United States
of America

Congressional Recora

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 112 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

Vol. 157

WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, APRIL 6, 2011

No. 49

House of Representatives

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. ELLMERS).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
April 6, 2011.

I hereby appoint the Honorable RENEE
ELLMERS to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

————
RECOGNIZING FIFTH ANNIVER-
SARY OF JOSHUA'’S HEART

FOUNDATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, | rise today to recognize an extraor-
dinary young man from my congres-
sional district, Mr. Joshua Williams,
on the fifth anniversary of his out-
standing organization called Joshua’s
Heart Foundation.

At the age of 5, while watching “‘Feed
the Children” one evening, a question

arose in Joshua’s head: What else can |
do to help? In the weeks following,
Joshua would create the basis to what
has now become a great charity in our
community.

Today, Joshua’s Heart Foundation
has grown from feeding a handful of
families to over 1,000 throughout south
Florida in just a few years. Later this
month, Madam Speaker, on April 30,
from 12 to 4 p.m. at Palm Island Park
in Miami Beach, in my congressional
district, Joshua’s Heart Foundation
will be holding a celebration of its 5-
year anniversary, and, yes, they will be
feeding the hungry.

I encourage all in south Florida to
join Joshua at this amazing event and
again congratulate him on his many
years of service to our community,
even at such a young age.

———
RAPE IN THE MILITARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SPEIER) for 5 minutes.

Ms. SPEIER. Madam Speaker, | rise
today to speak about an abomination,
and | vow to speak about it every week
until this Congress and this adminis-
tration does something more than offer
lip service.

Read my lips: The military must end
rape in this country, and those who
commit such crimes must be brought
to justice. The fact that women in the
military are being raped and our gov-
ernment is turning a blind eye is dis-
turbing enough. Even worse, it is not
our enemies abroad who are commit-
ting these horrific crimes. It’s Amer-
ican soldiers abusing many of our own,
often with nothing more than a slap on
the wrist and sometimes with an unbe-
lievable promotion.

We have a military culture that con-
dones, and in some cases rewards, this
type of abusive and violent behavior
against female soldiers, who are now
more likely to be raped by fellow sol-

diers than killed by enemy fire. This is
a national disgrace, and the longer it
goes unaddressed, Congress becomes an
accomplice in these crimes.

You know, we in Congress do some-
thing really well—we hold hearings,
and then we do nothing. Congress has
held 18 hearings in the last 16 years on
this issue, and nothing has changed.
The Department of Defense estimates
that over 19,000 servicemembers were
raped or sexually assaulted in 2010; but
due to fear of retribution and a failure
to prosecute these crimes, only 13.5
percent are reported. These are Depart-
ment of Defense figures: 19,000 soldiers
raped in the military every year.

So beginning today, | am going to
tell these women'’s stories on the House
floor, and I'm going to keep telling
them and keep telling them until
something is done about it.

Earlier this year, 17 servicemembers,
15 of them women, filed a lawsuit
against the Federal Government accus-
ing the Pentagon of ignoring their own
cases of sexual assault. Today, | want
to tell you about one of those, Tech-
nical Sergeant Mary Gallagher. She de-
ployed to Irag in 2009 as a member of
the Air National Guard. Her allega-
tions are as follows. Now I’'m warning
you, some of the language is graphic.

On November 5, 2009, while she was
deployed in lIragq, a coworker offered
her a ride home to her living quarters.
When she accepted, instead of driving
her home, he drove her to a remote
area and tried to Kkiss her. Technical
Sergeant Gallagher threatened to re-
port him. He became angry and ver-
bally assaulted her. She reported the
incident to command, but they claimed
that they could do nothing about it.

On November 7, the coworker began
to stalk Technical Sergeant Gallagher.
He tried to break into her room, claim-
ing she didn’t know what she was miss-
ing. He telephoned her repeatedly. She
again reported her coworker’s threat-
ening behavior to command but was
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advised that they could do nothing be-
cause it was a ‘‘he said, she said”’ situa-
tion.

Five days later, on November 12, the
coworker sexually assaulted her in the
restroom. He pushed her up against the
left side of the wall, took his right
hand and pulled her pants and under-
wear down and then used his hand to
rub her vagina. He simultaneously
ground his penis against her and talked
about how much he was enjoying the
assault.

Technical Sergeant Gallagher de-
scribed the incident this way to NBC:
‘I thought he was going to kill me that
night. | felt completely isolated and
alone and really scared. Here | was in
the middle of a foreign country in the
middle of a war.”

Sergeant Gallagher did not report
the violent assault immediately be-
cause command had advised her that
nothing could be done after she had re-
ported the coworker’s threatening be-
havior before. Two weeks later, when
she was asked for more details of the
events on November 5 and 7, at that
point she reported the violent assault.
Command’s only response was to reas-
sign the assailant and order him to re-
frain from any contact with her. She
was then lectured by the base chaplain,
who claimed that 96 percent of sexual
assaults on women occur when drink-
ing is involved. Technical Sergeant
Gallagher had not been drinking during
any of the assaults.

This is a harrowing story, and it’s
one of 19,000 that must be heard. Tech-
nical Sergeant Gallagher fought for us.
It’s now time for us to fight for her.

———

VOTE “*“NO” ON THE “DIRTY AIR
ACT”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. HEINRICH) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. HEINRICH. Madam Speaker, 14
weeks have gone by and the Republican
majority has still not offered a single
jobs package. Instead, we continue to
see radical attacks on everything from
Medicare to vital clean air protections.

The dirty air act that we’re consid-
ering today destroys the EPA’s ability
to limit air pollution under the Clean
Air Act, an unprecedented move that
ignores scientific consensus and public
health. Instead of creating jobs, the
Republicans are asking us to pass legis-
lation that would put our Nation’s
health and safety at risk.

This radical bill also halts a measure
that would save American families
thousands of dollars a year in fuel
costs and make America more energy
independent. We must make our policy
decisions based on science, not on poli-
tics.

I would urge my colleagues to vote
against this dirty air act today.
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SUPPORT THE BATFE REFORM
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. ALTMIRE) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Speaker, |
rise today to ask my colleagues to sup-
port a legislative effort to modernize
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Fire-
arms, and Explosives. | have joined
with Congressman STEVE KING to in-
troduce the BATFE Reform Act, which
will safeguard American citizens’ Sec-
ond Amendment rights by bringing
commonsense reform to the BATFE so
that it can do a better job of punishing
lawbreakers and keeping guns out of
the hands of criminals, without placing
undue restrictions on local businesses
in this difficult economy.

Our proposed legislation would make
sure that federally licensed firearms
dealers are not subject to poorly for-
mulated and unnecessary regulations
by updating the rules and potential
penalties governing individuals and
businesses that hold a Federal firearms
license so they are clear and fair.

Our goal is to create a fair system
under which firearms dealers with
minor paperwork errors are no longer
threatened with the loss of their liveli-
hoods. Defining a willful violation is an
important step in clarifying the way
Federal firearms license holders are
punished by the BATFE. Currently, the
Bureau is limited in most cases to ei-
ther giving a warning or totally revok-
ing a license, no matter how minor or
severe the violation. That’s the current
law. But | believe that these small
business owners and law-abiding citi-
zens should not be so harshly punished
for small or even insignificant book-
keeping errors.

Our legislation would create a new
system of penalties for Federal fire-
arms license holders who commit
minor violations, and prevent the Bu-
reau from revoking Federal firearms li-
censes for minor technical violations
such as improperly using abbreviations
or filing records in the wrong order.
Revocation of a license could still be
an option for the BATFE to punish
willful violation of the law, but it
would not be the only option.

The BATFE Reform Act would also
make commonsense reforms to help
small businesses that sell firearms. For
example, it would provide a Federal
firearms license holder with the time
to liquidate their inventory if they are
going out of business. It would also
allow a grace period for people taking
over an existing firearms business in
which they can correct preexisting
record-keeping violations from the pre-
vious owner and make necessary up-
dates to the license application proce-
dures.

Our bill would permanently ban the
creation of a centralized electronic
index of dealers’ records to protect gun
owners’ privacy and ensure that law-
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abiding gun owners will not unknow-
ingly end up in a Federal gun registra-
tion database. Congress has included
this language in its annual appropria-
tions bills banning the creation of an
index for more than a decade. This
time we want to give it the weight of
law so we can give gun owners cer-
tainty and make this policy part of the
existing law.

The NRA has endorsed this legisla-
tion, and | would ask my fellow Rep-
resentatives to show their support for
the Second Amendment and small busi-
nesses nationwide by cosponsoring the
BATFE Reform Act.

———

REMEMBERING APRIL 10 IN
POLISH HISTORY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, | rise
to honor the memory today of the vic-
tims of the April 10, 2010, plane crash in
Smolensk, Russia, that 1 year ago
killed much of the Nation of Poland’s
national leadership. Last year, the
House and Senate overwhelmingly
passed resolutions to express America’s
unwavering support for the people and
Government of Poland, and to offer our
heartfelt sympathies for the families
and loved ones of those who perished.

April 10 has long been a day of mem-
ory for the Polish people and those of
Polish descent, because on that day 71
years ago the Soviets carried out a hor-
rific act against the Polish people. |
am talking about the Katyn Forest
massacre. Last year, Polish President
Lech Kaczynski was leading a Polish
delegation to Russia for the 70th com-
memoration of that massacre. This was
to be an historic event because it was
also to be the first time that a Russian
leader was to attend the commemora-
tion.

The truth of the Katyn Forest mas-
sacre was hidden and lied about for
decades. And today, the entire world
knows that in 1940 the Soviet secret po-
lice were ordered by Joseph Stalin to
systematically round up and murder
all of Poland’s officers, intellectuals,
national leaders, teachers, university
presidents. As many as 22,000 people
were Killed in that heinous crime.

For decades, the Soviets tried to
cover up their guilt by blaming this
atrocity on the Nazis. There is plenty
of blame for them too, but the truth of
Katyn was never told.

I am proud that this country and this
House have long demanded that the
truth about the Katyn massacre be ex-
posed. In 1951, it was this House of Rep-
resentatives that established a select
committee to conduct and investigate
the facts, evidence, and circumstances
of the Katyn Forest massacre. One
year later, the committee unanimously
concluded that the Soviets had been re-
sponsible. Unconscionably, the Soviets
continued to deny their actions until
President Mikhail Gorbachev made a
statement on April 13, 1990.
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We knew that the 70th commemora-
tion of this atrocity was to be historic.
But the world was further shocked that
this tragic day was to witness yet an-
other obliteration of the leaders of the
Polish Nation. Last April 10, the Polish
President’s airliner, a Russian Tupelov
TU-154M that had been recently over-
hauled in Russia, crashed as it was
landing near Smolensk. Everyone on
board, all 96 people, were Killed, includ-
ing Poland’s President, its first lady,
the deputy foreign minister, the deputy
defense minister, the director of na-
tional intelligence, dozens of members
of Parliament, the chiefs of staff of the
Army and Navy, along with the presi-
dent of the Polish bank.

Also on board the plane was Anna
Walentynowicz, the former dock work-
er whose firing in 1980 sparked Poland’s
heroic Solidarity strike that ulti-
mately overthrew the Communist Gov-
ernment of Poland. Ryszard
Kaczorowski, who served as Poland’s
final President in exile before the
country’s return to democracy, was
killed, as well as Wojciech Seweryn, a
Chicago artist whose father was killed
in Katyn.

I want to honor their memory today
and the memory of all those who were
killed at Katyn. And | want to express
our support for the Polish people and
the Polish Government as it seeks full
answers surrounding the plane crash,
particularly access to the black boxes
that were taken by Russia, and the
government’s other physical materials
held related to this tragedy.

Poland is a strong U.S. ally. Polish
leaders like Thaddeus Kosciuszko
helped fight for our country’s freedom
when our Republic was founded over
200 years ago. And America stood with
Poland’s Solidarity movement as it
fought against the oppression of the
Communists. In the face of these dual
tragedies, at Smolensk April 10, 2010,
and Katyn in 1940, America stands with
the liberty-loving people of Poland.

———

U.S. MANUFACTURING AND CHI-
NA’S CURRENCY MANIPULATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. MicHAUD) for 5 minutes.

Mr. MICHAUD. Madam Speaker, |
rise today to express my concern about
the decline in U.S. manufacturing and
China’s currency manipulation. It is
time our government responded to
these issues by developing a national
manufacturing strategy and bringing
to the floor immediately H.R. 639, the
Currency Reform for Fair Trade Act.

This chart here shows a significant
drop in manufacturing employment in
the United States. We have lost nearly
6 million manufacturing jobs in the
last decade alone. At our current rate,
it will take us 24 years to get back the
U.S. manufacturing jobs that we have
lost between the year 2000 and 2010.
Just last month, a report revealed that
United States manufacturing is now in
second place behind China. Making
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things here at home is critical for our
economic diversity, our national secu-
rity, and just makes common sense.
China’s enormous growth in manufac-
turing has come at America’s expense,
and it is bad for American businesses
and American jobs.

There are many reasons for our man-
ufacturing sector’s decline. | want to
highlight two that the Obama adminis-
tration and Congress can act upon
today. First, we need to develop, adopt,
and adhere to a comprehensive na-
tional manufacturing strategy. Second,
we need to address China’s currency
manipulation and stop giving our man-
ufacturing jobs to Beijing.

A national manufacturing strategy
makes sense. Many developed econo-
mies and many of our competitors, in-
cluding China, have them. If China is
going to implement nationwide policies
designed to boost specific sectors, so
should we. Our strategy should not in-
volve illegal trade practices like China,
but it should involve clear objectives.
We should ask ourselves the question,
what should the American manufac-
turing sector look like? | believe a di-
verse, robust manufacturing sector is
key to a strong American economy and
critical to our national security.
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The strategy should also evaluate
what policy changes are needed to pro-
mote more domestic production. We
should seek the input from companies
that currently choose to make their
products in the U.S., and we should
also consider ways to incentivize U.S.
production through our tax structure.

And, finally, the manufacturing
strategy should establish clear metrics
of success over the short, medium and
long term. Our manufacturing sector
has declined over the last several dec-
ades, and it won’t be rebuilt overnight.
But if we are going to reclaim our spot
as a leader in manufacturing, we are
going to have to have our own roadmap
for the United States manufacturing
industry.

The second thing we should do to
help U.S. manufacturing is address Chi-
na’s currency manipulation. By devalu-
ing the yuan, China makes their ex-
ports cheaper and U.S. imports more
expensive.

This is unfair, and it creates an
unlevel playing field that forces U.S.
businesses to close their doors here in
the United States. We cannot wait any
longer to take action. Diplomacy has
not worked, so we must seek legisla-
tive action.

Congress must pass the Currency Re-
form for Fair Trade Act immediately,
and President Obama must sign it. In
addition, the United States should
bring a WTO case against China for
undervaluing its currency. We have to
fight this blatant violation of trade law
through every step available to do
that.

China’s currency manipulations put
Americans out of work and force Amer-
ican businesses to close their doors. We
must act with urgency to stop that.
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I urge my colleagues to support a na-
tional manufacturing strategy and
urge the House leadership to bring H.R.
639 to the floor for a vote immediately.

———

ONE-WEEK CONTINUING
RESOLUTION/2012 BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, budg-
ets are not simply about dollars and
cents. They are about values and prior-
ities. And the debate over spending has
revealed Republican priorities, in my
opinion, in the worst possible light.

First, Republicans passed a spending
plan for the remainder of the fiscal
year that would cripple America’s abil-
ity to out-innovate, out-educate, and
out-build its competitors. That spend-
ing plan would cut billions in medical
and energy research, cut out support
for 20,000 research scientists, Kick
200,000 children out of Head Start, put
college out of reach for millions of
middle class students, and end vital in-
frastructure projects in 40 States, in-
frastructure projects which provide
American jobs.

A consensus of nonpartisan econo-
mists has found that the plan will cost
us hundreds of thousands of jobs. And
Mark Zandi, Moody’s Analytics chief
economist and an adviser to Senator
MCCAIN’s Presidential campaign, said
that it would cost almost 700,000 jobs.

In addition to these skewed prior-
ities, Republicans are insisting that
any bill, any bill to keep the govern-
ment open must also include con-
troversial social policy provisions that
have little, if anything, to do with the
deficit, even though their own Pledge
to America promised to ‘““end the prac-
tice of packaging unpopular bills with
'must-pass’ legislation,” Dbills that
should pass on their merits, not as re-
lated to some extraneous issue.

Rather than compromise with Presi-
dent Obama, with the Democrats in the
Senate and the House, Republicans are
threatening, once again, to shut down
government as they did in 1995.

Now they tell us that they will back
off on their threat but only if we pass
a partisan, l-week spending bill that
triples the ransom to keep the govern-
ment open. In other words, this bill
contains three times the weekly cuts
as the last week-to-week bill did. It
also takes all cuts from only a small
slice of the budget.

Frankly, Madam Speaker, that
makes this latest bill a mockery of fis-
cal responsibility, especially because it
leaves entirely untouched for the rest
of the year what the Secretary of De-
fense himself has called the Pentagon’s
“culture of endless money.” This par-
tisan patch contradicts Republicans’
own promises to put everything on the
table, defense spending included.

Listen to their own words, as re-
ported by the Associated Press on Jan-
uary 23: “The House’s new majority
leader, Representative ERIC CANTOR of
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Virginia, has said defense programs
could join others on the cutting
board.” But, of course, they haven’t
done that.

New York Times, January 27: ‘“‘Rep-
resentative Chris Gibson, a tea party-
endorsed freshman Republican and re-
tired Army colonel, made it clear that
no part of the Pentagon’s $550 billion
budget, some $700 billion including the
wars in Irag and Afghanistan, was im-
mune. ‘This deficit that we have
threatens our very way of life, and ev-
erything needs to be on the table.””
However, they have not done that.

Congressman MIKE PENCE, on Janu-
ary 7, said: “‘If we are going to put our
fiscal house in order, we have to be
able to look at defense.” We need a
strong defense. | am a supporter of a
strong defense. But to take those dol-
lars off the table is irresponsible and
inconsistent with the representations
that our Republican friends have made.

Those words are sounding very hol-
low, however, today. Why are Repub-
licans breaking their word, Madam
Speaker? Because, in my opinion, they
know that the only way to get their
conference to support this spending bill
is to bribe it with a year of defense
spending left untouched and a divisive
social policy provision as well, which is
what they said they would not do.

What we need to do is sit down and
over the next 72 hours, now over the
next 48 hours, frankly, come to com-
promise. That’s our job. ‘“My way or
the highway”’ is never going to get it
done.

Finally, Republicans showed their
priorities in their budget for the up-
coming fiscal year. We will have a lot
to say about that in the days ahead.

Their budget ends Medicare as we
know it. Seniors thought that they
were going to protect Medicare. Well,
their way of protecting it is ending it.
It dismantles Medicaid and other vital
programs for our seniors. We will talk
a lot about that in the coming days.

And on top of that, it includes yet trillions
more in tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans.

We can do better. Rather than using our
debt as an excuse to pass a nakedly partisan
agenda, we need to take a bipartisan ap-
proach that puts everything on the table:

Keeping our entittement programs solvent;
scrutinizing our spending, defense and non-
defense, for waste and low priorities; and
passing deficit-reducing tax reform.

Those are the hard choices and shared sac-
rifices that Americans have a right to expect.

———

NO JOBS AGENDA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. McDERMOTT) for 5
minutes.

Mr. McCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker,
the Republicans ran on a jobs agenda;
but so far this Congress, they have not
done one thing to help Americans find
jobs. For 14 weeks, they have been run-
ning the House with not one mention
of jobs.

The Republicans have put their budg-
et proposal out now, and now we have
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their real agenda: a radically ideolog-
ical plan to protect giveaways to cor-
porations and to attack the elderly,
the poor, women and children of the
country. Reaganomics drove this coun-
try to the brink of bankruptcy in the
1980s. Reaganomics drove the world
economy to the brink again in the
Bush years, and now the Republicans
are trying for a third time to impose
their intolerance and everyone-for-
themselves economics on the American
people.

We need to be fiscally responsible. |
think there are things moderate Re-
publicans and Democrats can agree on,
but the Republican plan is to dismantle
the social safety net of this country.
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This is a debate we should have.

Republicans often chuckle that win-
ning at politics is worth the cost to
their conscience of being straight with
the public. I think we need to let citi-
zens come to their own conclusions by
giving them some facts. And here are
some indisputable facts about the Re-
publican budget plan:

First, the Republican budget has
mostly fictitious numbers. The media
has picked up on the Republican num-
ber of ““$6 trillion in savings’ like cat-
nip, but the Republicans made up most
of the numbers of the plan to get there.
To create this big number, the Repub-
licans ignored the Congressional Budg-
et Office. That’s quite a strategy. If the
nonpartisan budget scorekeepers don’t
say what the Republicans want, the Re-
publicans just ignore it and make up
their own numbers.

Secondly, the Republicans’ answer to
the people in need is to dismantle Med-
icaid and leave health care for the poor
to the States. The Republicans will
drop millions of low-income people,
children, seniors, disabled, and preg-
nant women off their rolls. Not only
that, those patients that are left on the
rolls will get a different kind of care
from State to State, and some of that
care is very bare bones. You shouldn’t
have to care about where you live if
you are poor, elderly or a child in this
country. There are some States that
you don’t want to live in.

Third, the Republican plan does
nothing, not one thing, about the hun-
dreds of billions of dollars of tax breaks
American people give corporations
every single year. The Republican plan
even cuts more for the superrich in this
country.

Republicans say they don’t like to
pick winners and losers. But they pick
winners and losers all the time when
they give money to oil companies and
Wall Street and then push the disabled
people living in poverty off the Med-
icaid health insurance.

And the Republican Party does noth-
ing, not one thing, about the defense
budget. Irag is winding down, Afghani-
stan is winding down, and Libya will be
over shortly, but they don’t take one
thin dime out of the defense budget.
They can’t find anything to save any-
place.
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Now, the American people need to
know the facts. The fact is that if we
restored the fair Clinton-era tax rates,
what we had in effect before 2000, and
kept all other spending at the same
point, our deficit drops by two-thirds.
That’s where we are today. In 10 years,
it drops by two-thirds. That’s a simple
plan that is very doable without de-
stroying the safety net in this country,
without going after all the poor and
the dispossessed in this country.

We still have to work to lower the
deficit even more. We need the right
priorities. And the right priorities
should be figuring out more ways to
save on health care spending. We spend
too much for too little results. If we
don’t deal with health care costs, this
deficit is going to be very tough to deal
with.

But the Republican plan is to demon-
ize poor people and union workers.
Take a good look at Wisconsin. You’d
think all the problem in Wisconsin was
because of school teachers. Now, that
blaming everyone else for the economic
disaster is simply to avoid the admis-
sion of what they have done. The Re-
publicans take zero responsibility for
their disastrous policies and then say
the situation they created is the reason
why we need to implement every form
of their radically failed philosophy. It’s
cynical. It’s ugly politics. And it’s the
Republican strategy.

Consider what they’re doing to sen-
iors. They’re saying to seniors: Now
you have a set of guaranteed benefits.
We’re going to take it away and give
you a voucher. Go look for some health
insurance. And good luck.

———

CUT AFGHANISTAN, NOT SUPPORT
FOR SENIORS, SCHOOLCHILDREN,
AND WORKING FAMILIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WOOLSEY) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, my
friends on other side of the aisle re-
leased their budget blueprint for 2012
yesterday. Let’s leave aside for the mo-
ment that they’re prepared to shut
down the government rather than fund
it at acceptable levels for the rest of
fiscal year 2011. If you thought H.R. 1
was bad, wait until you see what they
have in store for 2012 and the decade to
come.

It’s an appalling, radical, and reck-
less proposal. They want to shred the
social safety net and decimate the pro-
grams for the most vulnerable Ameri-
cans, the programs that they depend on
to get through day-to-day life. They
demand sacrifice from working fami-
lies and the middle class, but none, no
sacrifice from special interests and the
big oil companies.

I saw a lot of words in their budget
proposal. But one that | don’t believe
was mentioned a single time is “Af-
ghanistan.”” The war in Afghanistan, in
addition to having cost us more than
1,500 American lives, is costing the tax-
payers nearly $7 billion a month and is
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proving to be a crashing failure. This
war is in its 10th year, and we still
haven’t vanquished the Taliban. We
still haven’t brought a stable democ-
racy to Afghanistan. And we still
haven’t trained the Afghans to take re-
sponsibility for their own security.

The Republicans want to cut waste-
ful, ineffective government programs.
Well, if that is true, | suggest the ma-
jority start with Afghanistan before
going after American seniors, school-
children, and working people. My Re-
publican colleagues believe in limited
government as long as the things
they’re limiting are taxes paid by spe-
cial interests and investments in peo-
ple who need a helping hand. When it
comes to foreign invasions and decade-
long military occupations, Republicans
are the biggest spenders of all.

With these priorities, not only have
they lost their moral compass, they’ve
lost the American people as well. Re-
cent polling shows that overwhelming
majorities want to see spending on
Medicare, Medicaid, and education in-
creased or stay the same. By contrast,
nearly two-thirds of Americans are fed
up with the war in Afghanistan and
don’t think it’s worth fighting.

It’s impossible, Madam Speaker, to
take seriously any budget proposal
that doesn’t even mention Afghanistan
or Iraq and doesn’t cut billions and bil-
lions in wasteful war spending from the
budget.

It’s time to bring our troops home.
It’s the right thing to do. It’s what the
people want. It’s a sensible, humane,
and compassionate path to fiscal re-
sponsibility.

———

THE FIRST AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Madam Speaker, earlier this year, an
irresponsible bigot burned a Koran in
Florida. That was a despicable act. But
unfortunately, a number of far worse
acts eventuated; that is, the murder,
calculated and deliberate murder, of a
number of innocent people in Afghani-
stan by people purporting to be defend-
ing their religion against the burning
of a book in Florida by massacring in-
nocent civilians in Afghanistan.

And | am pleased that people, includ-
ing General Petraeus and others, con-
demned the irresponsibility of the
Koran burning, but there needs to be
even greater condemnation of the no-
tion that that in any way justifies
murder. That includes a kind of con-
demnation, in my judgment, of the
President of Afghanistan, our increas-
ingly unimpressive ally Mr. Karzai,
who, | believe, added to the furor there
by insisting that the man who burned
the Koran should have been prosecuted.
Well, under American law, he was not
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prosecuted. He should not have been.
The right to do obnoxious things is a
very important part of the First
Amendment.

But what is most appalling is that
people purported, in the name of reli-
gion, then not even to do anything
against that individual, and that would
have been unjustified. | am not sug-
gesting that there is any justification
for any violence against him. But vio-
lence against people in Afghanistan,
employees of the United Nations there
for humanitarian reasons, other citi-
zens of Western countries, for them to
have been assaulted and murdered by
people purporting to be acting in the
name of religion, that is the true out-
rage.

And | hope people will resist any
temptation even to equate the two. An
act of stupid and offensive bigotry
against a book should be criticized.
Murder of innocent people in the name
of a religion—and it’s particularly
ironic that people who committed
these murders claim to be vindicating
their religion. Indeed, no denigration of
a religion could be greater than to
murder innocent people in its name. If
| were to be asked what did | think
more detracted from the image of
Islam, this irresponsible publicity
seeker in Florida burning a Koran or
people in the name of the religion mur-
dering innocent people including those
who went to Afghanistan only to help,
it is clearly the latter.

So, Madam Speaker, let’s be very
clear that nothing in what happened
with the burning of a Koran comes
close to justifying the outrageous,
murderous behavior of people in Af-
ghanistan. And | am pleased that there
is attention given to this, but the con-
demnation should be of this kind of at-
tack on innocent citizens, and we
ought to keep this in some perspective.

———

CONGRESSMAN PAUL RYAN'’S
BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. CHu) for 5 minutes.

Ms. CHU. Yesterday, Congressman
PAUL RYAN introduced the Republican
Party’s fiscal year 2012 road-to-ruin
budget.

We have been back to work in the
House for 14 weeks. And for 14 straight
weeks, the Republican majority has
done nothing to create jobs. They
haven’t even put a single jobs bill on
the House floor. In fact, their proposed
spending bill for 2011 actually costs
America 700,000 jobs.

Now, Congressman RYAN and the Re-
publican leadership want to extend
their job-killing policies and perma-
nently eliminate the middle class. The
Republicans’ road to ruin is nothing
short of an attack on working families,
seniors, students, and children.

It attacks America’s seniors by end-
ing the Medicare guarantee and put-
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ting your fate in the hands of private
insurance companies. It attacks Amer-
ica’s workers by not doing anything to
create jobs and by gutting job training.
It attacks America’s students by cut-
ting education and raising college costs
for nearly 10 million students.

Now, no matter what side of the aisle
we are on, we can all agree that deficit
reduction is important. But the ques-
tion is how do we do it. What we can’t
do is balance the budget on the backs
of America’s middle class, our seniors,
our students, and our children.

But | do know some things we can’t
afford. At a time when middle class
families can’t pay their bills, we can’t
afford to keep spending billions in sub-
sidies for Big Oil and giveaways for
special interests. At a time when our
senior population is growing, we can’t
afford to slash funding for nursing
homes and put health insurance com-
panies back in control of health care.
At a time when our economy needs an
infusion of the best and brightest
workers, we can’t afford to cut public
education while protecting tax breaks
for companies who ship jobs overseas
and spending billions of dollars in tax
breaks on people already making up-
ward of half a million dollars.

A budget isn’t just about dollars and
cents; it’s about priorities and values.
And as representatives of the American
people, our priorities and values should
reflect their values: Jobs, a secure re-
tirement, the promise of educational
opportunity, and the certainty that if
your child is sick then you will be able
to afford to see the doctor.

If you vote for this bill, then who
amongst us could go home and look
senior citizens in the eye knowing we
ended Medicare as we know it? Who
could look an unemployed worker in
the eye knowing we didn’t do anything
to create jobs? Who could look a stu-
dent in the eye knowing we took away
their opportunity to succeed with a
quality education?

I want to reduce our deficit. I know
it’s vital for our fiscal future. But |
also want to look my constituents in
the eye and tell them | stood up for
their priorities and not those of Big
Oil, international corporations, and
special interests.

The truth is we can do both. We can
get our deficit under control. And we
can do it without cuts that hurt hard-
working families.

———
0 1040

CONGRESSMAN PAUL RYAN’S
PRIVATIZED FISCAL FUTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. DEFAzI0O) for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Yesterday, PAUL RYAN
of Wisconsin, Republican chair of the
Budget Committee, revealed his pro-
jected future for seniors in America
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and their health insurance coverage.
It’s very interesting.

What he says is, starting with people
who are age 55 and younger, there
would be no traditional Medicare.
That’s a pretty radical departure. But
he says don’t worry. What we will do,
what in the Republican vision we will
do, is the government will take money
and it will give it to private health in-
surance companies. Seniors would be
forced to go to those private health in-
surance companies and buy a policy
from them, and it would be offset by
the amount of money that the Federal
Government gave to the private health
insurance industry. And market dis-
cipline would prevail in the PAUL RYAN
view of the world. Isn’t that a wonder-
ful thing?

Well, guess what? We’ve got that
today. We have an unregulated health
insurance industry in this country ex-
empt from anti-trust law, unlike any
other business in America. And over
the last 10 years, premiums for people
who buy health insurance have doubled
in my State, pretty much the same all
around the country. Some places more
than doubled, other places a little bit
less. But that’s over 10 years.

But in PAuUL RYAN’s view of the
world, that’s a success. Why is it a suc-
cess? Well, because insurance company
profits are up very dramatically. So
what if people are paying twice as
much for their policies and they have
more and more exclusions every year?

There’s another little problem with
his proposal. Other than the fact that
this is not a competitive industry, they
are allowed to collude, red-line people.
They are allowed to get together and
collude and drive up prices. They are
allowed to get together and collude and
decide which States they will go into
or get out of to help their sister and
brother companies make more profits.
He would do nothing about that. That
system would continue.

Then there’s the little problem that
he would repeal so-called ObamacCare.
Well, one of the things | think most
Americans liked about that legislation
was it prohibits insurance companies
from refusing to sell you a policy be-
cause you were sick once. That’s called
a preexisting condition. It also pro-
hibits insurance companies from tak-
ing away your policy the day you get
sick, something called a recision.

In PAUL RYAN’s world, those things
are back, preexisting condition exclu-
sions.

Guess what. Aging is a preexisting
condition. Go out today, if you’re 55
years old and you’ve been sick once in
your life, and try to buy at any reason-
able price a private health insurance
policy. In PAuL RYAN’s world, market
discipline will take care of that. No.

What he’s doing is a massive shifting
of costs onto seniors, the kind of thing
that drove seniors into bankruptcy
back in the 1950s and 1960s and had
their poverty rate at 20 percent. That’s
why we adopted Medicare in this coun-
try, so that seniors wouldn’t be driven
out of their homes and into bankruptcy
in their later years when most people
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require more health care. In PAUL
RYAN’s world, the heck with that.

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice—which some days he likes when
they give him answers he likes, and
some days he doesn’t like when they
give him answers he doesn’t like, but
it’'s an impartial group, bipartisan
group, and at this point controlled by
the Republicans—has said that under
PAuL RYAN’s world, seniors, instead of
paying 25 percent of the costs of their
health care, which they do today and
they would in the future if we continue
Medicare, will pay 68 percent of the
costs of their health care.

Now, how many people, how many
seniors in this country—other than the
people he pals around with on Wall
Street and at the country club—but
other than them, how many of them
can afford to pay 68 percent of their
health care costs? What middle class
American can afford that in retirement
no matter how prudent they’ve been
their whole life, no matter how much
money they’ve saved in their whole
life? Very, very, very few.

So we have here a plan to enrich the
private health insurance industry,
allow them to return to all of their bad
old ways—recisions, pre-existing condi-
tion exclusions and all of that—so that
the government can give them money.
And he says this will save the govern-
ment a lot of money. Well, it might,
but it’s going to Kill a lot of seniors or
drive them into bankruptcy, just like
the days before we had Medicare.

If one looks at the other Republican
creation of the last decade, Medicare
Part D—you know, that thing where we
helped seniors with their pharma-
ceutical costs, with their drug prescrip-
tions—that wasn’t done through Medi-
care; it was done through the private
insurance industry. It cost three-quar-
ters of a trillion dollars, $650 billion—
650 thousand million dollars—over 10
years. Borrowed money. That’s PAUL
RYAN’s world. Give all the money to
the insurance companies.

Good work, PAUL.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 50
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until noon.

——
0 1200
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.

———
PRAYER

Bishop Henry Fernandez, The Faith
Center, Sunrise, Florida, offered the
following prayer:

Heavenly Father, we thank You for
this day, for truly this is the day that
the Lord has made, and we will rejoice
and be glad in it.
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| pray that our government will seek
Your divine will in the affairs of this
great Nation, the United States of
America. | ask for Your lead in every-
thing this 112th Congress will work on.
Give them wisdom to make the right
decisions that will cause all of us to be
progressive and successful.

May each Member of this House re-
member the words spoken by Paul:
““Let no one seek his own good, but the
good of his neighbor.”

Bless them and their families with
good health and long life.

And let Your peace rest upon them
and this great Nation, as we continue
to live out the words written over the
chair of the Speaker of the House: ““‘In
God we trust.”

In Jesus’ name, amen.

——

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, pur-
suant to clause 1, rule I, | demand a
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8,
rule XX, further proceedings on this
question will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

—————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. HARTZLER)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. HARTZLER led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

WELCOMING BISHOP HENRY
FERNANDEZ

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, it is with great privilege that
I welcome my dear friend, Bishop
Henry Fernandez, as our guest chaplain
for today’s opening prayer.

He is an anointed speaker, educator,
accomplished author, and entre-
preneur. Henry B. Fernandez answered
the call of God on his life in 1985 and
later became an ordained minister in
1988.

In July 1991, Bishop Fernandez began
to demonstrate his faith in God and a
commitment to “‘walk by faith” in
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every area of life when, along with his
wife, Carol, he founded the Plantation
Worship Center in the cafeteria of a
local elementary school in south Flor-
ida with only 11 members. Now known
as The Faith Center Ministries, the
church makes its home in the former
Sunrise Theater, where its more than
8,000 members embrace a mission of
““Reaching the World for Jesus.”

Bishop Fernandez is an amazing in-
spirational speaker, author, commu-
nity servant, and business person
whose work continues to manifest the
freedom of worship enjoyed across our
Nation. Through his work, he has en-
couraged us all to exercise faith and
live victoriously.

He and his wife, Carol, have two sons,
Seion-Zane and Elijah-Zane.

I am truly honored to welcome my
friend and inspirational leader, Bishop
Henry Fernandez.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MILLER of Michigan). The Chair will
entertain up to 15 further requests for
1-minute speeches from each side of the
aisle.

———

PAY OUR TROOPS; DON’'T SHUT
DOWN GOVERNMENT

(Mrs. HARTZLER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. HARTZLER. Madam Speaker, |
rise today on behalf of men and women
in uniform who won’t get paid if Sen-
ator HARRY REID continues to refuse to
pass the continuing resolution and
shuts down the government later this
week. They deserve better.

We have warriors fighting on our be-
half in two theatres, bravely standing
strong for our ideals of freedom and
liberty. Meanwhile at home, their fam-
ilies are sacrificing too. Spouses are
bravely running the household and
being both mom and dad to their chil-
dren.

While they are fighting for us, the
Senate and the President are AWOL,
doing nothing to make sure our sol-
diers are getting paid, even as the
President takes us into a third war. In
fact, they’re actively promoting a
shutdown because they believe it will
benefit them politically.

| say, shame on them.

The House has proposed a CR which
funds the Defense Department for the
rest of the year, ensuring our men and
women in uniform and their families
receive their well-deserved paychecks
and our country is defended.

We need to pass this bill and move
forward and stop playing politics. Our
military deserves nothing less.

————
GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, we
are 1 day closer to a government shut-
down, and the Republican leadership
continues their obstinate crusade
against everyday Americans.

If their insistence on draconian cuts
and their blind allegiance to a govern-
ment shutdown weren’t bad enough,
their 2012 budget decimates SNAP and
Medicaid, food and health care assist-
ance programs for the most vulnerable
people in America.

Republicans continue their efforts to
balance the budget on the backs of the
poor, and we must not stand for that.

But Americans from all walks of life
are saying enough. Over 23,000 people—
members of churches, mosques, and
synagogues; union members and white
collar workers; clergy and lay people—
are fasting in opposition to the draco-
nian Republican budget cuts.

Democrats stand with those fasting
in opposition to cuts to programs that
make up the circle of protection, the
programs that protect the hungry and
the most vulnerable both here at home
and around the world. We can and we
should and we must do better.

I urge my Republican colleagues,
stop your assault on the poor. Stop
your assault against the poor.

You could read more about their ef-
forts at www.hungerfast.org.

0 1210

LEGAL AUTHORITY FOR WAR IN
THE NAME OF HUMANITY?

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker,
the United States is engaged in a new
concept of war. No longer will the
United States go to war only when it is
in our national security interest. The
Obama Doctrine is ‘“war in the name of
humanity.”

Secretary Gates said military inter-
vention in Libya is not necessary for
our national interest. So now we drop
bombs in countries when we self-right-
eously decide the ruler is mean to his
people. Is this a lawful reason, a legal
reason for war in Libya?

My concern is that the Constitution
does not give the President unilateral
authority to commit our military to
foreign entanglements in the vague
philosophy of humanity. There has
been no prior consulting and consent of
Congress. The War Powers Act only
gives the President authority to enter
into war without consulting Congress
when a national emergency is created
by an attack on the United States, its
territories or possessions, or its Armed
Forces.

There is no such national emergency.
So what is the legal authority for mili-
tary intervention in Libya? We need
some answers. Are you in, Mr. Presi-
dent? And that’s just the way it is.
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GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BACA. Madam Speaker, we stand
today on the verge of a government
shutdown. Without quick action, we
will leave our seniors, our veterans,
and vulnerable Americans everywhere
out in the cold. But instead of working
on a compromise, | state, Republicans
have introduced a budget that will dev-
astate seniors while protecting tax
breaks for the richest.

Under the Republican budget, seniors
in my district would lose their guaran-
teed benefit under Medicare and face
devastating cuts to Medicaid benefits
for nursing home care, which now pays
over 48 million elderly and disabled
Americans.

Seniors live on a fixed income. |
state, seniors live on a fixed income.
They cannot afford to pay more for
health care or see cuts in their Social
Security or have their Medicare
privatized. We must not cut their bene-
fits in order to protect and enlarge tax
breaks for the rich and for companies
that ship jobs overseas or for the oil in-
dustry.

We must control our deficit. It is
wrong to balance the budget on the
backs of American seniors. This is not
about power; it’s about what’s good for
the American people.

————

SAN RAMON VALLEY HIGH
SCHOOL

(Mr. McCNERNEY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. McNERNEY. Madam Speaker, |
rise today to ask my colleagues to join
me in recognizing the importance of
improving our Nation’s schools. | re-
cently visited the San Ramon Valley
High School and heard from many stu-
dents on this important issue. | told
the students then and there that |
would bring their message back to
Washington, D.C., and share it in our
Nation’s Capital.

Today’s young people face an increas-
ingly competitive world, and their edu-
cation is the foundation of our coun-
try’s economic success. The students at
San Ramon Valley High School shared
with me the importance of high quality
education and teaching young people
not only how to take a test, but also
how to apply their skills in real life sit-
uations.

The students also asked that when
Congress makes decisions about the
Federal budget, that funding for
schools and education should be a top
priority. After all, investing in the edu-
cation of our young people is an invest-
ment in our future.

I urge my colleagues to listen to the
thoughts and ideas of the students at
San Ramon Valley High School and the
young people throughout our country.
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THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET

(Ms. TSONGAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. TSONGAS. Madam Speaker, my
Republican colleagues have put forth
spending proposals that they assert
promise savings. But deep cuts to
Medicare, Medicaid, and the discre-
tionary budget really just shift those
costs onto seniors and children. | have
heard from hundreds of constituents
urging opposition because, to quote a
constituent from my hometown of
Lowell, the impact would be ‘‘dev-
astating.” This dangerous game has al-
ready cost private sector jobs in my
district as contractors wait for Con-
gress to pass a long-term budget.

Many in this body have proven will-
ing to compromise to solve our debt
crisis. We have already enacted $10 bil-
lion in spending cuts as a show of good
faith. But House Republicans continue
to insist upon ideological policy
changes that even some Senate Repub-
licans say ‘‘go too far.”

It is time for this body to listen to
the American public and reject ideolog-
ical policies that would destroy Medi-
care as we know it, eliminate women’s
health services like breast and cervical
cancer screenings, and make it easier
for polluters to contaminate our drink-
ing water.

———

HONORING AND REMEMBERING
CONNECTICUT’S HEROES

(Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, | rise today to honor and re-
member three brave men from my
State who recently lost their lives in
Afghanistan. PFC David Fahey of
Norwolk was killed by an IED on Feb-
ruary 28. Sergeant 1st Class Daehan
Park of Watertown was killed by an
IED on March 12. And Sergeant Frank
Adamski of Moosup was Kkilled in a
firefight on March 29. March 29 was his
26th birthday.

These three men and 1,500 others
have made the ultimate sacrifice in the
battlefields of Afghanistan. And these
three losses over 30 days is a big price
to pay for a small State like Con-
necticut. These brave soldiers volun-
teered to put themselves in harm’s
way, and they die heroes. | join my
friends and neighbors in Connecticut in
mourning the loss of these three men.
I wish to extend my heartfelt thanks,
respect, and sympathies to their fami-
lies during this difficult time.

——————

PROTECTING COMPENSATION FOR
MILITARY FAMILIES

(Mr. YODER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. YODER. Madam Speaker, | rise
today to express the great concern that
many of us have over the potential im-
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pact a government shutdown will have
on our men and women serving over-
seas. Recent Department of Defense
memos have stated that in the event of
a shutdown, our troops will be required
to continue to serve our country, but
they and their families will receive no
compensation.

Madam Speaker, the House has
passed H.R. 1, which would protect
these military families from being left
in the cold and would keep the govern-
ment operating while making reduc-
tions in spending. As we wait for action
on that legislation from the Senate,
our troops and their families hang in
the balance.

We cannot allow this Washington
process to threaten the operational
readiness of our military and dishonor
the service of our soldiers. Our men
and women in uniform are bravely put-
ting themselves in harm’s way in serv-
ice to our country. We cannot let them
down. We owe this to our troops.

————

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET

(Mr. CARNAHAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker,
both sides here have agreed to serious
budget cuts. The choice is between re-
sponsible cuts and extreme cuts that
endanger our fragile recovery, cost
jobs, and hurt seniors. And because
Democrats are fighting to stop the Re-
publican extreme cuts, Republicans are
threatening to shut the government
down.

Their proposal cuts investments in
projects like high-speed rail by $1.5 bil-
lion, which could have a serious impact
on jobs in the St. Louis region | rep-
resent. And their proposal lacks the
common sense and courage to end tax-
payer giveaways to Big Oil, million-
aires, and companies sending jobs over-
seas. But most shockingly, as the Wall
Street Journal has noted, the proposed
budget would drastically cut Medicare
and Medicaid, throwing our seniors
into crisis. The AARP has said the pro-
posal would ‘“‘deny vulnerable seniors
access to long-term care and force deep
cuts in quality and safety in nursing
homes, leaving more seniors at risk.”

The Republican extreme cuts are not
the solution. | urge my Republican col-
leagues to get serious. It’s time to roll
our sleeves up and work together to
solve the Nation’s problems, not create
more problems by shutting the govern-
ment down.

————

NOTES FROM THE
“WARSHINGTON” UNDERGROUND

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KUCINICH. Here is a formula for
the collapse of both our economy and
our democracy: increase spending for
the Pentagon by $7 billion and ensure
its budget for the rest of the fiscal
year. Everything else gets cut $13 bil-
lion and gets a budget for just 1 week.
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Money for war in lraq, war in Af-
ghanistan, war over Pakistan, war in
Libya—so many wars going on at the
same time you could rename our town
“Warshington.”” Money for bombs; no
money for books. Money for missiles;
no money for new moms. Money for jet
fighters; no money for crime fighters.
Money for an empire that is as broad as
our fears; no money for an America
that is as large as our hopes. Just
money for unnecessary wars.

We don’t want apocalypse now; we
want peace now. We want jobs now. We
want prosperity now. And we want the
leadership to provide it now.

———

COMMEMORATING TWO POLISH
ANNIVERSARIES

(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SIRES. Madam Speaker, today |
rise to stand with the Polish people as
they commemorate two horrific events
on this Saturday, April 10.

First, the 71st anniversary of the
Katyn Forest massacre, and the sec-
ond, the first anniversary of the tragic
airplane crash that killed 96 people, in-
cluding the Polish President and top
Polish officials.

The Katyn Forest massacre occurred
during World War Il in April and in
May of 1940 while Poland was fighting
a war on two fronts. The Soviet secret
police brutally killed over 20,000 Poles
whose bodies were later recovered in a
mass grave at Katyn. Tragically, last
year, as a delegation of Polish officials
were en route to Katyn to commemo-
rate the massacre, their plane unex-
pectedly crashed in western Russia,
killing all aboard.

It was with great sadness that |
heard the news after having had the
great honor of meeting the Polish
President Kaczynski in the past. His
devotion to the Polish nation and the
people were immeasurable.

Madam Speaker, the Polish people
over the past year and through the
course of history have been unwavering
in their resilience and patriotism in
the face of adversity. Their courage is
admirable and inspiring. On this day,
we stand in solidarity as they com-
memorate two occasions of great loss.

——
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REPUBLICANS SHOULD BE
ASHAMED

(Mr. RICHMOND asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RICHMOND. Madam Speaker,
you can tell a lot about a person by
how they treat our seniors and how
they treat our children. According to
the 2012 budget, House Republicans do
not value our seniors nor our children.
They want to privatize Medicare and
undo Medicaid. They will burden al-
ready cash-strapped States, and place
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it in the hands of Governors. Under
their plan, Governors will decide

whether or not you will receive health
care. They are telling 50 million sen-
iors to cough up the money or get off
the health care rolls. They are telling
the 1.5 million Medicare and Medicaid
recipients in Louisiana that they are
on their own.

According to the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Budget Office, most bene-
ficiaries would spend more for health
care under the new proposal and could
get reduced quality care under the GOP

proposal that we are fighting here
today.
Grandparents and their grand-

children will have less access to doc-
tors when they are sick. Through this
budget, we see the Republican future;
and it ain’t a pretty one. To use my
grandmother’s words, Madam Speaker:
Republicans, you should be ashamed of
yourselves for picking on our seniors
and our children.

————
HONORING BOB YOUNG

(Mr. WELCH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELCH. Madam Speaker, | speak
today to honor one of Vermont’s out-
standing civic and corporate leaders.
Bob Young is retiring as president of
Central Vermont Public Service Com-
pany, one of Vermont’s largest and
most respected companies.

When Bob Young became president,
that utility faced many challenges. He
faced them directly: rising costs, trans-
mission system upgrades, a customer
base that wanted reliable power but
green power. Bob Young succeeded in
making CVPS an award-winning com-
pany. He focused on customer service
and environmental concern and stew-
ardship, proving that green power
could be reliable and affordable. It was
a team effort. His valued employees,
his diligent board of directors and his
shareholders, all were part of it. But
the best part was wife, Vicky, who was
not only at his side but oftentimes a
step ahead.

You served Vermont well, and on be-
half of a grateful Vermont, Bob and
Vicky, thank you for your service.

——

GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, our soldiers on the front lines
all over this world understand what a
fight is about. If you have ever visited
them in Irag and Afghanistan, they
have values. They know about their
grandmothers and grandfathers, and
they know about their families back
home with their children. They know
what they are fighting for. They will
understand that we are here fighting
for values.
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This government shutdown is not the
blame or the fault of the President of
the United States or the Democrats in
the House or in the Senate. There has
been an offer of $73 billion. It is a ques-
tion of whether or not you want to
solve this problem on the backs of
grandmothers and granddads, on the
backs of the families of the military
persons who are on the front lines in
Iraq and Afghanistan.

Do you want to throw college stu-
dents right out on their rear that are
right in the middle of their school term
by canceling their Pell Grants? Do you
want to tell mothers taking their chil-
dren to the clinic that there is no more
Medicaid for them? Do you want to
turn the lights out and close the door
and say: America, we don’t have any
more values.

I do not want to shut this govern-
ment down. You are not going to shut
it down on my watch, if we can work
together. I am going to stand and fight
for values, and we’re going to pull to-
gether. We will stand and we will sur-
vive. However, let them shut the gov-
ernment down, if the Republicans
refuse to compromise. Shut it down.
Shut it down. But the Democrats are
going to stand for the values of pro-
tecting the most vulnerable in Amer-
ica, and we will win.

———

REPUBLICANS NOT SENDING THE
RIGHT MESSAGE

(Ms. HANABUSA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. HANABUSA. Madam Speaker,
there is no question the policy state-
ment of any legislative body, including
ours, is the budget. And what are we
saying? | can tell you what the Repub-
licans are saying. The Republicans are
saying they haven't learned what
caused the crash in 2008. They haven’t
learned because they still want to con-
tinue to give the tax breaks to the
super wealthy, and they still refuse to
address the costs of the wars and what
the defense budget is all about.

Instead, the Republicans want to bal-
ance this budget on the backs of our
kapuna, our elderly. And they want to
take away from those who receive Med-
icaid, those who need the help of gov-
ernment.

You know, this is not how a great
Nation should act. This is not what the
United States of America stands for.
All | can say is we should be ashamed
because we are better and we are not
sending the right message.

————
DEVASTATING ANTI-CHOICE BILL

(Mr. QUIGLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Speaker, |
rise today because in a few short days
this body will consider an extreme and
devastating anti-choice bill. H.R. 3 at-
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tempted to redefine rape, aims to ban
private insurance coverage of reproduc-
tive health care, and imposes tax pen-
alties on plans that include care.

These unprecedented provisions have
been widely debated, and it is my hope
that the American people will realize
the severity of this bill and that their
Representatives will stop it. But my
fear is throughout this debate, a dan-
gerous provision of H.R. 3 has been
overlooked, making permanent the
Medicaid abortion ban, or the Hyde
amendment. It is dangerous because if
the extreme provisions are stripped out
as a ‘‘compromise,”” we are left with a
ban that permanently bars poor women
from accessing care, and we have still
lost.

Let’s call the abortion ban what it
really is: a ban on constitutionally pro-
tected health care that poor women
cannot afford on their own. | encourage
my colleagues to stand with poor
women struggling to make ends meet
around the Nation, in staunch opposi-
tion to any Medicaid abortion ban and
H.R. 3.

——————

MISPLACED PRIORITIES IN
CONTINUING RESOLUTION

(Mr. MORAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MORAN. Madam Speaker, what
we’ve elected to do is to balance prior-
ities, and the most important are the
priorities within the budget process.

The Republican budget proposal in-
troduced today is a collection of mis-
placed priorities because it cuts hun-
dreds of thousands of jobs, it weakens
our economy, and it punishes poor peo-
ple. That’s not what we are about.

Today, the wealthiest Americans in
this country have 40 percent of our Na-
tion’s wealth and are making more
than a quarter of our national income.
But this budget will cut their top tax
rate by 15 percent. In other words, if
you’re making a million dollars, you’re
going to get a tax break of up to
$150,000. If you’re making a billion dol-
lars a year, which more than two dozen
of the hedge fund managers in this
country do make, you will get a $150
million tax break per year. That’s not
what we should be about.

Let’s look at the misplaced priorities
in the continuing resolution in front of
us. The amount saved by cutting edu-
cation, health care, environmental reg-
ulation, child care, cancer, and Alz-
heimer’s research and all of the other
cuts in domestic, nondefense, discre-
tionary spending, is equal to the cost
of continuing the Bush tax cuts to the
wealthiest Americans. Those are not
the priorities of America; that
shouldn’t be the priority of this Con-
gress. We can do better. We must do
better.

———

NO GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

(Mr. JACKSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
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House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Madam
Speaker, yesterday my Republican col-
leagues introduced a continuing resolu-
tion that would increase the defense
budget for the entire year while fund-
ing the rest of the government for just
1 week and drastically cutting just
about every other vital program.
That’s no compromise.

For months the Republicans have
said that as we reduce spending every-
one has to take a haircut, including
the Defense Department. But now the
Republicans propose increasing mili-
tary spending. The Republicans claim
they want to fund the government for
the rest of the year. But this bill is for
1 week with drastic cuts to programs
that serve our most vulnerable.

Madam Speaker, if you say one thing
and then you do another, that is not
negotiating in good faith. That’s not a
real compromise.

In fact, The Washington Post re-
ported that in the Republican caucus
this week, the possibility of the gov-
ernment shutdown was greeted with
cheers and with applause. They want a
shutdown.

Over 13 million Americans are unem-
ployed. They don’t have time for this,
and they don’t have any more time to
waste; and we shouldn’t be wasting the
time and the resources that they gave
us. So if the Republicans won’t com-
promise at the negotiating table,
maybe we should get everyone down
here to the floor to discuss this, to dis-
cuss the condition of the unemployed
and to discuss why a government of,
for, and by the people should remain
open.

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Madam
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to adjourn.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Madam
Speaker, on that | demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 36, nays 367,
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 229]
YEAS—36

Ackerman Frank (MA) Nadler
Capps Fudge Napolitano
Capuano Hastings (FL) Neal
Carson (IN) Hinojosa Pastor (AZ)
Clarke (NY) Jackson (IL) Peters
Clay Johnson (GA) Quigley
Conyers Lee (CA) Sanchez, Linda
Cooper Lowey T
Crowle_y Maloney Schrader
Cummings Markey

Towns
Doggett McGovern Vel
Ellison Miller (NC) elazquez
Filner Moran

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Baldwin
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (CA)
Bass (NH)
Becerra
Benishek
Berg
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (1A)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Brown (FL)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carter
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen

Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delauro
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks

Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy

NAYS—367

Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellmers
Engel
Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr
Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson Lee
(™)
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Kucinich
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham

Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McHenry
Mcintyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moore
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quayle
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
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Rush Smith (TX) Walsh (IL)
Ryan (OH) Smith (WA) Walz (MN)
Ryan (W1) Southerland Wasserman
Sarbanes Speier Schultz
Scalise Stark Waters
Schiff Stearns Watt
Schilling Stivers Waxman
Schmidt Stutzman Webster
Schock Sullivan Weiner
Schwartz Sutton Welch
Schweikert Terry West
Scott (SC) Thompson (CA)
Scott (VA) Thompson (MS) Wﬁ?t”fwe'a"d

. itfield
Scott, Austin Thompson (PA) Wilson (FL)
Scott, David Thornberry Wilson (SC)
Serrano Tiberi "
Sessions Tierney Wittman
Sewell Tipton Wolf
Sherman Tonko Womack
Shimkus Tsongas Woodall
Shuler Turner Woolsey
Shuster Upton Wu
Simpson Van Hollen Yarmuth
Sires Visclosky Yoder
Smith (NE) Walberg Young (AK)
Smith (NJ) Walden Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—29
Andrews Jordan Olver
Boswell King (1A) Posey
Dingell Langevin Rohrabacher
Doyle LaTourette Roybal-Allard
Emerson Long Sanchez, Loretta
Frelinghuysen Matsui Schakowsky
g:’ggg;i mgg&:l Sensenbrenner
Grijalva Murphy (PA) 3?[]”.,?;:;1)
Hinchey Nunes
0 1254

Messrs. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia and CRITZ, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Messrs. JOHNSON of Illinois,
HUIZENGA of Michigan, HUNTER, and
HOYER, Ms. BASS of California,
Messrs. LARSON of Connecticut,
FLEMING, and SARBANES changed
their vote from “‘yea’” to “‘nay.”

Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs. CAPPS, and Ms.
VELAZQUEZ changed their vote from
“nay’ to “‘yea.”

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. LONG. Madam Speaker, on rolicall No.
229, had | been present, | would have voted
“nay.”

Mr. JORDAN. Madam Speaker, | was ab-
sent from the House Floor during rollcall 229
earlier today. Had | been present, | would
have voted “nay.”

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 910, ENERGY TAX PRE-
VENTION ACT OF 2011

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 203 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 203

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 910) to amend
the Clean Air Act to prohibit the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency from promulgating any regulation
concerning, taking action relating to, or
taking into consideration the emission of a
greenhouse gas to address climate change,
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and for other purposes. The first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chair and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Energy and Commerce. After general de-
bate the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. It shall be
in order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on
Energy and Commerce now printed in the
bill. The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute shall be considered as
read. All points of order against the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute are waived. No amendment to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be in order except those
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
such amendment may be offered only in the
order printed in the report, may be offered
only by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a
demand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All
points of order against such amendments are
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman, my friend from Colorado (Mr.
PoLi1s), pending which | yield myself
such time as | may consume. During
consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker,
House Resolution 203 provides for a
structured rule designated by the Rules
Committee for consideration of H.R.
910. This rule allows for 12 amend-
ments—that is, 12 amendments, Madam
Speaker—submitted to the Rules Com-
mittee to be made in order.

Madam Speaker, | rise today in sup-
port of this rule and the underlying
bill, including the open process that is
taking place, not just in the Rules
Committee, but also on the floor,
where Members will be allowed to come
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and debate these 12 amendments, as op-
posed to a closed rule with no amend-
ments.

This legislation, introduced by the
chairman of the Energy and Commerce
Committee, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. UPTON), has gone through reg-
ular order. There were hearings held on
this issue. H.R. 910 was marked up in
the Energy and Commerce Committee,
and the chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee, the gentleman, Mr. DREIER,
provided for a structured amendment
process for 12 additional Democrat
amendments to be considered.

The bill we are discussing today, the
Energy Tax Prevention Act, would stop
the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy—also known as EPA—from impos-
ing a national energy tax in the form
of carbon emission regulations.

Today, | will explain what the under-
lying bill does, and | will discuss the
EPA’s agenda, what this agenda would
do to the Nation’s job market and
economy, the need for a stronger en-
ergy policy from not just our Presi-
dent, but also from the administration
and also, as the guidepost that begins
with this legislation today, from the
United States Congress on behalf of the
American people.

H.R. 910 prohibits the EPA from regu-
lating greenhouse gases under the
Clean Air Act and repeals the steps the
agency has already taken to begin this
process. In this bill, we only focus on
greenhouse gases and we leave EPA’s
authority to monitor and regulate pol-
lutants intact.

In short, the underlying bill clarifies
that the Clean Air Act is not a vehicle
for regulatory taxing. The decision
about whether and how to regulate
greenhouse gases should be made by
Congress and only by Congress, not the
regulatory body of a President who
wishes to place his overriding answers
on unelected bureaucrats to fulfill this
role.
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The EPA has been aggressively pur-
suing a national cap-and-tax energy
agenda through regulation and legisla-
tion for years.

After cap-and-trade failed in Con-
gress last year, the EPA accelerated its
efforts to regulate this controversial
policy through a series of new rules on
hundreds of thousands of buildings all
across the United States. In other
words, because the President couldn’t
get his political agenda through Con-
gress, he’s taking his political agenda
in the administration to overlay the
American people.

We disagree with that, and that is
why we are on the floor of the House of
Representatives today.

Regulating greenhouse gas emis-
sions—primarily the carbon dioxide
emissions that come from coal, oil, and
natural gas—will increase the cost of
everything from gasoline to household
utilities and, of course, groceries.

Additionally, regulating and taxing
emissions will ship American jobs over-
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seas to countries that understand and
recognize stable, affordable and energy
policies that are vital for their eco-
nomic growth.

According to a letter from the Cham-
ber of Commerce on March 9 of last
year to the Energy and Commerce
Committee: ‘““These regulations will
impose significant burden across the
United States economy, including sec-
tors that will create jobs and lead us in
our economic recovery.”’

Additionally, the letter references
that the American Council for Capital
Formation has ‘“‘estimated that EPA’s
greenhouse gas regulations could re-
duce business investment between $97
billion and $290 billion in 2011 and as
much as $309 billion in 2014, a tremen-
dous hit on the economy when it comes
from the President of the United
States, Barack Obama, and his admin-
istration. This is not a way for Amer-
ica or our future to be successful.

The American Coalition for Clean
Coal Electricity also references the
American Council for Capital Forma-
tion in a press release just last month
that estimates that a greenhouse gas
tax “‘could result in the loss of between
476,000 to 1.4 million jobs.””

Republicans are committed to put-
ting Americans back to work, and our
Democratic colleagues continue to pur-
sue a reckless agenda that puts more
Americans out of work, drives business
overseas—all the while limiting U.S.
energy production and use.

So, Madam Speaker, today the Re-
publican Party is on the floor of the
House of Representatives with good
news not just for the taxpayers but for
the American people, in particular, not
just consumers, but those who have
lost their job or who are under-
employed. We believe that what we’re
doing today is a jobs-saver bill.

The House Natural Resources Com-
mittee reported last month that the
Obama administration policies have
caused domestic oil production to drop
by 16 percent versus projected levels
and future projections show continued
decreases in domestic production and
more foreign imports to make up for
this difference.

A recent Rasmussen poll from March
3, 2011, shows that three-quarters of
Americans believe this country does
not do enough to develop its own oil
and gas resources.

So whether through greenhouse gas
regulation permit delays or permitting

moratoriums, which the President
stands behind in his administration,
this administration should change

their policies and their direction.

We must find new sources of energy
and not tax those that exist for the
freedom of this country.

So while energy prices soar and con-
tinue to soar and projections estimate
a $5-a-gallon gasoline by summertime,
this administration wants to inflict
more costs on consumers.

The bill today would help to ease the
cost of energy prices. It would assist in
the global competitiveness of America.
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It would help ensure that this Nation
does not lose millions of more jobs and
does not threaten the intent of the
Clean Air Act.

No, Madam Speaker, the Republican
Party is here because this is yet an-
other opportunity at a jobs bill that is
pro-consumer and pro the American
people who want and need to be able to
help in a desperate time when we’re
losing our jobs and things are tough
back home to do something positive on
behalf of the American public.

This is a bipartisan bill that provides
good policy for our Nation, and we’re
asking every single Member of Con-
gress to understand clearly and see this
for what it is. It is a jobs-protection
bill.

Madam Speaker, | encourage my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’ on the rule and
the underlying bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, | thank
my friend from Texas for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes, and | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Speaker, it has been a re-
markable April in the House of Rep-
resentatives. Last week, the majority
rewrote the Constitution with a bill
stating that one House of Congress can
deem a law made all by itself regard-
less of what the Senate or the Presi-
dent of the United States might think.
And if that wasn’t enough, today the
majority is proposing to rewrite the
laws of science itself, the definition of
taxes, and the laws of economics.

Despite indisputable scientific evi-
dence, the Republicans are seeking to
bar the Environmental Protection
Agency from protecting Americans’
health and safety from what the sci-
entific consensus agrees is the worst
environmental threat in the world’s
history: global climate change.

It’s akin to telling Homeland Secu-
rity to stop protecting the homeland.
It denies scientific proof and logic.
Even the Supreme Court stated that
the EPA has a responsibility to act to
keep the public safe. We’re witnessing
nothing less today than a full assault
on four decades of progress in pro-
tecting Americans from environmental
dangers.

Madam Speaker, for nearly 40 years
the EPA and the Clean Air Act have
protected the health of Americans from
dangers both seen and unseen. Over the
last 20 years, the Clean Air Act pre-
vented an estimated 843,000 asthma at-
tacks, 18 million cases of respiratory
illness among children, 672,000 cases of
chronic bronchitis, 21,000 cases of heart
disease, and 200,000 premature deaths—
not only saving people from the human
toll of dealing with illness among
themselves and their family, but sav-
ing the economic costs to society and
individuals from all of these condi-
tions.

Yet my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle want to ignore this
progress and prevent the EPA by
handcuffing it and preventing it from
protecting us in the future.
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Repealing the EPA’s authority to
limit pollution would have devastating
consequences. It would increase the
number of children and adults who suf-
fer from asthma. It would increase the
number of individuals with emphy-
sema, lung cancer, bronchitis, and
many other respiratory diseases driv-
ing up health care costs for all Ameri-
cans significantly.

For this reason, 280 groups—includ-
ing the American Heart Association,
the American Public Health Associa-
tion and many others—sent a letter to
Congress urging us to reject measures
that would block or delay the U.S. En-
vironmental Protection Agency from
doing its job to protect all Americans
from life-threatening air pollution.

Madam Speaker, my friend from
Texas mentioned the word “‘tax’ six
times in his remarks, to my count. It’s
possible | missed a couple of instances
of that word as well. And yet yesterday
in committee, both Chairman UPTON
and Ranking Member WAXMAN agreed
that the EPA does not have the statu-
tory authority to confer any taxes
whatsoever.

Therefore, the name of this bill, the
Energy Tax Prevention Act, is a com-
plete misnomer. This bill has not even
originated in or been passed out of the
committee in Congress that has juris-

diction in tax matters, namely, the
Ways and Means Committee. It's a
completely inappropriate and mis-

leading way to convey what this bill
does.

Madam Speaker, America’s science
and environmental policy should be
driven by science and science alone.
The EPA should be allowed to move
forward. And | urge my colleagues to
reject the rule and the underlying bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, |
would like to yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Beau-
mont, Texas, Judge POE.
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Mr. POE of Texas. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Madam Speaker, the EPA is on a
mission to destroy American industry.
Their damaging plan to regulate the
so-called carbon emissions will cost
every household in America at least
$1,600 per year. These unnecessary reg-
ulations will strangle the economy by
driving up the cost of energy. Gasoline
is $4 a gallon, will soon be $5 a gallon.
It will put more Americans out of
work, especially in the energy indus-
try.

Congress must take immediate ac-
tion to stop the EPA and its out-of-
control concepts from ruining Amer-
ican industry. Earlier this year, | in-
troduced similar legislation to what we
are considering today. | introduced it
during the first CR. It passed this
House with bipartisan support. And
what it would do is similar to what
this legislation is going to do: that
would be to prevent the EPA’s attempt
to regulate so-called greenhouse gases.
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| support this rule and the under-
lying legislation.

Madam Speaker, in my opinion, when
regulators, especially those at the
EPA, go to work every day, they go
down the street here to one of these
marble palaces, they get in a big room
with a big oak table, they drink their
lattes, and they sit around and say,
“Who can we regulate today?’’ because
that’s what regulators do. Regulators
regulate. And they figure out new ways
to regulate the entire United States,
all on the so-called premise of pro-
tecting us from ourselves.

In my opinion, it has nothing really
to do about protection, but it has to do
about power. EPA has a power agenda
and they have a political agenda, and
they are trying to claim it is an agenda
to protect all of us from ourselves. The
EPA’s regulation of greenhouse gases,
in my opinion, lacks proven scientific
basis. And the EPA is out of control.

You know, the EPA overregulates,
and it’s driving energy businesses out
of this country. It’s hammering the
American energy industry, and | doubt
whether or not it is doing so with sci-
entific basis.

The United States is in an energy cri-
sis. It’s a national security issue. And
what is the administration’s energy
plan? Let’s not drill here. Let’'s not
drill there. We can’t drill in ANWR. We
can’t drill in any new lands in the
United States. We are certainly not
going to promote permitting in the
Gulf of Mexico at a rapid pace so that
we can drill there. But our energy plan,
sayeth the administration, is to send
money down to Brazil and let the Bra-
zilians drill off of their coast so we can
buy their crude oil. Now, that doesn’t
make any sense to me.

It’s time for us to drill in the United
States safely. It’s time for America to
take care of America.

And that’s just the way it is.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, it is my
honor to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
I have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
when making decisions on a bill refer-
ral, is the bill title a consideration?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will not render an advisory opin-
ion on that at this time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Further par-
liamentary inquiry, Madam Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Is it true that
anyone can put the word “tax’ in the
title of a bill even though it has noth-
ing to do with taxes?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s point has not been stated as a
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
let me turn, if | could, to my good
friend on the Rules Committee for pur-
poses of yielding to a question, if he
would.
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I was just curious. | had an amend-
ment before the Rules Committee. | no-
ticed you waived germaneness on other
questions. 1 had an amendment sub-
mitted that would simply ensure that
the bill accurately accomplished what
its title described. My amendment
would have struck everything in the
bill except the title, Energy Tax Pre-
vention Act, and replaced it with lan-
guage that actually prevented the EPA
from imposing an energy tax.

Do you have any guidance as to why
this amendment was not in order?

| yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. SESSIONS. | appreciate the gen-
tleman engaging me in a colloquy, and
I will just give him a straight answer.

We did not offer any waivers. All 12
amendments offered by Democrats
were germane. This, and perhaps others
that were submitted to the Rules Com-
mittee, were not germane to the House
rules, so we did not offer any waiver.
But the others that we did, the 12, were
all germane and did not have to have a
waiver.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Reclaiming my
time, | would just note that the com-
mittee did deal with germaneness in
terms of allowing things to go through
from the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee. It's unfortunate that you
would not allow an amendment to at
least have an accurate title before the
Chamber for its debate.

It’s clear that H.R. 910 has nothing do
with energy taxes. The bill is designed
to confuse Members of Congress and
mislead the public. As a member of the
Ways and Means Committee, | would
strongly object to EPA imposing a tax
on energy. But we all know that the
EPA has no intention of imposing a tax
on energy. Instead, this bill will over-
rule the scientific consensus on cli-
mate change, ignore a Supreme Court
decision.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. | yield the gentleman an
additional 30 seconds.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. It would ignore
a Supreme Court decision and endanger
the future of the planet.

I would strongly urge a ‘““no’’ vote on
the rule and the underlying bill.

| would add, Madam Speaker, that a
statement from the Joint Committee
on Taxation indicates that this bill has
nothing to do with taxation.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION,
Washington, DC.

The

Hon. EARL BLUMENAUER,
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. BLUMENAUER: This letter is in re-
sponse to your request dated April 5, 2011, for
an estimate of H.R. 910, the “Energy Tax
Prevention Act of 2011.”” That bill limits the
ability of the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to use authority
granted under the Clean Air Act to promul-
gate regulations or take other actions relat-
ing to the emission of greenhouse gases to
address climate change.

While the bill does not reference anything
in the Internal Revenue Code, there are at
least half a dozen places in the Internal Rev-
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enue Code (the ‘““Code’’) that cross reference
the Environmental Protection Agency and
the Clean Air Act. For example, Code section
40(b)(6)(E) defines cellulosic biofuel in part
as a liquid that meets the registration re-
quirements for fuels and fuel additives estab-
lished by the Environmental Protection
Agency under section 211 of the Clean Air
Act.

There are also additional instances in the
Code that do not reference the Clean Air Act
but do require consultation with the EPA
Administrator. For example, section 45Q,
which provides a credit for carbon dioxide
permanently sequestered in secure geologi-
cal storage provides that ‘‘the Secretary, in
consultation with the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, the Sec-
retary of Energy, and the Secretary of the
Interior, shall establish regulations for de-
termining adequate security measures for
the geological storage of carbon dioxide . . .
such that the carbon dioxide does not escape
into the atmosphere.”

Notwithstanding these and similar Code
provisions that cross reference certain Clean
Air Act rules or require consultation with
the EPA Administrator, we do not think it
likely that H.R. 910 will have an effect on
Federal fiscal year budget receipts.

I hope that this information is helpful to
you. If we can be of further assistance in this
matter, please let me know.

Sincerely,
THOMAS A. BARTHOLD,
Chief of Staff.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to one of our brand-new
freshmen, a gentleman who is not only
on what is called an A committee but
an exclusive committee of the United
States Congress, who has had a distin-
guished career as a sheriff in Florida
and who is a distinguished member of
the Rules Committee, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. NUGENT).

Mr. NUGENT. | thank the gentleman
from Dallas, Mr. SESSIONS.

Madam Speaker, today | rise in sup-
port of House Resolution 203 and the
underlying legislation, H.R. 910.

When | talk to people in Florida’s
Fifth District about what we are doing
here in the House of Representatives to
cut spending, reduce the size and scope
of the Federal Government, | always
stress that we are just one part of the
process. The House can only do so
much. We still need the Senate and the
President to sign off on any legislation
we pass before it becomes law. This is
one of the most basic building blocks of
our government and one we’re re-
minded of as we continue to wait on
the Senate to pass a budget for this fis-
cal year and to prevent a government
shutdown.

But the Obama administration has
decided to bypass Congress on the issue
of greenhouse gas. Can’t pass cap-and-
tax? Push the greenhouse agenda on
the American people another way. So
now unelected bureaucrats in the EPA
are trying to regulate greenhouse
gases.

Among the gases the EPA is trying
to regulate is methane. According to
EPA, 28 percent of the global methane
emissions they classify as coming from
human-related activities actually come
from livestock. | don’t think it’s a co-
incidence that the EPA’s move to regu-
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late methane, including cow flatulence,
comes on the heels of a report from the
United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization that states: ‘“‘Livestock
are one of the most significant contrib-
utors to today’s most serious environ-
mental problems. Urgent action is re-
quired to remedy the situation.”

Now, | am pretty sure if you asked
the ranchers of Florida’s Fifth District,
as much as they would like to regulate
cows from passing gas for plenty of rea-
sons, some smellier than others, we
just don’t have that capacity. Never-
theless, EPA wants to follow the U.N.’s
lead and regulate methane. And the
cost of that will inevitably fall upon
the backs of America’s families.

Madam Speaker, H.R. 910 is a good
and important bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. | yield the gentleman
1 additional minute.

Mr. NUGENT. Similarly, the rule
provided by H. Res. 203 gives us time
for a full, comprehensive debate on the
issue, and | encourage my colleagues to
support them both.
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Mr. POLIS. | yield myself 1 minute
to respond.

I know the gentleman from Florida
mentioned the cow flatulence in our
committee meeting last night, and it
sounded like a topic that bore looking
into. | did have a chance to look it up
in the interim, and Fox News had re-
ported the prospect of EPA regulating
cow and livestock gas.

However, it never existed.
FactCheck.org, which | looked it up on,
dispelled the myth and EPA itself actu-
ally came out with a statement that
said not only is there no such regula-
tion that it discussed or was in the
works, but even EPA admitted it’s not
under their authority to regulate that
in any way, shape or form.

So it is a false accusation with re-
gard to the issue regarding livestock.

Madam Speaker, it’s my honor to
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. WELCH), a former mem-
ber of the Rules Committee and a
former member of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee. He has racked up
quite a few former memberships.

Mr. WELCH. | thank the gentleman.

Madam Speaker, today’s legislation
is essentially about the very simple
sounding act of abolishing the Clean
Air Act.

Why? How is it that we are going to
do this? The authors in support of this
legislation have come to the legislative
conclusion that global warming is a
hoax. Give him credit. Coming to that
conclusion was a big lift. It flies in the
face of the unanimous conclusion of
American scientists, 97 percent, that
global warming is real and it’s man-
made.

And, you know, when you are going
to get to that conclusion, you have to
follow a long-established tradition we
humans have, and that’s the ability to

The
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disregard the obvious and the proven
when that conflicts with what our ide-
ology says we want.

You know, Aristotle was the EPA of
his day. He was attacked when he said
that the Earth was round. The world at
that time thought the world was flat,
and people argued with Aristotle and
about Aristotle for 1,500 years.

Galileo became the EPA of his day
when he said that the Earth revolved
around the sun. He too was attacked
for centuries for being “wrong.”

Today we have unanimous, near
unanimous, scientific conclusion that
global warming exists, it’s a threat to
our planet, it’s a threat to our health
and, yet, as the folks who attacked Ar-
istotle when he said the Earth was
round, as the folks who attacked
Galileo when he said the Earth re-
volved around the sun, the authors, in
support of this legislation, deny the
proven fact of global warming and
wave it away by abolishing the Clean
Air Act. This is the wrong step to be
taking.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker,
there was a dialogue back and forth
about cows, cattle, and that the EPA
really is not after that issue. But if you
go to the EPA Web site, epa.gov, and
you look under the portion called ‘‘Fre-
quent Questions” where it deals with
livestock, in fact, the EPA is trying to
talk about methane produced by live-
stock. And it ends up saying, as | read
from my BlackBerry, that essentially
20 percent of all the methane content
in the air comes from livestock.

Well, that’s what they want to regu-
late, which means they would get in

the business whether we said this or
not.

Mr. POLIS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SESSIONS. The gentleman will
have his own time in a minute, and I'm
sure he will be very effective.

But | encourage the gentleman to get
on his BlackBerry and go to the Web
site and look this up. They’re going to
blame it on cattle. They’re going to tax
cattle. They’re going to tax the output
because that’'s what they are pro-
posing.

Madam Speaker, at this time | would
like to yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Ennis, Texas
(Mr. BARTON).

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam
Speaker, | rise in strong support of this
rule and in strong support of the under-
lying bill.

I have been a member of the Energy
and Commerce Committee for 26, now
27 years. I’'m a past chairman. I'm a
past subcommittee chairman. | cur-
rently have the title of chairman emer-
itus.

| participated under former Chair-
man JOHN DINGELL, former Chairman
Billy Tauzin, former Chairman Tom
Bliley, former Chairman HENRY WAX-
MAN and now current Chairman FRED
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UPTON, dozens of hearings on the Clean
Air Act, markups, amendments, dozens
of hearings on climate change, global
warming and all of those issues.

The bill before us, if the rule passes,
does not change the Clean Air Act. It
does not gut the Clean Air Act. It does
not in any way prevent enforcement of
the criteria pollutants that are regu-
lated by the Clean Air Act. It simply
says that greenhouse gases are not to
be regulated under the Clean Air Act.

And the reason it says that is that
greenhouse gases are different than the
criteria pollutants that are regulated
under the Clean Air Act. First of all,
greenhouse gases by definition are nec-
essary for life.

As | stand here, Madam Speaker, and
speak, | am creating, as | breathe in
and out through the respiratory proc-
ess, CO,. So under the dictates of to-
day’s EPA, | am a mobile source pol-
luter, because | am breathing. | am cre-
ating COa.

CO,, carbon dioxide, is necessary for
life. Greenhouse gases are necessary to
protect the environment. They have
the ability to prevent heat from escap-
ing into outer space, and that is what
creates the temperature zone that al-
lows life to exist.

The radical environmentalists who
think CO- is a pollutant have decided
amongst themselves—I don’t know how
they have done it—but they have de-
cided that the magic number for CO; in
the atmosphere should be about 350
parts per billion. We are currently at
about 380 parts per billion.

We know from records and from ice
samples and tree rings and things like
this of the past that we have had CO
up in the thousands parts per billion in
the past. So how 350 has become the
magic number is beyond me.

In any event, let me simply say, the
bill before us doesn’t change one sen-
tence in the Clean Air Act. It does say
that the endangerment finding was
flawed, and the decision by the Obama
administration to regulate CO, under
the Clean Air Act is wrong, and it
should not be allowed to stand.

If this Congress or future Congresses
want to regulate CO,, want to regulate
greenhouse gases, let them bring a bill
forward through the normal regulatory
process and do it.

Please vote for the rule. Please vote
for the bill.

Mr. POLIS. | yield myself 1 minute.

Madam Speaker, it’s hard to figure
out where to start with regard to refut-
ing some of the statements that were
made.

First of all, again, with regard to the
information regarding methane emis-
sions on the EPA Web site, there is a
difference between a statement of fact
and an action, and part of what the
EPA does is it provides good scientific
facts.

They, EPA itself, concedes and says
they don’t have the authority, nor
should they have the authority, to
monitor emissions from livestock. So
they will publish good information. |
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don’t refute the information the gen-
tleman said, and | hope they publish
more useful information about the im-
pact of livestock, but they are not
seeking to regulate it.

The gentleman said they are going to
tax cattle. Again, very clearly, Chair-
man UPTON, Ranking Member WAXMAN,
said the EPA does not have the ability
to impose a tax.

I would ask my colleague from Texas
a simple ‘““yes’ or ““no’ question: Does
the EPA have the ability to impose a
tax?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. POLIS. 1 yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. A tax is a bur-
den.

Mr. POLIS. Reclaiming my time, it’s
a simple ‘‘yes’” or ‘“‘no’” question. If
there is an additional statement the
gentleman would like to make, | would
be happy to have him explain it on his
own time. My time is limited and |
have many speakers.

But | would be happy to enter into a
dialogue with him on his time or allow
him to respond to whether or not the
EPA has the ability to impose a tax.

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY).

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Speaker, we
spend a lot of time these days talking
about costs—costs of regulation, costs
of repeal, costs of implementation.

Conveniently missing from this dis-
cussion are the human costs: lives lost,
those altered by heart attacks, asthma,
and brain damage due to fine particu-
late matter in our air and mercury in
our water.

My hometown of Chicago knows this
all too well. Chicago ranks second of
all cities in the country adversely af-
fected by power plant pollution.
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Two particularly egregious emitters,
the Fisk and Crawford power plants,
emit fine particulate matter that di-
rectly contribute to 41 deaths, 550 ER
visits, and 2,800 asthma attacks annu-
ally. EPA estimates that fine particle
pollution from power plants shortens
the lives of 1,356 people from my home
State each year.

Talk about costs.

In 2001, the Harvard School of Public
Health put out an Illinois power plant
study. In the 8 years since these harms
were modeled and publicized, the Envi-
ronmental Law and Policy Center esti-
mates the continued Fisk and Crawford
coal plant pollution has caused from
$750 million to $1 billion in health and
environmental-related damages.

Even if you don’t care about global
warming and you don’t believe climate
change is manmade, you can’t argue
with these numbers. So if you want to
talk costs, let’s talk costs. Fisk and
Crawford power plants cost Chicagoans
550 ER visits per year. They cost
Chicagoans 2,800 asthma attacks per
year. And Fisk and Crawford power
plants cost Chicagoans $750 million to
$1 billion in only 8 of the 50 plus years
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we’ve been collecting data on these
pollutants.

The answer to these costs is not to
repeal the law that cleans our air, that
protects our children and allows us to
remain competitive in a global market.
The answer instead is to transition
away from the antiquated and outdated
industry that pollutes and toward
green infrastructure that encourages
domestic economic development.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
rule and H.R. 910, the dirty air act.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, a colleague on the Rules
Committee, Mr. MCGOVERN.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, |
rise in strong opposition to this rule
and to the underlying legislation which
is an assault on science and reason. In-
deed, it is an assault on the very air we
breathe. My Republican friends con-
tinue to bury their heads in the sand.

Last night in the Rules Committee,
along with my colleagues EARL
BLUMENAUER and PETER WELCH, | of-
fered an amendment to end taxpayer
subsidies to Big Oil, something the Re-
publican leadership has refused to do.
These subsidies have helped BP, Chev-
ron, ConocoPhillips, ExxonMobil, and
Shell make a combined profit of nearly
$1 trillion over the past decade. That is
trillion with a “‘t.”” Give me a break.

Our amendment would have raised
$40 billion that would have gone
straight toward deficit reduction. Un-
fortunately, but not surprisingly, our
amendment was defeated on a party-
line vote. That shows exactly where
the Republican priorities are, Madam
Speaker, a radical redistribution of
wealth from the middle class and the
poor to the wealthiest people and cor-
porations in the country.

Yesterday, our Republican friends
unveiled their budget proposal. That
budget takes extreme, right-wing
trickle-down economics to new levels.
They want to destroy Medicare as we
know it and impose a huge tax increase
on middle class seniors through higher
health care costs. They want to evis-
cerate Medicaid by turning it into a
block grant program. They want to cut
food stamps, education, infrastructure,
environmental protection, and medical
research, programs which actually cre-
ate jobs and improve the lives of Amer-
ican working families.

And at the same time, my Repub-
lican friends want to provide massive
tax cuts to the very wealthiest Ameri-
cans and corporations, including Big
Oil companies that are reaping billions
and billions and billions of dollars in
profits each year. The Republican
Party wants to increase health care
costs for seniors in order to pay for
their tax breaks for the rich. Those are
wrong priorities, Madam Speaker.

As Harold Meyerson wrote today in
the Washington Post, “If it does noth-
ing else, the budget that House Repub-
licans unveiled Tuesday provides the
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first real Republican program for the
21st century, and it is this: Repeal the
20th century.”

For the life of me, | can’t understand
why the people who caused the reces-
sion be allowed to keep everything
while innocent workers get the bill.

We all want to reduce the deficit,
Madam Speaker. How about ending our
occupation in Afghanistan? How about
ending subsidies for multinational oil
companies and agribusiness? How
about asking hedge fund managers to
pay a fair tax rate?

The Republican leadership has made
it clear that they are willing to shut
the government down in order to
achieve their right-wing, radical agen-
da. And if that happens, Madam Speak-
er—and | hope it doesn’t, and | pray it
doesn’t—the American people need to
know that the responsibility lies at the
feet of the Republican Members of this
House.

Again, | urge my colleagues to reject
this—again, another restrictive rule—
and reject the underlying legislation.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, my,
oh my, we’ve heard this tirade before.
If it wasn’t just Republicans and the
House, which we’ve had now for about
4 months, it was something else. The
Democrats are looking for somebody to
blame their woes on, their tax in-
creases, their overregulation, all the
big spending and the debt. Madam
Speaker, we know what it is. If they
search quickly enough, they can find
out what the American people know: It
is pin the tail on the donkey. We know
how this happened.

Madam Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Grandfather
Community, North Carolina, Dr. FOXX.

Ms. FOXX. 1 thank my colleague
from Texas for yielding time.

Madam Speaker, our colleagues on
our side of the aisle have made it abun-
dantly clear that this bill does not af-
fect the Clean Air Act. What it does is
help us rein in unelected bureaucrats
who are arrogant and who believe that
they have all the answers to what
needs to be done in this country.

After listening to the debate over
this issue, it’s clear to me that nary a
liberal here has read a book entitled
‘““Heaven and Earth’ by lan Plimer, a
renowned Australian geologist who
takes a science-based approach to dis-
proving so many of the myths under-
lying the manmade global warming
theories. It is a unique, gripping, and
powerful book that would undoubtedly
leave a deep impression on any inde-
pendent thinker. And | also want to
mention, Madam Speaker, another
book, the Heartland Institute book re-
view of a book called ““The Politically
Incorrect Guide to Global Warming and
Environmentalism’” by Christopher
Horner, which highlights some of the
motivations for liberals to persist with
the manmade global warming theory.

Horner tells us, ‘“‘Global warming
hysteria is truly the environmental-
ist’s dream come true. It is the perfect
storm of demons and perils, and the
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ideal scare campaign for those who
would establish global governance.”
And he goes on, ‘“We are daily told of
an alleged ’consensus’ on the issue—a
concept actually foreign to science—
and global warming alarmists want to
put disbelievers on trial. They want to
control our lifestyles without anyone
being allowed to question their cause.”
And he says, ‘““Nowhere is Horner more
brilliant than in convincing the reader
of the odious concept of consensus tak-
ing root regarding climate science,
where alarmists and the rest of the
global warming industry assail sci-
entists and other experts with ad
hominem campaigns to discredit them.
History is ‘full of efforts to stifle inno-
vation by reference to unchallengeable
authority of consensus.” Galileo and
Copernicus come quickly to mind.”
Madam Speaker, this shows the arro-
gance of our colleagues across the aisle
and the arrogance of the bureaucrats.
They think that we human beings have
more impact on the climate and the
world than God does. And we don’t.
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Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself 1 minute.

The gentlelady mentioned science.
One of the expert witnesses the Repub-
licans called for last week’s congres-
sional hearing on climate science was
Professor Richard Muller of Berkeley.
Now, this was a physicist who had got-
ten into the climate skeptic game. And
I have to say, the climate skeptic game
is a very lucrative one for people. Any-
body who finds a way to deny climate
change sells lots of books, gets booked
on the conservative talk show circuit,
and does very well for themselves. And
yet, despite the intensive economic
pressure for climate scientists to deny
climate change, 99 percent have stayed
true to the scientific method; and the
conclusion of the vast majority is that
climate change exists.

Now, Professor Muller reported that
his group’s preliminary findings were
that the global warming trend is very
similar to that reported by prior
groups. Now, this took some courage.
Because of his belief in science, no
doubt it hurts his own earning poten-
tial. I think he had been doing very
well as a climate skeptic. Now he is
somebody who has put his scientific
principles above his own economic
need.

What science tells us is not always
convenient. Every climate scientist
that | know wishes that they could say
that there is no danger from climate
change, wishes there was no danger
from carbon emissions. Nobody wants
to be a harbinger of disaster—what a
terrible thing to be—and yet they
value the integrity of the scientific
process.

[From the New York Times, Apr. 3, 2011]

THE TRUTH, STILL INCONVENIENT
(By Paul Krugman)

So the joke begins like this: An economist,
a lawyer and a professor of marketing walk
into a room. What’s the punch line? They
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were three of the five ‘“‘expert witnesses’’ Re-
publicans called for last week’s Congres-
sional hearing on climate science.

But the joke actually ended up being on
the Republicans, when one of the two actual
scientists they invited to testify went off
script.

Prof. Richard Muller of Berkeley, a physi-
cist who has gotten into the climate skeptic
game, has been leading the Berkeley Earth
Surface Temperature project, an effort par-
tially financed by none other than the Koch
foundation. And climate deniers—who claim
that researchers at NASA and other groups
analyzing climate trends have massaged and
distorted the data—had been hoping that the
Berkeley project would conclude that global
warming is a myth.

Instead, however, Professor Muller re-
ported that his group’s preliminary results
find a global warming trend ‘‘very similar to
that reported by the prior groups.”’

The deniers’ response was both predictable
and revealing; more on that shortly. But
first, let’s talk a bit more about that list of
witnesses, which raised the same question |
and others have had about a number of com-
mittee hearings held since the G.O.P. retook
control of the House—namely, where do they
find these people?

My favorite, still, was RoN PAuL’s first
hearing on monetary policy, in which the
lead witness was someone best known for
writing a book denouncing Abraham Lincoln
as a ‘“‘horrific tyrant’’—and for advocating a
new secessionist movement as the appro-
priate response to the ‘‘new American
fascialistic state.”

The ringers (i.e., nonscientists) at last
week’s hearing weren’t of quite the same cal-
iber, but their prepared testimony still had
some memorable moments. One was the law-
yer’s declaration that the E.P.A. can’t de-
clare that greenhouse gas emissions are a
health threat, because these emissions have
been rising for a century, but public health
has improved over the same period. | am not
making this up.

Oh, and the marketing professor, in pro-
viding a list of past cases of ‘‘analogies to
the alarm over dangerous manmade global
warming’’—presumably intended to show
why we should ignore the worriers—included
problems such as acid rain and the ozone
hole that have been contained precisely
thanks to environmental regulation.

But back to Professor Muller. His climate-
skeptic credentials are pretty strong: he has
denounced both Al Gore and my colleague
Tom Friedman as ‘‘exaggerators,” and he
has participated in a number of attacks on
climate research, including the witch hunt
over innocuous e-mails from British climate
researchers. Not surprisingly, then, climate
deniers had high hopes that his new project
would support their case.

You can guess what happened when those
hopes were dashed.

Just a few weeks ago Anthony Watts, who
runs a prominent climate denialist Web site,
praised the Berkeley project and piously de-
clared himself “prepared to accept whatever
result they produce, even if it proves my
premise wrong.” But never mind: once he
knew that Professor Muller was going to
present those preliminary results, Mr. Watts
dismissed the hearing as ‘‘post normal
science political theater.” And one of the
regular contributors on his site dismissed
Professor Muller as ‘“‘a man driven by a very
serious agenda.”

Of course, it’s actually the climate deniers
who have the agenda, and nobody who’s been
following this discussion believed for a mo-
ment that they would accept a result con-
firming global warming. But it’s worth step-
ping back for a moment and thinking not
just about the science here, but about the
morality.
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For years now, large numbers of prominent
scientists have been warning, with increas-
ing urgency, that if we continue with busi-
ness as usual, the results will be very bad,
perhaps catastrophic. They could be wrong.
But if you’re going to assert that they are in
fact wrong, you have a moral responsibility
to approach the topic with high seriousness
and an open mind. After all, if the scientists
are right, you’ll be doing a great deal of
damage.

But what we had, instead of high serious-
ness, was a farce: a supposedly crucial hear-
ing stacked with people who had no business
being there and instant ostracism for a cli-
mate skeptic who was actually willing to
change his mind in the face of evidence. As
I said, no surprise: as Upton Sinclair pointed
out long ago, it’s difficult to get a man to
understand something when his salary de-
pends on his not understanding it.

But it’s terrifying to realize that this kind
of cynical careerism—for that’s what it is—
has probably ensured that we won’t do any-
thing about climate change until catas-
trophe is already upon us.

So on second thought, | was wrong when |
said that the joke was on the G.O.P.; actu-
ally, the joke is on the human race.

Madam Speaker, | am proud to yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Hawaii (Ms. HIRONO).

Ms. HIRONO. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Colorado for
yielding me this time.

I rise in opposition to this rule and to
the underlying legislation, H.R. 910,
the Energy Tax Prevention Act. In
spite of the title of this bill, it has ab-
solutely nothing to do with limiting
taxes on energy or taxes from the get-
go. This bill should be called the Dirty
Aiir Act because it turns back the clock
by erasing years of advances that we
have made in fighting air pollution and
curbing greenhouse gas emissions.

This bill ignores the clear-cut sci-
entific evidence: carbon pollution is en-
dangering our health and the environ-
ment and that the need for urgent ac-
tion to address climate change is indis-
putable.

This bill prevents the Environmental
Protection Agency, EPA, from acting
under the Clean Air Act to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions unequivo-
cally linked to climate change. Under
this bill, EPA will be prohibited from
enforcing common sense, and | want to
repeat that word, commonsense protec-
tions against carbon dioxide pollution
and other greenhouse gases.

Since its enactment in 1970, the
health benefits of the Clean Air Act
have far outweighed industry’s compli-
ance costs. Toxic and health-threat-
ening air pollutants have been reduced
by 60 percent, and the world did not
come to an end for corporations. In
fact, during this time the economy
grew by 200 percent.

This legislation guts the Clean Air
Act pollution standards and repeals
EPA’s authority to limit health-
threatening pollution. And for what?
For what, to protect the profits of the
big polluters; and in so doing, this bill
repeals important safeguards that are
needed to create American clean en-
ergy jobs, reduce energy costs, reduce
our dependence on foreign oil, and in-
crease our economic competitiveness.
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We cannot pass this Republican ma-
jority’s anti-science, anti-innovation
bill. And let’s not forget one of their
top goals: continuing multi-billion dol-
lar tax breaks for the oil and gas solu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. | yield the gentlewoman
an additional 30 seconds.

Ms. HIRONO. In my book, clean air
and the health of the American people
trump profits for polluters every time.
I urge my colleagues to vote against
this rule and against this bill.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, we
are talking about 1.4 million jobs, a lot
of cattle, and a lot of bull.

Madam Speaker, at this time | would
like to yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Melbourne, Florida (Mr. POSEY).

Mr. POSEY. Madam Speaker, Con-
gressman WEBSTER and | were walking
past the rear of the Chamber, and we
looked at each other kind of funny
after some former comments and
thought we were walking by a set for
comedy hour.

I mean, | think I really heard some-
body allude to the fact that we need
more government regulation and for
sure we need more taxes on the oil
companies, those evil oil companies,
and the answer to all of our problems is
to tax them more—as if the Members of
this body and the public are stupid
enough to think that at the end of the
year, those big oil companies are just
going to write a check for an extra
zillion dollars.

Let’s say we tax those evil oil compa-
nies another dollar a gallon. They’re
not going to write the check. We know
what’s going to happen: They’re going
to raise the price a dollar a gallon, or,
given the corporate greed we some-
times see, round it off to 2 bucks a gal-
lon.

Corporations don’t pay taxes. Cor-
porations collect taxes. They collect
taxes from consumers who ultimately
pay the tax. You add a tax to a prod-
uct, and the consumer is going to pay
more.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. | yield the gentleman
an additional 1 minute.

Mr. POSEY. | wish we would, as the
gentleman from Texas said, quit trying
to play ‘““Pin the Tail on the Donkey.”
We know corporations don’t pay taxes.
Consumers pay taxes; corporations just
collect it.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, when we
defeat the previous question, 1 will
offer an amendment to the rule to pro-
vide that immediately after the House
adopts this rule, it will bring up Senate
bill 388, a bill that prohibits Members
of Congress and the President from re-
ceiving pay during government shut-
downs.

It is my honor to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia, a sponsor
of a bill to do the same, Mr. MORAN.

Mr. MORAN. | thank my very good
friend from Colorado.

The
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Madam Speaker, | rise in opposition
to this rule. The Federal Government
is now 6 months into fiscal year 2011
without a budget. We’ve created no
new jobs and, in fact, have put tens of
thousands of people out of work.

All we’ve done is to stumble along
from continuing resolution to con-
tinuing resolution. That’s no way to
run a government, let alone the most
powerful Nation in the world.

Sadly, with the clock running, tick-
ing toward the midnight hour of a gov-
ernment shutdown on Friday, agree-
ment on a full-year budget is nowhere
to be found. We have no consensus. We
can’t get together. We can’t do our job.

And instead, the Republicans in this
House continue to serve up far right
ideological proposals such as this
which pretends that global warming
isn't really happening. It will block
EPA’s modest attempts to limit the
growth of greenhouse gas emissions
that are endangering the public’s
health and our children’s future.

Instead of such sham political pos-
turing, this body would be far wiser to
bring up a bill that has already been
passed in the Senate and sits ready for
consideration in the House today. That
is the Moran-Tester Government Shut-
down Fairness Act. On the eve of a gov-
ernment shutdown, with hundreds of
thousands of government employees
facing furloughs, and millions of Amer-
icans having to forgo the essential
services that the Federal Government
provides on a daily basis, it is uncon-
scionable that Members of Congress
will continue to receive their pay.

Having abdicated our responsibility
to do our job, to pass a budget, we
should not continue to receive a pay-
check. It is simply a matter of fairness,
Madam Speaker. If all Americans are
going to feel the pain of a government
shutdown, then we should make sac-
rifices, too. The Moran-Tester bill
would suspend Members’ pay in the
event of a shutdown. The Senate passed
it unanimously, and so should we. It’s
the one thing we could agree on now
and have signed by the President im-
mediately. That’s the vote we should
be taking today.

Now, some have argued for self-cen-
tered reasons that the Moran-Tester
bill is unconstitutional, but that’s sim-
ply a smokescreen, Madam Speaker.
They know perfectly well that the
courts decide matters of constitu-
tionality. Further, we know that the
only individuals with standing before
the court would be the very Members
of Congress who would be voting to
shut down the government.

So just consider the scene where
Members of Congress would be argu-
ing—

'glj'he SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. | yield the gentleman an
additional 30 seconds.

Mr. MORAN. So | ask, Madam Speak-
er, just to consider the scene where
Members of Congress would be arguing
before the courts their right to be paid
while millions forgo their pay.

The
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Madam Speaker, this body is wasting
its time with the legislation we are
considering today. Let’s demonstrate
to the public that we are willing to
make the same sacrifice we are asking
of others. If we are going to put 800,000
Federal employees and our staff out on
the street, then we ought to be out
there with them. Take up the Moran-
Tester bill instead of this expression of
ideological extremism that is dead on
arrival in the Senate. That’s what we
should be doing.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker,
there was a discussion a few minutes
ago about Republicans and oil compa-
nies and a lot of very interesting com-
ments. Yet many on our side have al-
luded to President Obama supporting
the Brazilian Government and people
by supporting their oil drilling, drilling
for natural resources that they have.
The President is willing to go down and
back up a 2009 commitment to pro-
posing $2 billion from the Export-Im-
port Bank to the Brazilian company
that is their energy company.

And | would like to quote what he
said, if | can, because | think it’s very
interesting: ‘““At a time when we’ve
been reminded how easily instability in
other parts of the world can affect
prices, the United States could not be
happier for a new, stable source of en-
ergy.”

Madam Speaker, what he just spoke
of was the United States’ ability to
produce our own oil so we don’t have to
look to foreigners to get that done.

[From The Hill, Mar. 21, 2011]
OVERNIGHT ENERGY: REPUBLICANS POUNCE ON
OBAMA'’S BRAZILIAN OIL SUPPORT

(By Andrew Restuccia and Ben Geman)

State of Play: Republicans and the oil in-
dustry are working to translate President
Obama’s weekend comments in support of
Brazilian oil development into political am-
munition in their battle against the White
House’s U.S. drilling policies.

The American Petroleum Institute, the
country’s most powerful oil and gas trade as-
sociation, and Republicans, including House
Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio), said Mon-
day that the administration should be doing
more to develop U.S. oil-and-gas reserves.

Here’s Sen. David Vitter (R-La.), who is
among the lawmakers pushing for wider U.S.
offshore drilling: “It’s ridiculous to ignore
our own resources and continue going hat-in-
hand to countries like Saudi Arabia and
Brazil to beg them to produce more oil,”
Vitter said in a statement. ‘“We need to get
serious about developing our resources here
at home and working toward lower gas prices
and long-term energy independence.”’

But President Obama said Saturday during
his visit to Brazil that an energy partnership
with the nation will offer major benefits for
the United States. Obama, in announcing a
‘“‘Strategic Energy Dialogue” with Brazil,
noted that the country has nearly twice the
oil reserves as the United States and lauded
its stability compared to some other oil-ex-
porting countries.

“We want to work with you. We want to
help with technology and support to develop
these oil reserves safely, and when you’re
ready to start selling, we want to be one of
your best customers,”” Obama told a group of
business leaders Saturday. ‘At a time when
we’ve been reminded how easily instability
in other parts of the world can affect the
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price of oil, the United States could not be
happier with the potential for a new, stable
source of energy.”

Under the Strategic Energy Dialogue, the
United States will work with Brazil “in the
environmentally responsible and techno-
logically advanced development” of Bra-
zilian oil resources, according to a White
House summary of the plan.

Administration officials also say they are
working diligently to expand U.S. oil-and-
gas development. The Interior Department
has recently issued three deepwater drilling
permits for the type of projects halted after
last year’s Gulf oil spill. And the department
on Monday approved an exploration plan
that paves the way to expanded Gulf drilling.

Still, it’s not the first time Republicans
have criticized the administration for its oil
dealings with Brazil. Vitter and others railed
against a 2009 proposed $2 billion commit-
ment from the U.S. Export-Import Bank to
the Brazilian oil company Petrobras to en-
sure the purchase of U.S. goods as the com-
pany explores for oil.

Many Republican claims about the Export-
Import proposal have been shown to be over-
blown.

Forbes ran a handy fact-check Monday on
Republicans’ claims about the proposed
Petrobras loans. And the Export-Import
Bank takes on Republican charges here.

PROGRESS AND SETBACKS AT STRICKEN
JAPANESE NUKE PLANT

“Tokyo Electric Power Co. continued to
report progress in restoring order at the
Fukushima Daiichi nuclear reactors, but fin-
ishing the job is turning out to be a pains-
taking process plagued by damaged equip-
ment and unexpected incidents,”” The Wall
Street Journal reports.

COURT RULING HITS CALIFORNIA CLIMATE
PROGRAM

““California did not adequately consider al-
ternatives to its plan to create a cap-and-
trade market for carbon emissions, a judge
ruled on Monday, throwing a wrench into the
most aggressive U.S. effort to combat cli-
mate change,” Reuters reports.

U.S., CHILE STRIKE GREEN DEALS

President Obama’s trip to South America
is bearing green fruit, according to the White
House, which is touting expansion of work
with Chile on energy and climate change.

The White House noted several areas of co-
operation. Under the existing Energy and
Climate Partnership of the Americas, ‘‘the
United States intends to support the estab-
lishment of a regional research network for
glacier monitoring and modeling led by
Chile’s world-class researchers,” the White
House said.

“This network will inform policy and deci-
sionmaking by providing a more robust un-
derstanding of how glacial retreat will im-
pact water security in Andean glacier coun-
tries,”” a summary states.

President Obama lauded the various areas
of cooperation during a press conference
with Chilean President Sebastian Pinera. “‘I
want to commend President Pinera for
agreeing to take another step, hosting a new
center to address glacier melt in the Andes.
In addition, a new U.S.-Chile energy business
council will encourage collaborations be-
tween our companies in areas like energy ef-
ficiency and renewable technologies,”
Obama said at a joint news conference in
Santiago.

Three days ago the two nations also inked
a formal ‘“memorandum of understanding”’
on peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

HOUSE VOTE ON PESTICIDES LOOMS

House lawmakers will vote next week on a
bill to limit the Clean Water Act’s jurisdic-
tion over pesticide applications. The Hill’s
Floor Action blog reports:
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The House is expected to take up legisla-
tion next week that would reverse a court
decision that said pesticide use is regulated
by the Clean Water Act, in addition to a fed-
eral pesticide law.

The House Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture Committee last week marked up the
bill, H.R. 872, and Republicans want to move
the measure quickly so it can take effect be-
fore April 9. That date is the deadline by
which the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) is due to announce a new permitting
process for pesticides that takes the court
ruling into account.

Staff for Rep. Bob Gibbs (R-Ohio), who
sponsored the bill, said they expect it to be
considered next week in order to meet that
deadline.

The bill is a reaction to a decision by the
6th Circuit Court of Appeals in the case Na-
tional Cotton Council v. EPA. According to
the Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee, that decision vacated an EPA rule
that said using pesticides in compliance with
federal pesticide regulations means a permit
is not required under the Clean Water Act.
CHAMBER TO HOST DISCUSSION ON REGULATORY

PROCESS

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce will host
an event Tuesday called ‘‘restoring balance
to the regulatory process.” The event will
focus in part on the Obama administration’s
energy and environmental regulations.

“Tuesday’s discussion, hosted at the
Chamber, will focus on how we implement
more checks and balances to improve the
process and guarantee sensible regulation,
while also ensuring that federal agencies are
held accountable to the people,” said Bill
Kovacs, senior vice president for environ-
ment, technology and regulatory affairs at
the Chamber.

STATE DEPARTMENT, WORLD BANK LOOK TO

BOOST WATER SECURITY

The State Department will mark World
Water Day by expanding cooperation with
the World Bank. Secretary of State Hillary
Rodham Clinton will sign a memorandum of
understanding with the bank at its head-
quarters.

“The MOU will strengthen support to de-
veloping countries seeking a water-secure fu-
ture,” an advisory states.

THINK TANK GETS EFFICIENT

The Center for Strategic and International
Studies will host Obama administration offi-
cials and other experts at a forum on energy
efficiency. Speakers will include Rick Duke,
the deputy assistant secretary for climate
change.

GROUP TO RELEASE NUKE POLL

The Civil Society Institute will release
polling that explores attitudes about nuclear
power amid the crisis at Japan’s stricken re-
actors.

The poll is the ““first major survey to look
at the views of Americans on the broad pol-
icy implications of the Fukushima reactor
crisis—including support for federal loan
guarantees for new U.S. reactors, the merits
of shifting federal resources from nuclear to
less renewable energy alternatives and
whether or not to end federal indemnifica-
tion of the nuclear industry against nearly
all cleanup costs,” the group said.

IN CASE YOU MISSED IT . . .

Here’s a quick roundup of Monday’s E2 sto-
ries:

House Oversight and Government Reform
Committee Darrell Issa (R-Calif.) said the
country’s nuclear reactors need to be re-ex-
amined.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission de-
tailed its review of U.S. reactors.

The Environmental Protection Agency
warned of a banned pesticide in a product
used to Kill ants.
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A top House Democrat said military action
in Libya is motivated by oil.

Top lawmakers on the Senate Energy and
Commerce Committee put out a call for
input on the ‘“‘clean energy standard.”

And the Obama administration approved
the first deepwater exploration plan since
last year’s Gulf oil spill.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. | yield myself 1 minute.

Madam Speaker, | want to be clear
that we can in this body take up and
pass Senate bill 388 if we can defeat the
previous question, and this will go di-
rectly to the President’s desk. There is
still time.

I think the American people don’t
know that if government shuts down at
the end of the day Friday as it might—
it seems increasingly likely—Members
of Congress will still continue to re-
ceive their paycheck. | had a tweet
from one of my constituents that said,
“If there is a government shutdown,
are Congressmen and Senators consid-
ered essential employees?”’

I responded that we had a bill, Senate
bill 388, that would make sure that
Members of Congress don’t get paid in
the event of a shutdown, but Speaker
BOEHNER refuses to bring it to the floor
of the House in spite of passing the
Senate unanimously.

My constituent responded, ‘“Maybe if
the rulemakers had to live by the same
rules they created, a solution would
come faster. Gridlock is not govern-
ance.”

Madam Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. The next sad chapter
in Republican Fantasyland is being
written here today. Last month, they
couldn’t tell the difference between Big
Bird and big government. Now they in-
sist that dirty air is really good for us.
They live in a fact-free zone when the
facts don’t support their point of view,
insisting that big polluters know best
and that good science should be ig-
nored.

The Clean Air Act for the last 40
years has improved air quality and
saved hundreds of thousands of lives.
Unfortunately, my home State of
Texas is one of the world’s leading car-
bon polluters, and it is also one of the
leaders in condoning lawlessness by
those polluters. Foul air fouls lives and
especially young lungs. For my three
granddaughters and their generation,
particularly for the more than 23,000
children in my home county who are
suffering from asthma, we need to en-
sure clean air, and that ought to be a
given, not just a goal.

Science-based decisions, not ideologi-
cally driven nonsense, should guide us.
| stand with the American Lung Asso-
ciation and with a large number of sci-
entists across many disciplines who
call for this bill’s rejection. And in its
drive to interfere with our health, this
same Republican proposal creates the
very type of uncertainty that stands in
the way of more job creation through-
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out Texas, and Texas moving to be-
come the leading wind provider in the
country. Those wind turbines could be
built in our State. Solar energy could
be expanding in our State. But a cli-
mate of uncertainty to which this bill
adds even more will interfere with the
start-ups, with the new ideas that keep
us at the forefront of creating clean
jobs instead of sending all those jobs
over to China and other parts of the
world.

This is a bad bill for our economy,
and it is a bad bill for the future health
of our country. | urge its rejection.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, at
this time | would like to notify the
gentleman that | have no further
speakers on this side.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. | thank the gentleman. |
am the last speaker for my side, and |
yield myself the balance of my time.

I would like to submit into the
RECORD a Nature editorial entitled,
“Into Ignorance: Vote to Overturn an
Aspect of Climate Science Marks a
Worrying Trend in U.S. Congress.”’

Madam Speaker, time and time again
we’ve heard our colleagues cry wolf and
make outlandish claims about what
the Environmental Protection Agency
is attempting to do. But the American
people aren’t fools. They know that
every time the EPA stands up to big
polluters, big polluters claim the sky is
falling.

That’s exactly what happened when
the EPA tackled the acid rain problem.
Polluters claimed new safeguards
would end their industries, increase the
price of consumer goods, and cause
massive job loss. In reality, acid rain
has been dramatically reduced and the
limits on pollution were met faster and
at roughly a tenth of the cost that in-
dustry estimated—all without driving
consumer prices up.

A recent MIT study even suggests
that implementing the EPA safeguards
we are debating today would create 1.4
million jobs as companies invent, build
and install newer and cheaper pollution
control tools and renewable energy.

Rather than discussing ridiculous
and already disreputable and refuted
claims of cow flatulence and other ele-
ments that aren’t even considered by
the EPA, let’s discuss science and the
facts.

Republicans have claimed that the
EPA has found carbon dioxide to be
dangerous, the same gas we exhale.
They say, how can carbon dioxide be
dangerous? In reality, the
endangerment finding was based on
sound science and found that as cli-
mate change increases, so does ground-
level ozone, longer pollen seasons, and
more mold allergies. These affect
health problems like asthma and heart
disease. Once again, Republicans were
oversimplifying a serious problem to
support their big polluter buddies at
the cost of public health.

Science will guide us in the right di-
rection, and science is a blind goddess.
It doesn’t care what we want science to
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say. What matters is what good science
done actually says.

The supporters of this legislation
want to present a false dichotomy that
somehow protecting the environment
would hurt job creation. Instead, the
exact opposite has been proven to be
true.

Since 1970, the economic benefits of
the Clean Air Act have been shown to
outweigh all costs associated with the
law, and the economic benefits of the
Clean Air Act are expected to reach
nearly $2 trillion in 2020—exceeding
costs by more than 30 to 1.

That’s why a number of business or-
ganizations representing over 60,000
firms wrote to President Obama and
congressional leaders urging them to
support the EPA’s mission and to re-
ject efforts to block, delay or weaken
implementation of the Clean Air Act.
In their letters, the groups note that
studies consistently show that the eco-
nomic benefits of implementing the act
far exceed the costs of controlling air
pollutant emissions.

The EPA'’s rule is strictly tailored to
only the country’s biggest power plants
and industrial polluters. These safe-
guards apply to about 700 of the top
polluting power plants and oil refin-
eries, facilities that need new permits,
anyway, under current law.

It’s been proven countless times that
we can protect the environment and
public health and grow and strengthen
our economy at the same time. To say
otherwise simply ignores the facts.

Madam Speaker, | want to make sure
that no one is misled by the title of the
bill we’re considering, the Energy Tax
Prevention Act. The only amendment
that would have actually prevented en-
ergy taxes was offered by my friend
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) and
was denied even a floor discussion and
debate or a vote under this rule. The
only thing this bill is taxing is our pa-
tience. As serious issues confront
America, including the government
shutdown, the majority seems intent
on legislating by false bumper-sticker
slogans.

Madam Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, | will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to consider Senate bill
388.

I ask unanimous consent to insert
the text of the amendment in the
RECORD along with extraneous mate-
rial immediately prior to the vote on
the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, | urge
my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’” and defeat
the previous question so we can debate
and pass a bill that actually does some-
thing useful, ensures Members of Con-
gress don’t get paid during a shutdown
of government and has a real chance of
being enacted into law and signed by
President Obama, and | urge a ‘‘no
vote on the rule.
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[From Nature]
INTO IGNORANCE
VOTE TO OVERTURN AN ASPECT OF CLIMATE
SCIENCE MARKS A WORRYING TREND IN US
CONGRESS

As Nature went to press, a committee of
the US Congress was poised to pass legisla-
tion that would overturn a scientific finding
on the dangers of global warming. The Re-
publican-sponsored bill is intended to pre-
vent the US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) from regulating greenhouse-
gas emissions, which the agency declared a
threat to public welfare in 2009. That assess-
ment serves as the EPA’s legal basis for reg-
ulation, so repealing the ‘endangerment find-
ing” would eliminate its authority over
greenhouse gases.

That this finding is scientifically sound
had no bearing on the decision to push the
legislation, and Republicans on the House of
Representatives’ energy and commerce com-
mittee have made clear their disdain for cli-
mate science. At a subcommittee hearing on
14 March, anger and distrust were directed at
scientists and respected scientific societies.
Misinformation was presented as fact, truth
was twisted and nobody showed any inclina-
tion to listen to scientists, let alone learn
from them. It has been an embarrassing dis-
play, not just for the Republican Party but
also for Congress and the US citizens it rep-
resents.

It is tempting to write all of this off as
petty partisanship, a populist knee-jerk re-
action to lost jobs and rising energy prices
by a well-organized minority of Republican
voters. After all, US polling data has consist-
ently shown that, in general, the public ac-
cepts climate science. At a hearing last
week, even Ed Whitfield (Republican, Ken-
tucky), who chairs the subcommittee,
seemed to distance himself from the rhetoric
by focusing not on the science but on the
economic effects of greenhouse-gas regula-
tion. ““One need not be a sceptic of global
warming to be a sceptic of the EPA’s regu-
latory agenda,’” said Whitfield.

“The US Congress has entered the intellec-
tual wilderness.”

Perhaps, but the legislation is fundamen-
tally anti-science, just as the rhetoric that
supports it is grounded in wilful ignorance.
One lawmaker last week described scientists
as ‘“‘elitist” and ‘‘arrogant’ creatures who
hide behind ‘‘discredited” institutions. An-
other propagated the myth that in the 1970s
the scientific community warned of an im-
minent ice age. Melting ice caps on Mars
served to counter evidence of anthropogenic
warming on Earth, and Antarctica was false-
ly said to be gaining ice. Several scientists
were on hand—at the behest of Democrats on
the subcommittee—to answer questions and
clear things up, but many lawmakers
weren’t interested in answers, only in preju-
dice.

It is hard to escape the conclusion that the
US Congress has entered the intellectual wil-
derness, a sad state of affairs in a country
that has led the world in many scientific are-
nas for so long. Global warming is a thorny
problem, and disagreement about how to
deal with it is understandable. It is not al-
ways clear how to interpret data or address
legitimate questions. Nor is the scientific
process, or any given scientist, perfect. But
to deny that there is reason to be concerned,
given the decades of work by countless sci-
entists, is irresponsible.

That this legislation is unlikely to become
law doesn’t make it any less dangerous. It is
the attitude and ideas behind the bill that
are troublesome, and they seem to be spread-
ing. Fred Upton, the Michigan Republican
who chairs the full energy and commerce
committee, once endorsed climate science,
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but last month said—after being pinned
down by a determined journalist—that he is
not convinced that greenhouse-gas emissions
contribute to global warming. It was yet an-
other blow to the shrinking minority of mod-
erate centrists in both parties.

One can only assume that Congress will
find its way at some point, pressured by vot-
ers who expect more from their public serv-
ants. In the meantime, as long as it can fend
off this and other attacks on the EPA, Presi-
dent Barack Obama’s administration should
push forward with its entirely reasonable
regulatory programme for reducing green-
house-gas emissions where it can, while
looking for ways to work with Congress in
other areas. Rising oil prices should increase
interest in energy security, a co-benefit of
the greenhouse-gas and fuel-efficiency stand-
ards for vehicles that were announced by the
administration last year. The same advice
applies to the rest of the world. Work with
the United States where possible, but don’t
wait for a sudden change of tenor in Wash-
ington, DC.

One of the scientists testifying before
Whitfield’s subcommittee was Christopher
Field, director of the Carnegie Institution’s
global ecology department in Stanford, Cali-
fornia. Field generously hoped that his testi-
mony at last week’s hearing took place ““in
the spirit of a genuine dialogue that is in the
best interests of the country’”. Maybe one
day that hope will be justified.

[From the New York Times, Apr. 3, 2011]
THE TRUTH, STILL INCONVENIENT
(By Paul Krugman)

So the joke begins like this: An economist,
a lawyer and a professor of marketing walk
into a room. What’s the punch line? They
were three of the five ‘“‘expert witnesses’’ Re-
publicans called for last week’s Congres-
sional hearing on climate science.

But the joke actually ended up being on
the Republicans, when one of the two actual
scientists they invited to testify went off
script.

Prof. Richard Muller of Berkeley, a physi-
cist who has gotten into the climate skeptic
game, has been leading the Berkeley Earth
Surface Temperature project, an effort par-
tially financed by none other than the Koch
foundation. And climate deniers—who claim
that researchers at NASA and other groups
analyzing climate trends have massaged and
distorted the data—had been hoping that the
Berkeley project would conclude that global
warming is a myth.

Instead, however, Professor Muller re-
ported that his group’s preliminary results
find a global warming trend *‘very similar to
that reported by the prior groups.”’

The deniers’ response was both predictable
and revealing; more on that shortly. But
first, let’s talk a bit more about that list of
witnesses, which raised the same question |
and others have had about a number of com-
mittee hearings held since the G.O.P. retook
control of the House—namely, where do they
find these people?

My favorite, still, was Ron Paul’s first
hearing on monetary policy, in which the
lead witness was someone best known for
writing a book denouncing Abraham Lincoln
as a ‘“‘horrific tyrant’’—and for advocating a
new secessionist movement as the appro-
priate response to the ‘new American
fascialistic state.”

The ringers (i.e., nonscientists) at last
week’s hearing weren’t of quite the same cal-
iber, but their prepared testimony still had
some memorable moments. One was the law-
yer’s declaration that the E.P.A. can’t de-
clare that greenhouse gas emissions are a
health threat, because these emissions have
been rising for a century, but public health
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has improved over the same period. I am not
making this up.

Oh, and the marketing professor, in pro-
viding a list of past cases of ‘‘analogies to
the alarm over dangerous manmade global
warming”’—presumably intended to show
why we should ignore the worriers—included
problems such as acid rain and the ozone
hole that have been contained precisely
thanks to environmental regulation.

But back to Professor Muller. His climate-
skeptic credentials are pretty strong: he has
denounced both Al Gore and my colleague
Tom Friedman as ‘‘exaggerators,” and he
has participated in a number of attacks on
climate research, including the witch hunt
over innocuous e-mails from British climate
researchers. Not surprisingly, then, climate
deniers had high hopes that his new project
would support their case.

You can guess what happened when those
hopes were dashed.

Just a few weeks ago Anthony Watts, who
runs a prominent climate denialist Web site,
praised the Berkeley project and piously de-
clared himself “prepared to accept whatever
result they produce, even if it proves my
premise wrong.” But never mind: once he
knew that Professor Muller was going to
present those preliminary results, Mr. Watts
dismissed the hearing as ‘‘post normal
science political theater.” And one of the
regular contributors on his site dismissed
Professor Muller as ‘““a man driven by a very
serious agenda.”

Of course, it’'s actually the climate deniers
who have the agenda, and nobody who’s been
following this discussion believed for a mo-
ment that they would accept a result con-
firming global warming. But it’s worth step-
ping back for a moment and thinking not
just about the science here, but about the
morality.

For years now, large numbers of prominent
scientists have been warning, with increas-
ing urgency, that if we continue with busi-
ness as usual, the results will be very bad,
perhaps catastrophic. They could be wrong.
But if you’re going to assert that they are in
fact wrong, you have a moral responsibility
to approach the topic with high seriousness
and an open mind. After all, if the scientists
are right, you’ll be doing a great deal of
damage.

But what we had, instead of high serious-
ness, was a farce: a supposedly crucial hear-
ing stacked with people who had no business
being there and instant ostracism for a cli-
mate skeptic who was actually willing to
change his mind in the face of evidence. As
| said, no surprise: as Upton Sinclair pointed
out long ago, it’s difficult to get a man to
understand something when his salary de-
pends on his not understanding it.

But it’s terrifying to realize that this kind
of cynical careerism—for that’s what it is—
has probably ensured that we won’t do any-
thing about climate change until catas-
trophe is already upon us.

So on second thought, | was wrong when 1
said that the joke was on the G.O.P.; actu-
ally, the joke is on the human race.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. | yield myself the
balance of my time.

Madam Speaker, | appreciate the
gentleman from Colorado for this won-
derful discussion and debate that we’ve
had here today.

Madam Speaker, the bill we’re dis-
cussing today does not weaken the
Clean Air Act or the regulation of air
pollution. It does not interfere with the
EPA’s longstanding authority to pro-
tect the environment. In fact, as | stat-
ed in the very beginning, it simply
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clarifies that the Clean Air Act was
never designated, designed or shown to
be for regulating greenhouse gas emis-
sions. Thus, we would be removing au-
thority that the EPA has not had,
should not have, and would not have
because this Congress will not pass
what is called cap-and-tax regulations.

By gaining control of government
spending and eliminating government
regulations, the private sector believes
that the Republican Congress can be
here for the interests of not only the
taxpayer but also to make sure that
jobs and investment in this economy in
the future are very bright.

I applaud my colleagues for coming
down to help debate this bill. | encour-
age a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. PoLlis is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 203 OFFERED BY

MR. PoLIS OF COLORADO

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC. 2. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (S. 388) to prohibit Mem-
bers of Congress and the President from re-
ceiving pay during Government shutdowns,
if called up by the Minority Leader or her
designee. All points of order against consid-
eration of the bill are waived. The bill shall
be considered as read. All points of order
against provisions in the bill are waived. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill to final passage without in-
tervening motion except: (1) one hour of de-
bate equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on House Administration; and (2)
one motion to recommit.

SEC. 3. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of S. 388.

(The information contained herein was
provided by the Republican Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and
111th Congresses.)

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘“a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”
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Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘“‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: “Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule. . .. When the
motion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘“‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.”” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘““‘Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on ordering the
previous question will be followed by 5-
minute votes on adoption of House Res-
olution 203, if ordered; and approval of
the Journal, if ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 266, nays
158, not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 230]
YEAS—266

Adams Barton (TX) Blackburn
Aderholt Bass (CA) Bonner
Akin Bass (NH) Bono Mack
Alexander Benishek Boren
Altmire Berg Boustany
Amash Biggert Brady (TX)
Austria Bilbray Brooks
Bachmann Bilirakis Broun (GA)
Bachus Bishop (GA) Buchanan
Barletta Bishop (UT) Bucshon
Bartlett Black Buerkle
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Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carson (IN)
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chu

Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Conyers
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Fudge
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)

Ackerman
Baldwin
Barrow
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (1A)
Brown (FL)
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Castor (FL)

Hayworth
Heck
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Hinchey
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (1A)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts

NAYS—158

Chandler
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DelLauro
Deutch
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Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Rangel
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (M)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Rush

Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Waters
Watt
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo

Farr

Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez

Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maloney
Markey

Andrews
Baca
Frelinghuysen

Messrs.

Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
Mclintyre
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore

Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall

Reyes

Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)

NOT VOTING—8

Sanchez, Linda
T

Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Giffords Sanchez, Loretta
Meeks Young (FL)
Olver
[J 1423
CRITZ, INSLEE, Ms.

MOORE, and Ms. WOOLSEY changed
their vote from “yea’” to ‘“‘nay.”

Messrs.

CLEAVER, RUSH, WATT,

SCOTT of Virginia, JACKSON of Illi-

nois,
CHU,

“yea.”

and Ms.

RICHMOND, CUMMINGS, Ms.
BASS of California
changed their vote from

“nay’’ to

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WOMACK). The question is on the reso-

lution.

The question was taken;

and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 250, noes 172,
not voting 10, as follows:

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray

[Roll No. 231]
AYES—250
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)

Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw

Critz
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck

Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)

Ackerman
Baldwin
Barrow
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berkley
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (1A)
Brown (FL)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)

Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (1A)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)

NOES—172

Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DelLauro
Deutch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Green, Al
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Quayle
Rahall

Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
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Levin Payne Sires
Lewis (GA) Pelosi Slaughter
Lipinski Perlmutter Smith (WA)
Loebsack Peters Speier
Lofgren, Zoe Pingree (ME) Stark
Lowey Polis Sutton
Lujan Pri_ce (NC) Thompson (CA)
Lynch Quigley Thompson (MS)
Maloney Rangel Tierne
Markey Reyes Y

f - Tonko
Matsui Richardson
McCarthy (NY) Richmond Towns
McCollum Rothman (NJ) Tsongas
McDermott Roybal-Allard Van Hollen
McGovern Ruppersberger Velazquez
Mcintyre Rush Visclosky
McNerney Ryan (OH) Walz (MN)
Michaud Sanchez, Linda  Wasserman
Miller (NC) T. Schultz
Miller, George Sarbanes Waters
Moore Schakowsky Watt
Moran Schiff Waxman
Nadler Schrader Weiner
Napolitano Schwartz Welch
Neal Scott (VA)» Wilson (FL)
Owens Scott, David Woolsey
Pallone Serrano Wu
Pascrell Sewell
Pastor (AZ) Sherman Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—10
Andrews Giffords Sanchez, Loretta
Baca Meeks Young (FL)
Berman Murphy (CT)
Frelinghuysen Olver
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the question on agree-
ing to the Speaker’s approval of the
Journal, which the Chair will put de
novo.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, on
that | demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 321, nays 98,
answered ‘“‘present’ 1, not voting 12, as
follows:

[Roll No. 232]
YEAS—321

Adams Bishop (UT) Cantor
Aderholt Black Capito
Akin Blackburn Capps
Alexander Blumenauer Carnahan
Austria Bonner Carney
Baca Bono Mack Carson (IN)
Bachmann Boren Carter
Bachus Boustany Cassidy
Barletta Brady (TX) Castor (FL)
Barrow Braley (I1A) Chabot
Bartlett Brooks Chaffetz
Barton (TX) Broun (GA) Chandler
Bass (NH) Brown (FL) Cicilline
Becerra Buchanan Clay
Benishek Bucshon Coble
Berg Buerkle Coffman (CO)
Berkley Burton (IN) Cohen
Berman Butterfield Cole
Biggert Calvert Conaway
Bilbray Camp Connolly (VA)
Bilirakis Campbell Cooper
Bishop (GA) Canseco Costello

Courtney
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeGette
Delauro
Denham
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellison
Ellmers
Emerson
Engel

Eshoo
Farenthold
Fattah
Fincher
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall
Hanabusa
Harper
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Hinojosa
Holden

Holt

Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (M)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kaptur
Kelly

Kildee

Kind

Ackerman
Altmire
Baldwin
Bass (CA)
Bishop (NY)
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Burgess
Capuano
Cardoza
Chu

King (1A)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marino
Markey
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McHenry
Mclintyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Pascrell
Paul
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pence
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quayle
Quigley
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes

NAYS—98

Clarke (M)
Clarke (NY)
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Costa
Cravaack
Crowley
Cummings
DeFazio
Dent
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Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Speier
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tonko
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walberg
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Webster
Welch
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Woolsey
Yarmuth
Yoder
Young (IN)

Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Duffy

Farr

Filner
Fitzpatrick
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Gardner
Garrett
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Gerlach Lewis (GA) Rooney
Gibbs LoBiondo Ryan (OH)
Gibson Loebsack Sanchez, Linda
Grijalva Lofgren, Zoe T.
Gutierrez Lynch Sarbanes
Hanna Maloney Schakowsky
Harr!s Matsui Schock
Hastings (FL) McCotter Sires
Heck McDermott Slaugh
ghter
Heller McGovern Stark
Himes McKinley
Hinchey Moore Sutton
Hirono Napolitano Terry
Honda Pallone Thompson (CA)
Inslee Pastor (AZ) Thompson (MS)
Israel Pelosi Tipton
Jackson (IL) Perlmutter Towns
Jackson Lee Peters Visclosky
(TX) Peterson Walden
Keating Platts Weiner
Kinzinger (IL) Rahall Wu
Kucinich Reed Young (AK)
Lee (CA) Renacci
ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1
Amash
NOT VOTING—12
Andrews Gohmert Olver
Frelinghuysen Johnson (GA) Owens
Giffords Marchant Sanchez, Loretta
Gingrey (GA) Meeks Young (FL)
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Mr. DOLD changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to “‘nay.”’

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

——
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
229 on a motion to adjourn, | am not recorded
because | was absent. Had | been present, |
would have voted “aye.”

Mr. Speaker on rollicall No. 230 on ordering
the previous question (H.R. 910), | am not re-
corded because | was absent. Had | been
present, | would have voted “nay.”

Mr. Speaker on rollcall No. 231 on H. Res.
203, | am not recorded because | was absent.
Had | been present, | would have voted,
“nay.”

Myr. Speaker on rollcall No. 232 on the Jour-
nal, | am not recorded because | was absent.
Had | been present, | would have voted,
“nay.”

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on the legislation
that we are about to take up, H.R. 910,
and to insert extraneous material on
the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NUGENT). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

————

ENERGY TAX PREVENTION ACT OF
2011

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 203 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 910.

O 1441
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Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
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House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 910) to
amend the Clean Air Act to prohibit
the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency from pro-
mulgating any regulation concerning,
taking action relating to, or taking
into consideration the emission of a
greenhouse gas to address climate
change, and for other purposes, with
Mr. WOMACK in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
UPTON) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, last November, Amer-
icans spoke with a very clear voice.
They told us that we needed to get the
country working again. They told us
that Big Government was not the solu-
tion. They told us to lead or get out of
the way on the economy, and our side
got it, particularly with the cap-and-
trade vote in the last Congress.

Well, Mr. Chairman, today the House
has a chance again to vote for a bill
that directly responds to the demands
of the American people. This legisla-
tion will remove the biggest regulatory
threat to the American economy. This
is a threat imposed not by Congress,
but entirely by the Obama Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

We all know that this administration
wanted a cap-and-trade system to regu-
late greenhouse gases, but Congress
said no. So beginning in early 2009,
EPA began putting together a house of
cards to regulate emissions of carbon
dioxide. The agency began with auto-
mobiles, declaring that their emissions
endangered public health and welfare.

That single endangerment finding
has since been used by EPA to launch
an unparalleled onslaught. The result,
2 years later, is a series of regulations
that will ultimately affect every cit-
izen, every job creator, every industry,
really every aspect of our economy and
way of life.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is about pro-
tecting jobs. EPA regulations will hit
our manufacturing sector hard, with
direct limits on factory emissions, in-
direct costs from the higher prices to
power their facilities.

It will hit small businesses hard too,
because when the electricity to power
your business and the gasoline to fuel
your vehicles is more expensive, your
profit is less and you hire fewer new
employees. That’s why the NFIB, the
Farm Bureau, NAM, Chamber of Com-
merce, and others, have endorsed H.R.
910. This is a key vote with many of
those different groups.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is also about
energy prices for working families.
Power plants will be forced to comply
with strict new emission caps. You will
have to purchase expensive new equip-
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ment to retrofit their facilities. We all
know the costs have nowhere to go ex-
cept on families’ and businesses’
monthly utility bills.

And it is about gas prices. The refin-
ers that turn oil into gasoline will also
be caught into the web of costly regs.
When it costs more to make gasoline,
it costs more to buy gasoline. And with
prices already at $4 a gallon across
much of the country, the last thing
that our families need is government
policies designed to make the price at
the pump even higher.

I am from Michigan. I know what a
struggling economy, indeed, looks like.
And | think that it is a travesty that
this government is deliberately impos-
ing policies that are going to harm job
creators and working families.

And for what, Mr. Chairman, for
what? EPA Administrator Lisa Jack-
son herself admits that U.S. regulation
of greenhouse gases will not affect
global climate conditions. The only en-
vironmental impact may be to ship our
jobs to countries with no environ-
mental protections at all, so, Mr.
Chairman, at the end of the day the
EPA climate regime is all economic
pain and no environmental gain.

So let’s pass this bill today and get
the American economy back on track.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 3 minutes.

Since the Clean Air Act was adopted
40 years ago, we have made steady
progress in cleaning our air and pro-
tecting the public health and welfare.

Today, however, the Clean Air Act is
under attack and progress is threat-
ened.

The Upton-Inhofe bill is a direct as-
sault on the Clean Air Act. Its premise
is that climate change is a hoax and
carbon pollution does not endanger
health and welfare.

But climate change is real. It is
caused by pollution, and it is a serious
threat to our health and welfare. We
need to confront these realities, not
put our heads in the sands.

American families count on the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to keep
our air and water clean. But this bill
has politicians overruling the experts
at the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, and it exempts our biggest pol-
luters from regulation.

If Upton-Inhofe is enacted, the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s ability
to control dangerous carbon pollution
will be gutted.

That’s why health experts like the
American Lung Association are op-
posed to this legislation. They know it
is a polluters’ protection act. It is anti-
science, anti-environment, and anti-
health.

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy made a scientific determination
that carbon pollution endangers health
and the environment. Our Nation’s top
scientists at the National Academy of
Sciences agree with this finding and so
do scientists around the world.

Yet this legislation repeals that sci-
entific finding. That’s something no
Congress has ever done.
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We need an energy policy based on
science, not science fiction. With oil at
$100 per barrel and rising, the Middle
East in turmoil and a nuclear crisis in
Japan, we urgently need clean energy
policies. We need more vehicles that
run on electricity, natural gas, and re-
newable fuels. We need more wind and
solar power, and we need more energy
efficiency.

What we need is to work together to
develop energy policies that reduce our
dependence on foreign oil and protect
the health of American families. In-
stead, we are pursuing a divisive, par-
tisan bill that takes us in exactly the
wrong direction.

This extreme legislation won’t pass
in the Senate and, if it did, it would be
vetoed by President Obama.

It is a distraction from the impera-
tive of developing new sources of en-
ergy that will break our dependence on
foreign oil, protect our health and pre-
serve our environment.

Americans want clean air to breathe
and sensible, science-based limits on
carbon pollution.

I urge all Members to oppose this leg-
islation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the chairman emeritus of
the Energy and Commerce Committee,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON).

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas.
distinguished chairman.

I rise in strong support of this bill.

I would like to make a few com-
ments. First of all, the bill before us
doesn’t change one sentence or one
paragraph in the Clean Air Act. It
doesn’t change anything.

What it does do is prevent the EPA
from using the Clean Air Act to regu-
late CO, as a criteria pollutant under
the Clean Air Act. | was in Congress
when we passed the Clean Air Act
amendments back in 1991. | was a co-
sponsor of the bill. I worked on the bill
in committee, voted for it on the floor.
So | am a supporter of a strong Clean
Air Act.

CO; is not a criteria pollutant under
the Clean Air Act. It was never in-
tended to be. It’s only because of a 5-4
Supreme Court decision that said the
EPA had to make a decision whether it
should be, and then a very flawed EPA
endangerment finding, when President
Obama became the President, that we
have an EPA authority, tenuous as it
is, to regulate CO, under the Clean Air
Act.

I thank the
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What this bill does is take us back to
the original Clean Air Act and say
we’re going to regulate the criteria pol-
lutants. But greenhouse gases and CO,
which is a greenhouse gas, are not one
of those criteria pollutants.

What are the purported benefits of
regulating CO,? According to numerous
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studies, in terms of the amount of re-
duction in CO,, by the year 2100, which
is 90 years away, 89 years away, we
would see a reduction of about 3 parts
better per billion if we regulated CO>
from the current 380 to 390 parts per
billion. We would see a reduction in
temperature by about 0.006 to 0.015 of a
degree centigrade, and we would see a
reduction in sea-level rise by about
0.007 of a centimeter. In other words, if
we spend up to $100 billion a year to
regulate CO,, we get no reduction in
parts per billion, we get no reduction
in temperature, and we get no reduc-
tion in sea level. But we do get a huge
cost to the economy every year.

This bill is a commonsense bill that
simply says the Clean Air Act is the
Clean Air Act, and let’s use it to regu-
late sulfur dioxide, and let’s use it to
regulate lead and particulate matter
and ozone, but let’s not use it to regu-
late a naturally-occurring compound
which is necessary for life and which
helps us all.

Please vote against all the amend-
ments, and please vote for this very
commonsense bill when we get to final
passage.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
is proposing to regulate carbon dioxide emis-
sions under the Clean Air Act. Reports from
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and even the
Senate Committee on Environment and Public
Works estimate that the cost of these pro-
posed regulations will be about $78 billion per
year. The regulations will affect industries,
farms, hospitals, office buildings, and hotels to
name just a few. The regulations will ad-
versely affect our ability to produce energy
and structural materials.

According to the EPA, the regulations will
have this estimated effect: “Based on the re-
analysis the results for projected atmospheric
CO2 concentrations are estimated to be re-
duced by an average of 2.9 ppm (previously
3.0 ppm), global mean temperature is esti-
mated to be reduced by 0.006 to 0.015 °C by
2100 (previously 0.007 to 0.016 °C and sea-
level rise is projected to be reduced by ap-
proximately 0.06—0.14cm by 2100 (previously
0.06-0.15cm).”"—Federal Register 75, page
25,495,

If we add up the yearly costs, then by the
year 2100, we will have spent about $7 trillion
to possibly make us cooler by 0.015 degrees
Centigrade. This doesn't seem to be much of
a benefit as a result of such a high cost.

The Clean Air Act was never designed to
regulate GHGs. It is time for us to come to our
senses and statutorily forbid the EPA to regu-
late greenhouse gases.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the rank-
ing member on the Energy Sub-
committee of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, the gentleman from
Ilinois (Mr. RUsH).

Mr. RUSH. | want to thank the gen-
tleman from California for yielding
this time and recognizing me for this
discussion.

Mr. Chairman, | am opposed to H.R.
910, the Upton-Inhofe dirty air act, be-
cause this bill is an extreme and exces-
sive piece of legislation, and it is sim-
ply bad public policy. This bill would
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ignore the warnings from the respected
scientific community simply because
policymakers do not like what that
science is telling us, and it will place
earnings and profits above protecting
the American public.

| applaud the Obama administration
for making a clear and unequivocal
statement yesterday that the Presi-
dent would veto this bill if it ever made
it to his desk.

Mr. Chairman, every respected and
every notable scientific organization,
including the National Academy of
Sciences, the American Association for
the Advancement of Science, the
American Geophysical Union, the
American Meteorological Society, the
U.S. Global Change Research Program,
as well as the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change, are all in agree-
ment that manmade greenhouse gases
do contribute to climate change, and
that these impacts can be mitigated
through policy to curb these emissions.

Additionally, Mr. Chairman, many of
the Nation’s top public health advo-
cacy groups, including the American
Lung Association and the American
Public Health Association, as well as
leading civil rights groups, such as the
NAACP and the Environmental Law
and Poverty Center, have all come out
strongly against this bill saying that it
would leave our most vulnerable citi-
zens and our most vulnerable commu-
nities unprotected if this bill were to
become law.

As this USA Today poster here high-
lights, Mr. Chairman, there are so
many more benefits in acting to ad-
dress climate change, as the science
tells us we must do—including energy
independence, sustainability, cleaner
air and water, and a healthier, more vi-
brant, more robust populace, just to
name a few—than the option, which is
living with the status quo and hoping
beyond hope that the majority of the
world’s scientists are just plain wrong.

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this
bill because the science compels me to
be opposed to this bill. And I urge all of
my colleagues, every one of you all, to
vote against this bill.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the chairman of the Energy

and Power Subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr.
WHITFIELD).

Mr. WHITFIELD. | am delighted that
we have this opportunity today to de-
bate this important legislation.

Over the last 2 years, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency has been the
most aggressive agency representing
environmental causes in many, many
years. Today, we have an opportunity
to try to stop their unprecedented
power grab. Even the longest-serving
Member of this House, the distin-
guished Democrat from Michigan, Mr.
JOHN DINGELL, whom we all respect and
admire, said it would be a glorious
mess if EPA ever tried to regulate
greenhouse gases. Carbon dioxide, one
of the things they are trying to regu-
late, is necessary for human life.
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When we had hearings on this issue,
Lisa Jackson, the administrator of
EPA, came to the Congress. And she
said, when asked the question, what
kind of impact would their regulations
have, she said it would have negligible
impact on solving global warming un-
less other nations were willing to act
as well.

Now, what this really gets down to is
about coal, because coal in America
produces 52 percent of our electricity.
In China, coal produces about 80 per-
cent of their electricity. Electricity is
produced at the lowest rate with coal.
And that is necessary if America is
going to be competitive in the global
marketplace. That’s why today you see
China expanding its coal marketing
and coal utilities to produce elec-
tricity. That’s why in China you see so
many jobs being produced because they
produce at a very low cost.

This legislation will stop EPA from
driving up electricity costs in America.
It will make it less likely that we are
going to continue to lose jobs to China
if we stop EPA. And | would remind all
of you that when Gina McCarthy, the
air quality director of EPA, came to
Congress, she said herself that trying
to regulate greenhouse gases in Amer-
ica just for the enforcing arms of the
greenhouse gas bill, which would be
every State in America, would cost the
enforcing agencies $24 billion, not in-
cluding the additional cost to all of the
utility companies, those people who
have boilers, farmers, others, the addi-
tional costs that it would provide for
them.

So if we want America to be competi-
tive, to create jobs, to compete with
China, we must stop this out-of-control
EPA. And that is precisely what this
legislation is designed to do. We’re not
changing the Clean Air Act in any way.
Ambient air quality, all of those
things, will still be in force.

So | would urge passage of this legis-
lation.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY).

Mr. MARKEY. |
tleman.

I rise in opposition to the dirty air
act, which overturns the scientific
finding that pollution is harming our
people and our planet. But as long as
Republicans are making an ideological
decision to overturn scientific reality,
I wonder if the Republicans could offer
an amendment overturning inconven-
ient geological reality as well. Let’s
tell the United States Geological Sur-
vey that Congress doesn’t believe that
the United States only has 2 percent of
the world’s oil as well. What the Re-
publican majority is bringing to the
House floor today is almost as absurd.

Republicans want our only weapon
against OPEC to be a bumper sticker
slogan, “Drill, Baby, Drill.” Well, 1
have news for my Republican friends.
We are drilling, baby. U.S. oil produc-
tion is at its highest level in nearly a

thank the gen-
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decade. Domestic natural gas produc-
tion is at an all-time high. But we will
never be able to drill our way out of
this problem.

What Republicans fail to acknowl-
edge is that a clean energy revolution
is already underway. Take a look at
the new electrical generating capacity
we’ve been installing in the United
States in the last 4 years—the last 4
years. Eighty percent of all new elec-
trical-generating capacity has been
natural gas, 33,000 new megawatts; and
wind, 28,000 new megawatts.
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This is the last 4 years, ladies and
gentlemen. Coal is down to 10,000, but
rising very quickly. Solar at nearly
2,000 megawatts; biomass at nearly
1,000 megawatts. In other words, there
is a revolution that is already under
way. The only problem is, there is no
long-term policy or certainty that has
been put on the books. All we have are
the Republicans fighting as hard as
they can to prevent this revolution
from coming to fruition so that we can
dramatically reduce the amount of
greenhouse gases that warm our plan-
et, back out the oil that OPEC wants
to send us, and create a new, clean en-
ergy revolution here in America that
produces jobs for Americans.

This arbitrary rejection of scientific
fact will not cause the gross domestic
product to rise or for unemployment to
fall. But here is what their bill will do:
it will lead to higher pollution levels,
which will rise; oil imports, which will
rise; temperatures, which will rise; job
creation domestically, which will actu-
ally go down.

Vote ‘“‘no’’ on this assault on science,
on public health, and on the American
economic competitiveness that allows
a revolution to take off, which makes
it possible for us to solve the problems
of employment, national security, and
a dangerously warming planet.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the chairman of the Envi-
ronment and the Economy Sub-
committee, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. SHIMKUS).

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, it is
great that we have this chance to be on
the floor today to really address one of
the most important job-creating pieces
of legislation we have brought to the
floor, and that is this legislation today.

For the climate change believers,
their plan is simple: price carbon fuels
so we drive this new world of peace, se-
curity, and green energy. But they
have forgotten one thing: they destroy
jobs in doing that. These are well-
known miners who lost their jobs the
last time we did it. Thousands of coal
miners in Illinois lost their jobs. Even
in the greenhouse gas debate, it would
add 50 cents to a gallon of gas. Does
that create jobs? That destroys jobs.
We are trying to price energy, and all
costs go up.
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So if you are concerned about the
economy and you are concerned about
jobs, this is the perfect bill to support.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to my colleague, the gen-
tlewoman from  California (Mrs.
CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to the dirty air bill.

Once again the House is considering
legislation that has little to no chance
of becoming law. Meanwhile, the public
wants us to focus on job creation. But
the leadership of this House isn’t lis-
tening. The only job they seem inter-
ested in is the one they want EPA not
to do: protect the public’s health. It is
not surprising that many of our Na-
tion’s biggest polluters have asked for
this bill. It lets them keep polluting.

But what is surprising is with this
bill we are rejecting scientific con-
sensus. Even George W. Bush’s EPA
agreed that carbon pollution threatens
the public’s health.

Mr. Chair, H.R. 910 will increase the
pollution that triggers asthma attacks,
respiratory illness, and premature
deaths. It will hobble America’s efforts
to compete in the global energy mar-
ketplace.

Earlier this year, the President stood
on this House floor and talked about
winning the future, about tapping into
America’s genius for innovation, and
he used clean energy as a central exam-
ple because it will help our economy
grow. It will help America compete
globally and protect the health and
quality of life for all Americans.

Let’s not obstruct the EPA from
doing its job of protecting the public’s
health. Let’s not stick our heads in the
sand about the dangers of climate
change. Let’s not turn away from
meeting this challenge, rather, use it
to build dominance in the global indus-
try of clean energy.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“no’” on
this terrible bill.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. GARDNER).

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in support of H.R. 910, the En-
ergy Tax Prevention Act. Without this
bill, the EPA is going to outsource jobs
and business with greenhouse gas regu-
lations, not to mention placing huge fi-
nancial burdens on consumers who will
see energy prices skyrocket as a result
of compliance costs to utilities, refin-
eries and more.

However, what | want to talk about
today is how it relates to rural Amer-
ica and agriculture, particularly in
Colorado. The EPA has time and time
again said agriculture is exempt. If ag-
riculture is exempt, then why did the
Rural Electric Association in my dis-
trict write to me and say it will cost
farmers and ranchers in my State an
additional $1,700 a year to irrigate
their land, if the carbon bill were to
pass this Congress last year and be
signed into law by the President; $1,700
a year, that carbon legislation would
have cost farmers and ranchers in my
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State. By 2030, it would have cost them
an additional $7,000 a year for one
meter to run their irrigation. That’s
costing agriculture. That’'s costing
jobs.

Instead of becoming the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, the EPA is
becoming the ‘“Everyone Pays a Lot
Agency.”

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, that
information is incorrect. 1 would like
to see a letter that pertains to this
EPA action. | think it might have been
a letter related to a different piece of
legislation.

I am now pleased to yield 2 minutes
to the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. ESHO0).

Ms. ESHOO. | thank the very distin-
guished ranking member of the House
Energy and Commerce Committee.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in very, very
strong opposition to this bill, H.R. 910.

I can’t help but think as | listen to
what is being said on the other side
that they are sitting in a car looking
in the rearview mirror, and they think
they see the future. There is a reason
why people on this side of the aisle are
opposed to this bill and call it the dirty
air bill, because that’s exactly what it
is. And so instead of helping to create
jobs for the American people, which is
their top priority, their very, very top
priority, what is the gift of the new
majority, dirty air. That’'s why the
American Lung Association is vehe-
mently opposed to this bill. The Amer-
ican Public Health Association is vehe-
mently opposed to this bill. Former
senior military officers, environmental
organizations, and scientists all
strongly oppose the bill.

Now, guess who is for it. Guess who is
for it, America. Big Oil because it will
increase the demand for oil and do
nothing to reduce what consumers
spend on gasoline. This bill would put
an end to future cost savings because
both the EPA and States would be pro-
hibited from updating the standards
that they have already set.

One would think that during this
time of rising gas prices and the tur-
moil in the Middle East, that we would
be voting on legislation to decrease our
dependence on foreign oil, voting to
drive innovation in clean energy indus-
tries, and voting to ensure future secu-
rity and energy independence and leave
the next generation of Americans with
a healthy world. Instead, we are voting
on a bill to gut the Clean Air Act. |
think this is all heavy evidence for
Members of the House to oppose the
dirty air act.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the former chairman of the
Natural Resources Committee and the
current ranking member on the Trans-
portation Committee, the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. RAHALL).

Mr. RAHALL. | thank the chairman
for yielding the time to me, and | ap-
preciate his and his committee’s work
on this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | don’t think anybody
in this body is for dirty air or dirty
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water or any of the adjectives that
have been used to describe the sup-
porters of this legislation. Certainly
the Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act
and other worthy pieces of legislation
that Congress has passed over the dec-
ades have worthy goals and have
achieved tremendous progress for this
country. And there is not a person in
this country, | dare say, that would
want to renege on a lot of the positive
initiatives that have been achieved
under these pieces of legislation.
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No singular government agency, how-
ever, is sufficiently positioned to tack-
le the complex solution required to ad-
dress carbon emissions. The answer has
to be multipronged. It must involve in-
novation and investment in addition to
reductions. It must be crafted taking
into account the realities of the effect
that emission reductions will have on
the economic recovery this country is
currently experiencing and on jobs, es-
pecially in the heartland of America.
These are not matters that the EPA is
required to consider or equipped to ad-
dress.

To simply allow the EPA to move
ahead on its own in crafting a national
strategy on climate change is a recipe
for disaster. It assures a lopsided solu-
tion to a broad and cumbersome chal-
lenge. And, what may be worse, it does
not provide for the kind of trans-
parency and the kind of public input
that is needed for a viable, long-term
solution.

It is one of the eternal truths of our
form of government, Mr. Chairman,
that the public has to be involved, it
has to be informed, and the public
must be engaged. This legislation is
crystal clear in its message that the
EPA has gotten ahead of public opinion
and that the Congress now has a re-
sponsibility to pull it back.

| support this legislation, and | urge
its passage today.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr. INS-
LEE).

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, we
should oppose this dirty air act because
it would suggest that we are a nation
in a deep and dangerous sleep, dozing
in the face of disastrous pollution,
slumbering while our children are rid-
dled with asthma. It’s time for Amer-
ica to wake up, get up out of our com-
fortable beds of denial, and get to work
building a new, clean economy.

It’s time to wake up, America. The
Chinese are not sleeping while they
build five times more wind turbines
than us. The Germans are not sleeping
building more solar panels. The Indians
are not sleeping who are restricting
carbon pollution. It is time to wake up.
Nobody in human history has ever won
a race while asleep. And that’s why it’s
time for a national awakening by re-
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jecting this bill. It’s a time to put engi-
neers to work on clean energy. It's a
time to help businesspeople to grow
businesses. It’s a time to help students
learn new technology.

It is an irony, but it’s true: You can
only dream while you’re asleep, but
you can only realize a dream when
you’re awake.

We should believe in American
exceptionalism. We are exceptional in
innovation, exceptional in entrepre-
neurship, exceptional in pioneering
technology. And if we do these things,
the sun we see on the horizon will be a
sunrise, not a sunset. It will be a sign
of an awakening nation. We’ll do this
because we will know and America can
know the profound satisfaction of
building a clean energy economy and
producing children free of asthma rath-
er than increasing it like this dirty air
act.

Vote ‘“no’’ against this small-minded
exercise in pessimism. Vote ‘“no” and
embrace the optimism that is inherent
in our national character.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentlelady from Ten-
nessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN), a member of
the committee.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the legislation and
thank our chairman, the gentleman
from Michigan, for bringing it forth
and bringing forth a bill that will limit
the EPA’s regulatory overreach. It is
important that we do. This is an issue
that has been going on since 2007, when
the Supreme Court gave the EPA per-
mission to regulate greenhouse gases.
At that point, | introduced a bill that
would have stopped the EPA. Unfortu-
nately, Congress didn't act and the
EPA has now issued a final rule, and
there will be more rules and regula-
tions on the way if Congress does not
step in and take action to stop this.

I am grateful that we are stepping
forward and making certain that this
authority returns to Congress. | urge
my colleagues to vote for H.R. 910 and
reassert Congress’s authority over this
issue, as it should be, and take it away
from unelected bureaucrats.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to a distin-
guished member of our committee, the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN).

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. | thank the
ranking member for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, as the representative
of a district that has one of the highest
greenhouse gas emission levels per
square mile in the United States and
the Caribbean, | rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.R. 910, appropriately known
as the Dirty Air Act.

As a physician and as a person who
has been trained to make decisions on
sound science, | have to reject this leg-
islation that is based wrongly on the
premise that there is no science that
supports the court’s decision that
greenhouse gases are injurious to the
public health. That premise is wrong.
Once again, our Republican colleagues
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deny sound science in their attempt to
achieve misguided and, in this case,
harmful political ends. Leading sci-
entific academies, associations, and
think tanks have all clearly docu-
mented a clear connection between
these gases and poorer health. They
make just as clear a connection of
these gases to the acceleration of cli-
mate change, which adds another di-
mension of health challenges, some of
which we are already facing today.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle tend to attribute the findings
to the EPA administrator, but it is not
she who has determined that these
harm the public health. It was the sci-
entific community, respected experts
in the field.

Mr. Chairman, the reduction of
greenhouse gases is particularly impor-
tant to the poor and racial and ethnic
minorities, as it has been shown that
polluting industries are more often lo-
cated in or near our communities.

In committee, and | suppose today,
you will hear a lot of talk about CO,
but that is not the only greenhouse gas
that we’re concerned about. This harm-
ful group of gases also includes meth-
ane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur
hexafluoride.

The Virgin Islands have seen dra-
matic increases in asthma and cancers
as the presence of these gases has in-
creased. There is no way | can support
this bill. No one should support it. We
have a responsibility to protect the
health of the American public. | urge
my colleagues to reject H.R. 910 and to
vote ‘‘no’’ to dirty air.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE
ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE,
March 23, 2011.
MEMBERS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
Re: NAACP Opposes H.R. 910, the Energy Tax
Prevention Act of 2011

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the
NAACP, our nation’s oldest, largest and
most widely recognized grassroots-based
civil rights organization, | am writing in op-
position to H.R. 910, the Energy Tax Preven-
tion Act of 2011. If enacted as written, H.R.
910 would block the ability of the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) to re-
duce greenhouse gases under the authority of
the Clean Air Act.

For more than 40 years, the EPA has used
the authority granted to it by the Clean Air
Act to protect our health and our environ-
ment. EPA actions to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions are therefore appropriate, and
should in fact be supported. If successful the
reduction of greenhouse gases will help slow
global warming, improve Americans’ health
and create new jobs.

The reduction of greenhouse gas emissions
is especially important to racial and ethnic
minorities, as we are disproportionately af-
fected by the negative consequences of glob-
al warming socially, economically, and
through our health and well-being. One need
look no further than Hurricane Katrina and
its tragic aftermath to see that African
Americans and other communities of color
are disproportionately affected by severe
weather and other negative consequences of
global warming. More recently, we can look
to the extreme weather patterns experienced
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by much of the United States this past win-
ter, with unseasonable snow, ice and tem-
peratures well below freezing in Atlanta, GA,
and points south.

Rather than focus on legislative initiatives
which would hinder our nation’s progress in
addressing the dangers of climate change and
the resulting social, health and economic
consequences, the NAACP urges the U.S.
Congress to work toward the enactment of
comprehensive climate protection and clean
energy legislation that reduces global warm-
ing pollution. As such, the NAACP looks for-
ward to working with you to ensure that ef-
fective actions are taken. In that vein, |
hope that you will feel free to contact me
should you have any questions or comments
on the NAACP position.

Sincerely,
HILARY O. SHELTON,

Director, NAACP Washington Bureau &

Senior Vice President, Advocacy and Policy.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Dakota (Mr. BERG).

(Mr. BERG asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERG. Mr. Chairman, this bill is
a starting point to lowering energy
costs. This bill encourages private sec-
tor investment and will grow jobs.

North Dakota is a leader in energy
development. However, overreaching
EPA regulations threaten not only en-
ergy producers but consumers as well.

The EPA'’s efforts to impose a cap-
and-trade tax threaten to increase the
price of energy for American families.
These higher energy costs will also im-
pact small business, threatening them
and preventing them from growing the
economy and creating jobs.

Our economy is suffering, and heap-
ing more taxes on American families
and imposing new regulations that will
hurt job creation is not what our coun-
try needs to get back on track.

I firmly support the Energy Tax Pre-
vention Act.

Mr. WAXMAN. For the purpose of a
unanimous consent request, | yield to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in opposition to H.R.
910.

On April 2, 2007, the Supreme Court in
Massachusetts v. EPA held that greenhouse
gases, including carbon dioxide, are “air pol-
lutants” under the Clean Air Act. As a result,
the EPA was legally obligated to determine
whether greenhouse gas emissions from
motor vehicles could be reasonably antici-
pated to endanger public health or welfare. If
the EPA made a positive finding, then it would
also have to issue regulations to reduce such
emissions.

On December 7, 2009, the EPA issued its
endangerment finding. The finding was based
on a 200-page synthesis of major scientific
assessments authored by not only the Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate Change, but
also by the U.S. Global Change Research
Program, the U.S. Navy, the U.S. Department
of Agriculture, the National Research Council,
NOAA, NASA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, the CDC, the U.S. Geological Survey, the
National Snow and Ice Data Center, and oth-
ers. The EPA’s scientific basis for the finding
was extensively reviewed by, among others, a
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group of leading scientists from federal agen-
cies.

In order to limit the number of industrial
sources that would be subject to regulation,
the EPA issued its “Tailoring Rule” last May
which raised the Clean Air Act statutory
thresholds to require greenhouse gas permit-
ting only for the largest industrial sources of
greenhouse gas emissions from 100/250 tons
to 100,000 tons per year.

In response to these actions, House Energy
and Commerce Chairman FRED UPTON intro-
duced the Energy Tax Prevention Act to strip
the EPA of its authority to regulate carbon
under the Clean Air Act.

My two largest concerns with the bill is that
it overturns both the Supreme Court’s finding
that the EPA has the authority to regulate
greenhouse gases under the Clean Air Act
and the EPA’s scientific determination that
greenhouse gases endanger human health
and the environment.

By doing this, the Energy Tax Prevention
Act could also: prohibit EPA from enforcing
existing greenhouse gas reporting require-
ments; prevent EPA from taking impacts on
climate change into consideration when ap-
proving alternatives to ozone depleting sub-
stances under Title VI of the Clean Air Act and
the Montreal Protocol; create legal uncertainty
about the status of the recent motor vehicle
standards adopted by EPA; and call into ques-
tion EPA’s authority to implement voluntary
programs to reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions.

| must emphasize that | am opposed to the
EPA moving forward with regulations on large
utilities and refineries in our country, because
| believe that the Congress should be the de-
cision maker on carbon control issues. How-
ever, we cannot discount the Supreme Court
decision, say climate change is not an issue
and move on with it, which is the approach the
Energy Tax Prevention Act takes. Instead, we
should pass a bill that would delay the EPA
from moving forward with these regulations so
that the Congress has time to address this
issue with input from Members that represent
diverse constituencies nationwide.

So | ask my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle to provide leadership on this front.
Let's address carbon so that we don’t have to
worry about what the EPA is doing and wheth-
er they will be sued by outside groups to fur-
ther regulate these industries or move up al-
ready announced dates for rulemaking. This
Congress has the power to be 100% in control
of giving our manufacturing base the regu-
latory certainty it needs. Cap and Trade legis-
lation will not pass this Congress, but | believe
a solution can be found for controlling carbon
emissions by using nuclear and natural gas to
generate electricity.

As such, | encourage my colleagues to vote
against this bill and instead, let us pass into
law a bipartisan, comprehensive carbon con-
trol program that regulates emissions with the
least disruption to our economy.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. | appreciate the
gentleman’s courtesy.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong opposi-
tion to this legislation, which makes a
mockery of science, public health,
international cooperation, the environ-
ment, the Supreme Court, and Con-
gress.
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The problems with this bill start
with its title, the ‘“Energy Tax Preven-
tion Act.” The bill has nothing to do
with taxes. | had an amendment to ac-
tually prevent the EPA from imposing
an energy tax that the Rules Com-
mittee would not allow.
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During the rules debate, my col-
league Mr. SESSIONS from Texas indi-
cated the committee did not because
my amendment was ‘‘not germane’’,
because the bill doesn’t have anything
to do with taxes.

Welcome to another journey down
the legislative rabbit hole. Last week,
the majority pretended that you didn’t
have to have both Chambers of Con-
gress to enact a law. This week, we
have purposely misleading bill titles.

The rule, by the way, did waive a
point of order on germaneness for a
provision added in committee, but the
Rules Committee refused to make in
order an amendment that would actu-
ally prevent energy taxes. That’s be-
cause there is no threat that the EPA
will impose taxes. Instead, the agency’s
measured and reasonable approach to
update the Clean Air Act to deal with
carbon pollution will reduce health and
economic costs.

The tax moniker is not the only
falsehood being floated about the EPA.
Supporters have also claimed this bill
will prevent rising gas prices. The Pul-
itzer Prize-winning PolitiFact has
rated this claim false.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle understand that. They’re tak-
ing a page from Frank Luntz’ approach
to environmental policymaking. They
don’t want to have a fact-based debate
about the EPA’s authority to limit car-
bon pollution. Instead, they’re working
to perfect the use of poll-tested, wildly
inaccurate language to attack sound
science and to undermine confidence in
laws that keep us safe.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
rejecting this unfortunate piece of leg-
islation and the tactic that is being
used to advance it.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the House Ag Committee, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS).

Mr. LUCAS. I rise in support of H.R.
910.

Mr. Chairman, for more than 2 years,
we have watched Obama’s Environ-
mental Protection Agency try to ex-
pand its authority over American agri-
culture. Most telling of the EPA’s irra-
tional regulatory approach is how it
has concluded that the breath we ex-
hale and the gas that livestock expels
are dangerous pollutants and should be
regulated under the Clean Air Act.

During a recent Agriculture Com-
mittee hearing, the EPA Administrator
said agriculture is currently exempt
from the proposed regulations because
the EPA has targeted only the largest
greenhouse gas emitters. This doesn’t
provide any certainty to our farmers
and ranchers, especially since, in a re-
cent interview, Lisa Jackson was
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quoted as saying that the EPA will
begin looking at regulating greenhouse
gases from farms as soon as 2013, which
counters her own remarks at that hear-
ing.

Additionally, a mythical exemption
doesn’t insulate farmers, ranchers and
rural businesses from the higher en-
ergy and operating costs they’ll face
from other industries hit by these reg-
ulations. Whether it’s the fuel in the
tractor, the fertilizer for the crops or
the delivery of food to the grocery
store, this backdoor energy tax will in-
crease the cost of doing business in
rural America.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
passing H.R. 910, the Energy Tax Pre-
vention Act, and protect agriculture
from EPA’s overreach. This bill will
prevent the EPA from running wild
across America’s farms and from sub-
jecting our producers to more burden-
some regulations that threaten to put
them out of business. Rural America
has never stopped being a good place to
live; so it’s our job to make sure it’s a
good place to make a living, too.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | now
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY).

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. | thank
my friend from California for his lead-
ership.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in opposi-
tion to H.R. 910.

My friend Mr. BLUMENAUER made the
point that there is a deliberate mis-
leading title to this bill somehow cyni-
cally allowing voters to believe that
this is about taxes. | had an amend-
ment before the Rules Committee that,
unfortunately, was not accepted. How
about we be intellectually honest
about this? Let’s rename the bill the
Koch Brothers Appreciation Act of
2011. At least then we could clear the
air and be honest; but then again,
that’s what this bill is all about, not
clearing the air but ensuring that it
stays polluted.

Today, sadly, the other party will at-
tempt to pass a bill that denies decades
of science in order to protect the prof-
its of a few favored corporations. Next,
we may hear claims that the Earth is,
indeed, flat.

When Congress passed the Clean Air
Act in 1970, it directed the EPA to pro-
tect the public health and welfare from
pollution that would alter weather and
climate. In the last 40 years, hundreds
of peer-reviewed scientific papers have
found that global warming is caused by
humans, is becoming worse, and poses
a dire threat to our public health, na-
tional security and economic vitality.

This bill makes Congress the final ar-
biter of science. That is a perilous
path, Mr. Chairman, to go down, and it
repudiates 100 years of bipartisan ef-
forts to craft public health legislation
according to science. Not since the
Scopes trial has a division of govern-
ment waged such an outlandish assault
on science. With H.R. 910, Republicans,
sadly, have aligned themselves with
that school board in Tennessee and
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with the Pope who excommunicated
Galileo.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. | thank the chair-
man for yielding me the time and for
his leadership on this issue.

I rise in strong support of this legis-
lation.

Despite President Obama stating
that he would prefer Congress to take
the lead in determining how to handle
greenhouse gases, what do you know?
The Environmental Protection Agency
has begun their own plan to regulate
greenhouse gases.

American voters spoke in November,
and they clearly rejected the cap-and-
trade agenda that was offered in this
Congress last year and that was not
taken up in the United States Senate.
Now we, ourselves, are faced with the
need to act. So unless Congress acts to
stop the EPA, this administration and
the Environmental Protection Agency
will enact their own cap-and-trade-like
agenda.

Without action, the EPA will add
more regulatory red tape onto Amer-
ican businesses and manufacturers,
hampering the ability of companies to
operate competitively in the United
States. These businesses could be
forced to move those jobs overseas, to
locations with fewer regulatory bur-
dens, or they could simply pass these
increased costs on to American con-
sumers. Either choice is not good for
jobs in America. Without action, these
regulations will be paid by anyone who
turns on a light switch or who plugs in
an appliance.

We must stop the EPA from con-
tinuing their spree of overregulating
our economy. During this economic
slow-down, we should be adopting poli-
cies that seek to rebuild our economy
and create more jobs. We should be pro-
ducing more energy, an all-of-the-
above energy plan that | know the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee is
working on, to increase the domestic
production of oil and natural gas and
coal and safe nuclear power and to en-
courage new productions from new
sources of energy.

Let’'s make America energy inde-
pendent. Let’s not raise the cost of en-
ergy and ship jobs overseas, which will
cost millions of American jobs. We
should be doing just the opposite. This
legislation starts us on that path, and
I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing on each side?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
California has 10 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Michigan has 11%
minutes remaining.

Mr. WAXMAN. | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to a cosponsor of the bill, the

gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
BOREN).
Mr. BOREN. Mr. Chairman, | rise

today in support of Chairman UPTON’s
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bill, H.R. 910, a bill to prevent the EPA
from regulating greenhouse gases. By
passing this bill, Congress will rein in
the EPA and save thousands of Amer-
ican jobs.

This is a very sensitive issue to me.
Georgia-Pacific, a subsidiary of Koch
Industries, is the largest employer in
my hometown of Muskogee, Oklahoma,
employing almost 1,000 Oklahomans. |
am proud of the work Koch Industries
brings to my district and of its record
of environmental stewardship. | want
to make sure that Georgia-Pacific em-
ployees keep their jobs and that Koch
can continue to invest in Oklahoma.

Every Member of Congress under-
stands the delicate balance between
creating jobs and preserving the envi-
ronment, but | ask my colleagues to
see that the answer to America’s eco-
nomic and environmental challenges is
not a more powerful EPA. Let’s pass
the Upton bill and put an end to this
job-killing idea.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.
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Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PETERSON), the former
chairman of the House Ag Committee
and now ranking member of that com-
mittee.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 910.

We recently held a hearing in the Ag-
riculture Committee with folks from
the EPA and from people in agri-
culture, and the message that we heard
was pretty clear from agriculture that
they believe the EPA needs to be
reined in, not only as regards this bill,
but other measures that are being con-
sidered within the EPA as well. What
this bill will do is hit a pause button on
the EPA’s current efforts to regulate
greenhouse gases, and that’s exactly
what people in agriculture think we
need.

| have traveled the country, all over
the country, talking to agriculture
producers both in my district and other
places, and they are concerned about
what they see coming out of this agen-
cy, the regulations that they are see-
ing. And what really concerns them is
that the agency does not seem to un-
derstand agriculture and, frankly,
doesn’t seem to want to understand ag-
riculture.

These proposed regulations we’re see-
ing from EPA could potentially get in
the way of what agriculture producers
are already doing when it comes to
conservation of our natural resources.
American farmers and ranchers rely on
these resources to provide the world’s
food supply and are committed to pre-
serving them for the next generation.

The EPA claims to be operating in an
open and transparent manner, but the
agency is sending mixed messages. At
the recent hearing that | mentioned
earlier, we were told that agriculture is
currently exempt from proposed regu-
lations, yet press reports have quoted
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the administrator since as saying the
EPA will begin looking at regulating
greenhouse gases from farms as soon as
2013.

If Congress doesn’t do something
about the regulations being imposed on
our farmers, ranchers and rural com-
munities, the economic effects are
going to affect everybody in America.
We are being asked to feed more and
more people not only in this country,
but around the world. This kind of leg-
islation, the effect is going to be to
make it harder to do that and also to
raise the cost on all of the consumers
in this country at a time when that’s
the last thing that we need.

| encourage my colleagues to support
H.R. 910.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

Mr. HOLT. | thank my colleague
from California.

For 40 years, the Clean Air Act has
been successful in reducing emissions
in the atmosphere, pollution that kills
people. Thousands of people are alive
today because of the Clean Air Act.
None of them know who they are. It
might be people in this Chamber, some
of us. And the success of the Clean Air
Act is due in large part to being en-
acted and strengthened based on the
best science available to find effective
ways to remove the worst pollutants
from our air. The legislation before us
today—appropriately nicknamed the
“dirty air act”—would gut the Clean
Air Act and prevent EPA scientists
from doing their jobs.

The Clean Air Act was written wisely
to allow the safeguards to grow with
the scientific understanding of the dan-
gers proposed by various chemicals in
the air and with the technological
means for controlling those pollutants.
Carbon pollution, a couple of years ago,
was determined by EPA scientists to
endanger the health and welfare of the
American people. EPA scientists
should be allowed to continue their
work. Air pollution is costly in lives
and in dollars.

The Clean Air Act is successful. The
legislation must be protected.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from West
Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO).

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in support of H.R. 910, the En-
ergy Tax Prevention Act, which would
prohibit the EPA from using the Clean
Air Act to regulate greenhouse gases.

Congress has already said no to a
cap-and-trade tax, yet the EPA is in-
tent on taking matters into their own
hands, which will result in a bleeding
of jobs. If the EPA is allowed to con-
tinue to pick winners and losers in this
country, we will be seeing higher prices
at the gas pump, higher utility bills,
and job loss.

We should be making it easier, not
harder, for small businesses to expand
and hire. However, the EPA’s assault
on fossil fuels will result in higher do-
mestic energy costs and push American
jobs overseas.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

At home in West Virginia, the EPA is
making it much more expensive to
turn on our lights and drive to work;
that’s not the way to get our economy
back on track.

This legislation is of particular im-
portance to my constituents in West
Virginia. The EPA’s regulations will
disproportionately affect our State’s
economy. West Virginia powers the Na-
tion. Our energy providers provide
thousands of good-paying jobs, and coal
alone provides over half of our Nation’s
electricity and over 95 percent of the
power in my State.

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote
in favor of H.R. 910 to stop the EPA’s
regulatory overreach and job-killing
strategies.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute.

I want to clarify some statements
that have been made that are abso-
lutely inaccurate.

There may be Members who are un-
happy about EPA regulations as they
hear from their constituents, but that
is not what is involved in this bill
today.

This bill would stop EPA from regu-
lating as it relates to carbon emissions;
and EPA has undertaken this because
of a scientific finding that carbon
emissions are causing a danger to pub-
lic health and the environment.

EPA, under the Clean Air Act, has a
wide range of possible regulations, but
EPA has decided that they would re-
strict their regulations only to large
new sources or expansion of existing
sources of pollution of 100,000 tons per
year, and that is all.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself another 30 seconds.

So we heard these claims that they
are going to come in and regulate in
areas where they’re not seeking to reg-
ulate, nor have they in fact done it. A
new source, emitting 100,000 tons of
pollution, is equivalent to burning a
train car load of coal per day.

We hear concern from people from
the coal-burning States, but they’re
not threatened unless there are new
sources of that magnitude. The oil
companies are not going to be regu-
lated unless they are going to build a
new source of that magnitude. Maybe
they are fearful about other regula-
tions, but that is no reason to support
this bill.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the chairman of the Energy

and Power Subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr.
WHITFIELD).

Mr. WHITFIELD. On this tailoring
rule that was adopted by EPA saying
that they would regulate only those
emitters of 100,000 tons or more per
year, that is in direct violation of the
language of the Clean Air Act, which
says they have to regulate anything 150
to 250 tons per year.

Lawsuits have already been filed
against the EPA of violating the Clean
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Air Act, and there is a strong sense
that the tailoring act would be ruled il-
legal. And if it is, as Gina McCarthy
said, they would have to regulate ev-
erything in society, including small
farms, small businesses, everyone.
They do not have the manpower to do
it; and as she stated, it would cost the
enforcing agencies alone $24 billion,
and that’s not including the money
that industries and others would have
to spend to comply with the new regu-
lations. So the statement that they
will not be impacted is certainly not
settled.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute.

I want to refute the statements that
have just been made.

There is a court doctrine allowing
EPA to design regulations that are tai-
lored according to administrative ne-
cessity, and they need not go beyond
that.

The complaint on the other side is
that there is a wide-ranging regulation,
but there is not. And there will be an
amendment offered by Representatives
KIND and OWENS to restrict the regula-
tions by law to what the EPA is imple-
menting.
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And | hope the gentleman that spoke
just now will vote for that amendment.
But whether it passes or not, EPA can
tailor its regulation, and they ought
not complain about a regulation that’s
not being proposed. They don’t want
even the minimal one that EPA is im-
plementing.

If we don’t legislate and we don’t reg-
ulate, we are ignoring the problem and
we’re going to make it much, much
worse and costlier to correct later on.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. BASS).

Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. Mr.
Chairman, 1 rise in support of this leg-
islation.

For me, this debate is not about
whether or not climate change is oc-
curring, nor is it about preventing the
congressionally directed policies that
Congress should have to reduce green-
house gas emissions and allow us to
have a low-carbon producing economy.

I, for one, think that climate change
is real and a problem that needs to be
addressed with practical solutions that
have attainable goals to reduce emis-
sions and provide certainty in our
economy. | also believe that the Clean
Air Act has truly benefited our Nation
and should never be weakened—rather,
strengthened.

However, agencies should not be able
to regulate what has not been legis-
lated. Doing so does not solve prob-
lems. It creates even more uncertainty
as it opens up the agency’s rules to
countless legal challenges.

And | am committed to finding a
workable solution to achieve clean air,
help address global warming, and pre-
serve the economic competitiveness of
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the United States in the global mar-
ketplace. With my friend, Congressman
MATHESON of Utah, we offered an
amendment during markup that is now
in the bill that states that there is es-
tablished scientific concern over warm-
ing of the climate system and Congress

should fulfill its role in developing
policies to control greenhouse gas
emissions.

I rise in support of this legislation,
but | also support a meaningful solu-
tion to the carbon crisis.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased at this time to yield 3 minutes
to the Democratic whip in the House,
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Briefly, in response to
the gentleman’s assertion, of course
the court has said EPA does, in fact,
have this authority. This is not a new
authority they’re making up. Rather
than invest in new energy tech-
nologies, address carbon pollution, and
create clean energy jobs, our friends on
the other side are choosing instead to
deny the problem and take away Amer-
ica’s tools for responding to it.

This bill would overturn auto emis-
sion standards that are making our
cars and trucks cheaper to drive and
breaking our independence on foreign
oil. This bill would not do a single
thing to bring down the price of gas,
but it would keep America from saving
1.8 billion barrels of oil over the life-
time of our new cars. We would not
have gotten there, frankly, if some of
the proponents of this bill who opposed
getting to those standards had pre-
vailed. And it would do so at a time
when the turmoil in the Middle East
should serve as an energy independence
wake-up call.

I'm for using all of our energy that
we can do so in a healthy, safe way.
This bill, however, would significantly
weaken the Clean Air Act over its 40-
year span.

The benefits of the act: longer lives,
healthier Kkids, greater workforce pro-
ductivity, and protected ecosystems
have outweighed the costs by more
than 30-1. That’s a pretty good return,
ladies and gentlemen. Last year, ac-
cording to the EPA, just one part of
the Clean Air Act prevented someone
160,000 premature deaths, 130,000 heart
attacks, and 100,000 hospital visits.
That is a pretty good return on our in-
vestment.

And according to the American Med-
ical Association, “If physicians want
evidence of climate change, they may
well find it in their own offices. Pa-
tients are presenting with illnesses
that once happened only in warmer
areas. Chronic conditions are becoming
aggravated by more frequent and ex-
tended heat waves. Allergy and asthma
seasons are getting longer.”

The gentleman from New Hampshire
said he doesn’t doubt global warming. |
agree with that conclusion. It is a
shame this bill doesn’t take that per-
spective. The Republican response is to
make pollution easier, frankly.
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Finally, this bill overturns scientific
findings that carbon pollution endan-
gers the environment and human
health, which has been confirmed by
all of the world’s leading scientists.

A partisan majority can pass what-
ever bill it wants. | understand that.
But it cannot legislate the facts out of
existence, facts that as recently as a
few years ago were accepted in both
parties. What changed? The science or
the politics?

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to oppose this bill, which recklessly en-
dangers our air, our health, our cli-
mate, and our energy independence.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MURPHY), a member of
the committee.

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Okay.
Here we go.

When we discussed the cap-and-trade
bill, it worked sort of like the Seinfeld
show. George Costanza comes to Jerry
and says, “You know what we should
do with this show, what it should be
about?”” Jerry says, ‘“What?”’ George
says, ‘““‘It’s about nothing.”

Here’s how cap-and-trade works: Fac-
tory A has something coming out of its
smokestack; Factory B doesn’t. So
Factory B sells their ““nothing’’ to Fac-
tory A. Factory A adds that cost to the
cost of their products. Sooner or later,
they raise costs of electricity, raise
costs of their products. They can’t
make it in America any more.

America figured this out long ago,
and they said we’re going to see energy
prices go up, we’re going to see jobs
and income go down. We don’t want it
to work this way. We want clean air,
clean land, and clean water. But the
way these things are working is not
what’s going to make it happen.

So the American people say don’t ex-
port our jobs, don't export our fac-
tories, don’t export our manufacturing
and then end up importing emissions
from other countries. It’s a global
problem. It’s something we have to
deal with. But having the EPA do this
without working through Congress
isn’t the way to make this happen.

Let’s come up with a real solution
here but not continue on down this
road of exporting our jobs to other
countries.

Mr. WAXMAN.
my time.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, if I might
just enter in a brief colloquy with my
friend, the gentleman from California.

Each of us has about the same
amount of time left. 1 have allocated
my time; | presume you have as well.
My remaining speakers are meeting
someplace, and I'm prepared to close
and yield back if you are, unless some-
body comes to the floor awfully fast.

Is it the same for you?

Mr. WAXMAN. | find myself in the
same position. | am prepared to close
and yield back my time, unless one of
our Members shows up unexpectedly.

Mr. UPTON. Fine.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman and my
colleagues, | have before me a letter

I continue to reserve
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from the United States Environmental
Protection Agency. We asked them
very specific questions, and one was
whether this would establish a back-
door cap-and-trade program. They said,
one, EPA has not adopted a cap-and-
trade program to address greenhouse
gas emissions; two, EPA is not consid-
ering or evaluating a cap-and-trade
program to address these emissions
under existing Clean Air Act authority;
and they further went on to say they
do not anticipate that they will do a
cap-and-trade program. None of the
five programs that they have adopted
or are considering adopting to limit
harmful pollutions are cap-and-trade
programs.

So when we hear Members get up and
say, oh, they’re about to adopt a cap-
and-trade program because Jerry
Seinfeld’s show might lead you to that
conclusion, it is not, according to Lisa
Jackson, the head of EPA, their intent.

EPA, under the law, is required to
look at the science. Once they deter-
mined that carbon is a pollutant that
causes harm to public health and the
environment, they must regulate. They
could, under their powers, fashion the
regulation in a modest way, which is
exactly what they’ve done. The regula-
tions that they are implementing can
be met through greater efficiency in
these new sources that would emit
such large amounts of carbon. That is
a reasonable thing to do because it is
beneficial for the industries to be more
efficient.

We have found over the years, under
the Clean Air Act, when sources of pol-
lution, industries, reduce their pollu-
tion, they become more efficient and
more competitive. That’s what will
happen as a result of the regulations
that are being implemented. Let us not
tie EPA’s hands and say they cannot
deal with this subject.

For those who deny the science, | dis-
agree with you. But if you’re wrong, it
will take a long time before any strat-
egy will come into effect to reduce
these emissions. Buy at least an insur-
ance policy to reduce these dangerous
pollutants so that we can avoid some of
the terrible consequences of green-
house gas emissions and climate
change, which are already evident in
this country and around the world.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
bill. Vote “‘no.”

| yield back the balance of my time.

[ 1550

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, we followed regular
order on this bill. We had plenty of
hearings. We issued a discussion draft.
We had markups in both full and the
subcommittee. We sought bipartisan
support. In fact, we received it. Mr. PE-
TERSON, who spoke earlier, the former
chairman of the House Ag Committee,
Mr. RAHALL, the former chairman of
the Natural Resources Committee, are
both original cosponsors.

We have different rules than the
other body, the Senate. They are de-
bating this same issue today in fact.
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They have been debating it now for a
couple of weeks. And it’s interesting to
me that a number of the amendments
on the amendment tree in the Senate
by different Democratic sponsors—in
fact, 1 would confess that the EPA has
run amok because they, too, though
they might not be fully supportive of
this legislation, they too are sup-
porting a 2-year time-out to the EPA,
to tell them to stop. They’re not ready
for this.

| supported, | voted for the Clean Air
Act back in 1990. And | think most of
my colleagues then, it was a strong
majority that supported that. It allows
the EPA to regulate 188 different con-
taminants. They do that. This bill does
not weaken that work by the EPA.

There was an issue then that the Sen-
ate included in their version of the bill
something that did regulate green-
house gases. And when it went to con-
ference with the House, JOHN DINGELL
was then chairman of the conference
committee, the House did not accept
the Senate language. The Senate re-
ceded to the House, as the lingo goes,
and in fact the Clean Air Act then
ended up without regulating green-
house gases.

We had a huge debate in the last Con-
gress on cap-and-trade. Speaker PELOSI
had an 86-vote margin here in the
House. Cap-and-trade, yes, it did pass
in the House. It passed by seven votes.
So you switch four votes, it goes the
other way. But despite that passage in
June of 2009, the Senate did not take
that legislation up. Didn’t go through
subcommittee, full committee, never
got to the Senate floor, and it died
with the conclusion of the 110th Con-
gress.

What we are saying is that the Con-
gress, elected leaders here, should de-
cide what is regulated. We know from
the testimony that we had in com-
mittee we may lose as many as 1.5 mil-
lion jobs. We heard from the refineries.
They know that it’s going to increase
costs because they’re going to have ad-
ditional regulation. They’re going to
pass those costs on. And, in fact, it will
raise the price of gasoline by 20 cents
to 50 cents over the next number of
years. That’s not what we want to see
in this country.

And what’s going to happen? What’s
going to happen to those jobs? They’re
going to leave this country, and
they’re not going to come back. And
they’re going to go to other places like,
let’s face it, India and China, where
neither country has nearly the envi-
ronmental laws that we have today. We
are going to continue to enforce, to see
the Clean Air Act enforced. This does
not weaken that act. We just say we’re
not ready to regulate greenhouse gases,
not when we have an unemployment
rate where it is today—Michigan much
higher than the national average—
knowing that it’s going to cost a lot of
jobs.

So | would urge my colleagues to
support this legislation. It tells the
EPA, no, you are not going to do this.
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We will see what happens with the Sen-
ate, as they debate this issue the rest
of the day and perhaps into tomorrow.
But | would urge all of my colleagues
to support H.R. 910, particularly now as
we get into the amendments.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chair, | rise in support
of H.R. 910, the Energy Tax Prevention Act.

In 2009, the Administration announced their
“National Program” to regulate fuel economy.
But if you read beyond the press releases
touting the “National Program” you'd find that
it wasn’'t one program at all. In reality, the so-
called “National Program” is made up of three
different fuel economy programs, administered
by three different agencies—NHTSA, EPA,
and the California Air Resources Board—
under three different sets of rules, pursuant to
three different laws.

Why on earth do we need three different
agencies regulating the same thing? The truth
is, we don’t. H.R. 910 would end the regu-
latory duplication, and the millions in taxpayer
dollars wasted on such redundancy by EPA.

Mr. Chair, as the old Beatles song goes,
“one and one and one is three.” The CAFE
program plus an EPA program plus a Cali-
fornia program adds up to three different pro-
grams. That's what we have now, but we must
do better for consumers, who will ultimately
have to bear the cost of all this unnecessary
regulation. H.R. 910 returns the regulation of
fuel economy back to one standard, with rules
written by Congress, not unelected bureau-
crats. | urge a “yes” vote on this important
legislation.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chair, | rise in strong
opposition to H.R. 910, the Energy Tax Pre-
vention Act or “Dirty Air Act” which will end
the  Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA’s) ability to regulate harmful carbon pol-
lution.

| will vote against this bill for many reasons,
but one that is particularly concerning to me is
related to my strong support for Science,
Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics
(STEM) education. | believe that STEM edu-
cation is critically important to our recovering
economy and to our future competitiveness
and innovation. | support programs, such as
the Cyber Foundations Competition, to en-
courage more students to pursue careers in
science and technology and | believe that
many of my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle share this goal. But how can we ask our
students to pursue careers in science and
then ignore scientists when their findings are
not politically convenient? This bill sets
science aside and sends a dangerous mes-
sage to our students pursuing studies in
STEM fields.

In addition to an attack on science, this bill
will stop and reverse the public health, envi-
ronmental, and economic protections that
have been achieved since the passage of the
Clean Air Act 40 years ago. In 2010 alone, the
Clean Air Act contributed to the prevention of
160,000 premature deaths, 130,000 heart at-
tacks, and more than 100,000 hospital visits.
This bill will also prevent the EPA from setting
pollution standards for cars and trucks, in-
creasing carbon emissions in our commu-
nities, and continuing our nation’s addiction to
foreign oil. Further, a return to outdated tech-
nology will limit new innovations in renewable
and more efficient technologies and limit the
job growth opportunities in these emerging
manufacturing industries.
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Rhode Islanders have great respect for their
environment and they deserve the right to step
outside and feel safe breathing the air around
them. By preventing the EPA from regulating
greenhouse gas emissions, we are turning
back the progress we have made to protect
our health under the Clean Air Act and we are
halting important economic opportunities that
will help make our nation a world leader in
new technologies. | urge my colleagues to join
me in opposing this bill and supporting re-
sponsible regulations that will keep our nation
moving forward and keep our environment
safe for future generations.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition to
the legislation before the House, which would
weaken the Clean Air Act and the ability of the
Environmental Protection Agency to protect
public health and the environment from carbon
pollution.

The scientific community has been telling us
for years, with growing urgency, that green-
house gas emissions are contributing to
changes in the climate and that the impact of
these changes will be overwhelmingly nega-
tive going forward. There is a lot of room for
a constructive debate on what the U.S. re-
sponse should be to the buildup of heat-trap-
ping gases in the atmosphere. Our response
cannot be to simply deny the existence of the
problem.

But that is exactly what the bill before the
House does. This legislation rejects the sci-
entific consensus that climate change is occur-
ring and overturns EPA’s scientific finding that
carbon pollution endangers public health and
the environment. In a word, this bill would take
a fundamentally anti-science dogma and en-
shrine it into public law. It is the legislative
equivalent of sticking our heads in the sand.

We've heard a lot of overheated rhetoric by
the proponents of this bill that protecting the
American people from carbon pollution
amounts to some kind of job-kiling tax in-
crease that will make gasoline and electricity
cost more. In fact, the rules EPA is developing
seek to curb carbon pollution by the very larg-
est emitters in this country over a period of
many years. We're talking about facilities that
emit more than 75,000 tons of carbon into the
air each year. In most cases, the new rules
will simply require these facilities to make en-
ergy efficiency improvements. As we've seen
in so many other areas, investments in energy
efficiency often pay for themselves and actu-
ally create jobs.

H.R. 910 is opposed by scientists, public
health groups, environmentalists, sporting or-
ganizations like Trout Unlimited, as well as the
UAW and the Blue/Green Alliance. This legis-
lation should be rejected.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chair, | rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 910, The Energy Tax Prevention
Act of 2011. This legislation will amend provi-
sions of the Clean Air Act, to establish general
rules prohibiting the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) from regu-
lating green house gas emissions to address
the issue of climate change.

Being from Nebraska, | meet with a number
of agriculture interests, all of them very con-
cerned about the activism that the EPA has
and is demonstrating these last few years.
Folks joke about green house gas emissions
that come from farm animals, especially cows
and cattle. While on the one hand it is funny
to think that this is a problem; however, on the
other hand, it just demonstrates the kind of
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people who are working in today’'s EPA and
this is really serious.

When Administrator Jackson testified before
the House Agriculture Committee she stated,
“One notion is that EPA intends to regulate
the emissions from cows—what is commonly
referred to as a ‘cow tax.”” “The truth is—the
EPA is proposing to reduce greenhouse gas
emission in a responsible, careful manner and
we have even exempted agricultural sources
from regulation.” When the Administrator testi-
fied before the Energy and Power Sub-
committee of the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, as a member, | asked her to clarify if
she would exempt agriculture from these regu-
lations and she said she would—twice over. |
appreciate her willingness to exempt this very
important industry, because not exempting ag-
riculture would have a dramatic impact on the
Nebraska economy. My concern is that Ad-
ministrator Jackson does not have the legal
authority to unilaterally exempt agriculture; and
even if she does, that industry is only one law
suit away from being regulated, due to citizen
law suits. | have no doubt that the Sierra Club,
PETA, the Natural Resource Defense Council,
the U.S. Humane Society, or some other
group will sue either individually or together
with regards to greenhouse gases on farms.

The EPA’s own figures on agriculture state
that 37,000 farms are above the threshold of
being a major source of greenhouse gas emis-
sions. The Clean Air Act explicitly states that
“major sources” must obtain a Title V oper-
ating permit. This could have a direct impact
on many operations within agriculture, includ-
ing corn, wheat, grain, cattle, and hog oper-
ations. This overzealous regulation will cause
the cost of food production to rise and will also
cause an indirect impact on bringing goods to
market by helping to increase energy costs.

While | appreciate Administrator Jackson’s
willingness to exempt us from the cow tax, |
think it is more important that we pass H.R.
910 and get it to the President for his signa-
ture, in order to guarantee that none of our
energy is taxed.

Only with the passage of H.R. 910 will we
end EPA’s over reach on this issue.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chair, emboldened by
their electoral victories last fall, my Republican
colleagues have embarked on a campaign to
weaken or repeal many of the landmark laws
that have protected the public’s health and the
environment.

The first opening shots at the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) were fired through
amendments to legislation (H.R. 1) to com-
plete the fiscal 2011 budget.

More than 22 anti-environmental and anti-
conservation riders, that suspend agencies
from taking action to implement provisions in
Federal law, were added to bill on the House
floor during the week of February 13th.

Fortunately, the Senate rejected the House
bill, bringing us down a path to where we are
today in a high stakes showdown whose out-
come looks even more likely to result in a gov-
ernment-wide shutdown.

But, instead of sitting down to try to work
out a budget, we are here on the House floor
debating a bill to overturn a scientific finding.

EPA determined through its December 2009
endangerment finding that greenhouse gases
endanger the public’s health.

Today’s House floor action is reminiscent of
the Catholic Church’'s response to Galileo
Galilei's publication of his famous work, Dia-
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logue Concerning the Two Chief World Sys-
tems, which stated that the sun was the center
of the universe.

It was not until October 31, 1992 when
Pope John Paul Il expressed his regret for
how the Galileo affair was handled by the
Catholic Church.

Unfortunately, climate change does not af-
ford us the luxury of time to amend our poli-
cies decades from now.

Climate change is upon us and the longer
we delay, question the science and fail to take
even modest action to curb future growth, the
costlier the consequences will be.

Today’s legislation is a cynical attempt to
pretend climate change is not occurring and
restrict the one agency authorized by law to
do something about it.

History will neither reflect kindly on those
who reject science in the pursuit of short-term
economic and political gain.

| urge my colleagues to oppose this bill.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. Chair. |
rise in opposition to H.R. 910. While cynically
called the Energy Tax Prevention Act by its
sponsors, the bill could more aptly be named
the “Dirty Air Act”.

This legislation would overturn EPA’s sci-
entific finding that greenhouse gases endan-
ger human health and welfare, which
stemmed from a landmark 2007 Supreme
Court decision, and prevent the EPA from
using the Clean Air Act—now or in the fu-
ture—to limit greenhouse gas pollution from
power plants and other industrial sources. This
reckless and misguided attack on our environ-
ment and public health will allow more pollu-
tion into the air we breathe and threaten the
health of Americans across the country.

Supporters of the bill claim that setting
standards for greenhouse gases under the
Clean Air Act will cost jobs and undermine the
competitiveness of America’s manufacturers.
But the argument that clean air somehow
poses a hazard to the economy is as ridicu-
lous now as it was in the 1970s, when the
major polluters used it to try and stop enact-
ment of landmark environmental laws. Rolling
back the EPA’s authority to limit pollution—
whether it be carbon or lead—won't create a
single job. It will simply undo 40 years of
progress toward a cleaner environment and
better public health.

In fact, the very provisions of the Clean Air
Act that this bill attacks have a forty-year track
record of delivering cleaner air and improved
health, along with the benefits of enormous
growth in the economy. In its first 20 years,
the Clean Air Act prevented an estimated
200,000 premature deaths. Some 1.7 million
tons of toxic emissions have been removed
from our air each year since 1990. Innovations
spurred by the Act have made our cars up to
95 percent cleaner today than they were in the
past. EPA economists estimate that the total
benefits of the Clean Air Act amount to 30
times its costs.

Passage of this bill would also mark the first
time in history that Congress has approved
legislation to overrule an objective scientific
finding. Congress enacted the Clean Air Act
precisely to require the EPA to make science-
based decisions about the threats to health
and welfare presented by air pollution instead
of allowing such decisions to be driven by po-
litical ideology or special interests. And that is
exactly what EPA's scientists have done:
under both the Bush and Obama administra-
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tions, objective scientific studies have found
that greenhouse gases pose a real and indis-
putable threat.

Recently, more than 2,500 scientists—from
all 50 states—sent a letter to Congress calling
on Members to support EPA’s updated carbon
pollution standards under the Clean Air Act,
noting that the ‘“science-based law has pre-
vented 400,000 premature deaths and hun-
dreds of millions of cases of respiratory and
cardiovascular disease during the 40 years
since it was first passed—all without dimin-
ishing economic growth.”

Rather than heeding the science and letting
the EPA and the states do their job to protect
public health and our environment, this bill
would give the nation’s biggest polluters a free
pass to keep polluting and place the health of
our nation—particularly our children, elderly
citizens and other vulnerable populations—at
risk. A vote for this bill is a vote against the
commonsense Clean Air Act provisions that
keep our air clean and protect our public
health. | urge my colleagues to support
science and the Clean Air Act and oppose
H.R. 910.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chair, | rise in support
of H.R. 910, the Energy Tax Prevention Act of
2011.

Based on the physical evidence and fore-
casts of most scientists, it is clear climate
change is happening, man-made causes are a
significant factor, and that left unaddressed,
climate change poses a public health risk. |
believe we must move forward from debating
the science of climate change to developing
balanced policies that combat its impacts.

However, | oppose the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency's (EPA’s) attempt to regulate
greenhouse gas emissions. | believe Congress
must retain the authority to develop a climate
change policy that reduces emissions, im-
proves energy efficiency, and encourages
clean energy technology, including clean coal,
while also protecting and creating jobs, keep-
ing energy costs affordable, and preserving
our economic recovery. | am not convinced
EPA'’s current path will achieve those goals.

While | do not agree with all aspects of this
legislation, | support H.R. 910, to ensure Con-
gress has the ability to develop a practical cli-
mate change policy at the appropriate time. |
ask my colleagues to join me in supporting
this legislation.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chair, | rise in support of
the Energy Tax Prevention Act of 2011, which
would prohibit the EPA from regulating green-
house gas emissions under the Clean Air Act.

With gas prices averaging $3.70 per gallon,
up from $3.50 a month ago, up nearly a dollar
from a year ago, and with unemployment rates
continuing at heartbreaking levels, the last
thing the American people need is a national
energy tax.

Yet the Obama EPA seems intent on imple-
menting policies that will not only drive up the
price at the pump, but drive even more Amer-
ican jobs to places like India and China. Ac-
cording to a study conducted by the Heritage
Foundation, annual job losses will exceed
800,000 should the Congress fail to act in pre-
venting the EPA from moving ahead with their
global warming agenda.

In this difficult economy, the federal govern-
ment must make affordable, domestic energy
production a top priority and House Repub-
licans are doing just that.

| applaud the work of my colleagues in de-
veloping an all-of-the-above energy solution
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that will create jobs and end our dependence
on foreign sources of energy.

But Congress first must stop the EPA’s as-
sault on working families, small businesses
and family farms by rejecting this backdoor
national energy tax.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chair, | rise today in strong
opposition to weakening the Clean Air Act and
ignoring the very real threat posed by global
warming. Republicans might like to teach cre-
ationism in schools and demonize science, but
the fact is that climate change is man-made,
is happening, and threatens our way of life.
Failure to act is unacceptable.

The Obama Administration is taking small
but important steps toward regulating only the
largest sources of greenhouse gases. This
legislation would end that progress. The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) is exer-
cising its Clean Air Act authority as recognized
by the conservative Supreme Court in Massa-
chusetts v. EPA. The Upton-Inhofe bill (H.R.
910) would not only undermine the Clean Air
Act, it would also take the unprecedented step
of overturning a scientific finding by the EPA
that carbon pollution endangers America’s
health and environment.

At a time of rising gas prices and oil related
conflicts around the world, this legislation
would further increase our dependence on olil
and other fossil fuels. This bill would take us
back to a failed energy policy that has made
our country addicted to fossil fuels and im-
ported oil.

Rather than sticking our heads in the sand,
Congress needs to implement a comprehen-
sive energy policy that puts a price on carbon
pollution and invests in the energy sources of
the future. We could start by ending taxpayer
subsidies for giant oil companies and corn eth-
anol, but | doubt that bill will be on the floor
anytime soon.

The Republican attack on science and logic
will not create a single job or protect a single
American’s health. All it will do is appease the
radical fringe of their party. | urge all my col-
leagues to vote no.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair, | rise
today in strong support of H.R. 910, the En-
ergy Tax Prevention Act, which is common-
sense legislation that will help economic re-
covery efforts and reduce energy prices.

It is troubling to see the Obama Administra-
tion continue to advocate for policies that will
inhibit job creation in this country, and also
raise prices of goods and services for every
American. We should not move forward with
imposing regulations that will slow the current
economic recovery.

Over the last few months, my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have borrowed the
Republican mantra from the past couple of
years when the Democrats had control and
asked, “Where are the jobs?” | have found
this quite humorous considering that since Re-
publicans have taken over leadership of the
House, we have been actively working to rein
in excess government waste and pass legisla-
tion to make it more affordable to do business
in this country. But, setting that aside, we
should all be able to agree that without pas-
sage of the Energy Tax Prevention Act, the
answer to their question will be: not in the
u.s.

We must not continue to allow the EPA to
move forward in regulating all sectors of our
economy. It is a simple fact that by imposing
costly regulations on American businesses, it
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will ultimately force these companies to reduce
jobs, or in the worst case scenario, move op-
erations overseas. Additionally, while some
may feel that industries can afford to pay more
to comply with the slew of EPA regulations
that have already been implemented, or will
soon be implemented, these extra costs will
ultimately be passed onto the American con-
sumer.

The EPA’'s reliance on the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) as-
sessment reports should be cause for alarm.
Given the climategate e-mail scandal, and
other information that has come to light, there
are many serious questions as to the legit-
imacy of the process used by the IPCC to
base their conclusions. It would seem to me
that since the EPA relied heavily on question-
able conclusions by the IPCC, it is essential
for Congress to pass H.R. 910 so we may go
back and reexamine our greenhouse gas pol-
icy.
Like most Americans, | believe that there
can and should be a proper balance between
economic prosperity and environmental sus-
tainability. Everyone wants clean air and clean
water, and no one wants sky-high electric and
tax bills. | have long argued that the key to our
energy independence is through technological
innovation. The best way for the federal gov-
ernment to support technological innovation is
to incentivize it through research and develop-
ment grants and tax credits. Excessive regula-
tions cannot assure technological break-
throughs, especially expensive and onerous
mandates like the cap-and-tax proposals in
the previous Congress.

With the recent spike in gas prices, we need
to do all we can to decrease the cost of doing
business. H.R. 910 is the first in a series of
legislative proposals that Republicans are
planning on putting forward to cut energy
prices and reduce the regulatory burdens that
businesses and consumers face. | strongly
support passage of this important legislation,
and urge a “yes” vote.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chair, today | rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 910, the Republican
Majority's so-called “Energy Tax Prevention
Act.” | think a more accurate title would be the
“Science Ignorance Appreciation Act” or “For-
eign Energy Dependence Act.”

Today’s measure would unilaterally invali-
date the Environment Protection Agency’'s
findings that carbon dioxide and other air pol-
lutants pose a threat to public health and envi-
ronment. Even more egregiously, the bill pro-
hibits the EPA to regulate man-made green-
house gases in spite of verified independent
scientific research that shows that climate
change poses an existential threat to our way
of life.

The proposal is nothing more than censor-
ship of government scientists who simply want
to protect human and environmental health.
There is an overwhelming scientific consensus
that global warming is directly due to man-
made behavior. In recent years we have
begun to witness this science first hand, as
extreme weather such as floods, droughts,
blizzards, hurricanes and other natural disas-
ters have begun to affect areas unaccustomed
to such events. We cannot ignore the science
and evidence.

If we pass this flawed legislation, we will
lose an incredible opportunity to create the
market forces necessary to stimulate innova-
tion in clean energy technology such as wind,
solar, and other clean energy programs.
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The Energy Tax Prevention Act deliberately
delays the day that America will be freed from
its addiction to foreign oil. As we have seen
with the recent instability in the Middle East,
there are dramatic downsides to our current
energy dependence strategy.

A “yes” vote today is a vote for unchecked
pollution and global warming. It is a vote
against scientific consensus and a clean en-
ergy future.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chair, | rise in strong
opposition to H.R. 910, the Dirty Air Act. That
this bill is taken seriously enough to receive a
vote in the United States House of Represent-
atives is embarrassing. This bill not only re-
quires Members of Congress to ignore thou-
sands of the world’s best scientists and over
four decades of peer reviewed research, but it
requires Congress to assert that it is more
qualified to judge the entire body of science.
It is an assault on science, on reason, and on
common sense. Americans expect better from
their elected leaders.

No amount of fossil fuel company spin, lob-
bying and campaign contributions can change
the fact that global warming is happening. But
they can make important changes to global
warming; The longer we wait to substantively
and aggressively act, the faster global warm-
ing will happen, the more fiercely it will hap-
pen, and the less control we will be able to
exert over it.

We are also throwing away badly needed
opportunities. Failing to control global warming
pollution means we fail to provide needed im-
petus to make the transition to clean energy.
We are voting to turn our back on the oppor-
tunity to reclaim the mantle of global leader on
clean energy from China and now, Germany.
We are voting to turn our back on the oppor-
tunity to revitalize our manufacturing sector
which has been ailing in cities like Cleveland
for decades. We are voting to turn our back
on the opportunity to create millions of new
jobs and boost our economy. We are voting to
turn our back on the opportunity to reduce air
pollution that kills tens of thousands of people
very year, who are disproportionately from
communities of color and are of low income.
We are voting to turn our back on the oppor-
tunity to strengthen our national security,
which, according to the Pentagon, is threat-
ened by global warming. We are voting to turn
our back on the opportunity to inspire and lead
with alternatives that would build a stronger
America.

It is time for us to cast a vote in favor of fu-
ture generations instead of merely invoking
them to try to justify inhumane budget cuts. |
urge my colleagues to vote “no” on this bill.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in
the bill shall be considered as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment
under the 5-minute rule and shall be
considered read.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

H.R. 910

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘““Energy Tax

Prevention Act of 2011,
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NO REGULATION OF EMISSIONS OF

GREENHOUSE GASES.

Title 111 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7601
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 330. NO REGULATION OF EMISSIONS OF
GREENHOUSE GASES.

‘““‘(a) DEFINITION.—INn this section, the term
‘greenhouse gas’ means any of the following:

““(1) Water vapor.

““(2) Carbon dioxide.

““(3) Methane.

““(4) Nitrous oxide.

““(5) Sulfur hexafluoride.

“‘(6) Hydrofluorocarbons.

““(7) Perfluorocarbons.

““(8) Any other substance subject to, or pro-
posed to be subject to, regulation, action, or
consideration under this Act to address climate
change.

““(b) LIMITATION ON AGENCY ACTION.—

““(1) LIMITATION.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may
not, under this Act, promulgate any regulation
concerning, take action relating to, or take into
consideration the emission of a greenhouse gas
to address climate change.

““(B) AIR POLLUTANT DEFINITION.—The defini-
tion of the term ‘air pollutant’ in section 302(g)
does not include a greenhouse gas. Notwith-
standing the previous sentence, such definition
may include a greenhouse gas for purposes of
addressing concerns other than climate change.

““(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) does not
prohibit the following:

“(A) Notwithstanding paragraph (4)(B), im-
plementation and enforcement of the rule enti-
tled ‘Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emis-
sion Standards and Corporate Average Fuel
Economy Standards’ (as published at 75 Fed.
Reg. 25324 (May 7, 2010) and without further re-
vision) and finalization, implementation, en-
forcement, and revision of the proposed rule en-
titled ‘Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards and
Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and
Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles’ published at
75 Fed. Reg. 74152 (November 30, 2010).

“(B) Implementation and enforcement of sec-
tion 211(0).

““(C) Statutorily authorized Federal research,
development, and demonstration programs ad-
dressing climate change.

“(D) Implementation and enforcement of title
V1 to the extent such implementation or enforce-
ment only involves one or more class | sub-
stances or class Il substances (as such terms are
defined in section 601).

“(E) Implementation and enforcement of sec-
tion 821 (42 U.S.C. 7651k note) of Public Law
101-549 (commonly referred to as the ‘Clean Air
Act Amendments of 19907).

““(3) INAPPLICABILITY OF PROVISIONS.—Noth-
ing listed in paragraph (2) shall cause a green-
house gas to be subject to part C of title I (relat-
ing to prevention of significant deterioration of
air quality) or considered an air pollutant for
purposes of title V (relating to permits).

““(4) CERTAIN PRIOR AGENCY ACTIONS.—The
following rules and actions (including any sup-
plement or revision to such rules and actions)
are repealed and shall have no legal effect:

“(A) ‘Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse
Gases’, published at 74 Fed. Reg. 56260 (October
30, 2009).

“(B) ‘Endangerment and Cause or Contribute
Findings for Greenhouse Gases Under Section
202(a) of the Clean Air Act’, published at 74
Fed. Reg. 66496 (December 15, 2009).

“(C) ‘Reconsideration of Interpretation of
Regulations That Determine Pollutants Covered
by Clean Air Act Permitting Programs’, pub-
lished at 75 Fed. Reg. 17004 (April 2, 2010) and
the memorandum from Stephen L. Johnson, En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) Adminis-
trator, to EPA Regional Administrators, con-
cerning ‘EPA’s Interpretation of Regulations
that Determine Pollutants Covered by Federal
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
Permit Program’ (December 18, 2008).
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“(D) ‘Prevention of Significant Deterioration
and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule’,
published at 75 Fed. Reg. 31514 (June 3, 2010).

“(E) ‘Action To Ensure Authority To Issue
Permits Under the Prevention of Significant De-
terioration Program to Sources of Greenhouse
Gas Emissions: Finding of Substantial Inad-
equacy and SIP Call’, published at 75 Fed. Reg.
77698 (December 13, 2010).

“(F) ‘Action To Ensure Authority To Issue
Permits Under the Prevention of Significant De-
terioration Program to Sources of Greenhouse
Gas Emissions: Finding of Failure To Submit
State Implementation Plan Revisions Required
for Greenhouse Gases’, published at 75 Fed. Reg.
81874 (December 29, 2010).

“(G) ‘Action to Ensure Authority To Issue
Permits Under the Prevention of Significant De-
terioration Program to Sources of Greenhouse
Gas Emissions: Federal Implementation Plan’,
published at 75 Fed. Reg. 82246 (December 30,
2010).

“(H) ‘Action to Ensure Authority to Imple-
ment Title V Permitting Programs Under the
Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule’, published at 75
Fed. Reg. 82254 (December 30, 2010).

“(l) ‘Determinations Concerning Need for
Error Correction, Partial Approval and Partial
Disapproval, and Federal Implementation Plan
Regarding Texas Prevention of Significant Dete-
rioration Program’, published at 75 Fed. Reg.
82430 (December 30, 2010).

““(J) ‘Limitation of Approval of Prevention of
Significant Deterioration Provisions Concerning
Greenhouse Gas Emitting-Sources in State Im-
plementation Plans’, published at 75 Fed. Reg.
82536 (December 30, 2010).

“(K) ‘Determinations Concerning Need for
Error Correction, Partial Approval and Partial
Disapproval, and Federal Implementation Plan
Regarding Texas Prevention of Significant Dete-
rioration Program; Proposed Rule’, published at
75 Fed. Reg. 82365 (December 30, 2010).

““(L) Except for actions listed in paragraph
(2), any other Federal action under this Act oc-
curring before the date of enactment of this sec-
tion that applies a stationary source permitting
requirement or an emissions standard for a
greenhouse gas to address climate change.

“(5) STATE ACTION.—

“(A) NO LIMITATION.—This section does not
limit or otherwise affect the authority of a State
to adopt, amend, enforce, or repeal State laws
and regulations pertaining to the emission of a
greenhouse gas.

““(B) EXCEPTION.—

“(i) RULE.—Notwithstanding subparagraph
(A), any provision described in clause (ii)—

(1) is not federally enforceable;

“(I1) is not deemed to be a part of Federal
law; and

“(111) is deemed to be stricken from the plan
described in clause (ii)(1) or the program or per-
mit described in clause (ii)(11), as applicable.

““(if) PROVISION DEFINED.—For purposes of
clause (i), the term ‘provision’ means any provi-
sion that—

“(1) is contained in a State implementation
plan under section 110 and authorizes or re-
quires a limitation on, or imposes a permit re-
quirement for, the emission of a greenhouse gas
to address climate change; or

“(I1) is part of an operating permit program
under title V, or a permit issued pursuant to
title V, and authorizes or requires a limitation
on the emission of a greenhouse gas to address
climate change.

““(C) ACTION BY ADMINISTRATOR.—The Admin-
istrator may not approve or make federally en-
forceable any provision described in subpara-
graph (B)(ii).”".

SEC. 3. PRESERVING ONE NATIONAL STANDARD
FOR AUTOMOBILES.

Section 209(b) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
7543) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

*“(4) With respect to standards for emissions of
greenhouse gases (as defined in section 330) for
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model year 2017 or any subsequent model year
new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle en-
gines—

“(A) the Administrator may not waive appli-
cation of subsection (a); and

“(B) no waiver granted prior to the date of
enactment of this paragraph may be construed
to waive the application of subsection (a).”.
SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of the Congress that—

(1) there is established scientific concern over
warming of the climate system based upon evi-
dence from observations of increases in global
average air and ocean temperatures, widespread
melting of snow and ice, and rising global aver-
age sea level;

(2) addressing climate change is an inter-
national issue, involving complex scientific and
economic considerations;

(3) the United States has a role to play in re-
solving global climate change matters on an
international basis; and

(4) Congress should fulfill that role by devel-
oping policies that do not adversely affect the
American economy, energy supplies, and em-
ployment.

The CHAIR. No amendment to the
committee amendment is in order ex-
cept those printed in House Report 112-
54. Each such amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the
report, by a Member designated in the
report, shall be considered read, shall
be debatable for the time specified in
the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE OF TEXAS

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 1 printed in
House Report 112-54.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. | have
an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike sections 2 and 3 of the bill, redesig-
nate section 4 of the bill as section 3, and in-
sert after section 1 of the bill the following
section:

SEC. 2. STUDY AND REPORT.

(a) STuDY.—In the interest of protecting
national security, the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency shall con-
duct a study to determine—

(1) the long term impacts of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency having no author-
ity to regulate emissions of greenhouse
gases;

(2) if there are alternatives to ensure com-
pliance with the Clean Air Act; and

(3) best practices with respect to green-
house gas regulation under the Clean Air
Act.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency shall submit to Congress a report on
the results of the study under subsection (a),
including any findings and recommenda-
tions.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 203, the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. | want
to thank the ranking member of the
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full committee for reading a very im-
portant letter into the RECORD that the
EPA has no intention to manipulate or
to utilize cap-and-trade as part of their
responsibilities. This is not a cap-and-
trade initiative or legislation. It has
nothing to do with cap-and-trade.

In fact, | think the whole concept of
this Energy Tax Prevention Act is
muddled and befuddled. I don’t under-
stand it. | practiced oil and gas law for
almost 15 or 20 years. | come from
Houston, and | recognize the difficul-
ties that we have in the industry and
understanding the industry. But | also
am cognizant that this majority, my
good friend on the other side that rep-
resents that, they are interested in ad-
hering to the Constitution.

And | don’t know why they have not
studied the Supreme Court decision in
Massachusetts versus EPA that clearly
indicates, even though this was motor
vehicle emissions that they were talk-
ing about, but it held that greenhouse
gases, widely viewed as contributing to
climate change, constitute air pollut-
ants, and therefore that phrase as uti-
lized under the Clean Air Act and the
EPA has jurisdiction to regulate under
the Clean Air Act.

I assume what we are doing is trying
to bash a long-standing process rather
than coming up with better ideas. |
think my amendment brings about a
better idea, because energy is a na-
tional security issue. And what my
amendment poses to do is to ask seri-
ous questions about the impact of
eliminating the EPA authority, finding
a way to work through this question:
What would be the long-term impact?
Because the legislation that is now
written by my friends on the other side
of the aisle is telling the United States
of America, in conflict with the United
States Supreme Court decision—and
let me just hold up a visual, the Con-
stitution, which is what this majority
says that they are basing their whole
legislative agenda on.

Well, we have constitutional author-
ity. And they are now telling us that
we should not regulate water vapor,
carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide,
sulfur hexafluoride,
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons,
and any other substance. | don’t hear a
scream and cry of the industry. | do
hear the idea that there are burdens
that will come upon the industry that
we should address.

So the amendment that | have that |
am asking for real consideration on the
basis of a national security question,
How will we provide for resources that
will provide for the engine economy of
this Nation, the long-term impact of
the Environmental Protection Agency
having no authority to regulate emis-
sions of greenhouse gases? Also, if
there are alternatives to ensure com-
pliance with the Clean Air Act, if you
have a better alternative. And best
practices with respect to greenhouse
gas regulation under the Clean Air Act,
which the Supreme Court decision
clearly dictates that it has the author-
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ity to regulate it. But we need to col-
laborate and cooperate and understand
how we balance the needs of an energy
policy.

Might | also say that energy recog-
nizes all forms of energy. And energy
companies that are in oil and gas are
looking at alternatives. They have
whole sections that are addressing the
question of alternative fuels. Why are
we raising a bill that has no sense of
direction in what it is trying to do and
to eliminate an oversight that is pro-
tecting the American public in their
quality of life and also doesn’t speak to
how we work with the industry to actu-
ally make sure that we check these
emissions but as well provide the op-
portunity for domestic growth and do-
mestic energy growth?

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Michigan is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. UPTON. | just want to say to my
friend from Texas that with regard to
the hue and cry of folks that support
this legislation, not a lot of business
folks, |1 have a whole series of letters of
support for our legislation from the
American Electric Power to the Farm
Bureau, the Iron and Steel Institute,
Americans for Tax Reform, American
Public Power, Business Roundtable,
Chamber of Commerce, Metalcasters
Alliance, Multi-Traders Letters, auto
dealers, Realtors, manufacturers, Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers,
cattlemen, Mining Association, petro-
chemical, Rural Electrical Coopera-
tive, and on and on.

LETTERS OF SUPPORT

AF&PA Press Statement

American Coalition for Clean Coal Elec-
tricity Press Statement

American Electric Power

American Farm Bureau Federation

American Iron and Steel Institute

Americans for Prosperity Press Statement

Americans for Tax Reform

API-ACC Coalition Letter

American Public Power Association

Business Roundtable Letter

Chamber of Commerce

Cornwall Alliance

Freedom Action Press Release

Industrial Energy Consumers of America
Press Statement

Metalcasters Alliance

Midwest Power Coalition

Multi-Traders Letters

NACS

National Automobile Dealers Association

National Association of Realtors

National Association of Manufacturers

National Association of Manufacturers
Press Statement

National Cattleman’s Beef Association

National Center for Public Policy Research

National Mining Association Press State-
ment

National Petrochemical & Refiners Asso-
ciation

National Rural Electric Cooperative Asso-
ciation

NRECA Press Statement

Nucor Letter

Southern Company

Steelgram—Support H.R. 910
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Tesoro Corporation

The Brick Industry

The Fertilizer Institute

Valero Energy Corporation

AMERICAN FOREST &
PAPER ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC.
AF&PA STATEMENT ON THE ENERGY TAX
PREVENTION ACT (H.R. 910)

WASHINGTON.—American Forest & Paper
Association President and CEO Donna Har-
man today issued the following statement
regarding the Energy Tax Prevention Act
(H.R. 910) as introduced in the U.S. House of
Representatives by Energy and Commerce
Committee Chairman Fred Upton (R-Ml),
Agriculture Committee Ranking Member
Collin Peterson (D-MN), Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee Ranking Member
Nick Rahall (D-WV), and Energy and Power
Subcommittee Chairman Ed Whitfield (R-
KY).

“l applaud the introduction of this bi-par-
tisan legislation to bring a halt to regulation
of greenhouse gases through the Clean Air
Act. There is broad agreement that the
Clean Air Act is the wrong tool to regulate
greenhouse gases. The rule serves to impose
high costs and business uncertainty related
to new investments in the manufacturing
sector. Congress, not EPA, should decide en-
ergy policy; in particular, issues related to
investments in renewable energy, including
biomass.

“The Greenhouse Gas regulations are the
latest example of those that would hamper
job growth and put obstacles in the way of
American business to compete in the global
marketplace. Inexplicably, this is happening
as other parts of the Administration are pro-
moting the need for more exports and job
creation.

“l commend Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee Chairman Fred Upton (R-MIl), Agri-
culture Committee Ranking Member Collin
Peterson (D-MN), Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee Ranking Member Nick
Rahall (D-WV), and Energy and Power Sub-
committee Chairman Ed Whitfield (R-KY)
for introducing this legislation. We look for-
ward to working with Congress on this very
important issue.”

AMERICAN COALITION FOR
CLEAN COAL ELECTRICITY,
Alexandria, VA.
HOUSE, SENATE INTRODUCE LEGISLATION TO
STOP EPA REGULATIONS

ALEXANDRIA, VA.—The American Coalition
for Clean Coal Electricity today praised the
introduction in the U.S. House and Senate of
bipartisan legislation that would ensure the
authority to regulate emissions of green-
house gases rests with Congress, and not the
EPA. The bills were introduced by House En-
ergy and Commerce Committee Chairman
Fred Upton and Senate Environment and
Public Works Ranking Member James
Inhofe.

“The EPA’s sweeping regulations will af-
fect the lives of millions of Americans, from
their electricity bills to the economy as a
whole. Given this wide-ranging impact, it is
important that Congress—not the EPA—ad-
dress greenhouse gas emissions in a manner
that takes into consideration both environ-
mental and economic impacts,” said Steve
Miller, president and CEO of ACCCE.

The bills would eliminate EPA’s authority
to regulate greenhouse gas emissions under
the Clean Air Act, which is ill-suited for that
task. The legislation introduced today would
leave in place all of the essential provisions
of the Clean Air Act.

EPA’s proposed regulations on greenhouse
gas emissions could have a dramatic impact
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on jobs and the economy. A recent analysis
by the American Council for Capital Forma-
tion concluded that uncertainty caused by
these regulations could, by 2014, result in the
loss of between $25 billion to $75 billion in in-
vestment in the economy and that this could

result in the loss of between 476,000 and 1.4

million jobs.

“At a time when Americans are struggling
with high energy costs, the EPA’s proposed
regulations could make electricity more ex-
pensive. The affordability of coal-fueled elec-
tricity has helped moderate increases in en-
ergy costs, and continued reliance on coal
can help the U.S. recover economically and
American businesses to compete globally,”
said Miller. ““We thank Chairman Upton and
Senator Inhofe for their leadership on this
critical issue as well as Members of Congress
from both parties who have agreed to be ini-
tial co-sponsors of the bill.”

AMERICAN ELECTRIC POWER,
Columbus, OH, March 3, 2011.

Hon. FRED UPTON,

Chairman, House Committee on Energy and
Commerce, U.S. House of Representatives,
Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN UPTON: | am writing today
to express my strong support for the Energy
Tax Prevention Act of 2011.

When the Clean Air Act was originally en-
acted, it was not the expectation of Congress
that this Act be applied to greenhouse gases.
In fact, the Act was designed to regulate am-
bient air quality and hazardous air pollut-
ants, among other matters. Moreover, the
regulation of greenhouse gases was not man-
dated by the Supreme Court ruling and
therefore is not necessarily required by the
Clean Air Act.

It is clear to us at American Electric
Power that the issue of climate change pol-
icy should be addressed exclusively through
the legislative process. The Congress of the
United States is better equipped to holis-
tically evaluate not only the environmental
impacts of greenhouse gases but also the im-
pacts of greenhouse regulation on the econ-
omy, employment, energy and international
trade. | firmly believe that this approach is
crucial to ensuring a sound national policy.

I again thank you for your leadership on
this important matter, and AEP looks for-
ward to working with you to enact this legis-
lation.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL J. MORRIS,
Chairman of the Board,
President and Chief Executive Officer.
AMERICAN
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,
Washington, DC, March 3, 2011.

Hon. FRED UPTON,

U.S. House of Representatives, Rayburn House
Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN UPTON: The American
Farm Bureau Federation (AFBF) strongly
supports the Energy Tax Prevention Act of
2011 that you plan to introduce in the House
of Representatives.

This bill would preempt regulation of
greenhouse gases (GHG) by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) based on
climate change considerations. The bill
would not affect previously enacted or pro-
posed rules regarding emissions from mobile
sources.

The regulation of GHG does not fit within
the current framework of the Clean Air Act.
Unlike other regulated pollutants, where
Clean Air Act thresholds are sufficient to
regulate the largest emitters, GHG regula-
tion at statutorily required, thresholds holds
the prospect of costly and burdensome per-
mit requirements on farms, ranches, schools,
hospitals and some large residences.
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Farmers and ranchers will be particularly
disadvantaged under such a regulatory
scheme. The costs incurred by utilities, re-
finers and manufacturers to comply with
GHG regulations will be passed along to
their customers, including farmers and
ranchers, increasing their fuel, fertilizer and
energy costs. Unlike other types of busi-
nesses, farmers and ranchers have much less
ability to pass along such costs. Addition-
ally, under the thresholds set by the Clean
Air Act, many farmers and ranchers would
eventually be required to obtain costly and
burdensome Title V operating permits or
New Source Review/Prevention of Signifi-
cant Deterioration permits. EPA itself esti-
mates that more than 37,000 farms will be
subject to Title V permits, at a cost of more
than $866 million.

While the costs of compliance may be high,
the environmental benefits from EPA regu-
lation are marginal at best. Unless and until
an international agreement is reached, uni-
lateral action by EPA will have little or no
environmental impact. EPA Administrator
Jackson has acknowledged this fact in testi-
mony before Congress.

The president has stated that congres-
sional action is a better way to address the
issue than EPA regulation. We agree. The
Energy Tax Prevention Act recognizes this
as well and places the responsibility for reg-
ulating GHGs where it belongs—with Con-
gress. We commend you for introducing this
bill and look forward to working with you on
it

Sincerely,
BOB STALLMAN,
President.

I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman

from Texas (Mr. BARTON.)

0 1600

Mr. BARTON of Texas. | thank the
distinguished chairman for the time.

Well, let me say something positive
about my good friend from Houston,
Texas’s amendment before | say some-
thing negative. If it were to pass, it
would at least force the EPA to do a
real study, which is more than | can
say they did before they issued their
endangerment finding.

If you look at the endangerment find-
ing that they actually did to satisfy
the requirement of the Supreme Court,
they didn’t do any scientific analysis.
They didn’t do any independent anal-
ysis. They basically took regurgitated
research and press clippings and appar-
ently some student’s thesis as the jus-
tification for coming up with their
endangerment finding.

If we accept the gentlelady from
Houston’s amendment, you do really
gut this bill, which, if you are opposed
to it, that’s probably a good outcome.
But if you are supportive of it, it’s not
a good outcome.

We don’t need to do a study. CO: is
not a pollutant under the definitions of
the Clean Air Act. It’s not harmful to
health, as | keep pointing out.

As | speak, | create CO,, and so you
need CO, for life. Manmade CO, does
not significantly contribute to climate
change. We do have climate change, as
we always have and always will.

But to say that CO, emissions made
by man somehow are causing all these
catastrophic changes is simply not
true. What the bill before us does is say
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we protect the Clean Air Act, we want
to enforce the Clean Air Act, but we
want it to be in force for the criteria
pollutants that it was intended for, and
we do not believe that CO; is one of the
pollutants that it was intended to reg-
ulate.

So we don’t need a study, and | would
oppose my good friend from Houston’s
amendment and encourage all Members
to also oppose it.

Mr. UPTON. May | ask how much
time remains.

The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. EMERSON).
The gentleman from California has 2%
minutes remaining.

Mr. UPTON. | yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY), a member of the
committee.

Mr. BILBRAY. | appreciate that.

Let’s talk science, ladies and gentle-
men. Everyone wants to talk about the
threat of climate change, but no one
wants to address the fact that what
EPA has proposed, by the admission of
the administrator, cannot even indi-
cate what percentage of greenhouse
gases those regulations could reduce.
And not one scientist, not one expert
in our committee, or | have seen any-
where else, has ever said what is being
proposed by EPA, that is going to cost
at least $200 million, will not avoid the
problem of climate change. So the
question is this, what are the American
people getting for their $200 million.

Now, I'm sorry, some of us have
worked on air pollution issues. 1 know
the precursors to ozone. If they are
saying that the problem is it’s a pre-
cursor to ozone, believe me, it is so
small and minute that those of us that
are working in non-attainment areas
never even gave a second glance at COa.
So don’t talk about it being a health
risk based on a precursor to ozone.
Look at what we are getting for the
money.

What we are actually talking about
here is not allowing EPA to go out and
implement programs that the adminis-
trator admits that she cannot tell us
what the American people are going to
get for their dollars.

If you want to do a study, then let’s
do a study on what would have to be
done to address this issue the way that
some of us think it should be ad-
dressed. But let’s not say that some-
how that by holding up a program that
is admitted not to be able to deliver
any tangible benefits, that holding up
that program is somehow going be a
threat to public health.

So let’s just get back down to the
real science, and that is no one in this
establishment is talking about address-
ing the climate change issue. Some
people are saying it doesn’t exist and
others are trying to sell an environ-
mental placebo that makes you look
good because you are doing something,
but spends huge amounts of money, has
a great impact, and does not address
the problem and would not avoid the
problem.

One thing we have got to make clear.
Don’t talk to me about incrementalism
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when we talk about climate change.
You talked to the same scientists that
you say are telling us about climate
change, and they say if we don’t get
the job done within the next decade or
two, forget about it. It’s over with.

The fact is that climate change will
happen. And, sadly, what | have seen in
the last 2 years about this issue, | have
come to the conclusion this body really
should be talking about what we need
to do to mitigate the impact, because
you are not doing anything to avoid it,
and we shouldn’t tell the American
people that we are.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. May |
ask the remaining time.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Texas has 1 minute remaining.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. | yield
30 seconds to my good friend from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you very
much.

| just want to point out, Mr. BARTON,
my very good friend who used to be
chairman of the committee and was
ranking member when | asked him to
work with us on a bipartisan energy
bill policy, he said, I don’t believe
there is such a thing as global warm-
ing. It doesn’t exist, it’s not a problem.
Why spend any effort or money to find
the solution?

And now, while the gentlelady’s
amendment is saying at least study
what will happen if you don’t do any-
thing in this area, and he said that’s
not needed either. | think at least we
ought to know what the gentlelady is
suggesting, and that is, what would be
the long-term impact if we do nothing.

| support the Jackson Lee amend-
ment.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. | thank
the distinguished gentleman for all of
his work.

I come as a peacemaker, Madam
Chair. Houston, by the American Lung
Association, is the seventh most ozone-
polluted city in the Nation. The Su-
preme Court clearly said under the
Clean Air Act that it authorized the
EPA to regulate greenhouse gases as it
makes a judgment that it impacts on
climate change. At the same time
there are industries that happen to be
oil and gas that can sit down and ben-
efit from a real study that will talk
about best practices and also have the
engagement that we need to have.

It is reckless to talk about what sci-
entists have said. The Members are not
scientists, and | believe you cannot rid
the EPA of its jurisdiction.

I would ask my colleagues to be
thoughtful, along with the industry,
and let’s have a reasonable study. This
impacts national security.

I ask my colleagues to support my
amendment.

Madam Chair, | rise today to offer an
amendment to H.R. 910, “Energy Tax Preven-
tion Act of 2011.” H.R. 910 prematurely elimi-
nates the responsibilities of the Environmental
Protection Agency to regulate greenhouse gas
emissions. My amendment would require an
assessment of the industry by the Environ-
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mental Protection Agency (EPA) to ensure ac-
curate consideration of how proposed regula-
tions would affect energy production levels,
feasibility of implementation on the industry,
as well as the adverse environmental effects
of delaying implementation of proposed regu-
lations. My amendment would also ensure the
Environmental Protection Agency retains its
ability to regulate greenhouse gas emissions
under the authority provided by the Clean
House Act.

| cannot envision any American living in a
polluted area wanting to support a permanent
ban on the Environmental Protection Agency’s
ability to regulate greenhouse gases. The po-
tential negative impact of greenhouse gases is
supported by the scientific community. The
National Academy of Sciences reported in
2010: “Climate change is occurring, is caused
largely by human activities, and poses signifi-
cant risks for—and in many cases already af-
fecting—a broad range of human and natural
systems.” It is clear that quality of our air im-
pacts the quality of our health. The Clean Air
Scientific Advisor Committee, EPA’s inde-
pendent science advisors, reviewed evidence
from roughly 1,700 studies in the scientific re-
search of the health impact of ozone. They
unanimously concluded that the EPA needs
ozone standards. This would ensure an ade-
quate margin of safety for the public as re-
quired by law. This is about protecting our na-
tion’s health, industry, and our environment.

As a Houstonian the affects of H.R. 910 are
of particular concern to me. A study conducted
by the American Lung Association ranked
Houston as the 7th most ozone-polluted city in
the country. Children, teens, senior citizens,
and people with lung diseases like asthma,
chronic bronchitis, emphysema and others are
particularly vulnerable to poor air quality and
are at risk for developing irreversible lung
damage. A rise in poor air quality has the po-
tential to increase emergency room visits and
hospital admissions for respitory problems
which increases the cost of healthcare to tax
payers.

In Houston-Baytown-Huntsville, TX, over a
million children under the age of 18 will be
negatively impacted if air quality continues to
decline. Children exposed to air pollution suf-
fer stunted long growth, as well as develop-
ment of asthma, and increased respitory infec-
tions.

According to the American Lung Associa-
tion, researchers have also concluded that
prenatal exposure to air pollution harms chil-
dren, and increase the risk of babies being
born with low birth weight.

We owe it to our children to provide clean,
healthy air. We have an agency that is
charged with regulating our air quality. My
amendment would ensure the EPA can con-
tinue to protect our nation’s health by regu-
lating green house emissions.

This amendment will ensure that the EPA
reports to Congress its findings on the long
term negative impacts of greenhouse gases.
Findings from a recent EPA study titled “As-
sessment of the Impacts of Global Change on
Regional U.W. Air Quality: A Synthesis of Cli-
mate Change Impacts on Ground-Level
Ozone” suggest that climate change may lead
to higher concentrations of ground-level
ozone, a harmful pollutant. Additional impacts
of climate change include, but are not limited
to: increase drought; more heavy downpours
and flooding, and harm to water resources,
agriculture, wildfire and ecosystems.”
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Not only would the deregulation of green-
house gases impact the health of our citizens,
it will also, have a negative impact on our abil-
ity to maintain and create new jobs. Poor
health and low air quality only discourages in-
dustries from coming to an area. New indus-
tries will not be willing to move into areas that
are polluted which negatively impacts job
growth in those communities.

Currently there are programs in Houston
such as the Energy Efficiency Incentive Pro-
gram which aims to significantly reduce Hous-
ton’s emissions of greenhouse gases and cri-
teria air pollutants. The oil and gas industry is
also investing alternative energy sources and
improving air quality standards; such initiatives
look towards the future, ensures job creation,
and protects our nation’s health.

| believe the Environmental Protection
Agency plays an essential role in providing ap-
propriate and balanced guidance to the indus-
try, which in turn encourages them to have a
workable timeframe to determine the appro-
priate measures to improve our nation’s air
quality. The EPA ensures that energy indus-
tries have a reasonable standard to base their
operations.

My amendment requires the EPA to care-
fully study this issue and to determine the long
term impact on health, the industry and the
environment. | strongly urge my colleagues to
support a reasonable, fair and measured re-
sponse to addressing regulation of green-
house gases.

Under current law, The Clean Air Act pro-
vides the EPA with the authority to take steps
that will reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
On April 2, 2007, the Supreme Court ruled in
Massachusetts v. EPA that greenhouse gas,
constitute “air pollutants” as the phrased is
used in the Clean Air Act. Such pollutants may
reasonably be anticipated to endanger public
health or welfare. As a result, the government
has the legal authority to issue standards for
greenhouse gas emissions. As the Clean Air
Act falls under the authority of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, it is therefore legiti-
mate for the EPA to regulate greenhouse
gases. My amendment ensures compliance
with a U.S. Supreme Court ruling. As written,
H.R. 910 would overturn Massachusetts v.
EPA. As written H.R. 910 would overturns a
ruling by the Supreme Court. Such an action
is too extreme when there are other more ten-
able solutions available.

We cannot allow a total eradication/elimi-
nation of the responsibilities of the EPA to reg-
ulate greenhouse gases. This would impact
the health of our nation, negatively impact in-
dustries, and overturns a Supreme Court rul-
ing. The present version of H.R. 910, without
amendment fails to provide a studied and
measured approach when trying to find a bal-
ance between the need for our nation to main-
tain quality air levels and the need for our na-
tion to continue job growth. This bill takes a
sledge hammer approach that is too extreme.

The purpose behind my amendment is to
reach a compromise. To ensure that fair and
reasonable regulations can be implemented
without adverse effects to our nation’s air and
our nations industry.

Madam Chair, | believe it is very important
to provide the EPA with the opportunity to
carefully study this matter and report back to
Congress within 60 days and urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this amend-
ment.
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HOUSTON MAYOR’S TASK FORCE ON THE HEALTH
EFFECTS OF AIR POLLUTION

Thousands of tons of potentially harmful
chemicals are discharged each day into
Houston’s atmosphere as a result of human
activities, substances, and technologies.
Consequently, people living in Houston are
exposed routinely to a myriad of pollutants
in the air they breathe. Estimated and/or
measured concentrations of some of these
airborne chemicals in ambient air are high
enough to cause illness or injury in exposed
individuals, especially those in our society
who are most vulnerable, such as children
and seniors. Although the available data are
incomplete and uneven, the Task Force sur-
veyed information on 179 air pollutants and
identified 12 substances in Houston’s air that
are definite risks to human health, 9 that are
probable risks, and 24 that are possible risks.
Sixteen substances were found to be unlikely
risks to Houstonians at current ambient lev-
els, and 118 substances were labeled uncer-
tain risks because there was inadequate or
insufficient information to determine wheth-
er they presently pose a health threat to
Houston residents.

MASSACHUSETTS V. ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY

THE U.S. SUPREME COURT SYNOPSIS
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

MASSACHUSETTS ET AL., PETITIONERS, V.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ET AL.

Background: States, local governments,
and environmental organizations petitioned
for review of an order of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) denying a petition
for rulemaking to regulate greenhouse gas
emissions from motor vehicles under the
Clean Air Act. The Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit, 415 F.3d 50, dis-
missed or denied the petitions. Certiorari
was granted.

Holdings: The Supreme Court, Justice Ste-
vens, held that:

(1) state of Massachusetts had standing to
petition for review;

(2) Clean Air Act authorizes the EPA to
regulate greenhouse gas emissions from new
motor vehicles in the event that it forms a
“‘judgment” that such emissions contribute
to climate change; and

(3), EPA can avoid taking regulatory ac-
tion with respect to greenhouse gas emis-
sions from new motor vehicles only if it de-
termines that greenhouse gases do not con-
tribute to climate change or if it provides
some reasonable explanation as to why it
cannot or will not exercise its discretion to
determine whether they do.

Background: On April 2, 2007, in Massachu-
setts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 497 (2007), the Supreme
Court found that greenhouse gases are air
pollutants covered by the Clean Air Act. The
Court held that the Administrator must de-
termine whether or not emissions of green-
house gases from new motor vehicles cause
or contribute to air pollution which may rea-
sonably be anticipated to endanger public
health or welfare, or whether the science is
too uncertain to make a reasoned decision.
In making these decisions, the Adminis-
trator is required to follow the language of
section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act. The Su-
preme Court decision resulted from a peti-
tion for rulemaking under section 202(a) filed
by more than a dozen environmental, renew-
able energy, and other organizations.

On April 17, 2009, the Administrator signed
proposed endangerment and cause or con-
tribute findings for greenhouse gases under
Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act. EPA held
a 60-day public comment period, which ended
June 23, 2009, and received over 380,000 public
comments. These included both written com-
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ments as well as testimony at two public
hearings in Arlington, Virginia and Seattle,
Washington. EPA carefully reviewed, consid-
ered, and incorporated public comments and
has now issued these final Findings.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. | yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Chair, 1
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Texas will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE OF TEXAS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 112-54.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas.
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike sections 2 and 3, redesignate section
4 as section 3, and insert after section 1 the
following:

SEC. 2. CONSIDERATIONS AND PROCEDURES IN
FINALIZING GREENHOUSE GAS REG-
ULATIONS.

In the interest of properly considering the
importance of energy to the national secu-
rity of the United States, before finalizing
any greenhouse gas regulation the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency—

(1) shall provide a notice period of no less
than 30 days specifically to the affected
greenhouse gas producers proposed to be reg-
ulated and allow industry-specific comments
to be submitted to the Administrator regard-
ing the economic impact of the proposed reg-
ulation on the regulated industry; and

(2) provide an opportunity for the regu-
lated industry to request and receive a 60-
day extension of such comment period dur-
ing which the Administrator shall conduct a
study to be submitted to Congress regard-
ing—

(A) the effect of the proposed regulation on
the level of greenhouse gas reduction;

(B) the effect of the proposed regulation on
energy production levels;

(C) the feasibility of implementation of the
regulation on the entities being regulated;

(D) the effect of the proposed regulation on
the availability of energy to consumers; and

(E) the adverse environmental effects of
delaying implementation of the proposed
regulation.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. | am
going to take a slightly different per-
spective and ask my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment.

Again, | am hoping, | know there are
a lot of letters that my good friend
from Michigan says that he has, and

I have
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any time you put forward legislation
that trade groups send word out to
membership and say, this is going to
save you a bucket full of money, and
you better jump on the bandwagon, and
there is no alternative or there is no
basis of understanding the
underpinnings of what we are doing,
then you get that kind of praise.

I hope that many people who are
with the industry, having practiced the
law, and | have seen some of the moun-
tains that all industries have to climb,
I think we can find a reasonable way of
functioning.

| just want to put in the RECORD that
the industry, which is part of the drive
of my friends on the other side, the oil
and gas industry does generate 9.237
million jobs, $1 trillion contributed to
the economy, $178 billion paid to the
U.S. Treasury or to the government in
royalties and bonus payments, and
$95.6 billion in taxes, income taxes, $194
billion invested to improve the envi-
ronmental performance of its products,
and $58.4 billion invested in low- and
zero-carbon emission technologies from
2000 to 2008.
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I encourage them to keep going. But
the way that you keep going is not to
eliminate the oversight body, but you
work with it. And my amendment is
very clear. | create a pathway for the
industry to be engaged on any rule-
making. It shall provide a notice pe-
riod of no less than 30 days specifically
to the affected greenhouse gas pro-
ducers—and this is a sort of pipeline
for the industry—proposed to be regu-
lated and allow industry-specific com-
ments to be submitted to the adminis-
trator separate and apart from the pub-
lic comment period and to discuss the
economic impact of the proposed regu-
lation; provide for an opportunity for
the regulated industry to request and
receive a 60-day extension. And we
should take into consideration the ef-
fect of the proposed regulation on
greenhouse gas emissions.

These companies have employees liv-
ing in our community. And it is noted
that Houston, the Houston area to
Huntsville has some of the largest pol-
lutants in the air. We should also con-
sider the effect of the proposed regula-
tion has on energy production, the fea-
sibility of the implementation of the
regulation on the entities being regu-
lated, the effect of the proposed regula-
tion on the availability of energy to
consumers, and the adverse environ-
mental effects of delaying implementa-
tion of the proposed regulation.

It allows a discussion that may not
be at the level that we would like it
today. | can’t imagine, and | guess my
friend on the other side of the aisle will
come up and show me all the letters
that he’s saying that are supporting
legislation that completely obliterates
the opportunity for any governmental
oversight. | disagree. 1 want to know
the question of whether or not we have
had the kinds of discussions that war-
rant a deliberative process and to bring
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about a concept of listening to indus-
try and industry listening on the ques-
tion of air pollutants.

I hold up the mayor’s task force on
the health effectiveness. It talks about
Houston. But I’'m not going to narrow
this to Houston. Wherever there are
companies that are refineries, as they
so discussed, we are not trying to un-
dermine that work. But does anyone
want to live in China with the air pol-
lutants that they have?

Let me just say that what we are ad-
dressing is a question of balance. My
amendment provides input by the in-
dustry and by the EPA collaborating
on how this will impact going forward.
1 would like you to support my amend-
ment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Chair, |
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Kentucky is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WHITFIELD. | would like to
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
SHIMKUS), the chairman of the Environ-
ment and the Economy Subcommittee.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from lllinois is recognized for up to 5
minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. | would like to thank
my colleague from Kentucky for the
time, and | appreciate this opportunity
to really talk about this.

I rise reluctantly to oppose my friend
from Houston. | know she has a lot of
her constituents who work in the fossil
fuel industry and the refining industry
and the refinery section, but parts of
the amendment do some disastrous
things to the bill.

First of all, it strikes most of the
base text. We are here today—and | un-
derstand her position of wanting indus-
try to listen, we want EPA to listen.
The whole debate, why we’re down
here, is we want EPA to listen. And so
as we address this debate, her amend-
ment would strike most of the base
text. And the whole reason why we’re
here is to get the attention of the EPA
and respond to the people who sent us
here to not hurt and harm job creation.

My friends, Ranking Member WAX-
MAN and MARKEY, their bill did not
pass the legislative process. It didn’t go
through both Chambers and did not get
signed by the President. Why? Because
we understood what would have hap-
pened. We successfully argued the de-
bate that energy costs go up. If you
price carbon, you raise the cost of elec-
tricity. If you price carbon, you raise
the cost of manufacturing. If you price
carbon, you raise the cost of gasoline.
Now in this recessionary economy, do
we want to do that? And do we want to
give the Environmental Protection
Agency the sole authority without our
doing the process that | think the leg-
islative process allows us to do, to talk
about the winners and the losers, the
give and take?

What was decided in the last Con-
gress was the legislative process could
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not pass this because it was too con-
troversial and it would affect jobs. It
would affect jobs. And this is what we
are all concerned about.

The last round of the Clean Air Act
where you could really talk about toxic
emittents cost thousands of jobs in
southern Illinois, cost thousands of
jobs in Kentucky and cost thousands of
jobs in the Ohio Valley. Again, you go
back to the basic premise if you price
carbon.

So what my colleague’s amendment
does is it says let’s keep the EPA pric-
ing of emittents that are not toxic—
carbon dioxide is not a toxic emittent.
It’s not nitrous oxide, it’s not sulfur di-
oxide, it’s not a particulate matter,
and it’s not a criteria pollutant under
the EPA and the Clean Air Act. So
we’re saying, don’t regulate emittents
that aren’t toxic; don’t put a price on
carbon that will cost jobs. So that’s
why we need to reject this.

Now, in debates on the other amend-
ments, this isn’t the only attack on the
fossil fuel industry. Greenhouse gas is
just one rule coming down. Then we’ve
got boiler MCH, we’ve got mercury
MCH, we’ve got cooling towers, we’ve
got coal ash, we’ve got the transport
rule, all separate rules, and these will
affect the refining industry. Most of
these regulations are new regulations
coming down from the EPA to destroy
the fossil fuel sector that raises costs
and destroys jobs.

So my colleague’s amendment, what
it does is it doesn’t change the reason
why we’re here. The reason why we’re
here is saying, EPA, stop. If it’s a good
enough policy, it can pass the legisla-
tive body. But do you know what? It
wasn’t a good enough policy to pass a
Democrat-controlled Senate. And it
wasn’t good enough policy to get a bill
to the President to sign into law.

So why is it a good policy to let
unelected bureaucrats in the Environ-
mental Protection Agency move on a
process to destroy jobs? Let's be held
accountable. If we want to do that,
let’s cast our votes. What we’re casting
our votes today for is to keep the cost
of power low and save jobs, create jobs
and grow jobs. If you want job cre-
ation, we support the underlying bill.
We do not support any amendment
that puts off telling the EPA to stop
and desist and do no more.

Again, the basic premise of the cli-
mate debate is putting a price on car-
bon emission that is not toxic. And by
putting a price on there, you raise the
cost of energy that everybody uses.
You raise the cost of home heating,
automobiles, electricity and the like.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. | yield
15 seconds to the ranking member, the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you for yield-
ing to me.

This bill, the EPA does not put a
price on carbon. The EPA is not setting
up a cap-and-trade program. The EPA
is only saying, in new facilities with
large amounts of carbon emissions, put
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in efficiency standards so that you can
reduce those emissions. That’s all.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. | thank
the gentleman.

My friend from Illinois, have | got an
amendment for you. I'm answering
your concern.

My amendment says it requires, be-
fore finalizing emission regulations on
greenhouse gas producers, the EPA
must provide the producer with ade-
quate notice of at least 30 days. The
provision would also allow for industry
input, encouraging collaboration be-
tween EPA and energy providers dur-
ing the regulation process.

Currently, the EPA does not have a
minimum time requirement. It also
gives another 60-day extension. This is
about national security because air
pollutants and then no energy, bad on
one side and bad on the other. Let’s get
together. Because we can’t dismiss any
of these energy sources, but they need
to be better. And how can we, since
this is supposed to be the Supreme
Court Constitution side, how can you
dismiss the constitutional right that
EPA has to regulate?

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment. This is an amendment for
them.

Madam Chair, | rise today in support of my
amendment No. 37 to H.R. 910, “Energy Tax
Prevention Act of 2011.” H.R. 910 prematurely
eliminates the responsibilities of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to regulate green-
house gas emissions. My amendment would
protect our national security by considering in-
dustry specific energy providers that are
uniquely connected to our national security.
This measure would expand the opportunity to
garner industry input during the rulemaking
process, and would provide the Environmental
Protection Agency with a timeframe to engage
with the industry during the process.

Madam Chair, this amendment requires that
before finalizing emissions regulations on
greenhouse gas producers, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) must provide the
producer with adequate notice of at least 30
days. This provision would also allow for in-
dustry input, encouraging collaboration be-
tween the EPA and energy providers during
the regulation process. Currently, the EPA
does not have a minimum time requirement.

By mandating industry engagement during
the rule making process We will ensure that
the proposed regulations do not negatively im-
pact industry jobs and domestic energy. This
amendment would force a discussion between
the government and the industry during We
rule making process so that jobs can be main-
tained, U.S. dependence on foreign oil can be
decrease, and the Supreme Court’s confirmed
responsibilities of the Environmental Protection
Agency will not be extinguished by short sight-
ed legislation.

As the Representative for Houston, the na-
tion’s energy capital, | am committed to finding
a balance that will support continued growth in
the energy industry while protecting the envi-
ronment.

My amendment to H.R. 910 provides emis-
sions producers in the energy industry the
ability to engage in discussions and studies
with the EPA. The provisions in this amend-
ment will encourage communication between
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the EPA and energy providers throughout the
regulation process.

Americans should not have to risk living with
highly polluted air. We must not shy away
from the importance of the Clean Air Act and
the role of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy. This country needs energy. We utilize on
and off shore drilling exploration. We must en-
sure that the industries impacted are engaged
in the process while simultaneously regulating
the affects of green house gas. This is crucial
to the daily lives of Americans.

The Clean Air Act provides the EPA with the
authority to regulate emissions reduction. This
authority was upheld by the Supreme Court’s
decision in Massachusetts v. EPA. Any at-
tempt to strip the EPA of this responsibility
would undermine the Clean Air Act and exac-
erbate global warming.

The EPA must be allowed to regulate the
emission of greenhouse gases. The climate
change caused by these emissions affects
temperature, causes extreme weather and
dramatically reduces air quality, resulting in
asthma, respiratory disease and lung cancer.
The EPA projects that continued improve-
ments in air quality under the Clean Air Act
will save more than a trillion dollars by 2020,
and prevent 230,000 deaths per year. By al-
lowing the EPA to protect our environment
now, we provide security for future genera-
tions.

Prohibiting the EPA from regulating green-
house gas emissions to ensure clean air and
slow the rate of climate change will have last-
ing consequences. We must, however, also
consider the consequence to the energy in-
dustry.

H.R. 910 simply takes the wrong approach.
Instead of focusing on developing standards
upon which both the Environmental Protection
Agency and the affected industries agree, it
attempts to remove the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency from the process. Thereby baring
the industry from developing standards upon
which they can all agree. It is a matter of fair-
ness. The EPA would ensure that industries
would have a minimum standard to follow.
This measure would ensure the industry would
be involved when determining the best prac-
tices to ensure that reasonableness of those
regulations.

Madam Chair, my amendment is essential
to provide greater consideration to this sen-
sitive issue by affording an opportunity for en-
ergy providers to state the impact that the pro-
posed rule would have on their industry. This
amendment will forge important compromises
between the EPA and the energy industry. |
urge my colleagues to join me in supporting
my amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam
Chair, | demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Texas will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. MCNERNEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 112-54.
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Mr. McNERNEY. Madam Chair, |
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

In section 330(b)(2)(C) of the Clean Air Act,
as added by section 2 of the bill, after ““dem-
onstration programs’ insert “and voluntary
programs’’.
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCNERNEY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MCNERNEY. Madam Chair, | rise
to offer an amendment to H.R. 910.

Let’s be crystal clear about two
things. The bill we are considering
today, which | will call the dirty air
act, is an attack on science, and it’s
bad policy that will harm the Amer-
ican people. The world’s scientific ex-
perts overwhelmingly agree that cli-
mate change is happening, it’s pri-
marily caused by human activities, and
it has harmful consequences.

However, despite our disagreements
about the merits of H.R. 910, | am offer-
ing an amendment that | think we can
all support. My amendment is pro-envi-
ronment, pro-consumer, and pro-busi-
ness to make sure that our country can
continue to administer voluntary pro-
grams to reduce pollution, improve
public health, and address climate
change.

Mr. UPTON. Madam Chair, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCNERNEY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. UPTON. We are prepared to ac-
cept the agreement.

Mr. McNERNEY.
tleman.

As currently written, H.R. 910 prohibits the
EPA from taking action to control greenhouse
gas emissions. However, the bill provides a
few narrow exceptions, such as allowing for
the continuation of statutorily authorized re-
search, development, and demonstration pro-
grams meant to combat climate change. My
amendment simply clarifies that voluntary pro-
grams to control climate change are also ex-
empted from the bil's prohibitions and can
continue to take place.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
MCNERNEY).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. CUELLAR

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in
House Report 112-54.

Mr. CUELLAR. Madam Chair, | have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

In section 330 of the Clean Air Act, as
added by section 2 of the bill, amend sub-
section (a) to read as follows:

I thank the gen-
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““(a) DEFINITION.—INn this section, the term
‘greenhouse gas’ means any of the following:

““(1) Carbon dioxide.

““(2) Methane.

““(3) Nitrous oxide.

““(4) Hydrofluorocarbons.

““(5) Perfluorocarbons.

““(6) Sulfur hexafluoride.

In section 330(b) of the Clean Air Act, as
added by section 2 of the bill—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), strike ‘“‘under this
Act” and insert ‘““‘under title | or title V of
this Act’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), strike ‘““The defini-
tion”” and insert ““For purposes of title | and
title V only, the definition”;

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), strike ‘“Notwith-
standing paragraph (4)(B), implementation”
and insert ‘“Implementation’’; and

(3) strike paragraph (4) and redesignate
paragraph (5) accordingly.

Strike section 3 of the bill (and redesignate
section 4 of the bill as section 3).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. CUELLAR) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. CUELLAR. Madam Chair, | rise
today to encourage my colleagues to
support my amendment.

The intent of my amendment is quite
narrow. This amendment makes the
underlying legislation a question of au-
thority, not a question of science. The
amendment strikes the finding of the
language from the particular bill. This
ensures that H.R. 910 is only about Ar-
ticle | of the Constitution, giving the
U.S. Congress the right to say whether
the EPA can or cannot regulate green-
house gas.

Also, the amendment preserves the
authority of the agency to improve the
efficiency of automobiles and light
trucks, an issue on which there is wide-
spread agreement. While H.R. 910 in-
tends to exempt auto standards, the
legislation would stop the EPA from
improving on any future car efficiency
standards. This amendment does not
remove any enforcement power the
EPA has previously exercised since en-
actment of the Clean Air Act.

At the same time, this amendment
does not authorize new regulatory ini-
tiatives beyond what the agency has
done for decades. For example, the
agency is in no way authorized by the
amendment to undertake low carbon
fuel standards or new emission guide-
lines for permitting obligations for sta-
tionary sources.

Finally, my amendment refines the
definition of H.R. 910 by removing
water vapor. This is consistent with
the legislation we have considered in
the past of what is and isn’t greenhouse
gas. Water vapor is not a long-term
harmful warming cause.

In short, this amendment makes the
underlying legislation a question of the
EPA’s authority granted under the
Clean Air Act.

Madam Chair, | thank you for the
consideration of this amendment. |
urge all of my colleagues to vote ‘“‘yes”’
on this amendment.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam Chair,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. | rise in oppo-
sition to my good friend from Texas,
Mr. CUELLAR’s amendment. It may be
well intentioned, but it is poorly draft-
ed. He may not have intended it, but if
we were to accept it, by allowing the
EPA to regulate anything under title 2,
he would give the EPA authority not
only to regulate tailpipe emissions
from cars and trucks, but also author-
ity to regulate trains, planes, and any
other mobile source. | don’t know that
that was his intent, but that is cer-
tainly the effect of the amendment.

We oppose the amendment for that
reason, for the drafting reason. We also
oppose the amendment because it is
the majority’s opinion that we need,
after 2017, to have one regulator for
mobile sources, and that regulator is
NHTSA, the National Highway Trans-
portation Safety Administration. This
amendment would have three regu-
lators: NHTSA, EPA, and the State of
California.

We have been very careful in the
drafting of the underlying bill to make
sure that the existing standards for
tailpipe emissions stay in place. This
bill does not change that. It would pre-
vent EPA from issuing regulations for
CO; emissions for tailpipes, but the un-
derlying bill does not prohibit regu-
lating the various emissions under
NHTSA and the State of California for
tailpipe emissions that actually affect
fuel economy.

The only thing even without this bill
that the EPA would have the ability to
regulate are the emissions out of the
coolant of the air conditioning sys-
tems. They have absolutely no effect
on fuel economy. So we oppose the
amendment.

With that, | yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
OLSON), and | ask unanimous consent
that he be allowed to control that
time.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Texas is rec-
ognized for 3 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. OLSON. I thank the chairman of
the committee.

Madam Chair, | rise in opposition to
this amendment. H.R. 910 was carefully
written to provide the auto industry
with greater certainty by streamlining
the regulatory process with only one
fuel economy regulator—NHTSA—from
2017 onward.

This amendment would remove that
provision by requiring that we con-
tinue to have three separate regu-
lators—the EPA, NHTSA, and Cali-
fornia—setting fuel economy stand-
ards. This is wasteful and duplicative
spending at a time when government
should be more efficient and providing
greater certainty for customers.

This amendment would allow the
EPA to set low carbon fuel standards
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that would equate to nothing more
than a carbon tax at the pump. In a
weak economy, this administration has
disregarded studies which have con-
cluded that greenhouse gas regulations
will increase energy costs and destroy
jobs.

! An AP headline today read: “Rising
Oil Prices Beginning to Hurt U.S.
Economy.”” These regulations will only
force Americans to pay more. Further-
more, it is Congress, not the EPA, that
has constitutional authority to decide
if or how greenhouse gases should be
regulated.

My home State of Texas has im-
proved its air quality and increased its
energy production even as we are hav-
ing the largest population growth in
America.

Our legislation allows America to
find commonsense solutions that pro-
vide an affordable, reliable energy sup-
ply for our Nation, as well as providing
much-needed certainty to an unstable
job market.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment and support the underlying
bill, H.R. 910.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CUELLAR. Madam Chair, |
thank my colleague from Houston and
my colleague from Dallas also. Just be-
cause we drafted this doesn’t mean it
was poor drafting. With all due respect,
if they have a problem with whether
they want to put language there on
science, that is one thing. My amend-
ment is on the same page as what they
are trying to do. My amendment just
strikes the findings. What we want to
do is H.R. 910 is only about Article | of
the Constitution, giving the U.S. Con-
gress the right to say whether EPA can
or cannot regulate greenhouse gas.

This should not be a question of
science. | think this should be a ques-
tion of authority. We are on the same
page, but | see that the majority wants
to keep the findings, and | can under-
stand that. | just ask, Madam Chair-
woman, the support of this particular
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. UPTON. Madam Chair, | think
we have the right to close. How much
time is remaining on each side?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. OLSON) does have the
right to close and has 1 minute remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CUELLAR) has 2% minutes remain-
ing.
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Mr. CUELLAR. | yield myself the
balance of my time.

Madam Chair, again, my amendment
is just about saying that H.R. 910
should be article | of the Constitution.
The question is, does Congress have the
right to regulate or do we let the bu-
reaucrats decide? This is what my
amendment does. It just says that we,
the Members of Congress, should decide
whether the EPA can or cannot regu-
late greenhouse gas. Again, this is a
question of authority and should not be
a question of science.
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With that, Madam Chair, | yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. OLSON. I yield the balance of my
time to my colleague from Michigan
(Mr. UPTON).

Mr. UPTON. Madam Chair, | would
just urge again my colleagues to vote
‘‘no’” on this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CUELLAR).

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MURPHY OF
CONNECTICUT

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 5 printed in
House Report 112-54.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. | have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 10, line 6, after subparagraph (C), in-
sert the following new subparagraph:

‘(D) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to limit the
authority of the Administrator to provide
technical assistance to States or groups of
States for the implementation of regulations
those States have adopted or may adopt con-
cerning the limitation of greenhouse gas
emissions, including providing any data de-
veloped in accordance with the rules or ac-
tions repealed by subsection (b).”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. MURPHY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Chair, this amendment is
fairly simple. While the underlying
bill, though, | think very wrongly pre-
vents the EPA from going forward on
regulating greenhouse gases, my
amendment affirms that state-run
greenhouse gas programs will not be af-
fected by the underlying legislation.

My amendment simply clarifies that
language, by keeping in practice the
longstanding tradition whereby the
EPA will be able to continue providing
technical assistance for States like
mine who have taken action on their
own to combat climate change. | think
this is a good and perfecting amend-
ment. Unfortunately, it doesn’t do
enough to allow me to support this leg-
islation.

I can’t support this legislation, be-
cause, as many have said before, it is
simply an affront, an attack on
science, on 99 percent of peer reviewed
articles which have supported the idea
that the United States needs to do
something as 5 percent of the world’s
population and 25 percent of the
world’s pollution. We have 230,000
deaths that have been prevented by the
Clean Air Act, and the economic bene-
fits outweigh the costs of it by a 3-to-
1 margin.

But even if you set aside the sci-
entific debate, there are dozens of
other reasons why we should be sup-
portive of the United States and the
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EPA taking a strong role on the issue
of regulating greenhouse gases. It is an
affront to the millions of unemployed
workers in this country who are asking
for leadership from this Congress on
developing a new economy in the area
of clean energy, to allow the EPA the
ability to join other nations around the
world in putting a downward pressure
on carbon emissions so that we can
have an upward pressure on the num-
ber of new clean energy jobs that this
country can create. But even if you set
aside that argument, even if you set
aside the science, set aside the jobs ar-
gument, from a national security per-
spective, we need to go forward with
these EPA regulations, or, in the ab-
sence, we need to be passing legislation
here in the United States Congress.

We continue to send abroad Amer-
ican dollars to petro-dictators who use
it to funnel money to the very people
that are seeking to attack this nation.
From a national security standpoint,
we need to be moving forward with a
greenhouse gas strategy.

I am proposing this amendment,
though, because for all of the
naysayers, for all of the people who
talk about doomsday and Armageddon
if these EPA regulations are to go into
effect, I'd like them to come to Con-
necticut, I'd like them to come to the
10 States that are part of the RGGI car-
bon emissions regime in which we have
seen what smart regulation of carbon
can do. We have set an aggressive
standard in our RGGI system whereby
we are seeking a 10 percent reduction
in carbon, and we’re doing it through
the dreaded cap-and-trade regime that
many on the other side have talked
about for years.

What have we seen in Connecticut?
The jury is in, the results are in, and
we have in the 10 RGGI States saved
enough energy to equal the cumulative
input of 442,000 homes. We’ve saved an
immense amount of energy. Now by
doing that, what’s happened to cost?
Well, guess what? Cost has plummeted.
We have saved $744 million for con-
sumers in Connecticut. Why? We’ve de-
creased demand for energy, and so we
have decreased cost. We have saved en-
ergy and we have decreased cost
through a system of carbon control not
dissimilar to ones we’ve talked about
in this Congress and not dissimilar to
what we are looking at at the EPA
today. | propose this amendment as a
way of simply allowing States to move
forward with what |1 think have been
very beneficial carbon reduction re-
gimes in the absence of Federal con-
trol.

| think it’s a sad day that we’re here
talking about this today. It used to be
that Republicans and Democrats could
at the very least agree on clean air. We
could at the very least agree on the
fact that pollution was an issue which
we should address. And the fact that
that is now a subject of disagreement,
I think, is a grave statement on how
far the Republican Party has come
over the last decade.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SCALISE. Madam Chair, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Louisiana is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SCALISE. | yield 2%2 minutes to

the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
POMPEO).

Mr. POMPEO. Madam Chairman, |
rise in opposition to the Murphy

amendment.

I heard my colleague speak. He
talked about it being a sad day, a day
when Republicans and Democrats can-
not agree about the importance of en-
vironmental safety and clean air. |
could not disagree more. Those of us on
our side care deeply to make sure we’ve
got clean air and clean water and safe
drinking water. We care deeply about
that. It is not a sad day.

I’ve been here in Congress for 90 days.
Yesterday marked 3 months on station.
The Democrats have been talking
about jobs bills. Where are the jobs
bills? Well, here’s one. Here’s the first
of many. If we can begin to peel away
the burden and the disaster that are
the regulations that EPA is beginning
to place on our country, then we will
once again create an environment
where the private sector can create
jobs, where we can once again create
manufacturing jobs.

Until January 5 of this year, | was in
the manufacturing sector. | was mak-
ing things in the private sector. And I
watched as government got in the way
and made it expensive, drove up the
cost of energy so that our products
were not competitive. We are now, be-
ginning with H.R. 910, to peel that
back, to take on the task of restoring
opportunity for Americans once again
to manufacture here in our country,
for those folks who are struggling to
begin once again to afford energy for
themselves, for their families, and for
our small businesses.

| oppose the Murphy amendment be-
cause it guts what we’re trying to do in
H.R. 910, which is to once again put
America back on a course that says
we’re going to have safe air, we’re
going to have clean drinking water, but
we’re going to do it in a way where the
private sector can create jobs, we can
grow our economy, and we will not
have to have the unemployment rate
that we have struggled through for the
last 2Y2 years.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. May |
inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Connecticut has 30 seconds re-
maining, and the gentleman from Lou-
isiana has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. | yield
myself the balance of my time.

I would inquire of the gentleman as
to how he thinks this amendment guts
the underlying legislation. All this
amendment does is simply allow for
the EPA to continue working with
States on their own systems. | think
the hyperbole has gotten a little out of
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control from the Republican side. This
is simply seeking to assist States in
the work that they are continuing to
do today. It does absolutely nothing to
gut the underlying legislation, and it
just adds clarifying language to allow
States to move forward with their own
systems of controlling greenhouse
gases.

I yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. SCALISE. Madam Chair, we are
here today because the EPA has con-
tinued to push this effort to pass a na-
tional energy tax. It was tried through
cap-and-trade over the last year and a
half. That bill went through the legis-
lative process and was defeated in a bi-
partisan way. This is not a Republican
or a Democrat issue when we’re talking
about preventing the EPA from run-
ning millions of jobs out of our coun-
try, and that is literally what's at
stake here.

Believe me, as people look through
the letters of support and as we comb
through the days of testimony that
we’ve had on this over the last 2 years
with regard to this concept of the
EPA’s regulating greenhouse gases,
Madam Chair, we are talking about a
proposal by the EPA that, according to
the National Association of Manufac-
turers, would run 3 million jobs out of
our country.

Now, we should all be here working
feverishly to create jobs. In fact, our
legislation, the National Energy Tax
Prevention Act, will create jobs be-
cause it will remove the uncertainty
that exists today where so many em-
ployers, so many of our job creators,
are scared to death of the threat now of
regulation coming over; because, again,
Congress rejected their proposal for the
national energy tax through cap-and-
trade in a bipartisan way.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair, | have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The Acting CHAIR. Does the gen-
tleman from Louisiana yield to the
gentleman from California for that
purpose?

Mr. SCALISE. If the gentleman has a
parliamentary inquiry, | don’t think
that comes out of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Parliamentary
quiry.

The Acting CHAIR. If the gentleman
from Louisiana yields for the par-
liamentary inquiry it will come out of
his time.

Mr. SCALISE. 1
liamentary inquiry.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair, my in-
quiry is: Must the debate be on the
pending amendment or can the debate
be on a broader bill?

Mr. SCALISE. | reclaim my time,
Madam Chair, because | am talking
specifically about the amendment. If |
am allowed the opportunity to con-
tinue with my comments, | have to fin-
ish a thought first before we talk spe-
cifically about the amendment.

in-

yield for a par-
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First of all, if you look at what hap-
pened by legislation, they tried legisla-
tion, and the legislation failed. A bi-
partisan vote defeated that legislation.
Then they came back with regulation.
So this proposed regulation is being ad-
dressed by our bill, the underlying bill.

The amendment by the gentleman
from Connecticut proposes to create a
loophole to continue to allow the EPA
to get their nose back under that tent
to regulate greenhouse gases. You can
just look at the language to see that it
allows for that loophole that we’re try-
ing to close.

First of all, in a bipartisan fashion,
Madam Chair, Congress has said we
don’t want the EPA imposing the na-
tional energy tax that cap-and-trade
would propose. We don’t want those
millions of jobs leaving our country.
Then they came back through regula-
tion, and they said, Well, we’ll just do
it through regulation, a de facto cap-
and-trade energy tax, because they
couldn’t get it passed through Con-
gress.

Of course, anyone who has taken
civics knows you’re supposed to go
through the legislative process if you
want to change policy. So, if our under-
lying bill passes the House, then they
won’t be able to go through regulation;
but the gentleman’s amendment would
actually say that there would be a
loophole even though Congress would
say, No, you don’t have the authority
to do that. You can’t run those jobs to
places like China where they have ab-
solutely no environmental controls
that we have today, which are dramati-
cally better than those they have in
China and India and in some of the
other countries, countries which would
be happy to take the millions of Amer-
ican jobs that would flee this country
if they were able to get away with it.

We have to reject this amendment
and take that loophole away. Don’t
give them that loophole to continue to
regulate greenhouse gases through a de
facto cap-and-trade national energy
tax. So | would ask that we reject this
amendment and pass the underlying
bill.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

In response to the gentleman from
California’s parliamentary inquiry, re-
marks are to be confined to the ques-
tion under debate.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair, | ask
unanimous consent that we expand the
debate by 2 minutes on each side on
this particular amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

Mr. UPTON. One and one. Why don’t
we do 1 minute each.

Mr. WAXMAN. Two and two. Let’s do
2 minutes each.

Mr. UPTON. We can accept one and
one.

Madam Chair, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the majority and the minor-
ity each have an additional 1 minute
on this amendment.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Reserving the right to
object, I would plead with my chair-
man to agree to an additional minute
to each side because | think that there
is an important issue that is being ig-
nored in this particular amendment.
Each side may not need to take up the
2 minutes.

Mr. UPTON. We’re working against
the clock a little bit; so | would prefer
that we just do one and one and end it
there on this amendment.

Madam Chair, | ask unanimous con-
sent that each side have 1 additional
minute on this amendment.

Mr. WAXMAN. | ask unanimous con-
sent that each side have 1% minutes.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan for 1 minute for each side?

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. ScALISE) and the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. MUR-
PHY) each will control 1 extra minute.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. WAXMAN. | thank the majority
for their graciousness in allowing for a
clarification.

This amendment simply says all that
you suggest in your bill would become
law, if it were passed, with the excep-
tion that we would continue to allow
the EPA to give technical information
to the States. It does not replace the
other restrictions on EPA. It only al-
lows them to give technical informa-
tion to the States, which they do al-
ready without regulating greenhouse
gases, under the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate
Change, which was ratified by the Sen-
ate in 1992 after submittal by President
Bush. Because of this international
agreement, we try to keep track of
what’s going on, and the States should
be able to talk to the EPA and to get
expert advice from the EPA unless you
think the States should not be allowed
to do anything on their own, which
would be something beyond the scope
of this amendment.

So | would urge my colleagues who
support their bill not to be against this
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. SCALISE. | appreciate the offer
of the gentleman from California, but I
cannot adhere to a United Nations
framework. | cannot adhere to the abil-
ity for the EPA to continue to keep
their nose under the tent to provide
whether it's called ‘‘technical assist-
ance” or whether they try to continue
to push things, because the EPA does
interact with States on other issues,
and | surely would not want to see
some kind of situation where the EPA
is going to try to hold something else
over a State’s head and use this threat,
because they really do want the chance
to regulate greenhouse gases and im-
pose an energy tax.
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So | think we’ve debated it very thor-
oughly. | understand your position, and
I respect the gentleman from Connecti-
cut’s position. | just don’t agree. |
think we need to preserve American
jobs and let the States do what they al-
ready do such a good job of doing; but
we need to tell the EPA that ‘“‘no”
means ‘‘no.” They’ve got their own
role to play, and it’s not regulating
greenhouse gases.

AMERICAN IRON AND STEEL INSTITUTE,

Washington, DC, March 9, 2011.
Hon. FRED UPTON,
Chairman, House Committee on Energy and
Commerce, Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN UPTON: On behalf of the
American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI), |
am pleased to offer our support for H.R. 910,
the Energy Tax Prevention Act (EPTA). This
legislation is necessary to prevent EPA from
regulating greenhouse gases (GHGs) from
stationary sources under the Clean Air Act,
thereby removing a regulatory uncertainty
that is impeding domestic economic growth
and job creation.

AISI is comprised of 25 member companies,
including integrated and electric furnace
steelmakers, and 140 associate and affiliate
members who are suppliers to or customers
of the steel industry. AISI’s member compa-
nies represent approximately 80 percent of
both U.S. and North American steel capac-
ity. The steel industry in the U.S. has sub-
stantially reduced its GHG emissions over
the past two decades. The industry has re-
duced its energy-intensity by 30% since 1990,
and reduced while GHG emissions by 35%
over the same time period. The industry has
well exceeded the Kyoto Protocol targets, is
committed to continued improvement, and
hasn’t waited for Congress or EPA to act.

The domestic steel industry is both en-
ergy-intensive and subject to substantial
international competition. In particular,
this competition comes from nations such as
China, where no similar COz-reduction legis-
lation or regulatory policies exist. In the ab-
sence of an international agreement on GHG
emissions reductions, EPA regulation of sta-
tionary sources will only transfer emis-
sions—and high-value manufacturing jobs—
overseas. This will have a negative impact
on domestic industry and will not result in a
net emissions reduction worldwide.

As you know, the Clean Air Act was not
written to regulate greenhouse gas emis-
sions, and is therefore the wrong mechanism
for EPA to use in this case. No policies have
been proposed to accompany the EPA regula-
tions to address competitiveness concerns of
energy-intensive, trade-exposed industries,
such as steel. The result will be the “‘leak-
age’ of emissions and manufacturing jobs to
competitor nations without comparable reg-
ulations, which is problematic from both the
economic and environmental perspectives.

If the EPA is allowed to proceed with its
GHG regulations from stationary sources,
plants in the steel industry will be forced to
adhere to yet another level of new strict reg-
ulations and be required to obtain costly per-
mits. This would be a devastating blow to in-
vestment and growth in the industry, not to
mention the implications of coupling these
regulations with the recession that has hit
the country and the manufacturing econ-
omy.

Sincerely,
THOMAS J. GIBSON,
President and Chief Executive Officer.
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[From Americans for Prosperity, March 3,
2011]

AMERICANS FOR PROSPERITY APPLAUDS REP-
RESENTATIVES COLLIN PETERSON, DAN
BOREN AND NICK RAHALL FOR SUPPORTING
EPA PREEMPTION

AFP today commended three senior Demo-
cratic representatives—Collin Peterson of
Minnesota, Dan Boren of Oklahoma and Nick
Rahall of West Virginia—for cosponsoring
the Inhofe-Upton bill to clarify that the En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
no authority to regulate greenhouse gasses
under the Clean Air Act (CAA).

“It’s great to see three leading Democratic
congressmen speak with such a clear voice
that EPA should not be allowed to go around
Congress to adopt job-killing global warming
regulations,” said AFP vice President for
Policy Phil Kerpen. “These regulations
amount to a backdoor effort to adopt restric-
tions similar to the cap-and-trade bill Con-
gress and the American people already re-
jected.”

“AFP commends free market heroes like
Senator Inhofe and Congressman Upton for
challenging unelected bureaucracies like the
EPA when they try to bypass the American
people,” said president of AFP, Tim Phillips.

The Clean Air Act is so ill-suited to being
twisted as a global warming bill that EPA
resorted to disregarded statutory thresholds
and demanding that states amend their laws
to conform. This so-called Tailoring Rule is
being contested in court and experts predict
it is unlikely to survive the legal challenge.

‘““Kudos to Boren, Peterson, and Rahall for
standing up to the EPA and doing what’s
right,”” Kerpen concluded. ‘I hope more
Democrats will put jobs, the economy, and
legitimate legislative process ahead of envi-
ronmental extremism and join them.”

AMERICANS FOR TAX REFORM,
Washington, DC, March 7, 2011.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of Ameri-
cans for Tax Reform (ATR) and millions of
taxpayers nationwide, | urge you to support
Rep. Fred Upton’s (R-Mich.) Energy Tax Pre-
vention Act of 2011. If passed, this legislation
will return the obligation of setting Amer-
ica’s climate policy to Congress from the En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Since losing the Cap-and-Trade debate,
Democrats have turned to the EPA to im-
pose their radical environmental agenda on
this country. The impetus behind Cap-and-
Trade was to force Americans to move to-
wards less efficient, more expensive sources
of energy. Similarly, the EPA is attempting
to achieve this end through the regulation of
greenhouse gases.

Standing on legally precarious ground, the
EPA is citing the Clean Air Act as justifica-
tion for its dubious agenda. Employing the
Clean Air Act for objectives it was never in-
tended to realize, the EPA has infringed on
the legislative responsibilities of Congress.

The Energy Tax Prevention Act has been
introduced to put a stop to such regulatory
overreach and abuse. Addressing one of the
most pressing problems facing this country,
the Energy Tax Prevention Act bars federal
regulators from co-opting the Clean Air Act
to regulate greenhouse gases.

If the EPA continues on its current course,
unelected federal bureaucrats will continue
to unilaterally dictate ruinous economic
policies. We should hold President Obama to
his stated commitment to reassess America’s
regulatory system in the name of economic
growth and fiscal responsibility. The Presi-
dent should be reminded that the EPA’s ini-
tiatives to regulate greenhouse gasses would
raise energy prices, destroy businesses, and
ship jobs overseas. These policies are moti-
vated not by science, and not out of concern
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for American
alone.

Rep. Upton seeks to restore the role of the
U.S. congress in the development and imple-
mentation the nation’s climate and energy
policy. Their bill is not a referendum on cli-
mate change or greenhouse gases but rather
who will set our country’s energy policy—
elected Representatives or unaccountable
political appointees.

In the interest of preserving our economic
freedom, and the proper authority of con-
gress, please join me in supporting the En-
ergy Tax Prevention Act of 2011.

Onward,

industry, but by ideology

GROVER G. NORQUIST.
MARCH 9, 2011.

Re Upton-Inhofe Bill a Key Step Toward
Stopping EPA’s GHG Regulations.

DEAR CHAIRMAN UPTON AND CHAIRMAN
WHITFIELD: On January 2, 2011, the U.S. En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) began
regulating greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
from stationary sources. EPA’s rules require
industrial sites, power plants and other busi-
nesses that emit GHGs above certain thresh-
olds to apply for a permit whenever they
want to build or modernize their facilities.
In today’s fragile economy, when we need
American businesses to be expanding at full
speed, these rules create uncertainty and
delay.

We welcome the efforts of lawmakers from
both parties to stop the EPA’s harmful regu-
lations so that business growth and hiring
can continue. We applaud the leadership that
you and Senator Inhofe are providing on this
issue through the introduction of The En-
ergy Tax Prevention Act of 2011 (H.R. 910).
This bipartisan legislation is helping to keep
attention squarely focused on the issue and
building momentum toward a solution.

Congress, not EPA, should be guiding
America’s energy policy. Without action by
lawmakers, EPA’s regulations will make it
difficult to attract new manufacturing ca-
pacity and jobs to the United States, let
alone double U.S. exports in five years, as
President Obama has pledged. Moving your
legislation forward is a critical first step.

We look forward to working with you to
stop harmful regulations and in doing so,
strengthen the economic recovery, support
American manufacturing and create jobs.

Sincerely,

American Chemistry Council, American
Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity, Amer-
ican Forest & Paper Association, American
Iron and Steel Institute, American Petro-
leum Institute, Brick Industry Association,
CropLife America, Industrial Minerals Asso-
ciation, National Association of Manufactur-
ers.

National Association of Wholesaler-Dis-
tributors, National Lime Association, Na-
tional Mining Association, National Oilseed
Processors Association, National Petro-
chemical and Refiners Association, The Alu-
minum Association, The Fertilizer Institute,
U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER
ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC March 9, 2011.

Hon. FRED UPTON,

Chairman, House Energy & Commerce Com-
mittee, Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Hon. ED WHITFIELD,

Chairman, House Energy & Power Sub-
committee, Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN UPTON AND CHAIRMAN
WHITFIELD: On behalf of the American Public
Power Association, | am writing to express
our support for the Energy Tax Prevention
Act. APPA is the national service organiza-
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tion representing the interests of over 2,000
community-owned, non-for-profit electric
utilities. These utilities include state public
power agencies, municipal electric utilities,
and special utility districts that provide
electricity and other services to over 46 mil-
lion Americans.

APPA believes that the Clean Air Act
(CAA) is not appropriately designed to ad-
dress greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and
that the Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) efforts to regulate such gases under
the statute are causing undue uncertainty
for the electric utility sector and are likely
to result in unnecessarily high costs. In par-
ticular, APPA members are concerned with
the application of Best Available Control
Technologies (BACT) for GHG emissions
under New Source Review (NSR) and the
planned establishment of Section 111 New
Source Performance Standards for GHGs for
new, modified, and existing electric power
plants. No commercially available tech-
nologies currently exist to reduce GHG emis-
sions. APPA also believes that many states
will find that they need additional time in
order to implement any final EPA regu-
latory action given state budget cuts, staff
reductions, and other administrative issues.
For these reasons, APPA supports congres-
sional action to preempt EPA’s authority to
regulate GHG emissions under the CAA.

Instead, APPA believes Congress should
address the issue of climate change through
new legislation and supports efforts to do so
on an economy-wide basis that properly bal-
ances environmental goals with impacts on
consumers and the economy. Such legisla-
tion should create a new regime for reducing
GHG emissions that is separate and apart
from the CAA, which was created to address
criteria pollutants for human health protec-
tion.

Thank you for your leadership on this im-
portant issue affecting electric utilities. |
hope you will feel free to contact me or the
APPA government relations staff with any
questions.

Sincerely,
MARK CRISSON,
President & CEO.

Mr. SCALISE. | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. MUR-
PHY).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Madam
Chair, | demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Connecticut will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in
House Report 112-54.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair, | have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 5. CONGRESSIONAL ACCEPTANCE OF SCI-
ENTIFIC FINDINGS.

Congress accepts the scientific findings of
the Environmental Protection Agency that
climate change is occurring, is caused large-
ly by human activities, and poses significant
risks for public health and welfare.
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentleman
from California (Mr. WAXMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair, | rise
to offer an amendment, with my col-
leagues Representatives DEGETTE and
INSLEE, that recognizes the scientific
reality of climate change.

Our amendment states that Congress
accepts EPA’s scientific finding that
climate change is occurring, is caused
largely by human activities, and poses
significant risks for public health and
welfare. This simple recognition is far
from enough, but it is crucially impor-
tant. As long as Congress pretends that
climate change isn’t occurring, we can
justify not addressing it.

Last month, the eminent scientific
journal Nature wrote an editorial enti-
tled, ““Into Ignorance.”
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And | want to read from this edi-
torial: ““Republicans on the Energy and
Commerce Committee have made clear
their disdain for climate science. At a
subcommittee hearing, misinformation
was presented as fact, truth was twist-
ed, and nobody showed any inclination
to listen to scientists. There has been
an embarrassing display, not just for
the Republican Party, but also for Con-
gress and the U.S. citizens it rep-
resents.”’

The U.S. Congress has entered the in-
tellectual wilderness. This amendment
is a step out of that wilderness. It says
we accept the scientific findings of
EPA—and the best scientists in our
country and around the world—that
climate change is a serious threat to
our health and welfare. And it recog-
nizes that while we have the power to
change the laws of our Nation, we can-
not rewrite the laws of nature.

It may be difficult for us to agree on
a solution to climate change, but at
least we should be able to agree that it
is a real problem and one we need to
address.

I hope my colleagues will support
this amendment.

Madam Chairman, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Chairman, | rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Wisconsin is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Chairman, | yield 1% minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DOLD).

Mr. DOLD. Madam Chair, | believe in
science. | also know that the Earth has
been warming for some time. In fact,
the underlying bill, H.R. 910, concludes
by acknowledging there is scientific
concern over the warming of the cli-
mate system and that addressing the
climate change is an international
issue.

I believe that human activity is also
playing a role. The question is how big
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a role. This amendment would have
Congress adopt intentionally vague
language on human involvement and
the risks associated with climate
change without defining the size and
scope of human behavior and the risk
to the environment.

Madam Chair, | believe that we must
reduce our dependence on foreign oil
and expand research and development
of clean energy sources and ensure that
future generations of Americans have a
clean and healthy environment. But I
do not believe in the notion that the
Waxman amendment puts forward that
states that Congress shall only accept
the scientific findings of the EPA. We
should encourage open, transparent
scientific studies, not limit our sci-
entific findings to one government
agency.

We must work together in a bipar-
tisan manner to promote clean energy
and encourage greater energy effi-
ciencies to guarantee that our children
and grandchildren have a cleaner envi-
ronment than we have today.

I urge a ““no” vote on this amend-
ment.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE).

Mr. INSLEE. | appreciate my Repub-
lican colleague’s statement, but the
clear fact of this bill is, if it passes,
what does it do? It basically says that
Sir Isaac Newton, Albert Einstein, and
Thomas Edison didn’t know what they
were talking about because this bill, in
rather clear form, caters to a narrow
sector of a narrow political interest to
ignore clear science. And there is no
way you can get around this or sweet-
talk your way around this clear rejec-
tion of science.

Now, this isn’t just us. Who has
cleared and said this statement that we
seek to put in this bill is correct? Only
the National Academy of Sciences,
NOAA, the Department of Defense, the
Centers for Disease Control, the Amer-
ican Meteorological Society, the Amer-
ican Geophysical Union, the Geological
Society of America, the American As-
sociation for the Advancement of
Science, the American Institute of
Physics, and the American Chemical
Society. But one side of the aisle
thinks that the tea party has greater
scientific credibility, and that’s who
you are catering to when you refuse to
adopt this amendment.

Let’s have a bipartisan statement of
the problem so that we can have a bi-
partisan statement of the solution.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Chair, I am the only speaker left, and
I believe that | have the right to close.
So if the gentleman from California
could use the remainder of his time.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California has the right to close.

The gentleman from Wisconsin has
3% minutes remaining; the gentleman
from California has 2 minutes remain-
ing.

ﬁ/lr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Chair, | yield myself the balance of my
time.
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Madam Chair, this is an amendment
that attempts to reverse the entire
thrust of this legislation. In effect, it
gives the proxy to the EPA to make de-
terminations that will have vast im-
pact on our economy without going
through the usual legislative process.
This is our job to make a determina-
tion on whether the Clean Air Act is
the proper vehicle to deal with issues
related to greenhouse gases.

This is not a debate on the under-
lying science of climate change, and |
think that has to be made clear. But if
we do want to talk about the EPA’s
ability to mitigate climate change,
let’s focus on their own projections.

EPA’s analysis of the current rule
states that it will only result in 1/100 of
a degree of lowering of the Earth’s av-
erage temperature by the year 2100. Ad-
ministrator Jackson herself stated be-
fore the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee that EPA regulation will not ul-
timately be able to change the amount
of CO; that is accumulating in the at-
mosphere if other nations do not agree
also to limit emissions. And they
aren’t, and they won't.

So, regardless of whether or not Con-
gress issues a scientific finding based
upon a 10-minute amendment debate,
we are faced with the indisputable fact
that EPA greenhouse gas regulations
will lead to billions upon billions of
dollars leaving our economy with abso-
lutely zero environmental benefit. This
amendment flunks the cost-benefit
analysis. It ought to be rejected.

We are here today about protecting
the economy, job creation, and stop-
ping energy prices from skyrocketing.
That’s what will happen if this amend-
ment is adopted. It should be rejected
in the name of jobs and a healthy econ-
omy.

Madam Chair, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair, to
close, | yield the balance of my time to
my colleague, who is a cosponsor of
this legislation along with myself and
Mr. INSLEE, the gentlewoman from Col-
orado (Ms. DEGETTE).

Ms. DEGETTE. | thank the ranking
member for allowing me to close.

This amendment gives Members of
the House what should be a very simple
choice: recognize the overwhelming
science or vote to deny the over-
whelming science.

We in Congress can certainly change
the laws of this country, but last |
heard we cannot change the laws of na-
ture. There is no serious disagreement
on the science of climate change. In
fact, the findings have been confirmed
by all leading scientific academies
around the world. The National Acad-
emy of Sciences last year issued a se-
ries of comprehensive reports that are
unambiguous. It says, for example,
“Climate change is occurring. It is
caused largely by human activities,
and in many cases it is already affect-
ing a broad range of human and nat-
ural systems.”” And even a team of sci-
entists from UC Berkeley, who were
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told to try to disprove global climate
change, just reported last week to a
congressional committee that in fact
global climate change is occurring.

This is simple. This is clear. H.R. 910
represents an effort to deny and run
away from science and reality. It ig-
nores one of the chief drivers behind
our need for a clean and modernized en-
ergy policy: massive and growing
human consumption of carbon-based
fuels.

Last Congress, and again today, I
chose to be on the side of those who
acted to address a climate disaster and
put into place the framework for an en-
ergy policy which this country so pain-
fully goes without and so little can af-
ford. 1 urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Vote ‘‘yes’” on this amendment. Vote
““no”” on the underlying bill and stand
with science.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chair,
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California will be
postponed.

I de-
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AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. QUIGLEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in
House Report 112-54.

Mr. QUIGLEY. | have an amendment
at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, add the following:
SEC. 5. GAO REPORT.

Not later than one year after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Comptroller Gen-
eral shall submit to Congress a report con-
taining the results of a study of health care
costs in the United States as affected by the
elimination of Environmental Protection
Agency regulation under this Act, as com-
pared to health care costs in the United
States as would be affected by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency proceeding with
regulation in its role as determined in Mas-
sachusetts v. EPA (549 U.S. 497 (2007)).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, my
amendment would require that the
GAO report to Congress the results of a
study of health care costs in the U.S.
as affected by the elimination of EPA
regulation under this act. Further, the
report would also detail health care
costs in the U.S. proceeding under the
EPA’s current regulatory authority as
determined in 2007 in Massachusetts v.
EPA.
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It is science, hard facts, and figures
that have led hundreds of scientists to
confirm that global warming is real.
Despite the other numbers you may
have heard, the most convincing one is
that there are over 200 peer reviewed
scientific studies that have determined
that global warming is real and that
man contributes to that, and exactly
zero that have proved or shown evi-
dence to the contrary.

It was science that led the Congress
to pass the Clean Air Act, the act
which designated the EPA as the body
charged with overseeing, adapting, and
implementing these regulations. It was
science that led the Supreme Court to
rule in 2007 that the Environmental
Protection Agency does in fact have
the authority to regulate greenhouse
gases.

My amendment is simple. It directs
the GAO to report the cost of health
care under the Clean Air Act, and then
to report the costs of health care with
this bill passing as it modifies the
amendment.

In 2010 alone, the EPA reported the
reduction in fine particulate and ozone
pollution from the Clean Air Act pre-
vented more than 160,000 premature
deaths, 130,000 heart attacks, 13 million
lost workdays, and 1.7 million asthma
attacks. These are serious health
issues that burden the government
with serious bills.

We face serious budgetary times. We
may be out of a recession, but we are
far from recovered. If we are com-
mitted to making the government
more efficient and effective to cutting
waste, fraud, and abuse, we must ac-
knowledge that spending a smart dol-
lar up front saves many dollars on the
back end.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this amendment that will allow the ex-
perts at the GAO to show us a world
with the Clean Air Act and a world
without. My estimation is that a world
with less mercury in our water and less
ozone in our air will cost far less in
dollars and deaths than the opposite,
but I will defer to the experts and look
forward to their report on this subject.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HARPER. | rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Mississippi is recognized for 5

minutes.
Mr. HARPER. This amendment filed
by the gentleman from Illinois would

require a GAO study to be completed, 1
year, analyzing how health care costs
are affected if EPA does not proceed
with regulation in its role as deter-
mined in Massachusetts v. EPA.

You know, this case did not deter-
mine whether or how EPA should regu-
late greenhouse gases. To the contrary,
it did not mandate that EPA move for-
ward with global warming regulations,
and it certainly did not direct the EPA
to begin regulating tens of thousands
or millions of stationary sources across
the United States economy.

In any event, no GAO study is needed
because the EPA, itself, has already
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concluded that greenhouse gases pose
no direct adverse health effects.

Here’s what the EPA has stated:
““Current and projected ambient green-
house gas concentrations remain well
below published thresholds for any di-
rect adverse health effects, such as res-
piratory or toxic effects.”

So even if the EPA had concluded
that there were direct health impacts,
EPA’s own administrators concluded
that the agency’s greenhouse gas rules
are not going to be effective in appre-
ciably reducing temperatures or global
emissions.

Administrator Jackson has said: “We
will not ultimately be able to change
the amount of CO, that is accumu-
lating in the atmosphere alone.” If
anything, EPA’s global warming rules
will cause global emissions to increase
as U.S. manufacturing and industry
goes to countries with much less strin-
gent environmental laws.

| urge my colleagues to vote ‘““no’’ on
this amendment.

| reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, | guess
my response is, with all due respect,
prove me wrong. If there is no health
care risk, let the GAO independent
analysis prove us wrong.

But there’s a lot at stake here, and |
would defy anyone to say that green-
house gases are not in and of them-
selves—putting aside the issue of glob-
al warming—dangerous because many
of them are precursors to ozone. | live
in Chicago, which is the morbidity and
mortality capital of the United States
for people who are afflicted with asth-
ma, and there is a dramatic and direct
impact of what ozone does to those
people suffering from asthma.

So prove me wrong. Show me how
we’re wrong on this. Let there be a
study which goes to this, because if I’'m
wrong, no damage done. But if there is
some danger here and we have decided
that it is not worth our study, then we
have done a grave disservice to the
American public and put their lives at
risk.

| yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HARPER. | yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. GINGREY).

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Madam
Chair, | want to thank the chairman of
the Energy and Commerce Committee,
Mr. UPTON, and the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. HARPER) for yielding
time for me to speak on this amend-
ment.

I rise in strong opposition to the
Quigley amendment because it rep-
resents an unnecessary use of case law
in Massachusetts v. EPA. Some of what
I say is repetitive. Mr. HARPER has just
said it, but it bears repeating, Madam
Chair.

This amendment requires the GAO to
conduct a study analyzing how health
care costs will be affected if the EPA
does not proceed with regulation in its
role as determined in Massachusetts v.
EPA.

Madam Chair, | would like to remind
the author of the amendment, Mr.
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QUIGLEY, that Massachusetts v. EPA
did not determine whether or how the
EPA should regulate greenhouse gases.
Furthermore, a GAO study on this
matter is not necessary because the
EPA has already concluded that green-
house gases have no adverse health ef-
fect.

Specifically, the EPA has stated:
““Current and projected ambient green-
house gas concentrations remain well
below published thresholds for any di-
rect adverse health effects, such as res-
piratory or toxic effects.””

Opponents of this legislation have
tried unsuccessfully to assert that the
underlying bill will block the EPA
from safeguarding public health from
the effects of air pollution and will re-
sult in increased asthma attacks or
other respiratory illnesses. Nothing
could be further from the truth.

Madam Chair, H.R. 910 does not af-
fect the EPA’s ability and responsi-
bility to protect the public from haz-
ardous air pollution. Regardless of
whether or not EPA imposes these cap-
and-trade regulations, the agency will
continue to have the authority to regu-
late all of the high-priority pollutants
that raise public health concerns.

As an original cosponsor of H.R. 910,
I strongly support the underlying bill
to prohibit the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency from using the Clean Air
Act to regulate greenhouse gases.

By avoiding these harmful regula-
tions, H.R. 910 will save countless num-
bers of jobs and prevent the implemen-
tation of an energy tax that would cost
our economy literally tens of billions
of dollars when we can least afford it.

Madam Chair, 1 urge my colleagues
to reject this amendment and support
the underlying bill.

Mr. BILBRAY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. | yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. BILBRAY. Madam Chair, | want
to point out the comment was made
about the precursor to ozone. Thirty
years of air pollution regulations. Ask
the South Coast Air Basin in Los Ange-
les. It never regulated CO, as a pre-
cursor to ozone because it was so min-
iscule that there are so many other
issues that are absolutely essential to
address that you didn’t even look at
that.

And if you didn’t think those of us in
California, that we’re working on air
pollution, air quality, our county in
San Diego went from ‘‘severe’ down to
‘“serious’ because we were successful.
And it wasn’t chasing ozone. I mean,
not chasing CO,. It was tracing true
toxic emissions.

So when you talk about imple-
menting these plans, understand you’re
talking about sacrificing efforts that
are at true risk.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. QUIGLEY).

The amendment was rejected.
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AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in
House Report 112-54.

Mr. POLIS. | have an amendment at
the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

In section 330 of the Clean Air Act, as pro-
posed to be added by section 2 of the bill, in-
sert after subsection (a) the following (and
redesignate the subsequent subsections ac-
cordingly):

““(b) TEMPORARY SUSPENSION FOR PuBLIC
HEALTH EMERGENCIES.—The Administrator
may by rule, after public notice and com-
ment, temporarily suspend the provisions of
this section if—

““(1) a detailed analysis and review by the
Administrator of the latest credible and
peer-reviewed science shows ground level
ozone will pose significant dangers to public
health;

““(2) extreme weather events pose signifi-
cant danger to public health;

““(3) an increase in food and waterborne
pathogens pose significant danger to public
health; or

‘“(4) there are other significant threats to
public health.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. PoLis) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Chair, this
amendment is simple, and | appreciate
the rule making it in order. It allows
the Environmental Protection Agency
to continue protecting the American
people from the greatest public health
and environmental challenge in global
history, global climate change.

The overwhelming scientific evidence
suggests that greenhouse gases and
carbon pollution, if left unchecked,
pose a significant threat to public
health. This is not a scientific conclu-
sion that anybody in the investigative
community desires or wants. It is an
unfortunate reality. | simply want the
administrator to have the ability to
temporarily unlock the handcuffs on
the bill if there is a significant threat
to the public health.

Let’s walk ourselves through what
this bill does. The bill tells the EPA,
EPA, you have done your homework
just like the Supreme Court told you
to do, and every inch of credible
science is telling you there is a danger
to America’s health. Yet, we here in
Congress know better. We will pretend
like there is not a danger to the Amer-
ican health. We won’t allow you, the
EPA, that we set up and charged with
this, to pay attention to the warnings
or protect Americans from the dangers.

To me, that’s a very dangerous direc-
tive, telling the EPA they can’t act
even though they know we are in dan-
ger. If there was a meteor hurtling to-
wards us, | would hope that this body
wouldn’t pass a bill that tells NASA to
ignore it, to step away from the tele-
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scope, specifically forbids them from
telling people to get out of the way.
Yet that’s exactly what this bill does
with the very real and present danger.

I, for one, want the EPA to be able to
protect me, and my family and my con-
stituents and all American families
when the overwhelming warning signs
say they should do just that. But if this
body sends a message to the contrary,
at the very least we should be smart
enough to include a temporary escape
hatch, a safety valve that my amend-
ment provides.

Madam Chair, | am going to vote
today to put America’s health before
big polluters. The other side of the
aisle likes to skew the facts. And in-
stead of paying attention to the warn-
ing signs, they protect their big pol-
luter friends by confusing the facts.
It’s critical that we provide a safety
valve that when there is a clear and
present danger to the health of the
American people we don’t hamstring
the very agency that we have set up to
protect the health of the American
people, and enable them to move for-
ward to protect us.

This endangerment finding, the title
of the EPA'’s research on dangers to our
health, was based on sound science and
found that as climate change increases,
so does ground ozone level, air- and
water-borne pathogens, and mold and
pollen allergens that affect and make
health problems worse like asthma,
respiratory irritation, and heart dis-
ease. We cannot oversimplify a very se-
rious problem with no easy answers.

[From the Federal Register, Tuesday, Dec.

15, 2009]
PART V—ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY
40 CFR CHAPTER I—ENDANGERMENT AND CAUSE

OR CONTRIBUTE FINDINGS FOR GREENHOUSE

GASES UNDER SECTION 202(a) OF THE CLEAN

AIR ACT; FINAL RULE
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
40 CFR Chapter |
[EPA-HQ-OAR-2009-0171; FRL-9091-8]

RIN 2060-ZA14

Endangerment and Cause or Contribute
Findings for Greenhouse Gases Under
Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agen-
cy (EPA).

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Administrator finds that
six greenhouse gases taken in combination
endanger both the public health and the pub-
lic welfare of current and future generations.
The Administrator also finds that the com-
bined emissions of these greenhouse gases
from new motor vehicles and new motor ve-
hicle engines contribute to the greenhouse
gas air pollution that endangers public
health and welfare under CAA section 202(a).
These Findings are based on careful consid-
eration of the full weight of scientific evi-
dence and a thorough review of numerous
public comments received on the Proposed
Findings published April 24, 2009.

DATES: These Findings are effective on
January 14, 2010.

ADDRESSES: EPA has established a dock-
et for this action under Docket ID No. EPA-
HQ-OAR-2009-0171. AIll documents in the
docket are listed on the www.regulations.gov
Web site. Although listed in the index, some
information is not publicly available, e.g.,
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confidential business information (CBI) or
other information whose disclosure is re-
stricted by statute. Certain other material,
such as copyrighted material, is not placed
on the Internet and will be publicly available
only in hard copy form. Publicly available
docket materials are available either elec-
tronically through www.regulations.gov or
in hard copy at EPA’s Docket Center, Public
Reading Room, EPA West Building, Room
3334, 1301 Constitution Avenue, NW., Wash-
ington, DC 20004. This Docket Facility is
open from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday, excluding legal holidays.
The telephone number for the Public Read-
ing Room is (202) 566-1744, and the telephone
number for the Air Docket is (202) 566-1742.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CON-
TACT: Jeremy Martinich, Climate Change
Division, Office of Atmospheric Programs
(MC-6207J), Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Wash-
ington, DC 20460; telephone number: (202) 343-
9927; fax number: (202) 343-2202; e-mail ad-
dress: ghgendangerment@epa.gov. For addi-
tional information regarding these Findings,
please go to the Web site http://www.epa.gov/
climatechange/endangerment.html.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Judicial Review

Under CAA section 307(b)(1), judicial re-
view of this final action is available only by
filing a petition for review in the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia Cir-
cuit by February 16, 2010. Under CAA section
307(d)(7)(B), only an objection to this final
action that was raised with reasonable speci-
ficity during the period for public comment
can be raised during judicial review. This
section also provides a mechanism for us to
convene a proceeding for reconsideration,
“‘[i]f the person raising an objection can
demonstrate to EPA that it was impracti-
cable to raise such objection within [the pe-
riod for public comment] or if the grounds
for such objection arose after the period for
public comment (but within the time speci-
fied for judicial review) and if such objection
is of central relevance to the outcome of this
rule.””” Any person seeking to make such a
demonstration to us should submit a Peti-
tion for Reconsideration to the Office of the
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, Room 3000, Ariel Rios Building, 1200
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington, DC
20004, with a copy to the person listed in the
preceding FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT section, and the Associate Gen-
eral Counsel for the Air and Radiation Law
Office, Office of General Counsel (Mail Code
2344A), Environmental Protection Agency,
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington,
DC 20004.

Acronyms and Abbreviations. The fol-
lowing acronyms and abbreviations are used
in this document.

ACUS Administrative Conference of the
United States

ANPR Advance Notice of Proposed Rule-
making

APA Administrative Procedure Act

CAA Clean Air Act

CAFE Corporate Average Fuel Economy

CAIT Climate Analysis Indicators Tool

CASAC Clean Air Scientific Advisory Com-
mittee

CBI Confidential Business Information

CCSP Climate Change Science Program

CFCs chlorofluorocarbons

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CH4 methane

CO; carbon dioxide

CO.e COz-equivalent

CRU Climate Research Unit

DOT U.S. Department of Transportation

EO Executive Order

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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FR Federal Register
GHG greenhouse gas
GWP global warming potential
HadCRUT Hadley Centre/Climate Research
Unit (CRU) temperature record
HCFCs hydrochlorofluorocarbons
HFCs hydrofluorocarbons
IA Interim Assessment report
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change
MPG miles per gallon
MWP Medieval Warm Period
N2O nitrous oxide
NAAQS National
Standards
NAICS North American Industry Classifica-
tion System
NASA National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration
NF3 nitrogen trifluoride
NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration
NOI Notice of Intent
NOx nitrogen oxides
NRC National Research Council
NSPS new source performance standards
NTTAA National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act of 1995
OMB Office of Management and Budget
PFCs perfluorocarbons
PM particulate matter
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
RFA Regulatory Flexibility Act
SFe sulfur hexafluoride
SIP State Implementation Plan
TSD technical support document
U.S. United States
UMRA Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995
UNFCCC United Nations Framework Con-
vention on Climate Change
USGCRP U.S. Global Climate Research Pro-
gram
VOC volatile organic compound(s)
WCI Western Climate Initiative
WRI World Resources Institute
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I. Introduction
A. Overview

Pursuant to CAA section 202(a), the Ad-
ministrator finds that greenhouse gases in
the atmosphere may reasonably be antici-
pated both to endanger public health and to
endanger public welfare.

Specifically, the Administrator is defining
the “‘air pollution’ referred to in CAA sec-
tion 202(a) to be the mix of six long-lived and
directly-emitted greenhouse gases: carbon
dioxide (CO;), methane (CHi), nitrous oxide
(N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs),
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perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur
hexafluoride (SFe). In this document, these
six greenhouse gases are referred to as “‘well-
mixed greenhouse gases’ in this document
(with more precise meanings of ‘““long lived”’
and ‘“‘well mixed” provided in Section IV.A).

The Administrator has determined that
the body of scientific evidence compellingly
supports this finding. The major assessments
by the U.S. Global Climate Research Pro-
gram (USGCRP), the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), and the Na-
tional Research Council (NRC) serve as the
primary scientific basis supporting the Ad-
ministrator’s endangerment finding. The Ad-
ministrator reached her determination by
considering both observed and projected ef-
fects of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere,
their effect on climate, and the public health
and welfare risks and impacts associated
with such climate change. The Administra-
tor’s assessment focused on public health
and public welfare impacts within the United
States. She also examined the evidence with
respect to impacts in other world regions,
and she concluded that these impacts
strengthen the case for endangerment to
public health and welfare because impacts in
other world regions can in turn adversely af-
fect the United States.

The Administrator recognizes that human-
induced climate change has the potential to
be far-reaching and multidimensional, and in
light of existing knowledge, that not all
risks and potential impacts can be quantified
or characterized with uniform metrics. There
is variety not only in the nature and poten-
tial magnitude of risks and impacts, but also
in our ability to characterize, quantify and
project such impacts into the future. The
Administrator is using her judgment, based
on existing science, to weigh the threat for
each of the identifiable risks, to weigh the
potential benefits where relevant, and ulti-
mately to assess whether these risks and ef-
fects, when viewed in total, endanger public
health or welfare.

The Administrator has considered how ele-
vated concentrations of the well-mixed
greenhouse gases and associated climate
change affect public health by evaluating
the risks associated with changes in air qual-
ity, increases in temperatures, changes in
extreme weather events, increases in food-
and water-borne pathogens, and changes in
aeroallergens. The evidence concerning ad-
verse air quality impacts provides strong and
clear support for an endangerment finding.
Increases in ambient ozone are expected to
occur over broad areas of the country, and
they are expected to increase serious adverse
health effects in large population areas that
are and may continue to be in nonattain-
ment. The evaluation of the potential risks
associated with increases in ozone in attain-
ment areas also supports such a finding.

The impact on mortality and morbidity as-
sociated with increases in average tempera-
tures, which increase the likelihood of heat
waves, also provides support for a public
health endangerment finding. There are un-
certainties over the net health impacts of a
temperature increase due to decreases iIn
cold-related mortality, but some recent evi-
dence suggests that the net impact on mor-
tality is more likely to be adverse, in a con-
text where heat is already the leading cause
of weather-related deaths in the United
States.

The evidence concerning how human-in-
duced climate change may alter extreme
weather events also clearly supports a find-
ing of endangerment, given the serious ad-
verse impacts that can result from such
events and the increase in risk, even if small,
of the occurrence and intensity of events
such as hurricanes and floods. Additionally,
public health is expected to be adversely af-
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fected by an increase in the severity of
coastal storm events due to rising sea levels.

There is some evidence that elevated car-
bon dioxide concentrations and climate
changes can lead to changes in aeroallergens
that could increase the potential for aller-
genic illnesses. The evidence on pathogen
borne disease vectors provides directional
support for an endangerment finding. The
Administrator acknowledges the many un-
certainties in these areas. Although these
adverse effects provide some support for an
endangerment finding, the Administrator is
not placing primary weight on these factors.

Finally, the Administrator places weight
on the fact that certain groups, including
children, the elderly, and the poor, are most
vulnerable to these climate-related health
effects.

The Administrator has considered how ele-
vated concentrations of the well-mixed
greenhouse gases and associated climate
change affect public welfare by evaluating
numerous and far-ranging risks to food pro-
duction and agriculture, forestry, water re-
sources, sea level rise and coastal areas, en-
ergy, infrastructure, and settlements, and
ecosystems and wildlife. For each of these
sectors, the evidence provides support for a
finding of endangerment to public welfare.
The evidence concerning adverse impacts in
the areas of water resources and sea level
rise and coastal areas provides the clearest
and strongest support for an endangerment
finding, both for current and future genera-
tions. Strong support is also found in the
evidence concerning infrastructure and set-
tlements, as well ecosystems and wildlife.
Across the sectors, the potential serious ad-
verse impacts of extreme events, such as
wildfires, flooding, drought, and extreme
weather conditions, provide strong support
for such a finding.

Water resources across large areas of the
country are at serious risk from climate
change, with effects on water supplies, water
quality, and adverse effects from extreme
events such as floods and droughts. Even
areas of the country where an increase in
water flow is projected could face water re-
source problems from the supply and water
quality problems associated with tempera-
ture increases and precipitation variability,
as well as the increased risk of serious ad-
verse effects from extreme events, such as
floods and drought. The severity of risks and
impacts is likely to increase over time with
accumulating greenhouse gas concentrations
and associated temperature increases and
precipitation changes.

Overall, the evidence on risk of adverse im-
pacts for coastal areas provides clear support
for a finding that greenhouse gas air pollu-
tion endangers the welfare of current and fu-
ture generations. The most serious potential
adverse effects are the increased risk of
storm surge and flooding in coastal areas
from sea level rise and more intense storms.
Observed sea level rise is already increasing
the risk of storm surge and flooding in some
coastal areas. The conclusion in the assess-
ment literature that there is the potential
for hurricanes to become more intense (and
even some evidence that Atlantic hurricanes
have already become more intense) rein-
forces the judgment that coastal commu-
nities are now endangered by human-induced
climate change, and may face substantially
greater risk in the future. Even if there is a
low probability of raising the destructive
power of hurricanes, this threat is enough to
support a finding that coastal communities
are endangered by greenhouse gas air pollu-
tion. In addition, coastal areas face other ad-
verse impacts from sea level rise such as
land loss due to inundation, erosion, wetland
submergence, and habitat loss. The increased
risk associated with these adverse impacts
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also endangers public welfare, with an in-
creasing risk of greater adverse impacts in
the future.

Strong support for an endangerment find-
ing is also found in the evidence concerning
energy, infrastructure, and settlements, as
well ecosystems and wildlife. While the im-
pacts on net energy demand may be viewed
as generally neutral for purposes of making
an endangerment determination, climate
change is expected to result in an increase in
electricity production, especially supply for
peak demand. This may be exacerbated by
the potential for adverse impacts from cli-
mate change on hydropower resources as
well as the potential risk of serious adverse
effects on energy infrastructure from ex-
treme events. Changes in extreme weather
events threaten energy, transportation, and
water resource infrastructure.
Vulnerabilities of industry, infrastructure,
and settlements to climate change are gen-
erally greater in high-risk locations, par-
ticularly coastal and riverine areas, and
areas whose economies are closely linked
with climate-sensitive resources. Climate
change will likely interact with and possibly
exacerbate ongoing environmental change
and environmental pressures in settlements,
particularly in Alaska where indigenous
communities are facing major environ-
mental and cultural impacts on their his-
toric lifestyles. Over the 21st century,
changes in climate will cause some species
to shift north and to higher elevations and
fundamentally rearrange U.S. ecosystems.
Differential capacities for range shifts and
constraints from development, habitat frag-
mentation, invasive species, and broken eco-
logical connections will likely alter eco-
system structure, function, and services,
leading to predominantly negative con-
sequences for biodiversity and the provision
of ecosystem goods and services.

There is a potential for a net benefit in the
near term for certain crops, but there is sig-
nificant uncertainty about whether this ben-
efit will be achieved given the various poten-
tial adverse impacts of climate change on
crop yield, such as the increasing risk of ex-
treme weather events. Other aspects of this
sector may be adversely affected by climate
change, including livestock management and
irrigation requirements, and there is a risk
of adverse effect on a large segment of the
total crop market. For the near term, the
concern over the potential for adverse effects
in certain parts of the agriculture sector ap-
pears generally comparable to the potential
for benefits for certain crops. However, The
body of evidence points towards increasing
risk of net adverse impacts on U.S. food pro-
duction and agriculture over time, with the
potential for significant disruptions and crop
failure in the future.

For the near term, the Administrator finds
the beneficial impact on forest growth and
productivity in certain parts of the country
from elevated carbon dioxide concentrations
and temperature increases to date is offset
by the clear risk from the observed increases
in wildfires, combined with risks from the
spread of destructive pests and disease. For
the longer term, the risk from adverse ef-
fects increases over time, such that overall
climate change presents serious adverse
risks for forest productivity. There is com-
pelling reason to find that the support for a
positive endangerment finding increases as
one considers expected future conditions
where temperatures continue to rise.

Looking across all of the sectors discussed
above, the evidence provides compelling sup-
port for finding that greenhouse gas air pol-
lution endangers the public welfare of both
currentand * * *

| reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. BURGESS. | rise in opposition to
the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURGESS. At this point, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY),
and | ask unanimous consent that he
be allowed to control that time.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Georgia will
control the time.

There was no objection.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. | want to
thank my friend from Texas (Mr. BUR-
GESS) for yielding and again thank the
chairman of the Energy and Commerce
Committee and the chairman of the
Energy and Power Subcommittee,
Messrs. Upton and Whitfield, for again
allowing me to speak on this amend-
ment.

Much like the previous amendment, |
rise again in strong opposition, opposi-
tion at this time to the Polis amend-
ment because it seeks to give a dupli-
cative authority to the EPA. This
amendment would temporarily suspend
H.R. 910 if the EPA administrator has
ruled that ground-level ozone, extreme
weather events, or an increase in food-
and water-borne pathogens presents a
significant danger to the public health,
or that there are other significant
threats to public health.

Madam Chair, under section 303 of
the Clean Air Act, the EPA already has
the authority to respond to any immi-
nent and substantial endangerment to
public health or welfare, or the envi-
ronment. Therefore, this amendment is
wholly unnecessary. Furthermore, the
Polis amendment would give the EPA
administrator the authority to move
forward with a cap-and-trade agenda if
the administrator believed that there
were threats to public health from
ozone, extreme weather, pathogens, or
there are other significant threats to
public health, which could be com-
pletely unrelated to greenhouse gases.

I wholeheartedly believe that this
amendment is literally a hammer in
search of a nail. The EPA already has
the authority to address the concerns
raised by this amendment and my
friend from Colorado. | would urge my
friend from Colorado to consider with-
drawing this amendment; but if he
doesn’t, I would urge all of my col-
leagues to oppose it and continue to
support the underlying legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time,
Madam Chair.

Mr. POLIS. | thank the gentleman
from Georgia. My concern is that the
underlying bill removes some of the
authority under these conditions that
this amendment would reinstate. If
this amendment merely restates this, |
would hope that we can clarify the bill
by specifically allowing the EPA the
authority to suspend the prohibitions
in the bill if a detailed analysis dem-
onstrates that ground-level ozone, or
extreme weather events, or food- and
water-borne pathogens are a signifi-
cant threat to public health. And, of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

course, we would hope that under their
charge the EPA would then proceed if
given this authority with regard to
protecting the public health.

To the extent that this clarifies
something that was consistent with
the intent of the original bill, I would
hope that the gentleman would accept
it. If it is contrary to a small element
of the bill, we would hope to reestab-
lish that authority in the case of a sig-
nificant threat to public health, again,
with the additional burden and require-
ment of a detailed analysis under the
law.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Madam
Chair, | want to point out to my col-
league that the EPA, as | think | pre-
viously said, but just let me repeat it,
the EPA has already concluded that
greenhouse gases pose no public health
emergency. And they stated: ““‘Current
and projected ambient greenhouse gas
concentrations remain well below pub-
lished thresholds for any direct adverse
health effect such as respiratory or
toxic effects.”

I yield such time as he may consume,
Madam Chair, to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BILBRAY).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for up to
2%> minutes.

Mr. BILBRAY. Let’s be clear: We are
not talking about greenhouse gases
here because the regulations that have
been proposed by the EPA do not ad-
dress climate change. They don’t ad-
dress climate change. We are not talk-
ing climate change here. We are talk-
ing about EPA proposing regulations
that admitted by the administrator
does not have any projections of what
reductions you will have here. Remem-
ber, the minimum that we need to do
to address the threat of climate change
is 17 percent within 9 years. So let’s be
up front. This is not about climate
change.

This is about proposed regulations by
a bureaucracy in a field of law that was
never meant to address this issue at
all. And | say that as somebody who
worked for over a decade at implemen-
tation of the Clean Air Act. All I have
to say to the colleague, with the prob-
lems that you are pointing out, they
are legitimate issues. But what is being
proposed as an answer to a problem has
not only nothing to do with and will
not affect climate change, but it also
will not affect the issues that you have
raised.

So in reality, your amendment is not
germane because the issues that you
are concerned about don’t exist. Be-
cause when you do nothing, you can’t
change anything.
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And the fact that it is keeping some-
body from selling a placebo does not
solve the problem, or it does not aggra-
vate the problem. The fact is what has
been proposed by EPA is a placebo
under a law that was never meant to
administer this.
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So let’s not be concerned about if the
placebo is not available to the public
somehow there may be a concern with
these items. They are legitimate items.
But the EPA and the underlying bill
does not affect those issues.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. POLIS. Madam Chair, | have a
point of parliamentary inquiry.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
will state his inquiry.

Mr. POLIS. Is the amendment ger-
mane to the bill?

The Acting CHAIR. Under the cir-
cumstances that calls for an advisory
opinion, which the Chair will not
render.

The gentleman from Colorado has 1
minute remaining.

Mr. POLIS. Well, again, the Rules
Committee found, and | believe the
Parliamentarian advised, that the
amendment was germane, and | have
not been informed otherwise other
than by the gentleman from California.

Does the gentleman want to appeal
the ruling of the Parliamentarian? |
believe that it is germane.

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment
is pending. There is no occasion for a
ruling on whether it is germane.

Mr. POLIS. The amendment is pend-
ing; that’s correct. Well, again, if the
rule does waive this, we discussed in
Rules Committee yesterday, and | be-
lieve that all the non-germane amend-
ments were not included under this
rule.

Mr.
yield?

Mr. POLIS. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. BILBRAY. As | said, it’s not ger-
mane to the issue.

Mr. POLIS. Reclaiming my time,
there might be a different use of the
word ‘‘germane’” by the gentleman. |
would encourage all of us to try to be
on the same page with regard to the
word ‘‘germane.”

It is germane to the bill, the topic.

Again, all my amendment does is say
that if the EPA sees the danger they
should act. It’'s a safety valve. The
amendment respects the finding of the
Supreme Court in the Massachusetts
vs. EPA case that ensures that the
Clean Air Act still has the ability to
protect the public and that it is not re-
moved under the underlying bill.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. The underlying bill tells
the EPA in this case to perhaps ignore
some science. My amendment says that
the science shouldn’t be ignored if it
means you are risking people’s lives.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. It’s an important clari-
fication and | urge support of the
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Georgia has 45 seconds remaining.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Madam
Chair, this amendment would, in short,
be an avenue for the EPA to move for-
ward with back-door global warming

BILBRAY. Will the gentleman
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regulations regardless of any relevant
facts and circumventing the will of
Congress and the public.

EPA should not be authorized to
move forward with back-door global
warming regulations. | urge my col-
leagues to vote against this amend-
ment.

| yield the balance of my time to my
colleague from Texas (Mr. BURGESS).

Mr. BURGESS. Just finally, | do
want to underscore that greenhouse
gases do not have a health impact. But
in the odd event that someone were
sprayed in the face with a greenhouse
gas such as methane, the emergency
powers exist under section 303 of the
Clean Air Act to respond to the immi-
nent and substantial endangerment of
public health.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. PoLlIS).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Chair, | demand a
recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Colorado will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in
House Report 112-54.

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chair, | offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 5. REDUCING DEMAND FOR OIL.

Notwithstanding any limitation on agency
action contained in the amendment made by
section 2 of this Act, the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency may
use any authority under the Clean Air Act,
as in effect prior to the date of enactment of
this Act, to promulgate any regulation con-
cerning, take any action relating to, or take
into consideration the emission of a green-
house gas to address climate change, if the
Administrator determines that such promul-
gation, action or consideration will reduce
demand for oil.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chair, | rise in
support of my amendment.

My amendment is quite simple. It
just says that nothing, nothing that
the Republicans are proposing today
should put a limitation on the ability
of the EPA to reduce the demand for
importing oil from OPEC, which should
be the number one objective in our
country.

You know, we only have 2 percent of
the world’s oil reserves, and we con-
sume 25 percent on a daily basis. That
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is our Achilles’ heel, and there is noth-
ing we can do about it.

So the only way in which we can
solve the problem is if we reduce con-
sumption by increasing the efficiency
of the vehicles which we drive, of the
boats which we use, of the planes that
we ride in, of the other sources that
consume the oil that we use in our
country.

And what they are going to do, the
Republicans, is tie the hands of the
EPA to back out the 5 million barrels
of oil that we import from OPEC on a
daily basis.

OPEC is not afraid of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee. OPEC is not afraid of
the Armed Services Committee. It is
the Energy Committee that they are
afraid of.

They are afraid that one day we will
actually have a policy that backs out
their imported oil, that denies them
the $150 billion or $200 billion a year
that we send over to them that allows
them to continue their dictatorships.
That’s what they are afraid of.

And what the Republicans are doing
today is tying the hands of our country
to be able to tell OPEC we don’t need
their oil anymore than we need their
sands. That’s the message that they
are sending here today. That’s the mes-
sage the Republicans are sending to
OPEC.

Have a good night's sleep. Don’t
worry. We are going to tie the hands of
the EPA to back out that imported oil.
That’s why this amendment goes right
to the heart of the national security of
our country, right to the heart of our
economic independence, as well as re-
ducing greenhouse gases. The national
security of our country is at stake in
this amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Chair, | rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Chair, my col-
league just said the only way is to re-
duce demand. Well, that is not the only
way.

Republicans continue to move on all-
of-the-above energy strategies that in-
crease supply. You know what happens
when you increase supply? You in-
crease jobs.

I brought this down numerous times
over the past couple of years. Look
what we could do. We could open up the
OCS. Thousands and thousands of jobs
could be created by oil and gas explo-
ration. Look what we could do. We
could take hundreds of years of supply
of coal and turn it into liquid fuel.

Look what we could do. We could
open up the pipelines and bring oil
sands from Canada down.

We can be independent on transpor-
tation fuels. We cannot be, based upon
allowing the EPA to price carbon.

The only way my colleagues want to
get us to driving less is to make gaso-
line so high that no one can drive.

Now, that’s okay when you live in
major metropolitan areas, but when
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you live in rural southern Illinois,
where you have got to drive long dis-
tances to get to school, to get to hos-
pitals, to get to church, every time you
raise the price of gasoline, it hurts the
poor and the middle class of rural
America. So my colleague is just
wrong.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. | yield 1 minute to the
ranking member of the Energy and
Commerce Committee, the gentleman
from California (Mr. WAXMAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. The important thing
about this amendment is that we re-
duce the demand for oil, which is the
primary area where we are dependent
upon OPEC countries. And to do that,
we have tighter fuel efficiency stand-
ards.

Without the Markey amendment, the
EPA would not be able to continue
with those tight fuel efficiency stand-
ards for motor vehicles, planes, et
cetera.

According to Lisa Jackson from the
EPA, who testified before our com-
mittee, this bill “would forfeit many
hundreds of millions of barrels of oil
savings at a time when gas prices are
rising yet again.”” |1 cannot for the life
of me understand why anyone would
vote to massively increase America’s
oil independence.

I urge all Members to support the
Markey amendment so we don’t mas-
sively increase our oil dependence.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Chairman,
how much time do | have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois has 3% minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Massachu-
setts has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. SHIMKUS. | yield 1%> minutes to
the chairman of the Energy and Air
Quality Committee, the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD).
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Mr. WHITFIELD. I'm actually sur-
prised the gentleman has offered an
amendment related to oil because our
bill that we have on the floor today
completely preserves in every way the
car rule under which EPA sets green-
house gas emission standards for pas-
senger cars and trucks for model year
2012 through 2016. That was agreed to
by the Obama administration, the
automobile industry, environmental-
ists, EPA and everyone; and that is
preserved in this bill.

But let’s talk about the electricity
side. If we allow EPA to regulate
greenhouse gases, we’re going to sky-
rocket the cost of electricity which is
going to make us less competitive in
the global marketplace; we’re going to
lose more jobs to China and more jobs
to India because those two countries
are burning more coal because coal
produces the Ilowest-cost electricity.
And that’s why we are opposed to this
amendment of the gentleman because
we’ve already preserved the car rule
that the gentleman is concerned about.

Mr. MARKEY. 1 vyield myself 1
minute.
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And let me say this to you, the Re-
publicans: I had an amendment out
here to increase fuel economy stand-
ards from 25 to 35 miles per gallon in
2001, 2003, 2005. You voted against it
every time. You said that it will ruin
the auto industry if we improve the
fuel economy standards. Do you know
who ruined the auto industry? You did.
In 2009, General Motors had to declare
bankruptcy.

Now we have fuel economy standards
at 35 miles per gallon. Do you want to
know what they are reporting? Record
profits. Do you know what Ford is re-
porting? Record profits and record hir-
ing. Do you know who is opposed to
your bill here today? The United Auto
Workers oppose you. They believe it’s
going to undermine the efficiency and
the job creation which is now possible.
The United Auto Workers oppose you.

So, ladies and gentlemen, if you're
looking for jobs or national security in
this bill, make sure you vote for the
Markey amendment because they are
so historically so far off base with this
bill that it cannot begin to be meas-
ured.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Chairman, |
now yield 1% minutes to the former
chairman, the gentleman from Texas,
JOE BARTON.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. | rise in oppo-
sition to my good friend, Mr. MAR-
KEY’s, amendment. He must think EPA
stands for ‘““Energy Punishment Agen-
cy’ as opposed to “Environmental Pro-
tection Agency.” EPA'’s role is not to
regulate the oil and gas industry. It’'s
not to set an oil import fee. It’s not to
set quotas. It’s to protect the environ-
ment. And the bill before us today does
that. It restricts the Clean Air Act to
its original intention, which is to regu-
late the criteria pollutants for which it
was intended when it was passed in the
early 1990s.

We are trying to segregate green-
house gases from regulation under the
Clean Air Act. That’s all this bill does.
It’s not affecting fuel efficiency stand-
ards that NHTSA regulates and will
continue to regulate. It doesn’t have
anything to do with that. We are sim-
ply saying that greenhouse gases
should not be regulated under the ex-
isting Clean Air Act. We disagree with
the Supreme Court decision that gave
the EPA the authority to make a deci-
sion, and we definitely disagree with
the endangerment finding, which |
think was fatally flawed.

We can do a lot on decreasing oil im-
ports both by supply increases in the
United States and letting the market
operate in an efficient fashion. We
don’t need the EPA to have some sort
of a stranglehold on oil production in
the United States of America.

Mr. MARKEY. | yield myself the bal-
ance of my time.

What the Republicans are doing in
their bill is stripping the EPA of their
authority to regulate the fuel effi-
ciency of vehicles that we drive in our
country, of the planes, the trains and
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the boats where we put the petroleum.
That’s what their bill does. That’s
what the Supreme Court gave them as
authority.

The gentleman says, EPA is mis-
named. Well, let me just tell you under
the Republicans, EPA stands for
“Every Polluter’s Ally.” Under the
Democrats, it stands for “End Petro-
leum Addiction.”” That’s what the Mar-
key amendment does. It gives the EPA
the authority to back out this im-
ported oil and to tell them that we’re
going to use the Oklahoma oil, the
Texas oil and the Louisiana oil; but we
don’t need that oil coming out of the
Persian Gulf any more than we need to
send 100,000 young men and women
over there.

Let’'s set a new policy path here
today, ladies and gentlemen. Let’s give
those OPEC ministers a few sleepless
nights. Let’s not allow them to look at
the Congress, once again ignoring the
strength of our country, which is our
technological genius, to be able to in-
vent the new technologies that make
us less dependent. And what did the
Republicans do one month ago? They
zeroed out all of the loan guarantees
for solar and wind. They zeroed them
out of the legislation. That’s their all-
of-the-above legislation.

Mr. SHIMKUS. | yield myself the bal-
ance of my time.

Madam Chairman, just to put things
back on the table, H.R. 910 completely
preserves the car rule under the EPA,
emissions standards for passenger cars
and trucks for model years 2012 to 2016.
We had this debate in the committee,
the subcommittee and the full com-
mittee. It’s still there. And, unfortu-
nately, you are acting as if it doesn’t.

This is a really simple debate. This is
a debate about whether we want more
supply or less supply, whether we want
more jobs or less jobs, whether we want
higher energy prices or less energy
prices. When you allow the EPA to reg-
ulate greenhouse gases, which is not a
toxic emission, they do it by setting a
price; and that price will drive our
country into slowing economic growth,
more job loss and higher costs.

So that’s why we’re here today. We’re
very excited about this debate today.
It’s about time we got to the floor and
had a chance to vote on whether we
want the EPA without legislative lan-
guage to raise the cost of energy in
this country. We say, no, reject the
Markey amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chair, |
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts will
be postponed.

de-
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AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. RUSH

The Acting CHAIR. It’s now in order
to consider amendment No. 10 printed
in House Report 112-54.

Mr. RUSH. Madam Chair, | have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, add the following:
SEC. 5. LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY.

The provisions of this Act, and the amend-
ments made by this Act, shall not apply
until the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, in consultation
with the Secretary of Defense, certifies that
the consequences of climate change, includ-
ing its potential to create sustained natural
and humanitarian disasters and its ability to
foster political instability where societal de-
mands exceed the capacity of governments
to cope, do not jeopardize security interests
of the United States at home or abroad.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. RusH) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. RUSH. Madam Chair, my amend-
ment revokes the provisions of this act
from going into effect until the EPA
administrator, in consultation with the
Secretary of Defense, certifies that the
consequences of not regulating green-
house gas emissions, and its subse-
quent impact on climate change, in-
cluding the potential to create sus-
tained natural and humanitarian disas-
ters and the ability to likely foster po-
litical instability where societal de-
mands exceed the capacity of govern-
ments to cope, do not jeopardize Amer-
ican security interests at home or
abroad.

Madam Chair, the overwhelming ma-
jority of respected scientists and sci-
entific organizations worldwide all
agree that manmade greenhouse gases
do contribute to climate change, and
these impacts can be mitigated
through policy to curb these emissions.

Just recently, a study by the Na-
tional Academy of Science, conducted
at the request of the U.S. Navy, con-
cluded that climate change will pose a
major challenge for the United States
Navy in the emerging Arctic frontier.

One of the most serious threat anal-
yses was done by a dozen of the coun-
try’s most respected retired generals
and admirals, in the 2007 CNA report,
the ““National Security and the Threat
of Climate Change Report.” In this
study, Madam Chair, these retired gen-
erals and admirals concluded that cli-
mate change poses a serious threat to
America’s national security and that
the national security consequences of
climate change should be fully inte-
grated into national security and na-
tional defense strategies. The report
goes on to say that climate change, na-
tional security, and energy independ-
ence all pose a related set of challenges
for our military; and these threats
should not be ignored or pushed down
the road for future action.
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Unfortunately, this Upton-Inhofe bill
does exactly that. It pushes the chal-
lenges of regulating greenhouse gases,
which contribute to climate change,
further down the road for action at
some later date far into the future.

I do not believe it is in America’s
best interest to delay acting on these
threats that we know are currently en-
dangering our health and way of life.

Madam Chair, | encourage all of my
colleagues to support this amendment
so we are not ignoring the warnings
from our most esteemed military men,
and we are proactive in fighting the
threat of climate change before we are
past the tipping point.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Madam
Chair, | rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Madam
Chair, | can’t think of anything more
disconnected from national security
than this amendment.

To speak on that, | yield such time
as he may consume to the gentleman
from California (Mr. BILBRAY).

Mr. BILBRAY. Madam Chair, | re-
gretfully rise in opposition, not be-
cause the intention of this amendment
isn’t appropriately placed, but the
science doesn’t reflect the concern that
the gentleman has pointed out. | say
that with the understanding that the
science, not talking about the concern
about climate change, but the lack of
science behind the proposed regula-
tions that EPA has even discussed.
There is no one who has been before
our committee, as the gentleman
knows, that has said that the proposed
changes that EPA is bringing forth
today or in the future is going to ad-
dress or solve the problem.

The fact is that the problems that
the gentleman is concerned about may
be out there somewhere, but no one is
saying that what the EPA is doing is
going to avoid those problems. So by
not having the EPA implement a pro-
gram that nobody in the scientific
community says will address the prob-
lem doesn’t mean that somehow this
will de facto cause the problem to be
implemented or not avoided.

Basically | guess it says, again, what
is being proposed by the EPA is an
agency that was not designed to ad-
dress climate change, with plans that
not only were not designed, and using a
vehicle that was not designed regard-
ing this problem, but by the own ad-
mission of the administrator does not
even know, and can’t give us even a
slight percentage of what reduction we
would have.

So | just have to say to my dear col-
league from Illinois that | appreciate
his concern, but his concern should not
be us telling EPA not to implement
rules that they admit will not address
the problem and will not solve the
problem. Our issue ought to be talking
about how do we address those prob-
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lems down the pike, because let’s be
very frank about it. The problems you
are talking about are going to happen,
and it is not because anyone on this
side is denying the science; it is be-
cause people are trying to take advan-
tage and exploit a crisis rather than
address it.

| ask the gentleman again to be con-
cerned but make sure that when you
propose an action, let’s make sure that
those actions have a possibility of ad-
dressing the issues that you so sin-
cerely are concerned about.

Mr. RUSH. Madam Chair, | yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Madam Chair, | am really astounded
by the remarks of my friend from Cali-
fornia. It seems that first of all they
deny the scientists that have come be-
fore the committee, the many sci-
entific organizations throughout the
world who say that climate change is a
reality. They deny this science and
these scientists saying we are reaching
a tipping point. Now, Madam Chair,
they are denying the opinion and the
warnings from the command shelter of
our American military. | just don’t
know who will convince them.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Madam
Chair, | yield myself 2 minutes.

| appreciate the gentleman’s passion
for the issue, but | think when amend-
ments like this hit the floor, it does a
huge disservice to even the basis of
their argument. You know, getting
ready for World War I1l, we had a truck
company in Ypsilanti, Michigan, that
went from building pickup trucks with
several thousand parts—in about 8
weeks, they converted it to building
bomber airplanes with over a million
parts. Only in America could that have
happened to win the war. The great in-
dustrial arsenal of democracy hap-
pened in the great State of Michigan.

If you want to talk about national
security issues, when you try to do this
on cap and trade, what you are doing is
wholesale departing manufacturing
jobs and our ability to produce things
in this country to places like China
and India, who have laughed at cap and
trade and said, we welcome those jobs.

We lost a million manufacturing jobs
in our State alone. A million. Cap and
trade. What you seek to do will lose 1.4
million more jobs.

Admiral Mullen said the greatest
threat to our national security is our
debt. When people aren’t working,
when America can’t produce things, |
am telling you, we will do more to
harm our national security than any-
thing I can think of.

We are going to lose just in Michigan
over 100,000 jobs in the next 25 years.
So guess what? You want to talk about
national security, someone who is un-
employed and not paying taxes to help
solve the debt problem is a national se-
curity threat, when you want to make
unreasonable expectations.

I want clean water, and | want clean
air. 1 don’t want the EPA shutting
down factories that produce and actu-
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ally produced the largest middle class
in the history of the world. Why we
would attack that and label that as a
national security interest defies even
the greatest of imaginations, Madam
Chair.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. RUSH. Madam Chair, | yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from California (Mr. WAXMAN) to close.

Mr. WAXMAN. 1| rise in support of
the Rush amendment.

The problem of national security is
threatened in two ways by the Inhofe-
Upton bill. It increases our oil depend-
ence because we take away the tools
for addressing this oil dependence by
not allowing EPA to set tighter effi-
ciency standards which reduce our de-
mand for oil.

Secondly, it takes away our tools to
deal with the problem of climate
change itself.

Former senior military officers wrote
to us and asked that we not undermine
the Clean Air Act. They are concerned
this will increase our dependence on
oil, and that such dependence is truly
dangerous. In 2009, 10 retired general
and admirals described how our oil de-
pendence funds terrorism. It puts large
sums of money in the hands of un-
friendly regimes like Iran and Ven-
ezuela. Iran provides weapons to
Hezbollah and supports insurgents in
Iraqg.

And climate change itself, according
to the State Department, is going to
bring about more migrant and refugee
flows, more conflicts over resources,
drought and famine, and catastrophic
natural disasters. That is a threat to
our national security, and the Rush
amendment will allow EPA to address
it.

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Madam
Chair, | thank the gentleman for mak-
ing our point for us. When you shut
down production of oil and natural gas
into the United States, we have to im-
port more because we are still driving
more. We have absolutely put ourselves
at the mercy of a whole region of the
world that is inflamed in trying to fig-
ure out who they are. And it has raised
our prices. It went from $1.83 2 years
ago to $4 a gallon.

If you want to be serious about get-
ting this right, let the EPA do what it
does best—clean air, clean water—and
let the national security folks keep us
safe and increase production so that for
goodness sake, somebody can afford to
drive to work.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. RUSH. Madam Chair, | demand a
recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Illinois will be
postponed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. DOYLE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 11 printed
in House Report 112-54.

Mr. DOYLE. Madam Chair, | have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill add the following:
SEC. 5. STUDY ON EFFECT OF EPA CLIMATE

CHANGE REGULATIONS ON INTER-
NATIONAL COMPETITIVENESS OF
UNITED STATES PRODUCERS OF EN-
ERGY-INTENSIVE PRODUCTS.

(a) STuDY.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency shall—

(1) conduct a study to determine, with re-
spect to the period beginning on such date of
enactment and ending on December 31, 2016,
the extent to which the regulations of the
Environmental Protection Agency under the
Clean Air Act to address climate change, if
not repealed or otherwise made unauthorized
by section 2 of this Act, would—

(A) cause greenhouse gas leakage; and

(B) reduce the international competitive-
ness of United States producers of energy-in-
tensive products; and

(2) submit a report on the results of the
study to the Congress, including rec-
ommendations for legislative, administra-
tive, or other actions to mitigate—

(A) any greenhouse gas leakage identified
pursuant to paragraph (1)(A); and

(B) any reduction in international com-
petitiveness identified pursuant to paragraph
1)(B).

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) The term ‘“‘energy-intensive product”
means—

(A) iron, steel, aluminum, cement, bulk
glass, paper and pulp, chemicals, or indus-
trial ceramics; or

(B) any other manufactured product which
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency determines—

(1) is sold in bulk for purposes of further
manufacture; and

(i) generates, in the course of the manu-
facture of the product, direct and indirect
greenhouse gas emissions that are com-
parable (on an emissions-per-dollar basis) to
emissions generated in the manufacture or
production of products identified in subpara-
graph (A).

(2) The term ‘‘greenhouse gas leakage”
means an increase in greenhouse gas emis-
sions abroad because of the movement of the
production of economic goods from the
United States to other countries.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DOYLE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DOYLE. | yield myself 2 minutes.

Madam Chair, | sit on the Energy and
Commerce Committee and on the En-
ergy and Power Subcommittee, which
has primary jurisdiction of H.R. 910. As
such, | have been at several hearings
on this bill where my colleagues on the
Republican side of the aisle have
claimed that the pending EPA regula-
tions on greenhouse gases will cause
our industries to pack up and move
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overseas, taking with them our jobs
and our carbon emissions.

At a committee hearing on this bill
held in March of this year, our chair-
man told us, “We live in a global econ-
omy with global competition, and na-
tions like China absolutely have no in-
tention of similarly burdening their in-
dustries. Manufacturing will leave this
country unless the EPA is stopped.”

Madam Chair, unfortunately, my col-
leagues on the Republican side of the
aisle have forgotten to check with the
Chinese. Just 2 days ago, a report came
out saying China to Tax Energy Usage
of Energy-Intensive Industries. The re-
port says that China will impose a tax
on energy usage of eight industrial sec-
tors, including iron and steel, alu-
minum and cement. Xie Zhenhua, vice
chairman of National Development and
Reform, said that China has launched
pilot carbon emission trading schemes
in some of their provinces. So much for
this idea that all these jobs are going
to China because there’s no taxing
there or that they’re not looking at a
trading scheme.

While | dispute the claims of my col-
leagues that China has no intention of
addressing climate change, what | am
more concerned about is the varying
claims that these regulations will ship
jobs overseas. What we have as an
amendment here is to address that
very question: Are these industries
here in America that utilize energy-in-
tensive processes and have special
trade pressures, what will the effect of
these regulations be on those types of
industries?

In the last Congress, | worked with
Congressman INSLEE to develop and ad-
dress job and carbon leakage issues
when we did the American Clean En-
ergy Security Act. We were able to de-
velop a fair system of distributing
these allowances. This amendment pro-
poses to do the same thing.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. DOYLE. Thank you.

I will reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. | rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Madam
Chairman, this 1is an interesting
amendment. This is an amendment to a
bill to study the cost of regulations
that if this bill goes through, regula-
tions won’t exist. | don’t get it, but
okay.

We don’t need another study. We
need jobs. I come from the 11th Con-
gressional District in Illinois. We have
high unemployment. Where | come
from is an industry base, a manufac-
turing base. Americans are hurting. We
have high unemployment. Statistics
show that jobs are leaving at a record
pace.

There is no longer any question
about whether the EPA’s climate
change regulations would actually hurt
international competitiveness and af-
fect American companies. We already
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know they would. We already know
that. | talked to a factory in my dis-
trict that said when cap-and-trade was
going to be passed, or this de facto cap-
and-trade that's being looked at, if
that passes, that will definitely result
in them leaving. There’s no benefit. It’s
a higher cost of doing business. It
makes us uncompetitive in the free
world, especially in areas affected
where we have an ability to trade with
other countries.

Now here’s the very interesting part
about that, though. We’re concerned
about the environment, and we’re very
concerned about the environment.
When you add cost to doing business in
a country that already well regulates
what is put out of an industry’s smoke-
stack and you add cost to that, you
drive those businesses overseas into
areas where they have far less environ-
mental regulation. So not only are we
losing jobs here in the United States,
not only is the middle class continuing
to be squeezed again by not having
their manufacturing jobs, but now
we’ve hurt the environment.

This is backwards. This isn’t what we
want to do. This isn’t the kind of
America that we strive to come back
to, to get a middle class that’s vibrant
and producing things and exporting
them overseas and people are getting a
good paycheck. This amendment stud-
ies something that will not exist if we
pass this bill.

We heard from a wide cross-section of
energy producers and manufacturers on
the Energy and Commerce Committee
who testified as to the harm these reg-
ulations will do in steel and chemical
and refineries. The fact that China,
India and other industrial competitors
have no intention of imposing similar
regulations is further evidence that
such regulations are costly and eco-
nomically damaging.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DOYLE. Madam Chair, | yield
myself 15 seconds to say to the gen-
tleman that maybe he wasn’t here
when | just read the fact that China is
imposing a tax on their industries, is
looking at cap-and-trade.

I would also say to the gentleman
who says why we want a study for a
bill that is going to abolish these regu-
lations, your bill is never going to be-
come law. This bill has a veto threat.
We need to do a study to see what the
implications are on our industries.

I would now like to yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. | thank the gen-
tleman from Pittsburgh.

I would just like to lend my voice to
taking this and studying this, because
there are issues here. There will be a
transition. We want our businesses to
be aware of what the actual statistics
are, to study these regs, what they’re
going to be and what the effects are
going to be. But in no way, shape or
form does this diminish mine or | don’t
think anyone else’s support for a green
energy future that we need in the
United States.
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I have been sitting here listening and
you have several Members over there
saying, ‘““‘China isn’t going to do cap-
and-trade.” The fact is they’re starting
to do it. ““China is never going to tax
carbon.”” The fact is they’re starting to
do it. And now we have dropped from
first place in leading the green revolu-
tion to second, now to third, behind
China, Germany, and now the United
States.

These are manufacturing jobs. Tons
and tons of steel go into a windmill;
8,000 component parts. They manufac-
ture them in Illinois, in Ohio, in Penn-
sylvania. These are jobs for our people.
Why else would the United Steel-
workers of America be against this and
be for the green revolution? We're
making this happen, and we have to
get out of our own way while we do it.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. | yield
myself 15 seconds to say that China is
not the only other country. There are
hundreds of countries, hundreds of op-
portunities for American companies to
go overseas if they are forced and
squeezed out of this. | think green en-
ergy future is a code word for a no
manufacturing jobs future.

With that, | yield 2 minutes to the

gentleman from California  (Mr.
BILBRAY).
Mr. BILBRAY. Madam Chair, | al-

ways enjoy my colleague MIKE DOYLE
because | have a good friend, Mike
Doyle, who was actually the first world
champion surfer; so | always remind
him of that connection.

But let me just say to my colleagues,
I hope you’re not under some illusion
that China is even considering reducing
their greenhouse gas emissions by 17
percent within this decade. | hope you
don’t have that illusion.

But let’s point out what we really
need to address with this issue. You do
not need a study, Congressman, about
the impacts. Your State is sitting at 8
percent. My State is sitting at 12 per-
cent unemployment. If you really want
to see what happens if you’re not care-
ful about the impacts and the costs of
going green, which we have, we’ve had
a great breakthrough. Our air has been
cleaned up a lot more. But there are
challenges of going beyond that and
going into things that are not cost ef-
fective.

Let me remind you, the great suc-
cesses we’ve had with cleaning up our
air in California is we always gave pri-
ority to those emissions that had the
greatest health risk. We didn’t go after
one that wasn’t even on the scale. CO,
is not even on the health risk scale.

Let me just give you a good example.
I’'m a big supporter of algae. Our sci-
entists in California developed algae
fuel. Our State institutions and our
educational institutions had the sci-
entists that developed the technology
to be able to make fuel out of algae.
But when it came time to produce it,
when it came time to create the jobs, |
hope the gentleman understands that
our scientists had to leave the State
and go to New Mexico, because our en-
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vironmental regulations were such
that it didn’t allow us to implement
our green revolution.

So, | hope all of those that are talk-
ing about a green revolution today are
willing to take on the environmental,
regulatory, and oversight problems
that exist in implementation, because
without casting those aside, you’ll
never see that revolution.

[ 1800

Mr. DOYLE. Madam Chair, may | in-
quire as to how much time remains on
both sides?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania has 1% minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Illi-
nois has 15 seconds remaining.

Mr. DOYLE. | yield 1 minute to my
good friend, the gentleman from Wash-
ington, JAY INSLEE.

Mr. INSLEE. It is deeply dis-
appointing that our Republican col-
leagues are so willing, able—and appar-
ently eager—to shut down the govern-
ment. This bill fundamentally shuts
down the government. It shuts down
the ability of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to help lead us into a
clean energy future.

Why shut down an agency that can
help develop these biofuels that we
were just talking about? Why do they
want to shut down the engine of inno-
vation? Why do they want to shut down
our effort to find a solution for energy-
intensive industries? The steel indus-
try, the aluminum industry, the ce-
ment industry, the paper pulp industry
need solutions to this. We offered one.
Yet the Republicans have no solutions.

Shutting down the government is not
a solution. Shutting down the EPA is
not a solution. Shutting down Amer-
ican innovation is not a solution. This
is an amendment that makes a state-
ment that we ought to study science
and economics and come up with a so-
lution in a bipartisan way.

Mr. KINZINGER of IHlinois. | yield
myself the balance of my time.

1 only have 15 seconds.

I heard two crazy things. Number
one, this doesn’t change the Clean Air
Act at all. This prevents them from
going outside of the legislative will of
the American people and implementing
a legislative idea. By the way, if we’re
looking at a government shutdown, it’s
not because we haven’t tried on this
side; it’s because no budget was passed
last year.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. DOYLE. | would like to yield 15
seconds to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. | just want to
make two points because we hear a lot
from the other side about Ronald
Reagan, and | know they burn incense
and light candles for Ronald Reagan. In
the 1980s, it was President Reagan who
used cap-and-trade for leaded gasoline,
and it was George Herbert Walker Bush
who used cap-and-trade for sulfur.

This is something that can be done if
we put a price on this stuff. Lead the
world, not be led.
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Mr. DOYLE. Madam Chair, let me
just close by saying to my colleagues
that all we’re asking for is to put some
good data behind this. Let’s study it.
Let’s have the EPA take a look at this.
Let’s see what the effects are on our
energy-intensive industries, because
this is an issue we’re going to have to
deal with eventually, and we want to
have good data behind it. Let’s not
have all the stories be anecdotal. Let’s
have the agency study this, and let’s
work together to find solutions to pro-
tect our industries while we clean up
our environment for our kids and our
grandkids.

Madam Chair, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania  (Mr.
DOYLE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DOYLE. Madam Chair, | demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. KIND

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 12 printed
in House Report 112-54.

Mr. KIND. Madam Chair, | have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. PROHIBITIONS AGAINST REGULA-
TION OF GREENHOUSE GASES.

The Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 and fol-
lowing) is amended by adding the following
new section after section 329:

“SEC. 330. PROHIBITIONS AGAINST REGULATION
OF GREENHOUSE GASES.

““(a) NEW SOURCE REVIEW.—

““(1) GENERAL RULE.—

““(A) EXCLUDING GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
FROM PERMITTING APPLICABILITY DETERMINA-
TIONS.—

‘(i) For purposes of determining whether a
stationary source is a ‘major emitting facil-
ity’ pursuant to section 169(1), such deter-
mination shall not be based on emissions of
any air pollutant subject to regulation solely
on the basis of such pollutant’s contribution
to global climate change.

“(ii) For purposes of determining whether
a stationary source has undertaken ‘con-
struction’ pursuant to section 165(a), such
determination shall not be based on an in-
crease in the amount of any air pollutant
subject to regulation solely on the basis of
such pollutant’s contribution to global cli-
mate change, nor be based on resulting emis-
sions of such an air pollutant not previously
emitted.

““(B) EXCLUDING SMALL GREENHOUSE GAS
SOURCES FROM PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS.—
No requirement of sections 160 through 169
shall apply with respect to any greenhouse
gas unless such gas is subject to regulation
under this Act for reasons independent of its
effects on global climate change or the gas is
emitted by a source that is—
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“(i) a new major emitting facility that will
emit, or have the potential to emit, green-
house gases in an amount of at least 75,000
tons carbon dioxide equivalent per year; or

“(if) an existing major emitting facility
that undertakes construction which in-
creases the amount of greenhouse gases, or
which results in emission of greenhouse
gases not previously emitted, on a mass
basis and by at least 75,000 tons carbon diox-
ide equivalent per year.

““(2) SPECIAL RULE.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (1), as of July 1, 2011, for purposes of
section 160 through 169, the term ‘major
emitting facility’ shall include a stationary
source—

“(A) that is—

‘(i) a new stationary source that will emit,
or have the potential to emit, greenhouse
gases of at least 100,000 tons carbon dioxide
equivalent per year (or such other quantity
between 50,000 and 100,000 set by the Admin-
istrator by regulation effective no earlier
than July 1, 2013); or

“(ii) an existing stationary source that
emits greenhouse gases of at least 100,000
tons carbon dioxide equivalent per year (or
such other quantity between 50,000 and
100,000 set by the Administrator by regula-
tion effective no earlier than July 1, 2013)
and that undertakes a physical change or
change in the method of operation that will
result in an emissions increase of greenhouse
gases of at least 75,000 tons carbon dioxide
equivalent per year (or such other quantity
between 50,000 and 75,000 set by the Adminis-
trator by regulation effective no earlier than
July 1, 2013); and

“(B) that has greenhouse gas emissions
equal to or exceeding 250 tons per year mass
emissions or, in the case of any of the types
of stationary sources identified in section
169(1), 100 tons per year mass emissions.

““(83) NONPROFIT INSTITUTIONS.—For pur-
poses of section 169(1), no provision in this
subsection shall include within the term
‘major emitting facility’ any new or modi-
fied facility which is a nonprofit health or
educational institution which has been ex-
empted by the state in which it is located.

““(b) TITLE V OPERATING PERMITS.—

““(1) GENERAL RULE.—Notwithstanding any
provision of this title or title V, no sta-
tionary source shall be required to apply for,
or operate pursuant to, a permit under title
V, solely due to its status as a major source
of greenhouse gases that are subject to regu-
lation under this Act solely on the basis of
their effect on global climate change.

““(2) SPECIAL RULE.—As of July 1, 2011, the
provisions of paragraph (1) of this subsection
shall not apply to any stationary source that
emits or has the potential to emit at least
100,000 tons per year carbon dioxide equiva-
lent (or such other quantity between 50,000
and 100,000 set by the Administrator by regu-
lation effective no earlier than July 1, 2013).

‘“(c) DEFINITION OF GREENHOUSE GAs.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘green-
house gas’ means the following:

‘(1) Carbon dioxide.

““(2) Methane

““(3) Nitrous oxide.

““(4) Sulfur hexafluoride.

““(5) Hydrofluorocarbons.

“‘(6) Perfluorocarbons.

“(7) Nitrogen trifluoride.

““(8) Any other anthropogenic gas if the Ad-
ministrator determines that one ton of such
gas has the same or greater effect on global
climate change as does one ton of carbon di-
oxide.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 203, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. KIND. | yield myself such time
as | may consume.

Madam Chair, the bill that we are de-
bating today just goes too far. It re-
peals a scientific finding and rep-
resents an aggressive assault on the
Clean Air Act, a bipartisan law origi-
nally implemented by President Nixon
that has successfully protected the
public health for over 40 years.

I represent a rural district in western
Wisconsin that has approximately
180,000 rural electric co-op members
that are concerned about possible new
EPA regulations and their impact on
them. | share their concerns, and |
agree that we have to approach this
issue reasonably. Still, the approach
under H.R. 910 isn’t the right one.
There is a middle ground that can be
found, which is why I, along with my
friend and colleague from New York
(Mr. OweNs), am offering, really, an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute today. This amendment would
permanently protect farms, small busi-
nesses and small- and medium-sized
stationary sources from greenhouse gas
regulation by codifying the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s Tailoring
Rule.

The Tailoring Rule, itself, represents
a compromise. Despite being court-or-
dered to regulate greenhouse gases, the
EPA took into account our fragile
economy, and proposed a narrow rule
that would exempt the vast majority of
stationary sources from any regula-
tion. Through the rule, the EPA takes
the appropriate approach to regulating
greenhouse gases by only requiring
very large, new and expanded emitters
to seek permits. My friends on the
other side of the aisle, however, believe
that the EPA intends to go even fur-
ther than the Tailoring Rule, and will
ultimately implement a tax on energy
just as China is beginning to today; but
voting for this amendment will prevent
the EPA from doing this.

Some fear that farms or businesses
will be regulated under this rule. Our
amendment prevents this from ever oc-
curring. Under the Tailoring Rule, the
EPA has not identified even one farm
that would meet the regulation thresh-
old. That’s because you’d have to have
over 116,000 beef cattle or 152 million
broiler chickens on a single farm to
trigger the regulation. There isn’t a
farm in the United States, let alone
western Wisconsin, that fits that defi-
nition. Further, this amendment will
provide the utility industry with the
certainty that they have requested. In-
dustry will know precisely what will
trigger permit requirements, and will
be able to plan accordingly.

H.R. 910 takes an extreme approach
to the EPA regulation of these carbon
emissions by repealing a scientific
finding so compelling that even the
Bush administration determined that
they were unable to ignore it. The
science is clear: Climate change is real,
and greenhouse gases pose a serious
threat to human health.
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I think we can all agree that we’d
rather have Congress act to curb green-
house gas emissions, and | would cer-
tainly prefer that approach, but we
haven’t been able to get our act to-
gether in this body. What we can do is
protect public health and local econo-
mies by codifying the Tailoring Rule.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment because it is a common-
sense solution that accepts the sci-
entific evidence that greenhouse gases
are dangerous to human health, and it
enacts a workable solution that will
protect human health and that will en-
sure clean air while shielding the vast
majority of sources from any regu-
latory requirements.

| reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WHITFIELD. | rise in opposition
to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Kentucky is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Chair, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GRIFFITH).

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. | would
like to thank the gentleman for bring-
ing this amendment.

Madam Chair, the EPA has passed
this so-called ““Tailoring Rule” without
there being any authority in the Clean
Air Act to do so. The proper place for
this type of debate, as the underlying
bill makes clear, is in the Halls of Con-
gress, not in the halls of the EPA.

There is a button that was very pop-
ular in my district—and still is—which
reads, ‘“Who elected the EPA?”” The an-
swer is no one; but we know who elects
us. The people of the United States
elect us, and they elect us to make the
laws. This amendment makes it clear
that this is where it belongs; thus, we
should pass the bill. The amendment
should be defeated. The bill should be
passed.

It also makes clear that the EPA is
overreaching and that they had to
come up with a Tailoring Rule because,
as they say, without it, it creates an
absurd result, but those absurd results
flow from the EPA’s determination to
reach these greenhouse gases as if they
were harmful pollutants.

Now, ladies and gentlemen, this
amendment, contrary to its patron’s
assertions, does not shield small busi-
nesses or farms, because it does not
block the avalanche of additional
greenhouse gas rules that come under
various clean air programs. The EPA’s
greenhouse gas regulations will drive
up the prices of gasoline, electricity,
food, goods and services; and the cost
of these regulations will be passed on
to everyone, including to small busi-
nesses.

That’s why the National Federation
of Independent Business supports H.R.
910. A vote in favor of H.R. 910 will be
scored as a major vote for the NFIB.
The NFIB has said that using the Clean
Air Act as a framework will trigger an
avalanche of regulatory requirements
that will burden hundreds of thousands
of previously unregulated sources, in-
cluding many small entities.
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| ask that you reject the amendment.

Mr. KIND. Madam Chair, | would like
to yield 1% minutes to the coauthor of
this amendment, my friend from New
York (Mr. OWENS).
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Mr. OWENS. | thank the gentleman.

I would like to point out that my
predecessor, a respected Member of the
other side of the aisle, Mr. McHugh,
was very supportive of regulation of
mercury and acid rain because it nega-
tively impacted the New York 23rd. |
think we need to act responsibly in
each of these situations, and we need
to make sure that we are working off,
not the science of proponents, but the
science of understanding of the issues.

When we look at my district, it has
taken great strides in terms of moving
forward with green and renewable en-
ergy. We have wood—which we have
plenty of in the Adirondacks—we have
wind energy, and we have hydro, all of
which are contributing to jobs and
making our economy a green and sus-
tainable economy.

| think it is very important to under-
stand that what this legislation does
is, in fact, eliminate regulation for the
small businesses and farms in my dis-
trict. 1 urge my colleagues to support
this amendment and to reject the un-
derlying legislation.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Kentucky has 3 minutes remain-
ing; the gentleman from Wisconsin has
30 seconds remaining.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Madam Chair, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. BILBRAY).

Mr. BILBRAY. | apologize, but I have
to say to the gentleman, you know,
wood burning, under oxygen-deprived
environment, is a terrible particulate
pollutant. So | don’t think anybody in-
volved in air pollution issues would
ever point out that wood burning is
something we want to point to. It may
be renewable—and | appreciate you
saying that, and | think it’s very good
that you said that because | think we
mix renewable with clean all the time.
But there are those renewable sources
that are very, very bad for the air pol-
lution issue. | just wanted to make
sure we went by and didn’t point at
that.

In California, we have actually tried
to outlaw wood-burning stoves because
of the problems with the air pollution
and the toxin emissions that are
caused by the particulate problem with
it.

Mr. KIND. Madam Chair, | yield the
balance of my time to the ranking
member of the Energy and Commerce
Committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 30 seconds.

Mr. WAXMAN. The advocates of the
underlying bill have said that EPA is
going to regulate a lot of other sources.
What this Kind-Owens amendment does
is says that EPA will not be allowed to
regulate farms, small businesses, and
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other small and medium-size sources of
pollution. This makes sense, and it
deals with the problem that has been
raised about EPA. It is a commonsense
solution. We ought to support it and
make sure that the tailoring rule is all
that would be applicable for EPA to do.

Mr. WHITFIELD. | yield myself the
balance of my time.

Well, I would say to you that EPA
adopted this tailoring act because they
bit off more than they could chew, ini-
tially. That’s why a lawsuit has been
filed against them, because they vio-
lated the clear language of the Clean
Air Act that says if anything emits
more than 150 tons per year, or 250 tons
per year, it must be regulated if
they’ve had an endangerment finding,
as they did in this case.

And so this amendment would simply
gut the entire bill and place the tai-
loring law there in its place. Under this
tailoring rule, they would be able to go
down to 50-tons-per-year emissions.
But the question becomes, what hap-
pens after the year 2013? You have two
conflicting parts of this Clean Air Act
as a result if we adopt this amendment.

One thing we know for certain, EPA
is already involved in too many law-
suits. In fact, we're trying to find out
now exactly how many lawsuits. We
feel like this bill that we are trying to
pass in the Congress today, H.R. 910, is
simply Congress reasserting itself into
the Clean Air Act because for too long
decisions have been made by unelected
bureaucrats at EPA; lawsuits are being
filed. Almost every time anyone ap-
plies for a permit EPA runs and enters
into a consent decree, and then the
Federal judge will award legal fees to
the plaintiffs. We think it’s time to re-
assert ourselves into this process.

This is a good bill, H.R. 910. It says
that it was never the intent of Con-
gress for EPA to regulate greenhouse
gases. We do not in any way interfere
with their ability to regulate ambient
air quality standards, particulate mat-
ter, the hazardous air pollutants—we
have about 200 or so of those listed—
acid rain, any of those things.

This is a great bill. Let’s defeat this
amendment. | urge passage of H.R. 910.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. KIND. Madam Chair, | demand a
recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin will be
postponed.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in House Report 112-54 on
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order:

Amendment No. 1 by Ms. JACKSON
LEE of Texas.
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Amendment No. 2 by Ms. JACKSON
LEE of Texas.

Amendment No.
Connecticut.

Amendment No.
California.

Amendment No.
Colorado.

Amendment No.
Massachusetts.

Amendment No.
linois.

Amendment No.
Pennsylvania.

Amendment No.
Wisconsin.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE OF TEXAS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

5 by Mr. MURPHY of
6 by Mr. WAXMAN of
8 by Mr. PoLIis of
9 by Mr. MARKEY of
10 by Mr. RusH of Il-
11 by Mr. DoYLE of

12 by Mr. KIND of

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 161, noes 259,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 233]
AYES—161

Ackerman Edwards Loebsack
Andrews Ellison Lofgren, Zoe
Baca Engel Lowey
Baldwin Eshoo Lujan
Bass (CA) Farr Lynch
Becerra Fattah Maloney
Berkley Filner Markey
Berman Frank (MA) Matsui
Bishop (NY) Fudge McCarthy (NY)
Blumenauer Garamendi McCollum
Boswell Gonzalez McDermott
Brady (PA) Green, Al McGovern
Braley (1A) Green, Gene McNerney
Brown (FL) Grijalva Michaud
Butterfield Gutierrez Miller (NC)
Capps Hanabusa Miller, George
Capuano Hastings (FL) Moran
Carnahan Heinrich Murphy (CT)
Carney Higgins Nadler
Carson (IN) Himes Napolitano
Castor (FL) Hinchey Neal
Chu Hinojosa Owens
Cicilline Hirono Pallone
Clarke (MI) Holt Pascrell
Clarke (NY) Hoyer Pastor (AZ)
Clay Inslee Payne
Cleaver Israel Pelosi
Clyburn Jackson (IL) Peters
Cohen Jackson Lee Polis
Connolly (VA) (TX) Price (NC)
Conyers Johnson (GA) Quigley
Cooper Johnson, E. B. Reyes
Courtney Kaptur Richardson
Crowley Keating Richmond
Cummings Kildee Rothman (NJ)
Davis (CA) Kind Roybal-Allard
Davis (IL) Kissell Ruppersberger
DeFazio Kucinich Rush
DeGette Langevin Ryan (OH)
DeLauro Larsen (WA) Sanchez, Linda
Deutch Larson (CT) T.
Dicks Lee (CA) Sarbanes
Dingell Levin Schakowsky
Doggett Lewis (GA) Schiff
Doyle Lipinski Schwartz
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Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sherman

Sires
Slaughter
Speier

Stark

Sutton
Thompson (CA)

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Capito
Cardoza
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)

Thompson (MS)

Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Velazquez

Walz (MN)

Wasserman
Schultz

NOES—259

Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (1A)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
Mclntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
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Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Petri

Pitts
Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (Ml)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sewell
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—12

Cantor Giffords Olver

Costa Honda Pingree (ME)

Critz Meeks Rangel

Frelinghuysen Moore Sanchez, Loretta
[J 1843

Mr. MEEHAN changed his vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Ms. BALDWIN, Messrs. CARNEY,
BERMAN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mr.
CLEAVER changed their vote from
““no’’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE OF TEXAS

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND). The unfinished business is the
demand for a recorded vote on the
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 157, noes 266,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 234]

AYES—157
Ackerman Eshoo McCarthy (NY)
Andrews Fattah McCollum
Baca Filner McDermott
Baldwin Frank (MA) McGovern
Bass (CA) Fudge McNerney
Becerra Garamendi Michaud
Berkley Gonzalez Miller (NC)
Berman Green, Al Miller, George
Bishop (GA) Green, Gene Moore
Bishop (NY) Grijalva Moran
Blumenauer Hanabusa Murphy (CT)
Brady (PA) Hastings (FL) Nadler
Braley (1A) Heinrich Napolitano
Brown (FL) Higgins Neal
Butterfield Himes Owens
Capps Hinchey Pallone
Capuano Hinojosa Pascrell
Carnahan Holt Pastor (AZ)
Carney Honda Payne
Carson (IN) Hoyer Pelosi
Castor (FL) Inslee Perlmutter
Chu Israel Peters
Cicilline Jackson (IL) Polis
Clarke (MI) Jackson Lee Price (NC)
Clarke (NY) (TX) Reyes
Clay Johnson (GA) Richardson
Cleaver Johnson, E. B. Richmond
Clyburn Kaptur Rothman (NJ)
Cohen Keating Roybal-Allard
Conyers Kildee Ruppersberger
Cooper Kind Rush
Courtney Kissell Ryan (OH)
Crowley Kucinich Sanchez, Linda
Cummings Langevin T.
Davis (CA) Larson (CT) Sarbanes
Davis (IL) Lee (CA) Schakowsky
DeFazio Levin Schiff
DeGette Lewis (GA) Schwartz
DelLauro Lipinski Scott (VA)
Deutch Loebsack Scott, David
Dingell Lowey Serrano
Doggett Lujan Sherman
Doyle Lynch Sires
Edwards Maloney Slaughter
Ellison Markey Smith (WA)
Engel Matsui Speier

Stark

Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dicks

Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Farr
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
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Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman

NOES—266

Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Hirono
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (1A)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)

Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Quigley
Rahall

Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (Ml)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sewell
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
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Womack Yoder Young (FL)

Woodall Young (AK) Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—9

Costa Gutierrez Pingree (ME)

Frelinghuysen Meeks Rangel

Giffords Olver Sanchez, Loretta

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in the
vote.

[ 1847

Ms. CHU and Mr. YARMUTH changed
their vote from ““no’” to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MURPHY OF

CONNECTICUT

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. MUR-
PHY) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 182, noes 240,
not voting 10, as follows:

is a 2-

[Roll No. 235]
AYES—182

Ackerman DelLauro Lance
Andrews Deutch Langevin
Baca Dicks Larsen (WA)
Baldwin Dingell Larson (CT)
Barrow Doggett Lee (CA)
Bass (CA) Donnelly (IN) Levin
Bass (NH) Doyle Lewis (GA)
Becerra Edwards Lipinski
Berkley Ellison Loebsack
Berman Engel Lofgren, Zoe
Bishop (GA) Eshoo Lowey
Bishop (NY) Farr Lujan
Blumenauer Fattah Lynch
Boswell Filner Maloney
Brady (PA) Frank (MA) Markey
Braley (1A) Fudge Matheson
Brown (FL) Garamendi Matsui
Butterfield Gonzalez McCarthy (NY)
Capps Green, Al McCollum
Capuano Green, Gene McDermott
Cardoza Grijalva McGovern
Carnahan Gutierrez McNerney
Carney Hanabusa Michaud
Carson (IN) Hastings (FL) Miller (NC)
Castor (FL) Heinrich Miller, George
Chabot Higgins Moore
Chandler Himes Moran
Chu Hinchey Murphy (CT)
Cicilline Hinojosa Nadler
Clarke (MI) Hirono Napolitano
Clarke (NY) Holt Neal
Clay Honda Owens
Cleaver Hoyer Pallone
Clyburn Inslee Pascrell
Cohen Israel Pastor (AZ)
Connolly (VA) Jackson (IL) Payne
Conyers Jackson Lee Pelosi
Cooper (TX) Perlmutter
Courtney Johnson (GA) Peters
Crowley Johnson, E. B. Poe (TX)
Cuellar Kaptur Polis
Cummings Keating Price (NC)
Davis (CA) Kildee Quigley
Davis (IL) Kind Rahall
DeFazio Kissell Reichert
DeGette Kucinich Reyes

Richardson
Richmond
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert

Scott, David
Serrano

Sewell
Sherman
Shuler

Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier

Stark

Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney

Tonko

Towns

NOES—240

Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
King (1A)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neugebauer
Noem
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Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paul
Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Quayle
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Ribble
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Webster
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

H2387

NOT VOTING—10

AKin Meeks Sanchez, Loretta
Costa Olver Waters
Frelinghuysen Pingree (ME)

Giffords Rangel

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining on this
vote.

0 1850

Mr. MCINTYRE changed his vote
from *“‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
235, | voted “aye” and | intended to vote “no.”

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DINGELL
was allowed to speak out of order.)

RAHALL CASTS 20,000TH VOTE

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | rise
to pay tribute to our good friend from
West Virginia, Representative NICKY
JOE RAHALL, who will cast in this next
vote his 20,000th vote in this House of
Representatives.

Mr. Chairman, this is a milestone
event. It gives us an opportunity to
recognize the great work done by our
distinguished friend and colleague from
Beckley, West Virginia. He is always
serving his constituents and doing so
well. He also strives to work across the
aisle, and he is the kind of Member |
believe we all feel we should be.

Mr. Chairman, | ask my colleague,
Mr. RAHALL, to rise so that we may all
join together in paying tribute to our
friend and colleague on the occasion of
his 20,000th vote.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, 2-minute voting will continue.

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 240,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 236]
AYES—184

Ackerman Bishop (NY) Carney
Altmire Blumenauer Carson (IN)
Andrews Boswell Castor (FL)
Baca Brady (PA) Chandler
Baldwin Braley (1A) Chu
Barrow Brown (FL) Cicilline
Bass (CA) Butterfield Clarke (M)
Becerra Capps Clarke (NY)
Berkley Capuano Clay
Berman Cardoza Cleaver
Bishop (GA) Carnahan Clyburn
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Cohen Jackson Lee Reichert Lungren, Daniel  Pitts Sessions Doyle Lee (CA) Ruppersberger
Connolly (VA) (TX) Reyes E. Platts Shimkus Edwards Levin Rush
Conyers Johnson (GA) Richardson Mack Poe (TX) Shuster Ellison Lewis (GA) Ryan (OH)
Cooper Johnson, E. B. Richmond Manzullo Pompeo Simpson Engel Lipinski Sanchez, Linda
Costa Kaptur Ross (AR) Marchant Posey Smith (NE) Eshoo Loebsack T.
Costello Keating Rothman (NJ) Marino Price (GA) Smith (NJ) Farr Lofgren, Zoe Sarbanes
Courtney Kildee Roybal-Allard McCarthy (CA) Quayle Smith (TX) Fattah Lowey Schakowsky
Critz Kind Ruppersberger McCaul Rahall Southerland Filner Lujan Schiff
Crowley Kissell Rush McClintock Reed Stearns Frank (MA) Lynch Schwartz
Cuellar Kucinich Ryan (OH) McCotter Rehberg Stivers Fudge . Maloney Scott (VA)
Cummings Langevin Sanchez, Linda McHenry Rt_enacm Stutzman Garamendi Marke_y Scott, David
Davis (CA) Larsen (WA) T ! McKeon Ribble Sullivan Gonzalez Matsui Serrano
Davis (IL) Larson (CT) SarBanes McKinIe_y R!gell Terry Gr_e_en, Al McCarthy (NY) Sewell
DeFazio Lee (CA) Schakowsky McMorris Rivera Thompson (PA) Gru.alva McCollum Sherman
DeGette Levin Sehiff Rodgers Roby Thornberry Gutierrez McDermott Shuler
DeLauro Lewis (GA) el Meehan Roe (TN) Tiberi Hanabusa McGovern Sires
Deutch Lipinski Schrader Mica Rogers (AL) Tiot Hastings (FL) McNerney Slaughter
Dicks Loebsack Schwartz Miller (FL) Rogers (KY) T'p on Heinrich Michaud Smith (WA)
Dingell Lofgren, Zoe Scott (VA) Miller (MI) Rogers (M1) urner Higgins Miller (NC) Speier
Doggett Lowey Scott, David Miller, Gary Rohrabacher Upton Himes Miller, George Stark
Donnelly (IN) Lujan Serrano Mulvaney Rokita Walberg Hinchey Moore Sutton
Doyle Lynch Sewell Murphy (PA) Rooney Walden Hinojosa Moran Thompson (CA)
Edwards Maloney Sherman Myrick Ros-Lehtinen Walsh (IL) Hirono Murphy (CT) Thompson (MS)
Ellison Markey Shuler Neugebauer Roskam Webster Holt Nadler Tierney
Engel Matheson Sires Noem Ross (FL) West Honda Napolitano Tonko
Eshoo Matsui Slaughter Nugent Royce Westmoreland Hoyer Neal Towns
Farr McCarthy (NY) Smith (WA) Nunes Runyan Whitfield Inslee Owens Tsongas
Fattah McCollum Speier Nunnelee Ryan (WI) Wilson (SC) Israel Pallone Van Hollen
Filner McDermott Stark Olson Scalise Wittman Jackson (IL) Pascrell Velazquez
Frank (MA) McGovern Sutton Palazzo Schilling Wolf Jackson Lee Pastor (AZ) Visclosky
Fudge Mcintyre Thompson (CA) Paul Schmidt Womack (TX) Payne Walz (MN)
Garamendi McNerney Thompson (MS) Paulsen Schock Woodall Johnson (GA) Pelosi Wasserman
Gonzalez Michaud Tierney Pearce Schweikert Yoder Johnson, E. B. Perlmutter Schultz
Green, Al Miller (NC) Tonko Pence Scott (SC) Young (AK) Kaptur Peters Waters
Green, Gene Miller, George Towns Peterson Scott, Austin Young (FL) Keating Polis Watt
Grijalva Moore Tsongas Petri Sensenbrenner Young (IN) KiIc:jee PriC(i (NC) Waxman
Gutierrez Moran Kini Quigley Weiner
Hanabusa Murphy (CT) x:ré::;ﬂsn NOT VOTING—S8 Kisspl! R?yes szlch
Hastings (FL) Nadler Visclosk Frelinghuysen Meeks Rangel Kucinich Richardson Wilson (FL)
Heinrich Napolitano Wals (MIEI/) Giffords Olver Sanchez, Loretta  Langevin Richmond Woolsey
Higgins Neal Latham Pingree (ME) Larsen (WA) Rothman (NJ) Wu
Himes Owens Wasserman Larson (CT) Roybal-Allard Yarmuth
Hinchey Pallone Schultz ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
:!nmosa EasireleZ) wg:irs The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). Ad c NOES—257 Hell
irono astor i H ini i ams ritz eller
Holden Payne Waxman There is 1 minute remaining on this Aderholt Cuellar Hensarling
Holt Pelosi Weiner vote. Akin Culberson Herger
Honda Perlmutter Welch Alexander Davis (KY) Herrera Beutler
Hoyer Peters Wilson (FL) ] 1857 Altmire Denham Holden
Inslee Polis Woolsey Amash Dent Huelskamp
Israel Price (NC) Wu So the amendment was rejected. Austria DesJarlais Huizenga (MI)
Jackson (IL) Quigley Yarmuth The result of the vote was announced gzzﬂumsann g:)all(zj—Balart EELtt(_:g;en
NOES—240 as above recorded. Barletta Donnelly (IN) Hurt
Adams Conaway Guinta AMENDME_NT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. F-’OI?IS g::;mt g:’;lf;r !]s;r?kins
Aderholt Cravaack Guthrie The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished - = ™ Duncan (SC) Johnson (IL)
Akin Crawford Hall business is the demand for a recorded Bgass (NH) Duncan (TN) Johnson (OH)
ﬁ:ﬁgﬁﬂder gﬁgg?:g:] n:?::r vote on the amendment offered by the Benishek Ellmers Johnson, Sam
Austria Davis (KY) Harris gentleman from Colorado (Mr. PoLIS) gi;gert E;thohr:)m jg?§§n
Bachmann Denham Hartzler on which further proceedings were Bilbray Fincher Kelly
Bachus Dent Hastings (WA) postponed and on which the noes pre- Bilirakis Fitzpatrick King (1A)
Barletta DesJarlais Hayworth - N : .
Bartlett Diaz-Balart Heck vailed by voice vote. Bishop (UT) Flake King (NY)
Barton (TX) Dold Heller The Clerk will redesignate the g::ﬁibum E:s:i?sg‘a"” ﬁ:zgfrfggr a
Ba5§ (NH) Dreier Hensarling amendment. Bonner Flores Kline
Benishek Duffy Herger The Clerk redesignated the amend- Bono Mack Forbes Labrador
Berg Duncan (SC) Herrera Beutler Boren Fortenberry Lamborn
Biggert Duncan (TN) Huelskamp ment. Boswell Foxx Lance
g!:pralz. Ellmers nu:ienga (M RECORDED VOTE Boustany Franks (AZ) Landry
B:slr:‘p '(TJT) Farenthold Huntor The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote Brady (TX) Gallegly Lankford
: Brooks Gardner Latham
Black Fincher Hurt has been demanded. Broun (GA) Garrett LaTourette
Blackburn Fitzpatrick Issa A recorded vote was ordered. Buchanan Gerlach Latta
ggzge,\'ﬂack E:zi';echmann 33?1‘;;2?1 a The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- Bucshon Gibbs Lewis (CA)
H Buerkle Gibson LoBiondo
Boren Fleming Johnson (OH) minute vote. Burgess Gingrey (GA) Long
Boustany Flores Johnson, Sam The vote was taken by electronic de- greon () Gohmert Lucas
Brady (TX) Forbes Jones vice, and there were—ayes 168, noes 257, Calvert Goodlatte Luetkemeyer
Brooks Fortenberry Jordan R . Camp Gosar Lummis
Broun (GA) Foxx Kelly not voting 7, as follows: c _
: ampbell Gowdy Lungren, Daniel
Buchanan Franks (AZ) K!ng (1A) [Roll No. 237] Canseco Granger E.
Buerkle Gardner Kingston” AYES—168 Cantor Graves (GA)  Mack
I Capito Graves (MO) Manzullo
Burgess Garrett Kinzinger (IL) Ackerman Capps Connolly (VA) Cardoza Green. Gene Marchant
Burton (IN) Gerlach Kline Andrews Capuano Conyers Carter Griffiﬁ (AR) Marino
Calvert Gibbs Labrador Baca Carnahan Cooper Cassidy Griffith (VA) Matheson
Camp Gibson Lamborn Baldwin Carney Courtney Chabot Grimm McCarthy (CA)
Campbell Gingrey (GA) Lance Bass (CA) Carson (IN) Crowley Chaffetz Guinta McCaul
Canseco Gohmert Landry Becerra Castor (FL) Cummings Chandler Guthrie McClintock
Cantor Goodlatte Lankford Berkley Chu Davis (CA) Coble Hall McCotter
Capito Gosar LaTourette Berman Cicilline Davis (IL) Cole Hanna McHenry
Carter Gowdy Latta Bishop (GA) Clarke (MI) DeFazio Conaway Harper Mclntyre
Cassidy Granger Lewis (CA) Bishop (NY) Clarke (NY) DeGette Costa Harris McKeon
Chabot Graves (GA) LoBiondo Blumenauer Clay DelLauro Costello Hartzler McKinley
Chaffetz Graves (MO) Long Brady (PA) Cleaver Deutch Cravaack Hastings (WA) McMorris
Coble Griffin (AR) Lucas Braley (1A) Clyburn Dicks Crawford Hayworth Rodgers
Coffman (CO) Griffith (VA) Luetkemeyer Brown (FL) Coffman (CO) Dingell Crenshaw Heck Meehan

Cole Grimm Lummis Butterfield Cohen Doggett
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Mica Ribble Smith (NJ)
Miller (FL) Rigell Smith (TX)
Miller (MI) Rivera Southerland
Miller, Gary Roby Stearns
Mulvaney Roe (TN) Stivers
Murphy (PA) Rogers (AL) Stutzman
Myrick Rogers (KY) Sullivan
Neugebauer Rogers (MI) Terry
Noem Rohl_’abacher Thompson (PA)
Nugent Rokita Thornberry
Nunes Rooney A
Nunnelee Ros-Lehtinen T!be”
Olson Roskam Tipton
Palazzo Ross (AR) Turner
Paul Ross (FL) Upton
Paulsen Royce Walberg
Pearce Runyan Walden
Pence Ryan (WI) Walsh (IL)
Peterson Scalise Webster
Petri Schilling West
Pitts Schmidt Westmoreland
Platts Schock Whitfield
Poe (TX) Schrader Wilson (SC)
Pompeo Schweikert Wittman
Posey Scott (SC) Wolf
Price (GA) Scott, Austin Womack
Quayle Sens_enbrenner Woodall
Rahall Sessions

. Yoder
Reed Shimkus v AK
Rehberg Shuster oung (AK)
Reichert Simpson Young (FL)
Renacci Smith (NE) Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—7

Frelinghuysen Olver Sanchez, Loretta
Giffords Pingree (ME)
Meeks Rangel

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in the
vote.

0 1902

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Chair, on
rolicall No. 237 | inadvertently voted ‘“yea”
when | intended to vote “nay.”

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 156, noes 266,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 238]
AYES—156

Ackerman Capps Connolly (VA)
Andrews Capuano Conyers
Baldwin Carnahan Cooper
Bass (CA) Carney Courtney
Becerra Carson (IN) Crowley
Berkley Castor (FL) Cummings
Berman Chu Davis (CA)
Bishop (NY) Cicilline Davis (IL)
Blumenauer Clarke (MI) DeFazio
Boswell Clarke (NY) DeGette
Brady (PA) Clay DelLauro
Braley (1A) Cleaver Deutch
Brown (FL) Clyburn Dicks
Butterfield Cohen Doggett

Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel

Eshoo

Farr

Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Garamendi
Green, Al
Grijalva
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono

Holt

Honda
Hoyer

Inslee

Israel
Jackson (IL)
Johnson (GA)

Johnson, E. B.

Kaptur
Keating
Kind

Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Lewis (GA)

Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Baca
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berg
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Cardoza
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Costa
Costello
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Cuellar

Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey

Lujan

Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore

Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne

Pelosi
Perlmutter
Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Richardson
Richmond
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush

NOES—266

Culberson
Davis (KY)
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dingell

Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck

Heller
Hensarling
Herger

Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stark
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Herrera Beutler
Holden
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kelly
Kildee
King (1A)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
Mcintyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)

H2389

Miller (MI) Ribble Smith (NE)
Miller, Gary Rigell Smith (NJ)
Mulvaney Rivera Smith (TX)
Murphy (PA) Roby Southerland
Myrick Roe (TN) Stearns
Neugebauer Rogers (AL) Stivers
Noem Rogers (KY) Stutzman
Nugent Rogers (MI) Sullivan
Nunes Rohl_'abacher Terry
Nunnelee Rokita Thompson (PA)
Olson Rooney . Thornberry
Palazzo Ros-Lehtinen Tiberi

iberi
Paul Roskam Tipton
Paulsen Ross (AR) Turner
Pearce Ross (FL) Upton
Pence Royce p
Peters Runyan Walberg
Peterson Ryan (WI) Walden
Petri Scalise Walsh (IL)
Pitts Schilling Webster
Platts Schmidt West
Poe (TX) Schock Westmoreland
Pompeo Schrader Whitfield
Posey Schweikert Wilson (SC)
Price (GA) Scott (SC) Wittman
Quayle Scott, Austin Wolf
Rahall Sensenbrenner Womack
Reed Sessions Woodall
Rehberg Shimkus Yoder
Reichert Shuler Young (AK)
Renacci Shuster Young (FL)
Reyes Simpson Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—10

AKin Meeks Sanchez, Loretta
Frelinghuysen Olver Wilson (FL)
Giffords Pingree (ME)
Gutierrez Rangel

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in the
vote.

0 1905

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. RUSH

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from lIllinois (Mr. RUSH) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.