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farmer about the real intentions be-
hind the Green New Deal. 

I am amazed by the scope of what the 
authors would have the government 
impose on the American people. 

I will end by noting that I am inter-
ested in working with my colleagues on 
sensible policies to secure our energy 
independence and improve our environ-
ment, but I fear this will not be pos-
sible as long as my Democratic col-
leagues remain intent on handing over 
the country to the government to re-
make it in Washington, DC’s, image. 

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. 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. I ask unani-

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quorum call be rescinded. 

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

NOMINATION OF CHAD A. READLER 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President, 

I rise to speak in opposition to the 
nomination of Chad Readler to the 
Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

This nomination, if confirmed, would 
be advanced without the support of one 
of his home State Senators, and it de-
liberately ignores Senate precedent 
that has historically respected Sen-
ators’ ability to identify nominees that 
best fit the needs of their State. 

In his current position at the Depart-
ment of Justice, Chad Readler led the 
legal briefs for some of the Depart-
ment’s most extreme positions. 

He defended President Trump’s travel 
ban, led efforts to end DACA, supported 
the inclusion of a citizenship question 
on the 2020 census, suggested that the 
structure of the CFPB was unconstitu-
tional, and argued that businesses 
should be able to refuse services to 
same-sex couples. 

Mr. Readler also led the DOJ’s legal 
brief for the Texas v. U.S. lawsuit, ar-
guing against the Affordable Care Act’s 
protections for people with preexisting 
conditions, even while three other ca-
reer attorneys at the DOJ refused to do 
so. 

Think about that for a second. This 
nominee took up his pen and drafted a 
legal opinion at the Department of Jus-
tice that stated it was fine for his De-
partment not to defend the law—a law 
that protects millions of Americans’ 
access to the critical healthcare they 
need. 

If that weren’t enough to shock the 
conscience, Mr. Readler’s nomination 
to the Sixth Circuit judgeship was an-
nounced the same day the brief was 
filed. 

Is that a coincidence? Maybe, but 
since three other career lawyers at the 
Department of Justice resigned rather 
than draft this brief and violate their 
duty to the law, I think it is fairly ob-
vious. 

This administration has made it 
crystal clear that Mr. Readler was cho-
sen because of his willingness to dis-

mantle the ACA and completely elimi-
nate critical protections that ensure 
seniors, kids, and families in Nevada 
and across this country are able to get 
health insurance, regardless of whether 
they have a previous medical condi-
tion. For many Americans, denying 
vital healthcare protections and access 
to care is truly a matter of life and 
death. 

President Trump and Republican 
leaders have promised to sabotage our 
healthcare from day one, and this nom-
ination is another example in a long 
line of legislation, nominations, and 
Executive actions aimed at ripping 
away healthcare coverage from hard- 
working families in Nevada and across 
the country. 

The Affordable Care Act is, quite 
simply, the law of the land. Its patient 
protections have wide bipartisan sup-
port, as evidenced by Congress’s inabil-
ity to pass ACA repeal. Since its incep-
tion, over 400,000 Nevadans have gained 
healthcare coverage, including 158,000 
children. Tens of million more Ameri-
cans across the country have gained 
access to affordable health insurance, 
prescription drug coverage, mental 
health services, and preventive care. 

The ACA’s provisions have also guar-
anteed that over 1.2 million Nevadans 
with preexisting conditions will not be 
denied coverage because insurance 
companies deem them ‘‘too risky’’ to 
cover. 

We cannot go back to the day when 
women, veterans, cancer survivors, and 
children with disabilities were charged 
more for healthcare or were flatout de-
nied coverage. 

Americans need us to work together 
to defend their access to quality and 
affordable healthcare, not just in Ne-
vada but across this country. Yet Mr. 
Readler has shown us that he would in-
stead take us backward, unravelling 
more than a decade of progress and 
wreaking potential havoc on our econ-
omy. 

This nominee has demonstrated that 
he is willing to carry water for this 
President’s political interests and not 
serve in the best interest of Americans. 

I oppose Mr. Readler’s nomination 
because Americans deserve a judge who 
respects the rule of law and interprets 
the law based on statute, not the polit-
ical needs of this or any administra-
tion. 

I oppose this nominee because Senate 
Republican leaders are trying to jam 
him through without the support of 
one of his home State Senators, which 
is a direct attack on our constitutional 
role as U.S. Senators to advise and con-
sent. 

I want my colleagues to know that a 
vote in support of his nomination is a 
vote in support of unleashing chaos on 
the American health system, elimi-
nating preexisting condition protec-
tions, and one that would result in mil-
lions more uninsured. 

Mr. Readler is a dangerous choice, 
who has a long track record of sup-
porting the most extreme legal posi-

tions, which makes him unfit to sit on 
any court, much less one whose deci-
sions will impact millions of Ameri-
cans. 

Thank you. 
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. 
Ms. ERNST. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

THE GREEN NEW DEAL 
Ms. ERNST. Mr. President, I rise 

today to join over 10 colleagues to 
speak in opposition to the so-called 
Green New Deal. 

Merriam-Webster defines a deal as ‘‘a 
bargain’’ or ‘‘an agreement for mutual 
advantage.’’ By its name, you would 
think that Americans are going to de-
rive some benefit from it, but this 
couldn’t be further from the truth. 

The truth is that this proposal is a 
raw deal for America, especially our 
rural communities. 

As many of you know, every month I 
give out a Squeal Award, which draws 
attention to outrageous examples of 
wasteful and reckless spending of tax-
payer money. 

With a $93 trillion—trillion with a 
‘‘t’’—pricetag, which is roughly $10 
trillion more than the entire recorded 
spending of the U.S. Government since 
1789, this month’s Squeal Award goes 
to the Green New Deal, which, again, I 
think is kind of a raw deal. 

Just think about that number—$93 
trillion. To fund this radical govern-
ment takeover, every American family 
would have to pay about $65,000 annu-
ally. Folks, that is more than most 
Iowa households bring in in a year. 

The ideas presented in the Green New 
Deal used to garner support only from 
the furthest fringes of the political 
left—the furthest fringes. Concepts like 
rebuilding every building in the coun-
try, outlawing fossil fuels, and guaran-
teed jobs would never have made their 
way into mainstream discourse just a 
few years ago. Now our Democratic col-
leagues are trying to make them main-
stream. 

In fact, 100 of the 282 Democratic 
Members of the House and Senate have 
signed on to support this plan. This is 
the creep of socialism into America. 

If you work in a part of the energy 
industry that has fallen out of favor, 
your job has no place in the country. 
That is what is envisioned by the 
Democrats. 

The Green New Deal states that one 
of its goals is to meet ‘‘100 percent of 
the power demand in the U.S. through 
clean, renewable, and zero-emission en-
ergy sources.’’ 

Don’t get me wrong, folks—don’t get 
me wrong—increasing our reliance on 
renewables is a good goal and one that 
I support, but we have to be realistic 
about our current energy capabilities 
and our needs. 
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Private sector investment and inno-

vation, coupled with government sup-
port and incentives, have contributed 
to significant advances in renewable 
energy. 

I am proud to say that my home 
State of Iowa is one of the Nation’s 
leaders in renewable energy, with wind 
providing nearly 40 percent of our elec-
tricity. That is more than any other 
State in the Nation. With more wind 
coming online, coal went from pro-
ducing 76 percent of our electricity in 
2008 to 45 percent of it in 2017. 

I would note that this transition to-
ward renewables happened largely as a 
result of State policies and community 
engagement, not heavyhanded govern-
ment regulation. 

Another one of the ‘‘goals’’ I find 
most interesting in this unrealistic 
proposal is that of providing ‘‘guaran-
teed jobs.’’ What may be lost on the 
Democrats is that the best guaranteed 
jobs program is not housed in a govern-
ment building; it is a strong economy 
like the one we are living in right 
now—not one bogged down by job-kill-
ing regulations and punitive tax 
breaks. 

If you want proof of this, look no fur-
ther than Iowa. Our unemployment sits 
at a low 2.4 percent, and we have over 
63,000 job openings and about 40,000 
folks looking for work. That is more 
job openings than there are people ac-
tually looking for jobs. 

Lastly, I would point out that as a 
part of this proposal, our Democratic 
colleagues want to overhaul transpor-
tation systems in the United States. If 
you live in places like New York City, 
you can walk to a grocery store, but in 
rural communities like my hometown 
of Red Oak, IA, it can take you 30 min-
utes to drive to a Walmart. I am not 
talking about 30 minutes of driving to 
a Walmart in city traffic; I am talking 
about 30 minutes of driving, probably 
not meeting any cars at all on the 
road. 

Everything from combines to trac-
tors and to the trucks that transport 
our grains to market would be im-
pacted. The Green New Deal is unreal-
istic and would unfairly impact rural 
communities across this country. 

Folks, we have a clear choice. We can 
continue to support rural America and 
pro-growth economic policies that 
boost our economy and create jobs or 
we can allow socialist fantasies like 
the Green New Deal to creep in, take 
hold, bankrupt our Nation, and dev-
astate our rural communities. 

I yield the floor to my colleague Sen-
ator CORNYN. 

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Hawaii. 
Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Iowa yield to a question? 
I am interested in whether she be-

lieves that climate change is real, 
caused by humans, and requires Fed-
eral action. 

Ms. ERNST. Mr. President, I will 
yield. 

I do believe that climate change is 
real, and we have seen climate change 
for centuries, Senator SCHATZ. So, for 
my colleague from Hawaii, we have 
seen climate change; there is no doubt 
about that. 

But what I am debating here today 
and what we are speaking on is right 
here: $93 trillion, and we want to get 
rid of all fossil fuels within 10 years, 
folks—10 years. We can’t drive a com-
bine. We can’t harvest our food. For 
heaven’s sake, we have to be realistic. 

My home State of Iowa has taken ad-
vantage of ingenuity and innovation 
and developed a process where wind en-
ergy contributes 40 percent of our elec-
tricity. 

Now, with the new wind energy field 
that is being put in by MidAmerican 
Energy in the western part of the 
State, where I am from, in the next 2 
to 3 years, 80 percent of our electricity 
will come from wind energy, and it 
didn’t take big government or social-
ism to put it into place. 

So thank you very much. 
I yield the floor to Senator CORNYN. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President. 
Mr. SCHATZ. Excuse me, Mr. Presi-

dent. May I ask a followup question 
through the Chair? 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, regular 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has yielded the floor to 
Senator CORNYN. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President. 
Mr. SCHATZ. I just would like to get 

clarification. She did say climate 
change is real, but my question is 
whether— 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, regular 
order. 

Mr. SCHATZ.—manmade climate 
change is real, and I did not get an an-
swer. 

Mr. CORNYN. Regular order. 
Mr. SCHATZ. If she’s unwilling to 

answer that question, I understand. 
Mr. CORNYN. Regular order, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. SCHATZ. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, last 

week, I spoke on the Senate floor about 
the perils of socialism. I never thought 
in my entire life that I would have to 
do something like that, but given the 
rise of democratic socialists, which ob-
viously is a contradiction in terms, I 
think it is important to remind the 
American people about the failures of 
socialism, as well as radical policies 
like the ones the Democrats are trying 
to push off on the American people. 

If you want to know what command 
and control economics is and what it 
would mean to our freedom and our lib-
erty, all you need to do is look at the 
Green New Deal. This is really nothing 
more than an attempt to mask this 
power grab by the Federal Government 
in feel-good environmental policy by 
mixing ideas like Medicare for All and 
guaranteed jobs and unrealistic eco-
nomic and environmental policies. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CORNYN. With net zero emis-
sions— 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will my colleague 
from Texas yield for a question instead 
of just filibustering what he says? 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I will— 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas has the floor. 
Mr. CORNYN.—yield for a question 

after I conclude my remarks, not to be 
interrupted. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I simply want to ask 
the Senator— 

Mr. CORNYN. Regular order, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. SCHUMER.—if he believes cli-
mate change is real— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas has the floor. 

Mr. SCHUMER.—or caused by hu-
mans. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President. 
Mr. SCHUMER. We know what he is 

not for. What is he for? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator will yield. The Senator from Texas 
has the floor. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I am 
not for socialism. I am not for Wash-
ington, DC, thinking they know better 
than what my constituents know 
about. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield for a question and say what he is 
for? 

Mr. CORNYN. I will not yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Will he yield for a 

question stating what he is for, not 
what he’s against but what he is for? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas has the floor. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, if the 

Democratic leader will just be quiet— 
Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. CORNYN. If he will be quiet for 

a minute, I will tell him what I am for, 
if he will quit interrupting. 

So what this is is an attempt—is 
purely a power grab here in Wash-
ington masked as a feel-good environ-
mental policy, mixing ideas like Medi-
care for All and guaranteed jobs with 
wildly unrealistic and radical environ-
mental policies like zero net emissions 
transportation systems and guaranteed 
green housing. 

Since this resolution was proposed, it 
has gained the ire of people on both 
sides of the aisle, something we don’t 
see that often, and something that I 
don’t know that I have ever seen. One 
of this bill’s authors refers to the ma-
jority leader’s intent to bring this reso-
lution to the floor as sabotage. 

Ordinarily, when you introduce an 
idea to the U.S. Congress, you are beg-
ging the majority leader to put it on 
the floor—the committee chairman to 
put it through committee so you can 
advance your idea. When the majority 
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leader said he would do that for the 
Green New Deal, it was called sabo-
tage. 

Since the Green New Deal was rolled 
out, things in Washington have gotten 
increasingly wacky and, believe it or 
not, even crazy. 

We recently put a pricetag on the 
Green New Deal. You heard the Sen-
ator from Iowa talk about the $93 tril-
lion. That is so much money that I 
doubt most of us can wrap our brains 
around it. It is kind of like when some-
body tells you the Earth is 140 million 
miles from Mars. How do you concep-
tualize that? You have no point of ref-
erence to understand just how far that 
really is. 

Let me put it this way: If you com-
bine the gross domestic product of 
every single country in 2017—every sin-
gle country on the planet in 2017—the 
price of the Green New Deal would be 
higher than that. 

If you total up how much the United 
States has spent—the U.S. Govern-
ment, since the Constitution went into 
effect in 1789, the price of the Green 
New Deal would still be higher. 

If you total the value of 1 year’s 
worth of oil and gas production in 
Texas, it would take almost seven cen-
turies of production to pay for the 
Green New Deal. 

Margaret Thatcher, who had a gift 
for words, said: ‘‘The problem with so-
cialism is that you eventually run out 
of other people’s money.’’ Well, in this 
case, you don’t even have the money to 
begin with, but that is what this is 
really about. 

This is the antithesis of what our 
Founders believed in when they found-
ed the United States of America. They 
believed that checks and balances and 
separated powers were protections of 
our individual liberty and our right to 
make decisions for ourselves and our 
families. 

They viewed the concentration of 
power that would be necessary to do 
something like the Green New Deal as 
the opposite—antagonistic to indi-
vidual liberty. 

Mr. President, things like eradi-
cating air travel clearly aren’t the an-
swer, and the Senator from Hawaii 
would say that wouldn’t work very well 
if you tried to get to Hawaii from 
Washington, DC. 

No matter what your perspectives on 
energy are or the environment, I think 
every one of us can single out some-
thing we can agree on; that is, smarter 
policies that will not bankrupt our 
country. 

The solution is not the Green New 
Deal or another government power 
grab. It is all about innovation— 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President. 
Mr. CORNYN.—the creativity of 

Americans— 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President. 
Mr. CORNYN.—doing research and 

science to come up with— 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President. 
Mr. CORNYN.—innovations. 
Mr. MARKEY. Will the Senator yield 

for a second? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas has the floor. He has 
declined to yield. 

Mr. MARKEY. I would just seek to be 
recognized and just ask the Senator if 
the— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has not yielded. 

Mr. MARKEY.—$93 trillion number 
comes from a Koch brothers-funded or-
ganization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts will suspend. 

The Senate will be in order. 
The Senator from Texas has the 

floor. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I notice 

one thing: When people around here— 
colleagues across the aisle—don’t like 
what they are hearing, they try to sup-
press or drown out dissenting voices. 

I think the American people need to 
hear this debate because our ability to 
innovate is critical to the success of 
our economy and our competitiveness 
in the global economy. 

Investing in science and technology 
and increasing our ability to innovate 
is an important part of keeping our 
economy strong. Rather than the gov-
ernment’s seizing control of nearly 
every industry, overregulating their 
activities as you would under the 
Green New Deal, we should harness the 
power of the private sector to drive 
real, affordable solutions, and that is 
how we find cutting-edge solutions to 
our biggest challenges. 

A lot of folks try to paint with broad 
strokes about energy. You are either 
on the side of innovation and new tech-
nologies or you are in favor of tradi-
tional oil and gas development. 

Well, I am proud to come from a 
State that believes truly in an ‘‘all of 
the above’’ approach. We generate 
more electricity from wind than any 
other State in the country, and we be-
lieve in all of the above. You don’t 
have to pick one or the other. 

Not only do we lead the Nation in oil 
and gas production, we also lead, as I 
said, in wind energy production too. We 
are proof that you can implement poli-
cies that get government out of the 
way and leave industry experts to do 
their jobs. You can be pro-energy, pro- 
innovation, and pro-growth. 

The Green New Deal is not the an-
swer to our problems. It is a solution in 
search of a problem, and it is a naked 
power grab by Washington, DC, seeking 
to impose on each and every American 
how we should run our lives. 

It is the opposite of the individual 
liberties and freedoms that our Found-
ers believed our country would be 
based on. I hope in the coming months 
we will take steps to promote freedom 
and not more government control and 
ideas that lead to innovation, not so-
cialist policies. 

With that, I yield to my friend from 
Indiana. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, my 

colleague said he would yield to a ques-
tion after he finished debating. I would 
like to ask him a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
would like to ask my colleague a ques-
tion. I appreciate that. 

Just three: No. 1, does he believe that 
climate change is real? Does he believe 
it is caused by humans? And does he 
believe this body ought to do some-
thing about it? 

I would appreciate an answer. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I will 

say to my friend from New York that I 
know what their talking points are 
now, but I don’t believe what we ought 
to do about the environment is impose 
a travesty like the Green New Deal. 

This is a government power grab. It 
is unaffordable. It is unrealistic. And, 
really, this reflects the most radical 
ideology and fringe of the Democratic 
Party today. 

I think we should not have a socialist 
power grab of our entire economy. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator— 
Mr. President, will he yield? He didn’t 
really answer my question. 

What will he do about climate 
change? I ask my colleague to please 
answer not what he is against but what 
he is for. We have not heard from the 
other side of the aisle anything they 
are for about climate change or wheth-
er they believe it is real and caused by 
humans. 

I would ask my colleague, once 
again, not what he is against. We know 
what he is against. What is he for? 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, there is 
a great book called 
‘‘SuperFreakonomics’’ written by some 
Chicago economists who talk about the 
threat to the environment of horse ma-
nure back when we had horse-drawn 
buggies in our cities because the inter-
nal combustion engine had not been 
created. They point out that that envi-
ronmental hazard went away almost 
overnight because the internal combus-
tion engine was created. 

Likewise, when I was growing up, a 
scientist named Paul Ehrlich from 
Stanford wrote a book called ‘‘The 
Population Bomb.’’ He said that mil-
lions of people would starve across our 
country and across the world unless we 
basically quit having children. What he 
miscalculated is the impact of a gen-
tleman by the name of Norman 
Borlaug and the Green Revolution that 
he began due to research and develop-
ment of an innovative plant gene re-
search. 

So we were able to basically defeat 
the population bomb, and we were able 
to deal with the environmental hazard 
of horse manure by innovation. That is 
what I am for, that is what I said, and 
that is what I would say again to my 
friend from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to the so-called 
Green New Deal. This unaffordable, un-
attainable, and unrealistic proposal is 
bad for all Americans, but it is espe-
cially bad for the people who live in my 
home State of Indiana. 
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Indiana is the most manufacturing- 

intensive State in the country, and my 
Hoosiers are rightfully proud of that 
distinction. We make America’s planes, 
our trucks, our recreational vehicles, 
our boats, and our pipelines. We 
produce the aluminum and steel that 
go into those products. We mine the 
coal that makes it affordable to power 
all of those factories. 

Indiana is home to those respectable, 
high-paying jobs because of the highly 
skilled Hoosier workforce, our world- 
class infrastructure network, and, yes, 
our low energy costs. But the Green 
New Deal would crush Indiana’s afford-
able energy prices, forcing the cost of 
doing business to skyrocket for Hoosier 
manufacturers and farmers alike and 
eliminating jobs in the process. 

What would this Green New Deal 
mean for American families? 

Over the next decade, the so-called 
deal would cost up to $65,000 per Amer-
ican household per year. That is rough-
ly 50 percent—47 percent more than the 
median Hoosier household income. 

Yes, America must continue to sup-
port an ‘‘all of the above’’ energy strat-
egy, and I look forward to working in a 
bipartisan way to get that done. We 
must continue to develop renewable en-
ergy sources like wind and solar, but 
we must also continue to utilize our 
important baseload energy sources— 
that is your coal, your natural gas, 
your nuclear power. We simply cannot 
afford to eliminate these critical 
sources from our Nation’s energy mix, 
and that is what the Green New Deal 
would call for. 

In Indiana, approximately 92 percent 
of our electricity is generated by coal 
and natural gas—92 percent. Wind and 
solar account for just 6 percent of Indi-
ana’s electricity, and they cannot reli-
ably and affordably produce the elec-
tricity Indiana needs. 

So instead of turning a blind eye to 
coal and natural gas—energy sources 
that power America—let’s continue to 
incentivize research and development. 
Instead of promoting job-killing legis-
lation like the Green New Deal, we 
should be promoting proposals like the 
USE IT Act. This is bipartisan legisla-
tion put forward by my colleague from 
Wyoming that would promote carbon 
capture research and development. 

We agree on the need to incentivize 
market-based carbon capture systems. 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
would the Senator from Indiana yield 
for a question? 

Mr. YOUNG. I would like to continue 
until I complete my remarks. I thank 
my colleague. 

We really need to incentivize mar-
ket-based carbon capture systems and 
ensure America can continue to clean-
ly and affordably produce baseload en-
ergy. By my reckoning, this is just one 
of many areas in which Republicans 
and Democrats can find common 
ground and work together to protect 
God’s green Earth. 

Indiana is an environmentally con-
scientious State. We continue to ex-

pand solar and wind production each 
year. We love to protect our important 
natural resources, such as the Indiana 
Dunes and Hoosier National Forest, but 
we cannot support a proposal like the 
Green New Deal that would endanger 
tens of thousands of Hoosier jobs. The 
Green New Deal is widely out of touch 
with Indiana’s priorities. Hoosiers 
know a bad deal when they see one. 
This is a bad deal. 

My fellow Hoosiers are greatly con-
cerned that this radical proposal will 
cause utility bills to skyrocket and 
force Indiana factories to shutter. For 
these reasons, I am a resounding no on 
the Green New Deal. I stand with Hoo-
sier farmers, I stand with Hoosier man-
ufacturers, and I stand with Hoosier 
families in opposing this $93 trillion 
deal. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 

will the Senator from Indiana yield for 
a question? 

Mr. YOUNG. I will. 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 

does the Senator believe climate 
change is real, and will he stand with 
the scientific community, which be-
lieves unanimously or almost com-
pletely unanimously that climate 
change is real and that human activity 
caused it? 

Mr. YOUNG. Well, that is an easy 
one. I thank my good colleague. I have 
publicly said for a long period of time— 
and you can check my record—that I 
believe the climate is changing. I be-
lieve that all flora, fauna, and human 
beings have some impact on that. I also 
fervently believe that we can protect 
our environment without wrecking our 
economy. We can do that through en-
ergy efficiency initiatives, investment 
in energy R&D, carbon capture and se-
questration, and adoption of free mar-
ket principles. 

I read a very impactful book, in re-
sponse to my good colleague, early on 
in my adulthood, and I recommend it 
to him. It is titled ‘‘Ecocide in the 
USSR,’’ and it explains how centrally 
planned economies and fatal, conceit- 
like efforts to engineer a better envi-
ronment centrally, to plan an economy 
centrally, end up decimating our nat-
ural environment. That continues to 
have an impact on how I look at these 
issues. Perhaps we will find an oppor-
tunity to work together, though, and 
find some common ground. It won’t be 
on the Green New Deal. 

I yield back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, I come to 

the floor to join my colleagues in ex-
pressing concern over the maybe well- 
intended but poorly constructed policy 
in the Green New Deal. 

First, I want to start by saying I 
have no intention of yielding until the 
end of my remarks, but the one ques-
tion I would have for people across the 
aisle is, Do you actually support the 
Green New Deal? Do you support it in 
the form it has been proposed? I can’t 

imagine that you do because you un-
derstand the math, you understand the 
challenges, and you understand the re-
ality that $65,000 a year is the median 
household income in North Carolina. 

So what we are talking about—the 
cost of the bill over 10 years is roughly 
what the average North Carolinian 
family makes. We know that is not sus-
tainable. We know it is not sustainable 
to have our electric bills increase by 
$3,800 a year. We know it is not sustain-
able to go beyond just the energy com-
ponents of the Green New Deal to other 
aspects of the Green New Deal that 
just don’t make sense. 

So $93 trillion is not something I can 
get my head wrapped around. I know 
that is the number we are talking 
about. But I think we can get to the 
household impact and recognize that it 
is not sustainable, right? So why are 
we having this discussion? 

Mr. MARKEY. Would the Senator 
yield and tell us— 

Mr. TILLIS. I do not yield. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Regular order. 
Mr. MARKEY—where he got that 

bogus number of $93 trillion? That is a 
completely made-up number by the 
Koch brothers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). The Senator from Massachu-
setts will suspend. The Senate is out of 
order. 

The Senator from North Carolina has 
the floor. 

Mr. TILLIS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina has made it 
very clear that he will not yield until 
he is finished. 

Mr. TILLIS. I will state for any other 
Members who come in that I have no 
intention of yielding. And in my time, 
in the 4 years I have been here, it has 
never occurred to me to interrupt in 
the way that we have been interrupted 
here, but maybe that actually gets to 
the point. This bill, as proposed, 
doesn’t work. 

I want to go back and tell you, as a 
Member of the North Carolina House, 
when I was in the minority as a Repub-
lican, I supported the renewable port-
folio standard. I went to my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle and said: 
What you are proposing is not sustain-
able. Let’s work together and do some-
thing different. And we did. That gave 
rise to almost 13 percent of all the en-
ergy generated in North Carolina today 
being generated from renewable 
sources. It gave rise to a sustainable 
electric bill that is one of the most 
competitive in the country. 

What has happened with the Green 
New Deal is that the people at the ex-
treme are preventing those of us who 
actually want to make progress from 
having a reasonable discussion instead 
of shouting over each other. 

I don’t care if it is $93 trillion, $43 
trillion, or $10 trillion—it is 
unsustainable. We can sit here and 
question the sources, but at the end of 
the day, we all know that this was the-
ater. This was something that people 
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wanted to pitch. They wanted to win 
an election. But it was a dishonest 
promise that could never be fulfilled. 

If you take a look at the other provi-
sions of this bill—guaranteed jobs. I 
mean, it is reading like some sort of a 
socialist manifesto. As somebody who 
grew up in a trailer park and who 
didn’t get a degree until I was 36 years 
old, I want an America that gives me 
an opportunity, not an America that 
tells me what my job is and how much 
money I am going to make. 

So we have to have a realistic discus-
sion about the Green New Deal. We are 
pushing people into corners and not 
having a good discussion about things 
we should be making progress on. 

By the way, just out of levity, we 
even had some people go so far as to 
say that maybe we should reduce the 
number of cows we have on the planet 
because they create methane gas. I will 
not get into the gross reasons as to 
why. So maybe the chicken caucus is 
in favor of getting rid of cows or eating 
more cows. 

Why don’t we lower the temperature, 
recognize we have a proposal that 
doesn’t work, and recognize it was gen-
erally motivated by politics. And when 
you take such an extreme stand, you 
should expect the other side to come to 
the floor, just as we are doing today, 
and make it real. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, we had a 
lot of discussion about the energy parts 
of the Green New Deal, but it goes into 
lots of other areas. There are many fre-
quently asked questions. 

I would say on the energy costs—and 
President Obama’s energy adviser says 
you couldn’t reach the goal—one thing 
we need to remember on the energy 
costs is that families pay those utility 
bills. 

We just avoided a clean power regula-
tion that in my State would have dou-
bled the utility bill in 10 or 12 years. 
During the 3 years or so we were debat-
ing that because the court cases kept 
saying there really is no authority to 
do this, I kept reminding the people I 
work for, the next time you write your 
utility bill, just write out your check 
one more time, because if this goes 
into effect, within a decade, that is 
what you will be doing. See what hap-
pens when you pay that bill by writing 
your check one more time. 

Some of the questions on this have 
been about other things as well. The 
fact that we love a challenge—this 
Green New Deal creates that. It talks 
about Medicare for all. At least in the 
talking points, it talks about job guar-
antees for all, a vacation in every job 
guaranteed by the government, and I 
think maybe even a vacation in the 
government program if you choose not 
to work. 

There are lots of things here for peo-
ple to be concerned about. There are 
estimates of cost, but even if they were 
three times the cost, it would be pretty 
extraordinary. In fact, $36 trillion 

would rebuild the entire Interstate 
Highway System every year for 100 
years. When you are talking about $93 
trillion, $80 trillion is the entire gross 
domestic product of the world. These 
are big numbers. It is a big bill. 

Surprisingly, a dozen Senators are 
supporting this bill. They have cospon-
sored the bill. Whether it is the guar-
anteed jobs number or the universal 
healthcare number or the all-renewable 
electric grid system number or the 
guaranteed green housing number that 
individuals would have to comply with, 
this is an amazing step in a different 
direction. It is one that the country 
clearly will not take. It is one that I 
believe even the sponsors have some 
concerns about. 

We will have a chance to vote on it 
here in the next few days or weeks, and 
we will see what the American people 
have to say about it. 

I yield my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 

understand that the majority has the 
floor, and so I will be very brief. I have 
enormous regard for Senator BLUNT 
and for those who have spoken already. 
I just want to say that, for the people 
who say we want to have a discussion 
about this issue, we are so eager to 
have a discussion about this issue. I 
come here every week hoping to have a 
discussion about this issue, and I would 
love to have a discussion about this 
issue. I would love to have hearings in 
the Environment and Public Works 
Committee about a climate bill. 

I would love to have people working 
together to solve this problem. I will 
say that Senator SCHATZ and I have a 
piece of climate legislation that is not 
this one, but it does have the support 
of seven Republican former chairs of 
the President’s Council of Economic 
Advisers, six current and former Re-
publican Congressmen, four former Re-
publican EPA Administrators and Sec-
retaries of Treasury and State, two 
former Republican chairs of the Fed-
eral Reserve, and one former Repub-
lican CBO Director. A Republican con-
gressman referred to that bill as not 
just an olive branch reaching out to 
Republicans but an olive limb reaching 
out to Republicans. 

I hope we can emerge from this with 
a real conversation about real bills, 
and in the context of that, we will be 
very interested to know what the Re-
publican proposal is to deal with cli-
mate change. 

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

appreciate the courtesy of my distin-
guished colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank my colleague from Iowa 
for organizing this discussion on the 
Green New Deal resolution. 

The public doesn’t usually pay a 
whole lot of attention to nonbinding 
resolutions here in the Congress, but 

that is not the case with this one. The 
sponsors of the Green New Deal in the 
House and the Senate certainly deserve 
recognition for the profile they man-
aged to create so quickly. Of course, 
that is a double-edged sword because 
now people are beginning to pay atten-
tion to what is actually in the Green 
New Deal. 

Leader MCCONNELL has proposed 
bringing the resolution to the floor, 
which has created, in my view, sort of 
a baffling response. The planned spon-
sors are claiming that a vote is ‘‘cyn-
ical’’ and meant to ‘‘disrupt’’ their 
‘‘movement.’’ You and I both know 
that every Member of this body would 
clamor to have their bills brought up 
for floor consideration. Most of us here 
live in the land of realistic and prac-
tical solutions. 

The Green New Deal is very vague, 
but it does include enough detail to 
know that it proposes radical solutions 
that, in my view, are neither practical 
nor realistic. It is a wish list dressed up 
as environmental policy. 

We knew it was going to be expen-
sive. We knew the goal was to elimi-
nate coal and gas industries, along 
with a lot of other good-paying jobs 
that they support in energy States like 
mine. This isn’t the first salvo in the 
war on coal, for sure. We knew all the 
economic harm they would be pro-
posing, but this is a massive shift to 
the left that goes far beyond anything 
the Democrats have proposed before. 
This plan doesn’t stop at eliminating 
the use of coal and natural gas for elec-
tricity. The plan also ends nuclear 
electricity and severely curtails the 
commercial air industry. 

The environmental and energy com-
ponents of this proposal are estimated 
to cost $8.3 to $12.3 trillion over the 
next decade, which averages out to 
about $52,000 to $71,000 for every Amer-
ican household. 

We will be left with possibly an en-
ergy grid that lacks affordability and 
reliability to make the American man-
ufacturers competitive around the 
globe and meet the basic needs of our 
families. Right now, coal, natural gas, 
and nuclear energy account for 83 per-
cent of all the electricity produced in 
the United States. It is neither prac-
tical nor realistic to believe that we 
could phase all of that capacity out 
without some catastrophic con-
sequences. 

Unbelievably, this is just one piece of 
the Green New Deal. The sticker shock 
continues with tens of trillions of dol-
lars to fund guaranteed jobs for people 
unwilling to work, eliminate private 
healthcare for 170 Americans in favor 
of a government-run system, replace or 
retrofit all housing stock for environ-
mental compliance, and guaranteeing 
it to every American and putting food 
on everyone’s table. Altogether, it 
could cost possibly $93 trillion over a 
10-year period of time. We could liq-
uidate all the wealth in the entire 
country and maybe just cover that tab, 
but we wouldn’t have anything left. 
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The Green New Deal sponsors claim 

the government will be making invest-
ments. They claim that the returns 
will pay for everything and make a 
profit for the people. Is this realistic or 
practical? 

I think not. And if it fails, then what 
do we do? 

Some say the Green New Deal, even 
if it is a disaster of a policy that would 
destroy our economy, at least has Con-
gress finally talking about climate 
change. This is what we heard from my 
colleague. We serve on the EPW Com-
mittee together. It is a huge disservice, 
I think, to us. We have been working in 
a bipartisan fashion to deliver real so-
lutions since before anyone had ever 
heard of the Green New Deal. 

In the EPW Committee, Senators 
from coal States, such as Senator BAR-
RASSO from Wyoming, who is here, and 
Senator WHITEHOUSE from Rhode Is-
land, and Senator CARPER, and myself 
have been working for market-driven 
solutions to the challenge of atmos-
pheric CO2. 

Members of both parties have worked 
and will continue to work on these im-
portant policies to meaningfully ad-
dress carbon challenges while also pro-
tecting and creating jobs. We do not 
need a $93 trillion turn that fundamen-
tally alters the foundations of this 
country. We are capable of making in-
vestments in technology and infra-
structure to address our Nation’s chal-
lenges in a commonsense and bipar-
tisan way. 

The Green New Deal is not practical. 
It is not realistic, and it is a bit scary 
that so many Democrats are embracing 
it. The American people deserve to 
know where each of us stands on this 
policy. That is why we are going to 
have a vote. I am glad that we will 
have the opportunity to take a vote on 
this resolution in the coming months, 
and I hope that all of my colleagues 
will join me in opposing this utterly 
unfathomable and unworkable resolu-
tion. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. BRAUN. Mr. President, although 

I had prepared my remarks to address 
what many of my colleagues have just 
covered—and that would be the prepos-
terous proposal of the Green New 
Deal—I want to take a little different 
angle. 

I think there is a point where so 
often those of us on the conservative 
side of the ledger, I think, get over-
whelmed by the conversation being 
dominated by the other side. It is a fer-
tile ground to want to try to use a bet-
ter environment to parlay that incre-
mental way into more government. 

I think what we have here is just like 
addressing healthcare costs. We had 
ObamaCare—the Affordable Care Act— 
which turned out to be the ‘‘Uncom-
fortable Care Act,’’ but there were 
issues that were valid. In my own com-
pany years ago, I was worried about it. 
I drafted a plan that was proactive, ad-

dressed high healthcare costs, and 
made the pledge that you should never 
go broke because you get sick or have 
a bad accident. I crafted a plan through 
the real world that cut costs, and my 
employees have not paid a premium in-
crease in 9 years. 

I want to talk about the Green New 
Deal. I am a conservationist, and I am 
a member of the Nature Conservancy, 
as a business and an individual. We 
cannot let the other side co-opt the 
issue and preempt it because they 
think the argument is on their side. I 
am not going to belabor the point that 
I think it is preposterous. I want to 
make the point that if you think any 
of that can be done—whether it is $50 
trillion or $93 trillion—keep in mind 
that we are running nearly trillion-dol-
lar deficits. We are $22 trillion in debt. 
Does that sound like anything that the 
Federal Government could actually 
solve in a sustainable way when we are 
in a pickle like we are currently in? 

Until we change the dynamic here 
and get individuals who know how to 
do things where it works, in States like 
Indiana and in many States, and 
maybe let States have a bigger hand in 
the equation, where their budgets are 
balanced, where they have cash bal-
ances, and where it is not a false hope. 

Let’s look at the particulars of what 
the Green New Deal is supposed to do 
in addition to cleaning up our environ-
ment, which we have made great 
strides with. It is being spun as an eco-
nomic argument. It is the exact oppo-
site of that. I want to challenge folks 
on our side of the ledger, from the 
practical side, to where we generally 
lose out on the general argument, and, 
incrementally, things change against 
us over time. 

We just had legislation pass in 2017. I 
want to tell this little story of what we 
did in our own special way. I am going 
to challenge enterprisers and I am 
going to challenge businesses across 
the country to think about this as a 
way to avoid that. 

In 2017 we had, in my opinion—for en-
terprisers, small businesses, and farm-
ers; and I have been involved in both— 
the biggest opportunity that has come 
along in years. We are keeping more of 
our own resources and not sending it 
here to a broken institution that has 
given us all of these deficits and debt, 
but we have to do something with it. 

Back in January of 2018, my son, who 
is one of my three kids now in my busi-
ness, said: Dad, let’s take tax reform 
and share the benefits with employees. 

That is a great idea. I didn’t think it 
would have a bigger political meaning 
until he said: Hey, let’s put it in the 
company memo that it is due to tax re-
form. We have taken, in my mind, the 
biggest thing we could do—whether 
you want to return the dividends into 
the environment, into higher wages, or 
into whatever you want to do—and we 
have had less than a year to run with 
it. All I know is that like many compa-
nies in Indiana, we lowered healthcare 
costs and flattened them for 9 years. 

We raised 401(k) benefits. We started 
quarterly bonuses instead of just an-
nual ones. 

We are doing what I think this coun-
try needs to do—quit looking to the 
Federal Government to solve all of our 
problems, even when they have an ar-
gument like that we need to further 
improve our environment, that we need 
to avoid what could possibly be a ca-
tastrophe down the road, where we do 
stick our head in the sand. 

Don’t look to this institution to do it 
because I don’t think you can credibly 
say that you can do anything in the 
context of the product that has been 
delivered over the last decade or two. 
States, individuals, businesses, organi-
zations—but especially businesses, be-
cause we have reaped the benefits, in 
my opinion, of the biggest legislation 
that has occurred in decades—must put 
our money where our mouth is, where 
my company’s is. Invest in your em-
ployees and change the system from 
the bottom up, not from the top down. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, first, 
I want to thank my colleagues for com-
ing down here and having this impor-
tant discussion. I want to thank my 
Democratic colleagues, for whom I 
have a lot of respect, for being here and 
having this debate. I am sure it is not 
going to be the first time that we are 
going to be doing this on the Green 
New Deal or other elements of pro-
posals coming from the House or the 
Senate. This is a big issue happening in 
the House and what is going to happen 
over here with some of our colleagues. 

I think, in many ways, it is an issue 
that focuses on the future and where 
the country is going. As the majority 
leader recently said in an interview, ‘‘I 
can pretty safely say this is the first 
time in my political career that the es-
sence of America is being debated . . . 
of socialism and democratic cap-
italism.’’ 

OK. Let’s have that debate. We are 
having that debate. What is the essence 
of America? I believe it is freedom and 
liberty. That is what we are founded 
on, and that is what I think proposals 
like the Green New Deal would under-
mine. To be clear, some people are jok-
ing about it—like banning hamburgers 
or airplanes or returning to the horse 
and buggy, but I actually think there 
are many people who are looking at 
this very seriously, and so we should. 

Some of these kinds of ideas can be 
funny until they are not funny. What 
we are trying to do here is to talk 
about this proposal in a serious man-
ner. In my State, the great State of 
Alaska, this is a deadly serious matter. 
There is so much that is in this idea, 
the Green New Deal—government take-
over, healthcare, free housing, and free 
food, and the list goes on and on. The 
costs, as have been pointed out, are 
very high. 

Today what I want to do is to talk 
about one aspect that would be par-
ticularly detrimental to my State and 
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to many other States—my colleagues 
from West Virginia and North Dakota 
are here on the floor—and that is this 
proposal to ban hydrocarbons produced 
in America within a decade. This is not 
a joke. 

There are many Members in this 
body—some are on the floor right now, 
and some are in the House—who think 
this is a serious proposal and would 
like to do it. I want to talk about that. 
I want to stipulate that I am certainly 
somebody who is in favor of ‘‘all of the 
above’’ energy. The fact that America 
is now producing more oil, more gas, 
and more renewables than any other 
country in the world is good for all of 
us, Democrats and Republicans. 

My colleague from Rhode Island is 
here. He and I have worked on a whole 
host of issues together involving 
oceans. I think the technological ad-
vances with regard to hundreds of 
years of supplies of natural gas with 
technology and with renewables pro-
vide huge opportunities for Democrats 
and Republicans to work together to 
bring down greenhouse gas emissions. 
This is enormous. We are just scratch-
ing the surface. 

I look forward to working with him 
and the Senator from Massachusetts on 
these kinds of ideas because I think 
they are exciting, and I think, when 
you are burning natural gas at very 
high temperatures, you almost have 
very little greenhouse gas emissions. 
Combine that with technology and re-
newables. We have hundreds of years of 
these supplies. It is a great oppor-
tunity, and it is exciting. I want to 
work with them. 

Let me get back to the proposal on 
the Green New Deal on natural re-
sources. 

In my opinion, we do not spend 
enough time on this floor talking 
about the positive societal benefits of 
natural resource development in Amer-
ica—oil, gas, renewables, fisheries. 
These industries don’t just fuel our 
power generation and transportation 
and electricity for our homes; these in-
dustries literally lift people out of pov-
erty. They lengthen life expectancy. 
They literally save lives. There is a 
strong correlation between poverty, 
the lack of economic opportunity, and 
the health of our citizens. 

I am going to show a few charts here. 
This correlation is strong in my 

State, particularly with our Alaska 
Native population. In 1954, the Interior 
Department, with the help of the Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh, conducted a 
study of the health of Alaska Natives. 

Here is a quote from 1954: ‘‘The indig-
enous people of Native Alaska are the 
victims of sickness, crippling condi-
tions and premature death to a degree 
exceeded in very few parts of the 
world.’’ 

Some of the poorest people on the 
planet were my constituents in Alas-
ka—in America—in 1954. More than 10 
years later, in 1969—just 50 years ago— 
the situation was still dire. 

Here is what Emil Notti, the presi-
dent of the Alaska Federation of Na-

tives, told Congress 50 years ago, in 
1969: 

The native people in rural Alaska live in 
the most miserable homes in the United 
States. The life expectancy of the average 
Native Alaskan is 34 years old compared to 
69 years old for the rest of the country. 

So what happened after that? 
We had a big change. We are not 

there yet, but we had a big change, and 
I want to explain. This was a chart 
that was studied just last year in the 
Journal of Internal Medicine. It is a 
study that was published in 2018 about 
the life expectancies of Americans. 

Where you see blue and purple is 
where Americans’ life expectancy in-
creased the most. The State with the 
greatest change in the entire country 
was in my State. By the way, that is a 
pretty important statistic—life expect-
ancy. It doesn’t get more important 
than that. Are you living longer? Look 
what happened in Alaska. The North 
Slope of Alaska, the Aleutian Islands 
chain, and the southeast all experi-
enced huge increases in life expectancy 
from these very low levels, some of the 
lowest in the world. 

Why did that happen? 
On the North Slope of Alaska, this 

Congress passed the Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline Authorization Act to develop 
Prudhoe Bay, to develop oil and gas— 
some of the biggest fields in the world. 
At the same time, we also had a very 
large zinc mine that came into produc-
tion. Because of this body’s Magnuson- 
Stevens Act, we also had a huge in-
crease in our fisheries. 

The bottom line is that natural re-
source development happened in Alas-
ka, in America, and people’s lives in-
creased. That is a remarkable thing, 
and we don’t talk about it enough. The 
average life expectancy increase in 
Alaska was almost between 8 and 13 
years. That is a measure of success be-
cause we were developing our resources 
of oil and gas. That is why I am taking 
this Green New Deal literally deadly 
seriously because what we have done in 
our State and in our country by pro-
ducing resources is we have created the 
ability for people to actually live 
longer, and I challenge my colleagues 
to come up with a better statistic and 
a more important statistic than that. 

I am going to end with a quote from 
a gentleman who came down here and 
testified in front of the Senate, Mat-
thew Rexford—a proud Alaska Native 
leader from Kaktovik, AK, which is in 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. He 
testified that Congress should give his 
small community the opportunity to 
develop the resources near his village. 
We did that in 2017 after a 40-year de-
bate. 

He spoke firsthand about his knowl-
edge as to what resource development 
did for America, for Alaska, and for his 
community: 

The oil and gas industry supports our com-
munities by providing jobs, business oppor-
tunities, infrastructure investment. It has 
built our schools, hospitals. It has moved our 
people from Third World living conditions to 

what we expect in America. We refuse to go 
backward in time. 

That is what he said. I believe the 
Green New Deal—certainly, its ban on 
hydrocarbon production—would take 
us back in time. For the sake of Mat-
thew and all of these Alaskans who 
have done so well by responsibly devel-
oping our resources, we are not going 
to allow that to happen. 

I yield the floor to my colleague from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. MARKEY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Does the Senator from Alaska yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SULLIVAN. I yield my time to 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
not possible. 

Mr. MARKEY. Would the Senator 
from Alaska yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I still have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The 
Senator from Alaska yielded the floor. 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

Mr. President, I would pose a ques-
tion to the Senator from Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts cannot pose a 
question. He has the floor. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, 
through the Presiding Officer, I pose a 
question to the Senator from Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska does not have the 
floor. Therefore, he cannot respond. 

The Senator from Massachusetts has 
the floor. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

I will just make this point through 
the Presiding Officer, which is that the 
words ‘‘fossil fuels’’ are not in the reso-
lution. No. 2, airplanes are not banned 
in the resolution. No. 3, there is no 
guarantee for healthcare for everyone 
in America in the resolution. No. 4, 
there is nothing that provides for those 
who are unwilling to work in the reso-
lution. None of this is true. 

We know the Koch brothers paid for 
this $93 trillion study, and all we are 
hearing from the Republican side is of 
a Koch brothers-produced document 
that is absolutely inaccurate. There is 
no banning of airplanes. There is no 
guarantee of Medicare for all. Neither 
of those is in the resolution. This en-
tire discussion is based upon a com-
pletely fraudulent, bogus report that 
the Koch brothers produced. 

What we are trying to say to the 
other side is we should have a debate 
about the science, that we should have 
a debate about the human activity, 
that we should have a debate about 
what the solutions are, and that we 
should bring it out here as a great de-
liberative body. 
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Right now, we are debating the Green 

New Deal, but the Republicans haven’t 
given us any hearings. They have given 
us no scientists, no witnesses, and no 
debate. They are just doing this be-
cause the Koch brothers have produced 
a report at a cost of $93 trillion that is 
completely and totally inaccurate. In 
fact, with regard to the accusation of 
the banning of airplanes, PolitiFact 
has looked at it, examined it, and said 
it is completely and totally inaccurate. 

I think it is difficult to have a debate 
when the facts here are those which we 
cannot submit to committees, wit-
nesses, debates. Instead, all we are sub-
jected to is a representation of the 
Green New Deal that is completely in-
accurate. For that matter, the words 
‘‘fossil fuels’’ don’t even appear in the 
Green New Deal. 

This is not right. If the Republicans 
want to, they should set up a debate. 
Then we could have it out here on 
whether the planet is dangerously 
warming, whether human activity is 
principally responsible, whether this 
body should take action in order to 
deal with that problem, and whether, 
economically, we can unleash a techno-
logical revolution to solve the problem. 

That is what we should be debating 
out here this afternoon, not a whole 
group of bogus facts that have been 
produced by the Koch brothers, have 
been paid for by the Koch brothers, and 
that are being repeated over and over 
again on the other side without any 
Republican saying he actually believes 
the planet is dangerously warming, 
that he actually agrees with the U.N.’s 
scientists who say it is an existential 
threat to us, that he actually agrees it 
is largely caused by human activity, 
and that we, the greatest deliberative 
body in the world, should have a robust 
debate. If the Republicans believe it is 
serious, they should present their own 
plan for debate on the Senate floor. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, we 

thank our friends on the other side of 
the aisle for helping to make our case. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator asking a question? 

Mr. SCHUMER. Yes, I am asking a 
question. 

If the Senator from Massachusetts 
has the floor, I ask a question of the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the leader 
for a question. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, we 
have been making the case for the last 
several weeks that our Republican col-
leagues love to get up and rant about 
what they are against even though 
they exaggerate and tell mistruths 
about the bill Senator MARKEY has 
sponsored. Yet we have been asking re-
peatedly, haven’t we, three questions: 
Do you believe climate change is real? 
Do you believe it is caused by human 

activity? Most importantly, what 
would you do about it? 

Here we have had an hour of debate, 
haven’t we, with our Republican col-
leagues, and there have been a lot of 
mistruths and a lot of ‘‘here is what we 
are against’’ but not one single thing 
they are for. 

So isn’t it true, my friend from Mas-
sachusetts, that they have helped to 
make our case? We are glad they are fi-
nally talking about climate change, 
but we have to do something about it. 
Isn’t it true we haven’t heard a single 
positive response about what they 
would do? 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, the 
leader has put his finger right on it. 

We want a debate. We want to see 
their plan. We want to know if they 
agree with the science of the entire 
United Nations and 13 of our own Fed-
eral Agencies that produced an iden-
tical report at the end of 2018—that 
being, it is dangerous and a great 
threat to our country, and we have to 
do something about it. 

So where is the Republicans’ plan? 
What is their answer? Of course, they 
don’t have one. They want to bring out 
the Green New Deal with no hearings, 
no witnesses, and no science when they 
should be bringing out their own plan. 

The leader is right. It is just, basi-
cally, a condition they have, and the 
number they are using—the $93 trillion 
in terms of the cost of the Green New 
Deal—is a Koch brothers-produced 
number. It is their group that put it to-
gether. So how could we possibly be 
having a serious debate about some-
thing the Koch brothers have produced, 
in terms of dealing with global warm-
ing, since they are central players in 
this dangerous warming of our planet? 

I yield to the leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I pose 

a second question. 
Isn’t it true that our Republican col-

leagues have been in the majority for 5 
years and that during that time, more 
and more Americans believe global 
warming is a serious problem? I think 
it is above two-thirds. It is at 70 per-
cent. It is a significant percentage of 
Republicans and a majority of Demo-
crats and Independents. Isn’t it true 
that in those 5 years, the Republican 
leader, our friend, hasn’t brought a sin-
gle piece of legislation to the floor that 
would deal with climate change in any 
way? Is that correct? 

Mr. MARKEY. The leader is correct. 
No solutions, 5 years, and it is more 
dangerously warm on the planet. Four 
hundred billion dollars’ worth of dam-
age was done to our country in the last 
2 years. We had fires out in the West, 
flooding, $400 billion worth of damage— 
and the consensus among scientists is 
that it is only going to grow worse as 
each year goes by—and still no an-
swers. Nothing on the floor from the 
Republicans, nothing that would deal 
with the problem, and no admission 
that it is caused by human beings and 
that we can do something about it. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Finally, we have not 
heard a single answer from any of the 

Senators on the floor or any who spoke 
about what their plan is. 

So I would ask you to repeat and ask 
them three questions that they still 
haven’t answered—simple questions 
with no predisposed answers. 

A, do any of our Republican col-
leagues—this is a question—believe cli-
mate change is real? 

Mr. MARKEY. We don’t know the an-
swer. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Second, do any of our 
Republican colleagues over there be-
lieve it is caused by human activity? 

Mr. MARKEY. We don’t know the an-
swer. 

Mr. SCHUMER. And C, do they have 
any plan, proposal, suggestion as to 
how we deal with the issue? 

Mr. MARKEY. We don’t know the an-
swer. 

Mr. SCHUMER. And I would ask my 
colleague to ask our Republican 
friends—if they have an answer to any 
of those questions, to yield the floor to 
them. 

Mr. MARKEY. And I would be glad to 
yield the floor to any of them who 
would be willing to be recognized, but, 
through the leader, the problem is that 
they keep talking about a $93 trillion 
cost, which is a report from the Amer-
ican Action Forum, a partisan, right-
wing group funded by the Koch Broth-
ers and Karl Rove as a sister group to 
his Crossroads USA 501(c)(3). That is 
what we are now debating out here on 
the floor, and not the science. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Can you ask them to 
not repeat the same talking points 
about what they are against and fi-
nally say something about what they 
are for? 

Mr. MARKEY. I would yield to any of 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle who have concrete, positive pro-
posals for dealing with the crisis of cli-
mate change in our country and on the 
planet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to come to 
the floor to answer those specific ques-
tions, and I would point to an op-ed 
that I wrote for the New York Times 
last year. Perhaps the Senator from 
New York doesn’t read his hometown 
newspaper, but there is an editorial in 
the New York Times of December 18: 
‘‘Cut Carbon Through Innovation, Not 
Regulation.’’ It is a plan. Cut carbon 
through innovation, not regulation. 

The question is, Do we believe the 
climate is changing? Do humans have 
an impact? The answer is yes to both. 
As a matter of fact, I wrote: 

[The] climate is changing, and we, collec-
tively, have a responsibility to do something 
about it. 

It is right here in the New York 
Times from December 18. 

Second, the United States and the world 
will continue to rely on affordable and abun-
dant fossil fuels, including coal, to power our 
economies for decades to come. 

We need to also rely on innovation, 
not new taxes, not punishing global 
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agreements. That is the ultimate solu-
tion. 

I will point out that this is some-
thing that I had written and submitted 
and published long before the so-called 
Green New Deal was ever introduced 
into Congress either in the House or in 
the Senate. 

I go on to say: 
People across the world are rejecting the 

idea that carbon taxes and raising the cost of 
energy is the answer to lowering emissions. 

Because we know, as I go on: 
In France, the government just suspended 

a planned fuel tax increase after some of its 
citizens took to the streets in protest. 

It was every story on the news. 
And in the United States, the results of 

[the] November elections showed that these 
plans and other government interventions 
are just as unpopular. 

Voters in Washington State rejected the 
creation of an expensive tax on carbon emis-
sions. In Colorado, a ballot measure to se-
verely restrict drilling was defeated. And in 
Arizona, voters rejected a mandate to make 
the state’s utilities much more dependent on 
renewable energy by 2030—regardless of the 
cost to consumers. 

I would point out that all three of 
those States elected liberal Democrats 
to Congress on election night. 

In further answer to that question, I 
would point to USA TODAY, March 4, 
2019. Today is the 6th, so we are talking 
Monday. Today is Wednesday. This is 
this week’s paper, front page: 

To a warming planet’s rescue: Carbon Cap-
ture. 

To the rescue of a warming planet. 
In the race against climate change, sci-

entists are looking for ways to pull CO2 out 
of the Earth’s atmosphere and store it away. 

And what they point to is bipartisan 
legislation passed by this body, passed 
by the House, and signed into law by 
President Trump focusing on carbon 
capture and sequestration. It talks 
about a program called 45Q. That is the 
FUTURE Act. One of the cosponsors 
from the other side of the aisle is on 
the floor right now. His name is men-
tioned, my name is mentioned in find-
ing the solution. 

There are Republican solutions and 
ideas that are focused on innovation, 
not regulation, not taxation, focused 
on freedom and the innovation that we 
have had. 

So I just come to tell you, Mr. Presi-
dent, that there are solutions, and the 
Republicans will continue to offer 
them. We had a hearing most recently 
just last week on something called the 
USE IT Act—again, to capture carbon 
and to sequester it. We have been 
working on new-age nuclear power, 
working with leaders around the world. 
We passed that, and it was signed into 
law—an innovation bill for nuclear 
power, new-age nuclear power that will 
be in small reactors, safer reactors, 
cheaper to use, no carbon whatsoever. 

So there are absolute solutions, and 
Republicans are going to continue to 
come to the floor, but we are not going 
to support something that would bank-
rupt the country, something that 

would raise the cost of energy for fami-
lies, something that would drive people 
to the point of having to spend money 
they don’t have, having our country 
borrow money we don’t have, all at a 
time when you say, what is the cause? 
There are suggestions and numbers 
that have been raised. I haven’t heard 
any numbers from the other side of the 
aisle. 

So I come to the floor to tell you 
that Republicans have continued to 
offer solutions, and I have been offering 
some of these solutions for 10 years. It 
took us a while to get these into law, 
but they are working. They are work-
ing and have been identified as work-
ing. Even President Obama’s former 
Secretary of Energy, Ernie Moniz, who 
came and testified to the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee, said 
there are two things that would make 
a big difference. One is the new-age nu-
clear work that we are doing, and the 
other is carbon capture and sequestra-
tion. Those are large-scale products 
that work. 

I see other colleagues on the floor. 
Do I have the floor right now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming has the floor. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Well, as long as I 
continue to have the floor, I would like 
to point out that we have a booming 
economy in this country. In just over a 
year, tax relief has helped create 3 mil-
lion new jobs. Manufacturing jobs have 
increased for 10 straight months. There 
is the fact that we have more jobs 
available than there are people looking 
for jobs. We have a booming economy. 
I want to do nothing that is going to 
harm these people all across the coun-
try who are working to have an oppor-
tunity in such a strong, healthy, grow-
ing economy. 

This Green New Deal—this Big Gov-
ernment takeover of the economy—it 
is masked as an environmental pro-
posal. To me, it is radical. The presi-
dent of the Laborers’ International 
Union of North America calls it a ‘‘bad 
deal.’’ 

Take a look at America. We are lead-
ing the world in reducing carbon diox-
ide because of the technological and in-
novative techniques we have had. We 
know from what we hear about the 
Green New Deal that it is prohibitively 
expensive, with predictions of up to $93 
trillion. The entire net worth of the 
United States—of all the homes and all 
the families and everything—is only 
$112 trillion, and this alone would cost 
$93 trillion. You can go by how much it 
is going to cost each individual family. 
It is completely unaffordable. It is not 
something that is workable. But it is 
so far outside the America mainstream 
even if it were affordable. 

So what we have seen here is the 
Democrats take another hard left turn. 
Under this Green New Deal, in just 10 
years, the Nation’s energy system 
would undergo a Washington 
makeover. The Green New Deal would 
end the use of energy resources that 
currently provide power for three out 

of five homes and businesses in the 
United States. Think about the harm 
that would cause the economy. This 
Green New Deal mandates the use of 
expensive power sources that can’t 
keep the lights on. Wind and solar are 
important. We need more renewable 
energy in this country. But right now, 
wind and solar provide less than 8 per-
cent of our electricity. 

Should we increase the use of renew-
ables? Absolutely. But eliminating af-
fordable coal and natural gas would be 
a costly mistake—and not only that, it 
is impossible to do. The electric grid 
can’t handle it. 

Last month, there was an op-ed in 
the Wall Street Journal titled ‘‘The 
Green New Deal’s Impossible Electric 
Grid,’’ written by Robert Blohm of the 
North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation. He writes that if the elec-
tric grid relies solely on renewable en-
ergy sources, ‘‘the grid itself may col-
lapse.’’ 

That is not all we lose if the grid col-
lapses. Our transportation system is in 
the crosshairs. The Green New Deal 
seeks to transform how Americans 
travel. It calls for an extensive and ex-
pensive national, high-speed rail sys-
tem to replace air travel. 

The State of California attempted to 
build a high-speed rail line between Los 
Angeles and San Francisco. It turns 
out the price was too high even for 
California. The Governor, Gavin 
Newsom, just recently canceled the 
line between San Francisco and Los 
Angeles. Why? He said because of the 
massive cost. But it is all part of the 
Green New Deal. The question is, If 
California can’t afford to build high- 
speed rail between two major cities, 
how can we afford to build a system 
that crisscrosses the country? We 
can’t. 

The Green New Deal doesn’t stop at 
energy and travel; it extends to every 
building in the country. Homeowners 
are going to be forced to retrofit their 
houses, and businesses would have to 
do the same. 

This is what massive government 
overreach looks like. 

The rest of the world is going to con-
tinue to pollute even if the country 
were to adopt something as extreme as 
the Green New Deal. It would cancel all 
of the gains we have made in the 
United States by the fact that our 
emissions continue to go down. In 2017, 
we produced just 13 percent of global 
emissions here in the United States— 
just 13 percent. China and India to-
gether—33 percent. And they are rising 
over there. Without dramatic changes 
from India and China, global emissions 
are going to continue to climb. So even 
if all the Green New Deal’s costly man-
dates went into effect, with the punish-
ment to our country and our economy, 
there would still be no real effect on 
the Earth’s temperature. 

So, look, it is no surprise that the 
Democrats are trying to duck this big 
green bomb. Senate Democrats may 
even decide to vote present to avoid 
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voting for their own extreme proposal 
that a dozen of them have either signed 
on to or cosponsored, including just 
about every Democratic Senator who is 
running for President. They have all 
signed on. They are all cosponsoring it. 

This green dream is unreachable, but 
there is a proven way to reduce our 
emissions, which is why I talk about 
what we are wanting to do in a positive 
way with nuclear energy, with carbon 
capture, things that have gathered the 
attention of the New York Times and 
were on the front page of USA TODAY 
on Monday. 

So we are going to continue to work 
with the FUTURE Act and with the 
USE IT Act. The committee is going to 
continue to work in a bipartisan way 
because Republicans are committed to 
finding solutions through innovation, 
not taxation, not regulation—solutions 
that do not hurt our strong and 
healthy, growing economy. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. President, I rise to 

join my colleagues, first of all, in, yes, 
opposing this Green New Deal, this 
joint resolution, that is full of so many 
dangerous policies and positions. But 
before I get into my reasons for that, 
let me also join my colleague from Wy-
oming in saying I am for the things he 
is for and even more—carbon capture, 
utilization, and storage, refined coal, 
all kinds of ways that we can accom-
plish the same goals together, with re-
alistic proposals, not fantasies. 

Let me also say something that 
should warm the heart of our colleague 
from Massachusetts. The Koch broth-
ers strongly opposed my candidacy and 
my election to the U.S. Senate. I owe 
them nothing, and I am grateful. 

You know, I wasn’t always this pessi-
mistic about the possibilities in this 
Chamber. I believe, in fact, that di-
vided government presents an oppor-
tunity for the parties to come together 
to find common ground and to have 
legislative victories based on shared 
goals and shared values. I hope we can 
get back to that. 

I had hoped for it even on controver-
sial issues, like immigration and 
healthcare, and I certainly hoped for it 
on energy policy, but when I heard that 
the Democrats were proposing this 
Green New Deal, I didn’t view it as an 
opportunity for political gamesman-
ship. I viewed it as an opportunity to 
find common ground, to compromise, 
to find balance, and to negotiate the 
way that I believe our founders in-
tended it. 

I don’t think killing innovators with 
something like a Green New Deal is 
how we accomplish the goals they say 
they are for in their Green New Deal. 

You can imagine my disappointment 
when I read the contents of this joint 
resolution. The Green New Deal is not 
serious policy. It is a fantasy. I am per-
sonally disappointed to see so many of 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle cosponsor this—especially those 

who are seeking higher office—and ig-
nore the realities. 

Someone earlier mentioned that the 
Green New Deal never talks about air-
planes. No, but it does say that we 
want to transition to 100-percent re-
newable energy by 2030. Well, I don’t 
know how you fly airplanes without 
having fossil fuels. 

As the Presiding Officer may have 
seen, in my State of North Dakota, we 
are having a really, really cold winter. 
In fact, most of the Upper Midwest is. 
The National Weather Service referred 
to a stretch of this really cold weather 
earlier this winter as a polar vortex. 
We call it winter. 

Polar vortex or whatever you want to 
call it, it has been a rough winter. 
Rough winters aren’t rare or new to us, 
but this one has been particularly cold. 
We were well below zero several days in 
a row. In fact, during the polar vortex, 
one day the wind chill was well below 
50 degrees below. By the way, for those 
of you from the South, 50 below is 
below zero—zero. It is a really low 
number. 

But I believe there are some facts 
that have been left out related to how 
this will affect human health. 

On January 1, in Hettinger, ND, it 
reached 42 degrees below zero without 
wind chill. That is real temperature. 
Again, that has happened in many 
communities throughout the State. 

During these low temperatures, guess 
what doesn’t happen. The wind doesn’t 
blow, and when the wind doesn’t blow, 
windmills stop providing energy, and 
they actually start consuming it. When 
I was a regulator, I cited a couple thou-
sand megawatts of wind turbines in 
North Dakota. 

When the energy can’t be produced 
by wind turbines, it turns to gas, and, 
then, guess what happens. Natural gas 
providers have to ask their customers 
to curtail their gas consumption be-
cause they need the gas for a more firm 
supply of electricity that backs up the 
wind turbines. 

Again, I was a utility regulator. I saw 
this happen a lot, and it happened just 
a couple of weeks ago in the Midwest. 

Can you imagine that when tempera-
tures drop below minus 22 degrees and 
wind turbines stop working? That 
means that many North Dakotans, like 
my mom and my grandchildren, have 
to rely on intermittent electricity to 
fill the gap caused by the cutbacks in 
gas. Do you see the cycle of this? It is 
a circle. One bad thing leads to another 
bad thing. 

In this situation, it is when—not if— 
an electric outage occurs during a 
polar vortex, it would be disastrous for 
the people of my State and many oth-
ers. This is a serious health risk, and I 
do not want my friends and family to 
ever wonder if they will be able to 
warm their homes when they need it 
the most. 

Even if the Green New Deal were to 
pass, we could never afford it. You have 
heard a lot of statements today from 
Members about the expected cost of up 

to $93 trillion. You can argue that it is 
not $93 trillion—that it is only $90 tril-
lion, it is only $80 trillion, or it is only 
$50 trillion. It is too much. It is 
unaffordable. And $93 trillion is more 
than 90 percent of the combined wealth 
of all—I said ‘‘all’’—American house-
holds in this country. It would cost 
every American family as much as 
$65,000 per year, which, as you know, is 
more than the average yearly house-
hold income. 

A tax-and-spend agenda to pay for an 
energy plan that wouldn’t even work 
flies in the face of one of our Nation’s 
greatest success stories—our domestic 
energy production. 

To a large degree, the U.S. rocket 
ship economy is being driven by the en-
ergy renaissance happening all across 
our country, like in my State of North 
Dakota. Our strategy of energy domi-
nance encompasses an ‘‘all of the 
above’’ approach—harnessing wind, oil, 
natural gas, solar, nuclear, and, yes, 
coal potential. 

Millions of Americans are employed 
by energy development, and that num-
ber is only expected to grow. 

In fact, in 2020 the United States will 
become a net energy exporter for the 
first time. At the same time, emissions 
have steadily decreased over the years, 
and it serves as a very important na-
tional security hedge. Why would we 
halt this positive momentum and sty-
mie promising solutions? 

The key to a better energy future is 
not taxation regulation but innovation 
and empowerment, as so beautifully ar-
ticulated by my friend from Wyoming. 

Ms. STABENOW. Would my friend 
from North Dakota pause for a ques-
tion? 

Mr. CRAMER. If these recent polar 
vortexes and cold winters taught us 
anything, it is that we have a well- 
rounded energy policy that encourages 
the best ideas. We need to be pragmatic 
and collaborative to find solutions. 
That is not what defines this Green 
New Deal. It is unrealistic, unwork-
able, and unaffordable. 

I hope we never become so lopsided 
that my friends, neighbors, and family 
back home are unable to turn the heat 
on when they need it the most. 

I yield the floor. 
Ms. STABENOW. Will my friend from 

North Dakota be willing to yield for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I am 
grateful for the opportunity to echo 
my colleagues’ concerns about the 
Green New Deal. 

We are here because the majority 
leader has indicated that the Senate 
will be considering this misguided pro-
posal in the coming weeks. 

You would think our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle would be ec-
static about the idea of a Senate vote 
on a resolution that essentially com-
passes their party’s entire platform. In-
stead, the minority leader is scram-
bling to conceive ideas that will give 
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his caucus members cover instead of 
embracing a plan. I can see why. 

The Green New Deal didn’t quite re-
ceive the celebration Democrats were 
expecting when it was announced. Its 
release was greeted with a combination 
of bewilderment, amusement, and con-
fusion, which gave way to anger and 
disbelief the more Americans learned 
about it. 

This is understandable. People don’t 
tend to react positively when you 
threaten to upheave their lives by 
eliminating their jobs, outlawing their 
vehicles, and demanding they essen-
tially build their homes to whatever 
standards Democrats in Washington 
decide. 

If you ask most Americans if govern-
ment control over almost every aspect 
of their lives is the direction they want 
to see the Nation take, the answer is 
an overwhelming no. Yet that is ex-
actly what the Green New Deal seeks 
to do under the pretense of ending cli-
mate change. 

The authors of the Green New Deal 
and its accompanying memo suggest 
their plan is the cure for all of soci-
ety’s ills. They cast themselves as sav-
iors who will end global warming, in-
come equality, and depression in one 
fell swoop. The Green New Deal will 
guarantee every American free 
healthcare, college tuition, and a job 
with a ‘‘family-sustaining’’ wage. 

That last part isn’t even required to 
receive the benefits promised by the 
Green New Deal. If an able-bodied per-
son is unwilling to look for work, the 
government would provide ‘‘economic 
security’’ under the plan. 

What supporters can’t say is how 
they will implement this, what impact 
it will have on the average American, 
and where the trillions of dollars it will 
cost will come from. These details are 
important when you are asking for sup-
port of a plan that is estimated to cost 
up to $93 trillion and dramatically ex-
pands the Federal Government’s reach 
into the daily lives of every American. 

Single moms, seniors, and those liv-
ing on fixed incomes—the very people 
whom the Green New Deal supporters 
purport to help—will be the most nega-
tively impacted by this proposal. 

Getting the majority of our Nation’s 
energy from renewable sources is cer-
tainly a worthy goal. However, you 
cannot brand a $93 trillion, all-encom-
passing liberal wish list as an energy 
plan and expect it to be embraced with 
no questions asked. 

Only a fraction of this plan deals 
with climate change, but its energy 
mandates are entirely unworkable. The 
Green New Deal dictates that the Na-
tion will rely 100 percent on renewable 
power within a decade. Experts say it 
is impossible to accomplish this by 
2050, much less within a constricted 10- 
year timeline. 

The way forward to solve our envi-
ronmental challenges should be driven 
by positive incentives, research, and 
development, not heavyhanded regula-
tion. 

The uncomfortable truth for the 
Green New Deal proponents is that the 
United States is already leading the 
charge on reducing carbon emissions. 
We can continue to build on that 
progress and encourage change within 
the international community without 
mandating a government takeover of 
nearly every sector of our economy. 

As a member of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, I have long 
advocated for an ‘‘all of the above’’ ap-
proach to energy security. This strat-
egy includes wind, renewable biomass, 
hydroelectric and solar power, and it 
absolutely needs to include the expan-
sion of nuclear power, which the Green 
New Deal mysteriously leaves out. 

These are the right ways to respon-
sibly address our energy needs. The 
Green New Deal—which makes undeliv-
erable promises, proposes to dramati-
cally drive up costs for every Amer-
ican, and eliminates thousands of jobs 
in the energy sector—is not the way to 
go. The Green New Deal will result in 
a staggering loss of jobs. It redistrib-
utes wealth on a scale our Nation has 
never seen before. It calls for a massive 
government takeover of our Nation’s 
economy and culture. Worst of all, it 
hides all of this in a fanciful energy 
modernization scheme that can’t be 
achieved in the manner it is written. 

The Green New Deal is not a serious 
plan. The Senate should whole-
heartedly reject it when it comes be-
fore us. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. President, I am here on the floor 

to ultimately speak regarding Mr. Re-
adler’s nomination, but I do want to re-
spond to my colleagues. It is hard to 
know where we begin because so much 
is said that doesn’t make any sense. It 
is made up. It is ridiculous. 

What I wanted to address as my col-
league was speaking was where it said 
in the Green New Deal that we couldn’t 
have ice cream. I have looked every-
where. I like ice cream, and I was 
shocked that we weren’t going to have 
ice cream. Sure enough, there is no-
where where it says that they are out-
lawing ice cream. 

For people who like cheeseburgers 
and milkshakes, I don’t see anything in 
there about that either. 

As the lead Democrat in the Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry Com-
mittee, who works with farmers every 
single day and appreciates the great 
work they are doing to stop carbon pol-
lution, I would just have to say that it 
is pretty silly, if it weren’t so serious, 
how the Republican majority and the 
Republican leader are mocking what is 
probably the most serious issue of our 
time. 

There are many things that I care 
about and the people in Michigan care 
about, but if we don’t get a handle on 
what is happening on this erratic and 
dangerous weather, it is going to affect 

every part of our economy and every 
part of our way of life. 

So if the majority leader or others 
want to say that we are declaring a war 
to outlaw air travel or the military or 
ice cream, that is absurd and would be 
funny if the whole subject weren’t so 
serious. 

By the way, in addition to that, the 
Republican majority leader said that 
we want to end air travel and cow 
farts. By the way, just for the record, 
cows don’t fart; they belch. 

The fact is that this mocking the se-
rious, serious issue of our time, where 
we can’t get the majority to join us on 
a simple resolution to say that climate 
change is real, that it is man-made, 
and that we need to act and that we 
have a responsibility to our children 
and our grandchildren to act. Let’s 
start there. 

I don’t want to hear that somehow 
the world is coming to an end if there 
is a proposal that passes and not have 
something in its place that addresses 
what is actually happening in terms of 
the threats to all of us, our families, 
our States, and our economy. 

This is real. This subject is real. It 
needs a real discussion. We can have 
differences. We will have differences on 
how to address it, and that is fine—but 
to mock the whole subject of what is 
happening right before our eyes. We 
have to make up new names now for 
weather events in Michigan. Not only 
do we have polar vortexes where the 
cold is rolling down because of the 
warming in the Arctic, but we have cy-
clone bombs or bomb cyclones—I am 
not sure which it is—but it is weather, 
wind events, that come at 60, 80 miles 
an hour into a community like a cy-
clone bomb. We are having to make up 
new terms for what is happening right 
in front of us. 

So I would hope that when it comes 
to this discussion on what happens 
with the weather and climate change, 
that we would put aside the games, 
stop making stuff up, and have a seri-
ous discussion about how we can come 
together, create new jobs, move the 
economy, stop carbon pollution, and 
make sure our kids and grandkids ac-
tually have something to be proud of. 

NOMINATION OF CHAD A. READLER 
Mr. President, I now want to speak 

about the Readler nomination. I have 
often said that healthcare isn’t polit-
ical; it is personal. Being able to take 
your child to the doctor when they get 
sick is not political; it is personal. 
Being able to manage chronic condi-
tions such as diabetes, heart disease, 
and high blood pressure with quality 
medical care and prescription medicine 
is not political; it is personal. Being 
able to count on your medical insur-
ance to cover you if you get sick is not 
political; that is personal. 

That is why, when the Trump admin-
istration nominates people for powerful 
positions who waged war on 
healthcare—you want to talk about 
somebody going to war. We have some-
one who waged war on healthcare who 
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