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upon the table and the President be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Hawaii. 

DARK MONEY 
Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, in his 

confirmation hearing last January, 
EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt said 
there was evidence that climate change 
had actually leveled off over the past 
two decades. 

In response to Mr. Pruitt’s com-
ments, an atmospheric scientist in 
California named Benjamin Santer 
pulled together some colleagues to 
study satellite data from around the 
world. They found that Mr. Pruitt was 
in fact wrong, and they prepared to 
publish their findings in Nature Sci-
entific Reports. 

Then something pretty weird hap-
pened. A few of the scientists came for-
ward and said that they didn’t want 
their names listed on the research. 
They were worried about their ability 
to get a green card in the United 
States. Mr. Santer told the New Yorker 
that this was the first time in his life 
that he had seen his colleagues fear 
putting their names on research be-
cause they were worried about the neg-
ative consequences for themselves and 
their families. 

In this country, scientists should not 
work in fear. They should not worry 
about their work being politicized. But 
this is where we are, and it is a mo-
ment that has been carefully planned 
by a small group of people who do not 
want the United States to act on cli-
mate. Because of these groups, the 
United States is home to the only 
major political party that opposes cli-
mate action. Because of these groups, 
Scott Pruitt—a man who denies that 
climate change is real and that it is 
caused by humans—is running the Fed-
eral Agency charged with dealing with 
climate change. 

For too long, these groups have gone 
unchallenged, their web of deceit un-
touched. So I am joining with my col-
leagues to shine a light on these groups 
and how they have warped our ability 
to make good choices. 

The Heartland Institute was started 
in 1984, ostensibly by a group of Lib-
ertarians. Each of their positions boils 
down to the idea that the government 
has no role—not to work on ending to-
bacco use or to define what health in-
surance should look like. But they are 
especially focused on keeping the gov-
ernment from doing anything about 
climate change. 

The Heartland Institute denies that 
climate change is happening, and I dis-
agree with them. Ninety-seven percent 
of all climate scientists disagree with 
them. But they are not playing by the 
average think tank rules because they 
are not your normal think tank. Over 
the years, the Heartland Institute has 
gained a reputation for, as one website 
put it, being a mouthpiece for the cor-

porations who fund it, and their 
funders are very, very hard to track be-
cause Heartland keeps its donations se-
cret. But we know that donors like the 
Koch brothers, ExxonMobil, and the 
Mercers are some of Heartland’s big-
gest funders, and these donors just so 
happen to benefit from American inac-
tion on climate. 

If the government does what Heart-
land wants and stops protecting the en-
vironment, these people will profit. It 
is almost as if the Heartland Institute 
exists to promote the interests of its 
donors. 

Last year, they mailed a package to 
hundreds of thousands of science teach-
ers. It had pamphlets, a DVD, and a 
book called ‘‘Why Scientists Disagree 
about Global Warming.’’ The mass 
mailing was an effort to disseminate 
fossil fuel industry talking points as 
curriculum for science teachers. They 
tried to send it to every middle school, 
high school, and college teacher in the 
country. 

The institute has also done every-
thing it can to defend Mr. Pruitt, who 
is being investigated for a historic 
number of ethical lapses. Heartland 
wrote a letter to the White House just 
recently that called on the President 
to continue supporting Mr. Pruitt. The 
letter said the 10 ethical investigations 
into Mr. Pruitt amount to ‘‘an orches-
trated political campaign by [the 
President’s] enemies.’’ 

Heartland also supports a new pro-
posed EPA rule, and—get this one—it 
is a new EPA rule that will restrict the 
use of scientific studies in EPA deci-
sion making. It will restrict the use of 
science in EPA decision making. 

The American Association for the 
Advancement of Science, the American 
Chemical Society, the American Lung 
Association, and the National Council 
for Science and the Environment are 
some of the 50 science organizations 
and higher education institutions that 
have opposed the new rule. But the 
Heartland Institute is for this rule. 

I want to be really clear about this. 
This isn’t about someone having a con-
servative ideology or different view 
from mine about what our energy fu-
ture ought to be. There is no leftwing 
equivalent of the institute that acts 
like this. Brookings, the Center for 
American Progress, and other left-lean-
ing think tanks all have dissent within 
their ranks, and even on the right, AEI 
and many others have legitimate aca-
demic discussions within the context of 
their political philosophy. That is not 
what this is. These other think tanks 
do not ignore scientific facts because 
they are real think tanks. But Heart-
land is not a think tank in any true 
sense of the word. Their work is fo-
cused not on promoting analysis based 
on science but on trashing analysis 
based on science. If you don’t know 
that, then you can easily think they 
are legitimate. 

For example, the Heartland Institute 
sends a monthly newsletter about cli-
mate issues to every legislator in the 

country—State and Federal. It is actu-
ally a pretty good-looking product. 
This is a copy of it. It is actually really 
well done and well laid out in color, so 
it is not immediately obvious that this 
isn’t even analysis. It looks like a pub-
lication from a scientific institution. 

The people they quote or rely on for 
data are almost always from industry- 
supported think tanks funded by the 
same people. This month, they high-
lighted one of their own policy ana-
lysts who said that Oklahoma should 
not subsidize wind power because the 
industry can’t survive without sub-
sidies. They claim that wind energy is 
far less reliable and far more expensive 
than the power derived from fossil fuel. 
Who benefits from that analysis? 

The fact is that wind energy is now 
the largest source of reliable elec-
tricity-generating capacity in the 
United States. In Oklahoma alone at 
least 30 percent of all power consump-
tion comes from wind farms, and sub-
sidies for fossil fuels are 40 times those 
for clean energy. 

Also in their April newsletter, Heart-
land claims that natural gas has little 
effect on global temperatures. But re-
cent evidence shows that methane 
emissions from oil and gas are vastly 
undercounted. 

The temperature data on the back 
cover of this newsletter is from a cli-
mate denier at the University of Ala-
bama whose data is considered unreli-
able and biased by the vast majority of 
the scientific community. This is not 
normal intellectual dissent within the 
scientific community. This is not nor-
mal political dissent about what our 
energy future should be. These people 
are propagating propaganda. This is 
not the work of a legitimate think 
tank. A legitimate think tank does not 
ignore facts and evidence. It does not 
publish data from a climate denier who 
is known in the science community for 
publishing work loaded with errors. 

They are pushing us away from 
science and from doing the hard work 
of protecting and preserving our coun-
try’s clean air and water so that a few 
of their donors can continue to make 
as much money as possible. 

I was pleased with President 
Macron’s speech today. There was so 
much he reminded us that we had in 
common, not just between America and 
France but between Democrats and Re-
publicans. As he reminded us of our 
great history together, as he reminded 
us of our cultural exchange, as he re-
minded us of our military cooperation, 
he also reminded us that our great de-
mocracies believe in science. We have 
to believe in science. We have to be-
lieve in expertise. It is absolutely ap-
propriate. 

The Presiding Officer and I do not 
share the same political philosophy, 
but we have to share the same set of 
facts. That is what is so damaging 
about a so-called think tank like 
Heartland. They are not like AEI; they 
are not like CAP; they are not like 
Brookings. They are not like any other 
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think tank in Washington, DC, that on 
the level, from the standpoint of their 
own political philosophy and their own 
objectives, tries to get the right an-
swer. That is an absolutely appropriate 
function for an institution to serve in 
this city, but what these guys do is not 
that. 

I think it is very important that we 
draw a distinction between those who 
are relying upon facts and science, and 
those who are not. That is why I want-
ed to point out what Heartland is all 
about. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

TILLIS). The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. WYDEN. 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. WYDEN. Mr. President, it is hard 
to find the words that will truly reflect 
what an abomination the campaign fi-
nance system in America has become. 
The fact is, the only people who seem 
happy with the current state of cam-
paign finance are billionaires who have 
phones full of contact information of 
the most powerful people in the land. 
Otherwise, if you are a typical Amer-
ican—putting in a hard day’s work, 
supporting your family—you probably 
have the sense the campaign finance 
laws are rigged for the big and the pow-
erful. 

There was an era when running for 
office was as simple as putting your 
name out for the public, getting a few 
local civic groups in your corner, and 
bringing in a few modest donations to 
get your campaign off the ground. Cer-
tainly, it is not that way anymore. It 
has now been well chronicled how a 
wave of money—particularly from a 
few secretive powerful individuals like 
the Koch brothers—has flooded Amer-
ican politics in the last few decades. 
That has grown exponentially in the 
years since the Citizens United deci-
sion. The fact is, there has been a tidal 
wave of dark money buying influence 
across America’s political system. 

This isn’t just about too many polit-
ical ads on television and radio. Voters 
know that unless they unplug entirely 
and settle for a life out in the woods, 
they are going to see a lot of ads. Even 
beyond ads in the election season, 
there is this deluge of money buying 
the support of beltway think tanks, 
currying favor among lobbyists, fund-
ing so-called social welfare organiza-
tions that, frankly, aren’t doing a 
whole lot of social welfare. 

The bottom line is, for those like the 
Koch brothers, having deep pockets 
means you can buy the right to grab 
hold of the levers of power of the Amer-
ican Government. You can create a 
whole lot of noise that virtually 
drowns out the constituents back 
home. 

I am heading home tomorrow. I have 
about nine townhall meetings sched-

uled in rural communities. They are al-
ways amazed that we are having those 
kinds of discussions—my colleague 
Senator MERKLEY does them as well— 
because it seems that in most of the 
country, everything that resembles the 
government we know so well, direct 
contact, open to all town meetings, is 
getting drowned out by a deluge of dol-
lars that creates all of this noise—fake 
noise, to use the language of the 
times—that drives out real discussion 
about substantive issues. 

I am going to talk about an example, 
one that has certainly generated some 
real concern over the last few months. 
If you want to see what is wrong with 
the election system, in my view, you 
don’t have to look much further than 
some of the letters I have exchanged 
recently with the National Rifle Asso-
ciation. A few months ago, there were 
news reports of a potential financial re-
lationship between a Russian oligarch 
close to Vladimir Putin and the NRA. 
The big question was whether the Rus-
sian money had been funneled into the 
NRA to assist the Trump campaign and 
influence the outcome of the election. 
In my view, I would say that is a ques-
tion that most right-minded Americans 
would like to have answered. 

I am the ranking member of the Sen-
ate Finance Committee, where we have 
jurisdiction over the Federal Tax Code. 
That includes the rules that pertain to 
political groups and tax-exempt 
501(c)(4) organizations like the ones 
that are maintained by the NRA. I 
began in a series of letters that were 
sent to the organization, sent to the 
NRA, to ask questions about their for-
eign funding. The series of shifting an-
swers I got in return from the NRA was 
enough to give you whiplash. First, 
when we inquired—because we had seen 
all of these news reports—they said: 
‘‘Nothing to see here.’’ 

Then, as we followed up and found 
that a little hard to square with these 
public news reports, they said: ‘‘Well 
. . . we get foreign funding, but just 
from that ONE Russian, and that’s it.’’ 

Then, we heard another version of 
what was going on at the NRA. They 
said it was a couple of dozen Russians 
giving money to the NRA. We contin-
ued to follow up, and they told the 
press and they told me: Hey, we are 
done with the Congress. We are not in-
terested in answering any more ques-
tions. We are busy. We have other 
things to do. 

That pretty much sums up the prob-
lem we have heard described on the 
floor this week with the campaign fi-
nance system. The information Ameri-
cans have access to in campaign fi-
nance reports is just the tip of the ice-
berg, just the beginning of unpacking 
this whole question of where the 
money comes from in our political sys-
tem. Everything under the waterline is 
where it gets seedy, but powerful inter-
ests have managed to figure out how to 
keep their handiwork hidden. The pow-
erful use shell companies to mask the 
identities of who is funding campaigns 

and so-called independent expendi-
tures. Even simple questions asked of 
these powerful groups influencing cam-
paigns—questions like, ‘‘Do you get 
money from overseas,’’ the Congress 
and the American people cannot get a 
straight answer. 

There are Members who want to see 
real changes made to bring some sun-
light into this system. They see how 
important this is, giving the onslaught 
of attacks on the campaign finance 
laws that are coming from the Su-
preme Court. These attacks are one 
major reason why I have cosponsored 
legislation to create a constitutional 
amendment allowing Congress and the 
States to regulate and restore faith in 
our campaign finance system. 

With respect to this approach, I 
didn’t arrive at this judgment casually. 
Constitutional amendments, in my 
view, ought to be reserved for those sit-
uations when the delicate balance set 
up by the Founding Fathers has been 
upset or, in this case, jurisprudence 
that governs the system has also 
changed. That is the situation and the 
challenge our country faces today. 

I know several Members of this body 
have put policy ideas forward. Many of 
them, in my view, have real merit. Vir-
tually all of them, in my view, would 
be an improvement on this rotten 
abomination of a campaign finance 
system that exists today. Virtually 
every day folks back home get inun-
dated with the smarmy political ads 
sponsored by groups that have these 
names that are just nonsense—names 
like the ‘‘American Association for 
American Values in America.’’ There is 
one after another. I will hear about 
what citizens think about this during 
those nine townhall meetings that I am 
going to be having over the next few 
days at home. Citizens often say it is 
really good to have our elected officials 
do this. Sometimes they would kid me 
that we have more cows than we have 
voters. 

Still, we are here to have this con-
versation because that is what I think 
the American political system ought to 
be about—direct communication, an 
ongoing discussion with voters, our ac-
tually being there, having the people 
we have the honor to represent be able 
to look us in the eye, to ask questions, 
and say: We want to hear your 
thoughts because we believe that is 
how we can hold you accountable. The 
flip side of that judgment is that they 
don’t think they can do it with the 
campaign finance system I have de-
scribed today. 

All of this is fed by these reports 
about lawmakers who march up to 
Koch Industries in order to plead for 
support for one proposal or another. 
When people read these articles, they 
say that it sure feels like that is what 
the political system has become all 
about. It is why I have done even more 
open-to-all town meetings. It is one 
way that I can show, at least on our 
watch, that that is what we are doing 
to counter the fact that a handful of 
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the most powerful, like the Koch fam-
ily, can generate a disproportionally 
loud voice in our system of govern-
ment. 

The fact is the campaign finance sys-
tem is broken, and it is long past the 
time to have fixed it. I have appre-
ciated my colleagues’ coming to the 
floor this week to speak out on it. 

I believe, as has been written, that 
this series of letters that I have ex-
changed with the NRA, just over the 
last few months, is a textbook case of 
how broken the campaign finance sys-
tem is—what happens when powerful 
organizations and individuals like the 
Koch family can have a 
disproportionally large voice in the po-
litical system. 

I think the Senate ought to get about 
the business of fixing this system and 
ending the current way in which polit-
ical campaigns are financed, which, as 
I said when I began my remarks, is 
such an abomination that it doesn’t 
pass the smell test. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. MERKLEY. 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. MERKLEY. Mr. President, we 
are at a critical moment in world his-
tory, filled with innumerable dangers 
and challenges. Russia is causing enor-
mous trouble attacking the foundation 
of democracies around the world, inter-
fering in our elections, developing new 
tools to move public opinion in coun-
tries other than its own while hiding 
behind robotic social commentaries. 
We have a nuclear-armed North Korea 
seeking legitimacy and recognition and 
critical talks about to occur over the 
effort to denuclearize the Korean Pe-
ninsula. Syria is not just in the grip of 
a civil war, it is in the grip of a frac-
tured chaotic state as a result of the 
destruction of cities and towns 
throughout the nation, leaving them as 
destroyed shells of buildings with in-
frastructure completely decimated. We 
have a humanitarian crisis in Burma 
and Bangladesh with massive ethnic 
cleansing. We have four famines un-
folding in Africa, with 20 million peo-
ple at risk of starvation. In every place 
you look, there are more of these chal-
lenges related to corruption of foreign 
governments, to climate chaos, to civil 
conflict. 

We need a Secretary of State who can 
help navigate our country in these dif-
ficult times. We need to be able to 
work with neighbors around the world, 
with allies around the world, exercising 
diplomacy in partnership with the 
strength of the United States. 

I come to the floor to share that I 
have grave doubts that Mike Pompeo 
does not bring the right skills to this 
job. I am concerned about his choice of 

military action over diplomacy in a po-
sition that is supposed to bring the art 
of diplomacy to its full execution. I am 
concerned about his statements of dis-
respect and dishonor to the funda-
mental nature of our Constitution 
under the first article that calls for 
Congress to be able to open the door to 
the exercise of military power, not the 
President. I am concerned about his 
deep-rooted conflicts of interest that 
may prevent him from tackling one of 
the gravest threats to humans on this 
planet; namely, climate change. So I 
will be voting against his nomination 
and felt it only appropriate to share 
more of my concerns. 

Let’s start with the issue of diplo-
macy. The United States led the world 
in working to stop the Iranian nuclear 
program, working with the P5+1 group 
of states and with Iran to say that such 
a program of developing the basic ele-
ments necessary for nuclear weapons 
was absolutely unacceptable and bring-
ing to bear such international pressure 
that Iran said: We will agree to that. 
We will agree to that. We will dis-
mantle our nuclear powerplant—our 
plutonium plant. We will fill it with 
concrete. We will proceed to eliminate 
the stockpile of uranium enriched up 
to 20 percent. They agreed to cut the 
stockpile of low-enriched uranium by 
98 percent, to profoundly reduce its gas 
centrifuges, shutting down two-thirds 
of them. On top of that, Iran agreed to 
the most aggressive and furthest reach-
ing inspections that the International 
Atomic Energy Agency has ever had in 
any agreement, giving us profound in-
sights into the operation of their nu-
clear program or, to put it differently, 
profound insights into the operation of 
their program and the dismantlement 
of their program. 

Yet Director Pompeo has condemned 
this effort in diplomacy to stop the 
uranium program. He has told me it 
was unneeded because Iran wasn’t pur-
suing a nuclear weapon. Well, quite in-
teresting, but Iran was pursuing, clear-
ly developing, all the elements nec-
essary to have a nuclear weapon, and 
that represented a significant threat to 
the United States of America, and this 
agreement stops that threat in its 
tracks. So he condemned it, not just 
saying it wasn’t necessary but that it 
showed negotiations occurred ‘‘where 
we should have shown strength,’’ and 
he said the United States ‘‘bowed when 
we should have stood tall.’’ 

What did he mean by that? He meant 
we didn’t need an agreement in order 
to stop the Iranian nuclear program be-
cause we had something else. We had 
the sword that we could stop their nu-
clear program with, as he put it, ‘‘2,000 
sorties’’—‘‘2,000 sorties,’’ he said, ‘‘to 
destroy the Iranian nuclear capacity 
. . . is not an insurmountable task for 
[United States] coalition forces.’’ 

Simply carrying the sword and say-
ing we could stop other nations from 
doing things by bombing them is not 
the expertise we need in a Secretary of 
State. 

Then there is Mr. Pompeo’s attacks 
on the Muslim community—falsely 
claiming that Islamic leaders in Amer-
ica were silent in the face of terrorist 
attacks like the Boston Marathon 
bombing. It was not true, but he chose 
to attack Muslim Americans—single 
them out for assault. He said they were 
‘‘complicit’’ and failed in the ‘‘commit-
ment to peace,’’ not even bothering to 
get the facts in advance. 

Then there is his longstanding oppo-
sition to equal rights for LGBTQ Amer-
icans. Much of what we try to do 
around the world is to lay out a vision 
of opportunity for all, and we should 
quit slamming doors in the faces of in-
dividuals around the globe who are pur-
suing personal happiness, opportunity, 
and success just as we try to end the 
door-slamming here at home—the dis-
crimination, the prejudice, the hatred, 
the bigotry, but Mr. Pompeo engaged 
in calling the end of discrimination a 
‘‘shocking abuse of power’’ when the 
Supreme Court ruled in Obergefell. Not 
only that, but when he went to the CIA 
and the mother of Matthew Shepard 
was scheduled to give a speech on hate 
crimes, he canceled, at the last second, 
her speech. He did not want the mother 
of a victim of hate crimes to talk about 
the crime against an LGBT American 
strapped to a wire fence and left to die. 
Shouldn’t that be exactly the sort of 
speech that should be given about our 
respect for all Americans and about 
how much we stand against hate 
crimes? 

So that is very disturbing, when you 
go into a world where respect for peo-
ple of every religion, from every part of 
the world, is part of the negotiating 
power and strength of America. If you 
disrespect people, they do not join us 
in partnership to solve problems. So 
those are my concerns on the diplo-
macy side. 

I am also concerned that he ex-
pressed a complete lack of interest in 
the constitutional power invested in 
article I, which is the article for Con-
gress to declare war. He indicated that 
the President had unlimited power in 
article II, which is the ability to con-
duct a war after Congress has author-
ized it, but he seemed to completely 
overlook that first step of congres-
sional authorization. 

We have tried to encapsulate that 
congressional authorization in the War 
Powers Act, making it clear that the 
President cannot take us to war with-
out a declaration of war or, second, 
without explicit authorization through 
something like an authorization for 
the use of military force or without a 
direct emergency involving an immi-
nent attack on the United States, our 
assets, or our forces. It is the War Pow-
ers Act that embodies the heart of the 
Constitution about the conduct, the 
ability, and the limitations on the 
President to start a war. It is given to 
Congress to decide whether or not we 
can go to war, and Mr. Pompeo does 
not agree with that important, impor-
tant congressional factor. I don’t 
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know, quite frankly, how one can take 
the oath of office and not respect the 
Constitution as it delivers that power 
to this body, not to the President. 

My third concern goes to the conflict 
of interest that he brought into consid-
eration for this position. Specifically, 
it is the conflict of interest that he 
carries into his career through his 
very, very close association with the 
Koch brothers. He has been given the 
nickname ‘‘the Congressman from 
Koch.’’ The headquarters of Koch In-
dustries is located in his district. The 
Koch brothers gave him the money to 
start his business. The Koch brothers 
were the biggest donors to his cam-
paign. His entire career is carefully 
intertwined with the Koch brothers 
and advocating for whatever they 
wanted him to advocate for. 

What we see is that the Koch broth-
ers are advocating against our working 
with other nations to take on the chal-
lenge of climate chaos. Now, Mother 
Nature sent us a big, rude awakening 
this last year with three powerful hur-
ricanes tearing apart parts of our coun-
try and with forest fires stretching 
from Montana across to the Pacific 
Ocean and down the Pacific coast, deep 
into California, because of the carbon 
pollution that is warming the seas and 
changing the weather patterns and dry-
ing out our forests. 

We suffer that, but we see so much 
more. We see the moose dying. We see 
the lobsters migrating. We see the oys-
ters unable to have babies. A billion of 
them died back about the time I took 
office here in the Senate because of the 
acidification of the ocean, coming from 
carbon pollution. 

The whole world is coming together 
to try to take on this problem, but Mr. 
Pompeo is uninterested in this major 
threat facing humanity. He supports 
our disengaging from the international 
community and taking this on. He is 
fine letting China take the lead and 
producing the economic results of tak-
ing the lead instead of the United 
States taking the lead and being en-
gaged in these partnerships. So, col-
leagues, those are my concerns. 

We need an individual dedicated to 
the power of diplomacy, not someone 
who reaches first for the sword. We 
need an individual who respects dif-
ferent religions and respects the oppor-
tunity in the United States that we 
carry to the world as a beacon of free-
dom, not one who disrespects it. Third, 
we need an individual whose career is 
not tied to a single industry and whose 
outlook is to continue to protect that 
industry, even in taking this job. 

So for those reasons, this nomination 
should be turned down. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). The Senator from North 
Carolina. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re-
sume legislative session for a period of 
morning business, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 

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

f 

EARTH DAY 2018 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, last 
Sunday, April 22, marked the 49th 
Earth Day. Given the Trump adminis-
tration’s reckless assault on the envi-
ronment, it is frightening to think 
where we might be on the 50th Earth 
Day. 

President Trump hasn’t built that 
‘‘big, beautiful’’ wall he promised. 
More than a year into his term, he still 
hasn’t filled dozens of critical posts, 
from Cabinet Secretaries to ambas-
sadors. 

Looking at what hasn’t been done, a 
reasonable person might assume that 
this President still hasn’t learned how 
to make government work. That might 
be true in many areas, but when it 
comes to the environment, it is dead 
wrong. 

From day one of his administration, 
President Trump has used budget cuts, 
executive orders, and other administra-
tive and regulatory tools to push a con-
certed rollback of environmental pro-
tections. President Trump has repealed 
or frozen some 850 rules and regula-
tions, many of which have a direct im-
pact on the environment. 

He has signaled his intention to with-
draw the U.S. from the Paris climate 
accord. America is the largest emitter 
of carbon gases, and we are the only 
nation on Earth that is not part of the 
global effort to save the planet from 
climate chaos and catastrophe. 

Under this President, we have ceded 
global leadership on the climate to 
other nations, especially to China. Not 
only is that shameful, it is bad busi-
ness. Some of the best-paying jobs of 
the 21st century will be in renewable 
energy industries. How are we going to 
create those jobs and industries in 
America with a President and adminis-
tration that refuse to admit even the 
existence of climate change? 

Since Earth Day last year, the U.S. 
has suffered some of the deadliest and 
costliest disasters in our history. Last 
August, Hurricane Irma battered the 
southern U.S., especially south Flor-
ida. It was followed quickly by Hurri-
cane Harvey, which caused an esti-
mated $200 billion in damage and pum-
meled Houston. In September, Hurri-
cane Maria caused the worst natural 
disaster on record in Puerto Rico. 
Nearly 8 months later, most of the is-
land is still without electricity. After 
the hurricanes came the wildfires, in-
cluding some of the worst wildfires in 
California’s history. 

Scientists warn that without signifi-
cant reductions in carbon emissions, 
climate chaos will become more fre-
quent, more deadly and more expen-
sive. 

What is FEMA’s response? Strategic 
plans drawn up by FEMA during both 
the Obama and George W. Bush admin-
istrations acknowledged climate 
change as a serious threat, right up 
there with terrorist attacks. Under 
this President, FEMA has dropped any 
mention of climate change from its 
strategic plan. The reality we dare not 
deny has become the crisis whose name 
the Agency dare not utter. 

Last year and again this year, Presi-
dent Trump has sent Congress budget 
plans that would gut the Department 
of Interior and the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. 

Scott Pruitt, the President’s choice 
to run EPA, is an ethical nightmare, 
but he is a polluter’s dream. He has 
vowed to withdraw the Clean Power 
Plan, a plan to cut emissions from the 
U.S. power sector by 32 percent from 
2005 by 2030. Administrator Pruitt has 
signaled that he wants to roll back 
modest new fuel efficiency standards 
for cars and light-duty trucks—stand-
ards that would reduce U.S. greenhouse 
gas emissions significantly. The EPA 
under Donald Trump and Scott Pruitt 
has suspended the ‘‘waters of the 
United States’’ rule, designed to reduce 
pollution in 60 percent of the Nation’s 
lakes, rivers, and streams. 

EPA is not the only member of the 
Trump Environmental Wrecking Crew. 

Today, 94 percent of the outer conti-
nental shelf in the Pacific, Atlantic, 
and Arctic Oceans is off limits from oil 
and gas exploration. The Department 
of the Interior is proposing to open 90 
percent of the outer continental shelf 
for future oil and gas drilling. On top of 
this, this administration has weakened 
safety requirements that prevent oil 
spills. 

Interior’s Bureau of Land Manage-
ment is also selling off thousands of 
federally owned parcels of land for oil 
and gas development. Among the na-
tional treasures up for sale are two na-
tional monuments in Utah: the Grand 
Staircase-Escalante and Bears Ears, 
home to some of the richest and most 
important archeological finds in our 
Nation. 

Interior Secretary Zinke had a spe-
cial flag designed for himself and or-
dered that it be flown whenever he was 
in the Department headquarters. It 
would be more fitting if he flew the 
white flag of surrender because that is 
what this administration is doing. 

They are surrendering America’s 
global leadership in the efforts to save 
this planet from climate catastrophe, 
and they are surrendering decades of 
important and lifesaving progress we 
have made since the first Earth Day in 
safeguarding our environment, pre-
serving our natural treasures, and pro-
tecting the health and safety of the 
American people. 

They are undoing decades of bipar-
tisan agreements that balanced science 
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