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people that we could use the military 
to experiment for other more pleasing 
sources. Twelve million dollars for op-
eration and maintenance to exercise 
painting ships, printing hats, and 
transforming fuel to show off the Green 
Fleet at the foreign military show, and 
$3.7 billion in solar panels and wind 
power. Why should the military be pay-
ing that? We have a Department of En-
ergy. As I read the function of Energy, 
that is what they are supposed to be 
doing. 

Then we have Tom Steyer. The rea-
son I bring this up is because we keep 
hearing about the Koch brothers. And 
yes, the Koch brothers are in produc-
tion. Their job is to try to find energy 
to run this machine called America, 
and they have done a very good job of 
it. But they get criticized all the time. 
So I think it is important that people 
realize that there are a lot of liberal 
billionaires who have made pledges. In 
this case, this individual, Tom Steyer— 
I am sure he is a fine guy. He actually 
made a commitment of $10 million per-
sonally to try to promote the message 
that Obama had. Here is something in-
teresting that we just found out or I 
just discovered: Even though this man 
is trying to kill fossil fuels, he made 
his money in fossil fuels. Since 2003, 
Steyer’s hedge fund, Farallon Capital 
Management, has played a pivotal role 
in financing the tremendous restruc-
turing and growth in thermal coal pro-
duction in Jakarta and Sydney. All of 
this took place under Mr. Steyer’s ten-
ure as founder and senior partner of 
Farallon. The coal mines that Mr. 
Steyer has funded through Farallon 
produce an amount of CO2 each year 
that is equivalent to about 28 percent 
of the amount of CO2 produced in the 
United States each year by burning 
coal for electricity generation. So it is 
worthwhile to note that he now is put-
ting huge investments out to defeat 
the very people who were the source of 
his wealth. 

The other question I get quite often 
is, Why aren’t more people talking 
about this? I have made an accumula-
tion of various threats. There are two 
groups of people out there. We have 
those who are for the whole program 
that President Obama had, and they 
are the ones who are questioning and 
talking about the various science, and 
then we have threats coming from peo-
ple such as James Hansen, who said 
that these are ‘‘high crimes against hu-
manity.’’ 

Robert Kennedy, Jr., said: ‘‘This is 
treason and we need to start treating 
[people] as traitors.’’ 

Barone: ‘‘The warmists have ‘a desire 
to kill heretics’—Calls for capital pun-
ishment for ‘global warming deniers.’ ’’ 

So it is not fun, and there are a lot of 
threats out there. If they don’t have 
logic on their side and don’t have 
science on their side, then the threats 
are what people use. 

We talked about cap-and-trade legis-
lation. They tried for a long period of 
time to get legislation through, and 

when that didn’t work, we might re-
member the first bills that were intro-
duced were the McCain-Lieberman bills 
in 2003, 2005, and 2007. The first of those 
bills was a cap-and-trade bill that was 
defeated in this Chamber by 43 to 55. 
Two years later, they tried it again, 
and it was defeated by 38 to 60. Each 
year, the margin went up. President 
Obama came along and decided: Well, if 
we can’t pass this stuff through legisla-
tion, let’s do it by regulation. So we 
had cap-and-trade regulation. 

I have already talked about going to 
Copenhagen after Obama, PELOSI, BAR-
BARA BOXER, and John Kerry had gone 
there to a big United Nations party in 
2009 and went with the idea of con-
vincing everyone that we were going to 
pass legislation over here, and, of 
course, we didn’t do it. 

In 2010, Japan under no uncertain 
terms refused to extend the Kyoto Pro-
tocol. They dropped out when they 
said: If we don’t have India and China, 
we are not going to be a part of it. Can-
ada finally went through. Canada was 
one of the first countries to join in on 
the Kyoto Protocol, but they dropped 
out in 2011 and 2012. 

That brings us to the Paris party 
that they had. They tried to make it 
look as if it was a success, when in fact 
it was a miserable, dismal failure. Our 
President said that we would reduce 
our CO2 emissions by 27 percent by 2025. 
Obviously, we couldn’t do it. We even 
had a committee hearing asking how 
were we going to do that? We had the 
EPA in, and they admitted that it 
couldn’t be done. 

Then they talked about the commit-
ment that China made at the Paris 
conference. China has actually pro-
duced more—this diagram gives you an 
idea of where China is going. They are 
building a new coal-powered generation 
plant every 10 days, and they are not 
about to try to restrict their CO2. They 
said: Ok, we will do it. Let us increase 
our CO2 emissions until 2025, and then 
we will agree that we will do a waiver. 
That is the extent of the regulations 
that have not worked. 

The polling and the truth are coming 
out. The polling is now different than 
it was at first. I can remember when 
global warming was one of the first— 
either in first place or second place in 
the polls as to the dangers that face 
America. Look at the polling today. 
The FOX News poll last week said that 
97 percent of Americans don’t care 
about global warming when they 
stacked it up against terrorism, immi-
gration, healthcare, and the economy. 

The Washington Post-ABC News poll 
just found that fewer Americans think 
climate change is a serious problem. 

On March 12, 2015, the Gallup poll 
said that climate change came in dead 
last of national problems of concern to 
Americans. Shortly after that, the Gal-
lup poll did their annual environmental 
survey, and global warming came in 
dead last in terms of environmental 
issues—15th out of 15 concerns. So I am 
stating that the people of America 

have caught on. It is something that 
people are aware of now. 

When we stop, look, and think about 
the cost of the Clean Power Plan, that 
is what this whole thing is about. I 
think that tomorrow the President is 
going to come up with a plan to do 
away with the Clean Power Plan. The 
compliance costs would be between $29 
and $39 billion a year, up to $292 billion 
over 12 years with double-digit elec-
tricity price increases in 40 States. It 
would be an absolute disaster, and it is 
not going to happen. 

What is worse than that is not just 
the cost but how it is hitting the most 
vulnerable people. Harry Alford, who is 
the president of the National Black 
Chamber of Commerce, found that the 
proposed Clean Power Plan would in-
crease Black poverty by 23 percent, 
Hispanic poverty by 26 percent, reduce 
Black jobs by 200,000 and Hispanic jobs 
by 300,000, with a cumulative job loss of 
7 million for Blacks and nearly 12 mil-
lion for Hispanics by the year 2035. I 
have to state also that the National 
Energy Assistance Directors’ Associa-
tion found that high energy costs force 
seniors to forgo meals, medical care, 
and prescriptions in order to comply. 

I am very proud of the President. He 
is keeping his commitment. He is not 
going to allow our most vulnerable 
citizens to be taxed, and I thank him 
for his help. 

With that, 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. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

VOTE EXPLANATION 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, on roll-
call vote No. 86, the confirmation of 
the nomination of Seema Verma to be 
Administrator of the Centers for Medi-
care and Medicaid Services, I was not 
recorded because I was absent due to a 
flight delay. Had I been present, I 
would have voted nay. 

f 

H.J. RES. 57 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, in De-
cember 2015, this body came together 
to enact what then-President Obama 
called a Christmas miracle, the Every 
Student Succeeds Act, ESSA. This 
truly bipartisan, bicameral com-
promise reauthorized the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, ESEA, 
for the first time in more than 14 years 
on the compromise of local control for 
Federal safeguards. First enacted more 
than 50 years ago as a part of the civil 
rights era, the ESEA sought to ensure 
that all children, regardless of their 
ZIP Code, were able to obtain a high- 
quality education. The legislative proc-
ess is about compromise, and I have 
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concerns that last Thursday’s vote to 
use the Congressional Review Act to 
repeal the Department of Education’s 
ESSA regulations will roll back that 
compromise and leave our neediest stu-
dents without the Federal safeguards 
they deserve. 

Ensuring access to a high-quality 
education is one of the most important 
duties of Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments. I supported ESSA, along 
with 84 other Members of this body, to 
move our State and local school sys-
tems away from a Federal, one-size- 
fits-all ‘‘adequate yearly progress’’ ac-
countability system and allow States 
to design their own accountability sys-
tems to identify, monitor, and assist 
schools. Rather than rely on a collec-
tive set of test scores to measure stu-
dent performance as under No Child 
Left Behind, ESSA allows States to de-
sign accountability systems that will 
take into consideration student growth 
over the course of a school year. States 
will be able to consider multiple meas-
ures of student learning, including ac-
cess to academic resources, school cli-
mate, and safety, access to support per-
sonnel, and other measures which can 
allow for differentiations in student 
performance within a school or a local 
school district. All of this is being done 
while ensuring students are held to the 
high, yet achievable, standard of being 
college- and career-ready upon comple-
tion of high school. While State and 
local school systems have newfound 
flexibility under ESSA, they must ad-
here to a Federal civil rights safe-
guards meant to ensure children with 
disabilities, students of color, low-in-
come students, and our English lan-
guage learners are not forgotten. 

Just as the Bush administration led 
Department of Education provided 
after the enactment of the No Child 
Left Behind Act in 2002, the Obama ad-
ministration led Department of Edu-
cation worked to enact regulations and 
provide States with guidance and tech-
nical assistance to properly implement 
ESSA. After work for nearly a year and 
feedback from more than 20,000 edu-
cation stakeholders, the Department 
published its final accountability, 
State plans, and reporting regulations 
in November 2016. The regulations pro-
vided broad flexibility for State and 
local school systems to improve stu-
dent outcomes in their States and dis-
tricts while ensuring all students re-
ceive an excellent and well-rounded 
education. The regulations provided 
certainty to States and local school 
systems and clarified how to comply 
with their statutory requirements. 

The Congressional Review Act was 
the wrong instrument to modify the 
Department’s accountability regula-
tions. In 2006 and 2008, the Bush admin-
istration led Department of Education 
responded to concerns regarding the 
implementation of the No Child Left 
Behind Act by education stakeholders 
and updated the regulations and guid-
ance necessary for State and local 
school systems to adhere to the law. 

Now that the Congressional Review 
Act has struck down the existing regu-
lations, the Department is prohibited 
from issuing similar regulations or ad-
dressing future implementation con-
cerns raised by those same stake-
holders. Just as we have worked to 
move away from the one-size-fits-all 
Federal solutions under the No Child 
Left Behind Act, the Congressional Re-
view Act wrongly utilizes a one- 
cleaver-eliminates-all approach. We 
could not pick and choose which parts 
of the regulations we would have want-
ed to keep, such as the regulation’s ad-
ditional year for States to implement 
their State-designed accountability 
systems before taking corrective ac-
tion, all aspects of the regulation, and 
nearly a year’s worth of the Depart-
ment’s work is eliminated. School sys-
tems will now have to rely on non-
legally binding guidance from the De-
partment on how to adhere to their 
statutory requirements. 

In my home State, the Maryland 
State Department of Education has 
worked for more than a year to develop 
our State’s education plan as required 
under ESSA. Our State superintendent 
of schools, Dr. Karen Salmon, has tra-
versed the State, listening and engag-
ing with Marylanders who seek to have 
a voice in their child’s education. The 
purpose of ESSA was to ensure that we 
return the ability of our State and 
local school systems to provide for the 
education of our children in exchange 
for staying within certain Federal safe-
guards for our neediest students. This 
is what we are doing in Maryland. The 
concerns and feedback expressed by 
Marylanders will be incorporated into 
a revised State plan and submitted to 
the Department of Education later this 
year. All of this work to comply with 
the Department’s draft and final ESSA 
regulations, all of the consultation 
with members of the local community, 
is now for naught now that the Senate 
agreed to the use of the CRA. Our 
State and States are left with uncer-
tainty as to how to comply with their 
statutory Federal requirements. Our 
States are clamoring to move away 
from the uncertainty of the Depart-
ment’s No Child Left Behind waivers 
from 2012 and have a clear under-
standing of how to comply with Fed-
eral law. The elimination of the De-
partment’s accountability regulations 
further delays the ability of State and 
local school systems to move away 
from No Child Left Behind policies. 

Throughout Secretary DeVos’s con-
firmation hearing, the Secretary re-
peatedly demonstrated a lack of depth 
in the longstanding debates sur-
rounding the education community. I 
have concerns that Secretary DeVos, 
who did not understand the protections 
afforded to children with disabilities 
under the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act, IDEA, would be a force-
ful advocate to require States and local 
school systems to ensure that children 
with disabilities are counted and not 
forgotten. Given Secretary DeVos’s ex-

pressed support for the privatization of 
our Nation’s public schools and resist-
ance to meaningful Federal oversight 
of nontraditional schools, I have con-
cerns that any new regulations created 
by the Department could incentivize 
States and local school systems to pro-
mote the privatization of low-per-
forming public schools or set different 
accountability standards between pub-
lic schools and nontraditional schools. 
These concerns are not unfounded; Sec-
retary DeVos has already informed 
States that the Department will be cre-
ating a new template for submitting 
State plans outside of what is required 
under the Department’s existing ac-
countability regulations. Our students 
need a Secretary of Education that will 
uphold Congress’s ESSA compromise, 
local control for Federal safeguards. 

The use of the CRA to repeal the De-
partment’s ESSA accountability regu-
lations provides Secretary DeVos with 
the ability to significantly undermine 
the bipartisan nature of ESSA and Fed-
eral safeguards necessary to protect 
our students. I am disappointed a ma-
jority of my colleagues voted in favor 
of this shortsighted measure that fails 
to protect our children with disabil-
ities, students of color, low-income stu-
dents, and our English language learn-
ers. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO DEWEY AND 
VIRGINIA RIEHN 

∑ Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, today I 
wish to honor two individuals from 
Missouri that have selflessly dedicated 
their lives to the military and public 
service. Dewey and Virginia Riehn 
have both held significant leadership 
roles within the veterans’ community, 
and their decision to turn over that 
role to the next generation will be felt 
by the numerous lives they have im-
pacted. 

Dewey Riehn is a retired chief war-
rant officer of the U.S. Army, origi-
nally from Jackson, MO. He married 
his beloved wife, Virginia, on August 
24, 1958. Enlisting in the Marine Corps 
in 1956, Dewey transitioned to the 
Army, where he served as a counter-
intelligence agent, seeing multiple 
tours in Vietnam. He and Virginia were 
stationed overseas on multiple occa-
sions. After retiring from the Army, he 
transitioned to the Missouri Depart-
ment of Social Services, where he suc-
cessfully completed a 24-year career as 
a child abuse investigator. 

From the time Dewey retired from 
military service, he and Virginia have 
both been pinnacle figures within the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, American 
Legion, and Vietnam Veterans of 
America. Dewey has testified on nu-
merous occasions before the Missouri 
Legislature, ultimately helping legisla-
tors shape State and national policy. 

Dewey was paramount in helping se-
cure funding for the Veterans Commis-
sion’s Capital Improvement Trust Fund 
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