
floor objecting to Mr. Pruitt’s nomina-
tion. That is why we have asked for
this nomination to be delayed until
later next week so that we can see
what is in these emails, where we al-
ready have some pretty concerning evi-
dence of this deep connection between
Mr. Pruitt and the companies he will
regulate at EPA—a letter that they
wrote for him that he sent under his
name. What if there is more informa-
tion like that in this correspondence?

What if there is more evidence that
he, as attorney general, was just a
mouthpiece for industry rather than a
mouthpiece for consumers? What if
that is predictive of his behavior at
EPA? I think that would be something
that both Democrats and Republicans
would be concerned with because I
think I know my colleagues, and while
my colleagues have certainly been
more protective of industries’ interests
than Democrats have been, we both
agree that the industry shouldn’t have
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an unnatural advantage in these agen-
cies above the public interest. I am
pretty sure we agree on that. And in
just 4 short days, we will get a better
understanding as to whether that is de-
finitively the case for Scott Pruitt.

So I would urge my colleagues to ei-
ther delay this vote that is happening
later today or to vote against the nom-
ination.

I appreciate, again, everyone who has
been part of facilitating another very
late night on the floor.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Ms. HARRIS. Mr. President, I come
to the floor to convey my wholehearted
opposition to the nomination of Scott
Pruitt as Administrator of the U.S. En-
vironmental Protection Agency, the
EPA.

The EPA, at its core, is an Agency
established to protect the environment
and the public health of our Nation.
This Agency looks to establish policies
and guidelines that would benefit all
Americans—and in essence is not an
Agency of partisanship. In fact, the
EPA was created through legislation
led by a Republican President, Richard
M. Nixon, and enacted by a bipartisan
Congress in 1970.

The EPA has a duty to protect the
air we breathe, the water we drink, and
the environment we hope to pass on to
future generations. In accomplishing
this mission, it enforces some of our
most valued laws like the Clean Air
Act and Clean Water Act, which have
been in effect for more than 30 years.

Unfortunately, this President asked
the U.S. Senate to confirm a nominee
who has dedicated his career to under-
mining the very Agency he is asked to
lead. Mr. Pruitt’s record and consistent
failure to commit to being a fair Ad-
ministrator of the EPA further dem-
onstrates that the Trump administra-
tion’s agenda is to weaken protections
that guarantee every American access
to clean air and clean water. From his
actions as attorney general of OKkla-
homa up to his testimony at his hear-
ing before the Environment and Public
Works Committee, it is clear Mr. Pru-
itt is simply unqualified.

I express my strong concerns, as a
Senator from California, a global lead-
er in environmental protections that
allow our 39 million residents to live
healthy lives. It is my hope that with
similar smart Federal regulations,
which are led by the EPA, our Nation
can enjoy these same benefits that I
have seen Californians experience first-
hand.

Californians have always been and
will continue to be proud of our envi-
ronmental leadership. In 1977, Cali-
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fornia passed the first energy effi-
ciency standards in the country. Our
friends from the States of Florida,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and New
York quickly followed suit. This set a
precedent. Federal officials agreed that
having responsible renewable energy
guidelines should be a priority.

Ten years later, the EPA imple-
mented national standards across the
United States, saving a tremendous
amount of energy, sustaining our pre-
cious environment and resources for fu-
ture generations, and providing finan-
cial benefits for families and house-
holds across the country.

To put it into perspective, one of the
national energy standards for refrig-
erators—that was the result of a policy
initially enacted in California—has
saved more than 130,000 megawatts of
electricity to date. This is equivalent
to the production of energy that rough-
ly 250 powerplants might produce. This
example is not a rare occurrence. En-
ergy policies have continued to be
adopted from smart initiatives started
in various States.

Starting as early as 1978, California
passed an energy efficiency standard
for newly constructed buildings. This
standard is now adopted not only in
our Nation but worldwide. The State
legislature listened to the objective
and factual data from scientists on the
dangers of climate change and, as a re-
sult, passed the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which
requires California to reduce its total
greenhouse gas emissions by 2020. We
created the California Cap-and-Trade
Program, which implemented an inno-
vative, market-based system to allow
companies to continue to produce
while also helping to reduce emissions;
instituted a low-carbon fuel standard,
which reduced the carbon intensity of
all transportation fuels in California.
We passed the Sustainable Commu-
nities and Climate Protection Act of
2008, which urged local transportation
planning agencies to consider the
statewide greenhouse reduction stand-
ards and goals in their long-term trans-
portation plan, and we set a renewable
portfolio standard, which implored re-
tail sellers of electricity to provide 33
percent of their electricity from renew-
able resources by 2020 and 50 percent by
2030.

We are proud indeed of what we have
accomplished in California, but the im-
portance of this issue goes beyond just
the environment. It is an economic
issue, and it has been undeniable in
helping California grow to be the sixth
largest economy in the world. Cali-
fornia shows that a healthy environ-
ment and a healthy economy and the
choice between the two is a false
choice. We can have both. From 1990 to
2014, California’s population and econ-
omy grew while achieving a 36-percent
drop in emissions per gross domestic
product. This clearly demonstrates
that you can successfully have eco-
nomic growth and reduce carbon inten-
sity. The State has done a great job of
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creating employment through the pro-
motion of clean energy technology and
green economies. A report by the Uni-
versity of California Labor Center
found that the California renewable
portfolio standards contributed to the
creation of 25,500 hours for what was
referred to as ‘‘blue-collar’ job oppor-
tunities and 7,200 hours of what was re-
ferred to as ‘‘white-collar’ jobs.

Most importantly, the environmental
laws that the EPA enforces protects
the health of future generations.
Science has shown that children living
in communities with a higher con-
centration of particulate matter devel-
oped respiratory difficulties and those
children living in regions with higher
ozone levels were more likely to de-
velop asthma and miss school.

This is only a small part of the im-
pact that ignoring the protections of
our environment can cause to the ones
we love most. On that point, of chil-
dren missing school because of health
concerns, there is a significance to this
because of a connection between what
we need to do to educate our popu-
lation and also what we see in the
criminal justice system.

For example, it is well known and es-
tablished the significance of a third
grade reading level. By the end of the
third grade, if the child is not at the
third grade reading level, they literally
drop off because, when we think about
it, we know before third grade a child
is learning how to read, and then com-
prehension kicks in, and they are read-
ing to learn. If they have not learned
how to read, they cannot read to learn
and they drop off.

What is the connection between that
and the concern we have about pollu-
tion in the air and water? Well, there is
a connection between pollution in the
air and asthma rates. Asthma causes
children to miss school. What we know
is that we have seen that an elemen-
tary school truant is three to four
times more likely to be a high school
dropout; 82 percent of the prisoners in
the United States are high school drop-
outs; African-American men between
the ages of 30 and 34, if he is a high
school dropout, is two-thirds likely to
be in jail, have been in jail, or dead.
There is a real connection between ele-
mentary school truancy and what we
see in public safety systems. What we
also know is that it costs money when
children miss school. It costs us money
in terms of the money that schools
miss out on because they are not being
reimbursed for attendance every day.
All of these issues are connected.

As a former attorney general, I have
worked to enforce California’s cutting-
edge environmental laws. This is what
an attorney general should do and is
obligated to do as a representative of
her State. Without reservation, I can
say I am proud of the work of my of-
fice—of my former office, the Cali-
fornia Department of Justice, and the
work that is happening and has hap-
pened throughout the years doing the
right thing for the people of the State
and for the environment.
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In February of 2011, I filed an amicus
brief in the Ninth Circuit Court to sup-
port the efforts of the Port of Los An-
geles to reduce air pollution through
its Clean Trucks Program. In 2011, I
had the pleasure of being a voice to
protect an area of Southern California
known as Mira Loma Village, a town of
hard-working people, by representing
them in a lawsuit to assure that a
project would not significantly deterio-
rate the air quality in their commu-
nity.

I had been hearing stories of the
grandmothers in that community for
years asking that they would be heard.
I had been hearing for years, before I
visited Mira Loma, about the fact that
studies showed the children of that
community had the lowest rate of lung
development of any region in that part
of California. There was a serious con-
cern about the pollution in the air and
the children of that community and
their ability to be healthy.

So this is what we did and what I was
able to do as the attorney general of
the State that year. We met them with
the developers in that community, we
sat down, and we had some tough dis-
cussions, but we agreed that there had
to be mitigation. They had to reduce
the emissions in that community that
resulted in the public health problems
for that community. Two years later,
that resulted in the city and the devel-
oper moving forward with the project
while implementing measures to pro-
tect the residents from being exposed
to diesel contamination. Litigation
was critical. The role of the attorney
general to be able to intervene and be
a voice for that community and so
many voiceless and vulnerable people
was critical.

In June of 2014, as attorney general of
California, I publicly opposed the lack
of environmental review for the expan-
sion of a Chevron refinery project in a
place called Richmond, CA, and de-
manded they consider the public health
of the nearby residents.

These are examples of the role and
responsibility of a State attorney gen-
eral to take seriously their oath in
terms of protecting the health and wel-
fare of the residents of their State. I
offer these examples to further support
the concerns we have that this nomi-
nee—when he has held such an impor-
tant position and has taken an oath to
represent the people—has failed to per-
form his duties. I would suggest that
his past is prologue for the future. His
past is an indication of what he will do
if he is confirmed as the next head of
the EPA.

I would hope that instead we would
have a nominee—someone who would
head these most important agencies in
our government—who could say the
same thing about their record as I am
proud to say about the record of the
California Department of Justice.

In my opinion, our current nominee
cannot in good conscience speak to the
same type of record. Instead, Mr. Pru-
itt has talked about how he wants to
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protect States from what he believes is
“overreach” of the Federal Govern-
ment. His commitment to what he
would call States’ rights is so strident
that a December 6, 2014, New York
Times article reported that Mr. Pruitt
has a painting in his office ‘‘that shows
local authorities with rifles at the
ready confronting outsiders during the
land rush era.” He also established
what he described and named as a Fed-
eralism Unit in the Oklahoma attorney
general’s office that was committed to
fighting against Federal regulations.
When he came before the Environment
and Public Works Committee for his
confirmation hearing, of which I am a
Member, Mr. Pruitt stated that ‘‘it is
our state regulators who oftentimes
best understand the local needs and
uniqueness of our environmental chal-
lenges.” He then went on to speak
about how States ‘‘possess the re-
sources and the uniqueness of our envi-
ronmental challenges.”

These statements might lead one to
believe that Mr. Pruitt would be in
support of any opportunity possible to
give power back to the States to create
environmental regulations. However,
when I asked Mr. Pruitt at the com-
mittee, when he came before us, if he
would commit then to upholding Cali-
fornia’s right to set its own vehicle
emission standards, he would not com-
mit to doing so.

I will remind this body that the EPA
has a long tradition of respecting Cali-
fornia’s and other States’ ability to set
higher standards where they can con-
trol the emissions and the greenhouse
gas emissions that as we have men-
tioned before, directly have an impact
on the health and well-being of the
residents of our State and particularly
the children and the elderly of our
States.

Under the Clean Air Act, California
has set its own standards for how it
wants to regulate vehicle emissions.
We have done this for decades now, and
previous EPA Administrators have
upheld California’s right to set them.

Although there is precedence for
doing so, Mr. Pruitt would not commit
to granting California the waiver to
allow my State to continue to set its
own vehicle emissions standards. This
is simply unacceptable.

This is a blatant double standard for
someone who claims to be committed
to breaking down regulations at the
Federal level and giving power back to
the States. In fact, it makes me wonder
how truly committed Mr. Pruitt is to
States’ rights or if States’ rights are
just a convenient argument for him in
order to pursue actions that are bene-
ficial to industries that pollute instead
of the residents and the people of his
State and, by extension, our country.

Just look at his record as attorney
general of Oklahoma, a position he
used to challenge the laws of other
States. As attorney general, he chal-
lenged a California law when he joined
a lawsuit that targeted a referendum
that California’s voters approved in
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2008 to require more space in cages for
egg-laying hens. That measure, Cali-
fornia proposition 2, prohibited the
confinement of hens used to produce
eggs in California in any manner that
does not allow them to turn around
freely, lie down, stand up, and fully ex-
tend their limbs. The law is popular,
and it was passed by the voters in my
State by 63.5 percent. In 2010, the Cali-
fornia Legislature expanded that law
to make it so that it applied to all eggs
sold in California.

Mr. Pruitt joined a lawsuit suing
California over this law, presumably
because he did not like that a regula-
tion approved by our voters and af-
firmed by our State legislature would
do a good job. He just didn’t like it. Mr.
Pruitt’s case was ultimately rejected
by the Federal appellate court because
his lawsuit failed to demonstrate how
the California law presented a harm to
his State. You would think that a
States’ rights proponent would appre-
ciate that one State passes a law and it
should be respected, especially when it
doesn’t create any harm to his own
State, but that was not the case.

Mr. Pruitt has filed seven lawsuits
against the EPA that have since been
settled. In those lawsuits, he opposed
the Clean Power Plan and the Clean
Water Act. He sued over regulations to
make electricity-generating power-
plants install technology to curb air
pollution. He sued over a plan to re-
duce pollution from coal-fired power-
plants and a regulation aimed at reduc-
ing greenhouse gases. He sued and filed
a lawsuit that claimed that the EPA
encourages environmental nonprofits
to bring lawsuits.

It is important to know that Mr. Pru-
itt lost six out of those seven lawsuits.
Mr. Pruitt is a baseball fan, as am I. I
love my Giants. I find it hard to believe
that my San Francisco Giants would
look at a hitter who slogged through
spring training with a .142 batting av-
erage and have no concerns whatsoever
calling him up to the big league roster.
Why does the U.S. Senate have a lower
standard for reviewing a nominee who
would be charged with safeguarding
human health and our environment?

What about the opportunities Mr.
Pruitt has had to defend the interests
of the people he was elected to rep-
resent? What about issues that directly
impact the people of Oklahoma?

In 2011, 49 States signed on to a $25
billion mortgage settlement. There was
only one State’s attorney general who
decided not to sign on. I think you
know where I am heading. That one at-
torney general was Scott Pruitt. Mr.
Pruitt said he didn’t think it was the
appropriate role of the State attorney
general to advocate for the home-
owners of their States but wanted to be
sure to protect the banks instead.

As a former State’s attorney general,
I am here to say that the role of an at-
torney general is to represent the peo-
ple of your State. When an injustice is
committed to one person, an injustice
is committed to all of the residents of
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your State. In fact, after doing the
work of an attorney general over the
course of 7 years in California, I will
tell you that every time we filed a suit,
that document, that complaint never
read the name of the victim versus the
name of the offender. It always read
the people versus the offender because
in our system of democracy and in our
system of justice as a country, we have
rightly said that a harm against any
one of us is a harm against all of us.
Mr. Pruitt has failed to appreciate the
significance of that point.

He has developed a long list of law-
suits filed. Through all of that litiga-
tion, he has delivered very little for the
people of Oklahoma—the very people
who elected him to represent them.
Why should we expect that he will pro-
tect the interests of all Americans and
the environment we all share?

During his 6-year tenure as attorney
general of Oklahoma, Scott Pruitt
stated only in one instance—a lawsuit
against Mahard Egg Farm-—could he
recall initiating an independent law-
suit as attorney general against pri-
vate air polluters. It was later revealed
that even this claim was misleading,
and it turned out it was his predecessor
who had done the legwork and initiated
the proceedings, along with the assist-
ance of the EPA.

In the 2014 New York Times article,
it was reported that Mr. Pruitt used his
official position as Oklahoma attorney
general to protect the interests of a
private gas and petroleum company,
Devon Energy, not the people of Okla-
homa. Using his official government
position, Mr. Pruitt sent a three-page
letter to the EPA stating that Devon
Energy did not cause as much air pol-
lution as was calculated by Federal
regulators.

In open records of exchanged emails
between Devon Energy and the Okla-
homa attorney general’s office, it was
discovered that the lawyers at Devon
Energy were the ones who actually
drafted the letter and that Mr. Pruitt
used a nearly identical letter to ex-
press it as his State’s position. Fol-
lowing the letter, Devon Energy wrote
to his office:

Outstanding! The timing of this letter is
great given our meeting with both the EPA
and the White House.

“Outstanding,” the energy company
said—not the people of the State of
Oklahoma.

It is also unclear how far this abuse
of power has gone. A lawsuit by the
Center for Media and Democracy has
been filed in an Oklahoma district
court to release information on Mr.
Pruitt’s dealings as attorney general.
It is with great concern that we would
try to rush this nomination without
these records coming to light. Senators
should have all the facts before us be-
fore we vote.

Should Mr. Pruitt be confirmed as
EPA Administrator, I am deeply con-
cerned that he has refused to use his
discretion to recuse himself from liti-
gation he was involved with in his role
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as Oklahoma attorney general unless
required to do so by the Ethics Com-
mission.

I asked him about this during our
hearing at the Environment and Public
Works Committee. I asked him if he
would be willing to recuse himself not-
withstanding a finding by the Ethics
Commission but based on what is right
and an appearance of conflict. He
agreed, after many questions, that he
has the discretion—regardless of ac-
tion, regardless of waiting until the
Ethics Commission rules—to recuse
himself from those lawsuits that he as
attorney general of Oklahoma brought
against the Agency he wants to lead.
He agreed he had the discretion and yet
failed to agree that he would exercise
that discretion and recuse himself be-
cause of an appearance of a conflict.
That is simply unacceptable.

It is so important that in our govern-
ment, the public has confidence in us,
that they trust we will do the right
thing, that they trust we will use our
discretion in an appropriate way. But
this is a nominee who has asked us to
trust him to lead the EPA, the people’s
Agency that has been charged with
protecting the resources that are vital
for all human life. A nominee who has
failed to represent his own constitu-
ents’ interests by making a career of
partisanship is not the right nominee
for this office, period. He is a nominee
who has lobbied for corporations in-
stead of the people he was charged with
representing. He is a nominee who has
a clear record of using his position in a
way that has not been in the best inter-
est of the people he serves.

There is evidence, unfortunately, of
his record that is before us as a body.
We should take heed of this evidence.
We should pay attention to it, and we
should not confirm this nominee to be
the next head of the EPA.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I lived
in Palo Alto Park, that part of the
State. The Naval Air Station was
there. It used to be called Moffett
Field. It is still there. I remember the
hangars that we used during the time
we served on Active Duty.

I had the privilege of knowing a num-
ber of attorneys general from Cali-
fornia, and we are very pleased to be
able to welcome Senator HARRIS to our
floor. Yesterday she gave her maiden
address on the Senate floor.

Thank you.

She is pretty good.

I would say that you are even better
than I thought. That was wonderful.
Those were wonderful comments. I
know our Presiding Offerer is also the
chairman of our committee and prob-
ably is not enjoying your comments as
much as I am, but I thought you were
evenhanded and fair in sharing that.

The Presiding Officer is a pretty good
friend of mine, and I don’t know if he
is a big baseball fan. I am. I love
sports. I am a huge Detroit Tigers fan.
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You are a Giants fan. The leadership in
baseball is critically important. It is
important to have good infielders, good
outfielders, good pitchers, catchers,
and so forth. What is really important
is to have great leadership and great
leadership in terms of the coaching
staff. Leadership is always the most
important ingredient in every organi-
zation I have ever been a part of.

The Tigers just lost their owner,
Mike Ilitch. He was a legendary figure
in Detroit in baseball. He passed away
earlier this week at the tender age of
86. It is a big loss for Motown and,
frankly, for baseball.

In terms of leadership, we wouldn’t
want to hire somebody to coach a base-
ball team who was a football coach or
someone who is great with a basketball
team. I don’t doubt that Scott Pruitt a
skillful lawyer. I met his family. I like
him. I think he is arguably a good dad
and a good husband. But it is a little
bit like asking a pacifist to lead some-
thing like the Department of Defense—
may be a skillful person but maybe
just not the right person to do a par-
ticular job.

I thought you outlined that very
well. T wanted to say welcome to the
big leagues. We are going to learn a lot
from you.

I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I
come to the floor today to speak on the
nomination of Scott Pruitt to be Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, whom I intend to sup-
port.

Over the past several weeks, we
heard a number of Senators come to
the floor hour after hour, 24-hour ses-
sions through the night—1 o’clock, 2
o’clock, 3 o’clock, 4 o’clock—in the
morning and beyond, to complain
about this nominee or that nominee, to
express their concern about this nomi-
nee or that nominee. In fact, many
times I think the only reason there is
opposition to a nominee is that they
disagree with a nominee because it
wasn’t Hillary Clinton who made the
nomination.

We have heard countless people come
to the floor today to talk about their
opposition to the Trump administra-
tion EPA. I have a picture on the floor
that shows the Obama EPA. This is a
river in Colorado, enjoyed by thou-
sands of people each and every sum-
mer. This is a picture of that same
river under the Obama EPA. This was
caused by 800,000 pounds of mineral and
other waste going into the river be-
cause of a mishandled EPA project.
This wasn’t Scott Pruitt. This wasn’t
Donald Trump. This was the Obama
EPA that did this. I only wish that my
colleagues who have come to the floor
for the past several hours had shown
similar outrage when the Obama EPA
did this to Colorado—inflicted this
kind of damage on people in South-
western Colorado in the Gold King
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Mine spill. You want to talk about pro-
tecting States? Why didn’t we stand up
and protect this river?

On August b5, 2015, the EPA caused
this spill. They admit they caused this
spill, dumping 3 million gallons of
toxic waste into Cement Creek and
into the Animas River. Most Ameri-
cans remember seeing this river. Most
Americans remember seeing pictures of
what this river looked like across
newspapers, across television stations
in August of 2015. When I visited South
Korea, the President of South Korea
asked me: How is the river in Colorado
that the EPA dumped toxic sludge
into?

In fact, I saw this picture on the news
just a couple of days ago. Somebody
was using it to complain about the
Trump EPA administration. Somebody
was using it to attack Scott Pruitt.
This picture had nothing to do with
Scott Pruitt. This was the EPA led by
Gina McCarthy. My response to the
spill was that the EPA should be held
accountable to the same level at which
the EPA holds private businesses ac-
countable. I think that is a pretty good
standard. But if the EPA is going to
make sure that somebody lives up to a
standard, then the EPA should live up
to the same standard—that basic
standard for the EPA, because the
Agency caused this spill, and it simply
must apply the same requirements to
itself that it does to a private com-
pany.

So it was with great disappointment,
but very little surprise, that, when the
EPA decided to not subject itself to
those same standards, they walked
away from the promises they made.
Sure, the EPA had standards under
Barack Obama. They were double
standards. The Obama administration
EPA’s refusal to not receive and proc-
ess the personal injury or economic
loss claims arising out of this spill of
the Gold King Mine in Southwest Colo-
rado is appalling. I simply wish the
outrage was there when the EPA
walked away from the people that it
had injured in Colorado. We haven’t
heard talk about it here.

We have heard a lot of complaints
here, but nobody is saying they should
be paying for the damage in Colorado
they created. After all, we are dis-
cussing the EPA, which with the strike
of a pen, and oftentimes with very lit-
tle input from those people who would
be affected, uses overly burdensome
regulations and a heavyhanded enforce-
ment to punish private businesses.

Despite the assurances and promises
of the then-EPA Administrator Gina
McCarthy that the Agency takes full
responsibility of the Gold King Mine
spill, the Agency in 2017—weeks ago—
turned its back on the promises it
made and denied paying claims for the
harm they caused Coloradans. Prom-
ises were broken to our neighbors
downstream in New Mexico and Utah,
including the Southern Ute Indian
Tribe, the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, and
the Navajo Nation.
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Administrator McCarthy called me
last month, just before the news broke
that the EPA would not be processing
the claims of dozens of individuals and
businesses in Southwest Colorado
under the Federal Tort Claims Act
against the Federal Government. The
spill occurred in August 2015. Over a
yvear later, and in the waning days of
the Obama administration, they turned
their backs on their promises they
made to Colorado and notified us in the
waning hours of an administration say-
ing: T am sorry. We are not going to
help the individuals who are harmed.
This refusal to compensate for the spill
is unacceptable and wholly incon-
sistent with the EPA’s commitment to
take full responsibility with the
States, local and tribal governments
and communities.

This past election, voters said they
wanted something different from the
last 8 years in Washington because
what they experienced was not working
for the people—broken promise after
broken promise. A year and a half ago,
the EPA caused the Gold King Mine
spill, and the past administration re-
fused to make it right for Colorado.
The status quo at the EPA is not ac-
ceptable because broken promises are
the status quo.

I have had earnest conversations
with Mr. Pruitt over the past several
weeks about my sincere disappoint-
ment about those broken promises,
what we had to go through in Colorado,
and what businesses had to go through
in Colorado as a result of the EPA
spill.

You can imagine that in an area that
is reliant on tourism, what photo-
graphs of this in headlines across the
country and in nightly news stories
can do to a tourism-based economy.
Those kayakers we saw in this chart
had to shut the river down. Outfitters
weren’t allowed to be on the river. Dol-
lars were lost because guides couldn’t
get out there. Booked trips that had al-
ready been paid for had been canceled.
People didn’t go because of the EPA’s
spill. The EPA’s refusal to pay for lost
property, lost economic opportunity,
and lost business opportunity is simply
unacceptable.

In the earnest conversations I have
had with Scott Pruitt, he has promised
to make it right. He has promised to
stand up for the people in Colorado. He
has promised that he will make amends
and pay for the damages that the
Obama administration refused to pay
for. He assured me that he is going to
make it right, that he is going to work
with the people the EPA injured and
those who experienced economic losses
and make sure that they are fully com-
pensated. He agreed to come to Colo-
rado shortly after his confirmation to
make sure that the people of Colorado
know that he will fulfill the promises
that were failed under the Obama ad-
ministration.

I would also like to talk about an-
other top legislative priority of mine—
passing Good Samaritan legislation.
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Good Samaritan legislation would
allow Good Samaritans, like the min-
ing industry, State agencies, local gov-
ernments, nonprofits, and other groups
the ability to clean up the environment
and improve water quality conditions
around abandoned mines. According to
the Government Accountability Office,
or the GAO, it is estimated that there
are more than 160,000 abandoned hard-
rock mines that exist across the United
States, and at least 33,000 of these
mines pose environmental or safety
concerns.

One of the immediate actions we can
do in Congress to address this toxic
waste and improve our environment is
to pass Good Samaritan legislation. It
has been decades that this Congress
has tried. It has been decades that this
Congress has failed. It is time to start
succeeding and time to start cleaning
up the environment.

The last time the Environment and
Public Works Committee was able to
advance legislation on Good Samaritan
was in 2006, from my predecessors, Sen-
ators Wayne Allard and Ken Salazar.
Unfortunately, since 2006, this concept
has been unsuccessful and caught in
partisan politics.

It is time to take steps forward for
facilitating cleanup of the Nation’s
abandoned mines to prevent more spills
like the Gold King Mine.

I have secured the commitment from
Scott Pruitt to work with me on this
legislation at the EPA to get this done,
to work with both sides of the aisle to
accomplish something, so that we can
prevent this from happening. I am not
going to stop working until our con-
stituents are made whole from the
EPA-caused spill at the Gold King
Mine. I am not going to stop working
until we pass—and we have to continue
working to pass—the Good Samaritan
legislation.

The 33,000 mines that pose a risk to
the West is unacceptable. Our citizens,
our pristine environment, our water-
ways, our children—this wasn’t Scott
Pruitt. This wasn’t Donald Trump.
This was an EPA under the previous
administration, led by Gina McCarthy
and President Obama, that walked
away from the people of Colorado and
the promises made. And it heartens me
greatly to know, at least, that we have
an administration that will move away
from every promise abandoned to ful-
filling the promises of protecting our
environment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
DAINES). The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, before I
make a statement on Scott Pruitt, to
my colleague and friend from Colorado,
I couldn’t agree with you more. What
happened in Colorado was an environ-
mental tragedy, and we saw the photos.
It is horrible. I don’t know who is re-
sponsible for it, but it appears to be a
government agency, and they should be
held accountable. I will join you in
that effort. I don’t think there is any
Member who wouldn’t join you in say-
ing there ought to be justice done here.

(Mr.
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We shouldn’t let them off the hook be-
cause they are EPA employees or em-
ployees of the Federal government.

But I don’t understand the leap in
logic from that position to Scott Pru-
itt. Scott Pruitt is a man who, as at-
torney general of Oklahoma, has filed
more than 14 lawsuits to restrict the
authority of the EPA to clean up riv-
ers.

Mr.
yield?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield for
the purpose of a question.

Mr. GARDNER. To the Senator from
Illinois, the EPA admits they caused
this spill. Does the Senator from Illi-
nois realize that the EPA then failed to
live up to that promise?

Mr. DURBIN. I said to the Senator
from Colorado that I will join you. If
the EPA is responsible for this spill,
then I will stand with you. Justice
should be done.

The point I am making to you is that
this leap of logic then—to put Scott
Pruitt in charge of the EPA—is really
taking away the power of this Agency
to avoid that kind of environmental
disaster.

Mr. GARDNER. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. DURBIN. I will be glad to yield
for a question.

Mr. GARDNER. To the Senator from
Illinois, the EPA stated that they
caused this spill. Dozens upon dozens of
individuals and businesses filed a claim
against the EPA for damages caused by
a spill that the EPA admits. Scott Pru-
itt has said that he will fulfill the
promise of paying for those claims the
Obama administration denied.

Will the Senator agree that the EPA,
under the last administration, failed to
deliver on the promises made of paying
these claims?

Mr. DURBIN. I reclaim my time and
just say this. I do not know the par-
ticulars. I understand that what you
said is what I read, that it was the
fault of some government employee—
perhaps of the EPA. I don’t dispute
that fact. If that is the case, then we
have a responsibility to your State to
make it whole again. And whoever the
EPA Administrator is should face that
responsibility. I will join you in that
effort.

But to go from there to say Scott
Pruitt is the man to head the EPA be-
cause he is going to acknowledge this
one fact, is to ignore his record, to ig-
nore his position on the environment.

The Senator from Colorado, I know
has to leave the floor, but I want to
continue on this vein. Yesterday, the
President of the United States decided
to sign a resolution. He had a big gath-
ering. He had Senator MCCONNELL, the
Republican leader and other Members
of the Senate and the House. It was a
big celebration. Representatives of
mining companies, coal companies,
even mine workers were there cele-
brating the repeal of an EPA rule.
What was the repeal of that rule? The
repeal of that rule related to what the

GARDNER. Will the Senator
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mining companies could dump into riv-
ers and streams from their mining op-
erations. What was the fear? The debris
in toxic waste that they would dump in
the rivers would end up killing rivers,
just like the river that the Senator
from Colorado has given a speech on.

I might add that he voted to repeal
that rule. So now we have the Presi-
dent of the United States saying we are
going to revitalize the mining economy
by eliminating a rule that restricts
mining companies from dumping debris
and toxic waste into rivers and
streams. Now, that doesn’t follow.

If you are dedicated to keeping our
rivers and streams healthy and pure
and reliable sources for safe drinking
water, you don’t do what President
Trump did yesterday. You don’t do
what the Republicans in the Senate did
just a few days ago and remove this
rule. I struggled to understand.

I see my friend from Delaware is
here. The Senator and I have been in
this business for a long time together.
I won’t say how many years.

He knows, I know, and some others
know, but most people would be sur-
prised of the following: Which Presi-
dent of the United States created the
Environmental Protection Agency?
Richard Milhous Nixon, 1970. A Repub-
lican President created this Agency
which has become the bete noire for
the Republicans—the most hated Fed-
eral agency, created by a Republican
President.

Why? Because at that moment in
time, America was awakening to Ra-
chel Carson’s ‘‘Silent Spring’’ and to so
many other factors, when we finally
concluded there was something we
were doing to the environment that
was harmful, not just to the environ-
ment but to the Earth, which we hoped
to leave our children.

We joined together on a bipartisan
basis—this is before I was in Congress—
to create this Agency which Scott Pru-
itt seeks to lead. Now, what has hap-
pened? What has happened is there has
been a role reversal here. The Repub-
licans, who used to be part of environ-
mental protection and safety, have now
abandoned it.

In fact, that is the drum they beat on
most often, when they talk about over-
regulation, the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. Yesterday, this Presi-
dent—28 days into his Presidency—
could not wait to sign a rule that al-
lows mining companies to dump toxic
waste and debris into rivers and
streams. You know the argument: It is
just too expensive not to. If we are
going to make a profit, if we are going
to employ people, then you have to let
us dump this into the rivers and
streams.

I don’t buy it. The reason I don’t buy
it is that I can remember many years
ago, the first time I went across my
State of Illinois and took a look at
abandoned mine lands. These were
lands that were strip mined, which
means they brought in bulldozers and
really just found the coal deposits, not
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just that for below the surface of the
land. They ripped out the coal and left
the mess behind for future generations.

It was horrible—a horrible environ-
mental disaster. They walked away
from them after they made the money.
They went out of business and left that
mess behind for the next generation or
the one beyond it.

I am all in favor of mining. Fun-
damentally, there is nothing wrong
with it at all. But responsible mining
means that you are responsible when it
comes to the environment. You just
don’t make your money and leave, you
accept the responsibility to leave be-
hind something that is as good as or
better than the way you found it. It is
known as stewardship. It is Biblical.

This is kind of a moral responsibility
which we accept on this Earth that we
live on, to leave it better than we
found it. The Environmental Protec-
tion Agency is there for that purpose.

I would say to the Senator from
Delaware, they did a survey in Chicago
a few years ago. They asked the people
of Chicago: What is the one thing
unique and defining about that city?
Overwhelmingly, the response was
Lake Michigan, as it should be—this
magnificent great lake which borders
the city of Chicago.

It is a source of so much fun and joy
and aesthetic beauty. We look at it and
thank the good Lord that we have the
good fortune of living, as many of us
do, part time, full time, right there on
the banks of Lake Michigan.

It was about 5 or 6 years ago that I
heard a story about a ship on Lake
Michigan. It was an auto ferry. It took
passengers and automobiles across that
beautiful great lake. It moved them
from Wisconsin to Michigan. The name
of the ship was the SS Badger. It had
been around for decades. It was kind of
an institution.

Come the summer months when peo-
ple would cross that lake to head over
to Michigan or back over to Wisconsin,
they would pile on and bring on their
automobiles and families. It was a
great excursion. But we came to learn
that there was another side to the
story. The SS Badger was the last coal-
fired auto ferry on the Great Lakes. It
burned coal to run the engine to move
the ship across Lake Michigan.

That, in and of itself, raises some in-
teresting questions about pollution
coming off the smokestack of the SS
Badger. It turned out that wasn’t the
worst part. The worst part is that for
decades, as the SS Badger trekked
across Lake Michigan, it not only
burned coal, it dumped the coal ash
overboard while it was going across the
lake.

This potentially dangerous and toxic
coal ash was being dumped into Lake
Michigan day after day after day. The
Environmental Protection Agency
came in and gave us the facts. It
turned out that the auto ferry, that
one ship, was the dirtiest ship on the
Great Lakes. It created more pollution,
more damage to the Great Lakes and
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its environment, than any other ship.
Believe me, there are plenty of ships
that traverse the Great Lakes. This
was the filthiest, dirtiest ship.

The EPA said to the SS Badger: We
know you employ people. We know you
perform an important function. But
clean up your act. So what did the SS
Badger do, in light of this EPA finding?
Well, they fought them all the way.
They came to Congress and asked that
Congress designate the SS Badger as a
historical monument. A historical
monument? Well, it was an old ship.
There is no doubt about it. But the no-
tion that came from the Congressmen
from Michigan and Wisconsin was, by
designating it a historical monument,
it would be exempt from environ-
mental protection laws.

So the dirtiest ship—the SS Badger—
on the Great Lakes would somehow
have historical status and continue to
pollute Lake Michigan. I thought it
was outrageous. A number of us joined
in stopping that effort. Instead, we said
to the EPA: You have given them years
to clean it up. Now do something about
it.

Next thing, surprisingly, the owner
of the SS Badger asked to meet with
me in my office. I said sure. He came in
and he said: Senator, we employ 100
people. We have been doing this for
years. We cannot technologically clean
up the SS Badger. It just can’t be done.
We would lose too much money.

I said: I am sorry, but that is unac-
ceptable. You cannot tell me that be-
cause of profitability you need to con-
tinue to create a bigger mess in the
Great Lakes than any other ship on the
Great Lakes.

So he went back and lawyered up and
decided he would fight the EPA. I stood
with the EPA, the regional office out of
Chicago. We had a battle on our hands.
A rule was issued by the EPA.

I hear so many Republicans come to
the floor bemoaning rules and regula-
tions. Let me join that chorus. Are
there too many rules and regs in some
areas? Yes. Are there some rules and
regs which I could never explain or
even try to defend? Certainly.

But the rules and regulations of the
EPA many times are critically impor-
tant. In this case, that was exactly
what we found. So the EPA issued a
rule and regulation that said to the SS
Badger: You have been given years to
clean up, and you will not do it. So now
the clock is ticking. There will come a
moment when you will be subject to a
substantial fine if you don’t clean up
your act.

Do you know what happened because
of this onerous EPA regulation? Do you
know what happened to the SS Badger,
whose owner said that it was techno-
logically impossible for them to clean
up this mess? They came up with the
most basic, simple solution. You won-
der why they waited so long. They now
hold the coal ash on the SS Badger as
they go back and forth across Lake
Michigan. They remove it once they
get to shore and put it into an environ-
mentally acceptable waste disposal.
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This was an obvious answer for dec-
ades, but they would not do it. It took
the Environmental Protection Agency
to step up and threaten it with a rule
and a fine. Now they are finally doing
it.

So I say to those who loathe govern-
ment rules and regulations: This was a
good one. For the health of the Great
lakes, for God’s gift to us of that beau-
tiful body of water, we did the right
thing and the EPA was there to do it.

Yesterday, when President Trump
signed this new resolution that re-
pealed the rule, he was reversing what
I just described to you. He was saying
to mining companies across the United
States: Be my guest. Dump toxic waste
and debris in our rivers and streams.

He did it in the name of job creation.
We all want to create jobs, but if we
are creating jobs at the expense of the
health of rivers and lakes, if we are
creating jobs at the expense of safe
drinking water, that is a bargain I will
not be part of.

Many times I have had a conversa-
tion with my wife and friends. I guess
it reflects the fact that we have been
on this Earth a little longer than some.
You wonder out loud. You say: Why in
the world do we have more autism
today than we once had? Why do we
have more cancers than we once had?
People have a lot of theories. Some of
them are wild and unfounded. But
many times people say: Could it pos-
sibly be the chemicals in our drinking
water? I do not know.

I am a liberal arts lawyer. Don’t get
me near a laboratory; I would not
know what to do with it. But it is a le-
gitimate question, whether there is
some contamination in our drinking
water, which has a public health im-
pact. Someday we may discover that.

Isn’t it best for us to err on the side
of keeping our drinking water as safe
and clean as possible? I think so. I
don’t want to turn on the tap and drink
the water and think that I am making
myself sicker or more susceptible to a
disease. I sure as heck don’t want to do
it for my kids and grandkids. What
Agency is responsible for that? It turns
out to be the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. That is the Agency that
Scott Pruitt seeks to head.

He is a terrible choice. I am sorry to
say that. I shook hands with him once.
I don’t know him very well. But when
you look at what he has done—I think
of a letter I received from Dale Bryson
in Illinois. I don’t know him person-
ally. He wrote to me and he said:

Having served under both Republican and
Democratic Presidents, we recognize each
new administration’s right to pursue dif-
ferent policies or ask that Congress change
the laws that protect our environment. But
EPA’s administrator must act in the public’s
interest and not simply advance the agenda
of any specific industry that EPA regulates.

Mr. Bryson goes on to say:

The agency is lucky to have had EPA ad-
ministrators, Republicans and Democrats,
with the patience, skill and commitment to
public service that is needed to steer through
these challenges and deliver the clean and
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healthy environment that Americans want
at a price they are willing to pay. We do not
believe Scott Pruitt has demonstrated that
he has the qualities needed to lead the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency.

He was not the only one who wrote to
me. I have heard from constituents
who believe that sensible environ-
mental regulation is critical for us to
have a clean planet to live on and leave
to our kids. Tim Hoellein, a professor
at Loyola University in Chicago, con-
ducts research on water pollution in
city environments. He wrote to me and
said:

I note our city, State and county have
made some major advances toward better in-
frastructure and policy for clean water. How-
ever, we are still not meeting our obligations
to our neighbors and future generations by
rising to the best standards of water stew-
ardship. Those gains are at eminent risk
with the appointment of Mr. Pruitt to the
EPA.

Finally, I want to read a letter from
a Chicago resident, Ms. Maureen
Keane. She wrote to me and she said:

I love my country. I love our beautiful en-
vironment and my family. We need a strong
advocate for our land and people to head the
EPA. That person is not Scott Pruitt. Hun-
dreds of former employees of the EPA agree
with me. That must mean something. Pruitt
has a record of doing everything he can to
shut down and dismantle the EPA. We need
a strong advocate who has the ability to cre-
ate a balance between business and our land
and people resources, one who can create
strong laws for which businesses can agree
on and adhere to while protecting our most
precious assets, people, wildlife, and our
land.

She says:

As someone who grew up surrounded by
dirty water in the Little Calumet River, next
to a train yard, and surrounded by onion
fields with pesticides, I have seen first hand
family and neighbors die young from cancer.
Please oppose Pruitt if you love America and
your family. This is a decision that can be
costly for future generations.

These letters really are just a hand-
ful of those that I have received on the
subject. Scott Pruitt has alarming con-
flicts of interest with the oil and gas
industry.

My friend and colleague, Senator
CARPER of Delaware, has taken on this
nomination professionally and in the
right way. He has helped us reach a
point now where we have to say to our
friends on the Republican side of the
aisle: Be careful about the vote that
you cast at 1 o’clock today, because by
1 o’clock on Tuesday or Wednesday, in
the following week, you may regret
that vote.

The reason I say it is that Senator
CARPER has been working with groups
trying to get a disclosure of the emails
that Scott Pruitt, attorney general of
Oklahoma, had during the course of
serving as attorney general, while he
was filing some 14 different lawsuits
against the Environmental Protection
Agency. He was caught red-handed tak-
ing a letter written by one of these en-
ergy companies and changing the let-
terhead and calling it an official state-
ment from his own attorney general’s
office. So he clearly has a comfortable,
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if not cozy, relationship with the en-
ergy companies. That, in and of itself,
is not condemning or damning, but if it
ends up that he is seeking this position
to advocate their political position,
rather than to protect America’s envi-
ronment, that is a relevant issue.

Senator CARPER has been working
with groups night and day to get dis-
closure of emails that were sent to
Scott Pruitt and sent by him between
oil and gas companies and other energy
companies to determine whether there
are any conflicts we should know about
before giving him this job.

I understand that late this morning,
our Senator from  Oregon, Mr.
MERKLEY, may be coming and asking
for us to postpone this vote until these
emails are publicly disclosed. Is it 5, 6,
10 emails? I think it is thousands, isn’t
it? Some 3,000 emails.

The Republican Senators and Sen-
ator MCCONNELL have said: We don’t
want to read them. We don’t care what
is in them. It doesn’t make any dif-
ference if there is a conflict of interest.
This is Scott Pruitt. He is our man.
President Trump wanted him. We don’t
want to read the facts. We don’t want
to know the evidence. We just want to
give a good, loyal vote to our Presi-
dent.

I don’t think that is the way we
should meet our responsibilities in the
Senate. This thoughtful and sensible
thing to do is to postpone this vote
until we return. We are going to be
gone next week because of the Presi-
dent’s recess. Scott Pruitt can wait 10
days, and we can wait for the truth,
can’t we?

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy will continue to do its business with
its professionals, but before we put him
in the job—which we may come to re-
gret in just a few days—shouldn’t we
take the time to do this and do it
thoughtfully?

As Oklahoma attorney general, he
sued the EPA 14 times. He was often
partnering with the very industries he
is now being called on to regulate.
Though some of these lawsuits are still
ongoing, he will not even commit to
recuse himself.

He was asked during the course of his
hearing: As attorney general of Okla-
homa, you sued the EPA. The EPA, as
an Agency, has the first level of admin-
istrative hearing on those lawsuits.
Will you, if you become Administrator
and Secretary of the EPA, commit to
recuse yourself from those lawsuits
you filed?

He said: No.

That means he could have a very in-
teresting position when those lawsuits
come up for consideration. He will be
the petitioner and the plaintiff; Scott
Pruitt, attorney general of Oklahoma.
He will be the defendant; Environ-
mental Protection Agency, Scott Pru-
itt, Administrator, and Secretary. He
will also be the jury; the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, headed up
by Scott Pruitt in his administrative
capacity.
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What a sweetheart deal. I used to be
a trial lawyer. This would be the an-
swer to a prayer. I get to be the plain-
tiff and the defendant and the judge?

Scott Pruitt wants to protect his
right to do that so he can continue to
protect the special interests he rep-
resented as attorney general of OKla-
homa.

Common sense suggests to any law-
yer licensed to practice in America
that this is a conflict of interest which
needs to be avoided, but Scott Pruitt
says: No, they have to go forward, and
I have to win this lawsuit.

You know what, I think he is going
to win the lawsuit if he doesn’t recuses
himself.

We need to ensure that the EPA has
strong leadership, that it is dedicated
not to energy companies, not to oil
companies, not to gas companies but to
protecting all Americans. Literally,
lives depend on it.

President Donald Trump has chosen
not just a man with an extraordinary
amount of conflicts of interest but a
person who is a climate-denier. He said
some things that are nothing short of
amazing.

Look at this quote by Scott Pruitt,
candidate for Administrator of the
EPA:

The debate about climate change is just
that, a debate. There are scientists that
agree, there are scientists that don’t agree,
to the extent of man’s contribution and
whether it is even harmful at this point.

Really? So 98 percent of scientists—
98 percent—have said that something is
happening to this world, and human ac-
tivity is the reason, 98 percent of them.
Greenhouse gas emissions, carbon in
our atmosphere, obvious changes, gla-
cial melts, the rising of the oceans, ex-
treme weather conditions that we are
facing—just a casual observer would
understand that is a reality, but not
this man, not the man who seeks to
head the Environmental Protection
Agency. To him, it is still being de-
bated.

He is in this rarified group with
blinders. You see him here with his
glasses. He wants to put on blinders
when it comes to climate change. And
this is the man President Trump has
chosen to head up the Environmental
Protection Agency?

The Chicago Sun Times, on December
8, had an editorial entitled ‘‘Foe of
EPA is wrong person to lead it.”” Here
is what they said:

Unfortunately, President-elect Donald
Trump has appointed Scott Pruitt, an open
foe of environmental initiatives, to head the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
That demonstrates a callous disregard for
the health of our nation and planet just as
rapid technological advances hold out hope
for avoiding the worst effects of climate
change.

The U.S. Senate should reject Pruitt.

They go on to say:

During his campaign, Trump said he would
dismantle President Barack Obama’s envi-
ronmental policies and pull the United
States out of the 195-nation Paris accord to
reduce greenhouse gases and climate change.
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After the election, Trump moderated his
tone, saying he has an open mind about cli-
mate change. His appointment of Pruitt,
however, suggests that if he’s open to any-
thing, it’s strictly more pollution.

They go on to say:

The EPA is all about science. Someone
who doesn’t believe in science can’t do the
job.

His appointment would send a mes-
sage to the rest of the world that the
United States is not a partner in ef-
forts to reduce emissions of greenhouse
gases. The damage could be incalcu-
lable.

If a house divided against itself could
not stand, neither can a government
agency.

When you listen to what Scott Pruitt
has said about science, you realize this
man has no business heading up the
Environmental Protection Agency.

Listen to what he said in February
2012: The amount of human exposure to
mercury from TU.S. powerplants is
small. “Human exposure to
methylmercury resulting from coal
fired EGUs is exceedingly small.”

Here is what the scientists say:

As a result of these long-term mercury in-
puts [from coal-fired electric utilities], there
are hotspots and whole regions, such as the
Adirondacks of New York, the Great Lakes
region of the Midwest and large portions of
the Southeast where the fishery is contami-
nated with mercury. . . . There are more fish
consumption advisories in the U.S. for mer-
cury than all other contaminants combined.

The source of this scientific state-
ment: Dr. Charles Driscoll from Syra-
cuse University.

Here is what Mr. Pruitt said about
mercury and air toxic emissions from
power plants: ‘‘Finally, the record does
not support EPA’s findings that mer-
cury, non-mercury HAP metals, and
acid gas HAPs pose public health haz-
ards.”

Here is what the scientists say:
“There is no evidence demonstrating a
‘safe’ level of mercury exposure.”
Source of that statement: Dr. Jerome
Paulson from the Council on Environ-
mental Health, American Academy of
Pediatrics, before the Senate EPW
Committee.

Scott Pruitt isn’t quite sure if mer-
cury is really that dangerous. Sci-
entists disagree.

Mr. Pruitt, when talking about the
benefits from cleaning up powerplant
mercury emissions: The benefits of
cleaning up powerplant mercury are
“‘too speculative,” said Mr. Pruitt, and
“not supported by the scientific lit-
erature.” Concluding, “EPA cannot
properly conclude that it is ‘appro-
priate and necessary’ to regulate haz-
ardous air pollutants under section
112.”

That is a statement from Scott Pru-
itt’s legal brief in Murray Energy Cor-
poration v. EPA, November 2016.

What do the scientists say about Mr.
Pruitt’s observations? ‘““U.S. efforts to
reduce mercury emissions, including
from power plants, are benefiting pub-
lic health much faster than could have
been predicted in 1990.”” Source of that
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statement: Dr. Lynn Goldman, dean of
Milken Institute School of Public
Health, George Washington University,
January of this year.

Here is what Mr. Pruitt had to say
about the debate over whether climate
change is real:

Global warming has inspired one of the
major policy debates of our time. That de-
bate is far from settled. Scientists continue
to disagree about the degree and extent of
global warming and its connection to the ac-
tions of mankind. That debate should be en-
couraged—in classrooms, public forums, and
the halls of Congress.

That quote is from an article in the
National Review, May of 2016.

What do scientists say about Mr.
Pruitt’s observation? ‘‘The scientific
understanding of climate change is now
sufficiently clear to justify taking
steps to reduce the amount of green-
house gases in the atmosphere.”’

That was a statement from the U.S.
National Academy of Sciences in 2005—
12 years ago. Twelve years later, Scott
Pruitt is still wrestling with whether
this is a problem.

How about Mr. Pruitt, when it comes
to the extent of the human activity on
climate change? He said:

We’ve had ebb and flow, we’ve had obvi-
ously climate conditions change throughout
our history, and that is scientific fact. It
gets cooler. It gets hotter. And we do not
know the trajectory is on an unsustainable
course. Nor do we know, the extent by which
the burning of fossil fuels, and man’s con-
tribution to that, is making it far worse than
it is.

That was a statement he made on the
“Exploring Energy’’ radio program in
May of 2016.

What do the scientists say about
that? “The scientific evidence is clear:
global climate change caused by
human activities is occurring now, and
it is a growing threat to society.”
Source: American Association for the
Advancement of Science, 2006—11 years
ago.

They said this unequivocally. Scott
Pruitt still doesn’t buy it.

What did he say about climate
change being a natural occurrence? I
will quote him.

Is it truly man-made and is this simply
just another period of time when the Earth
is cooling, increasing in heat, I mean is it
just typical natural type of occurrences as
opposed to what the (Obama) Administration
says?

Again, this is from that radio pro-
gram ‘‘Exploring Energy.”’” This was in
October of 2016.

What do the scientists say about Mr.
Pruitt’s observation?

Human-induced climate change requires
urgent action. Humanity is the major influ-
ence on the global climate change observed
over the past 50 years. Rapid societal re-
sponses can significantly lessen negative
outcomes.

The source: The American Geo-
physical Union; the date, 2003—14 years
ago.

Here is Scott Pruitt, this man who
wants to head up our Environmental
Protection Agency, still at war with
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scientific fact. What has he said about
the debate over climate change? He
said:

The debate about climate change is just
that, a debate. There are scientists that
agree, there are scientists that don’t agree,
to the extent of man’s contribution and
whether it is even harmful at this point.

Again, this is from the ‘‘Exploring
Energy’”’ radio program show in May of
2016.

What do the scientists have to say
about that?

It is clear from extensive scientific evi-
dence that the dominant cause of the rapid
change in climate of the past half century is
human-induced increases in the amount of
atmospheric greenhouse gases, including car-
bon dioxide (CO,), chlorofluorocarbons,
methane, and nitrous oxide.

The source of that statement: The
American Meteorological Society,
2012—5 years ago.

What Mr. Pruitt says about how rea-
sonable minds can disagree on climate:

How [climate change] is happening, if it is,
clearly is subject for reasonable minds to
disagree. Whether man is contributing to it
or not.

Again, this is from his ‘“‘Exploring
Energy’” radio program, April 2016. I
am sorry I missed that one too.

Here is what the scientists say in re-
sponse:

The evidence is incontrovertible: Global
warming is occurring. If no mitigating ac-
tions are taken, significant disruptions in
the Earth’s physical and ecological systems,
social systems, security and human health
are likely to occur. We must reduce emis-
sions of greenhouse gases beginning now.

The source of that scientific state-
ment: The American Physical Society,
2007—10 years ago.

Now we know what this man is all
about. He denies science. He is an advo-
cate for those special interest groups
who make money off of pollution. He
doesn’t believe the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency should have the author-
ity it has today. He has challenged it 14
times in court. He won’t recuse himself
from even the petitions he has person-
ally filed as attorney general of Okla-
homa, and he is anxious to be approved
by the Senate before we get a chance
next Tuesday or Wednesday to read
3,000 emails he received and sent as at-
torney general of Oklahoma, including
emails between Mr. Pruitt and energy,
gas, and oil companies.

I think it is pretty clear what this is
all about. This is an effort by special
interests in America to put their best
friend on the job at the Environmental
Protection Agency. They want to make
sure he is there to look the other way
when we should be regulating to keep
this planet we live on safe and in good
shape for future generations. That
makes it a clear choice for all of us. I
am going to vote against Scott Pruitt.

I am sorry, I say to Donald Trump.
You have a right to have your point of
view, but you don’t have a right to put
a man in this job who denies basic
science that has been agreed upon for
over a decade. You certainly don’t have
a right in this circumstance to put a
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man in charge of the EPA who is going
to add to the climate change problem
in our world, who is going to diminish
the reputation in the United States on
fighting this on an international basis,
and who is going to kowtow to special
interest groups, which has been shown
over and over again when it comes to
his service as the attorney general in
the State of Oklahoma.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have 5 minutes to make a state-
ment on a separate topic.

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

INVESTIGATION INTO RUSSIAN INVOLVEMENT IN
U.S. ELECTION

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, yester-
day the President of the United States
had a long and eventful press con-
ference—77 minutes—talking about the
issues before us in this country and his
administration. He referred to his ad-
ministration as ‘‘a fine tuned ma-
chine.” That was his 28th day in office.

I will observe the following: This so-
called fine-tuned machine was forced
to dismiss the Acting Attorney General
of the United States in the first 3
weeks. This fine-tuned machine was
reprimanded by three different Federal
courts for an Executive order on immi-
gration and refugees which they found
to be inconsistent with the law and the
Constitution of the United States. This
so-called fine-tuned machine had to ac-
cept the resignation in the first 24 days
of the National Security Advisor to the
President of the United States. Mr.
Trump is making history. No President
has been through those experiences.
None. I wouldn’t say it is a fine-tuned
machine; I would say it is a history-
making machine. And sadly this fine-
tuned machine, as he calls it, has had
some rough spots. That is not all.

This issue about the Russian connec-
tion in President Trump’s campaign is
not going away. Seventeen different in-
telligence agencies have verified the
fact that Vladimir Putin and the Rus-
sians expressly tried to invade on a
cyber basis the United States of Amer-
ica and to influence the outcome of an
election. And it wasn’t an equal oppor-
tunity effort—they were there to elect
Donald Trump and defeat Hillary Clin-
ton.

To make the record perfectly clear,
as they say, there is no evidence that
the Russians had any actual impact on
the actual casting or counting of votes,
but they did everything else they could
dream of. They tried to invade and
hack sources of files and information
and to disclose and release them in a
timely fashion.

There was that horrible episode in-
volving ‘“Entertainment Weekly,” or
whatever the name of that operation
was, where they had a recording of
then-candidate Donald Trump saying
some awful things. It was no coinci-
dence that 2 hours after that recording
was released, they started releasing
John Podesta’s emails and files—the
Russians did—to try to resurrect the
Trump campaign that hit some pretty
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