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deal with auto fuel efficiencies. That 
type of action will make a real dif-
ference and will follow in the best tra-
ditions of the U.S. Senate in providing 
leadership for the United States to 
work with the global community to 
solve a global problem. 

I urge my colleagues: Let’s work to-
gether on issues to make a difference 
and stop playing partisan politics. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 1:07 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m., and was reas-
sembled when called to order by the 
Presiding Officer (Mrs. CAPITO). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Bade nomination? 

Mr. DAINES. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 78, 
nays 21, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 51 Ex.] 

YEAS—78 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Brown 
Burr 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Feinstein 

Fischer 
Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Lankford 
Leahy 
Lee 
Manchin 
McConnell 
McSally 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Paul 

Perdue 
Portman 
Reed 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rosen 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Schatz 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Sinema 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Young 

NAYS—21 

Baldwin 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Cantwell 
Casey 
Cortez Masto 
Gillibrand 

Harris 
Hirono 
Klobuchar 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murray 

Peters 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Warren 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Udall 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the motion to re-
consider is considered made and laid 

upon the table, and the President will 
be immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

RECOGNIZING THE DUTY OF THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO CRE-
ATE A GREEN NEW DEAL—MO-
TION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to legislative session to resume 
consideration of the motion to proceed 
to S.J. Res. 8, which the clerk will re-
port. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 27, S.J. 
Res. 8, a joint resolution recognizing the 
duty of the Federal Government to create a 
Green New Deal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 4 
p.m. will be equally divided between 
the two leaders or their designees. 

The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, last 

month our colleague, the Senator from 
New York, the Democratic leader, said: 

So when the Republican leader says he 
wants to bring the Green New Deal resolu-
tion up for a vote, I say: Go for it. Bring it 
on. 

Well, here we are. Senators will soon 
have a chance to vote on the Green 
New Deal, and we have already seen a 
lot of confusion and more than a little 
waffling from our friends on the other 
side of the aisle, some apparently con-
fused on exactly what they should do 
on a resolution they themselves pro-
posed. 

When it was announced, the senior 
Senator from Massachusetts quickly 
pledged her support, as did the junior 
Senator from New Jersey. But I find it 
pretty curious that some of our col-
leagues who were among the first to 
join these Senators and voice their sup-
port for this proposal are now among 
those saying they will simply vote 
present—present. 

Even more interesting is one of the 
bill’s authors, the junior Senator from 
Massachusetts, who called this vote 
‘‘sabotage.’’ 

Ordinarily, when proposing a piece of 
legislation around here, one is tickled 
pink when the majority leader sched-
ules it for a vote, but somehow some of 
our colleagues will vote present—nei-
ther yea nor nay—and others claim it 
is sabotage. As the vote approaches, we 
have seen many of our Democratic 
friends running for the hills, trying to 
provide space between them and this 
issue. 

The Green New Deal is chock full of 
utopian ideas but completely devoid of 
concrete plans to implement any of its 
overreaching policies. Even the name 
is a little disorienting because the 
Green New Deal is not just a new rad-
ical environmental policy; it is that, 
but it is more. It encompasses much 

more than that with Medicare for All, 
free college, and guaranteed jobs. I 
might add, parenthetically, you might 
as well throw in free beer and pizza too. 

What has been billed as an economy 
invigorator and job innovator in order 
to lift up the middle class is really any-
thing but. The bottom line of this pro-
posal is a solution in search of a prob-
lem. It is about a message; it is not 
about finding solutions to real prob-
lems. 

Maybe it is useful to take a step back 
to look at what we have already done 
in this Congress to help the middle 
class and to generate job growth. Over 
the last 2 years, we have worked to roll 
back burdensome regulations left over 
from the previous administration and 
make much needed reforms to our out-
dated Tax Code—the first time in 30 
years. 

My constituents in Texas have taken 
notice, and I have heard from many of 
them who have seen an increase in 
their take-home pay, thanks to the tax 
reform bill, for example. Small busi-
nesses in Texas have been able to help 
give their employees more benefits. 
For example, Village Foods and Phar-
macy in Bryan, TX, said that because 
of the tax reform bill, they were able to 
provide employee bonuses and imple-
ment a 401(k) retirement program, 
something they were previously unable 
to do. In San Antonio, my hometown, 
Hinee Gourmet Coffee said they used 
their tax cut savings to give their em-
ployees raises, as well as to increase 
employee benefits and upgrade their 
equipment. 

The unemployment rate in Texas re-
mains at 3.8 percent, near its historic 
43-year low and on par with the na-
tional average. The Lone Star State 
has added 268,000-plus jobs since Feb-
ruary 2018. If you go to Midland, TX, 
and the Permian Basin, the unemploy-
ment rate is 2.1 percent. Labor is tight, 
and employers are looking for workers 
because the economy is booming, and 
they need good people to fill these un-
filled jobs. 

I think my State is proof positive 
that when the government gets out of 
the way, the economy can flourish. 
That is why we have seen so many peo-
ple flooding into Texas to take advan-
tage of the low taxes and abundant job 
opportunities. It is also why I find it so 
ironic that a few weeks ago one of the 
Green New Deal creators, the Congress-
woman from New York, chose South by 
Southwest in Austin to peddle her so-
cialist agenda, because if implemented, 
the Green New Deal would wipe out 
most of this prosperity. It would cut 
job growth; it would dramatically in-
crease taxes and cripple our red-hot 
economy. 

One group has estimated that in 
order to achieve just one portion of 
this radical agenda—a net-zero emis-
sions transportation system—the an-
nual cost to families would be about 
$2,000. That is just for part of the Green 
New Deal. 

Add in another Green New Deal pro-
posal, and it gets more expensive—to 
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the tune of $26,000. No, I am not talking 
about somebody’s annual paycheck. I 
am talking about the estimated cost 
for families to implement their uni-
versal healthcare program that would 
wipe out all employer-provided cov-
erage and bankrupt Medicare. Families 
in Texas and across the country would 
be on the hook for more than $65,000 a 
year in order to finance the Green New 
Deal’s expensive and extravagant 
promises. 

Unfortunately, the list of expenses 
doesn’t stop there. The Green New Deal 
calls for a move to 100-percent clean 
and renewable energy in just 10 years. 
Right now, Texas generates about 19 
percent of our energy from renewables. 
We like renewables in Texas, but there 
needs to be a baseload that provides en-
ergy when the sun doesn’t shine and 
the wind doesn’t blow. The Green New 
Deal has no plan for how it expects 
States to actually scale up their num-
ber from the 19 percent Texas currently 
generates from renewables to this 100 
percent—no plan at all. 

Without a plan, Texans can forget 
about electricity that is affordable and 
reliable; instead, they need to ready 
themselves for electric bills that could 
jump to as high as $3,800 a year. 

Instead of focusing on a grab bag of 
government mandates and over-
reaching regulations that we know 
would bankrupt our country, we need 
to follow existing models that point a 
way toward success. We know what 
works, and, if you will forgive me, I 
would suggest the Texas model is a 
good one. Our model values collabora-
tion and partnership with the private 
sector in order to create affordable and 
cutting-edge solutions. We are all 
about innovation and experimentation. 
That is how we come up with better, 
smarter, more efficient, and more ef-
fective ideas to deal with problems. It 
is a model based on innovation that 
has been the backbone of our successful 
economy. The last thing we need is an-
other Federal Government wet blanket 
that puts a damper on all of the great 
innovation and activity that has 
caused our economy to boom. 

Texas is really the best example of 
this with companies like NET Power 
and NRG Energy, which are leading the 
way in innovation. NET Power, which 
has a plant in La Porte, outside of 
Houston, has developed a first-of-its- 
kind power system that generates af-
fordable electricity from natural gas 
with zero emissions—zero emissions. 

Our State is also proof positive that 
one can promote innovation while har-
nessing the traditional power of oil and 
gas development. In other words, we 
can be pro-energy, pro-innovation, pro- 
growth, and pro-environment. But if we 
implemented the Green New Deal, we 
wouldn’t be talking only about the 
added costs and expenses to families; 
hundreds of thousands of people would 
lose their jobs and our export economy, 
which helps fuel our booming economy, 
would sharply decline. Our energy inde-
pendence would evaporate, but our 

need for and reliance on natural gas, 
coal, and oil would remain. It would 
focus our efforts back on being more 
dependent on foreign energy sources 
rather than generating them domesti-
cally. I am sure Russia, for example, 
would be happy about that. 

Some have called the Green New Deal 
the road map for solving climate 
change, but to be a road map, you have 
to have clear points on how to get from 
point A to point B. You actually need 
to be clear-eyed about the problem you 
are trying to solve, and you need de-
tails in terms of how you actually hope 
to get to where you want to go. But 
this proposal is a pie-in-the-sky, unat-
tainable end destination with no de-
tails of how to arrive there. 

So as the Senate prepares to vote on 
the Green New Deal, I ask that we keep 
in mind that our constituents didn’t 
send us here to Washington to vote 
present. That is a copout. Voting 
present? Give me a break. People ought 
to vote their conviction. They ought to 
vote yes or no. To hide behind some 
copout vote like present is just to take 
the easy way out, and it is sad that ap-
pears to be the road many of our 
friends across the aisle are about to 
take, rather than doing the job they 
have been sent here to do and working 
with us to come up with actual, tan-
gible solutions that can become law. I 
know that if we just tried a little bit 
harder and avoided these sorts of ideo-
logical talking points, we could actu-
ally solve more of these problems and 
ours could remain a strong economy. 
We could create jobs. We can maintain 
our energy self-sufficiency here in 
America, and we can deal with environ-
mental emissions concerns. We can 
find solutions to those problems, but 
one big power grab by the Federal Gov-
ernment that ruins the economy, bank-
rupts us, and, frankly, doesn’t really 
make things better is a bad deal for 
Texans, and I believe a bad deal for 
Americans. 

Unsurprisingly, I intend to vote no, 
and I hope my colleagues will join me 
in doing the same. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BLACKBURN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Madam Presi-
dent, I stand today with my colleagues 
on the Democratic side of the aisle to 
talk about the real impacts of climate 
change. 

Climate change is real. It is hap-
pening in our communities, and it is 
harming our country. It is impacting 
our economy, and it is threatening the 
future of our kids. 

You can see it clearly in my home 
State of Nevada. The last 4 years have 

been the hottest ever on record, and we 
are on track to break that record again 
in 2019. In Nevada, we are seeing 
longer, more dangerous heat waves, 
prolonged droughts, and more severe 
wildfire seasons. Just this past year, 
more than 660,000 acres of private, Bu-
reau of Land Management, and U.S. 
Forest Service land burned in 138 fires 
starting in June of 2018. The biggest 
fire in our State’s history and also one 
of the biggest in our country’s history 
happened just this past year. The Mar-
tin Fire burned more than 439,000 acres. 
That is an area about five times the 
size of Las Vegas. 

I have heard from Nevada ranchers 
who are facing the tough choice to 
abandon the land their families have 
worked for generations due to the cost 
of recovery and the threat of even 
worse fire seasons. I have met with par-
ents in Las Vegas and Reno who are 
worried about the impact that wors-
ening air quality, because of climate 
change and these wildfires, will have 
on the health of their children. 

It is not happening just in Nevada; 
throughout our country, Americans are 
being displaced and communities are 
being ravaged by devastating hurri-
canes, tornadoes, wildfires, and floods 
that are causing millions of dollars in 
damage to homes, businesses, and local 
economies. Worldwide, carbon emis-
sions levels reached a record high last 
year, increasing 3.1 percent in the 
United States alone, despite evidence 
that high emissions are driving 
changes in our climate and fueling ex-
treme weather patterns. Yet this ad-
ministration and the Republican leader 
have done nothing to act despite over-
whelming support from Americans who 
want us to protect our planet and our 
communities. 

In my home State, Nevadans know 
the stakes. In 2016, Colorado College 
polled voters in six Western States 
about their views on climate change. 
At the time, 58 percent of Nevadans ex-
pressed concerns that climate change 
was a serious problem. In January, Ne-
vadans were polled again. This time, 
almost 75 percent of Nevadans ex-
pressed serious concerns about climate 
change. That is a 16-percent jump in 3 
years and comes months after 60 per-
cent of Nevadans supported a ballot 
initiative to expand Nevada’s renew-
able energy portfolio to 50 percent by 
2030. 

Across the country, Americans are 
worried about the impacts of pollution 
and carbon emissions on our climate, 
health, and our economy. They have 
seen the harm it has caused just over 
the last decade, and they are afraid it 
is getting worse. 

You don’t have to look far to see that 
our climate is changing. It is already 
happening in our own backyards. We 
have the evidence. There is scientific 
consensus. This isn’t a fringe theory or 
a hypothesis asking to be debunked; it 
is a serious crisis that must be met 
with serious action. It is clear to 
younger generations of Americans who 
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actually walked out of schools this 
month to demand climate action from 
their representatives in Washington. 

Despite overwhelming evidence that 
climate change is currently threat-
ening our country, Leader MCCONNELL 
and this administration are sitting on 
their hands. This administration has 
repeatedly tried to scrub climate 
change information from Federal 
Agency websites, supported Agency of-
ficials with deep ties to fossil fuel in-
dustries, and pulled the United States 
out of a critical international agree-
ment that we need to collectively work 
together to avert climate disaster. 

In the Senate, instead of working to 
find bipartisan solutions to one of our 
country’s greatest threats, Leader 
MCCONNELL is setting up a vote de-
signed to be nothing more than a polit-
ical stunt. My Democratic colleagues 
and I take the threat of climate change 
seriously. We won’t support the Repub-
lican leader’s newest political game to 
address climate change. We call it a 
sham vote. This isn’t a vote about leg-
islation; it is a cynical attempt to dis-
tract from the challenge confronting 
our country. 

The fact is, Democrats all agree that 
we need to take urgent action to pro-
tect our environment and avert cli-
mate catastrophe. Senate Democrats 
have put forth many new ideas on how 
to grow our economy and support 
American prosperity, while addressing 
our world’s growing climate crisis. We 
would be happy to work with our col-
leagues to debate them on the floor. 

From my seat on the Senate Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee, I 
am continuing to fight for legislation 
to tackle climate change by supporting 
renewable energy production, pro-
tecting workers, and creating good- 
paying, green jobs in Nevada and 
across the country. 

I call on Leader MCCONNELL and my 
Republican colleagues: If you are seri-
ous about addressing climate change, 
then join us. Senate Democrats will 
continue to fight for commonsense 
policies that reduce our dependence on 
fossil fuels and combat climate change, 
and we will continue to call on our col-
leagues across the aisle to work with 
us to tackle this challenge in both the 
House and Senate. 

Democrats are working every day to 
craft smart and effective policies that 
will help safeguard our planet and help 
grow our economy. By forcing a vote 
now, Senator MCCONNELL is denying us 
all the chance to come together to 
craft bipartisan, comprehensive cli-
mate change legislation through the 
legislative process. The American peo-
ple want action now. 

I won’t stand for Republican leaders 
using this vote in a cynical attempt to 
divide Democrats and stall progress. I 
intend to keep my promise to fight on 
this issue and to protect the most vul-
nerable and marginalized, who often 
bear the brunt of the effects of un-
checked climate change. 

The American people continue to 
speak out for action on climate change, 

and Senate Democrats will keep fight-
ing because our planet and our future 
depend on it. 

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

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, the 

Democrats on this side believe that cli-
mate change is a real and urgent prob-
lem. The Republican leader seems to 
believe it is not a problem at all. 

The majority leader has scheduled 
votes today on a version of the Green 
New Deal. I was proud to be a cospon-
sor of that. 

I want to make sure that nobody be-
lieves what is happening today on this 
floor is part of a serious debate. The 
fact is, it is a sham debate about the 
growing and urgent problem of climate 
change. 

The Green New Deal is all about of-
fering a mission statement—a state-
ment of direction on the urgency of cli-
mate change. It is about recognizing 
the staggering threat and encouraging 
everybody to come forward to bring up 
good ways to tackle it. As the ranking 
Democrat on the Finance Committee, I 
will outline just one of them this after-
noon. It is not a bill; it is a resolution. 
That is why it is a head-scratcher to 
hear all these far-fetched attacks on 
the Green New Deal in the media and 
here on this floor. 

Let’s be clear about what this resolu-
tion, the Green New Deal, says. Nobody 
is out there banning cheeseburgers. If 
you want to eat an ice cream sandwich 
and wash it down with a milkshake, 
nobody is going to be taking that milk-
shake out of your hands, either. I don’t 
know what this anti-food legislation is 
that I keep hearing opponents talk 
about, but it certainly isn’t the Green 
New Deal. I will tell you that my son, 
William Peter Wyden, age 11, is specifi-
cally going to make sure that his papa 
doesn’t sign on to something like that. 
There is no building trains to Hawaii. 
Nobody is banning airplanes, and no-
body is trying to take people’s cars. 
The Green New Deal is about bringing 
good ideas to bear in the fight against 
climate change. That is what the 
American people are demanding action 
on. 

I will tell you that this issue comes 
up at every townhall meeting I hold. 
Just over the last week, I was in rural 
counties where Donald Trump won by 
an enormous percentage, and people 
understood what climate change was 
all about because of the wildfires we 
had. 

These are not your grandfather’s 
wildfires; these are infernos. We have 
had them leap the Columbia River. 
They are more powerful. They are more 
dangerous. Fire season isn’t for just a 
couple of months in the summer; it is 
almost year-round. In my home State, 
we have had to get used to what 
amounts to the idea of clean air refu-
gees when fires burn near populated 
areas. This is where folks—particularly 
folks who are of modest income—have 
literally nowhere to go and can’t go 

outside. Anybody who hasn’t been to 
the Columbia River Gorge should know 
that when a fire leaps the Columbia 
River, you are talking about something 
very different. Rivers have historically 
blocked the spread of wildfires but not 
anymore. Last year, dozens of people 
were killed and more than 10,000 struc-
tures destroyed by the Camp Fire, the 
most destructive fire in California his-
tory. These infernos are happening 
across the West—Washington, Nevada, 
Colorado, Montana, and elsewhere. 

Climate change isn’t just about fires; 
it drives extreme temperatures in both 
directions. Extreme cold is a danger to 
millions of people during the winter. 
Warmer temperatures in spring and 
summer bring more rain and more 
floods to so much of the country. Else-
where, especially in the West, the 
threat of drought looms continuously. 
The hurricanes battering the east coast 
and the Gulf of Mexico are inten-
sifying. It seems as if every week, an-
other group of prominent scientists 
warns about mass-extinction events, 
ecological failures, and runaway tem-
perature increases. 

There are great economic impacts as 
a result of all this. When Americans 
face a future of extreme temperatures, 
bigger storms, and hotter fires, it will 
mean that it will cost more money to 
rebuild the city that has been flooded 
by a hurricane or burned in an inferno. 
We are going to see increases in insur-
ance premiums when weather-related 
damage becomes more common. If you 
really want to know how serious this 
problem is, look at these private insur-
ance premiums. The market is telling 
us how serious this problem is. It re-
quires more energy to heat and cool 
homes and workplaces in extreme tem-
peratures. 

I want to make one last point be-
cause I think there is a little bit of 
confusion about the direction the Sen-
ate ought to go. 

I had mentioned that the Green New 
Deal is really a mission statement, a 
resolution, a sense of urgency that we 
ought to be all about. I want to con-
trast that with the original new deal, 
which was actual legislation, some-
thing like 15 bills—certainly, more 
than a dozen major ones. My sense is 
that this is what Congress is going to 
have to do in the years ahead with re-
spect to climate. Let me give an exam-
ple. 

We have talked about the mission of 
the resolution, where we would like to 
go. Here is an example of what we 
ought to work together on with respect 
to legislation. As the senior Democrat 
on the Senate Finance Committee, I 
pointed out that there were more than 
40 separate tax breaks for energy on 
the Federal tax books—40 separate tax 
breaks for energy. In fact, the Tax 
Code, as it relates to energy, is essen-
tially anchored in dirty energy tax rel-
ics of yesteryear. 

Given the fact that taxpayers now 
write out big annual checks to the 
dirtiest energy companies, what I have 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 01:54 Mar 27, 2019 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G26MR6.027 S26MRPT1lo
tte

r 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
F

D
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1967 March 26, 2019 
proposed is that we replace that. You 
can’t stand up to climate change as 
long as you are ladling out all of those 
tax subsidies to dirty energy. What I 
have proposed is to take those 40-plus 
energy tax breaks and just basically 
throw them in the trash can—in effect, 
throw them into the trash can that is 
right next to our desks. For those 40 
energy tax breaks that are dispropor-
tionately for dirty energy, we would 
then substitute three new ones—one 
for clean energy, one for clean trans-
portation fuel, and one for energy effi-
ciency. 

I would like to think that the Demo-
crats and Republicans who are playing 
off this idea are going to be able to say: 
Hey, we can find common ground on 
this because for companies all across 
the country, when they buy new pieces 
of equipment for their companies, they 
will invariably make sure they will be 
cleaner and more energy efficient than 
what will have been on their factory 
floors. So they would qualify for two 
out of the three new energy incentives 
I am talking about. That is something 
we could have a real debate about. 
That is not a sham debate. That is a 
real debate. 

Yesterday, Senator ALEXANDER, our 
Republican colleague from the Pre-
siding Officer’s State, said he believed 
climate change was real. He said he be-
lieved it was caused by man, and he 
called for a new Manhattan Project for 
Clean Energy. I heard it. It sounded 
like he had plenty of ideas that could 
make for a real debate between Demo-
crats and Republicans. Senator ALEX-
ANDER sits right over there, not far 
from our colleague from Iowa, Senator 
ERNST. He was talking about real ideas 
after acknowledging that climate 
change was a problem and that man 
contributed to it. 

I hope some of my colleagues on the 
other side will follow Senator ALEX-
ANDER’s lead. This is a debate the Sen-
ate ought to have. It ought to have a 
debate about what Senator ALEXANDER 
was talking about. We ought to have a 
debate about throwing the 40 separate 
tax breaks for energy into the garbage 
and substituting for them three new 
ones that reflect our most current 
challenges. That is the way the Senate 
is supposed to function: You recognize 
a problem; you come forward with 
ideas in a serious debate; and you try 
to build common ground. 

I see my colleague from Iowa is here. 
I am interested in working with her, 
and we have worked together on other 
issues. I am interested in working with 
all of my colleagues as I have with re-
spect to this question of making the 
Tax Code neutral regarding energy 
sources. We are not doing that today. 
What we are doing is playing a polit-
ical game. 

I say to my colleagues that nobody 
ought to take part in this political 
game. You don’t play political games 
when the consequences for the Amer-
ican people are so serious. Instead, you 
have a serious debate about what to do 

about the serious problem. That is not 
what is going on today. 

I close by saying that years into the 
future, our children and our grand-
children are going to deal with the con-
sequences of inaction, and they are 
going to look at something like this so- 
called debate—because I call it a sham 
debate—and they are going to be 
angry. The American people deserve a 
lot better than this kind of fake debate 
that is being held on the Senate floor 
right now. 

I want to make it clear: As the senior 
Democrat on the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, I am very interested in work-
ing with my colleagues on real and bi-
partisan approaches to deal with this 
staggering challenge. That is not what 
we are having today, and our country 
is going to regret it. 

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

ator from Iowa. 
FLOODING IN IOWA 

Ms. ERNST. Madam President, I rise 
to speak about the flooding that has 
devastated wide swaths of the Midwest 
in recent weeks. 

A harsh winter, combined with un-
seasonably warm weather and heavy 
rains, created conditions that over-
whelmed much of our flood mitigation 
infrastructure up and down the Mis-
souri River and its tributaries. In Iowa 
alone, the flooding has caused an esti-
mated $1.6 billion in damages. Thou-
sands of homes have been damaged or 
destroyed, and nearly 250 miles of lev-
ees will need to be repaired or rebuilt. 
Thousands of acres of farmland have 
been impacted, with there being losses 
to the ag sector in excess of $200 mil-
lion. Fremont County, which is our fur-
thest southwest county in the State of 
Iowa, has lost $7 million worth of 
grain. 

I spent much of last week on the 
ground in Iowa, visiting hard-hit areas 
of the State and meeting with local, 
State, and Federal officials. In my 
years as a member of the Iowa Na-
tional Guard, I was on the frontlines of 
several of our major flood events, in-
cluding the 2008 Cedar Rapids flood and 
the 2011 Missouri River flood. I can tell 
you that what I witnessed in this flood 
event was the worst flooding and de-
struction that I have ever witnessed. 
The devastation is simply incompre-
hensible, with the most severe damage 
being concentrated in Iowa’s western 
most counties. 

I have spent most of my life in south-
west Iowa. So this hits particularly 
close to home for me. When I toured 
the affected communities last week 
and this past Sunday, the folks I met 
with were not just Iowans and not just 
constituents. Many of them were 
friends whom I have known for a very 
long time. In this part of the State, 
down there in southwest Iowa, I am 
just as likely to be called ‘‘Joni’’ as I 
am ‘‘Senator Ernst.’’ It was heart-
breaking to see what these folks have 
gone through. Again, they are not just 
constituents. These people are family 
and friends to me. 

It will take a lot of hard work and 
determination to get our communities 
back up on their feet. But do you know 
what, folks? Iowans are a resilient peo-
ple, and I know they are up to the task. 
Since the first signs of trouble over a 
week ago, our State and local emer-
gency response teams have been work-
ing together seamlessly, around the 
clock, to keep our Iowans safe. 

I credit Governor Reynolds and her 
office for quickly gathering damage as-
sessments from all around the State in 
order to make a strong case to the 
President that a Federal disaster dec-
laration was warranted. I also thank 
President Trump for recognizing the 
gravity of the situation on the ground 
in Iowa and for swiftly approving our 
request. Nearly 60 of Iowa’s counties 
will now have access to much needed 
Federal assistance. 

In the near term, our focus is on re-
covery efforts, and I will do everything 
in my power to make sure Iowans have 
every bit of the help they need. We 
need to get our farms and small busi-
nesses back up and running as soon as 
possible so Iowans can do what they do 
best, and that is to work hard and take 
care of their families. 

As we move forward, I intend to re-
view the Army Corps of Engineers’ 
policies and closely examine how they 
were applied throughout this flood 
event. It is important that we study 
and learn from events like this so that 
we can try to prevent these types of 
devastating events from happening 
again in our future. 

Once again, I want to say what a 
heartbreaking and devastating event 
this has been for so many of our Iowa 
counties, our Iowa families, and our 
Iowa businesses. My thoughts and 
prayers are with each one of them as 
we move through this event. 

God bless you all. 
Of course, God bless our great State 

of Iowa and our great United States. 
We are there for you. We are there 

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

ator from Massachusetts. 
CLIMATE CHANGE 

Ms. WARREN. Madam President, I 
rise to discuss climate change, which is 
a great crisis currently facing our 
country and our planet. 

Let me start with a statement that is 
sometimes controversial in this Cham-
ber: I believe in science. 

Here are three simple scientific facts: 
Climate change is real; it is caused by 
humans; and we are running out of 
time to fix our troubles. 

Here are three more scientific facts: 
The ocean and the air are getting hot-
ter; storms are getting stronger; and 
flooding is getting worse. 

These facts are widely accepted 
throughout the world, but the Presi-
dent and Senate Republicans refuse to 
acknowledge these basic truths. To-
gether, they routinely dismiss the im-
pacts of climate change and deny the 
clear evidence that we must take ac-
tion. They refuse even to say the words 
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‘‘climate change.’’ That is not leader-
ship. 

Here is the thing about the facts: Re-
fusing to believe them doesn’t mean 
that they will go away. While a small 
handful—a tiny minority—of my col-
leagues across the aisle acknowledge 
that maybe climate change is real, 
they say that actually doing anything 
about it would just be too expensive, 
that the problem is too big to solve, 
and that we should just give up now— 
close our eyes and plug our ears again. 

Yet ignoring our problems has a 
much bigger price tag than the com-
monsense solutions we should already 
be pursuing. Our coasts are threatened 
by ever-stronger storms that can de-
stroy our homes and devastate our 
largest cities. Our food supplies and 
forests are threatened by an endless 
barrage of droughts and wildfires. Even 
our naval bases are under attack, not 
by enemy fleets but by rising sea lev-
els. 

To my Republican colleagues, I say 
that our biggest problems have to be 
our top priorities. Instead of protecting 
big fossil fuel companies that continue 
to guzzle the polluting fuels of the 
past, we need bold vision and forward- 
looking leadership. I support a green 
new deal that will aggressively tackle 
climate change, income inequality, and 
racial injustice. I thank my colleague 
and my friend and good partner, Sen-
ator MARKEY, for leading the fight on 
this issue. 

This is not the first time America 
has faced a so-called impossible chal-
lenge. Over half a century ago, Presi-
dent Kennedy said: ‘‘No nation which 
expects to be the leader of other na-
tions can expect to stay behind in this 
race for space.’’ He added that ‘‘we 
mean to lead it.’’ 

President Kennedy challenged our 
Nation to lead the space race, and less 
than 7 years later Neil Armstrong set 
foot on the moon. The impossible had 
become a reality, and America had led 
the way. 

It is time not only to challenge our 
country to tackle climate change head- 
on but also to lead the world in doing 
so. If we do not lead, then others will. 
China and other countries will win the 
race to define the green economy of the 
future, and we will lose those jobs for-
ever. 

I don’t accept the Republicans’ argu-
ment that boldly addressing climate 
change and having the world’s strong-
est economy are somehow incompat-
ible. The exact opposite is true. Tack-
ling our climate challenges will pro-
vide us with the opportunity to grow 
our economy and to protect public 
health. We can propel the United 
States to become the world leader in 
green innovation in the 21st century. 
We can address climate change and 
strengthen our economy by making 
major upgrades to our crumbling infra-
structure, by building more resiliency 
along our coasts and rivers, by con-
structing more renewable energy, and 
by promoting policies that will spur 

new innovative research. These invest-
ments will protect our planet and will 
create good jobs with living wages, 
strong benefits, and safe working con-
ditions. 

It is time for new ideas, not old ide-
ology. It is time for innovative re-
search, not tired rhetoric. It is time for 
groundbreaking science, not political 
stunts. It is time to roll up our sleeves 
and get to work on climate solutions 
because this crisis is upon us, and it is 
time to act. 

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

ator from Hawaii is recognized. 
(The remarks of Senator HIRONO per-

taining to the introduction of S. 868 are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

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

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent to be recog-
nized for 6 minutes, please. 

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S.J. RES. 9 
Mr. CARPER. Thanks very much. 
Madam President, I rise again today 

to speak on an upcoming vote later on 
the majority leader’s Green New Deal 
resolution. 

To my colleagues, I would just say 
that I think we have a serious choice 
to make. Either we can acknowledge 
the climate crisis that our planet faces 
and confront it head-on, or we can turn 
our backs to it and walk away. I think 
the clock is ticking, and we need to not 
walk away. 

While it is clear that a majority of 
Americans are calling on Congress to 
work together to address climate 
change, a number of our Republican 
colleagues—not all—have chosen to de-
vote their time to deriding the Green 
New Deal instead of acknowledging the 
800-pound gorilla in the room and 
crafting an action plan to do some-
thing about it while we still have time. 

Madam President, I will ask unani-
mous consent to offer a very simple 
resolution here in a few minutes. I 
think my friend from Wisconsin is 
probably here to reserve the right to 
object to that, which is his right. 

It is a pretty simple resolution. 
There are three parts to it. The first 
part of the resolution that I will be of-
fering is that climate change is real. 
The second part of the resolution is 
that we as human beings have a lot to 
do with this problem. The last part of 
it is that we ought to do something 
about it. ‘‘We’’ includes the U.S. Con-
gress. 

I have been asked a fair amount 
today: Well, what should we do about 
it? What should we do about it? 

If you look at the Green New Deal, 
the first part of the Green New Deal— 
especially the findings—gives a pretty 
good roadmap that I think we ought to 
seriously consider. I would just suggest 
that some items that have come up be-

fore the Environment and Public 
Works Committee in recent weeks and 
months—hearings that we held—could 
also help us figure out what the Con-
gress might want to do about it. 

If you think climate change is real— 
and I do, and I think most of us do. It 
is becoming a more urgent matter, not 
a less urgent matter. What are some of 
the things we can do? I will mention a 
few. 

I think most people believe that car-
bon dioxide contributes to climate 
change, and that is true. With respect 
to climate change, there are other pol-
lutants that are a lot worse than car-
bon. I want to mention a couple of 
them. 

One of them is black carbon. Where 
does black carbon come from? It comes 
from diesel engines—think of trucks, 
cars, locomotives, trains, and boats. If 
you have ever been at a traffic inter-
section and have seen those big diesel 
trucks that pull away from the traffic 
intersection and the huge plumes of 
black smoke that appear as they pull 
off, they include black carbon. Black 
carbon is more than 100 times more 
dangerous than regular carbon dioxide 
in terms of its climate potential. 

We have American-made technology 
that can be used on diesel engines—all 
diesel engines; there are millions of 
them—to reduce those emissions by 90 
percent. 

We have a program called the Diesel 
Emissions Reduction Act, which helps 
to fund and make monies available for 
States and local governments and pri-
vate businesses to reduce their diesel 
emissions, especially black carbon. 
That is one. 

Two, think about our National High-
way System in this country. Through 
most of our National Highway System, 
we don’t provide charging stations for 
electric vehicles that have batteries. 
We don’t have fueling stations for vehi-
cles that are powered by hydrogen in 
conjunction with fuel cells that create 
movement for all kinds of vehicles. 

We need to put money into tax cred-
its and grants for fueling stations for 
hydrogen and charging stations for 
electricity. We have an electric vehicle 
credit that has expired or is about to 
expire. It needs to be extended so that 
when people in this country are think-
ing about buying a vehicle, they will 
consider buying an electric vehicle, 
which doesn’t put out any carbon diox-
ide, nitrogen oxide, mercury, or CO2. 

Another thing we could do is provide 
an investment tax credit, which SUSAN 
COLLINS and I have proposed doing for 
some time, where, for the first 3,000 
megawatts of offshore wind that is de-
ployed, the business gets a 30-percent 
investment tax credit. That is one 
thing we can do. 

The chairman of our Environment 
and Public Works Committee is here. 
He and I believe another good idea— 
and we are joined in this by Repub-
licans and Democrats—is to develop 
technology, which we think is very 
promising, that would literally pull 
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carbon out of the air—not out of a 
smokestack but literally out of the 
air—and turn it into something more 
useful. That is something we can do. 

We had a hearing on legislation 
called the Nuclear Energy Innovation 
Capabilities Act, the NEIC. Part of 
what we want to do is, instead of run-
ning nuclear powerplants and ending 
up with a whole lot of spent fuel, we 
want to have technology where, when 
the heat is so high, those nuclear 
plants would use most of the spent 
fuel. Instead of having it stacked up 
around the country, we use it up and 
we create electricity from it. 

Two more things, and I am done. 
There are HFCs, hydrofluorocarbons, 
which replaced CFCs. CFCs put a hole 
in the ozone. They are a coolant. They 
are a refrigerant. CFCs put a hole in 
the ozone. They were replaced by 
HFCs. HFCs didn’t put a hole in the 
ozone. They are better for the ozone 
layer but not good for climate change. 
Now we have a follow-on product, a 
successor to HFCs. They are good for 
the ozone layer and good for climate 
change. We ought to make sure that we 
pass a treaty here in this body so we 
can actually use that technology. 

Finally, the last thing we can do is 
provide for our auto industry. It is 
something they are asking for. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time is expired. 

Mr. CARPER. I ask for 30 more sec-
onds, please, Madam President. 

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

Mr. CARPER. Thank you. 
The last thing we can do is—the auto 

industry has been saying, with respect 
to fuel efficiency standards, CAFE and 
so forth, that we ought to give them 
some near-term flexibility in terms of 
meeting more efficient fuel require-
ments, more efficient mileage require-
ments, and more stringent require-
ments going forward in the future. 
That is what they are asking for to 
provide certainty. It is a 50-State deal. 
California is at the table. We ought to 
do that. 

Those are just a couple of things we 
can do in Congress to actually address 
this, and we ought to do them. While 
we successfully help do good things for 
our planet, we are also going to create 
jobs and economic opportunity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. CARPER. I think that is some-
thing the chairman of our committee 
and I might just agree on. 

Thank you, Madam President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee 
be discharged from further consider-
ation of S.J. Res. 9 and that the resolu-
tion be read a third time and passed 
and the motion to reconsider be consid-
ered made and laid upon the table with 
no intervening action or debate. 

This resolution says that climate 
change is real; that as people on this 

planet, we have something to do with 
it; and three, that Congress is part of 
the solution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CARPER. That is my resolution. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from my Wyoming. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 

object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
THE GREEN NEW DEAL 

Mr. BARRASSO. Thank you, Madam 
President. 

Madam President, many Democrats 
have called climate change the great-
est challenge of our time. 

House Representative OCASIO-CORTEZ 
is the Green New Deal’s lead sponsor. 
She calls climate change ‘‘our World 
War II.’’ She said: ‘‘The world is going 
to end in 12 years if we don’t address 
climate change.’’ Senator SCHUMER 
said that climate change is ‘‘an exis-
tential threat.’’ 

When the Green New Deal was intro-
duced just last month, Democrats lined 
up to support it, to cosponsor it, and to 
agree with it. Senator MARKEY of Mas-
sachusetts called it ‘‘the kind of gener-
ational commitment that we need to 
transform our economy and our democ-
racy.’’ Every Democratic Senator run-
ning for President of the United States 
is a cosponsor—every single one. 

When Leader MCCONNELL called for a 
vote on the Green New Deal, Senator 
SCHUMER said: ‘‘Go for it. Bring it on.’’ 
He said it right here on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate. Presidential candidate 
Senator AMY KLOBUCHAR of Minnesota 
agreed, saying that she will vote yes. 
That is how she said she will vote—will 
vote yes. We will see what she does 
today. 

Well, today, the Senate will vote on 
the Green New Deal. All Senators will 
have a chance to go on the record, a 
chance to show whether they support 
this radical approach. But rather than 
voting for the Green New Deal that 
they introduced and cosponsored, it 
sounds like some Democrats are trying 
to run away from a vote on something 
they previously embraced. 

If so many Democratic Party leaders 
support the Green New Deal, why 
aren’t they willing to vote for it and 
stand up behind it today? The answer is 
obvious: The Democrats are ducking 
the vote. But why? The answer is pret-
ty simple: The Green New Deal is 
unaffordable, it is unworkable, and it is 
unpopular. 

When you add up all of the costs and 
the 10-year price tag of $93 trillion, 
that is enough to bankrupt America. 
The cost is astronomical. It would hit 
every American really hard—about 
$65,000 per family per year. That would 
empty just about every bank account 
in America. I believe it would drive a 
stake right through the heart of our 

strong and healthy and growing econ-
omy. The Green New Deal would mas-
sively increase the role of government 
in our lives and the size of government, 
the expense of government. 

Let’s be honest. The climate is 
changing. It continues to change. It re-
quires a serious response—a serious re-
sponse. The Green New Deal is not that 
response. 

This plan would eliminate fossil 
fuels. It would require 100 percent re-
newable energy, carbon-free energy, in 
just 10 years. The goal is to meet all of 
our energy demands in the United 
States through ‘‘clean, renewable and 
zero-emission energy sources.’’ We need 
more renewable energy, but the goal of 
going from where we are to where they 
want to be is absolutely impossible in 
the period of time outlined. 

Robert Blohm from the North Amer-
ican Electric Reliability Corporation 
wrote in the Wall Street Journal: ‘‘An 
all-renewable power grid is destined to 
collapse.’’ 

America can’t tolerate a collapsed 
power grid. Plus, it wouldn’t solve the 
problem. Turning off America’s econ-
omy will not lower global emissions. 
America is leading the way in reducing 
emissions—reducing emissions. 

Since 2007, U.S. energy emissions 
have fallen by 14 percent, while global 
emissions continue to rise. In 2017 the 
United States produced just 13 percent 
of global emissions and China and India 
together produced over 33 percent. So 
emissions are going to continue to 
climb until these countries take ac-
tion. Emissions in the United States 
continue to decline. 

Shutting down our energy would also 
harm American workers. That is why 
major labor unions oppose the Green 
New Deal. The AFL–CIO labor union, 
which represents 12.5 million workers, 
says: ‘‘We will not accept proposals 
that could cause immediate harm to 
millions of our members and their fam-
ilies.’’ I agree. 

Even former President Obama’s En-
ergy Secretary, Ernie Moniz, called the 
Green New Deal impractical. He said it 
would hurt American progress in re-
ducing emissions. That progress came 
from innovation, not from massive gov-
ernment taxation and regulation. 

Congress must continue to support 
technologies like nuclear power and 
carbon capture utilization—things that 
we know make a difference—and we 
have done this in a bipartisan way in 
these areas. I want to continue to work 
with Democrats to find real solutions. 
We have passed legislation in a bipar-
tisan way for advanced nuclear power-
plants, for carbon capture and seques-
tration, and for using the carbon in 
productive ways, whether it is for 
medication or whether it is for con-
struction products. 

The Green New Deal is not the solu-
tion for America. It is a big green bomb 
that will blow a hole in our strong, 
healthy, and growing economy. That is 
exactly why Democrats aren’t voting 
for it. That is exactly why Democrats 
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are ducking and dodging and 
distancing themselves from this so- 
called Green New Deal, because it is a 
radical plan, and it is exactly why 
Democrats are running away—running 
away—from the Green New Deal. I 
think we are going to see it today— 
running away as fast as they can. 

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

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 

would my friend from Wyoming, who 
mentioned my name, yield for a ques-
tion or three? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 
know the vote is scheduled at 4 o’clock. 
I am happy to answer a question. 

Mr. SCHUMER. My friend from Wyo-
ming said I said: ‘‘Bring on the vote on 
the Green New Deal.’’ I did, not be-
cause I think it is a smart thing to 
do—it is a stunt—but it will finally get 
us to talk about climate change, some-
thing the other side has not done. 

I would ask my colleague three ques-
tions. I was gratified to see Leader 
MCCONNELL answer them for the first 
time in his press conference. Does the 
Senator from Wyoming believe climate 
change is real? Does he believe it is 
caused by human activity? And does he 
believe Congress ought to do something 
about it? Those are my three ques-
tions. I hope I can get a direct answer, 
since my name was invoked. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, 
as a matter of fact, I would say to my 
friend, the Senator from New York, 
that he asked me those three identical 
questions on this floor about 2 or 3 
weeks ago, and my answer today is the 
same as it was then. You are welcome 
to go back to the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. I recommended this to the 
Senator from New York, and I bet I 
wrote in the New York Times in De-
cember that said: Yes, I do believe that 
climate change is real, and, yes, I be-
lieve that humans contribute to it, 
and, yes, I believe we have a responsi-
bility to do something about it. 

I highlighted the role of innovation, 
not taxation or regulation, in coming 
to those solutions. I highlighted legis-
lation that has passed the Senate Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee 
and was even signed into law by the 
President, something called the FU-
TURE Act, which works on capturing 
carbon dioxide and using it produc-
tively. We talked about a bill called 
the USE IT Act, which is now coming 
through the committee. We are work-
ing on it. It has bipartisan support, and 
it passed last session. It didn’t get all 
the way to a signature. We talked 
about the future of nuclear power and 
the advanced nuclear powerplants that 
are being done, and we paved the way 
for the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion to do things because nuclear 
power has zero emissions. 

These are bipartisan pieces of legisla-
tion, passed with overwhelming sup-
port by the Senate and the House and 
signed by the President. These areas 
with carbon capture and nuclear power 

works are things that actually Presi-
dent Obama’s Secretary of Energy, 
Ernie Moniz, testified to the Senate 
Energy Committee are the two things 
that actually can work at scale. Any-
thing else that the United States, I will 
tell you, does unilaterally, will not 
contribute to a solution because emis-
sions from the United States are only 
13 percent of all the emissions in the 
world. 

I would once again recommend to the 
Senator from New York an op-ed that I 
had written about dealing with climate 
change through innovation, not regula-
tion or taxation, and I hope, in that 
way, that I have answered the Sen-
ator’s three questions. 

I would say to the Senator from New 
York that if he is actually serious 
about discussing climate change on the 
floor of the Senate and looking for so-
lutions, then, what he ought to do 
today is instruct his Members—and I 
believe he may have instructed them to 
vote present—to vote to get on the bill, 
to get on this to discuss it and to de-
bate it. But it doesn’t sound like even 
the cosponsors are willing to stand up 
and vote for something they have co-
sponsored. A dozen of them have done 
it. 

Three of them were leading a rally 
outside the steps of the Capitol within 
the last couple of hours, with one Sen-
ator chanting: What about the Green 
New Deal and having a vote on it? 
When do we want it? And the crowd 
was chanting: Now. 

It will be instructive to see how 
those Senators—and one of these was a 
candidate for President—vote when 
their name is called as the roll is called 
here on today’s vote on the Green New 
Deal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. RES. 97 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 

first, I thank my colleague from Wyo-
ming. Now he knows why I said: ‘‘Bring 
it on.’’ We are finally getting even peo-
ple like the Senator from Wyoming to 
admit that climate change is real, that 
it is caused by human activity, and 
that we should do something about it. 

If we could have an open debate on 
climate change, that would be great. 
That is not what is happening today. 
The Senator from Wyoming talked 
about the contradiction of the Senator 
outside. How about the contradictions 
of the Republican Party and the Sen-
ators here putting a bill on the floor 
that they are going to vote no on. 

Let’s put the bill that the Senator 
from Wyoming asked for and let there 
be an open amendment process and 
let’s see where people fall. All we are 
asking for is not a sham vote where 
people who put the bill on the floor are 
voting no because they don’t want to 
have a debate, but rather a real discus-
sion, a real debate, and real 
amendments. 

I would say this. Earlier today, even 
better than having the Senator from 
Wyoming finally admit that climate 

change is real and caused by human ac-
tivity, the Republican leader did, when 
asked by the press at his gathering. 

The whole plan of the Republican 
leader here is backfiring. 

We want a discussion on climate. We 
haven’t had one major bill on the real 
issues of climate come to the floor led 
by the leader where we can have open 
debate—not one. So now we are finally 
beginning to debate. That is great. We 
are not going to stand for sham bills 
that the other side is all voting no on. 
They know what a trick and joke and 
sham that is. So do all the American 
people. We are finally talking about 
the issue, and that is great. Climate 
change is not a joke. It is not a hoax. 
It is a crisis. That is why we are doing 
these things. 

So right now, here is something else 
we could do. Let’s see where our Re-
publican colleagues are if they want to 
have a real debate. I am calling for the 
creation of a Senate select committee 
on climate change. It is a crisis. Ask 
the farmers in Iowa, Nebraska, and 
Kansas if they think it is a crisis. Ask 
the people who have been subjected to 
so many changes in the weather be-
cause the globe is heating up. They be-
lieve it is a crisis. The very least we 
can do is to do what the House did and 
set up a select committee on climate 
change that is bipartisan. The com-
mittee can be partnering with the 
House committee. We might actually 
get something done, not sham votes 
that everyone knows are a joke—a po-
litical joke. 

I am hopeful that we can do that. 
The reason for the select committee is 
clear. If there ever were an issue that 
demanded focus from this Chamber, 
this is it. Climate change is an existen-
tial threat to our country and our plan-
et. The last 4 years have been the 
warmest on record. Sea levels are ris-
ing and marine life and fishing commu-
nities are being destroyed. Record 
flooding is inundating parts of the 
country, most recently the Midwest, 
and more and more powerful hurri-
canes have buffeted our coasts. Over 
the next decade, climate change will 
continue to negatively impact every 
part of American life, our health, our 
economy, our national security, and 
even our geography, and the threats 
will only grow. 

We can’t run into our ideological cor-
ners anymore. I am gratified to hear a 
growing number of Republicans admit 
it is real, admit it is caused by human 
activity, and that we should do some-
thing about it. That is great news, but 
let’s do something real. Let’s do some-
thing real. 

The Senator mentioned a few bills. I 
would be happy to look at them. I hope 
he will look at ours, and I hope he will 
ask his leader, the Republican leader, 
to allow an open debate on the floor 
with amendments. We would welcome 
that. We would welcome it. Some in 
the oil and gas industry will not like 
it. That is for sure. Some in the coal 
industry will not like it. That is for 
sure. But most Americans will. 
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So let’s do it. The time for partisan-

ship on this issue is long over. The 
time for one party to block any change 
and not offer anything that they be-
lieve in is over. We need to act quickly 
and boldly to confront this challenge 
before it is too late. It is time to stop 
the nonsense. 

As I said, we welcome this debate be-
cause we are talking about climate 
change for the first time, and the hy-
pocrisy of putting a bill on the floor 
and then voting against it is becoming 
so clear to the American people. But, 
as a byproduct, we are getting a debate 
and we are getting some of our col-
leagues for the first time to admit that 
climate change is real and caused by 
human activity and that we ought to 
do something about it. We welcome it. 
This committee will help bring the 
kind of bipartisan discussion that my 
good friend from Wyoming has asked 
for. So let’s do it. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Rules Committee be 
discharged from further consideration 
of S. Res. 97, a resolution establishing 
the Select Committee on the Climate 
Crisis and the Senate proceed to its im-
mediate consideration; that the resolu-
tion be agreed to; and that the motion 
to reconsider be considered made and 
laid upon the table with no intervening 
action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, 
reserving the right to object, I would 
like to point out to my friend and col-
league that the statement I had made 
earlier about my belief goes back a 
long time—that the climate is chang-
ing—to the point that one of his col-
leagues, Jeff Bingaman, a Senator from 
New Mexico, chaired the Energy Com-
mittee when he and I cosponsored leg-
islation dealing with carbon and car-
bon capture and putting together an 
XPRIZE-type program. This is some-
thing I have long spoken about and un-
derstand. 

I also hear the Senator from New 
York essentially trying to strip the 
EPW Committee of the jurisdiction we 
have over climate change. That is the 
wrong approach when we have made 
real progress working together not just 
on bills but on bills signed into law 
that are making a difference today. 

This resolution the minority leader 
just introduced is an attempt by the 
Democrats to once again duck and 
dodge and distance themselves from 
the Green New Deal vote this after-
noon. The Democrats seem to think 
that adding a layer of bureaucracy is 
an answer to every problem. That is 
the same instinct that gave us the 
Green New Deal. That climate is 
changing and humans play a role in the 
changing climate, there is no question 
in my mind about that. 

I am going to continue to work close-
ly with the ranking member of the 
committee, Senator CARPER from Dela-

ware, to pass meaningful legislation to 
promote nuclear power, carbon capture 
technologies, and to reduce emissions. 

So Democrats can’t hide from the 
fact that every Democratic Senator 
running for President has cosponsored 
the Green New Deal. 

Here we are today, and I will just 
state that we have been passing bipar-
tisan legislation. The Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee recently 
held a hearing on climate change. We 
do not need another committee. We 
don’t need the Green New Deal; we 
need real solutions. For this reason, I 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that we be 
given 2 minutes so that the Senator 
from Rhode Island can ask a question 
of the Senator from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I appreciate the 

comments of my distinguished chair-
man on the Environmental Works 
Committee about carbon capture tech-
nology, and I am wondering what part 
of the carbon emissions problem he 
thinks carbon capture will solve, be-
cause leaders of the carbon capture 
technology sector have said it is their 
vision to capture 1 percent—1 percent— 
of carbon emissions. 

What I conclude from that is that 
carbon capture technology is impor-
tant, but to rely on it at the expense of 
the course of action that we really 
need is profoundly misguided. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 
know that time has expired. 

We had a hearing in the last couple of 
weeks. We had an expert in the specific 
area of carbon capture come to show 
how much more effective the tech-
nology has become. This is something I 
started working on 10 years ago. It is 
something researchers around the 
world are committed to because we are 
finding value in that carbon to create 
products that can be used either medi-
cally or for construction. The Univer-
sity of Wyoming has an integrated test 
center right next to a coal-fired power-
plant, and the technology is there to 
take the carbon dioxide right from the 
stack and use it, some for enhanced oil 
recovery, some for production. They 
are continuing to work on the science 
of all of this. 

Certainly, there are the climate 
alarmists who are out there, and it 
does seem that what they want to do is 
act immediately, drastically, and uni-
laterally in ways that will not solve 
the problem. It will hurt our country. 
It will hurt our economy. It will move 
the lifeblood of the U.S. economy to 
foreign countries, and I will do every-
thing I can to make sure that doesn’t 
happen. 

Thank you. I know the time has ex-
pired. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I am interested 
in the other 99 percent. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 

to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 27, S.J. Res. 
8, a joint resolution recognizing the duty of 
the Federal Government to create a Green 
New Deal. 

Mitch McConnell, David Perdue, John 
Boozman, Johnny Isakson, John Cor-
nyn, Pat Roberts, Mike Crapo, Thom 
Tillis, Mike Rounds, Roger F. Wicker, 
John Thune, Richard Burr, Steve 
Daines, John Hoeven, John Barrasso, 
James E. Risch, Roy Blunt. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to S.J. Res. 8, a joint resolu-
tion recognizing the duty of the Fed-
eral Government to create a Green New 
Deal, shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rules. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAS-

SIDY). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who wish to vote or to 
change their vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 0, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 52 Leg.] 
NAYS—57 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Braun 
Burr 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Daines 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Gardner 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Jones 
Kennedy 
King 
Lankford 
Lee 
Manchin 
McConnell 
McSally 
Moran 
Murkowski 

Paul 
Perdue 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sasse 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shelby 
Sinema 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—43 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 

Harris 
Hassan 
Heinrich 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Markey 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murphy 
Murray 
Peters 
Reed 
Rosen 

Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 0, the nays are 57, 
and 43 Senators responded present. 
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Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-

sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The senior assistant bill clerk read as 
follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 15, H.R. 268, 
making supplemental appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2019, and for 
other purposes. 

Mitch McConnell, David Perdue, John 
Boozman, Johnny Isakson, John Cor-
nyn, Pat Roberts, Mike Crapo, Thom 
Tillis, Roger F. Wicker, John Thune, 
Richard Burr, Steve Daines, John 
Hoeven, James E. Risch, Roy Blunt, 
Susan M. Collins, Lisa Murkowski. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to H.R. 268, an act making sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2019, and for 
other purposes, shall be brought to a 
close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant bill clerk called 

the roll. 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 90, 

nays 10, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 53 Leg.] 

YEAS—90 

Alexander 
Baldwin 
Barrasso 
Bennet 
Blackburn 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 
Booker 
Boozman 
Brown 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Capito 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cassidy 
Collins 
Coons 
Cornyn 
Cortez Masto 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Cruz 
Daines 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Ernst 
Feinstein 
Fischer 

Gardner 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harris 
Hassan 
Hawley 
Heinrich 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Isakson 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Manchin 
Markey 
McConnell 
McSally 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Perdue 
Peters 

Portman 
Reed 
Roberts 
Romney 
Rosen 
Rounds 
Rubio 
Sanders 
Sasse 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Sinema 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Sullivan 
Tester 
Thune 
Tillis 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 
Young 

NAYS—10 

Braun 
Crapo 
Enzi 
Inhofe 

Johnson 
Lankford 
Lee 
Paul 

Risch 
Toomey 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 90, nays are 10. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

f 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2019—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 15, H.R. 

268, a bill making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2019, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

FLOODING IN NEBRASKA 
Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, I rise 

to speak to the historic flooding that 
has devastated hundreds of commu-
nities throughout my home State of 
Nebraska. 

After a long, cold, and snow-filled 
winter, the catastrophic storm known 
as a bomb cyclone struck Western Ne-
braska with extreme blizzard condi-
tions, while the central and eastern 
portions of the State were ravaged by 
record-setting floods. What were small 
streams became raging rivers, pouring 
over the banks, and breaching levees to 
flood towns and farmland. 

The floods, which carried car-sized 
blocks of ice in some areas, isolated en-
tire communities and deposited sand, 
mud, and debris over large areas of our 
land. 

Homes have been destroyed, roads 
and bridges ripped apart, businesses 
and schools forced to close for an un-
certain period of time. It is with a 
heavy heart that I say that three Ne-
braskans have lost their lives as a re-
sult of this storm: James Wilke, a 
farmer from Columbus; Aleido Rojas 
Galan of Norfolk; and Betty Hamernik 
of Columbus. I send my sincere condo-
lences to their families. Their loved 
ones will not be forgotten. 

Cities like Fremont and farms across 
the State became islands, leaving peo-
ple and livestock stranded. The bomb 
cyclone has demolished thousands of 
acres of family farmland and ranch-
land, resulting in a devastating number 
of livestock deaths and demolished 
farms, grain bins, hay supply, and farm 
equipment. 

One farmer recorded that he lost 700 
of his hogs after 7 feet of floodwater 
swept through his land within minutes. 
A top concern for our ag producers is 
how do we replace ruined feed and the 
countless miles of washed-out fences. 

The Nebraska Department of Agri-
culture initially projects that the dam-
ages will total a loss of $440 million in 
crop losses and another $400 million in 
cattle losses. The devastation con-
tinues to grow as our farmers and 
ranchers across Nebraska assess lost 
land use and more livestock deaths. 

I heard from ranchers in Central and 
Western Nebraska who fought through 
this blizzard during calving, and what I 
heard most was that even though they 
suffered losses, they knew of others 
who were worse off. 

Farmers stood looking at once fertile 
land now covered with sand, mud, and 
unimaginably huge slabs and chunks of 
ice. They are worried what the future 
will bring. 

I agree with Gov. Pete Ricketts, as 
he has called this catastrophic weather 
‘‘the most widespread disaster we have 
had in our state’s history.’’ 

Water from the Missouri River and 
Papio Creek has overwhelmed the 
southeastern side of Offutt Air Force 
Base and rendered some parts of the 
base as inoperable. I welcomed Sec-
retary of the Air Force Heather Wilson 
to survey the flood damage at the base. 
Some buildings were filled with nearly 
8 feet of water. Offutt leadership pro-
vided us with a preliminary damage as-
sessment and discussed the response ef-
forts that were successfully taken by 
the airmen. 

At the flood’s peak levels, one-third 
of the base was affected, causing tens 
of millions of dollars in damages. I will 
continue to work closely with Sec-
retary Wilson to ensure that Offutt re-
ceives the funding to meet the needs of 
the base and to restore one of Amer-
ica’s most important national security 
assets. 

According to the Nebraska Emer-
gency Management Agency, 81 of our 93 
counties, 98 cities, and 5 Tribes have 
declared states of emergency. This cov-
ers over 59,000 square miles, which is 
about 76 percent of Nebraska. 

To put this in perspective, well over 
1.7 million Nebraskans are affected by 
this storm. That is more than 95 per-
cent of our State’s population. 

The Governor has estimated that 
more than 2,000 homes and 340 busi-
nesses are damaged or destroyed. Sig-
nificant damage to Nebraska’s critical 
infrastructure is still being assessed at 
this time, but the Nebraska Depart-
ment of Transportation released a pre-
liminary estimate of $200 million that 
is needed to reconstruct hundreds of 
miles of roads and to repair or replace 
15 bridges throughout the State. 

Nebraska is hurting. However, as our 
Nation has seen the sheer power of this 
storm, I want America to understand 
the courage, strength, and resiliency 
Nebraskans have shown in response. 
Overwhelming loss and grief have been 
met with stories of bravery and heroic 
efforts of our neighbors and first re-
sponders. Ordinary Nebraskans, with-
out any prior training, grabbed their 
personal boats, jet skis, trucks, and 
planes to save their neighbors who ex-
perienced life-threatening situations. 

There have been countless stories of 
heroes who disregarded personal risk to 
help their neighbors in need—Nebras-
kans helping Nebraskans, neighbors 
helping neighbors. 

Hundreds of volunteers in Fremont 
stepped forward to fill sandbags and 
create barriers to protect the city from 
floodwater. Local pilots in affected cit-
ies across Nebraska have flown their 
personal planes to deliver and evacuate 
people who have been surrounded by 
water. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:58 Mar 27, 2019 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G26MR6.040 S26MRPT1lo
tte

r 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
F

D
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-09T10:45:29-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




