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Mr. THUNE. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Indiana (Mr. BRAUN), the Senator 
from North Dakota (Mr. CRAMER), the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. CRUZ), the 
Senator from Mississippi (Mrs. HYDE- 
SMITH), and the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Mr. KENNEDY). 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 52, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 85 Ex.] 
YEAS—52 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Butler 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Fetterman 
Gillibrand 
Graham 

Heinrich 
Hickenlooper 
Hirono 
Kaine 
Kelly 
King 
Klobuchar 
Luján 
Manchin 
Markey 
McConnell 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Ossoff 
Padilla 
Peters 

Reed 
Rosen 
Rounds 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Smith 
Tester 
Tillis 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warnock 
Warren 
Welch 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—38 

Barrasso 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Britt 
Budd 
Capito 
Cassidy 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Daines 
Ernst 
Fischer 

Grassley 
Hagerty 
Hawley 
Hoeven 
Johnson 
Lankford 
Lee 
Lummis 
Marshall 
Moran 
Mullin 
Paul 
Ricketts 

Risch 
Romney 
Rubio 
Schmitt 
Scott (FL) 
Scott (SC) 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tuberville 
Vance 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—10 

Braun 
Cramer 
Cruz 
Hassan 

Hyde-Smith 
Kennedy 
Menendez 
Shaheen 

Sinema 
Stabenow 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HEINRICH). On this vote, the yeas are 
52, the nays are 38. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
CLIMATE CHANGE 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
am back again with the old battered 
‘‘Time to Wake Up’’ graphic here. The 
Smithsonian can’t have it quite yet. 

This ‘‘Time to Wake Up’’ climate re-
port starts with the unfortunate propo-
sition that we are in terrible danger on 
climate. Obviously, a critical part and 
an essential explanation of the danger 
is that the Republican Party has been 
turned, by fossil fuel industry dark 
money, into little more than the polit-
ical wing of the fossil fuel industry, 
slavishly dependent on the fossil fuel 
polluters to fill up its super PACs and 
shameless about parroting the pol-
luters’ obnoxious lies. 

But all that happens in the political 
world; where the danger gets real is in 
the physical world. And a recent study 
suggests that we have, perhaps, already 
blown through the 1.5 degrees of world 
heating safety limit. 

That 1.5-degree limit was always just 
an estimated upper bound. Unlike 
many estimates, it could have been too 
high. It could be that the true safety 
barrier was always below 1.5 degrees. 

But in any event, assume that it ac-
tually is 1.5 degrees, which is sort of 
the midpoint of the estimates. Well, it 
is starting to look like we may be los-
ing even against that metric. 

Here is a chart that summarizes over 
a thousand different projections that 
have been done from different sources 
as to where our CO2 emissions are 
going to take us. It is actually more 
than 1,200 different scenarios. 

Some of them take global tempera-
ture increase over 5 degrees of increase, 
which will lead to disruption on an as-
tonishing scale that leaves many parts 
of the planet uninhabitable, as pres-
ently experienced. 

So there are an awful lot of them. 
Some of them, we have already made 
decisions that make them impossible 
to achieve. Some of them are essen-
tially dead letters. If you look at the 
ones that are still viable and at the 
ones that—this is the 1.5-degree safety 
barrier. If you look at those 1,200 sce-
narios and you look at the ones that 
are still viable and get us, at some 
point, back under 1.5 degrees, do you 
know how many of them there are? 
Eleven. Out of 1,200 predicted sce-
narios, 11 are all that is left to keep us 
at some point below 1.5 degrees. Al-
most all of them blow significantly 
over 1.5 degrees and then come back 
down, which makes investments in car-
bon capture extremely important. 

But that is not a whole lot of shots 
out of 1,200 scenarios that we started 
with. And each of them is ranked by 
where we are on the different compo-
nents that get us there: carbon re-
moval technology, carbon removal 
with land interventions—planting trees 
and so forth—carbon intensity reduc-
tion, energy demand adjustment, and 
less methane. In every single one of 
those categories, these are ranked as 
challenging. None of this is easy. All of 
it is going to require real effort, real 
diligence, and serious attention to the 
problem. 

So we are not in good shape. And 
that is the sad and bitter news. We 
could have been in good shape. Back in 
2007, 2008, and 2009, there was bipar-
tisan work happening on climate 
change in this Chamber all the time. 
And then came the Supreme Court’s 
wretched decision in Citizens United 
and the instantaneous response by the 
fossil fuel industry to flood politics 
with its money and the instantaneous 
response by Republicans to abandon all 
of their bipartisan climate work and 
pitch us into a lost decade-plus on cli-
mate action. 

That is where a lot of these that 
could have gotten us out of trouble dis-
appeared in that lost decade of fossil 
fuel dark money blocking American de-
mocracy’s ability to respond to this 
problem. 

So to stay below the 1.5-degree safety 
threshold requires two measures. 
Again, these are estimates. It could 
well be that we need to do more than 
this, but these are the ones we are 
working with. One is reducing emis-

sions by roughly half by 2030. And the 
other is reaching net zero by 2050. 

So here is the latest estimate of how 
we are doing with respect to the 2030 
50-percent reduction goal. That is what 
this line is. That is 50-percent reduc-
tion in carbon emissions by 2030. And 
here is where we are. And here are a 
bunch of different scenarios and how 
they end up. 

The only one—the only scenario that 
gets us to this goal by 2030—here is 
2030, if you can’t see it from the tele-
vision—the only thing that gets us 
there is a carbon fee, putting a price on 
carbon emissions so that it is no longer 
free to pollute. 

Let’s say we go ahead with a carbon 
fee but part of the IRA gets pulled 
away—that is this purple line—we miss 
by a little. Let’s say we go with the 
clean electricity standard instead of a 
carbon fee; we miss by more. 

Let’s say that we expand the IRA—do 
more of that positive investment 
through the IRA but without a carbon 
price—we miss by even more. 

Here is where we are under current 
law—this red line. Here is where we are 
under current law if the EPA’s pro-
posed emission rules go into effect. 
That is our current likely outcome. 
And as you can see, that is a long way 
from 50 percent by 2030. That blows 
through it sometime after 2035. 

If there are no new emissions rules 
just under the IRA, we are all the way 
out to 2040 before we cross that safety 
threshold. And if we do what our Re-
publican friends, at the behest of the 
fossil fuel industry, are threatening to 
do, which is to repeal the IRA and 
block the new emissions rules, you are 
out here. And who knows when you get 
to 50 percent. 

So to hit that first target, we have to 
wrap our minds around carbon pric-
ing—pricing polluter emissions. Pol-
luters should pay for the pollution they 
cause. It is not complicated. But they 
have been able to get away with it. 

Of course, if you are living in a pol-
luter money la-la land, none of this is 
real to you. And the numbers that mat-
ter to you are how much money get 
poured into your super PACs by pol-
luters, not what the scientists are care-
fully analyzing and saying and mod-
eling. 

But if you are out of climate-denial 
polluter la-la land, and you are trying 
to grapple with this as a real problem 
in the real world, carbon pricing is es-
sential. 

So where are we on that? Well, I have 
two bits of good news. One is that, just 
like many major corporations do, the 
Biden administration has put an inter-
nal price on carbon at a very respect-
able $190 per ton. And the Office of 
Management and Budget—the OMB— 
has given guidance to executive Agen-
cies to build that internal price on car-
bon into all their relevant decision-
making. 

What is an internal price on carbon? 
It means that the government’s deci-
sions have to bake into their decision-
making—the $190 per ton price on car-
bon. If you are buying fleets of cars, 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 03:46 Mar 12, 2024 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A11MR6.001 S11MRPT1dm
w

ils
on

 o
n 

D
S

K
JM

0X
7X

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2341 March 11, 2024 
you compare the emissions, and that 
goes into the cost equation. If you are 
setting the price on land use of various 
kinds—like drilling wells—you bake in 
the $190 per ton. In regulatory deci-
sions, of course, you would do that. 

So it is a big deal, and it is part of 
the good news. Of course, the question 
is: How will the executive Agencies 
comply? The OMB has issued its guid-
ance—boom, done. It was issued in Sep-
tember of last year. The $190 per ton 
went active in December—boom, done. 
But it is time now for all the executive 
Agencies to react and respond and com-
ply. And that is what we haven’t seen 
yet. 

So we are looking into that as an 
oversight matter to try to make sure 
that the executive Agencies are doing 
their best to comply with the OMB 
guidance as to the internal price on 
carbon. So that is good news item 1, as-
suming implementation is not ineffec-
tive. 

The second good news item is that 
the European Union—our friends across 
the pond in our Atlantic alliance—are 
locked in to a carbon border adjust-
ment mechanism, a tariff mechanism 
called CBAM, Carbon Border Adjust-
ment Mechanism. 

The further good news is that the 
United Kingdom has announced that it 
has made the decision to join the EU in 
that same CBAM program. Why is that 
good for us? It is good for us because 
this will create significant pressure 
here at home for a price on carbon in 
the United States because without one, 
if we don’t have a proper price on car-
bon here in the United States, it will 
be very, very, very difficult for Amer-
ican companies exporting to the United 
States and to the UK to avoid those 
carbon tariffs. We will be paying tariffs 
to the UK and to the EU whenever our 
production of goods is more carbon-in-
tensive than theirs. One of the ways 
you solve that is by adopting a carbon 
price. Then you get into the club, and 
you don’t have to pay the tariffs any 
longer. 

So the tariff pressure on American 
businesses ought to disrupt signifi-
cantly the general political indiffer-
ence of the American corporate sector 
about the fossil fuel industry’s polit-
ical hegemony over Republicans. That 
could open a potential pathway when 
the steel industry, the aluminum in-
dustry, the chemical industry, the ce-
ment industry, the pharmaceutical in-
dustry, and others are coming to their 
elected representatives and saying: 
Why am I paying this tariff? What is up 
with that? Why do I have to do that? 

The answer from our Republican 
friends is that it is so the fossil fuel in-
dustry can keep polluting for free. 

I don’t think that is going to sell 
well in other board rooms. So that cre-
ates a little bit of industry-on-industry 
counterpressure. With any luck, that 
will be good enough to help us pass a 
proper carbon fee. 

By the way, I happen to have a bill 
for that. It would do all of those 

things. It is called the Clean Competi-
tion Act. I would commend that to the 
administration’s attention. 

The Biden administration seems to 
be shedding what was initially anti- 
CBAM skepticism. It has seemingly 
abandoned an effort to undercut the 
CBAM with a weak so-called steel and 
aluminum arrangement that deserv-
edly belongs in the bin as a climate re-
sponse. I hope very much the adminis-
tration will begin developing a positive 
response to the CBAM, and there is my 
bill as a model for them to take a look 
at. 

If we do this right, it spares Amer-
ican exporters paying these tariffs. 
That is a good thing. It also supports a 
global pressure against carbon pollu-
tion that puts us on a potential path to 
climate safety that we are not on now. 

Together, those two pieces won’t 
match a full, proper price on carbon, as 
proposed in my separate pollution fee 
bill, which I also commend when we get 
to a full, proper price on carbon, but it 
will get us a good ways there. 

While we are at it, we could add car-
bon pricing on luxury aircraft travel 
emissions to reduce those pollutants. 
There is no reason that somebody 
sporting around in a private jet 
shouldn’t be picking up the tab for the 
pollution they are leaving behind. We 
could add carbon pricing on shipping, 
which many of the leading shipping 
lines actually support. So we have a 
constituency to get this done in the in-
dustry. Those two things would help 
make more progress, and, yes, I have 
bills on each. 

But ultimately, we need to stop the 
fossil fuel industry’s dangerous and 
fraudulent pollute-for-free business 
model by making them pay to pollute, 
which is what they should be doing as 
a basic economic market theory prin-
ciple. But instead of obeying economic 
market theory, they are floating on a 
subsidy that the International Mone-
tary Fund has estimated at over $600 
billion with a ‘‘b’’—billion dollars— 
every single year. It makes it tough for 
renewables to compete against a $600- 
plus billion subsidy every single year. 
By the way, it also makes it easier to 
throw a few million dollars into con-
trolling Congress if you are protecting 
a subsidy of $600-plus billion every sin-
gle year. 

So there is this conflict between free 
market principles and fossil fuel sub-
sidies. Unfortunately, our Republican 
friends inevitably resolve that conflict 
in favor of fossil fuel subsidies, while 
conveniently taking billions of dollars 
in fossil fuel political money. 

Let me close by turning to methane. 
This graphic talks about economy-wide 
CO2 emissions in various climate policy 
scenarios, but methane is over 80 times 
as dangerous in the short term as a 
greenhouse gas than CO2 is. 

Folks, we have been disastrously bad 
at handling those methane emissions. 
Indeed, for years, EPA collected and re-
ported artificially low methane num-
bers that were not real—were not even 

close to real. The EPA methane effort 
was half-baked, ill-informed, and hap-
less. 

But something has changed. Now, we 
can spot methane emission sources 
from satellites. We can measure the in-
tensity of the methane leakage. And 
there is a new methane fee on industry 
methane leaks from my bill, which got 
into the IRA, and there is a new meth-
ane reg from EPA. The administration 
has announced a methane enforcement 
task force to use that new technology 
and find and fix and finish major meth-
ane leaks. If we can do that in this 
country, then we can go to the next 
COP with a program to have all inter-
national methane leaks found, fixed, 
and finished. If we do that globally, 
that is a very big step towards a path-
way to climate safety. 

Like the social cost of carbon, this 
plan—the methane enforcement task 
force—is set, but the implementation is 
still unknown. A rapid, robust, and ef-
ficient enforcement group could really 
make a difference in getting dangerous 
methane leaks plugged. A sloppy and 
indolent group that follows the ‘‘inter-
agency process’’ rule of moving at the 
speed of the slowest bureaucracy would 
be a real disappointment. So here 
again, we are doing oversight. 

Put these things together—a proper 
and well-implemented internal social 
cost of carbon made effective across all 
relevant Federal Agencies for all rel-
evant Agency decision making; plus a 
positive response, not a weak sister re-
sponse, to the EU-UK CBAM carbon 
border tariff; plus a tough, multi-Agen-
cy crackdown on industry methane 
leaks—and this trajectory towards cli-
mate safety begins to get more pos-
sible. 

Unfortunately, we just had bad news 
from the EPA on their powerplant pol-
lution rule. If you can believe it, their 
rule, which has been months and 
months and months in the making, will 
regulate coal-fired powerplants, which 
are dying out on their own, under their 
own sheer dead economic weight, and 
they will regulate new gas-powered 
powerplants, which aren’t built and 
therefore don’t have any emissions, but 
they won’t be regulating in this rule 
the part of the powerplant market that 
this year and in all future years will 
produce the majority of the emissions 
from that sector. It is the biggest piece 
of the powerplant emission sector, and 
they are simply not going to regulate 
it. That piece is the existing fleet of 
gas-powered powerplants. 

It is really hard to see the logic of 
giving that free pass to the major pol-
luting sector of the powerplant 
emitters, and it sends a terrible signal 
about the seriousness of the Agency. 
So let us hope that rule is a unique em-
barrassment and not a broader signal 
of weak, even pusillanimous, EPA ad-
ministrative effort on climate. 

The diligence with which the meth-
ane task force and social cost of carbon 
are implemented and the positivity of 
the U.S. response to the CBAM need to 
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send a much more serious signal, as 
should all future EPA rulemakings on 
powerplants, vehicles, and other large 
sources of carbon pollution. 

We are at a tipping point right now. 
When you get down to 1,200 different 
scenarios where only 11 remaining ones 
still get you near a climate safety 
pathway, you have to cut the loaf 
mighty thin. Making sure that we get 
this right, that we get onto one of 
those pathways, is going to require a 
carbon fee. It just is. 

By the way, that is what conserv-
ative economics tells you should be 
done. You can go to Milton Friedman, 
the high priest of free market econom-
ics, and he will say that if you are in-
volved in making a product that in-
volves polluting or some other what 
they call negative externality in eco-
nomics-ese, you have to bake that pol-
lution cost, bake that negative exter-
nality into the price of your product. If 
you haven’t done that, you are being 
subsidized. If you are being subsidized, 
that ain’t market economics. 

So the principle is right for this. 
Fairness is right because you should 
not be able to pollute for free, particu-
larly like the fossil fuel industry does, 
particularly creating the kind of harm 
they are creating. And, of course, there 
is this other question of making sure 
that our planet remains habitable in 
the manner that we are used to for our 
children and our grandchildren. 

Again, all of that is doable. All of 
that is doable with a price on carbon 
emissions. And there are not scenarios 
to take us down that pathway to cli-
mate safety without that carbon price. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

SMITH). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to legislative session 
and be in a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

RECOGNIZING THE DIKE-NEW 
HARTFORD WOLVERINES 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
it is no secret this U.S. Senator for 
Iowa loves history. And I love rooting 
for our Iowa student-athletes who put 
in the work at practices and in the off- 
season to play hard and walk off the 
court as champions, whether or not 
they win or lose the game that day. 

Today, I would like to toot the horn 
for my hometown team and its vic-
torious, history-making season. The 
Dike-New Hartford Wolverines won the 
2A State basketball title at the Iowa 
Girls State High School Basketball 

Tournament in Des Moines on Satur-
day, March 2, 2024. Getting to play in 
the historic and storied annual Iowa 
Girls State High School Basketball 
tournament is a privilege sought by 
7,500 basketball players across Iowa 
every year. This was the team’s fourth 
consecutive State basketball title, and 
with it, the Dike-New Hartford Wolver-
ines became the second program in 
State five-on-five history to take that 
crown four times in a row, 2021–2024. 
The Dike-New Hartford Wolverines now 
tie with the Ankeny Hawks who won 
four State titles from 2002–2005. A cen-
tury earlier, Audubon took home the 
title 4 years in a row at the six-on-six 
tournament, 1921–1924. 

In an interview after the Wolverine’s 
four-peat State title, the leading scorer 
in the championship game, Payton Pe-
tersen summed up the victory with a 
hot tip to her teammates and commu-
nity. ‘‘We worked so hard to get where 
we are. Sometimes you take things for 
granted, but just knowing you put 
blood, sweat, and tears into this, we’re 
working hard every day in practice and 
every summer. That’s a testament to 
what our team is, how our coaches 
coach and our community.’’ 

March is Iowa History Month and Na-
tional Women’s Month, both fitting 
themes to honor the accomplishments 
of the Dike-New Hartford Wolverines. 
Over their career, Barbara and I had 
the chance to see the team play and en-
joyed every minute of it. We congratu-
late the players, managers, trainers, 
coaches, cheerleaders, fans, and family 
members for their history-making sea-
son. It is a thrilling achievement that 
will bring these young student-athletes 
a lifetime of memories and lessons for 
years to come, from the pageantry of 
the tournament to the teamwork it 
takes to overcome obstacles, build con-
fidence, and lead to succeed. 

From the varsity starters to the 
bench players and fans in the stands, 
this was a team effort the entire com-
munity can take pride in celebrating. 
Congratulations to the coaches who de-
voted countless hours of time and prep-
aration, led by head coach Bruce Dall 
and assistant coaches Matt Dove, Ash-
ley Beninga, Craig Chapman, and 
Mandy Danner. Notably, Coach Dall 
has been named a finalist for the 2024 
National High School Athletic Coaches 
Association Coach of the Year. To all 
the athletes on the roster, keep up the 
good work. #RollBlue: 

PLAYERS 
Abby Jensen, Addy Joslin, Autumn 

Meester, Izzy Norton, Jadyn Petersen, Josey 
Syhlman, Joy Eilderts, Kailyn Meester, 
Keely Kauten, Kennedy Syhlman, Madde 
Buskohl, Mallory Petersen, Mariah Asche, 
Maryn Bixby, Miranda Tyler, Payton Foster, 
Payton Petersen, Rylee Reicks, Sophia Ben-
nett, Seeri Smith, Silvey Fuller, Sydney 
Anema. 

COACHES 
Bruce Dall, Matt Dove, Ashley Beninga, 

Craig Chapman, Mady Danner. 
MANAGERS 

Will Huck, Reedlynn Kannegieter, Zari 
Jones, Ashton Schmitz. 

MALPHINE FOGEL AND MARC 
FOGEL 

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I 
would like to talk about two Penn-
sylvanians, Malphine Fogel and Marc 
Fogel. Today, Malphine turned 95 in 
her Butler, PA, home. She has lived a 
long and fulfilling life, with a success-
ful career and a loving family. But 
today, one key part of her life is miss-
ing: her son Marc. Vladimir Putin has 
held Marc as a political pawn for more 
than 30 months on extreme charges for 
bringing into Russia less than an ounce 
of doctor-prescribed medical marijuana 
to treat his chronic pain. Instead of a 
nice dinner with Marc and his wife 
Jane at Malphine’s house and the 
knowledge that they drove safely down 
Route 8 and the Turnpike back to their 
Oakmont home, Malphine will be lucky 
to get a timed call from Marc. Instead 
of the joy of celebrating her 95th birth-
day, Malphine woke up and spent her 
day with the stress of not knowing if 
she will ever be with her son again. 

As Marc Fogel sits in prison after 
conviction by a kangaroo court, it is 
critical to highlight not only his plight 
and treatment by the Russians, but 
also those affected by it, like his 95- 
year-old mother. Malphine was born to 
Italian immigrants Guilliano and Ce-
leste Andreassi on March 11, 1929, in 
Brady’s Bend, PA, just west of Butler. 
Malphine was always a hard worker 
and earned valedictorian honors of the 
1947 class at East Brady High School. 
She then worked for many years as a 
proofreader at the local paper, the But-
ler Eagle. In 1957, Malphine married 
Maurice ‘‘Cubby’’ Fogel. Seven years 
later, they had three thriving chil-
dren—Mary Elise ‘‘Lisa,’’ Marc, and 
Anne—and Malphine had a bachelor’s 
in economics from Grove City College. 
While raising her kids, Malphine con-
tinued to work periodically at the But-
ler Eagle and the local elementary 
school, later joining Nationwide Insur-
ance Company. 

All the while, Malphine devoted her-
self to her family and her community. 
Every Sunday for over 60 years, she has 
driven the half hour to Brady’s Bend to 
visit the rest of her family; now, her 
sisters Lydia, Josephine, and Helen and 
her brother Silvio. In the midst of rais-
ing the family and still today, 
Malphine has tirelessly volunteered at 
her church to serve the needs of her 
local community. Malphine and her 
husband Cubby’s marriage lasted a 
happy 57 years, until 2014, when Cubby 
passed away from cancer related to his 
asbestos exposure while serving in the 
Navy during the Korean war. Malphine 
and Cubby’s three children all grew up 
to have successful and engaging careers 
and families. From meeting her and 
feeling the warmth of her home, I know 
why. At 95, Malphine is the proud 
grandmother of 9 grandchildren and 8 
great-grandchildren and an aunt to 51 
nieces and nephews. We can all learn a 
lot from Malphine about living a good 
life. I am thankful to her example for 
the 13 million Pennsylvanians across 
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