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                                                    LEGISLATION 2025-26

A Bill to Prohibit Oil Drilling in Arctic Wildlife Refuge Areas 
BE IT ENACTED BY THE CONGRESS HERE ASSEMBLED THAT:

Section 1.
There are large mineral and rare earth minerals in the Arctic. 
Section 2.
The United States continues to increase their oil consumption.
SECTION 3.       The United States uses rare earth minerals in the production of computer chips. 

Section 4.  
The current administration has pledged to open federal lands to drilling within current boundaries of national monuments and close to national parks. 
Section 4.
The Bureau of Land Management will oversee enforcement along with the specific enforcement mechanism.

SECTION 5.
This legislation will take effect on December, 2025.  All laws in conflict with this legislation are hereby declared null and void.

A Resolution to Limit Terms for Congress 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE CONGRESS HERE ASSEMBLED THAT:

1. WHEREAS,
Americans overwhelmingly support term limits, and that desire should be reflected in our democracy. 
2. WHEREAS,
Term limits would make representatives more responsive to their constituents 

3. WHEREAS,
Term limits would ensure that Congress is composed of people with real-world expertise, not career politicians. 


4. therefore, be it

5. RESOLVED,
That the Congress here assembled supports a Bill to Limit Terms for Congress.

                                         A Resolution to Colonize Space

BE IT ENACTED BY THE CONGRESS HERE ASSEMBLED THAT:

1. WHEREAS,
Humans have long imagined the idea of space travel 
2. WHEREAS,
 Space colonization can save our species from suffering and extinction.
3. WHEREAS,
Space colonization is the next logical step in space exploration and human growth.
4. WHEREAS,     
Space colonization can exist alongside conservation efforts on Earth
5. therefore, be it

6. RESOLVED,
That the Congress here assembled supports a Bill to Colonize Space
A Resolution to reinstate programs of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE CONGRESS HERE ASSEMBLED THAT:
1. WHEREAS, 
Diversity and inclusion aren’t just about checking boxes, and 
2. WHEREAS, 
when these programs are done correctly, they can create a sense of belonging.
3. WHEREAS, 
When the work team better reflects the world outside the office,                             opportunities tend to follow. 

4. WHEREAS,  
D.E.I. increases engagement and trust resulting in the fewer sick days and better overall well-being

5. Therefore, be it 

6. RESOLVED, 
That the Congress here assembled support the reinstatement of programs of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion. 
PRO          Arctic Drilling
MOAB, Utah — Cane Creek units 26-2 and 26-3 might be on the most scenic oil and gas well pad in the country.

Red rock formations tower behind a pumpjack, and Arches National Park is visible along the horizon. Canyonlands National Park is a 15-minute drive away, and visitors can see the massive Green River Canyon from Dead Horse Point just up the road.

The well pad —which includes several storage tanks, compressors and pipes — sits in the Paradox Basin, one of Utah’s oil -and gas-producing regions. Crews close to some of the country’s most prized national parks are drilling for everything from heavy crude to lithium to potash, although the industrial sites in the area are few and far between compared to more prolific oil plays like northeastern Utah’s Uinta Basin or Colorado’s Denver-Julesburg Basin.

Drilling equipment, fracking rigs and lithium wells could soon be a more common sight in Utah and other parts of the West. President Donald Trump has pledged to open more federal lands to oil, gas and mineral production — including land within current boundaries of national monuments and close to national parks. But the success of that push will depend on whether the U.S. can attract private investors to these sensitive sites as concerns about the economy and oil prices engulf the industry.

Interior Secretary Doug Burgum in February signed a secretarial order that requires the department’s assistant secretaries to prioritize reducing barriers to the use of federal lands for energy development, as well as speed up the permitting process for drilling and offer more parcels of public land for oil and gas leasing.

On April 23, Burgum said he would slash the time requirement for reviewing environmental impact statements on federal oil and gas leases from two years to 28 days as part of Trump’s announced “energy emergency.” Also last month, Burgum said at an economic summit that federal bureaucracy and policies have prevented taxpayers and states from realizing the full potential of public lands.

“We have Western states that are being choked because they have so much public land, and there’s so much overreach by the federal government and overlap between federal agencies and state agencies, that we’re creating a suboptimal protection and suboptimal use of those public lands,” Burgum said.

Whether oil and gas companies will take the Trump administration up on offers of more federal leases is a different question.

“Who drills right next to a national park? Nobody likes that,” said Samantha Gross, director of the Energy Security and Climate Initiative at the Brookings Institution. “No big oil company with name recognition is going to do that.”

Oil and gas association leaders told POLITICO’s E&E News that operators are also reluctant to bid on federal oil and gas leases or undertake new drilling projects in general as the price of 
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has declined after Trump on April 2 announced sweeping tariffs on nearly all U.S. trading partners. He later issued a 90-day pause on many of the new tariffs.

Companies are especially reluctant to lease federal lands near national monuments and parks, fearing bad publicity, legal challenges from environmental groups and a lack of infrastructure to get their product to market.

Rikki Hrenko-Browning, president of the Utah Petroleum Association, said the pendulum swings of policy between presidential administrations have created too much risk for oil and gas producers to risk bidding on leases in scenic and environmentally sensitive areas.

“I think you’ve seen a move not just here in Utah but nationally of production shopping for new permits that are away from federal lands,” Hrenko-Browning said. “There are just more complex and time-consuming regulatory burdens that go into working with permitting on BLM [Bureau of Land Management] lands.”

The hesitancy of the oil and gas industry to bid on federal leases has raised questions from environmental groups about why Trump and Burgum would want to make available more federal leases near national monuments and parks.

“This doesn’t add up,” said Beau Kiklis, associate director of the National Parks Conservation Association’s Energy and Landscape Conservation Program. “Why go after national monuments when there’s no shortage of existing lands that could be made available?”

Anna Kelly, a spokesperson for the White House, said in response to E&E News questions that Trump supports growing American energy production.

Trump received a “mandate to unleash American energy and ‘drill, baby, drill,’ and it’s already paying off — gas prices are down since he took office,” Kelly said in an email. “This President will continue to restore American energy dominance and lower costs for families across the country.”

The Department of the Interior did not respond to questions and requests for comment.

‘It’s about the politics’

If the Interior Department’s BLM offers leases near national parks, national monuments or within national forests, it wouldn’t be the first time the agency did so under Trump.

BLM in 2019 proposed offering two oil and gas drilling parcels about a mile away from Arches — leases that would have taken up about two-thirds of the 10.5-mile Slickrock mountain bike trail. Then-Interior Secretary Ryan Zinke also proposed leases about 2 miles outside of Zion National Park in 2017.

Leases in Trump’s first term were also proposed within a mile of Great Sand Dunes National Park and Preserve in Colorado, as were leases in New Mexico, Idaho and Montana that local groups argued would have harsh environmental impacts on sensitive areas. All of those leases were eventually walked back after pressure from local officials and environmental groups.

Trump in his second term, however, may be less willing to give in to pressure from local leaders and environmental groups.

The Lisbon Valley Copper Project, located outside Monticello, Utah, is shown. | Shelby Webb/POLITICO’s E&E News

Brandon Rottinghaus, a professor of political science at the University of Houston, said Trump has less resistance within his own Cabinet and in Congress, and has a backlog of policies he and other conservatives tried — and failed — to get across the finish line during his first term.

Rottinghaus said offering more leases for oil and gas, especially in environmentally sensitive or scenic areas, may not be a matter of trying to boost production even higher in the United States.

“It’s about the politics — that’s probably at least a big part of what’s going on,” he said. “The [Republican] base really cares about increasing production, and they also like the idea of this being something that the Biden administration wouldn’t do and liberals don’t like.”

Rottinghaus said that’s symptomatic of what’s known as affective polarization, a political science term for when polarization leads to tribalism in politics, where one party dislikes the other party so much they want to do things to hurt them politically or otherwise.

However, a majority of Republicans in eight Western states said Congress should place more emphasis on protecting water, air, habitat and recreation over responsible energy development on public lands, according to the 15th annual Conservation in the West Poll by Colorado College.

Overall, 72 percent of 3,316 voters polled in Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming said they opposed or strongly opposed removing protections on some areas of existing national public lands, especially national monuments, to allow for more drilling and mining.

That included 54 percent of Republicans who said Congress should prioritize conservation over energy production. About 71 percent of those polled across all eight states and political parties said they support only allowing oil and gas companies the right to drill on public lands where there is a high likelihood they’ll actually produce oil and gas.

Resource estimates

The U.S. Geological Survey periodically issues oil and gas assessments, estimating reserves of fossil fuels left in various parts of the country. Near most national parks and monuments, USGS has not found much.

Reservoirs in Wyoming and Montana — including the Bighorn and Wind River basins, which stretch from north of Yellowstone to southeast of Grand Teton National Park — were found to have “little remaining undiscovered oil.” The Northwest Montana Bakken Formation, which includes the area surrounding Glacier National Park and is east of the park’s boundary, could have an estimated 220 million barrels of oil — roughly the amount that could be churned out of the Permian Basin in less than 40 days, if the Permian produced as many average barrels a day as it did in June 2024, according to the U.S. Energy
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 Information Administration.

Other areas, however, have much more.

Dinosaur National Monument on the border of Utah and Colorado sits on the northeast corner of the Uinta Basin — an area responsible for more than 90 percent of Utah’s oil production. Theodore Roosevelt National Park in North Dakota lies within the prolific Williston Basin, one of the largest oil production areas in the country.

In the Paradox Basin — which includes Arches, Canyonlands, Moab and Bears Ears, and Cane Creek units 26-2 and 26-3 — USGS officials estimated there were 560 million barrels of undiscovered oil in 2011.

Hydraulic fracturing rig No. B29 operates near Canyonlands National Park in Utah. | Shelby Webb/POLITICO’s E&E News

Shortly after the USGS assessment, operators struck black gold.

Cane Creek Unit 12-1, located about 6 miles northeast of the northern boundary of Canyonlands National Park, suddenly became the most productive oil well in the state of Utah after it began producing in 2012.

At its peak in December of that year, the site churned out as much as 47,643 barrels of oil, and 19.4 billion cubic feet of natural gas, cumulatively over the 31-day period. The average onshore U.S. well in 2023 produced about 930 barrels of oil over 31 days, according to the EIA.

Cane Creek 12-1 was more productive than wells in the Uinta Basin, which is located in northeast Utah along the Colorado border.

Most of the area near Cane Creek 12-1 is federally owned, and the magnitude of that ownership is difficult to understand.

Utah ranks second among states for having the largest portion of its land owned by the federal government, behind Nevada. About 68 percent of Utah’s land is managed by the federal government — an area collectively larger than the state of Illinois — according to the Utah Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office.

That ownership is evident in the region around Moab.

The land from just south of Moab to the Bears Ears monument looks almost completely vacant from Highway 191, empty of infrastructure and even roads, save for the small towns of Monticello and Blanding and some pockets of private property.

Redge Johnson, director of the Utah Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office, said that’s on purpose. Johnson said that the state’s preference is to keep energy and mining infrastructure outside of the “viewshed,” or all land that is visible from major highways and national parks.

“This is great,” Johnson said, gesturing south to the vast canyon and Green River that sit beneath Dead Horse Point State Park and Canyonlands National Park, and the public land that stretches as far as the eye can see. “The state of Utah gives that two thumbs up — we want to protect it, and it’s massive.

“But this flat land,” he said, turning back north to an area called the Big Flat where Cane Creek 12-1 sits, “Here we want to slightly increase development so we can raise more money for our schools.”

While most of the pumpjacks and storage tanks on the Big Flat aren’t visible from major roads, off of dirt roads managed by BLM, others aren’t hard to find.

One well, extracting brine to pull lithium out of the liquid, sits near the Gemini Bridges off-highway vehicle trail. A hydraulic fracturing rig, towering several stories above the Big Flat, can be seen for miles from some vantage points.

It’s not just the view impacts that most concern Kya Marienfeld, an attorney with the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance. It’s also the implications for the ecosystem.

“This is never going back to the way it was,” Marienfeld said, pointing to a well pad where crews leveled and cleared about an acre to accommodate drilling infrastructure. “It’s not like the Northwest where one rainy season washes it out and everything is fine.”

That’s largely because of the biological soil crust that blankets almost all of Southeast Utah.

Cyanobacteria clumps together near a hydraulic fracturing rig in Southern Utah, forming biological soil crust. | Shelby Webb/POLITICO’s E&E News

Tiny organisms like bacteria, algae, lichens and fungi bind together to form a cryptobiotic soil crust. That crust helps plants like juniper and pinyon pine take root and helps retain and hold water in place so the water doesn’t all run off into creeks and canyons.

Marienfeld and others with the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance worry that if too much of the soil crust is disturbed, it would be ruinous for the ecosystem. It can take years or decades for it to grow back, depending on the composition, according to the National 
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 Service.

“These monuments and lands are big because the purpose was to protect the whole ecosystem, the whole landscape,” Marienfeld said. “If a step can ruin [the soil crust], any surface disturbance can. Nothing is light on the landscape out here.”

Even dirt roads leading to oil pads and cattle grazing can affect the landscape and ecosystem, she said.

Johnson, however, said land disturbances aren’t just from the energy or herding industries in southern Utah. He pointed to Jeep off-roading tours and off-road camping permitted on federal lands.

“There’s always a disturbance — there’s fires, there’s wildlife trails,” he said. “There’s just so much landscape, and already so much is protected.”

Lease sales and NEPA

Federal onshore lease sales have struggled to find bidders in the past few years.

Only 13 of the last 37 federal lease sales held by BLM from October 2020 through September 2024 saw companies bid on the total number of leases and acres that were offered by BLM, according to an E&E News review of federal leasing data. All but one of those sold-out lease sales offered fewer than 20 parcels.

Gross with the Brookings said she expects demand for federal oil and gas parcels to remain weak this year, largely thanks to oil markets.

The price of oil has remained below $70 a barrel for U.S. benchmark West Texas Intermediate since early April.

And oil and gas companies told the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas in their first quarter of 2025 Energy Survey that they need oil prices to be around $65 a barrel in order to profitably drill a new well.

“I think the idea within the administration is that they can have both low oil prices and more production if they cut regulation and fees,” Gross said. “That assumption they’re operating on, I don’t buy it. I don’t think they understand that those goals [of low prices and higher production] don’t go together.”

Gross also questioned the usefulness of offering up leases near national parks and monuments when other tracts are available.

Where oil and gas lease parcels are located is dictated by BLM and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA).

That act directs BLM on how to divvy up parcels of federal land for multiple uses, including recreation, environmental production, mining, and oil and gas leasing. Swaths of federal land are broken up under resource management plans, which dictate where certain activities — from hunting to fracking — can happen.

Those plans can be amended, following FLPMA and the National Environmental Policy Act, said Jason Hill, an attorney specializing in natural resources at the Holland & Knight law firm. The Obama administration used this process to try to restrict hunting and fishing on some federal lands, for example, reallocating more parcels for recreation purposes, Hill said.

Prior to 2020, a White House Council of Environmental Quality study found it would take an average of 4.5 years to finalize EISes and issue records of decisions for proposed changes to federal resource management plans.

During Trump’s first term, Zinke signed a secretarial order requiring the NEPA compliance process take no longer than 12 months for projects requiring a full EIS.
But Hill said Trump’s use of the act raised another legal question: Once a national monument is established, does another president have the right to shrink its boundaries?

“This was teed up in the first Trump administration, but then you had a change of administration in between, and the shrinking and reexpansion of those boundaries,” Hill said. “And all those court cases involving these questions went away as moot and were not resolved by courts.”

If Trump seeks to shrink the monuments again, he would dredge up legal questions and court battles.

For many, the prospect of drilling near these monuments and near national parks carries too many unknowns.

Hrenko-Browning said operators have to contend with shifting goalposts for environmental regulations, federal insurance regulations, federal rulemakings, lease decisions and NEPA requirements — “they all add up together.”

“I think everyone is waiting to see where the dust settles. This administration is much friendlier towards the oil and gas industry,” Hrenko-Browning said. “That being said, if we go back to this pendulum swing, we’ve got four years of the Trump administration, and then uncertainty comes next. If history tells us anything, the pendulum [between policy extremes] is swinging more with each administration change.”

Kathleen Sgamma, outgoing president of the Western Energy Alliance and a Trump nominee to lead BLM who pulled her name from consideration earlier this year, said developing in national parks and monuments is a nonstarter for the industry.

“When you look at national parks and national monuments, of course nobody is talking about developing in those,” Sgamma said. “But a national park does not confer an additional boundary area. Often groups suggest there’s this additional boundary around certain things. The agencies consider whether it’s an appropriate setting for leasing or not.”

Sgamma suggested that environmental groups could gain more traction — and donations — by floating the specter that pumpjacks near Arches National Park could soon be a reality. But Kiklis with the National Parks Conservation Association said the threat of more leases in environmentally sensitive and prized areas is more existential than a handful of leases.

“I think this is being done under the guise of energy development,” Kiklis said. “This is about dismantling our public lands institutions, our access to public lands in a move to find ways to sell these lands off.”

con  Arctic Drilling
Interior Releases Major Update on Oil and Gas Potential Beneath U.S. Public Lands

 29.4 billion barrels of oil, 391.6 trillion cubic feet of gas estimated, significant increases from previous estimates 
06/18/2025
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Date: June 18, 2025
Contact: Interior_Press@ios.doi.gov
RESTON, VA. — The Department of the Interior today released a U.S. Geological Survey report on undiscovered oil and gas resources in formations under the federally managed public lands of the U.S., estimating that there are technically recoverable resources of 29.4 billion barrels of oil and 391.6 trillion cubic feet of gas. 

If produced, that would be enough oil to supply all of the nation’s needs for 4 years at the current rate of consumption, and enough natural gas to meet the nation’s needs for nearly 12 years.  

“American Energy Dominance is more important than ever, and this report underscores the critical role science plays in informing our energy future,” said Secretary of the Interior Doug Burgum. “Thanks to the USGS's rigorous and independent assessment, we're better equipped to manage America’s vast public lands responsibly while supporting energy security and economic opportunity.” 

The onshore public lands of the U.S. included in the report are those administered by the Departments of Agriculture, Defense, Energy and Interior and the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

The undiscovered oil and gas resource estimates are both significant increases from the most recent USGS estimates in 1998.These increases are due not to any change in the subsurface but to the revolution in energy production since the previous USGS estimates of undiscovered oil and gas resources on public lands in 1998, when the USGS estimated 7.86 billion barrels of oil and 201.1 trillion cubic feet of gas.  Those estimates focused on conventional oil and gas accumulations and did not include all unconventional resources such as shale oil, tight oil and tight gas (oil and gas trapped in impermeable rock), and coal-bed gas, which are routinely produced using fracking and are now part of USGS oil and gas assessments. 

“The USGS assesses the potential for energy resources where science tells us there may be a resource that hasn’t been discovered yet,” said Sarah Ryker, acting director of the USGS. “In this report, we leveraged our extensive existing data to estimate oil and gas resources on federally managed public lands.  We expect these estimates to be useful for state and national land management, energy futures analysis, and economic development planning.”  

The estimates were produced by compiling previously published reports that included 579 assessment units, subdivisions of the nation’s 69 geologic provinces that the USGS assesses for undiscovered, technically recoverable oil and gas. Resources were then allocated to public lands proportionally based on the percentage of public land in each defined assessment unit. 

Bill to Limit Congressional Terms

Pro Americans overwhelmingly support term limits, and that desire should be reflected in our democracy.

According to a March 2023 poll by the Program for Public Consultation (PPC), some 83 percent of registered voters support an amendment for congressional term limits. And the support is overwhelmingly bipartisan: 86 percent of Republicans, 84 percent of Independents, and 80 percent of Democrats. Further, the support has been unwavering since PPC first asked the question in 2017. [8]
Similarly, a September 2023 Pew survey found that 87 percent of adults favored congressional term limits with 56 percent strongly favoring them. [11]
Even in our time of highly contentious, polarizing partisan politics, Americans of all political stripes agree.

What is also clear, given Congress’s failure to pass any term limits bill in over two centuries, is that career members of Congress do not support such limits. As of June 2023, only 112 of the 435 representatives and 21 of 100 senators pledged to support a congressional term limits amendment. That’s well below the 290 representatives and 67 senators needed for a supermajority to pass such limits. Clearly, our representatives will not self-impose limits on their power. Such restraints will have to be imposed on them. [12]
Even congressional members who say they support term limits do not practice what they preach. Senator Ted Cruz (R-TX) sponsored S.J. Res 2 in January 2023, which would limit senate terms to two, the fourth time he’s sponsored such a bill. Meanwhile, Cruz is running for re-election in 2024 for his third term. When asked about the disconnect between his campaign and his support for term limits, Cruz replied, “I’ve never said I’m going to unilaterally comply….I will be more than happy to comply by the same rules that apply for everyone.”[13]
Pro 2: Term limits would make representatives more responsive to their constituents.

The Program for Public Consultation (PPC) found in a 2023 poll that 87 percent of registered voters (including 90 percent of Republicans, 88 percent of Independents, and 84 percent of Democrats) agree that “because incumbents are so secure, they don’t need to be attentive to their constituents and increasingly lose touch with the people back home. If we were to have term limits, we would have more open-seat races in which both candidates would really have to earn the votes of the people, including by paying attention to their views.” [8]
Adds Senator Cynthia Lummis (R-WY), who supports term limits: “Too often, Senators and Members of Congress become out of touch with the rest of the country when they find themselves in Washington for too long. Congress was designed to be a body representative of the people, so ensuring we have elected officials who truly understand what it is to work, raise a family and live their lives in their home districts is essential.”[14]
Career members of Congress also tend to be much older than their constituents. The 118th Congress (2023–25) is one of the oldest in American history. The median age for senators is 65 and for representatives it’s 58, and the age of members is steadily increasing. Meanwhile, the median age for Americans is 38.2. [15]
As a result, Representative Dean Phillips (D-MN) called for “generational diversity” in Congress, because “when we have too many members that are around for 30, 40, sometimes 50 years, we are literally precluding participation [of younger citizens]. And I believe the United States is facing a crisis of participation in its politics.” A limitation on terms, he argues, “opens doors for younger generations to become public servants” and “changes the behavior of outgoing members of Congress who feel liberated to vote their conscience and not necessarily their party line.” [15]
“Civic-minded legislators owe it to their constituents, present and future, to create a system that is more inclined and capable of responding to the needs and desires of the population. And voters would be doing themselves and their children a huge favor by demanding greater accountability from their elected officials and supporting efforts to reform our institutions accordingly,” argues Harvard University government lecturer Christopher Rhodes. [16]
Pro 3: Term limits would ensure that Congress is composed of people with real-world expertise, not career politicians.

Political writer William Natbony summarized Congress without term limits as a “paradigm of careerism, combining power, stature and influence with lavish benefits: a high salary; unparalleled business connections; limited working days; spectacular working conditions; periodic taxpayer-funded fact-finding trips; a sizable staff (that could include family and friends); exceptional medical, dental and retirement benefits; weakened insider trading rules; taxpayer funded legal expenses; the ability to moonlight at other jobs; free flights back and forth to the lawmaker’s home state; a family death gratuity; and free parking.” [17]
Accordingly, argued the group U.S. Term Limits in 2024, “Washington [D.C.] is run in a top-down structure where seniority equals influence. Even if we vote in better members, they are still buried under the power of [Representative Nancy] Pelosi and [Senator Chuck] Schumer. Term limits would replace seniority with a merit system….As Ronald Reagan said, the only experience you get in politics is how to be political. The problem with Congress is we have too much political experience and not enough from the real world. A physician has a better handle on healthcare policy than a career politician, or a teacher has a better handle on education policy, and so on. Term limits would give people with real world experience the chance to serve and make an impact.” [18]
We cannot simply rely on elections as de facto term limits. When an incumbent member of Congress runs for re-election, they are more likely to win thanks to name recognition and fundraising relationships ready to fill the coffers. In fact, between 1964 and 2022, House incumbents were re-elected 93 percent of the time, while Senate incumbents were re-elected 83 percent of the time. In 2022, 94.5 percent of incumbent representatives and 100 percent of incumbent senators were re-elected. [8]
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Open elections would give voters more say in the electoral process, more control of our democracy, and a diversity of candidates, not just politicians with name-recognition, a shot at governing.
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Con 1: Term limits would destabilize the legislative branch.

With term limits, Congress would be perpetually full of lame-duck members, making the legislative branch incredibly ineffective.
During lame-duck sessions, outgoing members of Congress simply ride out the term before a new member replaces them—they are less likely to vote at all, and when they do vote, they are less likely to vote in accordance with the wishes of their constituents or their party. Members are more prone to vote in favor of their next employer’s wishes, and in many cases this employer is a lobbyist or lobbying group. [20]
While the effect of lame-duck sessions is currently small because most members are re-elected, with the imposition of term limits Congress would be in a near permanent lame-duck state, destabilizing the country’s ability to pass legislation at all, much less in line with the wishes of American citizens.

Further, “states that have [legislator] term limits have had faster hyperpartisan polarization because one of the ways in which polarization has accelerated is through turnover in office, that new people who come in tend to be more extreme and more partisan than the people they replace,” notes Lee Drutman, senior fellow at the New America Think Tank. [21]
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Contributing to the hyper partisanship is the growing lack of human relationships in Congress. “Bob Dole [Republican representative for eight years and a senator for 27] and Ted Kennedy [Democratic Senator for almost 47 years], they built up a relationship over time. And if you don’t have relationships, it’s very easy to demonize the other person….It’s a lot harder to demonize the other person when you actually know them as a human being. And I worry… in a term limited environment, there’s even less relationship building than there is now, and there’s precious little of it right now,” says Gerald Seib, former executive Washington editor for the Wall Street Journal.[21] 
Hyper partisanship and demonization undercut the probability of bipartisan cooperation that is necessary to get things done in Congress.

Con 2: Voters and the government both benefit from experienced members in Congress.
Congress is unlike other jobs. Learning the ways laws are written and passed, building the relationships across party lines (and within political factions within parties) that are necessary to propose and pass legislation, and communicating effectively with constituents back home require very specialized knowledge—there’s a large learning curve to all of this. Most first- and second-term members rely on those who have served longer to learn how to navigate the job.

Thus, term limits would spur exactly the opposite of what proponents of such limits want: more inefficient lawmaking. “The workhorses in Congress know the value of having been there for a long time and they know how to make public policy better because of the expertise they have and the care they’ve taken to build relationships with other members,” explains Philip Wallach, a senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute. [23]
According to the Center for Effective Lawmaking, the representatives who got the most work done (including committee work and sponsoring legislation) in the 117th Congress (2021–23) from each party were Gerald Connolly (D-VA), who is serving his eighth term, and Don Bacon (R-NE), who is serving his fourth. The most effective senators were Gary Peters (D-MI), who is serving his 2nd term, and John Cornyn (R-TX), who is serving his 4th. Of the ten most effective members of each major party and each house (40 members total), 33 have already exceeded term-limit proposals and Peters, the most effective Democratic Senator, would be ousted after his current term expires in 2027. [23]
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This “brain drain” would mean “fewer experienced policymakers in Congress [which] results in increased influence of special interests that are ready and willing to fill the issue-specific information voids,” says Casey Burgat of George Washington University. [12]
With term limits, not only could lobbyists pounce on members of Congress due to their lack of expertise, they could also entice them with a new job–jobs that are more lucrative and long-lasting–given the members’ limited time in their current positions. As journalist Albert Hunt notes, with term limits, “members of Congress, knowing their time is limited, are easier prey for vested interests….The revolving door would keep revolving.”[25]
Con 3: We already have term limits—they’re called elections.

Looming large in the public imagination are leaders like Senator Strom Thurmond (R-SC) who served for 47 years, 5 months, and 8 days, leaving the Senate at 100 years old as the oldest serving senator to date; Senator Robert C. Byrd (D-WV) who has the longest Senate tenure to date at 51 years, 5 months, 26 days (which excludes his six years as a Representative); and Representative John Dingell, Jr., (D-MI) who served for just over 59 years, spanning presidents Eisenhower to Obama.[26]
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However, the vast majority of congressional members do not serve such exhaustive terms. The average length of service completed at the opening of the 118th Congress (2023–25) was 8.5 years for representatives and 11.2 years for senators. Many term-limit proposals would limit both houses to 12 years of service, something already accomplished by our electoral system.[28]
Only 23 percent of the current House of Representatives and 43 percent of the Senate have more than 12 years of service. Voters have clearly made their preferences known by not re-electing the majority of representatives and senators for more than 12 years, while keeping those members of congress they find effective.[28]
“Term limits are based on the arrogant assumption that the voters are incapable of deciding who they want to represent them in Congress. Term limits have failed to assure that any elected official is more wise, more honest or more energetic because he is incapable of running for reelection. Logic and experience prove the opposite. Any Congressman who is made ineligible for reelection by term limits feels no restraints upon his behavior, since he will not face the voters again at the next election to answer for his conduct,” explains Idaho’s Save the Constitution Committee.[29]
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PRO                                           Colonization of Space 
Space colonization can save our species from suffering and extinction.

Elon Musk, founder and CEO of SpaceX, believes “there is a strong humanitarian argument for making life multi-planetary, in order to safeguard the existence of humanity in the event that something catastrophic were to happen, in which case being poor or having a disease would be irrelevant, because humanity would be extinct. It would be like, ‘Good news, the problems of poverty and disease have been solved, but the bad news is there aren’t any humans left.’… I think we have a duty to maintain the light of consciousness, to make sure it continues into the future.” [1]
According to some philosophies, humans are the only beings capable of morality, and, therefore, preserving humanity is the highest moral imperative. Following from that premise, Brian Patrick Green, Director of Technology Ethics at the Markkula Center for Applied Ethics at Santa Clara University, concludes, “Because space settlement gives humankind the opportunity to significantly raise the chances of survival for our species, it is therefore a moral imperative to settle space as quickly as possible.”[21]
Some theorists, including Gonzalo Munevar at Lawrence Technological University, believe colonizing space will increase clean energy on Earth, provide access to the solar system’s resources, and increase knowledge of space and Earth. The benefits to humanity created by the resources and knowledge “create a moral obligation to colonize space.”[22]
Adds Sheri Wells-Jensen, associate professor of English at Bowling Green State University, “We have a moral obligation to improve: that is, to colonize yes, but to do it better: to actively unthink systems of oppression that we know exist. To spread ourselves without thought or care would probably result in failure: more planets spiraling toward global warming or space settlements filled with social unrest.” [23]
 Space colonization is the next logical step in space exploration and human growth.

Fred Kennedy, president of the space transportation company Momentus, a space transportation company, argues that a fundamental truth—repeatedly borne out by history—is that expanding, outwardly-focused civilizations are far less likely to turn on themselves, and far more likely to expend their fecundity on growing habitations, conducting important research and creating wealth for their citizens. A civilization that turns away from discovery and growth stagnates.” Kennedy points out that while humans still have problems to resolve on Earth, “Forgoing opportunities to expand our presence into the cosmos to achieve better outcomes here at home hasn’t eliminated these scourges.” We shouldn’t avoid exploring space based on the false dichotomy of fixing Earthly problems first. [24]
Humans are not a species of stagnation. “The solar system can easily support a trillion humans. And if we had a trillion humans, we would have a thousand Einsteins and a thousand Mozarts and unlimited, for all practical purposes, resources and solar power unlimited for all practical purposes,” says Jeff Bezos, Founder of Amazon.com who traveled to space in 2021, courtesy of his company, Blue Origin. [25]
Space, in particular, is connected to exploration and growth in the human imagination. In 2014 Elon Musk stated, “It’s obvious that space is deeply ingrained in the American psyche…. SpaceX is only 12 years old now. Between now and 2040, the company’s lifespan will have tripled. If we have linear improvement in technology, as opposed to logarithmic, then we should have a significant base on Mars, perhaps with thousands or tens of thousands of people.”[1]
Space colonization can exist alongside conservation efforts on Earth.

While Earth is experiencing devastating climate change effects that should be addressed, Earth will be habitable for at least 150 million years, if not over a billion years, based on current predictive models. Humans have time to explore and colonize space at the same time as we mend the effects of climate change on Earth. [26]
“Furthermore, we have to realize that solving Earth’s environmental problems is extremely difficult and so will take a very long time. And we can do this while also pursuing colonization,” says Brian Patrick Green of Santa Clara University. [23]
Jeff Bezos suggested that we move all heavy industry off Earth and then zone Earth for residences and light industry only. Doing so could reverse some of the effects of climate change while colonizing space. [25]
Adds Gonzalo Munevar, interdisciplinary professor emeritus at Lawrence Technological University, “In the shorter term, a strong human presence throughout the solar system will be able to prevent catastrophes on Earth by, for example, deflecting asteroids on a collision course with us. This would also help preserve the rest of terrestrial life — presumably something the critics would approve of. But eventually, we should be able to construct space colonies… [structures in free space rather than on a planet or moon], which could house millions. These colonies would be positioned to construct massive solar power satellites to provide clean power to the Earth, as well as set up industries that on Earth create much environmental damage. Far from messing up environments that exist now, we would be creating them, with extraordinary attention to environmental sustainability.”[23]
As space ecologist Joe Mascaro argues, “To save the Earth, we have to go to Mars.” Mascaro says that expanding technology to go to Mars will help solve problems on Earth: “The challenge of colonizing Mars shares remarkable DNA with the challenges we face here on Earth. Living on Mars will require mastery of recycling matter and water, producing food from barren and arid soil, generating carbon-free nuclear and solar energy, building advanced batteries and materials, and extracting and storing carbon from atmospheric carbon dioxide—and doing it all at once. The dreamers, thinkers and explorers who decide to go to Mars will, by necessity, fuel unprecedented lateral innovations [that will help to solve problems on Earth].” [27]
Con Arguments

Con 1: Humans living in space is pure science fiction.

Briony Horgan, assistant professor of planetary science at Purdue University, explains that “terraforming” Mars is “way beyond any kind of technology we’re going to have any time soon.” [28]
In one widely promoted plan, Mars needs to first be warmed to closer to Earth’s average temperature—from roughly -76°F/60°C to 59 °F (15 °C), which will take approximately 100 years. Then the planet must be made to produce oxygen so humans and other mammals can breathe, which will take about 100,000 years or more. And those two steps can only be taken once Mars is thoroughly investigated for water, carbon dioxide (CO₂), and nitrates. [29]
A 2018 NASA study concluded that, based on the levels of CO₂ found on Mars, the above plan is not feasible. As explained by lead author Bruce Jakosky, professor of geological sciences at the University of Colorado at Boulder, “terraforming Mars is not possible using present-day technology.” [30]
If a workable solution were found and implemented, a project of that magnitude would cost billions, perhaps trillions, of dollars.

Elon Musk explains that the SpaceX Mars colonization project would need one million people to pay $200,000 each just to move to and colonize Mars, which doesn’t include the costs incurred before humans left Earth. Returning to the Moon would have cost an estimated $104 billion in 2005 (about $170 billion in 2025 dollars), or almost 7 times NASA’s entire 2019 budget. [31]
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But, a person has yet to set foot on Mars, and no space station has been built on another planet or natural satellite. [32]
Further, as noted by Linda Billings, research professor at George Washington University, “all life on Earth evolved to live in Earth conditions.… If humans can’t figure out how to adapt to, or arrest, changing conditions on Earth—then I can’t see how humans could figure out how to adapt to a totally alien environment.” [23]
Con 2: Earth should be cleaned up first before we potentially destroy an extraterrestrial land.

If humans have the technology, knowledge, and ability to transform an uninhabitable planet, moon, or other place in space into an appealing home for humans, then surely we have the technology, knowledge, and ability to fix the problems we’ve created on Earth. [33]
As Lori Marino, founder and executive director of the Kimmela Center for Animal Advocacy, argues “we are not capable of enacting a successful colonization of another planet. The fact that we have destroyed our home planet is prima facie evidence of this assertion. It is sheer hubris to even consider the question of whether we should ‘go or not go’ as if we are deciding which movie to see this weekend because we really are not in a position to make that choice…. What objective person would hire humanity to colonize a virgin planet, given its abysmal past performance in caring for the Earth’s ecosystem (overpopulation, climate change, mass extinctions)?” [23]
Some assert that leaving Earth in shambles proves we are not ready to colonize space in terms of cultural, social, or moral infrastructure, regardless of technological advancements. Even the ongoing space race leaves its trash on Earth. For example, a more than 1,100-pound glowing ring, eight feet in diameter, of metal space junk crashed into a remote Kenyan village according to a January 2, 2025, New York Times article. While that is an especially dramatic example, space junk falls from the sky regularly and causes damage. [44]
“Colonization has the odor of running away from the problems we’ve created here; if we do that, we will simply bring those problems with us. We need a major change in how we think about what it means to be human—we need to stop seeing our species as special and start seeing it as part of a collection of species,” argues John Traphagan, professor of religious studies at the University of Texas at Austin. “In my view, as long as we bring the … [idea] of human exceptionalism with us to other worlds, we are doomed to repeat the same mistakes we have made here.” [23]
Life in space, even if possible, would be miserable.

As novelist Andy Weir explains, “The problem is that you still don’t want to send humans to the moon. You want to send robots. Humans are soft and squishy and they die. Robots are hard and nobody gets upset when they die.”[34]
Adds bioethicist George Dvorsky, “The Red Planet is a cold, dead place, with an atmosphere about 100 times thinner than Earth’s. The paltry amount of air that does exist on Mars is primarily composed of noxious carbon dioxide, which does little to protect the surface from the Sun’s harmful rays. Air pressure on Mars is very low; at 600 Pascals, it’s only about 0.6 percent that of Earth. You might as well be exposed to the vacuum of space, resulting in a severe form of the bends—including ruptured lungs, dangerously swollen skin and body tissue, and ultimately death. The thin atmosphere also means that heat cannot be retained at the surface. The average temperature on Mars is -81 degrees Fahrenheit (-63 degrees Celsius), with temperatures dropping as low as -195 degrees F (-126 degrees C).”[28]
Meanwhile, lunar dust is made of shards of silica and cuts like glass. The dust that clung to the space suits of Apollo astronauts, scratching their visors and getting in their eyes and throats, could easily result in bronchitis or cancer. And the radiation on the Moon is about 200 times higher than on Earth, in addition to other problems, such as isolation and loneliness, that colonizing the Moon would cause. [35]
Humans would have a host of illnesses to deal with due to climate differences on Mars or the Moon: cancer, radiation illnesses, reproductive problems (or sterility), muscle degeneration, bone loss, skin burns, cardiovascular disease, depression, boredom, an inability to concentrate, high blood pressure, immune disorders, metabolic disorders, visual disorders, balance and sensorimotor problems, structural changes in the brain, nausea, dizziness, weakness, cognitive decline, and altered gene function, among others. Astronauts who have spent just a year in space have demonstrated irreversible health problems. [28]
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Humans haven’t even attempted to live in Antarctica or under Earth’s seas, which have many fewer challenges for human bodies, so why would humans want to live on a planet or on the Moon that’s likely to kill them fairly quickly? [28]
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PRO arguments for Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
1. Bigger talent pool

Casting a wider net in your hiring process — across backgrounds, ethnicities, generations, and experiences — doesn’t just look good on paper. It helps you find the right person for the job, not just the most obvious one.

Need proof? Delta Airlines credits a 10% boost in global market penetration in 2024 to its stronger focus on diversity and inclusion. Turns out, when your team better reflects the world outside your office walls, opportunities tend to follow.

2. Increased engagement and trust

When people feel included, they’re more likely to speak up, stay engaged, and go that extra inch (or mile) for their team. Inclusive workplaces also see fewer sick days and better overall well-being — probably because no one’s burning out trying to fit into a mold that doesn’t fit.

3. New perspectives and innovation

Bringing together different voices isn’t just good for culture — it’s good for problem-solving. Diverse teams are less prone to group thinking and more likely to find fresh, creative solutions. More angles = better ideas. Simple math.

4. Improved performance

Diversity is also a major performance driver. Companies with greater racial and ethnic diversity are 35% more likely to outperform their competitors. Because when your team sees things from more sides, they have everything they need to deliver results that actually land.

5. Stronger business results

At the end of the day, inclusion isn’t just the right thing to do — it’s the smart thing to do. It sharpens strategy, fuels innovation, and drives results. In fact, 71% of leaders with mature DEI strategies say they usually beat competitors to market. That’s not just good culture — that’s competitive advantage.

Con Challenges of workplace diversity and inclusion
Creating a diverse and inclusive workplace sounds great — until you actually try to do it. From big-picture strategy to everyday behavior, there’s a lot that can get in the way. Here are some common roadblocks:

· Leadership involvement: DEI can’t just live in HR. If leaders aren’t visibly backing it — with budget, accountability, and real commitment — progress fizzles fast. It takes senior voices asking hard questions and showing up, not just signing off.

· Measurement: A yearly survey isn’t enough. Our 2024 Engagement and Retention Report found only 25% of employees say their employer has asked for feedback on DEI. If you want the full picture, you need to listen continuously, dig into the data, and — most importantly — act on what you hear.

· Intervention and training: One workshop won’t shift the culture. People need real guidance on what inclusive behavior looks like — from how they hire to how they run meetings. Managers especially need tools, not just talking points, to lead inclusively.

· Silos: When teams stay in their own corners, inclusion suffers. Silos make it harder to share ideas, build trust, or see beyond your bubble. Breaking them down starts with connection — think recognition, shared wins, and cross-team collaboration.

[image: image1.png]