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must always travel great distances to 
work, to school, and to receive their 
medical care, will pay disproportion-
ately compared to those who have 
shorter distances to travel and can use 
public transportation. 

Some had hope that agriculture and 
rural America would actually benefit, 
somehow be made whole under this leg-
islation. Under Waxman-Markey, this 
clearly is not the case. 

Despite great potential for agri-
culture to sequester carbon, agri-
culture is not mentioned once in the 
section that defines offsets. Instead, 
H.R. 2454 directs the EPA to define the 
world of carbon offsets. This will lead 
to few benefits for farmers and ranch-
ers and will allow the EPA to further 
intrude upon our farms. 

EPA has consistently made harmful 
decisions that fail the test of common 
sense. Unless agricultural offsets are 
expressly defined and sole authority is 
given to the Department of Agri-
culture, farmers will never see benefits 
from this legislation. 

But even if those offsets are defined 
and USDA is given that authority, it is 
difficult to see how agriculture will 
overcome the increased cost of inputs 
caused by this cap-and-tax system. In 
the best case scenario under Waxman- 
Markey, a farmer could mitigate 10 to 
50 percent of the cost of the legislation. 
In the worst case scenario, farmers and 
ranchers could find themselves unable 
to access the carbon offset market at 
all and be forced to bear the full cost of 
this legislation. Either way, any hope 
for profitability in agriculture is bleak. 

I am especially concerned about the 
livestock sector. Unlike crop farmers, 
ranch operations and feed yards have 
few opportunities to accumulate car-
bon offsets. 

Much emphasis has been placed upon 
our Nation’s economic recovery since 
the market collapse of last fall. This 
bill is almost certain to destroy any 
chance of economic recovery if enacted 
in its current form. 

Congress should be allowed to obtain 
sound technical and economic analysis 
and address this legislation’s many, 
many, many flaws. If further legisla-
tive debate is denied, then we must do 
what common sense demands and de-
feat this bill. Congress rarely gets 
things right when we have ample time 
to properly consider policy changes, 
but it has never made good decisions 
when rushed by arbitrary timetables. 

Congress should abandon the current 
pace set by the Speaker of the House. 
Otherwise, Members of Congress will 
have abdicated their responsibilities 
and farmers and ranchers, rural Amer-
ica, and in fact, the entire country will 
suffer the consequences. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

HER NAME WAS NEDA: A 
GENERATIONAL CHANCE FOR 
FREEDOM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. MCCOTTER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Her name was Neda. 
In Farsi, it means ‘‘the voice.’’ True to 
her name, she loved music, sought free-
dom, and she’s dead, shot down in the 
streets by the Iranian regime’s state- 
sanctioned murderers. She must not 
have died in vain. 

Today, Iranians and Americans face a 
generational chance for freedom—one 
that ensures a rogue regime’s implo-
sion prevents a nuclear confrontation. 

Regrettably, our President’s ‘‘post- 
American’’ foreign policy presumes 
talk can thaw the murderous mullahs’ 
hearts and attain a ‘‘grand bargain’’ 
for peace in our time; consequently, 
while Iranians demanded their freedom 
from a barbarous regime, the President 
vapidly opined: ‘‘It is up to Iranians to 
make decisions about who Iran’s lead-
ers will be. We respect Iranian sov-
ereignty.’’ 

Then, as the crisis escalated, the 
President optimistically noted, 
‘‘You’ve seen in Iran some initial reac-
tion from the supreme leader that indi-
cates he understands the Iranian peo-
ple have deep concerns about the elec-
tion. And my hope is that the Iranian 
people will make the right steps in 
order for them to be able to express 
their voices, to express their aspira-
tions.’’ 

Tragically, the supreme leader’s deep 
concern drove him to step on the 
throats of pro-democracy protestors, 
like Neda. 

Next, on June 20, the President stat-
ed, ‘‘The universal rights to assembly 
and free speech must be respected, and 
the United States stands with all who 
seek to exercise those rights.’’ It was 
painfully evident just how far behind 
them he stood. ‘‘The last thing that I 
want to do is to have the United States 
be a foil for those forces inside Iran 
who would love nothing better than 
make this an argument about the 
United States.’’ 

With these contradictory statements 
of support and appeasement, the Presi-
dent returned to square one. ‘‘The Ira-
nian people will ultimately judge the 
actions of their own government. If the 
Iranian Government seeks the respect 
of the international community, it 
must respect the dignity of its own 
people and govern through consent, not 
coercion.’’ 

In truth, the Iranian people have al-
ready judged the regime and found it 
wanting. The supreme leader, his cleric 
cronies and their puppet government 
have never respected the dignity of the 
Iranian people or governed through 
consent. This is why the regime stole 
the election and shoots peaceful, pro- 
democracy demonstrators. Implying 
otherwise mocks the Iranians risking 
and losing their lives for liberty. 

As for the claim that American 
‘‘meddling’’ in support of the dem-

onstrators plays into the mullahs’ 
hands, the Iranian regime will claim 
this regardless, for as our President 
noted, ‘‘That’s what they do.’’ 

Yet, what matters is not what the re-
gime says about America, but what the 
demonstrators think about America. 
Presently, brave Iranians watch as our 
President still holds an open hand to 
the regime that opened fire on them, 
that opened fire on Neda. 

This is the passive, disastrous policy 
of Jimmy Carter that led to the rise of 
this rogue regime, not the courageous 
policy of Ronald Reagan that led to the 
demise of an evil empire. 

b 2015 

The surest, safest termination of 
Iran’s nuclear weapons program and 
support of terrorism is to hasten this 
fanatical tyranny’s collapse by sup-
porting its people’s liberty. Taking its 
rightful place amongst the community 
of free nations, a democratic Iran will 
necessarily realize and reverse the in-
sanity of this terrorist regime’s homi-
cidal obsession with nuclear weapons. 
Thus, for their and our security, the 
United States and the world must do 
everything in our power to further the 
Iranian demonstrators’ sacred claim to 
freedom. We know Neda did. 

Further, in the grand strategy of our 
war for freedom over terrorism, how we 
aid pro-democracy Iranians will remind 
the world of who we are. We are Ameri-
cans, the revolutionary children of 
freedom who have lived and died de-
fending our liberty and extending it to 
the enslaved and oppressed. We will do 
no less today in support of our Iranian 
brothers and sisters. 

Today Neda’s voice calls to our con-
sciences and warns that the fate of Ira-
nians’ liberty is entwined with the fate 
of America’s security. We must not 
miss this generational chance for free-
dom; again, one that ensures a rogue 
regime’s implosion, prevents a nuclear 
confrontation, and ensures that Neda 
and all of liberty’s martyrs shall not 
have died in vain. As Americans, we 
must seize this moment and help Ira-
nians seize their freedom. That’s what 
we do. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BRADY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

HAYNESVILLE SHALE HYDRAULIC 
FRACTURING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. FLEMING) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FLEMING. Madam Speaker, like 
most of America, I support an all-of- 
the-above solution to this Nation’s en-
ergy needs. I believe we can have it all 
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when it comes to energy. We can ag-
gressively pursue renewable energy, 
nuclear energy and other innovative al-
ternatives while continuing efforts to 
expand our domestic supply of fossil 
fuels. We live in a country rich in en-
ergy sources, and Congress should en-
courage production from all available 
resources and technologies. 

Tonight I’d like to focus on a reli-
able, clean-burning alternative fuel 
which is in extraordinary abundance 
right under our feet in this country, 
and that is natural gas. 

Located in my district in northwest 
Louisiana, recent estimates have pro-
jected the Haynesville Shale contains 
234 trillion cubic feet of potential nat-
ural gas production. This would make 
it the largest natural gas play in the 
United States and one of the largest in 
the world, the equivalent of 18 years’ 
worth of U.S. oil production. 

I want to point out to you, the 
crosshatch area is the so-called 
Haynesville Shale. As you can see, it 
overlies several parishes in Louisiana 
as well as several counties in Texas, a 
very wide area. Now of course for those 
listening, shale is nothing more and 
nothing less than a rock formation 
deep down in the Earth, somewhere 
around 2 miles in depth, that acts like 
a sponge that’s full of either gas or oil, 
and sometimes both. Today we have 
great methods of extracting fossil fuels 
from the shale. 

But let me turn to some more statis-
tics regarding the Haynesville Shale. 
It’s provided massive injections of cap-
ital into the Fourth Congressional Dis-
trict of Louisiana, my district. It’s 
pumped $4.5 billion into the economy 
in FY 2008. It’s created nearly $3.9 bil-
lion in household earnings in the same 
year. The greatest impact on indirect 
and household earnings was experi-
enced by workers in the mining sector, 
with new household earnings of $191.3 
million in 2008. It’s created over $30 
million in new earnings in seven sepa-
rate sectors. Number one, mining, 
$191.3 million; health care, $56.7 mil-
lion; management, $46.6 million; pro-
fessional, scientific and technical serv-
ices, $38.5 million; retail trade, $35.7 
million; manufacturing, $33.5 million; 
and construction, $31.8 million. 

It directly and indirectly created 
over 32,000 jobs. The new jobs created 
by the extraction activities in the 
Haynesville Shale are widely dispersed 
across industries. Large impacts have 
been felt in utilities, 5,229 jobs; mining 
3,808; health care, 3,496 jobs; and retail 
trade, 3,433. 

Those are a lot of numbers, but I 
think you understand that the mag-
nitude is what counts here. Conserv-
ative estimates report that State and 
local tax revenues increased by at least 
$153.3 million in 2008 due to the extrac-
tion activities of the Haynesville 
Shale. Needless to say, Louisiana is not 
suffering from the effects of the reces-
sion, unemployment, or real estate 
that many other States are today, 
largely due to the Haynesville Shale. 

Some parishes are reporting a 300 per-
cent increase in sales tax collections. 

I wanted to talk a moment about 
how we get the natural gas out of that 
shale that we’re talking about that’s 2 
miles deep in the Earth. The method is 
called hydraulic fracturing, or 
‘‘hydrofracking’’ is a more common 
term. This method has been used for 
over 60 years and is responsible for 30 
percent of America’s recoverable oil 
and gas. Of wells currently operating 
today, over 90 percent have been frac-
tured at least once. 

Environmentalists and their allies in 
Congress are escalating their assault 
on affordable and reliable energy with 
the legislation that would place regula-
tion of hydraulic fracturing under the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, SDWA, a law 
that was never intended for this pur-
pose. This legislation would have far- 
reaching negative impacts on energy, 
energy producers and consumers alike. 
For years this process has been safely 
and effectively regulated by individual 
States; and of the more than 1 million 
wells fractured, not a single case of 
drinking water contamination has ever 
been recorded. 

In my State of Louisiana, three dif-
ferent agencies have oversight related 
to this process. So you see, it’s not an 
unregulated process to begin with. 
First is the Office of Conservation of 
the Louisiana Department of Natural 
Resources, then the Louisiana Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality and, fi-
nally, the Department of Health and 
Hospitals, which tests potable water. 
Additionally, these agencies already 
work closely in association with exist-
ing Federal regulations under the EPA. 
As illustrated in these graphics, cur-
rent industry practices ensure multiple 
levels of protection between any 
sources of drinking water and the pro-
duction zone of an oil and gas well. 

Fresh water aquifers are located relatively 
close to the surface. In the Haynesville shale, 
for instance, the Wilcox aquifer is found at 
depths between 200 and 600 feet. 

The practice of hydrofracking takes place at 
a depth of over 10,000 feet or roughly 2 miles. 

To put this into perspective, the distance be-
tween the aquifer and the hydrofracking 
equals about 33 footballs fields or 8 Empire 
State Buildings stacked on top of each other. 

To ensure that neither the fluid pumped 
through the well, nor the oil or gas collected, 
enters the water supply, steel casings are in-
serted into the well to depths of between 
1,000 and 4,000 feet. 

Oil and gas companies are required to set 
protective surface casing well beyond the 
water table. For example, in the Haynesville 
Shale, surface casing must be set at a min-
imum of 1,800 feet. 

The space between this first casing string 
and drilled hole is filled with cement. 

The casing, cement specifications and ce-
menting process are governed by state and 
federal regulations as well as industry stand-
ards. In every case this process is supervised 
by state agency officials. 

Federal regulation of ‘‘hydrofracking’’ under 
the EPA would result in a sharp increase in 
costs to small and independent producers, as 

well as a dramatic decrease in output and job 
creation. 

Production in large shale plays such as the 
Haynesville Shale in Louisiana, the Barnett in 
Texas and the Marcellus Shale in the North-
east U.S. would essentially grind to a halt and 
billions of dollars in federal and state tax rev-
enue would be lost. 

It is crucial that Congress recognize what 
resources, such as the Haynesville Shale, will 
play in this country’s long-term economic and 
national security. 

f 

THE TRIPLE PLAY ALTERNATIVE 
TO CAP-AND-TRADE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. ING-
LIS) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. INGLIS. Last night in 
Spartanburg, South Carolina, we had a 
town meeting; and folks were joining 
in this debate we will be having here 
this week in Washington about climate 
legislation. There were folks who spoke 
passionately about the need to take ac-
tion, and I’m in agreement with them. 
There is a need to take action and to 
discharge a stewardship obligation. 
Then there were others who really 
didn’t buy the science of climate 
change. And so there was a good dis-
cussion, a good debate. There’s going 
to be a debate here on this House floor, 
perhaps by the end of the week. 

Madam Speaker, what I’d like to say 
tonight is that there is a need to act. 
There is a need to act in a way that 
wins a triple play for this century in 
America. If we play this right, it really 
is an opportunity to do three things si-
multaneously. One, improve the na-
tional security of the United States; 
two, create jobs; and three, clean up 
the air. 

So let’s hear about the triple play. It 
starts by stopping the current cap-and- 
trade proposal. The problem with cap- 
and-trade is: It’s a massive tax increase 
in the midst of a recession; it’s a Wall 
Street trading scheme that would 
make traders on Wall Street blush; and 
it punishes American manufacturing 
because the tax—the cap-and-trade, 
which is essentially a tax—is applied 
only to domestically produced goods 
and not to imported goods. So if that’s 
the case, if it’s really not going to ac-
complish what we want to accomplish, 
what would be better? I think it’s im-
portant that those of us who are op-
posed to cap-and-trade come with 
something better. The ‘‘better’’ that I 
would propose is this: It’s a revenue- 
neutral tax swap. Basically what we 
would do is we would reduce FICA 
taxes. That’s the payroll taxes on your 
paycheck. You reduce those; and in an 
equal amount, you impose a tax on car-
bon dioxide. There’s no additional take 
to the government, so it’s revenue-neu-
tral. You apply this transparent tax—it 
is admittedly a tax—to imported goods 
as well as domestically produced goods. 
The result is, there is one less reason 
to export productive capacity from the 
United States; and we achieve this tri-
ple play. We can simultaneously create 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 04:33 Jun 24, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K23JN7.063 H23JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2019-05-03T10:46:12-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




