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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
November 18, 2014.

I hereby appoint the Honorable GLENN
THOMPSON 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 7, 2014, 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, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

———————

THOUGHTS ON AL SHARPTON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker and col-
leagues, the recent rumors circulating
around Capitol Hill suggest that Presi-
dent Obama may seek advice and coun-
sel from Al Sharpton regarding the
identity of our next Attorney General.
I hope this is only a rumor.

Al Sharpton seeks out matters that
involve conflict, turmoil, and violence.
I do not recall Al Sharpton appearing
at an event where racial harmony was

promoted and encouraged. Permit me
to compare Al Sharpton with Loretta
Lynch, President Obama’s recent nomi-
nee to become our next Attorney Gen-
eral.

Mr. Speaker, I was born in Greens-
boro, North Carolina, and decades
later, Loretta Lynch was born in
Greensboro. I am about to insert oars
into unknown waters to me, that is,
Senatorial waters involving judicial
nominees. What I know about Loretta
Lynch, Mr. Speaker, is limited, but
what I do know about her is favorable,
and she has been twice confirmed by
the United States Senate.

Some have compared Al Sharpton
with Dr. Martin Luther King, not a
good comparison.

Dr. King was a unifier, a promoter of
racial harmony. The good news is Al
Sharpton does not measure up to Dr.
Martin Luther King. More good news:
Loretta Lynch is no Al Sharpton.

————

LEGALIZING MEDICAL MARIJUANA
FOR VETERANS

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
the front page of last Sunday’s Wash-
ington Post had a poignant story about
Army veteran Amy Rising, who uses
medical marijuana to help her deal
with her posttraumatic stress disorder.
Now, we weren’t told exactly where she
lives, just that medical marijuana is
legal where she uses it, so she could be
in any one of 23 States and the District
of Columbia.

Fifty-seven percent of Floridians
voted to legalize medical marijuana
earlier this month, more votes for med-
ical marijuana in Florida than any
statewide politician on the ballot. This
is part of a growing trend across the
country.

But Amy’s predicament is that the
Federal Government does not allow

physicians in the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs to be able to help their
patients with medical marijuana,
whether it is right for them; instead,
people are forced away from their pri-
mary care physician and the veterans’
benefits that they have earned.

Why do they have to seek out some-
one else who doesn’t know them as
well, doesn’t have the same relation-
ship, and then bear that extra cost?
This actually should be a terrible em-
barrassment.

I had a proposal during the appro-
priations deliberations that would have
clarified this policy, which actually
isn’t based on any law or regulation. It
is simply what is termed ‘‘guidance.”
My proposal would have enabled doc-
tors to be able to work with their pa-
tients in the VA.

Now, I am not suggesting by any
stretch of the imagination the nature
of those conversations and what the
conclusion should be. Some physicians
are strongly supportive of medical
marijuana. Others have reservations.
Others simply don’t know. But it is
outrageous that the people who know
our veterans best are forbidden to work
with them on this therapy.

I will be introducing legislation that
would put in law what we had for that
budget amendment. This is one of sev-
eral things that I hope this Congress
does something about before we ad-
journ.

While we are at it, shouldn’t we want
to stop the lunacy of making mari-
juana an all-cash business by denying
them bank accounts? What about giv-
ing people tax justice by repealing an
outmoded and unfair provision known
as 280E, so that it will allow perfectly
legal businesses, hundreds of them
across the country, to deduct their le-
gitimate business expenses? Otherwise,
these hundreds of small legal busi-
nesses will continue to pay punitively
high tax rates.

Now, the Obama administration is
slowly lurching in the right direction.
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The President famously said that he
had bigger fish to fry than trying to
prevent Washington and Colorado from
implementing what their voters have
approved. Just this last week, we had
more approvals from the State of Alas-
ka, the District of Columbia, and in my
home State of Oregon. Marijuana got
more votes in Oregon than anybody on
the Oregon ballot.

While States are still influencing the
reform, we need to bring Federal poli-
cies out of the Dark Ages. We need to
be able to harness the therapeutic
power of marijuana. We shouldn’t
force, for example, families to have to
move to another State to be able to get
relief for their children who suffer from
torturous, violent epileptic seizures,
simply because they live in a nonmed-
ical marijuana State when medical
marijuana has proven to be one of the
few areas of relief for these children.

While the States are moving in this
direction, the public is moving in this
direction, it is not too late for Con-
gress to move with these small steps
that will make a difference.

We should start with our veterans, to
give them access to their doctors, to
understand what this tool is, to see if
it can provide relief for them as it has
done for hundreds of thousands of other
people, especially veterans with chron-
ic pain and PTSD.

Make no mistake, this is not a Re-
publican issue or a Democratic issue; it
is a veterans’ issue. It is allowing the
public to be able to take advantage of
the proven therapeutic value, as over a
million Americans are able to do
today.

It is past time the Federal Govern-
ment makes its policies consistent in
the States in which our veterans re-
side. Give them this right, allow them
access to the therapy, give them access
to their own doctors.

Here is an opportunity for Congress
to catch up with the voters, to catch up
with the developments in therapy,
catch up with veterans’ advocates, and
do something far less risky and more
beneficial than what is too often in-
flicted upon them.

States have been showing leadership
on marijuana reform and hemp legisla-
tion. Now is the chance for Congress to
make progress, especially for our vet-
erans.

——————

INTRODUCING THE PATIENT
FREEDOM ACT

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

Mr. JOLLY. Mr. Speaker, once again,
the President’s health care plan,
known to the Nation as ObamaCare, is
in the news, both because it is open
season for individuals to choose their
level of health care coverage, but also
because of the now-made-public sugges-
tion by a senior architect of
ObamaCare that the administration
would have to rely on, in his words, the
“stupidity’ of the American people to
get the President’s plan enacted.
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Those are shameful words that dis-
respect every American and have right-
fully been condemned by Members on
both sides of the aisle. I think the
American people know exactly what is
in the bill.

We are reminded of it every day that
we now live in a country where our
government will fine you—fine you—
for not having the health care coverage
that it deems adequate. It is called the
individual mandate, and it is a classic
government-knows-best ruse, but this
time with the threat of fines and pen-
alties on individuals who don’t comply
or, in the interpretation of the Su-
preme Court, with new taxes just for
you.

These fines will steadily increase
each year. By 2016, it is estimated that
6 million Americans will be subjected
to individual fines from their govern-
ment.

I take a very different view than
many in the current administration.
First, I think the American people are
smart enough to make health care cov-
erage choices for themselves. Second, I
don’t believe our government should be
mandating on individuals the health
care coverage that is right for them
and their family, particularly under
the threat of penalties and fines and
additional taxes.

That is why this week I have intro-
duced legislation to rescind the indi-
vidual mandate in ObamaCare as
though it never happened. Unlike the
906-page bill that was ObamaCare, this
bill, the Patient Freedom Act, is mere-
ly two pages. Every Member of this
body can know what is in this bill be-
fore we pass it.

Many of us believe that a full repeal
of ObamaCare is appropriate and right
for the country, but it is foolish for us
to think that the President will sign a
repeal of his signature legislative
achievement. That is why my bill cov-
ers only one provision, the individual
mandate.

Let’s have a government that, again,
trusts the people to make their own
discussions, that does not suggest, in
the terms of this now-famous adviser
to the administration, that the Amer-
ican people are too ‘‘stupid” to make
their own health care coverage choices.
Let’s empower people with true patient
freedom, true health care coverage
choice.

This modest compromise is very sim-
ple. It says to the American people, “‘If
you like your ObamaCare, you can
keep it, but if you believe that you
should have different coverage, you are
empowered, you are entrusted, you
have complete control over the health
care coverage discussions for you and
your family.”

We are entering a period in January
when compromise will be required for
this Congress and this President to
work together. This is a simple two-
page bill that says the American people
are indeed smart enough to make their
own health care decisions for them-
selves.
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I urge my colleagues to consider this
commonsense bill. Let’s put it on the
President’s desk and ask him to do
what is right for the American people.

———

PRESIDENT TRUMAN USED
EXECUTIVE ACTION

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

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, last
week, we celebrated Veterans Day, so
naturally, there was a lot of talk about
the military, but there was also a lot of
talk about President Obama taking ex-
ecutive action on immigration. It got
me thinking about Harry Truman.

Like me, Harry Truman was from the
Midwest and a plain talker who didn’t
mince words and sometimes made his
fellow Democrats uncomfortable. Like
every Republican and Democratic
President in modern history, including
this current one, Harry Truman was
not afraid to use his executive power to
fight for justice in the United States,
even when Congress failed to act.

In 1946, we had just defeated fascism.
We were already locked in a cold war.
Black, Asian, Hispanic, and Native
American troops had helped deliver
that victory against fascism, but when
the war was over, they faced the same
segregation, discrimination, Jim Crow,
and violence that they had before they
were deployed, markers of an era from
which we continue to feel the lasting
effects to this very day.

In response, Truman established a
Committee on Civil Rights. One con-
crete step the President wanted to take
was to desegregate the military, but
President Truman knew that legisla-
tion mandating desegregation would
not pass through the U.S. Congress,
which was dominated by Southern seg-
regationists who, it is worth remem-
bering, were mostly just like Truman,
Democrats.

But he pushed forward, and Harry
Truman signed Executive Order 9981 on
July 26, 1948. The last all-Black unit in
the United States military was finally
abolished years later. Congress caught
up with reality and with the President,
but it took many years.

I am fairly confident that Democrats
from North Carolina, Arkansas, Geor-
gia, and Louisiana asked Harry Tru-
man not to do a thing, but he did it
anyway. I would venture to guess that
there aren’t too many Members of Con-
gress today who wish that Truman did
not desegregate the military or had
waited however long it took for Con-
gress to evolve on the issue of segrega-
tion. He used his pen, and we celebrate
his courage today.

Here is one big difference between
what Truman did and what President
Obama is considering: President Tru-
man never, ever asked Congress for leg-
islation to desegregate the military,
but President Obama, as he con-
templates taking executive actions to
keep families together and spare cer-
tain immigrants from deportation,
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knows that he did ask Congress repeat-
edly to act.
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He has been judicious in his use of ex-
ecutive actions throughout his Presi-
dency, despite facing a Congress deeply
entrenched, well, in being deeply en-
trenched.

But he did ask this Congress to act.
He worked with both parties in the
Senate to help shepherd an immigra-
tion bill through in June of 2013, and
for a year and a half, he has waited, pa-
tiently deferring the use of executive
action as a last resort. He has held off
again and again so that he could give
the Republicans in the House of Rep-
resentatives time to pass a bill, but
they never did, never even considered
one.

When Republicans in the Senate said
gay people can’t be included under any
circumstances, the Democrats didn’t
like it. It offended us. But we said, let’s
keep trying to find a compromise.

When Republicans said they needed
30,000 more Border Patrol agents, the
Democrats found a way to include that,
too, in the Senate.

When the House said it would not
even consider a Senate bill, we Demo-
crats, myself included, said, okay, let’s
work on a House bill.

And when Republicans said immi-
grants could not get a special pathway
to citizenship and that we would have
to pass many separate bills piecemeal,
Democrats and the President never left
the negotiating table.

When the Speaker of the House called
the President last June to say that, de-
spite all of the Speaker’s efforts and all
of the President’s efforts, the House
was not even going to allow a vote, the
President said he would do what he
said he was going to do all along: use
his pen under current law to help this
Nation.

Now the Speaker says that the Presi-
dent is picking a fight with Repub-
licans over immigration and that he is
vowing to fight back, which is the
Speaker’s right. But I would advise the
Speaker that his fight is not with the
President or with Democrats; it is with
the American people. It is a fight he
will have to deport millions of U.S.
citizens’ parents; the spouses, hus-
bands, and wives of U.S. citizens; the
parents of DREAMers who know no
other country but this one. And that is
who the Republican Party intends to
fight.

But let’s be clear: nothing the Presi-
dent does will keep the House from
working with the Senate to pass an im-
migration bill.

Sitting at his desk in the White
House, Harry Truman said, ‘“The buck
stops here.”” And he was right then, and
he is just as right today about the cur-
rent occupant of the White House. The
President has a responsibility to act,
even when Congress refuses to do so.

And just like the 1950s and the 1960s,
after Harry Truman desegregated the
military, it will be time for this Con-
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gress to catch up to the executive
branch and to catch up to reality.

THE IRAN NUCLEAR DEAL

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
we are just 6 days away from the No-
vember 24 Iran nuclear negotiations
deadline, and as each day passes and we
get closer to the impending deadline,
we are presented with more and more
evidence that Iran is not serious about
abandoning its nuclear ambitions.

Here are the reasons why Iran re-
mains the greatest threat to U.S. na-
tional security interests:

Iran has been a U.S.-designated State
Sponsor of Terrorism since 1984 and has
been the foremost supporter for ter-
rorist groups across the world since the
Islamic Revolution in 1979.

Through its proxies likes Hezbollah
and Hamas, Iran has targeted America
and our ally, the democratic Jewish
State of Israel, with violent acts of ter-
ror for over three decades, including
the 1979 Iranian hostage crisis, the 1983
Beirut bombing and Marine barracks
bombing, and the 1992 Israeli Embassy
bombing and the 1994 AMIA Jewish
community center bombing, both in
Buenos Aires, Argentina.

Iran has been the chief supporter of
Hamas’ and Hezbollah’s terrorist and
rocket attacks in Israel like we saw in
the year 2006 and 2012 and again just
this past summer. In fact, since the
Iranian hostage crisis in 1979, the
United States has been officially in a
continued state of national emergency
with respect to Iran, a state of emer-
gency that President Obama just re-
newed last week.

Tehran continues to demand that it
has a right to enrich its own uranium.
After operating a covert nuclear pro-
gram for decades, Iran forfeited any so-
called right to enrichment. Yet the
centrifuges continue to spin and Presi-
dent Obama has seemingly acquiesced
to Iran’s illegitimate claim to enrich-
ment.

The regime in Tehran also maintains
an advanced ballistic missile program,
a program that just this week it used
to threaten Israel and U.S. military
bases in the Middle East. And it is a
program that continues to expand in
violation of several U.N. Security
Council resolutions.

Iran also remains one of the world’s
worst human rights violators. It is cur-
rently designated a Tier 1 Country of
Particular Concern, a designation re-
served for the world’s worst, most egre-
gious violators of religious freedom as
stated by our own State Department
and the U.S. Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom. Despite
the selection, not a real election, of a
so-called moderate last year, Iran’s
human rights record has only gotten
worse as Iran has executed a record
number of people under so-called Presi-
dent Rouhani.
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And despite all of this clear and in-
disputable evidence that Iran is led by
a dangerous regime that cannot be
trusted, these misguided negotiations
taking place right now focus solely on
Tehran’s illicit nuclear program, and
none of it is based on its other illicit
activities.

So while the President continues to
try to reach a deal on Iran’s nuclear
program at, seemingly, any cost, he
has turned a blind eye to the multitude
of other threats that Iran poses to us
and to global security.

Mr. Speaker, the President and the
P5+1 countries are operating as if
Iran’s nuclear program exists in a vac-
uum, and, in doing so, it jeopardizes
the stability of the Middle East and the
security of many of us in the West.
There is every reason to believe that
these negotiations are just one big ploy
by the Iranian regime, and the Obama
administration has fallen for it. That is
why it is up to us in Congress to be the
counterbalance.

Tomorrow, the subcommittee which I
chair will be convening a hearing on
the Iranian deal with former CIA Di-
rector General Hayden as one of our
witnesses. The general has said that
right now we are not getting the proper
monitoring and verification provisions
that we need, and he said were he still
advising the President, General Hayden
would tell him that this deal could not
be adequately verified.

That is why we must take action to
ensure that the administration does
not agree to a weak and bad nuclear
deal, and we must not waver in our re-
solve. Unless the negotiations result in
agreement that ends Iran’s other illicit
activities and ensures that Iran will
stop all enrichment and will dismantle
its nuclear infrastructure, then we
must act to impose and strengthen and
expand sanctions against the regime,
and the administration must walk
away and abandon these foolish and
dangerous talks.

————

THE CONGRESS OF ABANDONED
AUTHORITY

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, as it
stands today, the 113th Congress will
go down in history as the Congress of
abandoned authority.

With little exception, this Congress
has failed to address the issues the
American people sent us here to take
on: tax reform, immigration, transpor-
tation infrastructure, climate change.
This Congress has shown little
progress, and in so doing, we have
ceded more and more of our power as a
legislature to the executive. Nowhere
has our abandoned authority inflicted
greater harm on Congress as an insti-
tution than our abdication of leader-
ship in the fight against ISIS.

The Constitution gives Congress, and
Congress alone, the power to declare
war. But while unilateral Executive ac-
tion on every other issue has been met
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with partisan attacks, this Congress
seems content with allowing the Presi-
dent to call the shots on military en-
gagement with ISIS.

Mr. Speaker, this abandoned author-
ity must end. Before the end of the
113th Congress, we must restore our
constitutional authority over the Na-
tion’s war powers. We must commit to
a full, open, and honest debate on an
authorization for use of military force
in the fight against ISIS.

Our brave men and women are risk-
ing their lives, and we are afraid to
even risk a vote. It is time for Congress
to put some skin in the game. It is
time for Congress to outline in clear
terms the legal authority under which
the U.S. will wage this war and, in so
doing, future conflicts.

The fact of the matter is that right
now the U.S. is at war. From August 8
to November 12, we have spent an aver-
age of $8 million a day and $776 million
in total on military operations to com-
bat ISIS. As of October 23, the U.S. has
conducted 632 airstrikes involving 6,600
sorties dropping more than 1,700
bombs. We are at war with ISIS, and
we are waging that war without con-
gressional authorization.

No one should doubt the inhumanity
of ISIS. They pose a unique threat to
the region, our allies, and the innocent
civilians of Iraq and Syria. Left un-
checked, the threat and reach of ISIS
will grow. ISIS has made no secret of
its plans to broaden its reach in the re-
gion and to attack Western nations,
even threatening the homeland of the
United States.

The President was right to target
and attack ISIS with our military as-
sets and to begin to train local, on-the-
ground forces, but this is just the start.
As our Commander in Chief, I do be-
lieve the President has the legal au-
thority to begin these military oper-
ations, but the authority to begin a
military operation is not a substitute
for the full legal authority required to
continue military operations that must
be debated here in the United States
Congress.

The President has said he welcomes a
new AUMF, and we have debated re-
pealing the Affordable Care Act more
than five dozen times in this Congress.
On ISIS though? On our wartime oper-
ations? On sending our brave men and
women into harm’s way? We continue
to sit idly.

We had a debate on the last-minute
amendment to a temporary spending
bill that authorized only one small
piece of a larger overall strategy. That
is not a true debate. That is certainly
not a substitute for war authorization.

Americans did not send us here for
piecemeal amendments to last-minute
spending bills. You disagree with the
President and think we shouldn’t be
arming Syrian rebels? Let’s write an
AUMF.

You think we should be working to-
wards a contingency plan in which
American ground forces get involved?
Let’s write an AUMF.
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You think, as I do, that our fight
against ISIS should have clear, defined
goals and a timeline before we consider
further authorization? Then let’s write
an AUMF.

Mr. Speaker, I call on congressional
leadership to take up this task. Your
Members are ready for debate. The
American people are ready for a de-
bate. We simply have no excuse to let
this opportunity pass us by.

Let’s step up to the plate. We should
not end the 113th Congress without de-
bating and passing an Authorization
for Use of Military Force.

———

HONORING THE SERVICE OF
MAYOR LEROY GOODMAN

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

Mr. AMODEI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to retiring Mayor
of Fernley, Nevada, LeRoy Goodman.

A native of the Silver State, born in
Virginia City, Nevada, resident of
Fernley for the last 44 years, former
educator and high school coach, also a
key member of the private sector after
that working for Sentex from the Sil-
ver State in Nevada, for Nevada Ce-
ment, Mayor Goodman had and has a
statewide network of friends which
helped him serve his native city, his
city that he is the mayor of, in an ex-
traordinary manner.

Member of the Association of Coun-
ties, Lyon County commissioner for 12
years, he is one of those few folks that
the phrase ‘‘politician’ does not apply
to; it is ‘‘public servant.”

What also applies to him is a word
that we see used less and less these
days when we talk about people who
are elected by those, and that is a
‘“‘leader.”” The father of the effort to
create Nevada’s newest incorporated
city, being Fernley, in the legislature
during his term on the Lyon County
Commission, his leadership was effec-
tive and resulted in the creation of
that city. The people of Fernley were
very well served.

I want to read to you what he said
when he was elected to be the mayor
after serving a short term as the ap-
pointed one:

I am both privileged and proud to be voted
in as mayor of Fernley. I shall endeavor to
fulfill the role with dignity and purpose. My
priorities and mandate will be centered on
improving the overall functioning of the
council, city operations, and focusing on
doing the people’s business. Fernley is my
home. I am committed to giving the resi-
dents of Fernley my absolute best.

Mr. Mayor, your absolute best does
us all proud.

I want to add a few more praises to
this tribute, and that is ‘“‘class act’ and
“true leader.”

I want to also thank the first lady of
Fernley, your wife, Diana, for her sup-
port of you and your endeavors, and
say thank you very much on behalf of
those folks not only at the home of the
Vaqueros in Fernley, but also through-
out Nevada.
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You are truly, truly a part of the fab-
ric of not only your community, but
our State.

——
O 1030

GIANTS OF THE SOUTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. DAVID ScoTT) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the
Congress, ladies and gentlemen of
America, and President Barack Obama,
I rise this morning with a heavy, heavy
heart at the passing of two great, mag-
nificent Americans from my home
State of Georgia, Herman Russell and
Governor Carl Sanders—two men, two
giants whose lives intertwined at a
most important time in the history of
this Nation and especially in the his-
tory of the South, for these two men,
Herman Russell and Governor Carl
Sanders, ushered in and gave birth to
the New South, the South away from
segregation. It was Herman Russell and
Governor Carl Sanders who broke down
the barriers of segregation and paved a
new way and a new day for this Nation.
That is why we are so proud of these
two gentlemen.

Every school should look at their
autobiographies, because they made it
the hard way, against the odds. Her-
man Russell, born into poverty in
south Atlanta, came up and didn’t let
the ravages of segregation stop him,
didn’t let his speech impediment stop
him, and emerged with the world’s
largest, most profitable construction
and real estate financial firm owned by
an African American. But, oh, it
wouldn’t have happened if he hadn’t
had a Governor at that time named
Carl Sanders, who broke down those ra-
cial barriers. I will tell you about him.

As a quarterback at the University of
Georgia, he left the University of Geor-
gia and went and volunteered at 19
years old to fight in the military for
his country. He came back and ran for
the State House of Representatives,
against the segregationist party. And
this man, because of him being in the
right place at the right time, and be-
cause of Herman Russell being in the
right place at the right time, Major
League Baseball came knocking, and
there we built Atlanta Stadium. Ivan
Allen said: Build it, and they will
come. It was Carl Sanders who passed
the legislation setting up the Atlanta
Fulton County Recreation Authority
that made it happen—all of this hap-
pening while all around us in the South
was racial turmoil, and Herman Rus-
sell building his great company and be-
coming the first African American to
sit on the board and a member of the
Atlanta Chamber of Commerce.

Oh, my friends, the world, these are
two great trees who were planted by
the rivers of waters, and they brought
forth their fruit and their season, and
none of their leaves withered, and let
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me tell you that every single thing
they touched prospered. They touched
me. I wouldn’t be in Congress this day
if it weren’t for Herman Russell, an Af-
rican American who dared to fight seg-
regation and reach across, and Carl
Sanders, a White Governor, who, him-
self, fought and integrated the schools
in Georgia when it was not popular.

When I got ready to run for the State
House, it was Herman Russell who I
asked, Could you help me?

He said, Yes, I will. Who have you got
with you?

I said, I have got Andy Young. I have
got Maynard Jackson. I have got
‘““home run king’’ Hank Aaron.

Then Herman said, Well, where are
your White folks?

I went, and the first door I knocked
on was that of Governor Carl Sanders,
who took me in and gave me a con-
tribution. He didn’t stop there. He even
assigned two of his lawyers, Norman
Underwood and Dale Schwartz, to get
out into the community and help me.
That is what Carl Sanders and Herman
Russell mean. They built Atlanta the
right way.

When Pete Rozelle wanted the NFL—
all of this while the civil rights move-
ment was churning, but in Atlanta, the
NFL was coming—he picked up the
phone and called Carl Sanders. Can you
get me somebody there, Governor, who
has got $5 million or $6 million? We
will bring an NFL team to Atlanta.
Carl Sanders got on the phone and
called his old buddy at the University
of Georgia.

We thank God for Herman Russell
and Carl Sanders. God bless Herman
Russell and Carl Sanders, and God
bless the United States of America.

———

IN NOBLE TRIBUTE TO SHERIFE’S
DEPUTY DANNY OLIVER AND DE-
TECTIVE MICHAEL DAVID DAVIS

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

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, on
October 24, Sacramento County Sher-
iff’s Deputy Danny Oliver and Placer
County Detective Michael David Davis
were wantonly gunned down in one of
the most cold-blooded rampages in the
history of either county. By all ac-
counts these were exemplary law en-
forcement officers, fathers, husbands,
sons, and neighbors.

Deputy Oliver spoke his last words as
he approached a car in a parking lot for
the simple purpose of asking if he could
help a couple who appeared to be lost.

How is it going? he said.

The gunman and his accomplice next
gunned down a bystander who was too
slow in turning over his car keys as the
couple hijacked his car. Miraculously,
the bystander survived a gunshot
wound to the head but vividly remem-
bers the smile on the gunman’s face as
he pulled the trigger.

The next victim was Detective Mi-
chael Davis. You may have heard of
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him. On the very same date 26 years
earlier, Michael Davis’ father was
killed in the line of duty as a Riverside
County Sheriff’s Deputy. Michael was
16 years old at the time.

Mr. Speaker, I wish there were some
words of consolation to offer the griev-
ing families of Danny Oliver and Mi-
chael Davis, but there are limits to our
language, and words fail us when they
are the most needed, but I know this:
that the esteem and gratitude that our
communities hold for these two offi-
cers and the sympathy we feel for the
terrible losses their families have sus-
tained could be seen most vividly and
eloquently in the solemn faces of lit-
erally thousands of ordinary citizens
who lined the funeral route for these
officers or who stood silent vigil out-
side the church where they were
mourned.

As I looked at the law enforcement
officers from throughout the country
who had come to honor these fallen
peace officers at their funerals, it oc-
curred to me that Deputy Oliver and
Detective Davis and their many broth-
ers and sisters in law enforcement are
the business end of all of the highest
principles of this amazing Republic of
ours—a society that proudly proclaims
itself a nation of laws.

We often speak of the rule of law, but
who among us is willing to lay down
our lives for it? Michael Davis was.
Danny Oliver was. Because of their sac-
rifices, this rampage ended without a
single civilian death. They protected
us, but did we do everything we could
to protect them? Their assailant had
repeatedly entered this country ille-
gally. While here, he had been appre-
hended for committing other crimes
and had been repeatedly deported, only
to easily recross the border without
even being challenged. That is a sub-
ject for another day.

On this day, we should reflect on the
agony of the Oliver and Davis families,
who have lost devoted husbands and fa-
thers. We should reflect on the extraor-
dinary courage of our peace officers
who bear growing and mortal risks
every day to protect the peace that we
too often take for granted.

Michael Davis’ brother Jason eulo-
gized his older brother. Jason is also a
Placer County Deputy and was on the
scene only minutes after his brother
had been shot. Their third brother,
Christopher, had died in 1998 in an acci-
dent as he, too, had been preparing for
a career in law enforcement. And
Jason, who had been present 26 years
before when his mother was told of his
father’s death, who 16 years ago had in-
formed their mother of Chris’ death,
and who days before had told her of Mi-
chael’s death, looked at his grieving
mother and asked the question if all of
their pain justified their family’s com-
mitment to law enforcement. Without
hesitation, he answered, ‘‘Yes.”

I don’t know where we get men like
Danny Oliver and Michael Davis, but I
know what we owe them. Of course, we
owe them our gratitude and every
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honor that we can bestow upon them,
but most of all, we owe it to them, to
their families, and to their fellow offi-
cers to be just as devoted to the rule of
law as they were. If we, the people,
would do that, then we will have prov-
en Jason Davis right—that their ex-
traordinary devotion to these prin-
ciples is as justified as it is noble.
——

ON THE EVE OF A NUCLEAR DEAL
WITH IRAN

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

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise this morning on what could be the
eve of a nuclear deal with the Islamic
Republic of Iran as U.S. and European
and Iranian negotiators are going back
to Vienna for a final round of talks.

With so much of the region in tur-
moil right now, it seems hard to imag-
ine that we could be on the verge of,
arguably, the most important diplo-
matic achievement in the Middle East
in recent U.S. history. The leadership
of President Obama, the tenacity of the
U.S. negotiators, and the determina-
tion of President Rouhani and his team
have set the stage for a landmark
agreement that would turn the page on
decades of distrust, dissension, and
cynicism.

Here is what the nuclear deal would
mean: a profound reduction in the dec-
ades-long tension between Iran, the
U.S., and our allies that has set us on
a path to war; a contained Iranian nu-
clear program with verifiable, inter-
nationally accepted limits; meaningful
sanctions relief that bolsters Iran’s
flagging economy and allows U.S. busi-
nesses access to a potentially vibrant
market; finally, an opening for a broad-
er understanding between the U.S. and
Iran, as well as an opportunity to work
with Iran as an ally in the fight
against ISIS.

Like all compromises, there may be
parts of this deal that Americans won’t
like, and there may be parts of this
deal that Iranians won’t like, but such
is the definition of cooperation—work-
ing together for something meaningful
and building momentum toward a solu-
tion even when the easiest option is to
get up and walk away.

President Obama deserves enormous
credit for his steely resolve in pursuit
of a nuclear deal, especially in the face
of those hoping he will fail. If we do
not reach a nuclear accord next week,
if a deal is delayed, or if, heaven forbid,
the talks collapse, I believe President
Obama is still owed our thanks.

It has become fashionable around
these halls and certainly in the media
these days to deride the 44th President,
to call him ‘‘aloof”” when he acts me-
thodically or to threaten impeachment
when he acts decisively to promote the
best interests of the American people.
The fact that he has the audacity to
try with persistence and openness, in
the face of withering doubt from



H8040

friends and allies, is a mark of a true
statesman. Many in this Chamber have
already raised their strong objections,
as we have recently heard, to a poten-
tial deal, and they make no secret of
their thinking of President Obama as
being on a fool’s errand, but I am re-
minded of what Teddy Roosevelt said
of leadership.

He said:

Credit belongs to the man who is actually
in the arena, whose face is marred by dust
and sweat and blood ... who, at the best,
knows, in the end, the triumph of high
achievement and who, at the worst, if he
fails, at least fails while daring greatly so
that his place shall never be with those cold
and timid souls who seek neither victory nor
defeat.

President Obama deserves credit for
what he is doing, and we wish him God-
speed in the negotiations as they come
to their near end.

——
O 1045
CONDEMNING ISIS ATTACK

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCcCLINTOCK). The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
THOMPSON) for 5 minutes.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to offer my
deepest condolences to the parents of
Peter Kassig, a former Army Ranger,
Iraq veteran, and humanitarian aid
worker who was murdered in cold blood
by mass cowards, representing the so-
called Islamic State of Iraq and Syria.

These barbaric acts are those of cow-
ards who have wunleashed terror
throughout the desert in western Syria
and northern Iraq. They have mas-
sacred entire villages, beheaded fami-
lies, and sold women and children into
slavery. ISIS blows up history it does
not agree with and sells artifacts to
fund its rampage.

Now, I condemn this attack and all
attacks against the innocent and call
for neighboring countries to become
more actively engaged in defeating this
threat. Not only is ISIS a threat to sta-
bility in the region, acts like these
have shown that they are a threat to
peace-loving people across the globe.

They have brainwashed thousands of
young individuals and have set their
eyes on preparing a new generation of
terrorists. Last week, ISIS even an-
nounced a partnership with al Qaeda.

To quote Ed and Paula Kassig,
Peter’s parents, ‘“‘Good will prevail.”
Fortunately, some have stepped up to
fight the spread of ISIS. Our brave men
and women in the U.S. Air Force and
Navy have led an incredible and effi-
cient bombing campaign against ISIS
targets, halting their advance.

Kurdish Peshmerga forces have
gained ground and have been an effec-
tive fighting force. Iraqi forces have or-
ganized and began an offensive to re-
take lost territory. There has been
progress, but more needs to be done to
secure the region.

Despite clearly evil acts by ISIS,
there are good people pushing back
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who have risked everything to help
those most affected. Aid workers and
volunteers have gone into the war-torn
portions of Syria and Iraq to help pro-
vide assistance and hope to those most
affected. These workers have provided
food, water, first aid, and support.

Peter Kassig did the right things. He
helped the helpless. He aided the de-
prived. He treated the wounded. Be-
cause he did these things, Peter and
others became targeted by ISIS.

We should look at the examples set
by Peter Kassig and not forget the self-
lessness he embodied.

————

CONNECTICUT VETERANS HALL OF
FAME

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

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, to-
morrow night in Hartford, Connecticut,
at the State capital, there will be a sol-
emn annual event, where 10 veterans
are inducted into the Connecticut Vet-
erans Hall of Fame.

This is a ceremony which dates back
to 2005 in which 10 veterans are hon-
ored by the State of Connecticut. One
of the 92 veterans that are on the rolls
is President George Herbert Walker
Bush who hails, of course, from the
State of Connecticut.

Again, it honors not only their serv-
ice, where they wore the uniform of our
Nation, but also for their work after
they left the service, to help the over
200,000 veterans that reside in the State
of Connecticut.

For the Second Congressional Dis-
trict of eastern Connecticut, it is a par-
ticularly proud night because six of the
10 hail from the Second District. I
would argue that this is no coinci-
dence.

This is the home of the largest oper-
ating military installation in New Eng-
land with the Groton Submarine Base
and, as was recently described by the
Hartford Courant, had the highest con-
centration of Iraq and Afghanistan war
veterans, again, because of the great
patriotism and sense of duty that I
think is a part of the fabric of that
great part of our State.

I would like to briefly describe these
six gentlemen and have their names en-
tered into the RECORD. Edward Francis
Atkins, known as Bud, from Oakdale,
Connecticut, served 40 years in the
Navy. A former submariner, he men-
tors students at the Naval Submarine
School. Bud is a respected leader with-
in the submarine force and a command
master chief petty officer, retired, and
for the last 4 years has been on the se-
lection panel to identify outstanding
sailors who are the best of the best in
the submarine force.

He is now heading up the Groton
Subvets chapter which, again, helps
the 8,000 sailors that live in that com-
munity. He will be hard at work at
Thanksgiving, serving meals to make
sure that those sailors have some of
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the comforts of home while they are
serving their Nation.

Samuel Baez of Waterford, Con-
necticut, served as a Navy chaplain
during Vietnam, conducting the memo-
rial service in Da Nang for the first
Marine casualties of the war. Those
seven names are still memorialized on
the first panel of the Vietham Memo-
rial here in Washington. Since he re-
tired, he has continued to counsel vet-
erans around the world and serves as a
counselor and parental sponsor to
Coast Guard cadets who are attending
the Coast Guard Academy in New Lon-
don, Connecticut.

Edmond Clark of Madison, Con-
necticut, served our Nation in Vietnam
as a marine, and after earning his law
degree, he has provided legal assistance
free of charge to help veterans receive
the benefits they receive through their
service.

It is not well-known that the VA caps
legal fees at $10 for any veteran who
challenges a disability ruling. Mr.
Clark has brushed aside that restric-
tion and, again, represented veterans
free of charge to make sure that they
get the benefits they deserved.

Maurice Collin of Coventry, Con-
necticut, a Marine Corps Vietnam vet-
eran, served as a veteran service officer
in the Office of Advocacy and Assist-
ance in the Connecticut Department of
Veterans Affairs. He was selected to
serve as acting commissioner for a pe-
riod of time.

Since his retirement from State gov-
ernment, he has continued to con-
tribute his time to veterans. He pro-
vides volunteer driving assistance to
disabled veterans in eastern Con-
necticut to their medical appointments
and supervises the clothing donation
program at the Newington VA hospital.

Robert Getman of Old Lyme, Con-
necticut, will be inducted post-
humously today. He served 30 years in
the Coast Guard. After his retirement
in 1984, he went on to serve as the di-
rector of the Veterans Home in Rocky
Hill, and for 10 years, he worked vigor-
ously to rehabilitate, educate, and
place veterans into careers.

Finally, Gerry Wright of Bolton, Con-
necticut, my neighbor, served two
tours in Vietnam in the Army and
later, as a member of the Army Na-
tional Guard, served in Operation
Desert Storm. Since retiring in 1999,
Gerry has been everywhere, helping
veterans all across Connecticut.

He devotes his time to various vet-
erans service organizations helping
veterans in many ways, collecting care
packages for Connecticut servicemen
overseas, and he has faithfully at-
tended every sendoff and welcome
home ceremony for the Connecticut
National Guard at the Hartford State
Armory over the last few years.

The hard work of these men, com-
bined with their unfailing dedication to
service, even after leaving the mili-
tary, exemplifies the greatest at-
tributes of the American spirit. Be-
cause of their continued service, the
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few that stand out in particular are
well-deserving of being honored tomor-
row at the Connecticut Veterans Hall
of Fame.

I want to thank them for their com-
mitment to improving their commu-
nities and the lives of their fellow vet-
erans. At a time of an all-volunteer
service, it is critical that we have folks
like these out there making sure that
this Nation respects and honors and
provides all the assistance to the 1 per-
cent of the people who stand up to de-
fend our Nation.

———

RECOGNIZING ARCHBISHOP BLASE
JOSEPH CUPICH AND CARDINAL
FRANCIS GEORGE OF CHICAGO,
ILLINOIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THOMPSON of Pennsylvania). The Chair
recognizes the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. LIPINSKI) for 5 minutes.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to welcome Blase Joseph Cupich
as the ninth archbishop of the arch-
diocese of Chicago and to thank Car-
dinal Francis George for all of his
years of service to the archdiocese.
Archbishop Cupich is being installed
today at a mass at Holy Name Cathe-
dral in Chicago.

After many years of study in the U.S.
and in Rome, including a doctorate at
Catholic University, in August of 1975,
Blase Cupich was ordained to the
priesthood. In his first assignment, he
served as associate pastor at St. Mar-
garet Mary Church and as an instruc-
tor at Paul VI High School in Omaha.

From 1981 to 1987, he served as sec-
retary of the Apostolic Nunciature of
the Holy See to the United States here
in Washington, D.C.

Cupich was appointed bishop of Rapid
City, South Dakota, by St. Pope John
Paul II on July 6, 1998. Pope Benedict
XVI appointed Cupich bishop of Spo-
kane on June 30, 2010, and he was in-
stalled as the sixth bishop on Sep-
tember 3, 2010.

Cupich has served as chair of the
United States Conference of Catholic
Bishops Committee on the Protection
for Children and Young People since
2008. He has remained a strong advo-
cate for children, saying that the
Catholic Church needs to put children
first and foremost. In March 2013, he
began a 3-year term as chairman of the
National Catholic Education Associa-
tion.

In addition to his dedication to
Catholic education, Archbishop Cupich
is committed to Catholic social teach-
ing of reaching out to help the poor
and others at the margins of society.
Yesterday, at the Rite of Reception, he
spoke of the challenges that await him,
including immigration reform, violence
in the streets, drug problems, and stay-
ing connected to the real lives of peo-
ple.

I look forward to working together
with our new archbishop as he address-
es these issues and other challenges
that we face.
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Archbishop Cupich is succeeding Car-
dinal Francis George, who has been
archbishop of Chicago for 17 years. Car-
dinal George was ordained to the
priesthood in 1963 at his home parish of
St. Pascal Church in Chicago, Illinois.
His older sister, Margaret, remembers
a young Cardinal George holding pre-
tend masses in his bedroom as a child.

After earning several degrees, includ-
ing his masters in theology from the
University of Ottawa in 1971, Cardinal
George embarked on a journey across
the globe as a student missionary.
From 1974 to 1986, he served as vicar
general of the oblates in Rome.

In this position, he led numerous
priests and brothers as they journeyed
across the world. Cardinal George then
went on to earn two doctorates. In 1997,
he was appointed by St. Pope John
Paul II as archbishop of Chicago, and
in 1998, he was elevated to cardinal.

Despite being diagnosed with polio at
age 13 and battling cancer currently,
Cardinal George has never slowed
down. ‘“Even illness can be a gift in
some way,”’ Cardinal George has said.

His spirited demeanor is well-known
to Catholics. Bishop Francis Kane has
said, ‘“‘He’s involved on so many levels.
He’s involved nationally. He’s involved
in our whole archdiocese, and then he
loves to go out to individual parishes.”

Cardinal George’s outreach goes be-
yond the Catholic community. He is
known to convene interreligious dis-
cussions and shows deep respect for
other faith communities, and he is
deeply committed to social justice that
reaches to all corners of our society.

On a personal level, the more that I
had the opportunity to get to know
Cardinal George, the more I have ad-
mired him. He is an intellectual power-
house who has a special ability to com-
municate great truths in a simple man-
ner.

Every time I hear him speak, I learn
something that enriches both my mind
and my faith, but his intellect is not a
distant intellect of a philosopher in an
abstract world, but it is well-grounded
in an understanding of the everyday
life of his people, and as someone who
appreciates straightforwardness, I have
always liked his directness. Maybe that
is because Cardinal George and I both
come from Chicago.

I will never forget the time he took
my wife, Judy, and me 2 years ago in
Rome on the eve of the installation of
Pope Francis. He truly is a remarkable
man and a great shepherd.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
join me today in welcoming Archbishop
Cupich and honoring Cardinal Francis
George. I offer both men my prayers as
they enter into a new phase of their
new calling by God and the Catholic
Church to the service of others.

————

VETERANS’ ISSUES
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from

Texas (Mr. AL GREEN) for 5 minutes.
Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-

er, I believe, in the inner sanctum of
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my soul, that we are the home of the
free because we are the land of the
brave.

I salute those who are willing to
serve their country, who are willing to
go to distant places, and who don’t al-
ways return home the way they left. I
highly commend them, and I believe
that those who serve us in our mili-
tary, the men and women who serve us,
should always be appreciated for their
willingness to make the ultimate sac-
rifice.

I also believe, Mr. Speaker, that we
spend a huge amount of money—about
$1 trillion in one circumstance—to put
them in harm’s way. I believe that if
we can spend $1 trillion to put them in
harm’s way, we can spend whatever it
takes when they return home to make
sure they have got the best health
care, they get the best housing, and
that they get good jobs.

I also believe that we have a respon-
sibility and an obligation in the Con-
gress of the United States of America
to make sure that their needs are met.
This is why I have introduced certain
pieces of legislation to deal with the
issues that are confronted by our vet-
erans.
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I would like to mention a few pieces
of this legislation today. And I rarely
use the personal pronoun ‘“‘I,”” but in
my business, if you don’t use the per-
sonal pronoun, somebody else will.

I would like to talk about H.R. 384,
Homes for Heroes. This piece of legisla-
tion would place a person in HUD, who
would have the responsibility of filing
a report with Congress annually on the
status of veterans and who would be
there to look out for veterans. There is
currently a person there, but the per-
son is not there in a legal capacity
such that it would continue beyond
this President or ad infinitum.

I also have sponsored H.R. 2362,
Transportation for Heroes. We have
veterans who need to get to jobs and
who need to get to the VA who cannot
afford public transportation. I believe
that we need to make sure that they
get the same opportunity to take a
public transportation system, to utilize
it, that persons who are senior citizens
have and persons who are disabled
have. We have to provide a means by
which veterans can get to those places
that can be a benefit to them.

This is why we have also sponsored
H.R. 3876, Burial with Dignity for He-
roes. This piece of legislation would
allow those veterans who die in pov-
erty, who have family members who
are in poverty, who cannot afford to
send them to a tribal cemetery once
they die in some place that is distant
from a tribal cemetery or a State facil-
ity—if you can’t send them currently,
you have to try to scrape the money up
as best you can—I think this country
ought to be grateful enough to make
sure these veterans cannot only get to
these places where they may be buried,
but also they should get there and have



H8042

a casket or an urn. They should have
the opportunity to be buried with dig-
nity. No veteran should die in poverty
and then find that they can’t get a bur-
ial with dignity.

I also believe that we should have our
veterans who are hurt after they leave
the military be accorded the oppor-
tunity to have places to live such that
they can access them easily and use
them efficaciously. This is why we
have filed the HAVEN Act, H.R. 3743.
The HAVEN Act would accord $20 mil-
lion—by the way, that we don’t have; I
believe that if we can spend money we
don’t have to put them in harm’s way,
we can spend money we don’t have to
take care of them when they get
home—$20 million, $56 million a year, a
pilot program to allow NGOs to match
the $20 million and provide the type of
facility that a veteran would need to
move efficaciously, to move and have a
great degree of functionality within his
or her home. This is the kind of thing
that a grateful nation ought to do. This
piece of legislation is currently in the
Senate defense authorization bill, and
in that bill this legislation lies. But
there is some question as to whether or
not it will survive a conference com-
mittee. I pray and I hope for this piece
of legislation, $20 million over 5 years
to modify homes for disabled veterans,
those who are hurt after they have left
the military, to help them. There is al-
ready a program for those who are hurt
while they are in the military. This is
not duplicative. This does help vet-
erans who need help.

I believe we are the land of the free
because we are the home of the brave.
I believe that if we are going to con-
tinue to be the land of the free, we
must make sure we must protect those
who are the brave.

God bless you.

——————

VIOLENCE IN THE STATE OF
TAMAULIPAS, MEXICO

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

Mr. VELA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
bring attention to the violence in the
state of Tamaulipas, Mexico.

Last month, three of my constituents
were murdered in northern Mexico.
Erica Alvarado Salinas, Alex Alvarado,
and Jose Angel Alvarado were visiting
their father near Matamoros, Mexico,
on the other side of my hometown of
Brownsville, Texas. The siblings were
abducted on October 13 by armed men.
Their burned bodies were found on Oc-
tober 29 in a field in northern Mexico.

Today I call on the United States
State Department to ensure that the
Mexican Government thoroughly inves-
tigates these heinous crimes and that
those responsible be brought to justice
and prosecuted to the fullest extent of
the law. These cold-blooded murders
demonstrate the brutal violence in
northern Mexico.

In a travel warning dated October of
2014, the State Department warns:
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Matamoros, Reynosa, Nuevo Laredo, and
Ciudad Victoria have experienced numerous
gun battles and attacks with explosive de-
vices in the past year. Violent conflicts be-
tween rival criminal elements and/or the
Mexican military can occur in all parts of
the region and at all times of the day. The
number of reported kidnappings for
Tamaulipas is among the highest in Mexico,
and the number of U.S. citizens reported to
the consulates in Matamoros and Nuevo La-
redo as being kidnapped, abducted, or dis-
appearing involuntarily in the first half of
2014 has also increased.

For the last century and a half, resi-
dents of northern Mexico and south
Texas enjoyed a bicultural experience
where crossing to work, eat, shop, or
visit family and friends was a part of
everyday life. This way of life has been
ripped apart. We should demand that
those whose criminal acts have desta-
bilized Mexico be held responsible.

Martin Luther King said, ‘“‘Injustice
anywhere is a threat to justice every-
where.”” Our country must ensure that
those who murdered Erica, Alex, and
Jose be brought to justice.

———

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 11 o’clock and 5 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess.

————
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. COLLINS of Georgia) at
noon.

————

PRAYER

Reverend Arne Panula, Catholic In-
formation Center, Washington, D.C.,
offered the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, Lord of life and
death, in this season, as days grow
dark and cold, as leaves fall in the sad
autumn twilight, so we recall that
souls fall each day into eternity, and
that one day the falling leaf will be
ours.

“For here we have no lasting city,
but seek the one which is to
come.” The true measure of the
present is life’s end: what excites or ex-
asperates in the moment diminishes in
eternity.

And, conversely, these things that
seem minute in the present—an act of
kindness, a smile, a heartfelt prayer, a
small sacrifice—are the grains of sand
that accumulate and toward eternity
become a mountain, a monument of
grace.

Help us, Heavenly Father, never to
lose sight of life’s end, never to over-
look those grains of sand but, rather,
collect them for eternity’s hour.

Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
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last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

—————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
THOMPSON) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 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.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 15 requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

———

CONGRATULATING KEVIN
HARVICK

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

Mr. McCARTHY of California. Mr.
Speaker, on behalf of the entire Kern
County community, I would like to
congratulate Kevin Harvick on winning
the NASCAR Sprint Cup championship
at Homestead this weekend.

Sunday’s win capped off an incredible
season, exemplifying the determina-
tion, resilience, and fortitude needed to
excel, especially in such a long and
competitive racing season.

These attributes that embody
Kevin’s success are ingrained in our
community. Our families get up early,
work hard, and put in long hours to get
the job done. Kevin’s racing is a re-
minder to the world that the Bakers-
field way drives champions.

Your hometown is proud of your
achievement, Kevin. For all the kids
across Kern County who watched races,
like myself, at Mesa Marin and now at
the Kern County Raceway Park and
dreamed of becoming a NASCAR cham-
pion, they now have someone to emu-
late.

Congratulations again to you, to
DeLana and Keelan and your entire
family, and to your crew chief, Rodney
Childers, and the entire 4 team for an
incredible season and championship.
Kevin, as you said, not bad for an ’08er.

————

EXECUTIVE ACTION ON
IMMIGRATION

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, it has been more
than 500 days since the Senate over-
whelmingly passed bipartisan com-
prehensive immigration reform. But
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House Republicans have done nothing.
They refused to act. If the Republicans
are unwilling to use their power to act,
then the President must act. In fact,
recently, 117 of my colleagues and I
sent a letter to President Obama urg-
ing him to act now.

Since 1952, every single President, re-
gardless of political party, has used
their broad executive authority to
shape our Nation’s immigration policy.
So the President’s decision to use exec-
utive action is not unprecedented. Nei-
ther is it ideal. But, unfortunately, it
is necessary.

We can no longer stand by while we
separate mothers from their children,
throw young people out of this coun-
try. The only strategy that the Repub-
licans in this House have had has been
deport, deport, deport.

————
ISRAEL TERROR ATTACKS

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to express my deepest condo-
lences to the families of the four
Israelis, three of whom are also Amer-
ican citizens, who were murdered by
Palestinian terrorists in Jerusalem
during morning prayers in a syna-
gogue.

My thoughts and prayers are with
the people of Israel who again have to
endure another tragedy at the hands of
Palestinian terrorists.

It is no coincidence that this latest
string of attacks on innocent Israelis
comes after the Supreme Leader of
Iran urged Palestinians to use violence
against Israel and called for Israel’s de-
struction, as did the terrorist group
Hamas.

This is another example of Iran’s
dangerous meddling in an effort to at-
tack our U.S. interests and Israel, and
Hamas’s continued incitement of vio-
lence and terror.

There is now a clear link to ter-
rorism in both the West Bank and
Gaza, and there can be no U.S. tax-
payer dollars going to support a unity
government that is backed by Hamas
and the Palestinian Authority.

———

INCREASE FUNDING FOR MEDICAL
RESEARCH

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

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to support increased funding for
medical research. In the last decade,
funding to the National Institutes of
Health has been cut by nearly 25 per-
cent, and America’s health, position as
global leader, and economy are paying
the price.

In 2013, NIH funded 640 fewer com-
petitive research projects than the
year before. Fewer opportunities sent a
signal to young people to avoid careers
in medical research. Meanwhile, as
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America is falling behind, Japan, Ger-
many, China, and India are dramati-
cally boosting medical research fund-
ing.

Underinvestment in medical research
is financially shortsighted. Every dol-
lar of NIH funding generates $2.21 in
local economic activity.

We should be investing in ways to al-
leviate the burden of chronic diseases,
such as Alzheimer’s, which costs the
Nation $200 billion a year, and cancer,
which costs the Nation another $216
billion.

We cannot afford to wait. I encourage
my colleagues to join Congresswoman
DELAURO and me in supporting H.R.
5580, the Accelerating Biomedical Re-
search Act. The time to reverse these
cuts is now.

———

NEW GERMAN-AMERICAN CAUCUS
LEADERSHIP

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to acknowl-
edge the efforts and hard work of the
German-American Caucus over the
past several years and the great leader-
ship of caucus Cochairman JIM GER-
LACH.

I have had the pleasure of knowing
Mr. GERLACH since before I was elected
to Congress, and I am honored to take
his place as the next cochairman of the
German-American Caucus alongside
Congressman BILL KEATING.

Under Mr. GERLACH’s leadership, the
caucus has grown to nearly 100 mem-
bers and helped foster a great apprecia-
tion for the many ties and connections
shared between our two countries.

From meeting with very important
government, business, and industry
leaders to hosting networking events
on the Hill, the German-American Cau-
cus has served as an important medium
for the exchange of information.

Pennsylvania is proud of its German
heritage. The Commonwealth hosts one
of the largest German populations in
the country. Accordingly, I look for-
ward to working with Ambassador
Peter Wittig and Congressman KEATING
and the leaders of the German Amer-
ican Business Council as we move to-
wards the 114th Congress.

I promise to do my best to live up to
the leadership that has been provided
by my good friend Congressman JIM
GERLACH.

———

AMERICAN EDUCATION WEEK

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

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
as we observe American Education
Week, I would like to pay tribute to
America’s public schoolteachers and
administrators for their leadership and
service to our communities.

Teachers are proof that you really
can change the world if you care
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enough. That is why so many, even
when faced with diminishing resources
and budget cuts, work tirelessly to en-
sure our students receive the education
they deserve.

Our promise as a nation depends on
our teachers. We all must do our part
to support America’s educators. That
is why I oppose sequestration cuts that
threaten school districts and teachers.
That is why I worked to pass bipartisan
legislation to provide food nutrition
programs to schoolchildren during the
summer months.

I have donated nearly 1,500 books to
schools in my district and was proud to
have launched the Robin’s Readers pro-
gram in my district, which is a literacy
partnership between my office and Sec-
ond District schools.

This week, I encourage you all to
reach out and get to know your local
schools. Offer to volunteer your time
and energy to their efforts. But, most
importantly, thank an educator.

————

REAGAN DEFENSE FORUM AND
SEQUESTRATION

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

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, from
day one as a Member of Congress, I
have always known that our number
one constitutional responsibility is to
the common defense of this Nation at
home and abroad.

We should make the smart financial
investments in our men and women in
uniform—their readiness, their train-
ing, and their weapons—as if our lives
depend on it. Because their lives do.

This weekend, I gathered with some
of the greatest defense minds in our
Nation to discuss the safety and secu-
rity of our country at the annual
Reagan Defense Forum. A common
narrative from this forum was that the
defense cuts under sequestration are
dangerous and undermining our na-
tional security.

If so, then why are these dangerous
cuts allowed to stand?

The American people, the military,
Members of Congress, and even the
President recognize the world is not be-
coming a safer place but much more
dangerous. Ronald Reagan’s policy of
peace through strength worked, and it
worked well. The time has come to re-
move these cuts and restore our Na-
tion’s strength so we can live up to our
constitutional responsibility.

ACT ON IMMIGRATION REFORM
NOW

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

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, we all
agree that it is up to Congress to over-
haul the broken immigration system.
However, despite all the talk and prom-
ises, there is one thing that is clear:
this Republican Congress has done
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nothing to address immigration reform
and has only been an obstacle to this
process.

Now is the time for the President to
act. His legal standing is solid. It is
time for us to act. Now is the time to
do what is right, what is fair, what is
just, not only for the immigrant com-
munity, but for this great country.

NATIONAL ADOPTION DAY

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

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today because this com-
ing Saturday, November 22, is des-
ignated as National Adoption Day.

Each year, thousands of families
navigate a complicated and expensive
adoption process and welcome a much-
wanted child into their families and
into their lives. This Saturday, we will
recognize, honor, and say ‘‘thank you”
to these families.

We will also raise awareness of the
over 100,000 children who are currently
in the foster care system who have not
found permanent homes or a perma-
nent family to belong to. Sadly, 32 per-
cent of these children will wait over 3
years in foster care before being adopt-
ed.

Globally, estimates are that there
are 153 million orphans. U.S. families
have adopted more than 7,000 of these
children in 2013, but that is just the
start. It may feel and appear to be
overwhelming, but we can make a dif-
ference one child at a time.

I am proud to report that adoption
rates in west Michigan, my hometown
area, are among the highest in the
country. Since the beginning of 2014,
just one west Michigan adoption agen-
cy alone has processed 38 domestic in-
fant adoptions, 26 intercountry adop-
tions, and helped many others.

We want to say thank you to them
for their work.

———
O 1215

NEW YORK STATE HUNGER
ACTION NETWORK

(Mr. TONKO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today to draw attention to families
across this country going without or
simply scraping by as we enter the hol-
iday season.

Food pantries and organizations like
the Hunger Action Network of New
York State do a great deal to care for
our neighbors who are cold, hungry, or
homeless—but they cannot do it alone.
These organizations need Washington’s
help, and the people these organiza-
tions care for need it even more.

A uniquely American tradition is
helping those in need. In my congres-
sional district, one in 10 households
lives below the poverty line. These
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families live each day with struggles
that are reflected across our great Na-
tion. These struggles can be fixed by a
Congress that pursues policies that en-
sure a livable wage, that supports pro-
grams that help the less fortunate, and
that invests in job creation instead of
in cuts to critical programs like SNAP.

It is my hope that this House will
work together more than it has in re-
cent years to make progress for all
Americans, especially for those whom
this Chamber seems to have forgotten
about. We do not need to wait for the
next Congress to take action. I can
think of no better time than this holi-
day season to make progress on these
critical issues.

————

REMEMBERING GROVE HILL
MAYOR LEVON HICKS

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

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to remember a loyal community
servant, Grove Hill Mayor Levon
Hicks. Sadly, Mayor Hicks passed away
on November 14 after an extended ill-
ness.

He devoted his life to serving his
family, his church, and his community.
He was a dedicated member of Jackson
Church of Christ for more than 50
years, serving as an elder and attend-
ing several mission trips over the
yvears. He served two terms on the
Grove Hill Town Council before becom-
ing mayor. He also served around 40
years as a volunteer fireman and was
an active member of the Lions Club. He
worked tirelessly for the betterment of
the Grove Hill community and enjoyed
fishing, traveling, and the University
of Alabama football.

Mr. Speaker, to Mayor Hicks’ wife,
Helen, and his children and grand-
children, we say thank you for sharing
Levon with us. We will miss him great-
ly.

———

THE PRESIDENT’S EXECUTIVE
AMNESTY

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

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge my colleagues against
the President’s unilateral amnesty
plan.

Unlike the President’s amnesty, I
support an immigration system that is
accountable to the American people
and the democratic process. Like most
Americans, I believe immigrants who
work hard, play by the rules, and con-
tribute to our communities are good
for our country.

Immigration laws should be properly
controlled and strictly enforced, but
under President Obama, this is not the
case. Just look at the numbers: In 2012
alone, 11.7 million foreign nationals re-
sided in the United States without au-
thorization. Visa overstays are esti-
mated to be up to 57 percent of that un-
authorized population.
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Unilateral amnesty ignores the will
of the American people, it is unfair to
legal immigrants, and it hurts U.S.
citizens who are seeking jobs. Put sim-
ply, those who follow the rules should
be rewarded, and lawbreakers should be
punished. The President’s executive
amnesty does the exact opposite.

———

HUMANITARIAN GENEROSITY

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I love living in a
country, Mr. Speaker, that is known
around the world for its humanitarian
generosity.

In the State of Texas, there are al-
most 1.3 million undocumented individ-
uals. They are undocumented, but they
are working. They are undocumented,
but they are paying taxes. They are un-
documented, but they love their chil-
dren, many of them citizen children
who everyday go to school or work or
college to try and make a difference.

Mr. President, you do the right
thing, and that is to use your executive
power vested in article II of the Con-
stitution that allows you to give hu-
manitarian relief as indicated by the
Arizona decision in 2012.

This is a time for courage, not poli-
tics. It is a time for truth, not mis-
representation. This is not amnesty—
this is prioritization; this is saving
money; this is keeping families to-
gether; this is allowing children to not
come home to places where their par-
ents have been thrown from their
places of work and taken away from
them.

I am excited about the courage of
this President. I look forward to Amer-
ica finally understanding the gifts that
you are given. Let us not be a selfish
nation. Let us be a generous nation,
and let us help those who are in this
country who are working every day, in-
cluding many of our soldiers.

—————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, November 18, 2014.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
The Speaker, U.S. Capitol, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on No-
vember 18, 2014 at 9:45 a.m.:

That the Senate adopted a resolution rel-
ative to the death of Howard O. Greene, Jr.,
Former Senate Sergeant at Arms of the
United States Senate S. Res. 579.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1422, EPA SCIENCE ADVI-
SORY BOARD REFORM ACT OF
2013; PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 4012, SECRET
SCIENCE REFORM ACT OF 2014;
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 479, PROMOTING NEW
MANUFACTURING ACT; AND PRO-
VIDING FOR PROCEEDINGS DUR-
ING THE PERIOD FROM NOVEM-
BER 21, 2014, THROUGH NOVEM-
BER 28, 2014

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 756 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 756

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 1422) to amend the Envi-
ronmental Research, Development, and Dem-
onstration Authorization Act of 1978 to pro-
vide for Scientific Advisory Board member
qualifications, public participation, and for
other purposes. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. The
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology now printed in the
bill shall be considered as adopted. The bill,
as amended, shall be considered as read. All
points of order against provisions in the bill,
as amended, are waived. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill, as amended, and on any further amend-
ment thereto, to final passage without inter-
vening motion except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology;
(2) the further amendment printed in part A
of the report of the Committee on Rules ac-
companying this resolution, if offered by
Representative Stewart of Utah or his des-
ignee, which shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order, shall be con-
sidered as read, shall be separately debatable
for 10 minutes equally divided and controlled
by the proponent and an opponent, and shall
not be subject to a demand for division of the
question; and (3) one motion to recommit
with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. At any time after adoption of this
resolution the Speaker may, pursuant 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 consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 4012) to prohibit the
Environmental Protection Agency from pro-
posing, finalizing, or disseminating regula-
tions or assessments based upon science that
is not transparent or reproducible. 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 equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute consisting
of the text of Rules Committee Print 113-57.
That amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as read. All points
of order against that amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute are waived. No amend-
ment to that amendment in the nature of a
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substitute shall be in order except those
printed in part B of the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion. 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 debatable for the time specified in the re-
port equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, shall not be sub-
ject 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 consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee 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 amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order as original
text. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

SEC. 3. At any time after adoption of this
resolution the Speaker may, pursuant 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 consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 4795) to promote new
manufacturing in the United States by pro-
viding for greater transparency and timeli-
ness in obtaining necessary permits, 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 equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Energy and Commerce. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. The bill shall be
considered as read. All points of order
against provisions in the bill are waived. No
amendment to the bill shall be in order ex-
cept those printed in part C of the report of
the Committee on Rules accompanying this
resolution. Each such amendment may be of-
fered 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 debatable for the time specified in
the report equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject 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. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

SEC. 4. On any legislative day during the
period from November 21, 2014, through No-
vember 28, 2014—

(a) the Journal of the proceedings of the
previous day shall be considered as approved;
and

(b) the Chair may at any time declare the
House adjourned to meet at a date and time,
within the limits of clause 4, section 5, arti-
cle I of the Constitution, to be announced by
the Chair in declaring the adjournment.

SEC. 5. The Speaker may appoint Members
to perform the duties of the Chair for the du-
ration of the period addressed by section 4 of
this resolution as though under clause 8(a) of
rule I.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may 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. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 756 provides for the consid-
eration of three important pieces of
legislation to create a more trans-
parent and accountable Environmental
Protection Agency, one that works in
an open manner for all of America. The
rule provides for 1 hour of debate for
each of the three bills contained within
the rule. Further, amendments were
made in order for each of the three
bills for a total of five amendments
from Members of both parties.

Mr. Speaker, the first bill contained
in this rule, H.R. 1422, the EPA Science
Advisory Board Reform Act of 2013,
brings greater accountability and
greater oversight to the board of ap-
pointed advisors which the EPA uses to
review the scientific bases for its offi-
cial actions. Created in the late 1970s,
the Science Advisory Board was in-
tended to be a check on the EPA in
order to ensure that the Agency’s math
and the Agency’s statistics were all in
order before it promulgated rules or
regulations.

In fact, the original authorization for
the board made clear that the Science
Advisory Board was to report both to
the EPA and to Congress on its find-
ings. However, over the course of the
past several decades since its incep-
tion, the Science Advisory Board has
become little more than a rubberstamp
for whatever the EPA Administrator
wishes to accomplish, with the board
members being handpicked by the Ad-
ministrator, likely being chosen pri-
marily on the basis that they hold the
same environmental worldview as who-
ever the head of the EPA happens to be
at any given point in time.

The bill before us would provide for a
more balanced representation on the
Science Advisory Board, setting out
parameters regarding whom the Ad-
ministrator can choose and ensuring
that State and local governments have
representation on the board so that
they are not simply relegated to envi-
ronmental activists, which, unfortu-
nately, has been the case for some time
now.
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Indeed, current regulations exclude
industry experts from serving on the
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Science Advisory Board, but not offi-
cials from environmental advocacy
groups. The new regulations are nec-
essary to ensure against any appear-
ance of impropriety on the board.

This legislation becomes even more
critical when one considers the numer-
ous regulations that the Environ-
mental Protection Agency is currently
contemplating, which could have sig-
nificant impacts upon the Nation’s
economy.

From proposed carbon regulations to
ratcheting down ozone regulations, the
Science Advisory Board has been
tasked with reviewing the science that
will back up some of the most expen-
sive rules in the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency’s history.

It is critical the American people
have confidence in what their Federal
Government is doing and confidence
that it is justified. I fear that, absent
any significant reform to the EPA’s
process, that is currently not the case.

The second bill contained in this
rule, H.R. 4012, the Secret Science Re-
form Act, is also intended to make the
Environmental Protection Agency’s
rulemaking process more transparent,
a goal that at one time was supposedly
shared by the President.

The legislation states that the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency may
take official action on an environ-
mental regulation only if it has identi-
fied all scientific and technical infor-
mation upon which the Agency has re-
lied for that particular action, and fur-
ther, it must use only publicly avail-
able studies and can thus be independ-
ently peer reviewed. This would bring
the EPA’s process in line with how
many scientific journals operate when
they publish peer-reviewed studies.

Further, the bill is prospective and
will not interfere with any previously-
enacted rules or regulations by the
EPA. To address concerns expressed
during the Science Committee’s con-
sideration of the bill, the legislation
spells out that nothing in these re-
quirements would jeopardize any pri-
vacy concerns with scientific studies.

The CDC has successfully made its
studies available without exposing any
of its test subjects’ personal informa-
tion, and the EPA should have no prob-
lem similarly complying with these re-
quirements.

Finally, H.R. 4795, the Promoting
New Manufacturing Act, the third bill
included in the rule before us today,
provides for greater transparency and
would cut much of the red tape sur-
rounding the permitting process for
manufacturers attempting to comply
with the Clean Air Act’s requirements.

It would require the EPA to publish
guidance on how companies may more
efficiently obtain construction permits
and navigate what is often a lengthy
and arduous process.

Mr. Speaker, Americans are waking
up to how much of the United States
economy is subject to the EPA and its
regulations, from carbon dioxide to
ozone, and people are rightly anxious
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over how these new and, in some cases,
unprecedented rules will affect con-
sumers’ wallets.

It is reasonable and expeditious to
ensure that the science upon which the
EPA is relying to craft its regulations
will be transparent and available to all
and not just a select few who the EPA
deems worthy to see its work products.

Even the congressional committees
who are charged with legitimate over-
sight over EPA’s actions have had dif-
ficulty in obtaining basic scientific jus-
tifications for its actions over the past
few years. The bills before us today
will begin the process of making the
EPA accountable to the very constitu-
ency the Agency claims to be pro-
tecting, the American people.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
vote ‘‘yes’” on the rule and ‘‘yes’” on
the underlying bills, and I will reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BURGESS) for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes, and I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
thought one of the lessons of this last
election was that the American people
wanted Washington to work, that they
wanted us to work toward passing leg-
islation, sensible legislation, that
could be passed in both Chambers, that
could go to the White House and be
signed into law, and we could move
this country forward, but I guess that
lesson somehow escaped my Republican
colleagues because what we are doing
here today is another colossal waste of
time.

Now, I rise in opposition to this rule,
and I rise in opposition to the under-
lying legislation. The points of the
bills that we are considering today
seek to prevent the EPA from pro-
tecting public health and the environ-
ment. It is that simple.

The White House has already issued
three veto threats against these bills.
The other body is not going to take
these bills up, so here we are in this
lameduck session with a lot of work
that we should be doing, and instead,
we are doing this.

On December 11, this government
will run out of money. Maybe we
should be spending some time trying to
figure out how to avoid another gov-
ernment shutdown or to do the appro-
priations process in a more thoughtful
way, but instead, my colleagues are
going to wait until the last minute and
bring a bill to the floor that most
Members will not have time to read,
and then that will be that.

Maybe we should be talking about
passing an increase in the minimum
wage. We are reading story after story
about how income inequality in this
country is getting bigger and bigger
and bigger. Maybe we ought to make
sure that work actually pays a livable
wage in this country, or maybe we
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could pass a pay equity bill so that
women can earn equal pay for equal
work—we are not doing any of that—
and that surely would be signed by the
White House.

What about an immigration bill? The
United States Senate passed in a bipar-
tisan way a comprehensive immigra-
tion bill, dealing with a very important
problem in this country. It is supported
by labor unions, and it is supported by
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and
again, it had a bipartisan vote in the
United States Senate.

Are we doing that here today? No. We
can’t even bring that to the floor to
have a debate because the leadership in
this House runs such a closed process.

We have wasted time in this Chamber
debating Republican messaging bills to
repeal the Affordable Care Act, to un-
dermine the Dodd-Frank financial re-
form law, and weaken public health
and environmental regulations while
failing to consider legislation to help
people, to create jobs, to boost the
economy and help vulnerable Ameri-
cans rise out of poverty, so instead of
kind of doing the people’s business, we
are back into Republican messaging
bills again.

The three bills that we are talking
about here today—H.R. 4795, H.R. 4012,
and H.R. 1422—will allow industry to
have a greater influence over the poli-
cies developed at the EPA, will weaken
our air quality, and prevent the EPA
from using critical high-quality and
peer-reviewed data in their policy de-
velopment.

Why in the world would we want to
do this? Well, because the Republicans’
corporate constituency demand it, so
this may be a nice way to thank big
Republican donors for their support in
the last election, but quite frankly, it
is lousy policy.

H.R. 4795, the cleverly named Pro-
moting New Manufacturing Act, does
nothing to boost manufacturing and
does nothing to help improve the per-
mitting process or create jobs. The bill
requires the EPA to issue both regula-
tions and guidance concurrently when
issuing national ambient air quality
standards. If this requirement is not
met, a new or expanding facility must
only show it complies with the old in-
sufficient standard.

Not only will this legislation create
several new avenues for litigation, but
it will also weaken air quality protec-
tions and threaten public health. Why
in the world would we even con-
template doing that? H.R. 4012, the Se-
cret Science Reform Act, will prevent
the EPA from using the best available
scientific data, harm future research,
and delay the implementation of public
health protections.

Far from protecting transparency
and accountability, this bill will limit
the body of high-quality scientific re-
search that can be used and will under-
mine the EPA’s ability to function.
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The EPA relies on peer-reviewed sci-
entific research that often contains in-
formation scientists are legally re-
quired to keep confidential, like an in-
dividual’s health records. How is the
EPA supposed to determine the effects
of a pollutant on our health if they are
not allowed to look at health data?

Individual health records should be
highly protected, and I would like to
point out that the peer-reviewed stud-
ies that form the basis of EPA’s ac-
tions are already available.

The purpose of this bill is not to cre-
ate transparency but to create bu-
reaucracy, to make it impossible for
the EPA to develop policies to protect
our health and our environment. There
is no secret science, just science that
my Republican colleagues do not like.

I am pleased to see that the amend-
ment to H.R. 4012, submitted by my
good friend from Massachusetts, JOE
KENNEDY, was made in order. I strongly
support this amendment, which would
allow the EPA to continue to rely upon
peer-reviewed scientific data, even if
that data is legally required to be kept
private. The EPA must be allowed to
continue to use this critical data in
their policy development.

Lastly, H.R. 1422, the EPA Science
Advisory Board Reform Act, will slow
down the EPA’s ability to develop reg-
ulations and effectively force the EPA
to include individuals with financial
conflicts on the Science Advisory
Board, so long as the conflicts are dis-
closed.

It isn’t logical to include an indi-
vidual on a decisionmaking board if
that individual would be financially af-
fected by its decision.

I should note that the legislation
limits the participation of academic
scientists with relevant subject matter
expertise from providing their advice
to EPA, which will lead to panels with
disproportionately high amounts of in-
dustry representation.

This bill would allow the Repub-
licans’ corporate constituency a direct
route to disrupting the EPA’s ability
to create regulations designed to pro-
tect our health.

I would say to my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, ‘I get it. You
don’t like science, and you don’t like
science that interferes with some of
the interests of your corporate cli-
ents.”

But we need to rely on science so we
can protect the public health and we
can protect our environment. One of
the main jobs that we are tasked with
is to protect our constituencies. So
why we would be trying to move our-
selves back in a direction that would
endanger public health is beyond me.

Mr. Speaker, today, we are consid-
ering three bills to undermine public
health, hurt the environment, and tie
up the EPA in red tape. I would, again,
say to my colleagues, ‘“We are going to
have this debate here today. These bills
aren’t going anywhere. We are wasting
our time by doing this today.”

I am just going to close with one
other issue that we ought to be talking
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about. In July, a majority in this
House supported an amendment that I
had offered, saying that if in fact we
had sustained combat operations in
Iraq, that Congress would vote to au-
thorize, or not, such action.

Well, clearly, we have sustained com-
bat operations going on in Iraq. We are
getting sucked deeper and deeper and
deeper into war while this Congress
sits and twiddles its thumbs and does
everything possible to avoid a debate
on whether or not we should be in-
volved in another war.

You know what, there are thousands
of Americans that have been put in
harm’s way, and we are not living up to
our constitutional responsibility. Sure-
ly, we should be spending some time
talking about that, whether or not the
United States ought to get sucked into
another war halfway around the world,
a war that will cost American lives and
that will continue to cost a great deal
in terms of our national treasure, but
instead of debating that and other
things that really matter to people, we
are doing it on a messaging bill.

I regret the fact that here we are in
these few days that we have left in this
lameduck session, doing this kind of
stuff, when we ought to be doing the
people’s business.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote against this restrictive rule, vote
against all of the underlying legisla-
tion, and I plead to the Republican
leadership: let’s bring something to the
floor that will help the American peo-
ple.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this
point, I am delighted to yield 3 minutes
to the gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. SLAUGHTER), the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
Rules.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
McGOVERN), and I really appreciated
his statement on this rule today.

Mr. Speaker, once again, you would
think that we would almost expect
that nothing good would happen here,
and I am rising with a very heavy
heart today because nothing good is
happening in my office as well because,
today, we are seeing the last rule
worked on by my friend Don Sisson,
who has been with us here for over 10
yvears, works extraordinarily well in
the Rules Committee, has provided us
with outstanding service, and really
has an integral part that he is going to
be playing over at the White House.
This means a significant loss for us.
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He has accepted a new job as the Spe-
cial Assistant to the President for Leg-
islative Affairs. And while I really
want to wish him well, to be perfectly
honest with you, it is breaking my
heart to see him go.

Don is not only an expert on the
rules and a computer genius, and when
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anything electrical goes awry, Don can
fix it in a moment, but Don is a care-
taker. He not only takes great care
about the rules, his work, and everyone
on the committee whom he really
loved and enjoyed working with, he
takes care of people individually, and
he has certainly done that for me.

I had a pretty bad year this past year
losing my husband, and Don was al-
ways there. If electricity didn’t work
or something else didn’t happen, Don
knew who could fix that for me. So as
I speak about it, my personal feelings
overwhelm the wonderful opportunity
for him as a young man to work in the
White House of the United States Gov-
ernment with the President.

I would like to go over his creden-
tials here, but I am not going to. I am
simply going to tell you that Don is
one of the best people that ever worked
in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives and one of the finest per-
sons on the Rules Committee who un-
derstands not only rules, but is a friend
to every single person who works in
this House and beyond. He could al-
ways be counted on as a friend, as
someone with extraordinarily gifted in-
telligence, and as being able to work
his way through the most dangerous
Gordian Knot. Don Sisson is a ‘“‘man for
all seasons.”

Mr. Speaker, I wish him the very best
of everything, but say to you that,
without a doubt, the loss for our side,
for our office, and for our friends is
profound. Nonetheless, he is going to
go. I just want the White House to un-
derstand what a jewel they are getting.

Thank you very much, Mr. McGoOvV-
ERN, for yielding me the time.

Thank you, Don, for your service,
and you will always have a place here
in this House. Thank you very much.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to join
the gentlewoman from New York in
congratulating Don Sisson for his new
position at the White House Office of
Legislative Affairs and certainly look
forward to working with him. I actu-
ally am somewhat comforted to know
that there is an Office of Legislative
Affairs in the White House and look
forward to his occupying that position.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
also join with the ranking member in
honoring Don Sisson. As she mentions,
this will be his last day on the floor. I
think his last day is this week.

Mr. Speaker, Don has been working
for the Rules Committee for 10 years
under both Republicans and Demo-
crats. He is a native of upstate New
York, and he has been around for his-
toric debates in Congress and has been
an integral part of the Rules Com-
mittee staff for many, many, many
years. As Ms. SLAUGHTER pointed out,
he will be moving on to the White
House, and we are going to miss him
dearly.
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I think it is important for all of us to
take a moment just to recognize that
Don represents the best, I think, of the
staff that work here. He is up here for
all the right reasons. He wants to make
the world a better place, and he has
shown this great ability to work across
party lines and to build things and
make things happen. I know he will use
those skills in his new position at the
White House.

Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee
meets an awful lot, and we are together
an awful lot, and so we are all family.
So when somebody leaves, it is painful
because it is like a family member
moving on and going someplace else.
So we are going to miss Don, but he
won’t be that far away. We will work
with him in a new capacity.

On behalf of everybody on that com-
mittee, members and staff included, I
think we all owe you a debt of grati-
tude, and we are grateful for your serv-
ice. You have served this institution
with great honor and dignity, and we
wish you all the best in your new job.
So thank you very much for a job well
done.

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I would
like to announce to my colleagues that
I am going to urge that we defeat the
previous question, and if we do, I will
offer an amendment to the rule that
will allow the House to continue the
ATTIRE Act. This bill would support
textile research and innovation in the
United States and will continue to
strengthen the Made in America Move-
ment as a conduit for creating Amer-
ican jobs and bolstering our economy.
It is the right way to help create Amer-
ican jobs.

To discuss our proposal, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
ATTIRE Act, which we will offer as an
amendment to the rule if the previous
question is defeated.

The most notable aspect of the ma-
jority’s so-called manufacturing bills
before us is their lack of ambition and
vision. They are simply messaging
bills.

So we have an alternative to put for-
ward, a bill that already has broad sup-
port in this body. The bill would sup-
port textile research and innovation in
the United States, strengthening the
Make It In America movement as an
instrument for creating American jobs,
bolstering our economy, and improving
our international competitiveness.

The ATTIRE Act would establish a
Department of Commerce grant pro-
gram to fund textile research, sup-
porting innovation in the U.S. textile
and fiber products industry. The bill is
fully paid for. Although our Nation’s
manufacturing base has suffered major
losses over the last 20 years, the Amer-
ican textile industry continues to em-
ploy over 500,000 workers across the
country and contributes nearly $60 bil-
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lion to our gross domestic product an-
nually.

Even in the face of an economic
downturn, the industry continues to
thrive and adapt to the competitive
global marketplace by remaining at
the cutting edge of innovations in tex-
tile and fiber technologies. Despite all
this, there is currently no dedicated
source of Federal funding for research
into new textile applications and mar-
ket opportunities.

Mr. Speaker, some of our colleagues
may need to be disabused of the notion
that the textile industry is old or in-
flexible or in decline. That is an
undeserved reputation. The fact is our
Nation’s leading textile research uni-
versities, research institutes, and tex-
tile firms that have been quick to fol-
low up on research findings have made
remarkable progress, particularly in
the areas of nonwoven fabrics. They
have developed innovative technologies
and materials with applications in in-
dustries as varied as aerospace, bio-
medical, and alternative energy.

The applications for advanced tex-
tiles in the areas of defense and home-
land security, notably for first respond-
ers, are especially promising. I am re-
ferring to major advances in heat-re-
sistant clothing, bacteria-resistant
microfibers, and nanofibers able to
conduct electricity and capture solar
energy.

Additional advances are promised by
new manufacturing, processing, and
fitting technologies currently under
development. Such advances in proc-
essing hold the promise of ‘‘reshoring”’
many of those textile jobs lost over the
past 20 years to low-wage countries.

Mr. Speaker, Federal support for tex-
tile research isn’t a new idea. Between
1986 and 2010, the Department of Com-
merce provided consistent and ongoing
annual support for textile research
conducted by entities such as the Na-
tional Textile Center, a research part-
nership of eight universities, and TC-
Squared, a leading industry consor-
tium.

Since 2010, however, the Department
has not provided any comparable
source of funding for advanced tech-
nical research, largely because Con-
gress has not provided that funding. In-
dustry stakeholders as varied as high-
end athletic and outdoor apparel com-
panies, aerospace manufacturers, de-
fense contractors, and defense textile
manufacturers all recognize the impor-
tance of Federal support for advanced
textile research.

So instead of spending time on short-
sighted legislation undermining the
EPA’s ability to do its job, we should
instead be focusing on forward-think-
ing manufacturing and economic pol-
icy to improve our Nation’s inter-
national competitiveness. With our
support, U.S. manufacturers and work-
ers will dominate the 21st century
global economy as they did in the 20th
century.

Mr. Speaker, if colleagues want to do
something serious to help American
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manufacturers and workers, then we
should support this bill. It is as simple
as that.

I urge defeat of the previous ques-
tion.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire from the gentleman if he has
additional speakers besides himself?

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I have
no additional speakers.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, we
had one other speaker who is not here,
but in light of that, I will close.

Mr. Speaker, as I said before, I am
going to ask my colleagues to vote
against the previous question. If the
previous question is defeated, we will
make in order the ATTIRE Act that
Mr. PRICE so carefully described to all
of us here today.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with the ex-
traneous material, immediately prior
to the vote on the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say in closing that it is frustrating
to be back after the election and to
kind of engage in the same old-same
old Republican partisan messaging
bills that are going nowhere that just
waste time. We ought to do the peo-
ple’s business in the next campaign
which is about to start in a little
while.

The fact that we are back here not
debating this conflict that is now going
on in the Middle East, the fact that we
are not debating an immigration bill,
the fact that we are not debating a pay
equity bill or a minimum wage bill and
we are doing this is very discouraging.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
send a strong statement today and vote
“no”” on this rule and certainly vote
“no”” on the previous question. I would
also urge, if the rule passes, that we
vote ‘‘no” on the underlying legisla-
tion. We have a lot of work to do. What
we are doing here today does not con-
stitute that work, and I regret it very
much.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, today’s rule provides
for the consideration of three impor-
tant bills to provide for open and trans-
parent rulemaking at the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. I certainly
want to thank the authors for their
thoughtful legislation. I want to urge
my colleagues to support both the rule
and the underlying bills.

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 756 OFFERED BY

MR. MCGOVERN OF MASSACHUSETTS

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing new sections:
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SEC. 6. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant 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 consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 937) to support innova-
tion and research in the United States tex-
tile and fiber products industry. 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 among and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology,
the chair and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means, and the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. All
points of order against provisions in the bill
are waived. At the conclusion of consider-
ation of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. 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. If the
Committee of the Whole rises and reports
that it has come to no resolution on the bill,
then on the next legislative day the House
shall, immediately after the third daily
order of business under clause 1 of rule XIV,
resolve into the Committee of the Whole for
further consideration of the bill.

SEC. 7. Clause 1(c¢) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 937.

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 Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

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.”

The Republican majority may 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. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of adoption of the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays
190, not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 521]

YEAS—225
Aderholt Chaffetz Fleming
Amash Clawson (FL) Flores
Amodei Coble Forbes
Bachus Coffman Fortenberry
Barletta Cole Foxx
Barr Collins (GA) Franks (AZ)
Barton Collins (NY) Frelinghuysen
Benishek Conaway Gardner
Bentivolio Cook Garrett
Bilirakis Cotton Gerlach
Bishop (UT) Cramer Gibbs
Black Crawford Gibson
Blackburn Crenshaw Gingrey (GA)
Boustany Culberson Gohmert
Brady (TX) Daines Goodlatte
Brat Davis, Rodney Gosar
Bridenstine Denham Gowdy
Brooks (AL) Dent Granger
Brooks (IN) DeSantis Graves (GA)
Broun (GA) DesJarlais Graves (MO)
Bucshon Diaz-Balart Griffin (AR)
Burgess Duffy Griffith (VA)
Byrne Duncan (SC) Grimm
Calvert Duncan (TN) Guthrie
Camp Ellmers Hanna
Capito Farenthold Harper
Carter Fincher Harris
Cassidy Fitzpatrick Hartzler
Chabot Fleischmann Hastings (WA)
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Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers

Adams
Barber
Barrow (GA)
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett

Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica

Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry

Petri
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford

NAYS—190

Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Enyart
Eshoo

Esty

Farr

Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holt

Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
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Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
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Richmond Scott (VA) Tsongas
Roybal-Allard Scott, David Van Hollen
Ruiz Serrano Vargas
Ruppersberger Sewell (AL) Veasey
Rush Shea-Porter Vela
Ryan (OH) Sinema Velazquez
Sanchez, Linda Sires Visclosky
T. Slaughter Walz
Sanchez, Loretta Speier Wasserman
Sarbanes Swalwell (CA) Schultz
Schakowsky Takano Waters
Schiff Thompson (CA) Waxman
Schneider Thompson (MS)  Welch
Schrader Tierney Wilson (FL)
Schwartz Tonko Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—19
Bachmann Hall Negrete McLeod
Buchanan Hastings (FL) Roskam
Campbell Hurt Sherman
Davis, Danny Jackson Lee Smith (WA)
Duckworth Miller, Gary Titus
Engel Moore
Fattah Mullin
0O 1322
Messrs. HINOJOSA and DOGGETT

changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
una,y‘n

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. HURT. Mr. Speaker, | was not present
for rollcall vote No. 521, a recorded vote on H.
Res. 756. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

Stated against:

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 521,
had | been present, | would have voted “no.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand 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 227, noes 192,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 522]

AYES—227
Aderholt Cole Garrett
Amash Collins (GA) Gerlach
Amodei Collins (NY) Gibbs
Bachus Conaway Gibson
Barletta Cook Gingrey (GA)
Barr Cotton Gohmert
Barton Cramer Goodlatte
Benishek Crawford Gosar
Bentivolio Crenshaw Gowdy
Bilirakis Culberson Granger
Bishop (UT) Daines Graves (GA)
Black Dayvis, Rodney Graves (MO)
Blackburn Denham Griffin (AR)
Boustany Dent Griffith (VA)
Brady (TX) DeSantis Grimm
Brat DesJarlais Guthrie
Bridenstine Diaz-Balart Hanna
Brooks (AL) Duffy Harper
Brooks (IN) Duncan (SC) Harris
Broun (GA) Duncan (TN) Hartzler
Bucshon Ellmers Hastings (WA)
Burgess Farenthold Heck (NV)
Byrne Fincher Hensarling
Calvert Fitzpatrick Herrera Beutler
Camp Fleischmann Holding
Capito Fleming Hudson
Carter Flores Huelskamp
Cassidy Forbes Huizenga (MI)
Chabot Fortenberry Hultgren
Chaffetz Foxx Hunter
Clawson (FL) Franks (AZ) Hurt
Coble Frelinghuysen Issa
Coffman Gardner Jenkins

Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Mulvaney

Adams
Barber
Barrow (GA)
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Enyart

Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry

Petri
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock

NOES—192

Eshoo
Esty
Farr
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holt
Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
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Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (S0)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
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Schneider Speier Vela
Schrader Swalwell (CA) Velazquez
Schwartz Takano Visclosky
Scott (VA) Thompson (CA) Walz
Scott, David Thompson (MS)  Wasserman
Serrano Tierney Schultz
Sewell (AL) Titus Waters
Shea-Porter Tonko Waxman
Sherman Tsongas

X Welch
Sinema Van Hollen .

. N Wilson (FL)
Sires Vargas v th
Slaughter Veasey armu

NOT VOTING—15
Bachmann Engel Miller, Gary
Buchanan Fattah Moore
Campbell Hall Mullin
Davis, Danny Hastings (FL) Negrete McLeod
Duckworth Jackson Lee Smith (WA)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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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.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I
was unavoidably detained by a meeting
on constituency matters on rollcall
vote No. 521 and 522. If I had been
present, I would have voted ‘‘no’” on
rollcall vote No. 521 and ‘“‘no’’ on roll-
call vote No. 522.

—————

EPA SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD
REFORM ACT OF 2013

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, pur-
suant to House Resolution 756, I call up
the bill (H.R. 1422) to amend the Envi-
ronmental Research, Development, and
Demonstration Authorization Act of
1978 to provide for Scientific Advisory
Board member qualifications, public
participation, and for other purposes,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 756, the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology printed in the bill, is adopted,
and the bill, as amended, is considered
read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 1422

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 ‘“EPA Science
Advisory Board Reform Act of 2013”".

SEC. 2. SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD.

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—Section 8(b) of the Envi-
ronmental Research, Development, and Dem-
onstration Authorization Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C.
4365(b)) is amended to read as follows:

““(b)(1) The Board shall be composed of at
least nine members, one of whom shall be des-
ignated Chairman, and shall meet at such times
and places as may be designated by the Chair-
man in consultation with the Administrator.
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““(2) Each member of the Board shall be quali-
fied by education, training, and experience to
evaluate scientific and technical information on
matters referred to the Board under this section.
The Administrator shall select Board members
from nominations received as described in para-
graph (3) and shall ensure that—

‘“(A) the scientific and technical points of
view represented on and the functions to be per-
formed by the Board are fairly balanced among
the members of the Board;

‘““(B) at least ten percent of the membership of
the Board are from State, local, or tribal govern-
ments;

“(C) persons with substantial and relevant ex-
pertise are not excluded from the Board due to
affiliation with or representation of entities that
may have a potential interest in the Board’s ad-
visory activities, so long as that interest is fully
disclosed to the Administrator and the public
and appointment to the Board complies with
section 208 of title 18, United States Code;

‘““(D) in the case of a Board advisory activity
on a particular matter involving a specific
party, no Board member having an interest in
the specific party shall participate in that activ-
ity;

‘““(E) Board members may mot participate in
advisory activities that directly or indirectly in-
volve review and evaluation of their own work;

‘“(F) Board members shall be designated as
special Government employees; and

‘“(G) mo federally registered lobbyist is ap-
pointed to the Board.

““(3) The Administrator shall—

““(A) solicit public nominations for the Board
by publishing a notification in the Federal Reg-
ister;

““(B) solicit nominations from relevant Federal
agencies, including the Departments of Agri-
culture, Defense, Energy, and Health and
Human Services;

“(C) make public the list of nominees, includ-
ing the identity of the entities that nominated
them, and shall accept public comment on the
nominees;

‘““(D) require that, upon their provisional nom-
ination, nominees shall file a written report dis-
closing financial relationships and interests, in-
cluding Environmental Protection Agency
grants, contracts, cooperative agreements, or
other financial assistance, that are relevant to
the Board’s advisory activities for the three-
year period prior to the date of their nomina-
tion, and relevant professional activities and
public statements for the five-year period prior
to the date of their nomination; and

‘““(E) make such reports public, with the excep-
tion of specific dollar amounts, for each member
of the Board upon such member’s selection.

‘“(4) Disclosure of relevant professional activi-
ties under paragraph (3)(D) shall include all
representational work, expert testimony, and
contract work as well as identifying the party
for which the work was done.

‘““(5) Except when specifically prohibited by
law, the Agency shall make all conflict of inter-
est waivers granted to members of the Board,
member committees, or investigative panels pub-
licly available.

““(6) Any recusal agreement made by a member
of the Board, a member committee, or an inves-
tigative panel, or any recusal known to the
Agency that occurs during the course of a meet-
ing or other work of the Board, member com-
mittee, or investigative panel shall promptly be
made public by the Administrator.

‘““(7) The terms of the members of the Board
shall be three years and shall be staggered so
that the terms of no more than one-third of the
total membership of the Board shall expire with-
in a single fiscal year. No member shall serve
more than two terms over a ten-year period.”’.

(b) RECORD.—Section 8(c) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 4365(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘risk or hazard assessment,’”
after “at the time any proposed’’; and
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(B) by inserting ‘‘risk or hazard assessment,”
after “‘to the Board such proposed’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘risk or hazard assessment,’
after “‘the scientific and technical basis of the
proposed’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following: “The
Board’s advice and comments, including dis-
senting views of Board members, and the re-
sponse of the Administrator shall be included in
the record with respect to any proposed risk or
hazard assessment, criteria document, standard,
limitation, or regulation and published in the
Federal Register.”’.

(¢c) MEMBER COMMITTEES AND INVESTIGATIVE
PANELS.—Section 8(e) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
4365(e)) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘“‘These member committees and inves-
tigative panels—

‘(1) shall be constituted and operate in ac-
cordance with the provisions set forth in para-
graphs (2) and (3) of subsection (b), in sub-
section (h), and in subsection (i);

“(2) do not have authority to make decisions
on behalf of the Board; and

“(3) may mot report directly to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.”’.

(d) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—Section 8 of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 4365) is amended by adding after
subsection (g) the following:

“(h)(1) To facilitate public participation in
the advisory activities of the Board, the Admin-
istrator and the Board shall make public all re-
ports and relevant scientific information and
shall provide materials to the public at the same
time as received by members of the Board.

“(2) Prior to conducting major advisory ac-
tivities, the Board shall hold a public informa-
tion-gathering session to discuss the state of the
science related to the advisory activity.

““(3) Prior to convening a member committee or
investigative panel under subsection (e) or re-
questing scientific advice from the Board, the
Administrator shall accept, consider, and ad-
dress public comments on questions to be asked
of the Board. The Board, member committees,
and investigative panels shall accept, consider,
and address public comments on such questions
and shall not accept a question that unduly
narrows the scope of an advisory activity.

‘““(4) The Administrator and the Board shall
encourage public comments, including oral com-
ments and discussion during the proceedings,
that shall not be limited by an insufficient or
arbitrary time restriction. Public comments shall
be provided to the Board when received. The
Board’s reports shall include written responses
to significant comments offered by members of
the public to the Board.

“(5) Following Board meetings, the public
shall be given 15 calendar days to provide addi-
tional comments for consideration by the
Board.”.

(e) OPERATIONS.—Section 8 of such Act (42
U.S.C. 4365) is further amended by adding after
subsection (h), as added by subsection (d) of this
section, the following:

“(i)(1) In carrying out its advisory activities,
the Board shall strive to avoid making policy
determinations or recommendations, and, in the
event the Board feels compelled to offer policy
advice, shall explicitly distinguish between sci-
entific determinations and policy advice.

““(2) The Board shall clearly communicate un-
certainties associated with the scientific advice
provided to the Administrator.

“(3) The Board shall ensure that advice and
comments reflect the views of the members and
shall encourage dissenting members to make
their views known to the public and the Admin-
istrator.

““(4) The Board shall conduct periodic reviews
to ensure that its advisory activities are address-
ing the most important scientific issues affecting
the Environmental Protection Agency.’’.

SEC. 3. RELATION TO THE FEDERAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ACT.

Nothing in this Act or the amendments made

by this Act shall be construed as supplanting
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the requirements of the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.).

SEC. 4. RELATION TO THE ETHICS IN GOVERN-
MENT ACT OF 1978.

Nothing in this Act or the amendments made
by this Act shall be construed as supplanting
the requirements of the Ethics in Government
Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 1
hour of debate on the bill, as amended,
it shall be in order to consider the fur-
ther amendment printed in part A of
House Report 113-626, if offered by the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. STEWART),
or his designee, which shall be consid-
ered read and shall be separately debat-
able for 10 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an op-

ponent.
The gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
SCHWEIKERT) and the gentlewoman

from Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on the bill, H.R. 1422.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Members of Congress have been ask-
ing for greater transparency from the
EPA’s Science Advisory Board for
years, and the EPA Science Advisory
Board Reform Act, we believe, address-
es those concerns.

Currently, the board is made up of 52
members appointed by the Adminis-
trator of the EPA to serve 3-year
terms. The large majority of these
members are affiliated with academic
institutions, while private industry
and other interested parties are unrep-
resented.

The only State governments rep-
resented are California and Vermont,
while tribal and local governments
have no representation on the board.
Under H.R. 1422, at least 10 percent of
the board members will be from States,
local governments, or tribal entities.

The bill reinforces peer-review re-
quirements and reduces conflicts of in-
terest while providing opportunity for
disinterested panelists to make their
views known.

The EPA Science Advisory Board Re-
form Act promises fairness, trans-
parency, and independence to ensure
unbiased advice is given to the EPA.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. STEWART), and I ask
unanimous consent that he be per-
mitted to control the time.

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

There was no objection.
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Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 1422, the EPA Science Advisory
Board Reform Act. I thank my col-
leagues, Mr. SMITH and Mr.
SCHWEIKERT, for their intention to im-
prove the EPA’s Science Advisory
Board, and I thank them for working
with me on other legislation that
passed the Science Committee in the
House on a bipartisan basis. It is unfor-
tunate that we could not be repeating
that bipartisan collaboration today.

My colleagues who support H.R. 1422
may describe this bill as an attempt to
strengthen public participation in
EPA’s scientific review process, im-
prove the process for selecting expert
advisers, expand transparency require-
ments, and limit nonscientific policy
advice within EPA’s Science Advisory
Board. All of these are good govern-
ment principles that I agree with.

If this bill achieved those goals, I
would be here today supporting it.
However, on close examination of its
provisions, H.R. 1422 would not achieve
these good government goals. Instead
of improving the Science Advisory
Board structure or operation, the bill
before us today will likely limit the
quality of scientific advice the EPA re-
ceives and further delay EPA’s regu-
latory process.

H.R. 1422 would make it easier for in-
dustry representatives to serve on a
board, even if they have a financial
conflict of interest. To be clear, and
this is something with which I trust
my Republican colleagues would agree,
I am not opposed to industry experts
participating on the Science Advisory
Board or in the peer-review process at
the EPA. In fact, their insight into
processes and industry can provide val-
uable guidance to an advisory body.

That being said, Congress should not
be endorsing legislation that under-
mines longstanding ethics require-
ments and practices with the end re-
sult being an overrepresentation of in-
dustry voices on EPA’s Science Advi-
sory Board, and that is likely to be the
result of this bill today.

At the same time this bill eases the
way for more industry members, the
act also makes it difficult, if not im-
possible, for the best and brightest
from academia to serve because it
would exclude from the board anyone
who has participated in activities that
were even indirectly reviewed by the
EPA.

This provision would disqualify some
of the most qualified scientists because
academic researchers frequently need
to compete for research funds from the
Federal Government, and that includes
the EPA.

Additionally, it appears H.R. 1422
would also significantly delay the work
of the Science Advisory Board with
new provisions that would require writ-
ten responses to significant public
comments following new public infor-
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mation-gathering sessions, a require-
ment that is duplicative because the
board meetings are already open to the
public and have time set aside for pub-
lic comment. These provisions would
simply result in more work without
more resources and unlimited time to
halt, derail, or slow EPA actions.

Finally, this bill sets a quota for
membership on the Scientific Advisory
Board from State, local, or tribal gov-
ernments, which could very well mean
that more qualified experts would not
be able to serve.

EPA’s science is tied to its mission,
to protect public health and the envi-
ronment through rational regulation.
Scientific research, knowledge, and
technical expertise are fundamental to
EPA’s mission and inform its regu-
latory functions.

The need for that expertise is why
Congress created advisory bodies such
as the Science Advisory Board in the
first place, to provide independent ad-
vice on the science underpinning regu-
lation, which in turn allows the EPA
Administrator to make sound regu-
latory decisions.

Instead of undermining the scientific
advice EPA receives, we should be giv-
ing the Agency the tools they need to
strengthen and improve the regulatory
process with sound science.

In closing, I want to again thank my
colleagues, Mr. STEWART and Mr.
SCHWEIKERT, for their efforts.

This bill does not do what it needs to
do. I want to quote from a letter I re-
ceived from a coalition of organiza-
tions, including Physicians for Social
Responsibility, Clean Water Action,
and more. The letter states:

The bill shifts the current presumption
against including people with financial con-
flicts on SAB panels ... The bill’s provi-
sions are inconsistent with a set of nearly
universally accepted scientific principles to
eliminate or limit financial conflicts.

I agree with this assessment of H.R.
1422, and I urge my colleagues to join
me in opposing this bill.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding, and I would like to also
thank the ranking member, my friend
from Oregon. We disagree on this bill,
as it will become evident through this
debate today, but she has always been
respectful and professional, and I ap-
preciate that.

The issues we are debating today are
important, and the decisions we will
make today are significant. There is a
process that is broken, and it is
through this bill that we cannot only
improve that process, but also restore
trust between the American people and
the Federal Government.

0 1345
If I could reemphasize what I just
said, the process is broken. This is an

opportunity for us to restore trust be-
tween the American people and the
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Federal Government that has fostered
so much distrust of late.

Established by Congress in 1978, the
EPA’s Science Advisory Board, or what
we refer to as SAB, is intended to pro-
vide meaningful, balanced, and inde-
pendent reviews of the science con-
ducted and used by the Agency. Its
members are selected by the EPA Ad-
ministrator, and it plays an important
role in reviewing everything from the
EPA’s research budget to individual
chemical assessments.

This panel is indispensable in criti-
cally reviewing the underlying science
of virtually all major EPA regulatory
activities. That is a tall order in recent
years, especially given the fact that
the Agency has pursued an over-
reaching, economically threatening
agenda, creating an environment where
politics and policies have taken the
wheel from unbiased science.

This bill contains basic, good govern-
ment changes and draws upon non-
controversial provisions of the Federal
Advisory Committee handbook, the
EPA’s own Peer Review Handbook, the
National Academies’ committee com-
position and conflict of interest policy,
and even recommendations from the

Science Committee testimony and
other outside groups.
It has widespread support from

groups such as the National Chamber
of Commerce, the National Association
of Manufacturers, the American Farm
Bureau, the American Road & Trans-
portation Builders Association, the
American Chemistry Council, the
American Gas Association, Small Busi-
ness and Entrepreneurship Council,
Portland Cement Association, the
American Forest and Paper Associa-
tion, and I could go on and on with a
long list of councils and associations
that support this legislation.

It makes important clarifying
changes to the scope of SAB’s purview
and institutes commonsense reforms. I
would like to emphasize this. You are
going to hear this again and again
today: commonsense reforms to im-
prove transparency. How can you argue
against that? It specifically builds
upon the bipartisan agreement made to
the SAB in the farm bill.

H.R. 1422 would also facilitate mean-
ingful public participation across all of
the standing committees. Once again,
let me emphasize that: it facilitates
meaningful public participation. And
let’s be clear. The transparency and
the public participation concerns ad-
dressed in this bill are not without
merit.

For example, in my own experience,
during a hearing in the Science Com-
mittee last year, I was alarmed to hear
from both SAB members and the chair
of the EPA’s Clean Air Scientific Advi-
sory Committee and a State official
testify that EPA’s science advisers vir-
tually never respond to public com-
ments and, in many cases, they don’t
even read these public comments.
Imagine the arrogance of a government
committee that pretends to seek public
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comment and promises to consider
those comments, and then to learn
that they don’t even read them, let
alone consider what has been said. This
bill would change that.

This bill also provides clarity to the
SAB member selection and disclosure
process. Despite an existing require-
ment that these panels be ‘‘fairly bal-
anced in terms of point of view rep-
resented,” EPA has systematically ex-
cluded State, local, and tribal entities
and private sector scientists from serv-
ing as advisers.

For example, last year EPA an-
nounced a new Hydraulic Fracturing
Research Advisory Panel. Even though
dozens of people with recent and direct
experience with oil and gas technical
developments were mnominated, the
EPA excluded nearly every one of them
from serving on the panel.

There are also a number of other un-
settling Agency trends about how the
EPA selects its supposedly independent
advisers. For instance, according to the
Congressional Research Service, al-
most 60 percent of the members of
EPA’s chartered SAB and Clean Air
Scientific Advisory Committee have di-
rectly received grants from the Agen-
cy, and that is only since the year 2000.
These advisers served as principal or
co-investigators for EPA grants, total-
ing approximately $140 million. The
EPA also frequently chooses panelists
whose research is directly or indirectly
under review.

And finally, in addition, many of the
SAB panelists have clearly taken sides
or made public pronouncements on
issues they are advising about. For ex-
ample, roughly 40 percent of the cur-
rent panel members reviewing the
science behind upcoming EPA ozone
standards have already made state-
ments that the regulations should be
more stringent.

The issues identified in this bill seem
to many as too specific and diving into
the weeds, but credible peer review is
critical to everything the EPA does.
We may not be able to control all the
EPA’s regulatory overreach, but guar-
anteeing that there is an independent
check whose sole focus is to provide
unbiased, independent science is essen-
tial to the process.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Before I yield, I will place into the
RECORD letters from various groups op-
posed to this bill, including the Union
of Concerned Scientists, Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, and Physi-
cians for Social Responsibility, among
many others.

In addition, I will place into the
RECORD the Administration’s State-
ment of Administration Policy on the
bill threatening a veto if the bill were
to pass.

UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS,
Cambridge, MA, November 17, 2014.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The Union of Con-

cerned Scientists strongly opposes the EPA

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Science Advisory Board Reform Act of 2013,
H.R. 1422, set to be voted on by the House as
early as November 18. This bill will cripple
the Environmental Protection Agency’s abil-
ity to protect public health informed by the
best available science.

When he discussed his proposal last year,
Rep. Chris Stewart (UT) revealed the real
purpose of his bill. He attacked the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) for ‘‘pro-
mulgating air quality regulations that could
shut down large swaths of the West, under-
taking thinly veiled attacks on the safety of
hydraulic fracturing, or pursuing job-killing
climate regulations. . . .”

This proposal will make it nearly impos-
sible for the Board to do the crucial inde-
pendent evaluations of EPA scientific anal-
yses that enable the agency to protect public
health. This bill opens the door for more cor-
porate influence on the Board, because the
bill directly stipulates that experts with fi-
nancial ties to corporations affected by SAB
assessments are ‘“‘not excluded.” This signal
likely will increase the number of conflicted
SAB panelists empowering companies to
delay the SAB’s work for years, if not dec-
ades. It strikes at the heart of the whole con-
cept of independent reviews, and at a time
when the ability of corporations to influence
policy is already high.

At the same time this bill encourages cor-
porate experts to join the SAB, it creates
roadblocks for academic experts to meaning-
fully participate by banning experts’ partici-
pation in ‘“‘advisory activities that directly
or indirectly involve review and evaluation
of their own work.” This effectively turns
the idea of conflict of interest on its head,
with the bizarre presumption that corporate
experts with direct financial interests are
not conflicted while academics who work on
these issues are.

The notion that a member of the SAB can-
not participate in a discussion that cites the
member’s own work is counterproductive
and goes far beyond the common-sense limits
imposed by the National Academies. Of
course, a scientist with expertise on topics
the Science Advisory Board addresses likely
will have done peer-reviewed studies on that
topic. That makes the scientist’s evaluation
more valuable, not less.

The bill offers almost limitless opportuni-
ties for public comment, opportunities that
only benefit moneyed special interests. For
example, for each major advisory activity,
the Board must convene a public informa-
tion-gathering session ‘‘to discuss the state
of the science’ related to that activity.

It is possible, under this requirement, that
the Board may find itself repeatedly reexam-
ining ‘‘the state of the science’ on climate
change or the harmful effects of certain tox-
ins—each time it made an assessment that
touched on either climate change impacts or
reducing air pollution.

In addition, both the EPA, before it asks
for the Board’s advice, and the Board itself,
would be required to ‘‘accept, consider, and
address” public comments on the agency’s
questions to the Board. As the SAB delib-
erates, it must also encourage public com-
ments ‘‘that shall not be limited by an insuf-
ficient or arbitrary time restriction.” In ef-
fect, these provisions turn a scientific eval-
uation into a public hearing, even though
EPA must already accept public input on all
its regulations.

The Board is required to respond in writing
to each ‘‘significant’ comment. In practice,
it is difficult to see how the Board could im-
pose any deadlines on accepting comment.
Nor is it a reasonable expectation on the
Board’s membership of pro bono experts.

The nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice estimates that implementing the law’s
mandates will cost the EPA about $2 million
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over a four-year period. These are funds that
could be put to much better use by a cash-
strapped agency.

This bill would not improve the work of
the Board, and would make it more difficult
for the EPA to receive the independent
science advice it needs to do its work. We
strongly urge your opposition.

Sincerely,
ANDREW A. ROSENBERG, PH.D.,

Director, Center for Science and Democracy,

Union of Concerned Scientists.

BLUEGREEN ALLIANCE; CENTER FOR
BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY; CENTER
FOR  EFFECTIVE GOVERNMENT;
CLEAN WATER ACTION; COMMU-
NICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA;
DEFENDERS OoF WILDLIFE;
EARTHJUSTICE; ENVIRONMENT
AMERICA; ENVIRONMENTAL DE-
FENSE FUND; INTERNATIONAL
UNION, UNITED AUTOMOBILE,
AEROSPACE & AGRICULTURAL IM-
PLEMENT WORKERS OF AMERICA
(UAW); LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION
VOTERS; NATURAL RESOURCES DE-
FENSE COUNCIL; PUBLIC CITIZEN;
SIERRA CLUB; SOUTHERN ENVIRON-
MENTAL LAW CENTER (SELC);
SOUTHERN OREGON CLIMATE AC-
TION Now; UTILITY WORKERS
UNION OF AMERICA (UWUA); WE
ACT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUS-
TICE.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of our
millions of members and supporters we
strongly urge you to oppose the trio of anti-
EPA bills hitting the floor this week: the
“Secret Science Reform Act of 2014 (H.R.
4012), the “EPA Science Advisory Board Re-
form Act of 2013” (H.R. 1422), and the ‘Pro-
moting New Manufacturing Act” (H.R. 4795).
Collectively, these misleadingly named bills
would radically diminish EPA’s ability to
protect public health. Under these bills, EPA
would be required to ignore significant
science; the Scientific Advisory Board would
be required to ignore conflicts of interest;
and enforcement officials would be required
to ignore pollution emitted in violation of
the law. These bills are broadly written and
would have damaging impacts far in excess
of what their sponsors will admit.

The ‘“‘Secret Science Reform Act,” H.R.
4012, is based on a faulty premise. Its notion
of ‘‘secret science,” based on claims about
studies of fine soot pollution conducted al-
most two decades ago, is unfounded despite
lengthy congressional inquiries. The bill
would deny EPA the ability to rely upon
peer-reviewed medical studies that involve
commitments to patient confidentiality,
when the agency carries out its statutory re-
sponsibilities to safeguard public health and
the environment. Further, this bill would ef-
fectively amend numerous environmental
statutes by forbidding EPA to use certain
kinds of studies in setting health standards.
It would also make it impossible for EPA to
use many kinds of economic models it rou-
tinely relies on because those models are
proprietary. This marks a radical departure
from longstanding practices. Its end result
would be to make it much more difficult to
protect the public by forcing EPA to ignore
key scientific studies.

H.R. 1422 would attack EPA’s scientific
process in a different way. This bill would
significantly weaken the content and credi-
bility of the Scientific Advisory Board (SAB)
reviews—a textbook example of making a
government program function poorly to the
benefit of polluting industries and at the ex-
pense of public health and independent
science. The bill will add unnecessary new
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burdens on the SAB, distorting its mission
and altering its process with no benefit to
EPA or the public. The worst provision
would mandate allowing the participation of
scientists with financial conflicts of interest,
as long as those conflicts are disclosed. This
is inconsistent with a set of nearly univer-
sally accepted scientific principles to elimi-
nate or limit financial conflicts. The bill
also significantly broadens the scope of the
SAB and creates a comment process that
will add needless delay to the Board’s work.
The result would be further stalling and un-
dermining of important public health, safe-
ty, and environmental protections.

Lastly, H.R. 4795 is a substantive attack on
our nation’s right to clean air protections. It
would grant amnesty from national clean air
health standards, create red tape and cause
unintended burdens to local businesses. The
bill would exacerbate air pollution nation-
wide, causing harm to public health and
making the jobs of state and local officials
harder to perform. Newly permitted indus-
trial facilities would be allowed to operate in
violation of national health standards, while
other local businesses and local communities
would have to ‘“‘pick up the slack’ and be pe-
nalized for the new facility’s amnesty and
pollution. In so doing, the bill repeals a
health safeguard in place for nearly 40 years
under the Clean Air Act, making it more dif-
ficult for states to permit new facilities
while also keeping their air clean.

This legislation will obstruct the imple-
mentation and enforcement of critical envi-
ronmental statutes, undermine the EPA’s
ability to consider and use science, and jeop-
ardize public health. For these reasons, we
urge you to oppose these bills.

Sincerely,

BlueGreen Alliance; Center for Biological
Diversity; Center for Effective Government;
Clean Water Action; Communications Work-
ers of America; Defenders of Wildlife;
Earthjustice; Environment America; Envi-
ronmental Defense Fund; International
Union, United Automobile, Aerospace & Ag-
ricultural Implement Workers of America
(UAW); League of Conservation Voters; Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council; Public Cit-
izen; Sierra Club; Southern Environmental
Law Center (SELC); Southern Oregon Cli-
mate Action Now; Utility Workers Union of
America (UWUA); WE ACT for Environ-
mental Justice.

NOVEMBER 17, 2014.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The undersigned
individuals and organizations working on
public health and science-informed regula-
tion strongly oppose H.R. 4012, the Secret
Science Reform Act, and H.R. 1422, the EPA
Science Advisory Board Reform Act, up for a
House vote as early as November 18.

Both bills would severely undermine the
ability of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) to use the best available sci-
entific evidence when making decisions re-
garding the protection of public health and
safety and the environment.

H.R. 4012, the erroneously named Secret
Science Reform Act, would tie the EPA’s
hands by restricting the information it can
use to develop protective regulations. The
EPA could only regulate based on publicly
available scientific data. This restriction
would block the agency’s use of many dif-
ferent types of public health data, such as
those for which public release would violate
privacy protections, or data from corpora-
tions that are designated as confidential
business information.

It also would restrict the use of scientific
data that is not ‘‘reproducible.”” This provi-
sion seems to adopt a very narrow view of
scientific information solely based on lab-
oratory experiments. As major scientific so-
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cieties including the American Association
for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) have
noted, such a restriction would eliminate the
use of most epidemiological and public
health data, such as those regarding the pub-
lic health impacts of air pollution, because
these data are collected in long-term studies
following individuals longitudinally.

Not only do privacy concerns arise, but
such studies are not inherently reproduced
in the way a laboratory experiment or a clin-
ical trial may be. It would be unethical to
deliberately expose adults or children to air
pollution merely to determine whether the
increased rates of asthma and heart attacks
caused by such exposures can be duplicated,
or to encourage teenagers to smoke to re-as-
sess the toxic effects of tobacco.

H.R. 1422, the EPA Science Advisory Board
Reform Act would greatly weaken the EPA’s
advisory process, ensuring that recommenda-
tions from its independent Science Advisory
Board (SAB) will be dominated by corporate
special interests. While the bill has been im-
proved by several amendments offered by mi-
nority members of the House Science Com-
mittee, it still remains unacceptable.

This bill opens the door to increased cor-
porate influence on the Board, both by en-
couraging the EPA to accept more SAB pan-
elists with corporate ties, and disqualifying
some of the nation’s leading experts.

The bill’s overly broad restriction that a
member of the SAB cannot participate in a
discussion that cites the member’s own work
is counterproductive, and goes far beyond
the common-sense limits imposed by the Na-
tional Academies. Of course, a scientist with
expertise on topics the SAB addresses likely
will have done peer-reviewed studies and
other work on that topic. That makes the
scientist’s evaluation more valuable, not
less.

Even worse, the bill requires the SAB to
remain in an endless loop soliciting public
comment about the ‘‘state of the science”
touching on every major advisory activity it
undertakes and responding to nearly every
comment before moving forward, without
being limited by any time constraints. At
best, the SAB will be reduced to busy work.
At worst, the SAB’s assessments will address
the concerns of corporations, not the desires
of citizens for science-informed regulation
that protects public health.

These bills together will greatly impede
the ability of EPA, and potentially other
agencies, to utilize the best available
science, independently reviewed, to inform
regulations crucial to public health and the
environment.

We strongly urge you to vote No on H.R.
4012 and H.R. 1422.
Sincerely,

Center for Science and Democracy at the
Union of Concerned Scientists; Annie
Appleseed Project; Breast Cancer Action;
Center for Medical Consumers; Institute for
Ethics and Emerging Technologies; National
Center for Health Research; National Physi-
cians Alliance; Our Bodies, Ourselves; Physi-
cians for Social Responsibility; Public Cit-
izen; The TMJ Association; Woodymatters;
Susan F. Wood, PhD, Associate Professor,
Director, Jacobs Institute of Women’s
Health, The George Washington University,
Milken Institute School of Public Health;
John H. Powers, MD, Associate Clinical Pro-
fessor of Medicine, The George Washington
University School of Medicine.
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LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS,
Washington, DC, November 17, 2014.
Re Oppose H.R. 1422, H.R. 4012, and H.R. 4795:
An Attack on Scientific Integrity and
Public Health.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The League of Con-
servation Voters (LCV) works to turn envi-
ronmental values into national priorities.
Each year, LCV publishes the National Envi-
ronmental Scorecard, which details the vot-
ing records of members of Congress on envi-
ronmental legislation. The Scorecard is dis-
tributed to LCV members, concerned voters
nationwide, and the media.

LCV urges you to vote NO on H.R. 1422.
H.R. 4012, and H.R. 4795.

H.R. 1422, the so-called EPA Science Advi-
sory Board Reform Act would undermine the
ability of the Science Advisory Board to pro-
vide independent scientific advice to the En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA). This
bill would allow industry participation on
the Scientific Advisory Board, while pre-
venting subject experts from being included.
Additionally, new burdens imposed on the
Board would needlessly delay necessary pub-
lic health and environmental protections.

H.R. 4012, the so-called Secret Science Re-
form Act of 2014 would endanger public
health by preventing the EPA from using the
best available science. The bill contains fa-
vorable exemptions for industry and would
severely restrict the health studies that the
EPA is able to use by prohibiting the use of
peer-reviewed studies with confidential
health information. These types of studies
are the basis for the best research on pollu-
tion’s effects on people. This legislation crip-
ples the EPA’s ability to develop effective
public health safeguards.

H.R. 4795, the so-called Promoting New
Manufacturing Act is an attack on clean air
protections. This bill would create unclear
procedural requirements and loopholes that
could allow newly permitted industrial fa-
cilities to be exempted from the most recent
national air quality standards set by the
EPA. This legislation effectively creates am-
nesty for new facilities while delaying the
permitting process and threatening public
health.

We urge you to REJECT H.R. 1422, H.R.
4012, and H.R. 4795, a collective attack on sci-
entific integrity and public health. We will
strongly consider including votes on these
bills in the 2014 Scorecard.

Sincerely,
GENE KARPINSKI,
President.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

H.R. 1422—EPA SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD
REFORM ACT OF 2013
(Rep. Stewart, R-UT, and 21 cosponsor, Nov.
17, 2014)

The Administration strongly opposes H.R.
1422, which would affect the ability of EPA’s
Science Advisory Board (SAB) to form pan-
els and perform its essential functions. The
SAB, along with other functions, reviews the
quality and adequacy of certain scientific
and technical information used by EPA or
proposed as the basis for EPA regulations.
Therefore, it is imperative that the SAB be
composed of the most knowledgeable sci-
entific and technical experts available. The
Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA),
which governs Federal advisory committees
such as the SAB, provides for balanced pan-
els and subcommittees that include experts
with diverse backgrounds who represent
wide-ranging perspectives.

H.R. 1422 would negatively affect the ap-
pointment of experts and would weaken the
scientific independence and integrity of the



November 18, 2014

SAB. For example, the bill would impose a
hiring quota for SAB members based on em-
ployment by a State, local, or tribal govern-
ment as opposed to scientific expertise. Fur-
ther, it would prohibit a SAB member from
participating in ‘“‘advisory activities that di-
rectly or indirectly involve review and eval-
uation of their own work.” Determining the
practical meaning of ‘‘indirect’ involvement
will be difficult and consequently problem-
atic to implement. The provisions on ap-
pointment of experts to the SAB and various
other requirements could preclude the nomi-
nation of scientists with significant exper-
tise in their fields.

H.R. 1422 also would add burdensome re-
quirements on the SAB with respect to solic-
itation of and response to public comments,
above and beyond those imposed by FACA.
These new requirements would saddle the
SAB with workload that would impair its
ability to carry out its mandate. Further,
H.R. 1422 would add an unnecessary, burden-
some, and costly layer of requirements for
hazard and risk assessments without defin-
ing the scope of these requirements and ab-
sent recognition that many high profile as-
sessments already are reviewed by the SAB.

If the President were presented with H.R.
1422, his senior advisors would recommend
that he veto the bill.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
6 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON),
the ranking member of the Science
Committee.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, let me thank the
ranking member.

I rise in strong opposition to H.R.
1422, the EPA Science Advisory Board
Reform Act. H.R. 1422 is a continuation
of the majority’s anti-science agenda.
It benefits no one but the industry, and
it harms public health.

The bill before us today ‘‘reforms’”
EPA’s Science Advisory Board not for
the better, but for the worse. The sup-
posed intent of H.R. 1422 is to improve
the process of selecting advisers to
serve on the Agency’s advisory board,
but, in reality, H.R. 1422 will allow the
board to be stacked with industry-af-
filiated representatives while making
it more difficult for the experts from
academia to serve on the board.

The role of the board is to provide
independent scientific analysis and ad-
vice to the EPA, which includes re-
viewing the quality and relevance of
scientific information used as the basis
for regulations.

My Republican colleagues seem to
have a fundamental distrust of sci-
entists from our Nation’s universities
because these researchers, the ones
with the most relevant expertise to
EPA’s mission of protecting public
health, are denied the opportunity to
provide EPA with their advice under
H.R. 1422. It is difficult to understand
how anyone could object to the most
expert academics in the country being
called on to offer their expertise to
EPA. Who would know better whether
EPA had mischaracterized the science
on an issue than the people who are
leaders in their respective fields?

The board is supposed to be composed
of experts, including those who may
have, literally, ‘“‘written the book’ on
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a matter. What is the alternative?
Should we find people to serve who are
less expert?

Equally troubling, H.R. 1422 goes out
of its way to guarantee that industry-
affiliated experts are the dominant
voice on the board of experts. An ex-
pert with an industry association is far
more likely to find that the science
they are asked to review will have a fi-
nancial impact on the employer. Aca-
demic scientists do not have such fi-
nancial conflicts of interest with the
board’s advice or EPA’s actions.

To be clear, I am not arguing that in-
dustry should have no representation
on EPA’s Science Advisory Board.
Their insight is valuable. But I do not
support stacking the board with indus-
try representatives, as would be the
outcome if this bill passes.

Another goal of H.R. 1422, as stated
by our colleagues on the other side of
the aisle, is to ‘“‘improve the science
that goes into EPA regulations.” H.R.
1422 falls shorts of that goal as well
and, instead, weakens and delays the
scientific review process, putting the
health of every American at risk.

As a former nurse, I cannot support
legislation that endangers public
health, and I strongly urge my col-
leagues to oppose H.R. 1422.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say that this
bill came out of committee without a
single Democratic vote.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Before 1 recognize the gentleman
from Texas, I would like to respond
briefly, if I could, to the minority
Member, some of her comments regard-
ing this bill.

The bill very clearly does not allow
for the SAB to be stacked, to use her
phrase, with the industry experts. I
have the bill before me. It is only a
couple of pages long. It is very simple.
I would ask anyone to show me the lan-
guage where it allows for the SAB to be
stacked with industry experts.

All we are asking is that there be
some balance to those experts who are
asked and that there, further, be trans-
parency, and that we understand who is
selected, why they were selected, and
why others were excluded from this,
just like, by the way, we are not asking
that those scientists who have EPA-
funded backgrounds be excluded. We
are not saying that they are conflicted
to the point where they couldn’t par-
ticipate. We recognize that they have
expertise that could help in this proc-
ess.

But we also are asking, on the other
hand, that we recognize that there are
industry experts who are currently
being excluded from this because of
their background. Of the 51 members of
the current SAB, only three—only
three—have any industry expertise,
and we are losing valuable insight and
valuable guidance because we don’t in-
clude them in the process.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. WEBER).

Mr. WEBER of Texas. I thank the
gentleman.
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Mr. Speaker, it seems that some of
the things that we are hearing from
the opponents of the bill are that the
committee is going to be stacked with
people from industry, from the States.
It is as if the people from industry
can’t be trusted, people from States
can’t be trusted.

Then we hear the theme that there
was not a single Democratic vote to
get this bill out. It almost sounds like
the Affordable Care Act to me where
people—recent revelations are one of
the proponents has said that Ameri-
cans were too stupid to understand, so
that’s why the Affordable Care Act had
to be passed, and it couldn’t have
transparency because it would never
have passed Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 1422. The Science Advi-
sory Board, called the SAB—I guess we
would say this is a ‘‘sad SAB story”—
was established by Congress to review
the science behind the EPA’s decisions
and to advise Congress and the EPA on
science and technical matters. Unfor-
tunately, the SAB is no longer func-
tioning as designed, without the impar-
tiality and expertise needed to be an
effective arbiter of EPA’s use of
science in its regulations.

Why no transparency, Mr. Speaker?
That is what we have got to ask. The
American public deserves trans-
parency. These are taxpayer dollars we
are talking about.

The membership of the SAB has ex-
cluded individuals from the State agen-
cies and private sector. Again, I would
remind us that these are the people
who build communities and industries
in neighborhoods, in cities, in towns,
and in States.

Can you say 10th Amendment?

States have all the rights reserved.
They are the building block. Commu-
nities, citizens, industry is the building
block of this country. This is a country
that has a government, not a govern-
ment that has a country.

So, as the EPA continues its regu-
latory assault on America’s economy,
it is critically important that Congress
act to improve the quality of EPA’s use
of science in its decisions. This bill,
this legislation, will do just that. It
will improve the quality of SAB’s
membership. It will increase public
participation in its scientific reviews.
It will allow for dissenting opinions
among its members and limit the
SAB’s activities to questions of
science, not policy.

0 1400

And I want to say thank you to Con-
gressman STEWART and Chairman
SMITH for bringing this important leg-
islation to the floor today. It is very
important that we get on top of this.
The American people deserve trans-
parency, they deserve a seat at the
table, and they deserve nothing less.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, before 1
yield to the gentleman from California,
I just want to respond that, certainly,
we on this side of the aisle agree with
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the goal of transparency. However,
transparency does not mean letting in-
dustry, people with a financial inter-
est, serve by disclosing it. That is not
what transparency means.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. BERA),
who is not only a physician but a great
member of the Science Committee.

Mr. BERA of California. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank my colleague from Or-
egon for her leadership on the Science
Committee as well as our ranking
member from Texas for her leadership.

But I have to rise in opposition of
H.R. 1442, the EPA Science Advisory
Board Reform Act, and here is why: it
is absolutely accurate that the best
science and the best advice comes from
multiple perspectives. You certainly
need the perspective of industry, but
you have to independently have that
perspective of science as well.

You need a board that is unbiased,
that is unfettered, that is transparent,
that is looking at it from the perspec-
tive of advising Congress and giving us
the best possible advice because our
sole job is to protect our citizens, to
provide that best advice to our citi-
zens. That is what the advisory board
is designed to do and should do.

But it requires a delicate balance. It
can’t be stacked in one direction or the
other direction. You have to create
that transparency that allows for vi-
brant, unfettered dialogue.

And I say this as a scientist, as some-
one who has been on advisory boards.

Now, the importance of what the
EPA does and what advice they provide
Congress is incredibly important. I will
just share: I am a lifelong Californian.
I grew up in southern California. I grew
up at a time where I could actually see
the air that I was breathing, where
there were days that they ordered us to
stay inside.

It 1is through legislation, it is
through working with industry, it is
through looking at science that you
cannot only both protect our citizens,
protect our environment, but also ad-
vance industry.

I applaud the Science Committee and
Chairman SMITH for taking up this de-
bate. But let’s do it in a way that not
only is built on sound science, is built
on evidence, but also allows multiple
perspectives, not just from one side or
the other side, not just from one group
or another group, but creates this con-
text where we can have vibrant debate,
where we can get the best and most
sound science, and we can get the best
advice, which is what this group is sup-
posed to do. They are supposed to ad-
vise Congress and allow us to do our
job, which is to protect the citizens of
the United States.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
respond to some of the comments made
on the other side of the aisle.

All of us would be concerned if we
thought we were getting advice that
had been conflicted financially. I share
that concern. In fact, that was one of
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the primary reasons that we wrote this
bill. This bill, to say it again, seeks for
transparency and it seeks for openness.

If you are worried about industry ex-
perts being stacked on the SABs and
providing biased opinion and expertise,
I would ask you to give me an example
of this. Because I can give you an ex-
ample of exactly the opposite hap-
pening.

I will say it once again: 60 percent of
the current Members of the SAB have
$140 million in direct government
grants. Now, that is a clear conflict.
And yet once again, we are still willing
to work with that. We are not seeking
to exclude those members; we are sim-
ply seeking for transparency and open-
ness, and for that same standard to be
applied to industry experts as well who
could help us with their background
and their expertise.

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

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague from
Utah (Mr. STEWART) for introducing
H.R. 1442, the EPA Science Advisory
Board Reform Act. I rise in strong sup-
port of this piece of legislation.

As Mr. STEWART said, this bill will
increase transparency and give Ameri-
cans more opportunities for public
input and participation on Science Ad-
visory Board activities.

I believe this legislation builds on
the progress that we have made on im-
proving the Science Advisory Board.

I represent a district where agri-
culture is the economic driver and a
way of life. So it concerns me when I
learned that farmers did not even have
a seat at the table on the EPA Science
Advisory Board.

And the EPA Science Advisory
Board, Mr. Speaker, considers rules
that impact agriculture.

By working together on the farm bill,
my colleague Representative PETERSON
and I were able to ensure that farmers
have a stronger voice when it comes to
EPA regulations.

For the first time, agriculture inter-
ests will be represented within the
SAB. I can report that EPA has made
progress in standing up this ag-related
committee, and I believe the voices and
input provided by farmers and pro-
ducers to the EPA will make for more
commonsense policy.

H.R. 1422 will provide the public with
more access to scientific information
and more opportunities to comment on
board actions.

This legislation also ensures that
State and local government officials
would be part of the Science Advisory
Board. And as my colleague alluded to
earlier, we cannot have a Science Advi-
sory Board made up primarily of indi-
viduals who receive grant funding from
the Federal Government to make deci-
sions that affect them.

Again, I rise in support of this bill. I
thank my colleague from Utah.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, at this
point in time I am happy to yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
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Jersey (Mr. HoLT). I also want to men-
tion that not only is Mr. HOLT a sci-
entist and a great Member of Congress
but also has been named, starting in
February of 2015, the new CEO of the
American Association for the Advance-
ment of Science.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
good friend from Oregon. I rise in oppo-
sition to this legislation, H.R. 1422, as
yet another attempt to gut the EPA
and to reform it into an advocate for
industry.

Now, the proponents make claims
that sound noble and virtuous, like in-
creasing transparency and participa-
tion.

But make no mistake: the bill is sim-
ply a way to increase the role and in-
fluence of special interests, to tip the
scales in favor of these special inter-
ests, and to decrease actual scientific
input into the EPA decisions and rule-
making.

Let me try to explain what is wrong
here. Take, for example, the section in
this bill that limits participation of
board members who have relevant ex-
pertise.

Now, EPA has an advisory board
whose job it is to review scientific and
technical information being used as a
basis for agency regulations. However,
section 2 of this bill states: ‘‘Board
members may not participate in advi-
sory activities that directly or indi-
rectly involve review and evaluation of
their own work.”

Now, what does that worthy-sound-
ing clause mean? Here is how it has
been explained to me. If the EPA board
member is a leading scientist in a field
and has published works that are well
cited by other scientists and works
that would be used to establish the sci-
entific findings affecting possible regu-
lations, that board member would be
prohibited from reviewing any such
materials before the board related to
her or his expertise because it draws on
the scientific work of that person.

Now, I realize Congress sometimes
has trouble dealing with expertise, but
this bill is a solution in search of a
problem. The EPA advisory board does
and should use science; not industry
science, not government science—
science.

Science works so well and provides
the most reliable knowledge because it
is based on evidence, the validity of
which is determined by other scientists
in the free exchange of information.
Expertise and influence of a claim in
science and its application shouldn’t be
determined by the highest bidder or
the politically most powerful.

The science should be allowed to op-
erate. This restricts it or would re-
strict it if this were to become law.

Now, to make this bill even worse,
while the bill would exclude experts ad-
vising in areas of their expertise, it
would allow people with corporate or
special-interest bias to affect the rule-
making if they only state their affili-
ation.

Now, while it sounds good to say you
are increasing transparency, in reality
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this simply strengthens the role of spe-
cial interests—biased interests—in the
process.

I urge all Members to carefully re-
view the language and think about
these implications. I think they will
come to a decision to vote ‘“‘no.”

Mr. STEWART. Well, once again, I
just have to respond to some of the
things that the opposition is saying.

This is essentially their argument:
we think it is okay that 60 percent of
SAB members have $140 million in di-
rect government grants, and we think
it is okay that those same members are
then allowed to provide their own peer
review of their own work. That is okay.

I think it is very commonsensical to
realize there are inherent objections
and inherent conflicts in allowing that
sort of structure to continue to exist.

It is not gutting the EPA, as was
claimed, to ask to increase trans-
parency. It is not gutting the EPA to
ask for balance. That is all this bill
does.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HAR-
RIS), my good friend.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Utah for al-
lowing me to speak on this bill on the
floor. As the body may know, the gen-
tleman from Utah succeeded me as
chairman of that committee. We had
numerous hearings about the EPA
Science Advisory Board. So I am glad
that one of the results of those years of
hearings was H.R. 1422, and I rise to
support it.

Mr. Speaker, I hope America is
watching. The opponents of this bill
clearly and simply believe that people
who work for the government know
best.

We have heard 60 percent of the
Science Advisory Board works for the
government. They received millions
and millions of dollars in grants from
the EPA. They work for the govern-
ment. The other side wants America to
believe that because they work for the
government they know better.

Mr. Speaker, I did science, and I had
an academic appointment. You know,
the joke was that people who can, do,
and people who can’t, teach; that peo-
ple who don’t really know how to do
something end up in an academic insti-
tution and end up teaching. I have got
to tell you, there was some truth to
that.

What this bill does, it says that the
Scientific Advisory Board ought to be
made up of more than just academics
because that is really who makes up
the board now. It actually ought to be
made up of people who are in the field.

Mr. Speaker, let me tell you, you
know that some of the corporations
who are affected by the EPA hire the
best scientists they can because they
have to deal with the EPA, and those
scientific minds, in fact, work in the
private sector. They don’t work for
government.

What is wrong with a balanced ap-
proach? The gentleman from California
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said we should be unbiased, unfettered,
and transparent. That is what the
Science Advisory Board ought to be.

How can you be unbiased if you come
up with the wrong conclusion, the
Science Advisory Board? You are bit-
ing the hand that feeds you. Because 60
percent of those scientists derive their
grants from the EPA.

There is no way they can be unbi-
ased.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATHAM). The time of the gentleman
has expired.

Mr. STEWART. I yield the gentleman
an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, they are
neither unbiased nor unfettered. We
know fully and truly, as the gentleman
from Texas said, because of the revela-
tions of Mr. Gruber, that transparency
is not a major objective of the adminis-
tration. And I am afraid that has fil-
tered down to the EPA.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1422 makes sense.
The best advice is from a balanced
group of advisers. It is unbalanced at
the EPA now. This bill will provide
some balance. I encourage the body to
pass H.R. 1422.

0 1415

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I just want to respond, with all due
respect, to my colleagues who are pro-
moting this bill and asking for balance.

On the contrary, what this bill
achieves is not balance because, as ex-
plained, under this bill, people who are
employed by the industry with a finan-
cial conflict of interest can serve as
long as they disclose their conflict.

That is in contrast to current prac-
tice, which is biased, which is balanced
by membership, but people with finan-
cial conflicts of interest do not cur-
rently serve on this Science Advisory
Board.

Just to clarify, it isn’t just that peo-
ple who are employed by industry with
a financial conflict of interest will be
able to serve; under this bill, people
who receive some type of grant cannot
participate.

Now, just to clarify, these are not
government employees. These are em-
ployees of research institutions, uni-
versities, who may have received some
government grant funding. They are
not employed by the government. They
are not government employees, and
that is a big distinction. They are not
beholden to any particular government
agency, so that is the big difference.

I agree that we should have balance
and transparency, but unfortunately,
this bill takes us in the wrong direc-
tion.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, could I
inquire how much time I have remain-
ing?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Utah has 11 minutes re-
maining. The gentlewoman from Or-
egon has 12% minutes remaining.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, before 1
yield to my friend, the gentlewoman
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from Tennessee, I would very quickly
like to make a point. Once again, all
we are seeking is fairness and trans-
parency, and the opposition is claiming
that it is okay for government-spon-
sored and -granted scientists to sit on
this board.

In fact, it is okay that 60 percent of
them have tens of millions of dollars of
government funding, but it is not okay
for anyone from the industry, and it is
completely transparent how unfair
that standard would be.

The second point I would make is
this: we are not claiming that either of
them should be forbidden to serve on
these boards. We are just asking that
they disclose those financial agree-
ments and let the American people de-
cide, and that certainly seems to be a
fair standard and hardly the minimum
that we could ask.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to yield 3 minutes to the gentlelady
from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN), my
good friend.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the sponsor of the legislation,
the gentleman from Utah, for the ex-
cellent job that he has done in pre-
paring this legislation and bringing it
to the body.

If you were to go with me into my
district in Tennessee—19 counties,
10,000 square miles—one of the things
that you would hear in every commu-
nity discussion is a certain amount of
disdain for Federal agencies.

Now, we all expect we are going to
hear about not liking the IRS, but the
number one agency in my district to
dislike, to be frustrated with, to want
to get control of, to reform is the EPA,
and that is because whether you are a
small business owner or a painter or a
manufacturer or a farmer who is grow-
ing food to go on the table, you get
hassled by the EPA with all sorts of
frivolous and nonsensical rules and reg-
ulations and interpretations.

Quite frankly, the American people
are tired of it, and they look at us and
they say, ‘“Tell me what you are going
to do about it.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, today is a day
that, yes, indeed, we can do something
about this and a component of it, the
Science Advisory Board—isn’t it so in-
teresting that these agencies create
this tangled web of different boards and
advisory capacities, and it is all to in-
sulate their cronies, and it is all to
help them shield millions of taxpayer
dollars, money coming out of the pock-
ets of hardworking taxpayers, that are
going to their cronies, who are receiv-
ing these grants.

The American people are saying,
“Stop it. Get it under control. Get a
handle on this.” This is one of the ways
that we do it.

The chairman has spoken eloquently
about the membership and the makeup
of the Science Advisory Board, the cro-
nyism that is taking place there, and
the need for it to stop, the ability to
have these conflicts of interest brought
out of smoke-filled rooms and moved



H8058

into the transparency of sunlight and
knowledge of the American people. It
is a great disinfectant. It is time for it
to be put on the EPA, and certainly,
H.R. 1422 is a great way to go about
that.

We wouldn’t even be here discussing
this today and there would be no need
at all for H.R. 1422 if the EPA were to
follow their own peer-review handbook,
but I guess Grubergate has gone gov-
ernmentwide. What we are seeing is
they are all trying to find ways to
squirrel this away and to hide and to
not have that transparency.

It is time to pass this legislation. It
is time to bring transparency to the
process.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. STEWART. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as we conclude this de-
bate, there are three things that we
should keep in mind. The current con-
tent or makeup of the SAB is some-
where between 51 and 52 members be-
cause there are some in transition as
new members come and go. Of those,
let’s say, 52, only nine are nonuniver-
sity background, and of those, only five
and sometimes six represent industry.

The industry experts have much to
offer. If you don’t think that, say, for
example, with the hydraulic fracking
board that that technology is changing
rapidly, it certainly is, and we need to
take advantage of that.

The second thing I would say is pub-
lic comment. The American people are
smart, and the American people are
those that are most affected by some of
the standards and the rules that the
EPA would suggest. We should listen to
them, and this bill allows a process
where they can be listened to.

Finally, the third thing, we are re-
questing that 10 percent—a mere 10
percent of these board members come
from State, local, or tribal govern-
ments. That hardly seems like a bar
that is too high to cross in getting
input from lay States and localities.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The bill before us today does under-
take the laudable goal of improving
transparency at the EPA.

However, as I stated previously and
as my colleagues mentioned, this bill,
as written, does not accomplish that
goal; instead, H.R. 1422 will increase
the influence of industry on EPA deci-
sionmaking, including industry mem-
bers with a financial conflict of inter-
est, while reducing the role of qualified
academic researchers in helping to
guide regulatory action that is based
on sound science.

The Union of Concerned Scientists
said:

At the same time, this bill encourages cor-
porate experts to join the SAB. It creates
roadblocks for academic experts to meaning-
fully participate by banning experts’ partici-
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pation and advising activities that directly
or indirectly involve review and evaluation
of their own work.

This effectively turns the idea of conflict
of interest on its head with the bizarre pre-
sumption that corporate experts with direct
financial interests are not affected, while
academics who work on these issues are.

Breast Cancer Action wrote:

This bill’s overly broad restriction, that a
member of the SAB cannot participate in a
discussion that cites the member’s own
work, is counterproductive and goes far be-
yond the commonsense limits imposed by
the National Academies.

Of course, a scientist with expertise on
topics that SAB addresses likely will have
done peer-reviewed studies and other work
on that topic. That makes the scientist’s
evaluation more valuable, not less.

Mr. Speaker, we can and should work
together to improve EPA’s approach to
reviewing the science underpinning
regulations, but this legislation will
only damage and delay the process and
not bring us the transparency my col-
leagues seek.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on
this legislation, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. STEWART. Could I inquire how
much time I have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Utah has 5% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. BISHOP), my comrade.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate this opportunity of coming
here and talking about this issue.

My relationship with the Environ-
mental Protection Agency has been in-
frequent, thankfully, but it has also
not necessarily been successful or posi-
tive. In an issue that dealt specifically
with my hometown and county, to be
very honest, the science that was used
by the Environmental Protection
Agency to make the decision was
flawed.

The State clearly showed that it was
flawed; yet that did not make a dif-
ference in their ultimate decision,
which led me to believe that the deci-
sion was perhaps more politically mo-
tivated than it was scientifically moti-
vated.

I realize this advisory board, though,
is in place to try to mitigate against
those circumstances taking place, but
if that advisory board is going to work,
it has to have the balance of input that
is necessary for that.

I am frustrated that out of the 50-
plus members of this board, only two
have backgrounds in State and local
governments and those from only spe-
cific States. This board desperately
needs that kind of input from those en-
tities that have a day-to-day working
relationship with these issues.

If that is not there, if that is not
remedied, then the board itself is going
to be flawed, and it is not going to ful-
fill the purpose for which it was de-
signed.

I fully support this bill because this
advisory board has an effort and a job
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to fill to mitigate problems before
those problems develop, and if it is not
an effective board, then we should ei-
ther reform it, as this bill tries to do,
or we should eliminate it, but it can be
reformed. It should be reformed. This is
a step to actually reform it, to make
sure that there is better input for bet-
ter decisions to be made.

I congratulate the gentleman from
my home State of Utah for coming up
with a bill that solves a real problem
and does it in a fair and professional

way.

Mr. STEWART. With that, Mr.
Speaker, I am prepared to close, but
before I do, though, I would like to
enter into the RECORD the letters from
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and
others that I mentioned in my previous
testimony.

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Washington, DC, November 18, 2014.

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES: The U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, the world’s largest business fed-
eration representing the interests of more
than three million businesses of all sizes,
sectors, and regions, as well as state and
local chambers and industry associations,
and dedicated to promoting, protecting, and
defending America’s free enterprise system,
supports H.R. 1422, the ‘“EPA Science Advi-
sory Board Reform Act of 2013.”” This bill
would help ensure that the Science Advisory
Board (SAB), which directly counsels the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) on scientific and technical issues, is
unbiased and transparent in performing its
duties.

The bill would establish requirements that
SAB members are qualified experts, that
conflicts of interest and sources of bias are
disclosed, that the views of members—in-
cluding dissenting members—are available
to the public, and that the public has the op-
portunity to participate in the advisory ac-
tivities of the Board and view EPA’s re-
sponses. Because EPA relies on SAB reviews
and studies to support new regulations,
standards, guidance, assessments of risk, and
other actions, the actions of the SAB must
be transparent and accountable. This is a
critical safeguard to assure the public that
the data Federal agencies rely on is scientif-
ically sound and unbiased.

The EPA Science Advisory Board Reform
Act would improve the transparency and
trustworthiness of scientific and technical
reviews that EPA relies on to justify its ac-
tions. The American public must have con-
fidence that the scientific and technical data
driving regulatory action can be trusted. Ac-
cordingly, the Chamber supports H.R. 1422.

Sincerely,
R. BRUCE JOSTEN.

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION®,

Washington, DC, November 18, 2014.
Chairman LAMAR SMITH,
Chairman, House Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SMITH: I am writing on be-
half of the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, the nation’s largest general farm orga-
nization. We have reviewed H.R. 1422, The
Science Advisory Board Reform Act. AFBF
strongly supports this legislation and is
committed to working with you in pressing
for its swift consideration.

The Scientific Advisory Board (SAB)
should be a critical part of the scientific
foundation of EPA’s regulatory process.
Rather than promoting fairness, trans-
parency and independence to ensure unbiased
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scientific advice, EPA has failed to follow its
own Peer Review Handbook and used its po-
sition to silence dissenting scientific ex-
perts. A weak and partial SAB undermines
public trust and hurts the quality of regu-
latory decisions. American Farm Bureau
Federation supports H.R. 1422 because Farm-
ers and Ranchers deserve good governance
and regulations based on meaningful sci-
entific review.

H.R. 1422 reforms the SAB process by
strengthening public participation, improv-
ing the process of selecting expert advisors,
reducing conflicts of interest and enhancing
transparency. The legislation draws from
EPA’s own Peer Review Handbook and rec-
ommendations from the Bipartisan Policy
Center to urge sensible reforms. H.R. 1422
improves the review process and makes the
SAB a more useful tool in regulatory deci-
sion making.

H.R. 1422 reinforces the SAB process as a
tool that can help policymakers with com-
plex issues while preventing EPA from muz-
zling impartial scientific advice. This legis-
lation deserves strong, bipartisan support.
We applaud your leadership in this effort and
will continue to work with you to ensure
passage of H.R. 1422.

Sincerely,
BOB STALLMAN,
President.

APRIL 10, 2013.

Hon. CHRIS STEWART,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Environment Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are writing on be-
half of the American Alliance for Innovation
(AAI), a large and diverse coalition of trade
associations representing a broad spectrum
of the American economy.

It is paramount that chemicals and metals
producers, manufacturers, distributors, im-
porters, users, and consumers have con-
fidence that there is a transparent federal
chemical management system in place that
is both grounded in sound science and will
deliver timely safety decisions. Oversight of
the safe production and use of chemicals af-
fects us all, which is why we support your ef-
forts to improve the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) Science Advisory
Board (SAB) and its committees.

The SAB is a critical part of the EPA’s
quality control process that was established
to ensure that the Agency produces credible
information to help guide regulatory deci-
sions at all levels of government. We all
agree, therefore, that the SAB must provide
meaningful, balanced, and independent re-
views of the science conducted and used by
EPA, and we support advancing your bill,
H.R. 1422 (the “EPA Science Advisory Board
Reform Act of 2013”°) in this Congress.

We are encouraged to see that your legisla-
tion takes into account public policy rec-
ommendations from the National Academy
of Sciences and the Bipartisan Policy Coun-
cil, as well as input that the Committee has
received from numerous experts and stake-
holder groups. H.R. 1422 will greatly enhance
the current peer review process in many im-
portant ways by strengthening policies to
address conflicts of interest, while at the
same time ensuring that a wide range of sci-
entific perspectives are represented on pan-
els. The bill will also increase the utility of
SAB panels by improving the process for
public engagement and ensuring that sci-
entific concerns are clearly addressed and
communicated.

We are committed to working with you
and the Members of the Science Committee
to move this legislation forward, and we urge
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all members of Congress to support its pas-
sage.
Sincerely,

Adhesive and Sealant Council;
Alkylphenols & Ethoxylates Research
Council; American Architectural Man-
ufacturers Association; American
Chemistry Council; American Coke &
Coal Chemicals Institute; American
Farm Bureau Federation®; American
Fiber Manufacturers Association;
American Forest & Paper Association;
American Gas Association; American
Road & Transportation Builders Asso-
ciation; American Wood Council; Auto-
motive Aftermarket Industry Associa-
tion; Corn  Refiners  Association;
CropLife America; Fashion Jewelry &
Accessories Trade Association.

Halogenated Solvents Industry Alliance,
Inc.; Institute of Makers of Explosives;
National Association of Chemical Dis-
tributors; National Association of Man-
ufacturers; National Oilseed Processors
Association; National Tank Truck Car-
riers, Inc.; Nickel Institute; Oregon
Women In Timber; Pine Chemicals As-
sociation, Inc.; Portland Cement Asso-
ciation; Responsible Industry for a
Sound Environment; The Fertilizer In-
stitute; The Vinyl Institute; Treated
Wood Council.

SMALL BUSINESS &
ENTREPRENEURSHIP COUNCIL,
Vienna, VA, November 17, 2014.
Hon. CHRIS STEWART,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE STEWART: The
Small Business & Entrepreneurship Council
(SBE Council) is pleased to support H.R. 1422,
the “EPA Science Advisory Board Reform
Act of 2013.”

H.R. 1422 reforms the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency’s (EPA) Science Advisory
Board (SAB) and its subpanels by strength-
ening public participation, improving the
process for selecting expert advisors, expand-
ing transparency requirements, and limiting
nonscientific policy advice. The reforms pro-
posed by H.R. 1422 are especially critical
given the growing impact of EPA’s regula-
tions on America’s small business sector,
and the self-serving science used as the basis
to advance controversial rulemakings.

H.R. 1422 will restore balance and inde-
pendence to the scientific advisory process
at EPA. The bill addresses key concerns with
the SAB, such as placing limitations on its
members who receive environmental re-
search grants, applying conflict of interest
standards, and ensuring balance on the
board’s membership. These are common
sense reforms that will strengthen SAB’s in-
tegrity and work.

SBE Council and its Center for Regulatory
Solutions (CRS) are dedicated to reforming
the regulatory system to ensure small busi-
nesses and entrepreneurs operate and com-
pete under rational rules. H.R. 1422 is an im-
portant step that will enable a more ration-
ale and friendly environment for U.S. entre-
preneurship.

SBE Council looks forward to working
with your office to advance this important
piece of legislation.

Sincerely,
KAREN KERRIGAN,
President & CEO.
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
MANUFACTURERS,
Washington, DC, November 18, 2014.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES: The National As-

sociation of Manufacturers (NAM), the larg-

H8059

est manufacturing association in the United
States representing small and large manu-
facturers in every industrial sector and in all
50 states, urges you to support H.R. 1422
(Rep. Stewart, UT-R), the EPA Science Advi-
sory Act of 2013. H.R. 1422 would modernize
the policies and procedures governing the
Science Advisory Board (SAB) of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) to en-
sure that the SAB is best equipped to provide
independent, transparent and balanced re-
views of the science the EPA uses to guide
its regulatory decisions.

Manufacturers support policies that favor
markets, adhere to sound principles of
science and risk assessment and are in-
formed by a public rulemaking process that
is open and inclusive. The work of the SAB,
which serves a quality control function for
the science the EPA uses to justify new regu-
lations, must be completely neutral. Any ap-
pearance of bias, however slight, could un-
dermine the EPA’s mission to protect public
health and welfare.

H.R. 1422 would strengthen the SAB by
limiting conflicts of interest, encouraging
public comment, prohibiting panel members
from peer reviewing their own work, and en-
suring that the makeup of SAB panels re-
flects the diversity of views among federal,
state, local and tribal experts. H.R. 1422
would implement provisions and rec-
ommendations from the National Academy
of Sciences, the Federal Advisory Committee
Act, and the EPA’s own peer-review hand-
book.

As the costs of environmental regulations
escalate, the scientific justification for those
regulations must be sound. H.R 1422 is a
strong step in the right direction. Manufac-
turers urge you to vote in favor of H.R. 1422.

Sincerely,
ROSS EISENBERG,
Vice President,
Energy and Resources Policy.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, thank
you for considering my bill, H.R. 1422,
the EPA Science Advisory Board Re-
form Act of 2013, and I yield myself the
balance of my time.

To reiterate what has been said mul-
tiple times here, this legislation ad-
dresses how the EPA is systematically
silencing voices of dissent on the
Science Advisory Board, ignoring calls
for independence and balanced partici-
pation, and preventing the board from
responding to congressional requests.

Science is a valuable tool to help pol-
icymakers navigate complex issues.
However, when inconvenient scientific
conclusions are disregarded or when
dissenting voices are muzzled, a frank
discussion becomes impossible, and
that is certainly what we have seen.

The EPA Science Advisory Board Re-
form Act addresses these shortcomings
by strengthening public participation
and public comment opportunities and
improving the makeup of the Science
Advisory Board and its subpanels.

The bill reinforces peer review re-
quirements and reduces conflicts of in-
terest. It provides opportunities for the
dissenting panelists to make their
views known and requires communica-
tion of uncertainties and scientific
findings and conclusions.

The Science Advisory Board Reform
Act promotes fairness, transparency,
and independence to ensure unbiased
scientific advice. Surely, that is some-
thing that we could ask for the Amer-
ican people. Surely, that is something
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that the opposition could support. In
fact, surely, that is something that the
White House would support.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I encourage
a ‘‘yea’ vote on this matter, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | thank
Congressman CHRIS STEWART, former Chair-
man of the Science Committee’s Environment
Subcommittee, for his hard work on this im-
portant piece of legislation. H.R. 1422, The
Science Advisory Board Reform Act, ensures
balanced and transparent review of regulatory
science.

Specifically, it strengthens the Board’s inde-
pendence so that the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) cannot further its regulatory
ambitions under the guise of science.

Costly regulations often lead to a loss of
jobs and higher electricity bills and gasoline
prices for Americans.

The EPA has an extensive track record of
twisting the science to justify their actions. Be-
hind the scenes, however, there is a review
process that was intended to provide a critical
check on the Agency’s conclusions.

The EPA’s Science Advisory Board (SAB)
was intended to provide a meaningful, bal-
anced, and independent assessment of the
science that supports the Agency’s regula-
tions. Unfortunately, this vision is not being re-
alized.

The EPA undermines the Board’s independ-
ence and prevents it from providing advice to
Congress. As a result, the valuable advice
these experts can provide is wasted.

At a time when the Agency is pursuing the
most aggressive regulatory agenda in its 44
year history, it is critical that the Board func-
tion as intended.

Despite the existing requirement that EPA’s
advisory panels be “fairly balanced in terms of
point of view represented,” the Science Com-
mittee has identified a number of problems
that undermine the panel’s credibility and work
product. These include:

A majority of the members of EPA’s key ad-
visory panels have received money from the
EPA. Often the research they are reviewing is
directly related to the money they received.
This creates at least the appearance of a con-
flict of interest.

Many of the panelists have taken very pub-
lic and even political positions on issues they
are advising about. For example, a lead re-
viewer of EPA’s hydraulic fracturing study plan
published an anti-fracking article entitled “Reg-
ulate, Baby, Regulate.” This is clearly not an
objective viewpoint.

Public participation is limited during most
Board meetings; interested parties have al-
most no ability to comment on the scope of
the work—and meeting records are often kept
secret.

The EPA routinely excludes private sector
experts while stacking the review panels with
individuals who will give the EPA the answer
it wants.

H.R. 1422 expands transparency require-
ments, improves the process for selecting ex-
pert advisors, and strengthens public participa-
tion requirements.

The bill requires that uncertainties in the
Agency’s scientific conclusions be commu-
nicated and limits the SAB from providing par-
tisan policy advice.

This legislation is pro-science. It restores
the SAB as an important defender of scientific
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integrity. These common sense reforms will
make EPA’s decisions more credible and bal-
anced.

| thank the gentleman froth Utah, Mr. Stew-
art for his leadership on this bill and urge my
colleagues to support it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate on the bill has expired.

Pursuant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX,
further consideration of H.R. 1422 is
postponed.

————

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 29 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HOLDING) at 5 o’clock and
1 minute p.m.

———

EPA SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD
REFORM ACT OF 2013

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1422) to
amend the Environmental Research,
Development, and Demonstration Au-
thorization Act of 1978 to provide for
Scientific Advisory Board member
qualifications, public participation,
and for other purposes, will now re-
sume.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. When
proceedings were postponed earlier
today, all time for debate on the bill,
as amended, had expired.

AMENDMENT PRINTED IN PART A OF HOUSE

REPORT 113-626 OFFERED BY MR. STEWART

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 3, line 7, through page 9, line 1, redes-
ignate subsections (a) through (e) as sub-
sections (b) through (f), respectively.

Page 3, after line 6, insert the following
new subsection:

(a) INDEPENDENT ADVICE.—Section 8(a) of
the Environmental Research, Development,
and Demonstration Authorization Act of 1978
(42 U.S.C. 4365(a)) is amended by inserting

‘“‘independently” after ‘‘Advisory Board
which shall”.
Page 3, line 14, strike ‘‘in consultation

with the Administrator”.

Page 3, lines 18 through 20, strike ‘‘select
Board” and all that follows through ‘‘and
shall”.

Page 4, line 18, strike ‘“‘and” and insert
“or”.

Page b, line 3, insert ‘‘the Interior,” after
‘“Energy,”.

Page 5, line 5, strike ‘‘them” and insert
“‘each”.

Page 6, line 17, insert ‘‘or draft’ before
“risk”.
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Page 6, line 18, strike ‘‘and’.

Page 6, line 19, redesignate subparagraph
(B) as subparagraph (C).

Page 6, after line 18, insert the following
new subparagraph:

(B) by striking ‘“‘formal’’; and

Page 6, line 19, insert ‘‘or draft’” before
“risk”’.

Page 6, line 22, insert ‘‘or draf
“risk”.

Page 7, line 10, insert ‘““(1)(A)”’ after ‘‘(e)”’
both places it appears.

Page 7, lines 13, 17, and 19, redesignate
paragraphs (1) through (3) as clauses (i)
through (iii), respectively, and conform the
margins accordingly.

Page 7, lines 22 and 23, strike ‘‘by adding
after subsection (g) the following” and in-
serting ‘‘by amending subsection (h) to read
as follows™.

Page 9, lines 2 and 3, strike ‘“‘by adding
after subsection (h), as added by subsection
(d) of this section, the following”’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘by amending subsection (i) to read as
follows”’.

Page 9, line 11, insert ‘‘or Congress’ after
‘“‘the Administrator”.

Page 9, line 15, strike ‘“‘and the Adminis-
trator” and insert ‘‘, the Administrator, and
Congress’’.

Page 9, line 19, after paragraph (4) insert
the following new paragraph:

‘(6) The Board shall be fully and timely re-
sponsive to Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 756, the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. STEWART) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, this
amendment makes a number of tech-
nical and conforming changes to ad-
dress revisions to the existing statute
that occurred with the passage of the
farm bill. I am pleased to have worked
with Representative DAVIS to strength-
en the changes to the statute that he
was able to secure in passage of the
farm bill.

This amendment is critical to ensure
that the underlying bill can be prop-
erly applied to existing statute. Just
this morning, the legislation received
the support of the American Farm Bu-
reau, the National Association of Man-
ufacturers, and the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce.

I ask for your support, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Oregon is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
by my good friend from Utah (Mr.
STEWART).

I want to state again that I have ap-
preciated Mr. STEWART’s collaboration
on bills that have come through the
Science Committee in the past, and I
definitely appreciate his intent to
strengthen and bring more trans-
parency to the Science Advisory Board.
However, as explained previously and
as I will explain, this bill and this
amendment do not accomplish what
needs to be done.

Although my friend’s amendment
seems to make mostly minor and tech-
nical corrections, there are a few

)
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changes that raise concern. One con-
sequence of this bill is the expansion of
the scope of the Science Advisory
Board’s work to include risk or hazard
assessments proposed by the Agency.
Unfortunately, the amendment offered
exacerbates this burden and potential
delay by adding draft work being done
by the Agency to the board’s workload.

A letter from several leading envi-
ronmental groups, including the Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council and the
Environmental Defense Fund, note
that the inclusion of risk and hazard
assessments already represents a ‘‘dra-
matic and unnecessary expansion.”

It would ‘‘increase the burden on the
Science Advisory Board and slow the
board’s ability to complete its tasked
objectives.” Asking the board to con-
stantly peer over the shoulder of the
Agency at this stage is an inefficient
and ineffective use of the board.

I am also concerned about another
part of the amendment that requires
the board ‘‘be fully and timely respon-
sive to Congress.”” This seems incon-
sistent with language in the underlying
bill that requires the board to ‘‘avoid
making policy determinations or rec-
ommendations.”

The amendment appears to put the
board in a precarious position, making
it vulnerable to political interference
and placing a shadow over the inde-
pendence that we all agree the board
should have. The Science Advisory
Board can provide Congress and the
EPA with important scientific advice,
but it should not be beholden to Con-
gress or the EPA Administrator.

Finally, it is clear that this bill
would have a serious impact on the
membership of the Science Advisory
Board in a way that will prohibit quali-
fied scientists from providing their ad-
vice to the EPA. Unfortunately, this
amendment only deepens that impact
by increasing the number of prohibited
activities.

If this amendment is adopted, the bill
would read:

Board members may not participate in ad-
visory activities that directly or indirectly
involve review or evaluation of their own
work.

I want to clearly illustrate what that
means. If the EPA were to consider a
rule involving gravity, for example,
and if Albert Einstein were alive, this
bill would prohibit him from offering
expert advice, as that is a subject with
which he has had ‘‘direct’” involve-
ment.

That is obviously an absurd result
that would result in fewer qualified
people serving. We should want the
smartest and most knowledgeable sci-
entists advising the EPA; instead, this
bill prohibits them from doing so.

Again, I have great respect for my
friend from Utah. I am proud that we
have worked together in the past and
hope we can find areas where we agree
going forward, both with the remainder
of the 113th and in the 114th Congress.

Unfortunately, regardless of what
happens with this amendment, I will

have to oppose the bill, but I look for-
ward to continuing to work on this
issue.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, we have
debated these issues throughout the
day. I believe that we have made our
case. I believe that we have made our
case persuasively. I believe our case is
complete.

This amendment is technical in na-
ture. I believe that the bill itself is
common sense. It will lead to good gov-
ernment. It will lead to better govern-
ment at least. It will lead to better ad-
vice and counsel given to the EPA
through these reforms of the Science
Advisory Board. I urge all Members to
support it. I look forward to the vote.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the previous question
is ordered on the bill, as amended, and
on the amendment by the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. STEWART).

The question is on the amendment by
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. STEW-
ART).

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

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays
184, not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 523]

YEAS—232
Aderholt Denham Huizenga (MI)
Amash Dent Hultgren
Amodei DeSantis Hunter
Bachmann DesdJarlais Hurt
Bachus Diaz-Balart Issa
Barletta Duffy Jenkins
Barr Duncan (SC) Johnson (OH)
Barrow (GA) Duncan (TN) Johnson, Sam
Barton Ellmers Jolly
Benishek Farenthold Jones
Bentivolio Fincher Jordan
Bilirakis Fitzpatrick Joyce
Bishop (GA) Fleischmann Kelly (PA)
Bishop (UT) Fleming King (IA)
Black Flores King (NY)
Blackburn Forbes Kingston
Boustany Fortenberry Kinzinger (IL)
Brady (TX) Foxx Kline
Brat Franks (AZ) Labrador
Bridenstine Frelinghuysen Lamborn
Brooks (AL) Gardner Lance
Brooks (IN) Garrett Lankford
Broun (GA) Gerlach Latham
Buchanan Gibbs Latta
Bucshon Gibson LoBiondo
Burgess Gohmert Long
Byrne Goodlatte Lucas
Calvert Gosar Luetkemeyer
Camp Gowdy Lummis
Capito Granger Marchant
Carter Graves (GA) Marino
Chabot Graves (MO) Massie
Clawson (FL) Griffin (AR) Matheson
Coble Griffith (VA) McAllister

Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook
Cotton
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Daines
Dayvis, Rodney

Grimm
Guthrie
Hanna

Harper

Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp

McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris

Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
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Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Petri
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Rahall
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Adams
Barber
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Enyart
Eshoo

Esty

Farr
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross

Rothfus
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)

NAYS—184

Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Holt
Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
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Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth
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NOT VOTING—18

Braley (IA) Gingrey (GA) Mullin
Campbell Gutiérrez Negrete McLeod
Cassidy Hall Smith (NJ)
Chaffetz Hinojosa Smith (WA)
Duckworth LaMalfa Southerland
Fattah Moore Tiberi
0O 1733
Ms. HAHN and Ms. PINGREE of

Maine changed their vote from ‘‘yea’”
to “‘nay.”

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan changed
his vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
523, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yes.”

Stated against:

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
523, had | been present, | would have voted
“no.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York. Mr. Speaker, I have a mo-
tion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York. Yes, I am.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Sean Patrick Maloney of New York
moves to recommit the bill H.R. 1422 to the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology with instructions to report the same
back to the House forthwith, with the fol-
lowing amendment:

Add at the end of the bill the following:
SEC. 5. PROTECTING TAXPAYERS FROM CON-

FLICTS OF INTEREST BASED ON
PERSONAL PROFIT.

No person shall be a member of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency Science Advi-
sory Board if they represent a corporation or
a trade association that has a direct or indi-
rect financial interest in the outcome of de-
cisions based on recommendations made by
the Board.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point
of order is reserved.

Pursuant to the rule, the gentleman
from New York is recognized for 5 min-
utes in support of his motion.

Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York. Mr. Speaker, this is the
final amendment to the bill. It will not
kill it or send it back to committee. If
it is adopted, it will move immediately
to final passage, as amended.

Mr. Speaker, since 1978, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s Science
Advisory Board has been tasked with
external, independent advice on the
scientific and technical aspects of envi-
ronmental issues to help inform envi-
ronmental decisions, and this common-
sense amendment is critical to pro-
tecting the integrity of the SAB.

It simply says:
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No person shall be a member of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency Science Advi-
sory Board if they represent a corporation or
a trade association that has a direct or indi-
rect financial interest in the outcome of de-
cisions based on recommendations made by
the board.

My colleagues, a simple notion, a
commonsense notion: if someone has a
financial interest, they should not
serve on the board.

The Science Advisory Board has
some of the most distinguished sci-
entists in their fields, folks like Dr.
William Schlesinger, from Dutchess
County in the Hudson Valley, in my
neck of the woods, who has served as a
member of the Science Advisory Board.
Dr. Schlesinger is a good example of
the kind of people we have on this
board. He is the president emeritus of
the Cary Institute of Ecosystem Stud-
ies, an ecological research institute in
Millbrook, New York. He has spent 30
yvears investigating the link between
environmental chemistry and global
climate change, and his expertise has
informed numerous pieces of legisla-
tion, such as the Clean Air Act.

America is the world leader in re-
search, with an unprecedented number
of scientists like Dr. Schlesinger in
academic institutions, not because we
politicize science, but because we don’t
politicize science. Their entire life’s
work has been devoted to serving the
public and to leaving our country a
better place. It is why it is imperative
that we continue to allow the most
knowledgeable scientific and technical
experts from our research institutions
to serve without conflict, without a
paycheck in the offing. So far, sci-
entists on the SAB have been instru-
mental in creating real reforms to the
Clean Air Act, the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act, the Clean Water
Act, the Toxic Substances Control Act,
and the Safe Drinking Water Act.

Science is not political. We shouldn’t
fear science, and we shouldn’t politi-
cize science. We should not monetize
science, and we should not make it po-
litical today. We should ban these con-
flicts and trust in our scientists. We
must continue to allow the SAB to im-
plement impartial scientific rec-
ommendations, and we simply must
prohibit scientists who can profit from
decisions from making recommenda-
tions as part of the board.

This bill now requires a new disclo-
sure requirement for SAB members,
but there is a glaring omission. It fails
to effectively prevent persons with key
financial conflicts from serving. That
is why I urge my colleagues to support
my commonsense amendment. We
must not allow corporations to influ-
ence this process by sending corpora-
tion-funded scientists onto the board.
We must not allow corporation-funded
scientists to drown out genuine sci-
entific debate. My goodness. This
amendment would simply ensure that
the science board continues its integ-
rity of serving science, not serving
itself or any one political agenda.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation, and I rise in op-
position to the motion.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
ervation of a point of order is with-
drawn.

The gentleman from Utah is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, the mo-
tion to recommit offered by the opposi-
tion today is one thing and one thing
only, and that is an attempt to stop
what is a reasonable and commonsense
bill.

I have to tell you, Mr. Speaker, that
I was taken aback, but I was not sur-
prised by what I heard during today’s
debate.

Contrary to what we just heard, no
current member of the SAB can be a
registered lobbyist. Mr. GRAYSON from
Florida offered that as an amendment.
We accepted that amendment. It is not
a part of this bill. Asking for trans-
parency is not gutting the EPA. Ask-
ing for public involvement is not gut-
ting the EPA. You have to twist your-
self into a pretzel to object to this bill
for anything other than purely par-
tisan reasons.

If 60 percent of the members of the
Science Advisory Board are receiving
more than $140 million in direct gov-
ernment grants, then let’s recognize
that, and let’s ask for transparency. If
public comments are regularly ig-
nored—if they are not even given the
least or the barest of consideration—
let’s be honest, and let’s try to fix that.
If State, local, and industry experts are
precluded from sitting and partici-
pating on these boards, then let’s open
the door for their participation and
their experience. They have valuable
expertise. We should take advantage of
that.

Transparency, public involvement,
accountability—those are the only
things that we are asking for in this
bill. Improving balance and trans-
parency in the EPA is not something
that should be controversial. We should
be able to agree to a balanced, a fair,
and a transparent process.
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This bill is supported in its current
form by the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, the National Association of
Manufacturers, the Farm Bureau—I
could go on and on. There are more
than 20 organizations that are sup-
porting this bill.

To my fellow Members, there are
only two very simple choices to make
here: stand up now and vote ‘‘no’ on
the motion to recommit and vote
““yes’ on final passage. Let’s make the
EPA transparent. Let’s make them ac-
countable. Let’s make them true to the
science that they have vowed to de-
fend.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York. Mr. Speaker, I demand a re-
corded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 195, noes 225,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 524]

Davis, Rodney

Kinzinger (IL)

Rogers (AL)

AYES—195
Adams Green, Al Norcross
Barber Green, Gene O’Rourke
Barrow (GA) Grijalva Owens
Bass Gutiérrez Pallone
Beatty Hahn Pascrell
Becerra Hanabusa Pastor (AZ)
Bera (CA) Hastings (FL) Payne
Bishop (GA) Heck (WA) Pelosi
Bishop (NY) Higgins Perlmutter
Blumega}ler H@me{s Peters (CA)
Bonamici Hinojosa Peters (MI)
Brady (PA) Holt Peterson
Braley (IA) Honda Pingree (ME)
Brown (FL) Horsford Pocan
Brownley (CA) Hoyer Polis
Bustos ) Huffman Price (NC)
Butterfield Israel Quigley
Capps Jack;on Lee Rahall
Ca}puano Jeffries Rangel
Cardenas Johnson (GA) Richmond
Carney Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard
Carson (IN) Jones Ruiz
Cartwright Kaptur
Castor (FL) Keating gﬁsﬁersberger
Castro (TX) Kelly (IL)
Chu Kennedy Ryan (OF)
iy N Sanchez, Linda
Cicilline Kildee T
Clark (MA) Kilmer y
Clarke (NY) Kind zzl’:g;fzs Loretta
Clay Kirkpatrick
Schakowsky
Cleaver Kuster .
. Schiff
Clyburn Langevin Sohneider
Cohen Larsen (WA) Sohrader
Connolly Larson (CT) Schwartz
Conyers Lee (CA)
Cooper Levin Scott (VA),
Costa Lewis Scott, David
Courtney Lipinski Serrano
Crowley Loebsack Sewell (AL)
Cuellar Lofgren Shea-Porter
Cummings Lowenthal Sherman
Davis (CA) Lowey Sinema
Davis, Danny Lujan Grisham Sires
DeFazio (NM) Slaughter
DeGette Lujan, Ben Ray ~ Speler
Delaney (NM) Swalwell (CA)
DeLauro Lynch Takano
DelBene Maffei Thompson (CA)
Deutch Maloney, Thompson (MS)
Dingell Carolyn T}erney
Doggett Maloney, Sean Titus
Doyle Matsui Tonko
Edwards McCarthy (NY) Tsongas
Ellison McCollum Van Hollen
Engel McDermott Vargas
Enyart McGovern Veasey
Eshoo McIntyre Vela
BEsty McNerney Velazquez
Farr Meeks Visclosky
Foster Meng Walz
Frankel (FL) Michaud Wasserman
Fudge Miller, George Schultz
Gabbard Murphy (FL) Waters
Gallego Nadler Waxman
Garamendi Napolitano Welch
Garcia Neal Wilson (FL)
Grayson Nolan Yarmuth
NOES—225
Aderholt Brady (TX) Chaffetz
Amash Brat Clawson (FL)
Amodei Bridenstine Coble
Bachmann Brooks (AL) Coffman
Bachus Brooks (IN) Cole
Barletta Broun (GA) Collins (GA)
Barr Buchanan Collins (NY)
Barton Bucshon Conaway
Benishek Burgess Cook
Bentivolio Byrne Cotton
Bilirakis Calvert Cramer
Bishop (UT) Camp Crawford
Black Capito Crenshaw
Blackburn Carter Culberson
Boustany Chabot Daines

Denham Kline Rogers (KY)
Dent Labrador Rogers (MI)
DeSantis LaMalfa Rohrabacher
DesJarlais Lamborn Rokita
Duffy Lance Rooney
Duncan (SC) Lankford Ros-Lehtinen
Duncan (TN) Latham Roskam
Ellmers Latta Ross
Farenthold LoBiondo Rothfus
Fincher Long Royce
Fitzpatrick Lucas Runyan
Fleischmann Luetkemeyer R Wi
Fleming Lummis yan (WD)
Flores Marchant Salmon
Forbes Marino Sanfprd
Fortenberry Massie Scalise
Foxx Matheson Schock
Franks (AZ) McAllister Schweikert
Frelinghuysen McCarthy (CA) Scott, Austin
Gardner McCaul Sensenbrenner
Garrett McClintock Sessions
Gerlach McHenry Shimkus
Gibbs McKeon Shuster
Gohmert McKinley Simpson
Goodlatte McMorris Smith (MO)
Gosar Rodgers Smith (NE)
Gowdy Meadows Smith (TX)
Granger Meehan Southerland
Graves (GA) Messer Stewart
Graves (MO) Mica Stivers
Griffin (AR) Miller (FL) Stockman
Griffith (VA) Miller (MI) Stutzman
Grimm Miller, Gary Terry
Guthrie Mulvaney Thompson (PA)
Hanna Murphy (PA) Thornberry
Harper Neugebauer Tiberi
Harris Noem Tipton
Hartzler Nugent Turner
Hastings (WA) Nunes Upton
Heck (NV) Nunnelee Valadao
Hensarling Olson Wagner
Herrera Beutler Palazzo Walberg
Holding Paulsen
Hudson Pearce gggi:ki
Huelskamp Perry
Huizenga (MI) Petri Weber (TX)
Hultgren Pittenger Webster (FL)
Hunter Pitts Wenstrup
Hurt Poe (TX) Westmoreland
Issa Pompeo Whitfield
Jenkins Posey Williams
Johnson (OH) Price (GA) Wilson (SC)
Johnson, Sam Reed Wittman
Jolly Reichert Wolf
Jordan Renacci Womack
Joyce Ribble Woodall
Kelly (PA) Rice (SC) Yoder
King (IA) Rigell Yoho
King (NY) Roby Young (AK)
Kingston Roe (TN) Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—14
Campbell Gibson Mullin
Cassidy Gingrey (GA) Negrete McLeod
Diaz-Balart Hall Smith (NJ)
Duckworth Moore Smith (WA)
Fattah Moran
O 1752
So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand 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 229, noes 191,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 525]

AYES—229
Aderholt Amodei Bachus
Amash Bachmann Barletta
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Barr
Barrow (GA)
Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Camp
Capito
Carter
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook
Cotton
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)

Adams
Barber
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright

Grimm
Guthrie
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matheson
McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry

NOES—191

Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
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Peterson
Petri
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Rahall

Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stockman
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho
Young (IN)

Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Enyart
Eshoo
Esty
Farr
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia
Gibson
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Grayson Lujan, Ben Ray Rush
Green, Al (NM) Ryan (OH)
Green, Gene Lynch Sanchez, Linda
Grijalva Maffei T.
Gutiérrez Maloney, Sanchez, Loretta
Hahn Carolyn Sarbanes
Hanabusa Maloney, Sean Schakowsky
Hastings (FL) Matsui Schiff
Heck (WA) McCarthy (NY)  Schneider
Higgins McCollum Schrader
Himes McDermott Schwartz
Hinojosa McGovern Scott (VA)
Holt MecIntyre Scott, David
Horsford McNerney Serrano
Hoyer Meeks Sewell (AL)
Huffman Meng Shea-Porter
Israel M}chaud Sherman
Miller, George .
Jackson Lee Sinema
N Murphy (FL) .

Jeffries Nadler Sires
Johnson (GA) Napolitano Slaughter
Johnson, E. B. Neal Speier
Kaptur Nolan Swalwell (CA)
Keating Norcross Takano
Kelly (IL) O'Rourke Thompson (CA)
Kennedy Owens Thompson (MS)
Kildee Pallone Tierney
Kilmer Pascrell Titus
Kind Pastor (AZ) Tonko
Kirkpatrick Payne Tsongas
Kuster Pelosi Van Hollen
Langevin Perlmutter Vargas
Larsen (WA) Peters (CA) Veasey
Larson (CT) Peters (MI) Vela
Lee (CA) Pingree (ME) Velazquez
Levin Pocan Visclosky
Lewis Polis Walz
Lipinski Price (NC) Wasserman
Loebsack Quigley Schultz
Lofgren Rangel Waters
Lowenthal Richmond Waxman
Lowey Roybal-Allard Welch
Lujan Grisham Ruiz Wilson (FL)

(NM) Ruppersberger Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—14

Campbell Honda Smith (NJ)
Cassidy Moore Smith (WA)
Duckworth Moran Stivers
Fattah Mullin Young (AK)

Hall Negrete McLeod

O 1801

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
525, had | been present, | would have voted
“no.”

———
REMEMBERING FORMER MIN-
NESOTA  CONGRESSMAN  BILL
FRENZEL

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

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, I stand
before you with the members of the
Minnesota House delegation after the
sad news reached us that former Con-
gressman Bill Frenzel passed away yes-
terday. For two decades, Bill Frenzel
represented Minnesota’s Third Con-
gressional District, epitomizing the
very best in public service.

Bill was a visionary and a leader on
budget, tax, and trade issues, advo-
cating for new trade agreements to
open new markets for American prod-
ucts and services. Just last month, he
was given the Order of the Aztec Eagle
award from the Mexican Government
for his work on the North American
Free Trade Agreement. That is the
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highest award that can be bestowed on
a noncitizen.

Bill will be especially remembered,
though, for his temperament and kind-
ness that led him to build constructive
relationships on both sides of the aisle,
a model that we should all continue to
work on and reflect in this House. Per-
sonally, I will remember him as a great
mentor and a friend and for his valu-
able advice.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that we rise for a
moment of silence in the memory of
Congressman Bill Frenzel.

———

CONDEMNING TERRORIST ACTS IN
JERUSALEM

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the hor-
rific attacks and murder that happened
in Jerusalem today should be con-
demned by all people of goodwill. Four
rabbis were praying in the synagogue,
and in marched Palestinian thugs and
murderers with meat cleavers and
other weapons and horrifically mur-
dered these four people who were in the
midst of prayer.

Three of the four people who were
killed were American citizens, and our
hearts go out to each and every one of
their families.

One of the gentlemen who was mur-
dered is the brother-in-law of a promi-
nent rabbi in my district. The rabbi in
my district is Rabbi Jonathan
Rosenblatt. We learned this morning
that his brother-in-law was one of the
victims.

Mr. Speaker, I favor a two-state solu-
tion in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict,
but Palestinians must know that they
will never have their state on the
backs of terror. They will never
achieve statehood on the backs of ter-
ror. The more they use terror to try to
achieve their political aims, the more
that it will not happen.

So I take the floor today with all
people of goodwill in condemning these
horrific murders. Terror has no place.
These wanton acts of terror and mur-
der need to be condemned by all people
of goodwill. There is no justification
whatsoever for these barbarous acts.

IN MEMORY OF RICK RICHARDSON

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

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to pay tribute to a great
American, a great Georgian, a patriot,
and a great personal friend, and that is
Rick Richardson, who passed away on
November 14 from a sudden stroke.

Rick served the Georgia GOP for 25
yvears as the president and a national
board member of the Georgia State
Young Republicans and the Fourth Dis-
trict Republican Party chairman. He
had a tremendous impact on his fellow
staff members and the chairman of the
State party and all 159 counties of
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Georgia through his humble and hard-
working attitude.

Rick was not only the party’s go-to
guy for history on any level, but a
great friend to all who knew him.
Rick’s father and mother should take
great pride in raising a son who
touched so many lives and will con-
tinue to do so in the days ahead.

In return, Rick, who lost his father
at a young age, stayed by his surviving
mother, who is 92 years of age, whom
he cared for and loved.

Today, may we reflect on Rick’s sin-
gular character and the tremendous
work he did for the State of Georgia,
the Republican Party, his family, and
for the country. Let us not forget him,
a proud son, faithful servant, an exam-
ple of what it means to be a selfless
leader.

———————

IRAN AND THE JOINT PLAN OF
ACTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. RICE
of South Carolina). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 3,
2013, the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
LAMBORN) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today with some other colleagues to
talk about the important issue of Iran.

As you may know, on November 24, a
mere 6 days from now, the Joint Plan
of Action expires. And what that
means is that the United States and
the other Pb5+1—and that means the
permanent members of the Security
Council plus another country, six coun-
tries—have been negotiating, with the
U.S. taking the lead, with Iran to come
to some Kkind of agreement if perhaps
Iran would stop its mad quest to de-
velop weapons of mass destruction.

Many of us are concerned, Mr. Speak-
er, here in Congress that we may not
end up with a very good negotiated set-
tlement. Now, the President has said
that it is better to have no deal than to
have a bad deal, and Secretary of State
John Kerry has said the same thing,
and that is exactly what we want to see
happen.

I am joined tonight by several col-
leagues who will be talking about this
important issue. So I would like to just
move right now and yield to a good
friend and colleague, a member of the
Armed Services Committee, JACKIE
WALORSKI of Indiana.

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, with
a comprehensive nuclear agreement
deadline less than a week away, the
need to stop Iran from obtaining a nu-
clear weapon has never been greater.
With its thousands of gas centrifuges,
Iran now has the capability to enrich
uranium to a grade suitable for use in
nuclear reactors or to a higher grade
suitable for use in nuclear warheads.

Iran is the leading state sponsor of
terrorism and continues with heinous
human rights abuses, oppressing free-
dom of speech, religion, and press, and
more. Additionally, Iran continues to
oppose our national security interests
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and those of our key allies while op-
pressing their own people.

There is no question that a nuclear-
armed Iran would dramatically change
the balance of power in the Middle East
and threaten freedom and peace for the
rest of the world. It could also encour-
age other Middle Eastern nations to de-
velop nuclear weapons on their own,
further reducing our influence in that
critical region of the world.

For us to be able to trust Iran, along
with the rest of the international com-
munity, Iran must change their behav-
ior. A real possibility exists that a
deadline extension provides them with
an opportunity to build a nuclear
bomb. In light of this, the only real so-
lution is to force Iran to make serious
concessions and robust sanctions.

We must be especially careful about
any decisions to lift or ease sanctions.
Once lifted, sanctions cannot easily be
restored. The risk of a miscalculation
or a misstep in the weeks and months
ahead is very real and grave, and the
threat of nuclear war is catastrophic. If
there is to be any hope of reaching a
peaceful deal, and if Iran wants pros-
perity and success for its people, it
must cooperate with the IAEA, stop its
pursuit of a nuclear weapon, stop its
sponsorship of terrorism, and stop its
human rights abuses.

Mr. LAMBORN. I would like to ask
the gentlelady, you mentioned an im-
portant point. You talked about what
would happen if Iran did, God forbid,
achieve the ability to have a nuclear
bomb.

What would other countries in the re-
gion do? What are some of the coun-
tries you feel would be compelled to
have their own version of a nuclear
weapon?

O 1815

Mrs. WALORSKI. 1 appreciate the
question from my friend from Colo-
rado. I think that as we have served to-
gether in many of the committees, es-
pecially the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and we have looked at the map
of that area, knowing that if the door
is open to Iran, every single other
country in the Middle East that does
not have a nuclear weapon will aspire
to do so. And let’s not forget that in
the middle of all of this chaos that is
being created by Iran, and unlimited
ways that cannot be verified of what
they are doing because there is no co-
operation whatsoever, let’s not forget
that our one and only ally that is sit-
ting over there in the Middle East,
they just had another terrorist episode
of rabbis and American citizens killed.
Worshipping in a synagogue is their
first target. We know from all of the
work that we have done in the com-
mittee during this Congress that the
United States of America is their tar-
get as well.

So I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing, and for the question.

Mr. LAMBORN. I appreciate that,
and I think we would agree that of the
other countries in the region almost
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without a doubt Saudi Arabia would
want its own bomb.

Mrs. WALORSKI. For sure.

Mr. LAMBORN. Egypt would want its
own bomb. Turkey would want its own
bomb. And others. Others would aspire,
but they would have the money and
possibly the technology to actually
achieve that, or buy it from another
country.

Mrs. WALORSKI. True. And let’s not
forget, given the culture right now in
the Middle East and given what we are
looking at right now with all of the
other instability, with ISIL, with ques-
tions from this administration, with a
strength-through-peace policy a long
grasp away, and let’s not forget that
we have heard time and time again
over just the few years that I have been
in Congress, from our friends and our
allies who no longer trust us—and we
know that our enemies no longer fear
us—that if we open that door to a nu-
clear Iran, we will never get back the
threat of a nuclear bomb. I appreciate
the question.

Mr. LAMBORN. I thank the gentle-
lady.

Mr. Speaker, I would now like to in-
vite another Member to speak. RON
DESANTIS represents part of the State
of Florida, and I am privileged to call
him a colleague and a friend. I now
yield to Mr. DESANTIS.

Mr. DESANTIS. Mr. Speaker, Iran is
a totalitarian Islamic state, a state
that has been at war with our country
since the Iranian revolution in 1979.
They chant ‘‘death to America’” and
consider the United States to be the
Great Satan. And they have acted on
their anti-American beliefs throughout
the years.

The revolution was founded, and Iran
proceeded to hold more than 50 Amer-
ican Embassy personnel hostage for
over 400 days, and they commandeered
our embassy, which is itself an act of
war. Iran sponsored the massacre of 241
U.S. Marines at the Marine Corps bar-
racks in Beirut in 1983 through their
proxy Hezbollah. Iran supported the
bombing of the Khobar Towers in 1996
which killed 19 United States Air Force
personnel and wounded 372 more. Dur-
ing combat operations in Iraq, from
particularly 2006 through 2008, Iranian-
backed terror groups killed hundreds of
U.S. servicemembers, often via deadly
EFP attacks.

Iran is the world’s leading state spon-
sor of terrorism, and they have been so
for an awful long time. And yet, and
this is very troubling to myself and
certainly to many of my colleagues,
the President of the United States re-
cently saw fit to write a secret letter
to the Ayatollah Khamenei to stress
U.S.-Iran ‘‘shared interest’ in battling
the Islamic State. The idea that de-
feating a terrorist group requires en-
listing the support of the leading state
sponsor of terrorism is a complete non-
starter. It is naive, and it is also dan-
gerous.

Now, in exchange for Iran’s support
supposedly against fighting ISIS fight-
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ers, will the President in exchange
make concessions regarding Iran’s nu-
clear program? Will he green-light a
right for Iran to enrich uranium for
‘“‘peaceful purposes’?

I fear we are heading toward a poten-
tially catastrophic outcome if we pur-
sue this course of action. One, we know
that Iran cannot be trusted to have any
capabilities that could lead to nuclear
weapons. They will not honor their
agreements. We cannot even verify all
of the facilities that they have, and
consistently we have never been able to
do that.

So I think Iran will likely only strike
a deal in which they can cheat and in
which they will develop a nuclear
weapon. And, of course, that would be a
disaster not only for the region but for
the world.

The other possibility alongside that,
if you are looking to Iran to help fight
terrorism, which is incredible, even if
you are successful at defeating ISIS by
helping Iran, Iran is going to fill that
vacuum. You are going to see a Shia
Crescent from the Iran-Afghanistan
border to the Mediterranean Sea. Iraq
will be an Iranian puppet state. I know
they had a lot of influence even before
ISIS arrived on the scene, but this will
dramatically increase their influence.
And, of course, they have reliable prox-
ies in Lebanon, Hezbollah, and they are
one of the leading supporters of Hamas
in the Gaza Strip.

So we need to fight the Islamic
State, don’t get me wrong, but our
policies should seek to weaken the
Sunni extremism that is represented
by the Islamic State and ISIS fighters,
and we also want to weaken Iran and
make Iran less powerful throughout
the region. I think the Congress here,
we can’t allow the President to give
away the store in a deal that he says he
is not even willing to submit to the
Congress for approval.

Now we know that HARRY REID will
not allow a vote on increased sanctions
against Iran. That means one of the
first orders of business of the new Con-
gress in January, a Congress in which
REID will be demoted to minority lead-
er, will be to consider and vote on en-
acting tough new sanctions against the
Iranian regime. I think the flaw in this
whole process has been as the sanctions
started to bite, the administration re-
laxed the sanctions, gave the Iranian
regime a lifeline, and we have been
kind of playing this song and dance
ever since then.

I think me and many of my col-
leagues here believe that would have
been the time to increase sanctions,
make them tougher because ultimately
Iran is going to respond to strength
and to firmness. So this is no time to
stand idly by. We in Congress cannot
allow a bad deal to take root that
clears the way for Iran to develop nu-
clear weapons. And let’s just be clear:
we do not share any interests with
Iran’s terror state. They are an enemy
of our country, and they should be
treated as such.
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I would say to my friend from Colo-
rado that I appreciate you organizing
this tonight. I know that we voted long
ago to hold Iran accountable here in
the House, and it hasn’t gone anywhere
in the Senate. It almost seems as if it
has kind of fallen off the radar screen
a little bit here in the Congress. It is
important to get this back on the front
burner. I think that under no cir-
cumstances can we just sit here and
allow the President to strike a deal
which gives Iran too many concessions,
and then have him just go around Con-
gress and Congress not have any say in
it at all.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to ask the gentleman what would
happen over in the Senate if HARRY
REID were to allow for a vote on, let’s
say, the Menendez-Kirk language on
tougher sanctions if Iran leaves the ne-
gotiating table?

Mr. DESANTIS. Well, I think that
not only would it pass the Senate—and
we already know in the House it is a
clear veto-proof majority here—I be-
lieve we would see a veto-proof major-
ity. And not just the bare 67 for that, I
think you would see over 70 Senators
vote for that.

And that is why it is important for us
to make our voice heard because look,
the President is the President. He has
certain foreign policy prerogatives, but
he is way out of step with the Amer-
ican people and with the Congress on
this issue. And I think this has gone on
long enough. I think we need to make
our voice heard.

Mr. LAMBORN. It is interesting, it
was tough sanctions that brought Iran
to the negotiating table in the first
place. Now the administration had to
be drug kicking and screaming to have
tougher sanctions that Congress initi-
ated and pushed for. They ultimately
relented and enforced those, and I ap-
prove of that. But it was not their ini-
tiative. It was Congress’s initiative.

Today, as you just said, RON, Con-
gress is pushing once again, and the ad-
ministration for some reason is digging
in its heels, and yet tougher sanctions
is what brought Iran to the table. If
Iran is serious about having a deal,
what is wrong with saying if it falls
apart we will reimpose tougher sanc-
tions, but if you do do an acceptable

deal, nothing happens along those
lines?
Mr. DESANTIS. Well, part of the

problem I see is they have delayed
these deadlines. I think on November
20, they may delay it further. To me,
that may just be a ruse for Iran to be
buying time because ultimately time
will be on their side. If they are getting
relief from the sanctions, they can
then pursue their objectives as they see
them. I think it is important that we
not allow this to just keep going on. If
there is no deal to be had, then let’s
act and let’s hold Iran accountable im-
mediately.

Mr. LAMBORN. Well, I appreciate
your comments and thank you for say-
ing that. Also, let me ask you one fur-
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ther question. You talked about Iran as
a state sponsor of terrorism and you
touched on the fact that they contrib-
uted to the death of some of our finest
young men and women in this country
who died in Iraq. Can you elaborate on
that?

Mr. DESANTIS. Yes, absolutely. I
think a lot of people know there were
a lot of tough years in Iraq, particu-
larly after the overthrow of Saddam
Hussein. You had a massive insur-
gency. That initial insurgency in 2004
in places like Fallujah that reared
again in 2005, 2006, and 2007 and was fi-
nally defeated by the surge was pri-
marily a Sunni insurgency, and so that
is what a lot of Americans think about
when they think about what is going
on in Iraq. And no doubt, that was huge
fighting. We lost very good men and
women in that. Eventually we were
able to defeat AQI, I might add, in 2007-
2008.

In the Baghdad area and some of the
parts of southern Iraq where it is over-
whelmingly Shia, the groups that
would rise up against the United States
would be the Shiite militia groups,
which are backed and funded by the
Iranian regime. In fact, Iran’s Quds
force of the Revolutionary Guard
Corps, that is a designated terrorist or-
ganization. Quds force was involved in
Iraq. They were known for doing—and
we know about the IED attacks, road-
side bombs, those were very serious.
They did EFP attacks, which are explo-
sively formed penetrators, and kind of
the scuttle you would hear in Iraq was
that no one wants to get hit by an IED,
obviously, but a lot of people could sur-
vive that. If you got hit by an EFP, it
would blow everything to smithereens.
So these were deadly attacks, and you
are talking about hundreds and hun-
dreds of U.S. servicemembers, and it
was Iran who was funding that, orches-
trating that.

And even now today in Iraq, you have
Quds forces in Baghdad. Some of these
Shiite militias that are fighting ISIS
are backed by Iran. I remember Prime
Minister Netanyahu made this point
several months ago, and he knows the
region obviously as well as anybody be-
cause he has got to. When you see
these Iranian-backed terror groups,
and then you see Sunni terror groups
like those represented by ISIS, you
don’t want to pick a side there; you
want both of them to eventually fail.

So that strategy in order to make
that succeed is going to be different
than the President writing a letter to
the Ayatollah asking to ally against
ISIS. We have no interest with Iran.
The idea that we are going to align
with them, align with them for what?
You fight one terrorist group to reward
a state sponsor of terror? That just
doesn’t make sense, and I think it is
dangerous when coupled with what is
going on with the nuclear negotiations.
There is really potential to have some
serious policy miscalculations here
that will be detrimental to our na-
tional security and to our allies’ na-
tional security.
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Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you so much
for your remarks. You have helped en-
lighten everybody on how important it
is that we not have a bad deal with
Iran. The President has said that no
deal is better than a bad deal, and yet
I am afraid that is what we are tip-
toeing to. And in 6 days, if we don’t
have a deal, I have no doubt that there
will be a request for an extension of
time. But I haven’t seen up to now, and
there are only 6 days left, that this
joint plan of action has materialized,
has produced any kind of solid deal,
and that is very troubling.

Representative DESANTIS made a
good point about Iran as a state spon-
sor of terrorism, in fact, the leading
worldwide state sponsor of terrorism.
That is very troubling. For that reason
Congress in the past and the Security
Council have said, Iran, you must stop
your state sponsor of terrorism. Both
the Security Council of the United Na-
tions and Congress have said that you
need to stop your ballistic missile pro-
gram.
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Also the Security Council and Con-
gress have said, ‘““You need to stop your
nuclear enrichment program.’’ Those
three elements are not something that
are snatched out of thin air. They have
a history. There is a reason why those
three things are so troubling to Con-
gress and to the Security Council of
the United Nations.

For that reason, I offered an amend-
ment during the discussion of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act on
the floor here in the House this sum-
mer saying that those three elements
need to be part of a comprehensive
agreement with Iran. The House went
along with that, totally agreed with
that.

I want the Senate to act on the
NDAA. I hope that they can adopt that
same language because, once again—
and I will just repeat—that is language
that has already been agreed to by the
House, by the Senate, by Congress, as
well as by the Security Council of the
UN.

I want to see, in 6 days, an agreement
with Iran where those three elements
are dominant, where we have stopping
of their nuclear enrichment, stopping
of their ballistic missile program, and
stopping their state sponsor of ter-
rorism. Anything short of that is going
to be very troubling, Mr. Speaker.

I am concerned that we may have an
administration that does not enforce
those three vital elements of a deal,
but they need to be part of a deal.

Our hearts really go out to the fami-
lies of those who were Kkilled in that
sad and tragic terrorist attack in Jeru-
salem earlier today. It just shows that
the Middle East is a very troubled
place. There are those who do not want
peace, and they will resort to violence
and death and destruction. That is a
very sad and tragic thing.

When we look at Iran—and we know
that Iran wants to destroy Israel—and



November 18, 2014

yet Israel is only the Little Satan, the
United States is the Great Satan—so
when we look at containing Iran, it is
not just to protect Israel—although
that is important and vital as far as it
goes—but also Iran is a threat to Eu-
rope, to the United States, to the
whole Western World.

Iran has a set of values, at least up
until today, where they call Israel the
Little Satan and the U.S. the Great
Satan.

Just recently, the President of Iran
came out with a plan how he would go
about destroying Israel. This Kkind of
rhetoric is just unacceptable and trag-
ic. I find it very hard, Mr. Speaker, to
trust Iran with a negotiated agreement
that doesn’t have those verified ele-
ments, those three vital elements:
stopping their nuclear enrichment,
stopping their ballistic missile develop-
ment, and stopping the state sponsor-
ship of terrorism.

Mr. Speaker, if we don’t have a good
agreement in 6 days, I am just afraid
that we need to reimpose the strong
sanctions that brought Iran to the ne-
gotiating table in the first place. I
know that if the majority leader of the
Senate who will be in office for the
next 6 weeks or so—HARRY REID—if he
were to allow a vote of the Senate,
there is no doubt they would agree to
stronger sanction language.

The Kirk-Menendez language would
do just that. The House previously had
passed almost identical language es-
tablishing the same doctrine, that if
Iran leaves the negotiating table and
does not have an acceptable deal with
the U.S. and the rest of the P5+1, that
we will reimpose tough sanctions.

That obviously was having an effect
because that brought them to the nego-
tiating table. We need to have tough
sanctions waiting in the wings, waiting
in reserve, if Iran does not do the right
thing.

I don’t understand why the adminis-
tration is fighting and resisting a vote
in the Senate and saying that that will
somehow offend or humiliate or drive
away the Iranians. It is what brought
them to the negotiating table in the
first place. They understand strength
and force.

Mr. Speaker, there are some people
in some countries in this world that
view weakness as provocative and they
move in and take advantage of that.
Iran is one of those countries, history
has shown.

If we show strength and resolve and
decisiveness to them, then they are
more likely to respond in the right
way. If we show weakness, then they
are more likely to take advantage of
that. I think we show strength to Iran
during this time of negotiation—we
have 6 more days before the deadline—
by making a statement that, ‘‘Hey, if
you don’t back off, then we are going
to reimpose these tough sanctions,
sanctions that have bite to them.”
That is what brought them to the nego-
tiating table, and it has to be part of
what we do going forward.
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Mr. Speaker, it is just really impor-
tant that we show strength to Iran, and
we only have 6 days left. We don’t want
a bad deal, no deal is better than a bad
deal, but I am very apprehensive. You
have heard from others as well. Up
until now, the prognosis hasn’t been
good. We haven’t heard of break-
throughs or concessions in the negotia-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, with those things in
mind, I think that we just need to urge
the administration to show resolve, to
show strength, to allow Congress, espe-
cially the Senate which hasn’t yet
taken a position because they have
been denied the ability to vote, al-
though we have done it here in the
House, to say, ‘‘Iran, you have to come
back to the table and have a serious
negotiation where you do agree to stop
enrichment, stop ballistic missile pro-
duction, and stop state sponsorship of
terrorism, and if you don’t do those
things, we will have tougher sanctions
come back in force.”

We shouldn’t deny the Senate that
chance for a vote. We should allow
them to have that vote. We have taken
that position here in the House. It is
the right position.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to thank my
colleagues for this time that we have
had. We are going to be watching for
the next 6 days. I think that it is one
of the most vital issues that is hanging
out there in world politics today. It af-
fects Israel, but it affects even so much
more.

I think the Western World will be to-
tally affected in a negative way if Iran
doesn’t come clean and have a conces-
sion on nuclear enrichment, on state
sponsorship of terrorism, and on bal-
listic missiles.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

———
A ROADMAP FOR PROSPERITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAMALFA). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. RICE) for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I am here to talk about a
roadmap for prosperity of this country.

I think the elections last week, in
large part, didn’t deal as much with
Republicans and Democrats as it dealt
with a frustration over the lagging
lack of prosperity this country has ex-
perienced for the last 7 years. I think
that there are ways to solve that, that
are complicated, but there is a path-
way that we can pursue that involves a
lot of common sense.

If you will look at these charts that
I have here, Mr. Speaker, what I have
here with this blue line that goes up
until 2007 and trends down thereafter is
median household income. You can see,
Mr. Speaker, it drops from a peak of
$56,000 annually in 2007 down to just
over $51,000 today, a drop of over 10 per-
cent for the median American family.
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Mr. Speaker, at the same time, this
red line represents the cost that these
families incur. The red line actually is
food cost. You can see that they have
risen from an inflation-adjusted basis
of 190 to 240, almost 20 percent, Mr.
Speaker. At the same time their in-
comes have declined over 10 percent,
their costs for food have gone up over
20 percent.

Then the bottom graph here rep-
resents their cost for fuel and utilities,
and you can see here that they have
risen almost 20 percent as well.

My belief, Mr. Speaker, is that the
cause of the decline in the income, as
well as the cause of the rise in the cost
in fuels and food, is largely from poli-
cies that come out of Washington.
These are not things that are beyond
repair. These are things that we can
fix, so what we have to do is lay out a
roadmap, a plan, to restore the pros-
perity that we have enjoyed for over
200 years.

Mr. Speaker, before I forget, I want
to credit my good friend, Professor Mi-
chael Porter from Harvard, with a lot
of these slides that I am using because
I am stealing a lot of those from him,
but this chart here, Mr. Speaker, is a
breakdown of jobs in the American
economy.

The red at the bottom is jobs that we
have to compete with, with the rest of
the world, manufacturing jobs, for ex-
ample, that can be done anywhere in
the world. The top part is jobs that
serve local markets, things like health
care that have to be delivered here,
things like services, like, for example,
real estate or tourism services, things
that have to be delivered here.

This chart begins at 1998, but you can
actually go back even further, and
what you would see is in the area of
service jobs, things that have to be
handled locally, the number of jobs has
risen. It certainly dipped around 2007,
but it is coming back up.

But in the areas of what we call
tradeable jobs, jobs that can be done
anywhere in the world, the number of
Americans working in those jobs has
declined in this chart over the last 16
years, but you could go back even fur-
ther, a very disturbing trend.

Now, why is that occurring? Why is it
that tradeable jobs have left our shores
and continue to leave our shores? Mr.
Speaker, why is it that we continue to
read in the newspapers every month
about another American iconic com-
pany like Pfizer or like Burger King
moving their headquarters out of our
country?

0 1845

Well, there are a number of reasons
for that, and the most obvious reason
is because we have the highest cor-
porate tax rate in the world. If they
want to be an American company, they
have to pay extra for that.

This chart at the top represents the
corporate tax rates of the OECD coun-
tries, and you can see the red line at
the end represents America. The aver-
age rate is 25 percent, and we are at
39 percent.
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When the President says things, Mr.
Speaker, like, ‘““Our American compa-
nies should be willing to pay the high-
est tax rate in the world to be patri-
otic,” he is missing some real impor-
tant points.

One is that any company, American
or otherwise, doing business in Amer-
ica will pay American tax rates on the
profits they earn in our country, but
these iconic American companies that
are leaving our shores have to compete
worldwide, and competition is tooth
and nail, and only the strongest com-
petitor will survive.

Mr. Speaker, if you have an iconic
American company that has to pay
taxes at 39 percent here in this country
competing on the same product line
with a company that has to pay 15 per-
cent in Ireland or in Canada, in the
end, which company will survive? You
see, Mr. Speaker, it is not about patri-
otism. That is nonsense. It is about
survival.

Mr. Speaker, how do we end this
cycle? How do we convince our iconic
American companies, our large em-
ployers, to stay in this country and to
convince those that have left our coun-
try to come back?

Before I came here, I had one other
elected office. I was a tax attorney and
a CPA for 25 years, and I helped compa-
nies structure their business in the
smartest way for taxes, for regulatory
purposes, and to make a profit.

Once I retired from that, I ran for
one other office, and that was as the
chairman of Horry County Council in
Horry County, South Carolina, where
Myrtle Beach is.

Horry County had a problem because
most all of its job creation was in the
tourism industry, and the tourism in-
dustry is great, but it produces an inor-
dinate amount of seasonal jobs and
jobs with relatively low pay. They
needed to diversify their industry, and
many other counties in the State were
doing a better job of it.

Once I became chairman of the coun-
ty council, I started to look at why
that was and what we needed to do, and
it was obvious that we had many, many
assets. The problem was we weren’t
even in the game. We weren’t even try-
ing to compete.

Once we laid out a roadmap to enter
the competition to attract industry
and jobs, it didn’t take very long. Com-
panies responded quickly. Thousands of
jobs had been created. All we had to do
was enter the competition.

Counties across this country compete
with other counties for jobs. States
across this country compete with other
States for jobs, States like Texas,
which has done a fantastic job. South
Carolina has done a fantastic job of
creating a favorable business tax envi-
ronment, favorable regulatory environ-
ment, and has done tort reform, and lo
and behold, companies come.

Company after company after com-
pany leave States like California or
Washington State and come to States
like Texas or South Carolina, and you
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can see the result in South Carolina
with BMW, Amazon, Boeing, Michelin,
Continental, and on and on and on. All
they had to do was decide to compete,
and industry responded.

You see, before I became chairman of
the county council in Horry County,
the attitude there was that we were the
leader in tourism, and they are great
at tourism. We are big, and we have a
lot of advantages, and we really don’t
need to compete for business. But guess
what, it wasn’t working.

Once we changed our attitude, people
responded quickly, and I believe the at-
titude here in Washington is the same.
Look, we are big. We don’t have the
biggest economy in the world anymore.
China overtook us. We have one of the
biggest economies in the world. We
have great capital markets. We have
great consumer markets.

We don’t have to try to compete.
Business is going to come anyway. But
guess what, just like in Horry County,
it is not working in the country either,
and if we simply decide to compete for
industry, with all of the advantages
that we have, I believe no one can stop
us.

My friend Michael Porter is, as I
said, an economics professor at Har-
vard Business School. He has been
there for decades. He has written mul-
tiple books on competitive theory. He
has come here to Congress with me,
and we scheduled seminars with Con-
gressmen from both sides of the aisle
to talk about what this country needs
to do to be competitive. We have been
in front of over 100 Congressmen, and
this is the roadmap that he lays out. I
am not going to claim authorship. This
is the roadmap that he lays out.

His book is, “On Competition,” by
Michael Porter. It is one of many. Mi-
chael Porter sits on the board of public
companies. He represents countries
around the world. He has written this
roadmap for the United States. If we
will adopt the attitude that we are
going to be competitive in the world,
we can expect to see American compa-
nies coming back, more foreign invest-
ment in the United States, and mil-
lions and millions of American jobs
created and our economy lifted from
its meager growth to above trend and
restore our American prosperity.

Mr. Speaker, let’s look at these
things one by one. One of them is low-
ering the corporate tax rate, and as I
pointed out earlier, this one is common
sense. We have the highest corporate
tax rate in the world. Does that mean
that we have to collect less revenue?
No.

Our corporate Tax Code is incredibly
complex. It is filled with deductions
and credits, many of which make sense
but others that don’t. It needs to be
cleaned up. DAVE CAMP and the House
Ways and Means Committee put out a
proposal to do it last year.

I agree with, by far, the bulk of it.
The House needs to take it up—or
something like it—and we need to get
it over to the Senate, and we need to
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get corporate tax reform. The Presi-
dent agrees we need corporate tax re-
form, but the President thinks we need
to raise revenue.

The goal here, Mr. Speaker, is not to
increase taxes. The goal here is to
make our country more competitive.
Why? Because then we will have more
business and we will have more jobs
and we will raise revenue that way,
rather than by raising taxes. If we
boost our economy, the revenue will
come.

The second item on this menu, Mr.
Speaker, is taxing overseas profits
earned by American companies only
where they are earned. We are the only
remaining OECD country with a global
tax system. Everywhere else, they pay
taxes where they earned the money,
and they can bring the money home
without paying taxes.

But here in America, our multi-
national companies—companies like
GE, GM, and every alphabet soup com-
pany that you can name—if they earn
profits overseas and they pay taxes at
the lower rate over there, they know if
they ever bring that money back to the
United States, they have to pay it at 39
percent.

So what do they do? They park that
money overseas. It is only common
sense. They are competing tooth and
nail worldwide. To make any other
choice puts them at a huge disadvan-
tage.

So let’s say we have an American
company that has a billion dollars in
profits in India and they need to build
a factory and are looking for where to
build that billion dollar factory. Do
you think they are going to bring that
money back and pay 40 percent taxes in
the United States to build that fac-
tory? No.

What they are going to do is build
that factory in India and employ a
thousand people there instead of em-
ploying a thousand Americans, so we
need to change our global tax system.

We need to ease the immigration of
highly-skilled immigrants. Mr. Speak-
er, I am for comprehensive immigra-
tion reform, but I am not for the kind
of immigration reform the President is
talking about.

Mr. Speaker, we have the most lib-
eral legal immigration system in the
world. We allow 1.2 million legal immi-
grants every year. The problem with
our system is that most every OECD
country that has looked at this has de-
cided they are going to use immigra-
tion as a mechanism to be more com-
petitive. Other countries are already
working on this.

So what they do is they say, ‘“‘Okay.
You can immigrate into our country if
you have a skill that we need. They
allow people with high skill sets and
high education to come to the front of
the line to immigrate.”

Our immigration system is exactly
the reverse. It is completely counter-
intuitive. Sixty-five percent of the im-
migration that we allow is not based
on skill set but based on family rela-
tionship.
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Only 12 percent of our immigration is
based on skill set, and what is the re-
sult? The result of that, as I have read,
is that as many as 42 percent of the
new applications for Medicaid come
from immigrants. At a disproportion-
ately large amount, legal immigrants
rely on our social safety net, and that
makes us less rather than more com-
petitive.

We need comprehensive immigration
reform, but what that means to me is
that we need to base our immigration
largely on skill set. I am not saying
eliminate immigration based on family
relationship, but I am saying make
that a much smaller piece of the pie.

Another problem with our immigra-
tion system is with our student visa
program. We have the best universities
in the world. People come from all
over. In fact, I think I read yesterday
that there were a record number of for-
eign students in American universities.

So the problem is when they get
their degree and after their student
visa expires, under our immigration
system, we require that they go back
to their home country. We prevent
them from staying here.

They have to go back to their home
country for a period of years before
they can even apply to come back to
the United States. We have given them
the best education in the world, and we
force them out of this country.

So what does that mean, practically?
Let’s say we have a gentleman from
China who gets an engineering degree
from MIT and has the best idea in the
world to manufacture whatever it
might be, but he can’t stay here and do
that. He can’t even apply.

He has to go back home and do his
initial public offering and build his
plant there and employ thousands of
people there, rather than using the
education that our American univer-
sities gave him to create thousands of
jobs here in this country.

There are so many things about our
immigration system and there are so
many things about so many areas of
Federal law that are clearly counter-
intuitive. They are exactly the oppo-
site of what they need to be to make
this country competitive.

Next, we have addressing distortions
and abuses in our trading system. I am
not going to spend a whole lot of time
on this, but let me just say that, at one
time, we were so advanced, we were SO
competitive, we were so much far
ahead of the rest of the world, that we
could adopt trading plans that weren’t
necessarily to our benefit.

We can’t afford to do that anymore.
We need to have free trade. We need to
have fair trade.

O 1900

Improving American logistics, com-
munications and energy infrastructure.
Everybody knows we need infrastruc-
ture to be competitive. We do so many
things to hold ourselves up: roads,
bridges, pipelines, and everything else.
Federal regulation drags out projects
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for not just years—decades—and drives
up cost.

When the Port of Miami has been
working on trying to get their environ-
mental permit to deepen their port to
50 feet for post-Panamax ships for over
a decade; when the Port of Charleston,
in my home State of South Carolina,
has been under study for 4 years to de-
termine whether they can go from 46
feet to 52 feet so that they can take
these post-Panama Canal ships, and
they are hoping that they get that port
deepened by the year 2020, in the end
everybody knows that port is going to
get done. In the end, there will be little
or no environmental damage, and what
there is will be mitigated, but it is
going to take a decade of wrangling to
get to where we can deepen our port.

Let me tell you how important that
is. Right now, I think one in five fami-
lies’ incomes in South Carolina are re-
lated to the use of that port. Compa-
nies in South Carolina, shipping or im-
porting or exporting, it takes $3,000 to
ship a container from the Port of
Charleston to Shanghai on ships as
they exist today. When the Panama
Canal opens and the new ships come
through, that will drop the cost of
transportation by 20 to 30 percent. So
instead of it costing $3,000 to ship a
container from Charleston to Shang-
hai, it will cost $2,200.

If an importer or exporter in South
Carolina or in the Southeast doesn’t
have access to one of those ports, they
start out $800 per container behind the
rest of the world. So there are only two
of those ports that can take these ships
right now on the east coast: Norfolk
and Baltimore. If a manufacturer or an
importer or an exporter is looking to
where they are going to locate their
business, do you think they are going
to locate in a place that they are going
to start out $800 per container behind
the rest of the world?

And it is going to take us till 2020 to
get approvals to get this port deep-
ened?

So many of these environmental
rules are just mechanisms to delay
progress. In the end, we know this port
is going to get done. Let’s get busy and
dig this port, and then we can talk
about what we need to do to mitigate.
But why are we going to hold it up for
a decade and put my home State and
this country at another competitive
disadvantage?

We need to work on infrastructure.
We need to find a way to get the high-
way trust fund funded. We need to
eliminate a lot of the uncertainty. So
many of these problems that are listed
here, because they haven’t been solved,
they create so much uncertainty in the
economy. It makes it very difficult for
businesses to invest.

The Federal Government is an in-
credibly complex organization, yet it
hasn’t had a budget in 5 years until
last year—mot even a budget, not even
for a year. Any complex organization,
to make rational decisions, has to have
long-term planning, and we can’t even
do a budget for a year.
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We continually kick the can down
the road, things likes the highway
trust fund, things like the SGR, the
doc fix. The Federal Government has
got to resolve these things, remove
these uncertainties so that people
know how to plan and invest.

I skipped over one here: responsible
development of our oil and gas re-
serves. The administration has thrown
up every roadblock that you could
throw up to development of our re-
serves. We have had the largest oil and
gas boom in history in the last 6 years.

Eight years ago, when President
Bush was in, they were talking about
something called peak o0il theory,
where they said we had already discov-
ered all of the recoverable oil and it
was going to get lower and lower, and
it was going to be harder and harder to
recover and that we were at our finite
limits.

That shows you how wrong science
can be, because in the last 5 years we
have had the largest oil boom in his-
tory right here in the United States.
Yet, at the same time, the day that
President Obama was sworn in, gas was
$1.80 a gallon. Google it. It went up as
high as $3.75 a gallon just a few months
ago, and it has been gradually backing
down because, despite all of the road-
blocks and all of the burdens that we
have placed on developing this oil, pri-
vate industry is figuring out how to get
it done. We won’t let them build pipe-
lines, so they put it on rail. We try to
regulate them out of the rail business,
and they figure out a way around that.

The administration is using execu-
tive orders to broaden the clean air
rules and the Clean Water Act to do ev-
erything they can to prevent the devel-
opment of these o0il and gas reserves,
and the result of that is that the price
of fuel is artificially high because they
want us off of these fossil fuels and
they want us on alternative energy.

You know what? So do I. But I want
it when the technology can deliver it
at a competitive price. I don’t want to
artificially inflate the cost of fossil
fuels simply to force us on to alter-
native energy, because, you see, cheap,
reliable energy is another factor that
makes us competitive.

How does it make us competitive?
Well, number one, it lowers the cost of
a company doing business in the
United States if they have cheap, reli-
able energy. That is obvious.

But another problem is we do have
the largest consumer market in the
world. Two-thirds of our economy is
based on consumer spending. And when
you have declining income, what does
that do to consumer spending? Obvi-
ously, it goes down. When you have in-
creasing expenses for fuel and home
utilities, with the war on coal, that af-
fects the cost of food, so all these
things rise. That takes money out of
the consumers’ pockets when they al-
ready have declining income.

What do you think that does to our
economy? What do you think that does
to our competitiveness?
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So we need low-cost energy because,
A, it makes it cheaper for companies to
do business here and will bring jobs
here, but it also puts more money in
consumers’ pockets.

When the President was first elected,
he said we need a stimulus program,
and he put in something called a pay-
roll tax holiday that gave everybody,
the average working man, $90 a month
more in his pocket. But at the same
time, with his policies for energy, with
the war on coal taking our coal plants
offline, that increases the cost to the
average consumer by about $40 per
household a month.

If putting $90 a month in his pocket
is stimulus, what does taking $40 a
month out of his pocket do? That is
“de-stimulus.”

Then when his policies forced up the
price of gasoline from a $1.80 a gallon—
it was $3.80 a gallon; now it is $2.80 or
$3—every dollar a gallon costs the av-
erage consumer another $90 a month.
Now the payroll tax holiday is gone.
Instead of putting $90 a month in the
consumers’ pocket to stimulate the
economy, we are taking $200 a month
out of their pocket. What does that do
to the economy?

This one is a no-brainer. We need to
do everything we can to responsibly de-
velop our fuel reserves; and we need
low-cost, reliable energy in this coun-
try to, A, encourage companies to
come here for the low energy cost and,
B, to put more money in consumers’
pockets to stimulate our economy.

The last thing on this list is create a
sustainable Federal budget, including
entitlement reform. I will run through
this, but I am about out of time.

Entitlements are on a collision
course with bankruptcy. Nobody who
understands it will argue that point.
These things have got to be done. They
create so much uncertainty. They cre-
ate instability in our economy, and
they are nothing but future taxes.

The House Budget Committee, of
which I am a member, has put out a
budget that would balance in 10 years.
For the last 2 years in a row that I
have been in the Congress, and I be-
lieve 2 years before that, they have not
even been taken up by the Senate. We
need to put our budget on a path to
balancing. The nonpartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office agrees and says
that where we are is unsustainable.

Mr. Speaker, thank you for your pa-
tience with me. Thank you for allowing
me to lay out my road map. I hope that
the Republicans and the Democrats
and everybody will consider this as a
pathway to a prosperous future.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. FATTAH (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today.
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SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The Speaker announced his signature
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the
following title:

S. 1086. An Act to reauthorize and improve
the Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990, and for other purposes.

———

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported that on November 17, 2014, she
presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bills:

H.R. 1233. To amend chapter 22 of title 44,
United States Code, popularly known as the
Presidential Records Act, to establish proce-
dures for the consideration of claims of con-
stitutionally based privilege against disclo-
sure of Presidential records, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 4194. To provide for the elimination or
modification of Federal reporting require-
ments.

————
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 13 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, November 19, 2014, at 10
a.m. for morning-hour debate.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

7739. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting a letter
on the approved retirement of Lieutenant
General Jan-Marc Jouas, United States Air
Force, and his advancement on the retired
list to the grade of lieutenant general; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

7740. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule — Amendment of Section 73.202(b) FM
Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations
(McCall, Idaho) [MB Docket No.: 14-69] [RM-
11716] received October 9, 2014, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

T7741. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a determination pursuant to
Section 552(c)(2) of the Foreign Assistance
Act to provide commodities and services for
immediate assistance to Ukraine; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

7742. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a Memorandum of Justification
for a drawdown under section 506(a)(1) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
to provide assistance to Ukraine; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

7743. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting
Transmittal of D.C. Act 20-462, ‘‘License to
Carry a Pistol Temporary Amendment Act of
2014; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

T7744. A letter from the Acting Auditor, Of-
fice of the District of Columbia Auditor,
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transmitting a report entitled, ‘‘District of
Columbia Public Schools’ Budget Develop-
ment and Execution Processes Were Not Suf-
ficient to Avoid Divisional Over- and Under-
Spending’’; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

7745. A letter from the Acting Auditor, Of-
fice of the District of Columbia Auditor,
transmitting a report entitled, ‘“‘Improved
Oversight of the UDC Land Grant Endow-
ment Fund is Required’’; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

7746. A letter from the Acting Auditor, Of-
fice of the District of Columbia Auditor,
transmitting a report entitled, ‘District
Special Events Processes Can Be Improved’’;
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

7747. A letter from the Acting Auditor, Of-
fice of the District of Columbia Auditor,
transmitting a report entitled, ‘‘Metropoli-
tan Police Department First Amendment In-
vestigations Complied with District Law in
2013’; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

T748. A letter from the Acting Auditor, Of-
fice of the District of Columbia Auditor,
transmitting a report entitled, ‘‘Certifi-
cation of Revised Fiscal Year 2014 Total
Local Source General Fund Revenues (Net of
Dedicated Taxes) in Support of the District’s
Issuance of General Obligation Bonds (Series
2014A and 2014B)”’; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

T749. A letter from the Clerk, Court of Ap-
peals, transmitting an opinion of the United
States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Cir-
cuit, United States of America v. P.H.
Glatfelter Company and NCR Corporation,
No. 13-2436 & 13-2441, (September 25, 2014); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

7750. A letter from the Federal Liaison Of-
ficer, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Renam-
ing of Express Mail to Priority Mail Express
[Docket No.: PTO-P-2014-0045] (RIN: 0651-
AC98) received October 20, 2014, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

T751. A letter from the Manager, EP Rul-
ings and Agreements, Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, transmitting the Service’s final rule —
Update for Weighted Average Interest Rates,
Yield Curves, and Segment Rates [Notice
2014-62] received October 20, 2014, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

T752. A letter from the Administrator,
TSA, Department of Homeland Security,
transmitting the Administration’s certifi-
cation that the level of screening services
and protection provided at Roswell Inter-
national Air Center (ROW) will be equal to
or greater than the level that would be pro-
vided at the airport by TSA Transportation
Security Officers; to the Committee on
Homeland Security.

————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. LAMBORN:

H.R. 5727. A bill to require certifications by
prospective contractors with the TUnited
States Government that they are not boy-
cotting persons, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.
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By Mr. UPTON (for himself, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. WALDEN, and Ms. ESHO00):

H.R. 5728. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 and title 17, United States
Code, to extend expiring provisions relating
to the retransmission of signals of television
broadcast stations, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mrs. BLACKBURN (for herself, Mr.
GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. McCAUL, and Mr.
FLEISCHMANN):

H.R. 5729. A bill to expand the program of
priority review to encourage treatments for
tropical diseases; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. GRAYSON:

H.R. 5730. A bill to make nine month fore-
closure and eviction protections for
servicemembers permanent, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. GRAYSON:

H.R. 5731. A bill to extend foreclosure and
eviction protections for servicemembers, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. DEUTCH (for himself and Mr.
ROSKAM):

H.R. 5732. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to crack down on fraud
in the Medicare program to protect seniors,
people with disabilities, and taxpayers; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Ways
and Means, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. HUFFMAN (for himself, Mr.
LOWENTHAL, and Ms. MATSUI):

H.R. 5733. A bill to require the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office to calculate
a carbon score for each bill or resolution; to
the Committee on Rules, and in addition to
the Committee on the Budget, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. STOCKMAN:

H.R. 5734. A bill to achieve a lasting peace
in the Middle East and improve the eco-
nomic situation for its people; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Ms. MENG:

H.R. 5735. A bill to facilitate the expedited
review of applications of aliens applying for
admission to the United States under section
101(a)(15)(J) who are coming to the United
States to participate in a program under
which they will receive graduate medical
education or training; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 5736. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain property to the Yukon
Kuskokwim Health Corporation located in
Bethel, Alaska; to the Committee on Natural
Resources, and in addition to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois:

H. Res. 758. A resolution strongly con-
demning the actions of the Russian Federa-
tion, under President Vladimir Putin, which
has carried out a policy of aggression against
neighboring countries aimed at political and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

economic domination; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

320. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Alaska, rel-
ative to House Joint Resolution 26, urging
Congress to provide a means for consistently
and equitably sharing with all oil and gas
producing states a portion of revenue gen-
erated from oil and gas development on the
outer continental shelf; to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

321. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to House Joint
Resolution No. 22, requesting the Congress of
the United States to call a convention of the
states to propose amendments to the Con-
stitution of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

322. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to House Joint
Resolution 25, urging Congress to restore the
presumption of a service connection for
Agent Orange exposure to United States Vet-
erans; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

323. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to Senate Joint
Resolution 24, relating to certain holiday
practices at federal Veterans Health Admin-
istration facilities; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

324. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to House Joint
Resolution 20, urging the President of the
United States and the Congress to repeal the
excise tax on medical devices; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

325. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to Senate Joint
Resolution 15, opposing any international
designation of Alaska land or water as an
international park, world heritage site, bio-
sphere reserve, Ramsar site, or other classi-
fication of land or water that affects the use
of land or water by the state or an Alaska
Native corporation without approval by the
U.S. Congress and the Alaska State Legisla-
ture; jointly to the Committees on Natural
Resources and Foreign Affairs.

326. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to Senate Joint
Resolution 22, opposing the warrantless col-
lection of telephone call data by the Na-
tional Security Agency; jointly to the Com-
mittees on the Judiciary and Intelligence
(Permanent Select).

——————

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. LAMBORN:

H.R. 5721.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Section 8 of article 1 of the Constitution

By Mr. UPTON:

H.R. 5728.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mrs. BLACKBURN:

H.R. 5729.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Constitutional authority in which this
bill rests is the power of the Congress to reg-
ulate Commerce as enumerated by Article I,
Section 8, Clause 3 as applied to healthcare.

By Mr. GRAYSON:

H.R. 5730.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States.

By Mr. GRAYSON:

H.R. 5731.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States.

By Mr. DEUTCH:

H.R. 5732.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. HUFFMAN:

H.R. 5733.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 9, Clause 7: No Money
shall be drawn from the Treasury, but in
Consequence of Appropriations made by Law,
and a regular Statement and Account of the
Receipts and Expenditures of all public
Money shall be published from time to time.

By Mr. STOCKMAN:

H.R. 5734.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8.

““The Congress shall have Power ... To
make all Laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into Execution the fore-
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by
this Constitution in the Government of the
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.”

By Ms. MENG:

H.R. 5735.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 5736.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 and Article
1, Section 8, Clause 3.

——

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

H.R. 60: Ms. ESTY.

H.R. 139: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. SWALWELL
of California.

H.R. 471: Mr.

H.R. 651: Mr.

H.R. 702: Mr.

H.R. 713: Ms.

H.R. 872: Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 956: Mr. DEUTCH.

H.R. 1070: Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr.
NoOLAN, Mr. SMITH of Washington, and Mr.
RYAN of Ohio.

H.R. 1094: Mr. GRAYSON, Mr. SCHNEIDER,
and Mr. HIGGINS.

H.R. 1343: Ms. WILsSON of Florida.

.R. 1563: Mrs. NOEM.

.R. 1667: Ms. NORTON.
R
R

GEORGE MILLER of California.
BRADY of Pennsylvania.

GENE GREEN of Texas.
BROWNLEY of California.

. 1942: Mr. LYNCH.
. 1953: Ms. CHU.
2018: Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 2224: Mr. GRIMM.

H.R. 2312: Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 2500: Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia.

janargasges)

H.R.
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H.R. 2504: Mr. POCAN, Mr. POMPEO, Mr.
HULTGREN, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Mr. SMITH
of Washington, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 2591: Mr. WILLIAMS.

H.R. 2654: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 2673: Mr. MARINO.

H.R. 2745: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas.

H.R. 2788: Mr. PERLMUTTER.

H.R. 2794: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 2847: Mr. LOWENTHAL, Ms. GABBARD,
Mr. GRIMM, and Ms. LEE of California.

H.R. 3116: Mr. SCHWEIKERT.

H.R. 3382: Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. CUMMINGS,
and Ms. MENG.

H.R. 3398: Mr. SMITH of Washington and Mr.
RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 3424: Mr. COLE.

H.R. 3461: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3543: Mr. LEWIS, Mr. LYNCH, Ms. HAHN,
Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr. MEEKS.

H.R. 3583: Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 3662: Mr. LOWENTHAL.

H.R. 3708: Mrs. NOEM.

H.R. 3717: Mr. HANNA.

H.R. 3750: Mrs. WALORSKI.

H.R. 3852: Mr. WELCH.

H.R. 3877: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.

H.R. 3888: Mr. CICILLINE.

H.R. 4083: Mr. BARR.

H.R. 4407: Mr. BARR.

H.R. 4510: Mr. CRAMER.
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H.R.
H.R.
H.R.
H.R.

4525:
4608:
4612:
4748:

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
WELCH.
CLAWSON of Florida.
JENKINS and Mr. TIBERI.

H.R. 4772: Mr. ROSKAM.

H.R. 4927: Mr. KLINE and Mr. PAULSEN.

H.R. 4930: Ms. NORTON, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms.
DELBENE, and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 5059: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. COURTNEY, Mrs.
BACHMANN, Mr. BARR, and Mr. DEUTCH.

H.R. 5083: Mr. CRENSHAW.

H.R. 5091: Mr. JONES.

H.R. 5110: Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 5182: Ms. SCHWARTZ.

H.R. 5186: Ms. LEE of California and Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 5241: Mr. TURNER, Mr. LIPINSKI, and
Mr. CLAWSON of Florida.

H.R. 5267: Mr. MEEHAN and Mr. RODNEY
DAVIs of Illinois.

H.R. 5353: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 5354: Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 5403: Mr. PEARCE, Mr. ISRAEL, and
Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana.

H.R. 5460: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. JOYCE, and Mr. FARENTHOLD.

H.R. 5475: Mr. SMITH of Missouri.

H.R. 5484: Mr. BUCSHON.

H.R. 5599: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

H.R. 5617: Ms. T1TUs and Mr. YARMUTH.

H.R. 5644: Mr. PAULSEN.

H.R. 5646: Mr. SCHOCK.

November 18, 2014

H.R. 5655: Ms. BONAMICI.

H.R. 5686: Mr. WALZ.

H.R. 5700: Mr. MICHAUD and Mr. THOMPSON
of California.

H.R. 5706: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr.
GRIMM, Mr. MEEKS, Ms. MENG, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. JACKSON LEE, and Ms.
FRANKEL of Florida.

H.R. 5710: Mr. BERA of California.

H.J. Res. 26: Mrs. WALORSKI.

H. Con. Res. 70: Mr. LANCE.

H. Con. Res. 117: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.

H. Res. 208: Mr. LOWENTHAL, Ms. GABBARD,
and Mr. GRIMM.

H. Res. 596: Mr. ELLISON, Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
Mr. RoskKAM, and Mr. CHABOT.

H. Res. 728: Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. HUIZENGA of
Michigan, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr.
FARENTHOLD, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Ms. TITUS,
and Ms. ESTY.

H. Res. 735: Mr. PEARCE and Mrs. BROOKS of
Indiana.

H. Res. 738: Mr. ROONEY.

H. Res. 7565: Mr. GRIMM, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr.
QUIGLEY, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. CAS-
TOR of Florida, Mr. PoLis, Ms. FUDGE, Ms.
SPEIER, and Mr. FATTAH.

H. Res. 757: Mr. TERRY, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. KING of Jowa, and Mr. BROUN of
Georgia.



United States
of America

Congressional Record

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 1 13 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

Vol. 160

WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 18, 2014

No. 141

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. LEAHY).

————
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Shepherd of Love, our lives are open
books to You, for You see our thoughts
before they are formed and know our
words before we utter a single sen-
tence. Your powers astound us.

Today, guide our lawmakers on the
path that leads to faith, inspiring them
to cultivate a quiet spirit of confidence
in Your providential love. Lord, teach
them to wait with hope and to endure
to the end, believing that in everything
You are working for the good of those
who love You and are called according
to Your purposes.

God of Grace and Glory, we revel in
Your goodness, rejoicing because of
Your generous mercy.

We pray in Your holy Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The President pro tempore 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.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
my remarks and those of the Repub-
lican leader, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of S. 2280. There will
be 6 hours of debate equally divided be-
tween the proponents and opponents of
the bill. Senator BOXER will control the

Senate

opponents’ time. Senator LANDRIEU
will control 1 hour of the proponents’
time, and Senator HOEVEN will control
2 hours.

The Senate will recess from 12:30 p.m.
until 2:15 p.m. to allow for our weekly
caucus meetings.

At about 6:15 p.m.—give or take a few
minutes—this evening the Senate will
vote on a bill to approve the Keystone
Pipeline.

There will be three rollcall votes on
confirmation of the Abrams, Cohen,
and Ross nominations, followed by the
confirmation of five Ambassadors,
which are expected by voice vote.

There will be 30 minutes of debate
prior to a cloture vote on the motion
to proceed to the USA Freedom Act.

———
USA FREEDOM ACT

Mr. REID. As I have indicated, this
evening we will vote on the motion to
proceed to the bipartisan USA FREE-
DOM Act, which reforms the U.S. Gov-
ernment’s domestic surveillance au-
thorities under the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act, or FISA, as
we have come to call it.

In 2013 the American public first
learned that the Federal Government
collected telephone and Internet
records of ordinary Americans—even
when those Americans were not sus-
pected of any wrongdoing. Earlier this
yvear Senator LEAHY introduced the
USA FREEDOM Act to end this bulk
data collection. This bill has the sup-
port of the entire U.S. intelligence
community, including the Director of
National Intelligence, Gen. James
Clapper. It enhances privacy and civil
liberties protections, and it continues
to give the U.S. intelligence commu-
nity the ability to gather the informa-
tion it needs to help keep America safe.

Two weeks ago the American people
sent Congress a simple message: Let’s
work together. The USA FREEDOM
Act is an excellent opportunity for
Democrats and Republicans to work to-

gether to pass legislation that is good
for this country.

The chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, PAT LEAHY, has done tremen-
dous work in crafting this bill. I hope
we will invoke cloture today to allow
us to proceed to this matter. Chairman
LEAHY will manage the bill on the Sen-
ate floor in what I hope will be an
open, bipartisan process.

In working to craft this bipartisan
legislation, I expect Senators on both
sides will want to offer amendments.
Everyone should understand that there
is not going to be any effort to stop
this by the procedural avenue we call
tree-filling. Instead, if we get on the
legislation, the bill’s managers will ad-
dress amendments as they are offered.
So I hope Democrats and Republicans
will be able to come to agreements for
votes on a number of amendments—
hopefully a reasonable number or, of
course, we will have no alternative
than to try to terminate that by trying
to get cloture on the bill itself. I am
optimistic that we can work together—
I hope so—to forge a compromise and
pass this essential legislation.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BOOKER). The Republican leader is rec-
ognized.

———

FISA

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
recent beheading of U.S. citizen Peter
Kassig was the latest reminder of the
brutal tactics employed by ISIL, a
murderous terrorist organization and
insurgency that slaughters the inno-
cent and routinely employs suicide
bombers and IEDs in its campaign of
terror.

The Islamic State of Iraq and the Le-
vant slaughtered Sunni tribe members
in Anbar Province, executed prisoners,
and captured key terrain in cities such
as Mosul.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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Americans know ISIL is lethal, but it
is also versatile. It has associates and
sympathizers in countries across the
West, some self-radicalized on the
Internet, including not only in Europe
and Canada but right here in the
United States. The ISIL fighting force
continues to grow more numerous—
now numbering at least 20,000 strong—
with its success on the battlefield hav-
ing drawn more extremists to the fight
from many of the same places, includ-
ing, again, right here in America.

At its core, ISIL includes many sea-
soned veterans who once fought under
the banner of Al Qaeda in Iraq and ei-
ther survived the U.S. military deten-
tion or el uded our military altogether
during the years of Operation Iraqi
Freedom. Many of these fighters are fa-
miliar with America’s intelligence ca-
pabilities, and many are savvy with
communications. These are terrorists
who know how to use encryption, and
they know how to change devices fre-
quently. That is part of the reason I
am strongly opposed to legislation of-
fered by the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee that would end one of the
Nation’s critical capabilities to gather
significant intelligence on terrorist
threats. This is the worst possible time
to be tying our hands behind our backs.

The threat from ISIL is real. It is dif-
ferent from what we faced before. If we
are going to overcome it, if our aim is
to degrade and destroy ISIL, as the
President has said, then it is going to
require smart policies and firm deter-
mination. At a minimum, we should
not be doing anything to make the sit-
uation worse. Yet that is what this bill
would do.

Most damagingly, it would hinder the
ability of intelligence community ana-
lysts to query a database to determine
links between potential terrorists. In-
stead, the Leahy bill would have this
data be held by telephone companies. It
would make it far harder for records to
be gathered for a specific selection
term. Under the Leahy bill, the tele-
phone companies would face no statu-
tory requirement to even hold the rel-
evant data.

There is a legitimate debate to be
had over the proper balance to strike
in our democracy. We continue to have
that debate, and we should. But the op-
ponents of this collection program
have not provided any examples—no
examples—of the National Security
Agency intentionally spying on inno-
cent civilians—no examples of that. In
fact, the NSA, the courts, and the Con-
gress have put in place detailed over-
sight procedures to protect both pri-
vacy and national security. Moreover,
the only data captured under this pro-
gram is the telephone number dialed—
the telephone number dialed—the num-
ber from which the call was made, and
the length of the call. Under section 215
of the PATRIOT Act, the content of
the call is not captured. So I think the
programs we have in place strike an
appropriate balance between pro-
tecting our civil liberties and keeping
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our Nation safe. I think the bill before
us would upend that delicate balance
completely.

What is more, legislation with such
far-reaching effects should be given the
closest possible scrutiny, but this bill
was never even considered by the Judi-
ciary Committee or the Intelligence
Committee. So it is unclear why the
majority leader is moving to it now
rather than taking up a bipartisan
measure such as the FISA Improve-
ments Act that passed the Intelligence
Committee on a strong bipartisan vote
of 11 to 4.

With the current law not even expir-
ing until next June, it is unclear why
the majority leader wants to rush this
untested bill through in this lameduck
session rather than after a reasonable
consideration by relevant committees
and by the newly elected Members who
will actually be responsible for over-
seeing the program’s operation.

The point is that the authorities we
enacted after September 11, 2001, which
were crafted to ensure that we inte-
grated intelligence gathered overseas
and here in the United States, are
acutely relevant right now. We live in
a dangerous world. Threats such as
ISIL only make it more so. At a mo-
ment when the United States is con-
ducting a military campaign to dis-
rupt, dismantle, and defeat ISIL, now
is certainly not the time to be consid-
ering legislation that takes away the
exact tools we need to combat ISIL.

Our intelligence community is work-
ing to track foreign fighters returning
from fighting in Syria, to prevent oth-
ers from traveling to the battlefield,
and to keep those within Syria from
radicalizing their friends and families
back home. It makes little sense to
pass legislation that hinders our intel-
ligence community—legislation that
has yet to receive any committee con-
sideration.

On that note, today’s Wall Street
Journal features an excellent opinion
piece offered by former Federal judge
and Attorney General Michael
Mukasey and Gen. Michael Hayden, the
former Director of the CIA and the
NSA. I recommend their column, ‘“‘NSA
Reform That Only ISIS Could Love.” 1
ask unanimous consent that a copy be
printed in the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Nov. 7, 2014]
NSA REFORM THAT ONLY ISIS CoULD LOVE
(By Michael V. Hayden and Michael B.
Mukasey)

For those charged with gathering the in-
formation our government needs to keep us
safe, the news has been grim. Following the
leaks by Edward Snowden beginning in June
last year of highly classified intelligence
gathering techniques, the former head of the
National Counterterrorism Center, Matthew
Olsen, disclosed in September that terrorists
tracked by U.S. intelligence services have
started encrypting their communications in
ways that defeat detection, and that the gov-
ernment has lost track of several.

Meanwhile, Islamic State terrorists con-
tinue to rampage across Syria and Iraq, even
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as the group, also known as ISIS, uses so-
phisticated Internet communications to
swell its ranks with recruits bearing U.S.,
Canadian or European passports who can
easily slip back into their native countries
and wreak havoc.

In that threat environment, one would
think that the last thing on the ‘‘to do’ list
of the 113th Congress would be to add to the
grim news. Yet Senate Majority Leader
Harry Reid has announced that he will bring
to the floor the extravagantly misnamed
USA Freedom Act, a major new bill exquis-
itely crafted to hobble the gathering of elec-
tronic intelligence.

For starters, the bill ends the National Se-
curity Agency’s bulk collection of what is
called telephone metadata. This includes the
date, time, duration and telephone numbers
for all calls, but not their content or the
identity of the caller or called, and is infor-
mation already held by telephone companies.
The bill would substitute a cumbersome and
untried process that would require the NSA,
when it seeks to check on which telephone
numbers have called or been called by a
number reasonably associated with terrorist
activity, to obtain a warrant from the For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Court, or
FISA court, and then scurry to each of the
nation’s telephone-service providers to comb
through the information that remains in
their hands rather than in the NSA’s.

Nothing in the bill requires the telephone
companies to preserve the metadata for any
prescribed period. Current Federal Commu-
nications Commission regulations impose an
18-month retention requirement, but admin-
istrative regulations are subject to change.
It isn’t hard to envision companies that wish
to offer subscribers the attraction of rapid
destruction of these records, or a complai-
sant bureaucracy that lets them do it.

The bill’s imposition of the warrant re-
quirement on the NSA would be more bur-
densome than what any assistant U.S. attor-
ney must do to get metadata in a routine
criminal case, which is simply to aver that
the information is needed in connection with
a criminal investigation—period.

Proponents say this change is necessary to
allay fears that the NSA could use telephone
metadata to construct an electronic portrait
of an American citizen’s communications,
and determine whether that person has, say,
consulted a psychiatrist, or called someone
else’s spouse. However, only 22 people at the
NSA are permitted access to metadata, and
only upon a showing of relevance to a na-
tional-security investigation, and they are
barred from any data-mining whatsoever
even in connection with such an investiga-
tion. They are overseen by a Madisonian
trifecta of the FISA court, the executive and
committees of Congress. Those people and
everyone else at the NSA live in constant
dread of failing to detect a terrorist attack.
Nonetheless, the sponsors of the USA Free-
dom Act prefer the counsel of hypothetical
fears to the logic of concrete realities.

This sensitivity to abstract concerns
doesn’t stop at the water’s edge. Under the
bill, if the FISA court directs any change,
however technical, in the gathering of infor-
mation from foreigners abroad, no informa-
tion gathered before the change is imple-
mented could be used before any official
body in this country—agency, grand jury,
court, whatever.

Back in the bad old days, as during World
War II and the Cold War, intelligence of all
sorts directed at protecting national secu-
rity was gathered by the executive without
supervision by judges who, after all, know
nothing about the subject and cannot be held
to account for adverse outcomes. After the
Watergate scandal and the resignation of
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President Nixon, the FISA court was estab-
lished in 1978 to provide oversight for intel-
ligence gathering, in addition to that al-
ready provided by the executive and by Con-
gress. Now, there are those who complain
that the FISA court accedes too often to re-
quests for government access to information,
and does not appear to resemble a true court
in that there is no public advocate opposing
the government position.

But the nearly uniform success of the gov-
ernment before the FISA court is due both to
the government’s careful restraint in pre-
senting applications, and to pushback from
the court itself—which results in the amend-
ment of applications. Even when the govern-
ment applies for wiretaps or search warrants
in ordinary criminal cases there is no advo-
cate opposing the application.

Nonetheless, this new bill would establish
a permanent advocate appointed by the
court to oppose the government’s applica-
tions before the FISA court. This provision
has elicited an extraordinary written objec-
tion from a former presiding judge of the
FISA court. U.S. District Judge John D.
Bates points out that the presence of such an
advocate, who cannot conceivably be aware
of all the facts, would simply add to the bur-
dens of the court and could wind up sacri-
ficing both national security and privacy.

This bill redefines the FISA court, which
was never meant to be an adversary tribunal
and was imposed simply as an added safe-
guard in the 1970s, without regard to its his-
tory or its purpose. Worse, it is a three-head-
ed constitutional monster: It is a violation
of both the separation of powers principle
and the Constitution’s appointments clause
by having judges rather than the president
appoint the public advocate, and then it has
the advocate litigate against the Justice De-
partment when both executive offices are
supposed to be controlled by the president.

The bill is not an unrelieved disaster. It
rightly allows for the expansion of metadata
gathering to include more calls made by
cellphones.

Not surprisingly, the bill has received the
endorsement of President Obama’s attorney
general, Eric Holder, and his director of na-
tional intelligence, James Clapper, who in a
Sept. 2 letter to the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee said they were ‘‘comfortable’” with
the bill’s provisions—even as they conceded
that the bill may have ‘‘additional impacts
that we will be able to identify only after we
start to implement the new law.”’

If that calls to mind the Affordable Care
Act and the suggestion that we should wait
and find out what is in the bill until after it
passes, bear in mind that ‘‘additional im-
pacts’ here may include holes in the ground
where buildings used to stand and empty
chairs where people used to sit.

There is no immediate or emergency need
for this piece of legislation. Current surveil-
lance authorities do not expire at the end of
this year, which is fortunate given the cur-
rent threats we face at home and abroad.
The USA Freedom Act should await the at-
tention of the Congress that will actually
oversee it. A change to national-security
procedures is not something to be rushed
through in a lame-duck session.

———
KEYSTONE XL PIPELINE

Mr. MCCONNELL. On an entirely dif-
ferent matter, later today the Senate
will vote on whether to send Congress-
man CASSIDY’s Keystone jobs bill to
the President. It is a vote that is long
overdue but certainly welcome. Key-
stone X1, is just common sense. It is a
shovel-ready jobs project that would
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help thousands of Americans find work.
It would increase our supply of North
American energy. It would do all of
that with minimal net climate impact.
That is why the American people sup-
port it. That is why Republicans sup-
port it. That is why so many rank-and-
file Democrats support it too.

I wish the Senate would have fol-
lowed the lead of Congressman CASSIDY
and his House colleagues in approving
Keystone years ago. It is just common
sense. Those who took a serious look at
the science and the potential benefits
reached that conclusion long ago. They
understand that the whole drama over
Keystone has been as protracted as it
has been unnecessary. We hope to turn
the page on all of that today.

The reason we are able to have this
vote is because the American people
sent a strong message earlier this
month. They told us they just want
Washington to get on with approving
serious policies such as Keystone and
then move on. That is why after years
of delay and so many thwarted at-
tempts to bring Keystone up for a vote,
the Democratic leadership is finally,
after 6 years, allowing us to vote on
passage of the Cassidy Keystone bill.
That is a good thing. It is a step for-
ward. Now it will be up to our friends
on the other side to vote with us and
actually pass the Cassidy Keystone bill
through Congress.

The President’s remarks opposing
this bipartisan legislation are certainly
not helpful. Republicans are com-
mitted to getting Keystone approved.
We want to see those jobs created as
soon as possible. That is what the peo-
ple want. The House already acted long
ago, and Congressman CASSIDY and his
colleagues, such as Senator HOEVEN,
who is here on the floor, deserve rec-
ognition for their years of hard work
on this issue.

So I would urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on the
legislation to send Congressman CAS-
SIDY’s Keystone bill to the President
and create more American jobs. If not,
then a new majority, after the begin-
ning of the year, will be taking this
matter up and sending it down to the
President.

I also wish to take a moment to
thank the Senator from North Dakota
for his persistence on this issue for lit-
erally years.

Without his leadership I don’t know
where we would be. I just want to ex-
tend my gratitude to him for his great
work on this matter.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Would the Republican
leader yield for a question?

The minority leader will not yield for
a question, but I would note, based on
his concerns about the bipartisan piece
of legislation regarding the NSA and
others and his concern about ISIL—
which we all share—that the NSA and
all of our intelligence community had
every single tool the Republican leader
advocates for, while ISIL built up its
strength, while ISIL had Iraq’s army
flee from them while they went for-
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ward. With every single one of those
elements the Republican leader advo-
cates for, there was not one single
alarm bell that rang. So let’s deal with
the facts and not hypotheses.

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

TO APPROVE THE KEYSTONE XL
PIPELINE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of S. 2280,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2280) to approve the Keystone XL
Pipeline.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there are 6% hours
of debate equally divided between pro-
ponents and opponents of this measure.

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I have a parliamentary
inquiry. I am confused because Senator
MCcCONNELL called the bill the Cassidy
Keystone bill, and I thought we were
debating the Hoeven-Landrieu bill.
Could you tell me which bill it is, be-
cause that is very important.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is considering S. 2280.

Mrs. BOXER. So we are considering
the Hoeven-Landrieu bill. I just wanted
that to be clear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. The
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. HOEVEN. Today we vote on S.
2280, introduced by myself and Senator
LANDRIEU. There are actually 54 spon-
sors on the legislation with us. So we
have a total of 56 sponsors of this bi-
partisan bill. That is the same bill that
has been passed in the House of Rep-
resentatives. That was passed on Fri-
day—the same version. The prime
sponsor in the House was Representa-
tive CASSIDY.

The bill we vote on today, S. 2280, is
approval of the Keystone XL Pipeline.
We have actually passed legislation on
the Keystone XL Pipeline before. This
is not the first bill. In 2012, we passed
legislation that required the President
to make a decision on the Keystone XL
Pipeline. We attached it to the payroll
tax holiday. At that time the President
turned down the pipeline project.

So today we have submitted a num-
ber of different pieces of legislation,
but this legislation actually has Con-
gress approving the Keystone XL Pipe-
line.

When the President turned down the
project, what we did was we went back
and we did the research.

Under the commerce clause of the
Constitution, Congress has the author-
ity to oversee commerce with foreign
powers, with other countries.

So in this situation, Congress has the
authority to approve the Keystone XL
Pipeline crossing the border from Can-
ada into the United States, and that is
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what we crafted in this legislation. So
rather than the President making a na-
tional interest determination, which he
seems to be unwilling to do—and I say
that based on his actions—we have now
been at this for about 4 years in this
Senate trying to get approval. But this
project has been in the application
process for 6 years.

I was Governor of North Dakota in
September of 2008 when the Trans-
Canada Corporation applied for a per-
mit to get approval to build the Key-
stone XL Pipeline. They had already
built the Keystone pipeline, so they
were applying for approval to build the
sister pipeline, the Keystone XL Pipe-
line. It started in September of 2008,
and 2 years went by. We started actu-
ally working on it in about 2011 in the
Senate, as I say, and we passed legisla-
tion, trying to get the President to ap-
prove it. But it has now been—and I
can show a chart with the time line,
but it is a little hard to see—6 years in
the permitting process.

The time has come to act. The time
has come to act, and that is what this
legislation is all about. It provides ap-
proval of the Keystone XL Pipeline so
they can move forward and it can be
constructed.

We have debated this issue in the
Chamber for almost 4 years. So we
have gone through all of the merits,
and we will do that again today. We
have not only come to an agreement on
getting a vote, but we have also come
to an agreement on the parameters for
the debate. It is 6 hours of debate, with
3 hours for the proponents and 3 hours
for the opponents.

On the Republican side of the aisle
we are taking 2 hours solely on the pro-
ponent side because all 45 Republican
Senators are in support of the project,
will be voting for the project, and will
be making the case for the project. On
the majority side there will be 3 hours
for opponents of the project making
their case and 1 hour for the pro-
ponents making their case, and we will
alternate throughout this debate.

We will be having this debate today
and we will make our case. I will con-
tinue with my colleagues to make the
case for the pipeline. There will be
Members of the majority party that
will make that case and there will be
some Members, obviously, in opposi-
tion.

So I will reserve some of my time to
speak later, but the point I want to
make at the outset is this is really
about the American people making this
case. When we look at this project, it is
about energy, it is about jobs, it is
about economic growth. It creates tax
revenue to help reduce the deficit and
the debt. It doesn’t cost 1 penny of Fed-
eral money or government money. It is
privately funded, and it is about na-
tional security. It is about national se-
curity by helping us build energy secu-
rity in this country with our closest
friend and ally, Canada, working to-
gether with Canada so that we don’t
have to get energy from Venezuela or
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from the Middle East or from other
parts of the world, and so we can
produce at home.

That is not only a vitally important
issue in terms of our economy and
being competitive in a global economy
because energy is truly a foundational
sector for all the other industry sec-
tors. When we have low-cost depend-
able energy, we are more competitive
as a country, but it really is a national
security issue.

I see the good Senator from Vermont
is on the floor. He has a bill that deals
with how we handle surveillance and
covert information, given the terrorist
threat we face. It is important that we
do that well.

But one of the ways to truly
strengthen our country is to make sure
we are energy secure, to make sure we
don’t have to get oil from the Middle
East, to help our friends and allies in
Europe so they are not dependent on
Russia for energy when Putin engages
in the kind of aggression he has. So
when we talk about this energy issue,
it is not just jobs, it is not just the en-
ergy we get that makes us stronger in
a competitive global economy, it really
is a national security issue, and it is
long past time to act. It has been 6
years.

Today we will have that debate
again, and I hope at the end of the day
we will have the 60 votes that we need.
We will find out this evening when we
vote.

Again, it comes back to what do the
American people want. We are here
representing the American people.
Overwhelmingly, in poll after poll
when they have been asked, 60 percent,
sometimes 70 percent or more say:
Build the Keystone XL, Pipeline. That
is whom we work for.

I hope today, at the end of the day,
that is the work we will get done for
the American people.

I see my cosponsor on the floor, and
I would turn to the good Senator from
Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank my cospon-
sor and lead sponsor on the bill, a
former Governor and good Senator
from North Dakota who has been a
great leader and partner with me on
this bill.

As the American people have abso-
lutely figured out, Democrats cannot
do anything alone and neither can Re-
publicans. It has taken us a while to
figure this out in the Senate and in the
House of Representatives, but the
American people figured this out a long
time ago, just as they figure out prac-
tical things such as how to keep a roof
over their heads, food on the table, and
how to keep their kids moving forward
even through difficulty.

The American people are very smart.
I trust them. I always have. I have
been honored to represent the people of
Louisiana, 4.5 million people, and I
have done my very best to represent
them in the time I am in the Senate,
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and I hope to continue for years to
come.

One of the things they know that is
not clear to people here is that it takes
both parties working together, compro-
mising, to get the job done for them—
not for us, for them—and I think we
forget that a lot.

I am in a lot of meetings around here
where people talk about what is good
for the Democratic caucus, what is
good for the Republican caucus, what
is good for Leader REID, what is good
for Leader MCCONNELL. It is kind of in-
teresting to me because the family I
grew up in was all about public serv-
ice—not for ourselves but for the peo-
ple we represent. That is why I am on
the floor today. That is why I have ac-
tually been on the floor dozens of times
on this bill and on similar bills.

This is the Keystone bill, which I
have supported with Senator HOEVEN,
literally for years. In fact, I have a let-
ter from 2011 with ORRIN HATCH, who
was the lead signer with me. Senator
MCCONNELL’S signature wasn’t on the
letter. Maybe he was busy that day and
couldn’t sign it. But about 15 of us sent
a letter in 2011 urging Secretary of
State Clinton—this is how far back it
goes, and people can hardly remember
she was Secretary of State because now
John Kerry is Secretary of State—a
long time ago saying it was very im-
portant for us to get this pipeline built
for any number of reasons. The main
reason is that it will signal a great sign
that America understands that energy
independence for our Nation is possible
for the first time ever.

When I mean energy independence, I
mean energy independence for the
North American continent. We might
be able to do it in just the lower 48. We
might. Hawaii can contribute some.
Alaska, clearly, can contribute a lot.
So we might be able to do it in the 50
States.

But I know, beyond a shadow of a
doubt, that with our partners in Can-
ada and Mexico, this can be done and
North America can be the super energy
powerhouse of the planet.

Why is that important? There are so
many reasons. I will name two, and
then I am going to sit down and re-
engage in this debate because BARBARA
BOXER, who is the lead opponent, wants
and has indicated her time on the floor,
and I have more time later today.

But one of the reasons this is so im-
portant is because what people in Lou-
isiana want, what people in Texas
want, what people in Mississippi want,
what people in New Jersey want, what
people in South Dakota, Illinois, Kan-
sas, and Vermont want are good-paying
jobs.

When a country or a continent, as
blessed as we are, uses its resources
wisely to create wealth not only for
those at the top, which is what is hap-
pening now—just at the top—and the
people at the top are doing great. In
the fancy restaurants I walk by I see—
and sometimes I am actually in them
myself—people are drinking cham-
pagne. They are buying new cars. I see
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Mercedes, and other people see that.
But the people in the middle class in
this country are really struggling, and
our job as leaders is to have our eyes
on them, providing for them.

These energy jobs are not minimum
wage jobs. They are not even $15-an-
hour jobs. They are not even $30-an-
hour jobs. They are $45-an-hour jobs.
Our laborers—men and women who rep-
resent the middle class—some are
unionized, some are not, but all are
hard working. I am going to say that
again. Some are unionized and some
are not, but all are hard working.

How would I know? Because I have
stood in line with them at 4 or 5 in the
morning during a shift change. I do
that a lot during my elections. I do it
regularly, but I do it a lot during elec-
tion time. I have felt their hands. I
know how cold they are in the morning
and how rough they are because they
work all day. Those people would ex-
pect us to work longer than we do here.
We have very short weeks—Tuesday
through Thursday. We take long lunch
hours, long weekends. Most Americans
think we have completely lost it be-
cause they work hard, from morning
until night. Their hands are tough, and
so they expect us to stand up for them.
That is why I am standing here.

I have been fighting for this because
of energy independence for America. I
would know something about that be-
cause Texas and Louisiana and Okla-
homa—our area of the country—we are
proud producers of energy. We produce
mostly oil, mostly gas, and a little bit
of coal. We generate a lot.

Just an FYI to everybody who thinks
this pipeline is the end of the world, we
already have 2.6 million miles of pipe
in America—2.6 million miles of pipe.
We are only completing basically 1,000
miles. What is everybody upset about?
We have been building pipelines in this
country for a long time, and we need to
build this one. This is about energy
independence, it is about jobs, and that
is why I am here. This is what the peo-
ple want.

I am going to close with this. For the
26th time at least I am going to say
this because I want the record of the
Congress to reflect the truth, whether
people acknowledge it or not. The
record of this Congress will reflect this
to be the truth. Some of us, not just
me, have worked to get this bill to the
floor for years, and it was blocked by
both majority leader HARRY REID and
minority leader MITCH MCCONNELL for
their own political reasons. Those rea-
sons cleared up after the election. They
just cleared up.

MiTcH MCCONNELL couldn’t bring this
bill to the floor without allowing a
vote on the EPA coal regulation. BAR-
BARA BOXER knows this—this is the
truth—and she wouldn’t allow the vote
because she is adamantly opposed to
having a vote on EPA. I respect that. I
respect her. Everyone here knows that
is the truth.

HARRY REID didn’t want this vote to
come up because there were one or two
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Members of our caucus who had a seri-
ous issue with this being voted on. I
knew that. As part of a team—and I try
to be part of a team, but I am inde-
pendent—I knew the results of the elec-
tion, with Senator MCCONNELL winning
and some of our Senators, unfortu-
nately, my dearest friends, losing, that
we had an opportunity, and so I took
that opportunity and I called for this
vote—not HARRY REID, not MITCH
MCCONNELL, I called for it, and I think
it is worth fighting for.

The last thing I want to say is that
Thanksgiving is coming up and Christ-
mas is coming up, and it is a shame
this Congress has not delivered more in
the last 5 or 6 years for the middle
class. We say we try. I am not sure we
are trying hard enough. So I am going
to lead by example. It is the way I was
raised. We are going to truly try today.

This is one of the first debates I have
been in, in 8 years at least, where the
outcome is uncertain. All the rest of
the stuff we do here is preset, pre-
ordained. It is similar to theater for
the American people. We usually know
the outcome of the vote before we take
it because the deals are all cut.

So I brought this bill to the floor,
knowing in my heart we have 60 votes.
I sure hope we have the courage that
supports that.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I will be
controlling the time in opposition,
very strong opposition, to this legisla-
tion. Before I yield to the first debater
on our side, who will be Chairman
LEAHY—and I am very honored that he
will be—let me just say before Senator
LANDRIEU leaves the floor that Senator
LANDRIEU is the only reason we are de-
bating this today. So anyone who
wants to play games about this and
name this bill the Cassidy bill, that
kind of is a joke because I believe I am
correct that he introduced it November
12 of this year and the Hoeven-Lan-
drieu bill was introduced in May. But
setting politics aside, let the RECORD
be clear forever that this debate would
not be before this body were it not for
Senator LANDRIEU’s insistence. I want
that to be clear.

Secondly, we will hear today, I think,
a terrific debate because the people
who support this think not only that
this is a good thing for the country—to
build the Keystone XL, Pipeline—they
think it is a great thing for this coun-
try. I have great respect for them. On
the other side, we have those of us who
think it is not a good thing for this
country, it is not a good thing for jobs,
it is not a good thing for energy inde-
pendence because it will be exported,
all that oil, and it is actually dan-
gerous.

In my case, I was thinking, what does
“XL” stand for? They named it the
Keystone XL.. It has no meaning, but to
me it is extra lethal. My debate will
show why, as we analyze the tar sands
oil that will be coming into this Na-
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tion, 45 percent more than we have
now, the risky business that it has
proven to be and what the health costs
are for our people. That is not me
speaking, those are nurses and doctors
saying so. I haven’t even gotten into
climate and all the other issues.

At this point I yield 5 minutes to my
friend Senator LEAHY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I know
the distinguished Senator from Lou-
isiana has the majority of votes in this
body for the Keystone Pipeline, and
that is a compliment to her hard work
in getting from a minority of votes to
a majority of votes.

I will not be one of them, as she
knows, because I represent what is the
view of my fellow constituents in
Vermont. I strongly oppose the fast-
tracking of this process.

This pipeline poses considerable safe-
ty and environmental risks here in the
United States, and it threatens the
natural landscapes that are in the
heartland of America. We feel this
pipeline is one of the most striking ex-
amples of the unquenchable thirst for
oil that is destroying our environment.
We feel that destruction is going to
move forward unless and until we get a
comprehensive national energy plan.
This pipeline will not lead us towards
that. It leads us to an energy policy of
the past instead of a sustainable en-
ergy future, while simultaneously ac-
celerating our impact on the climate.
These tar sands require an energy-in-
tensive process, complete with pollut-
ants and harmful emissions to get
them out of the ground, to extract
them, and to refine them.

We should not rubberstamp a project
like this that poses such serious risks
to the Nation’s and the world’s envi-
ronment, and to our communities’ safe-
ty. I was astounded by the fact that in
its first year of operation the existing
Keystone Pipeline—billed as you recall
as the safest pipeline in history when it
was built just a few years ago in 2010—
spilled 12 times in its first year of oper-
ation. That is more than any other
pipeline in U.S. history.

The worrisome part about these
spills is that tar sands oil is harder to
clean up. Ask the communities along
the Kalamazoo River in Michigan. It
has cost more than $1 billion so far—$1
billion so far—to clean up a tar sands
spill in 2010. Now, more than 4 years
later, it is still a mess, and landowners
continue to wait for help in restoring
their property and to rebuild the rav-
aged pipeline.

We do not need more empty assur-
ances from the oil industry. Before the
Valdez spill in Alaska, Exxon execu-
tives told us their oil tankers were
safe. We heard similar promises from
BP, which insisted that it could handle
an oil spill in a deep-water drilling op-
eration. The images from both of those
spills are still fresh in our memories.

I realize that proponents argue that
this pipeline will create jobs and will
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help our energy security here in the
United States. But this pipeline will
bypass refineries in the Midwest in-
stead of heading to American gas sta-
tions to help lower the price of gas here
at home. It will head straight for the
coast so the oil can be used in export
markets, pumped onto ships headed for
China. That may be good news for the
Chinese, but it is not good news for the
American people who are stuck with
the safety risks, the health challenges,
future environmental disasters, and
the rapid acceleration of our contribu-
tion to climate change.

These facts are clear: The Keystone
pipeline significantly worsens the prob-
lem of carbon pollution, and it is not in
our national interest. The Presidential
Permit should be denied, not fast-
tracked by Congress here today.

So I will not be among the majority
who will vote for it today.

USA FREEDOM ACT

On another matter, while I have the
floor, the distinguished Republican
leader spoke against the USA FREE-
DOM Act earlier this morning. Unfor-
tunately, he was too busy to respond to
a couple of simple questions, even
though he was asked to. But I would
note that last year, Americans learned
that section 215 of the USA PATRIOT
Act had been secretly interpreted for
years to allow the bulk collection of
telephone records. Unlike the com-
ments made earlier that there were no
hearings on this, the USA FREEDOM
Act of 2014 came about after numerous
congressional hearings, including six—
six—public hearings in the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee.

At least two panels of independent
experts have concluded that the bulk
collection program has not been essen-
tial or even a key part of keeping our
country safe. We now have wide bipar-
tisan agreement in the Senate and the
House that the bulk phone records col-
lection program is not essential, it vio-
lates Americans’ privacy, and it has to
end. So the question before Congress is
not whether to end the program, but
when and how.

The USA FREEDOM Act of 2014 ends
the NSA’s bulk collection program, but
does so responsibly. The bill contains
key reforms to safeguard Americans’
privacy by prohibiting the indiscrimi-
nate collection of their data. It also
provides for greater accountability and
transparency of the government’s sur-
veillance programs, and it improves
the FISA Court. The bill also ensures
that the intelligence community has
the tools it needs to keep our country
safe.

This legislation is the result of sev-
eral months of intense discussions and
deliberations with the intelligence
community and stakeholders across
the political and economic spectrum. It
has the unprecedented support of the
Director of National Intelligence, the
Attorney General, American tech-
nology companies, and privacy and
civil liberty groups ranging from the
ACLU and EEF to the NRA and
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TechFreedom, as well as the Director
of NSA and lawmakers from all parts
of the political spectrum who support
it.

We cannot afford to delay action on
these reforms any longer, as the Amer-
ican people continue to demand strong-
er protections for their privacy. Unfor-
tunately, some would rather use scare
tactics than legislate. Some would
have us wait while American busi-
nesses continue to lose tens of billions
of dollars in the international market-
place. Or we could even wait until we
are facing down the expiration of Sec-
tion 215 in a matter of months, thereby
creating dangerous uncertainty and
risk for the intelligence community.

The American people have had
enough delay; they want action and
real reform. It is time to get back to
work, to show leadership, and to gov-
ern this country responsibly. The USA
FREEDOM Act of 2014 is an oppor-
tunity to do just that.

Let us get it done now, when it can
be done.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD sev-
eral letters and editorials in support of
the USA FREEDOM Act of 2014.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF NaA-
TIONAL INTELLIGENCE, DEPART-
MENT OF JUSTICE,

Washington, DC, September 2, 2014.
Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN LEAHY: Thank you for
your letter of August 19, 2014, asking for the
views of the Department of Justice and the
Intelligence Community on S. 2685, the USA
FREEDOM Act. We appreciate your exten-
sive efforts to develop a bill in coordination
with the Administration, privacy and civil
liberties advocates, and representatives from
the communications providers that builds
upon the good work done by the House in its
bill passed on May 22, 2014. As discussed
below, the Intelligence Community believes
that your bill preserves essential Intel-
ligence Community capabilities; and the De-
partment of Justice and the Office of the Di-
rector of National Intelligence support your
bill and believe that it is a reasonable com-
promise that enhances privacy and civil lib-
erties and increases transparency.

The USA FREEDOM Act bans bulk collec-
tion under a variety of authorities. In par-
ticular, the bill permits collection under
Section 215 of the USA PATRIOT Act using
a specific selection term that narrowly lim-
its the scope of the tangible things sought to
the greatest extent reasonably practicable,
consistent with the purposes for seeking the
tangible things. Recognizing that the terms
enumerated in the statute may not always
meet operational needs, the bill permits the
use of other terms, provided there are court-
approved minimization procedures that pro-
hibit the dissemination and require the de-
struction within a reasonable period of time
of any information that has not been deter-
mined to satisfy certain specific require-
ments. We believe that this approach will ac-
commodate operational needs while pro-
viding appropriate privacy protections.

The bill also provides a mechanism to ob-
tain telephone metadata records in order to
identify potential contacts of suspected ter-
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rorists inside the United States. The Intel-
ligence Community believes that, based on
communications providers’ existing prac-
tices in retaining metadata, the bill will re-
tain the essential operational capabilities of
the existing bulk telephone metadata pro-
gram while eliminating bulk collection.

The bill also increases transparency by ex-
panding the amount of information commu-
nications providers can disclose and increas-
ing public reporting by the government. Al-
though balancing national security and the
public’s legitimate interest in additional
transparency can be difficult, we are com-
fortable with the transparency provisions in
this bill because, among other things, they
recognize the technical limitations on our
ability to report certain types of informa-
tion.

We note that, consistent with the Presi-
dent’s request, the bill establishes a process
for the appointment of an amicus curiae to
assist the FISA Court and FISA Court of Re-
view in matters that present a novel or sig-
nificant interpretation of the law. We believe
that the appointment of an amicus in se-
lected cases, as appropriate, need not inter-
fere with important aspects of the FISA
process, including the process of ex parte
consultation between the Court and the gov-
ernment. We are also aware of the concerns
that the Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts expressed in a recent letter, and we
look forward to working with you and your
colleagues to address those concerns.

The USA FREEDOM Act represents the re-
sult of extensive discussions and delibera-
tions and has the support of a wide range of
interests. Admittedly, it is possible that
there are additional impacts that we will be
able to identify only after we start to imple-
ment the new law. You have our commit-
ment to notify Congress if we determine that
the new law is impeding the Intelligence
Community’s ability to protect national se-
curity. Overall, the bill’s significant reforms
should provide the public greater confidence
in our programs and the checks and balances
in the system.

Sincerely,
ERIC H. HOLDER, Jr.,
Attorney General.
JAMES R. CLAPPER,
Director of National
Intelligence.

REFORM GOVERNMENT SURVEILLANCE

OPEN LETTER TO THE SENATE: The Senate
has an opportunity this week to vote on the
bipartisan USA Freedom Act. We urge you to
pass the bill, which both protects national
security and reaffirms America’s commit-
ment to the freedoms we all cherish.

The legislation prevents the bulk collec-
tion of Internet metadata under various au-
thorities. The bill also allows for trans-
parency about government demands for user
information from technology companies, and
assures that the appropriate oversight and
accountability mechanisms are in place.

Since forming the Reform Government
Surveillance coalition last year, our compa-
nies have continued to invest in strength-
ening the security of our services and in-
creasing transparency. Now, the Senate has
the opportunity to send a strong message of
change to the world and encourage other
countries to adopt similar protections.

Passing the USA Freedom Act, however,
does not mean our work is finished. We will
continue to work with Congress, the Admin-
istration, civil liberties groups and govern-
ments around the world to advance essential
reforms that we set forth in a set of prin-
ciples last year. Such reforms include: pre-
venting government access to data without
proper legal process; assuring that providers
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are not required to locate infrastructure
within a country’s border; promoting the
free flow of data across borders; and avoiding
conflicts among nations through robust,
principled, and transparent frameworks that
govern lawful requests for data across juris-
dictions.

Now is the time to move forward on mean-
ingful change to our surveillance programs.
We encourage you to support the USA Free-
dom Act.

AOQOL, Apple,
Facebook, Google,
soft, Twitter, Yahoo.

NOVEMBER 14, 2014.
Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,

Senate, Washington, DC.

Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
Ranking Member, Committee on the Judiciary,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS LEAHY AND GRASSLEY: The
USA Freedom Act, now under consideration
in the Senate, is broadly consistent with the
recommendatins we made last year in our re-
port on how to safeguard both liberty and se-
curity in a rapidly changing world.

Specifically, we note the close similarity
of the bill with our first recommendation,
that orders under Section 215 should be
issued by the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Court about particular individuals and
only where there are reasonable grounds to
believe that the particular information
sought is relevant to an authorized inves-
tigation.

Sincerely,
RICHARD CLARKE,
MICHAEL MORELL,
CASS SUNSTEIN,
GEOFFREY STONE,
PETER SWIRE.

[From the Washington Times, Nov. 14, 2014]
BIPARTISANSHIP IN DEFENSE OF THE
CONSTITUTION
REINING IN THE NSA IS SOMETHING THAT ALL
AMERICANS CAN EMBRACE
(By Chris Cox and Laura Murphy)

Washington politicians are squaring off for
another round of confrontation following an
election in which millions of American vot-
ers demanded an end to the squabbling and a
commitment to actually solving the many
problems facing the country. There are, of
course, issues on which agreement shouldn’t
be expected, but there are others on which
there should be broad agreement, regardless
of party and ideology.

As representatives of two organizations,
the National Rifle Association (NRA) and
the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU),
with very different perspectives on some
issues, we are joining together today because
of our belief in the constitutional guarantees
of free speech and privacy and our concern
that both could be lost unless we rein in gov-
ernmental surveillance and monitoring that
characterizes life in this country.

The NRA last year joined the ACLU in
court proceedings aimed at limiting the sur-
veillance of private citizens in the name of
national security. While we agree that gov-
ernment should have the power it needs to
protect the American people from terrorist
threats, those charged with doing so must be
accountable and play by the rules set down
by the Founders in the Constitution and its
Bill of Rights.

Our lawsuit involved the National Security
Agency’s program to collect what the gov-
ernment likes to call ‘“‘metadata,” including
records of phone calls made by every single
American. That data can paint an intimate
portrait of someone’s life—who they talk to,
the organizations they support and who their

Dropbox, Evernote,
LinkedIn, Micro-
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friends are. However, that same information
can be used to target innocent Americans in-
volved in perfectly legal activities that our
government doesn’t happen to like.

For example, by using metadata, the gov-
ernment can identify and track most gun
owners by tracing contacts with gun ranges,
firearms retailers and the like, facilitating
the establishment of the national firearms
registry that gun owners fear and federal law
prohibits. It can also be used by government
officials to get information on journalists or
any activists that are critical of government
policies.

In our view, current surveillance practices
violate the First and Fourth Amendments
and threaten other rights, such as those
guaranteed by the Second Amendment, and
they are not making us any safer. President
Obama’s own review panel and the Privacy
and Civil Liberties Oversight Board have
found that these call-records programs have
not provided any crucial information in even
one terrorism case. Even James R. Clapper,
the nation’s director of national intel-
ligence, supports legislation known as the
USA Freedom Act, a modest reform proposal
that brings current practices more in line
with what the Constitution requires.

While there is much the Senate shouldn’t
or needn’t do during the ‘‘lame-duck” ses-
sion, the USA Freedom Act is badly needed
legislation that has bipartisan support and
will protect the rights of all Americans. The
NRA and the ACLU, along with many mem-
bers of Congress from both parties, support
these reforms and they should be enacted,
without weakening amendments, by the Sen-
ate and sent to the White House as soon as
possible.

Public frustration with Congress is height-
ened when essential and widely supported
legislation such as the USA Freedom Act
languishes and dies for reasons that defy
common sense. It’s happened before. After
all the rhetoric and after the case is made,
nothing happens. If the Senate can’t pass
and the president can’t sign a widely sup-
ported package of reforms to protect the
basic constitutional rights of the American
people, is it any wonder that Americans of
both parties conclude that Washington is
simply dysfunctional?

Every day that the Senate fails to vote on
these reforms is a day in which law-abiding
citizens have reason to fear that the con-
stitutional protections so dear to the Found-
ers and so crucial to the functioning of a free
society no longer apply. That is a fear the
Senate can begin to correct by passing the
USA Freedom Act before the end of this
year.

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 17, 2014]

THE SENATE SHOULD APPROVE A BIPARTISAN
PROPOSAL TO REFORM THE NSA
(Editorial)

The Senate is set to vote Tuesday on the
USA Freedom Act, the most promising Na-
tional Security Agency reform proposal be-
fore Congress. Neither national security
hawks nor civil libertarians get everything
they want from the legislation, which means
it could fail to get the 60 votes it needs to
advance, or it could get pulled too far in one
direction or another during an open amend-
ment process after that. Either road to de-
mise would be unfortunate: The bill deserves
to be approved, reconciled with a House-ap-
proved version and sent to President Obama.

The headline of the Senate’s bill, sponsored
by a varied group of Democrats and Repub-
licans with Sen. Patrick Leahy (D-Vt.) in the
lead, is that it would end the government’s
bulk collection of so-called metadata—phone
calling records, for example. In its place, the
bill would give the government authority to
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demand calling records from phone compa-
nies in specific cases, if the collection is
“narrowly’” limited. Even then, the govern-
ment would have to discard information
lacking bona-fide intelligence value, and its
metadata collection operations would be
subject to more oversight.

That’s fine, but bulk metadata collection
is not the most important issue the bill ad-
dresses. The act would bring change to the
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court,
which helps oversee the NSA’s activities.
The court, which generally hears only the
government’s side of any issue, would get
balance from a panel of advocates tasked
with arguing for civil liberties when the
judges are considering important questions
of law. The proposal also foresees appeals
courts reconsidering more FISA cases, and
the bill would press for major court decisions
to be released.

The bill would enable a more orderly and
informed debate on NSA activities as well. It
would require the government to release
much more information on how much it is
using various authorities and, crucially, on
how many people’s information it has swept
up in the process. It also harmonizes the ex-
piration of many surveillance authorities.
Americans, then, would have more informa-
tion to assess surveillance activities and a
single date on which surveillance policy will
be up for debate.

Technology companies have come out
strongly in favor of the plan, as have many—
though not all—civil liberties advocates. So,
too, has the Obama administration. Though
the intelligence community would have to
change its behavior—significantly in certain
programs—it would get clear legal authori-
ties that it wants and an extended expiration
timeline for some of them. It would also
maintain its core, foreign-focused surveil-
lance authorities without much change.
Therein lies the bill’s careful balance. As the
Senate works on the proposal over the com-
ing days, it should preserve that delicate and
authentic compromise.

[From the New York Times, Nov. 17, 2014]
A CRUCIAL VOTE ON THE SURVEILLANCE BILL
(Editorial)

The Republican Party is so badly fractured
that it is impossible to tell what steps it will
take on domestic surveillance once it as-
sumes control of Congress in January. Its
rising libertarian wing wants to crack down
on abuses of Americans’ privacy, but many
of its leaders express full support for any ac-
tion the intelligence agencies want to take.

That’s why it’s important that the Senate
break a filibuster on the USA Freedom Act,
which would reduce or end the bulk collec-
tion of telephone records, in a vote scheduled
for Tuesday afternoon. If the bill doesn’t
pass in the current lame-duck session of the
Senate, still controlled by Democrats, it
may never get past the 60-vote hurdle in the
next session of Congress.

The bill, sponsored by Senator Patrick
Leahy, Democrat of Vermont, would require
the National Security Agency to ask phone
companies for the records of a specific per-
son or address when it is searching for ter-
rorists, instead of scooping up all the records
in an area code or city. It would force the
agency to show why it needs those records,
and to disclose how much data is being col-
lecting.

The bill would also create a panel of advo-
cates to support privacy rights and civil lib-
erties in arguments before the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Court; currently, there
is no one to offer opposition to government
requests before the court. The government
would have to issue clear summaries of the
court’s most significant rulings.
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Not every potential surveillance abuse is
addressed in the measure. For example, it
leaves open the possibility of ‘‘backdoor”
searches of American data that investigators
come across when searching for the commu-
nications of foreigners. It exempts the F.B.I.
from transparency on searches. And it is not
clear whether the government believes there
is some other hidden legal authority for bulk
collection other than the one addressed in
the USA Freedom Act.

Nonetheless, the bill is a good way to begin
restoring individual privacy that has been
systematically violated by government spy-
ing, revealed through the leaks provided by
Edward Snowden. It has been supported by
the American Civil Liberties Union, the
Electronic Frontier Foundation, and other
privacy watchdogs. On Sunday, a group of
the biggest technology companies—including
Google, Microsoft, Facebook and Twitter—
endorsed the bill because it allows more dis-
closure of the demands for information made
of them by the government.

In addition to Senate Democrats, the bill
is supported by some hard-right Republicans,
including Ted Cruz of Texas and Mike Lee of
Utah. But Mitch McConnell of Kentucky,
who will soon be the Senate majority leader,
has supported the N.S.A.’s spying on Ameri-
cans. That’s a good a reason to pass it before
a new Senate can water it down.

Mr. LEAHY. I yield the floor, and I
thank the distinguished Senator from
California for giving me this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee for his remarks. They
mean a lot.

I want to put this vote into perspec-
tive. This is a major decision. People
sometimes say: Oh, what is the big
deal. It is a little pipeline. We build
pipelines all the time. Well, it is a
major decision, and I know each of us,
regardless of our party, before we cast
a major vote, thinks about whether our
vote is going to make life better for
our people we represent, the people
who send us here and who count on us
every day. I am going to do everything
in my power to make the case that
building the Keystone XL tar sands
pipeline is going to make life worse for
the people we represent and those gen-
erations to follow because I think I will
prove today that misery follows the tar
sands.

I said before it is called Keystone
XL—extra lethal—mot extra large but
extra lethal. Senators should ask
themselves three questions before they
cast their vote on the Hoeven-Landrieu
bill. First, why does it make any sense
for the Senate to force the approval of
a project that will bring millions of
barrels of the dirtiest pollution you
could think of into America? Why do
we want to bring barrels of filthy,
dirty, dangerous pollution into Amer-
ica? This isn’t an ordinary pipeline.
This pipeline is carrying tar sands oil,
which is, in fact, the most polluting
kind of oil and I am going to tell you
why. This isn’t hyperbole.

Tar sands oil contains levels of toxic
pollutants and metals that are much
higher than conventional crude oil. I
want to make this case. President
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Obama said when he became President
that he would do everything in his
power to make us energy efficient and
to make us energy independent, and he
has worked on both fronts. We have
seen a tremendous rise in domestic oil
production. It is not tar sands oil. It is
not filthy oil. Conventional crude oil is
different than the tar sands. The tar
sands have 11 times more sulfur and
nickel, 6 times more nitrogen, and 5
times more lead. Let me say that
again.

Before we invite a 45-percent increase
in this filthy, dirty oil, let’s take a
look at what this tar sands is. It has
got more sulfur and nickel and nitro-
gen and more lead.

I know my colleague who is sitting in
the chair cares deeply about environ-
mental justice, and in the course of my
presentation I am going to show what
happens in places such as Port Arthur,
TX, in minority communities when
this oil is refined. We can show that
photograph now.

What I am trying to impress on the
body today is I am proving the point
that I am making. The facts are the
facts are the facts. This is what it
looks like in Port Arthur, TX. This is
what the kids have to put up with.
Here is a playground in a low-income
community, and I had the activists
from Port Arthur, TX, here saying,
please, please, please, protect us from
this oil.

Now these dangerous pollutants I
cited and these metals can be very
harmful to human health. Sulfur diox-
ide penetrates deeply into sensitive
parts of the lungs and it causes res-
piratory diseases such as emphysema
and bronchitis. You will not hear a
word about that from the proponents,
but this needs to be looked at. This is
why I stood with the nurses, that is
why I stood with the public health doc-
tors, to say time out for a minute here.

What are we doing to our people that
we are saying we are helping with the
tar sands?

It aggravates heart disease, leading
to increased toxic emissions and pre-
mature death. Nitrogen dioxide in-
creases symptoms in people with asth-
ma. When I go to the various schools in
my State, I ask the kids: How many of
you have asthma or how many of you
know someone who has asthma? Al-
most half the class raises their hands,
if not more.

Tar sands will exacerbate that prob-
lem. We know how dangerous lead is,
how long it took us to get lead out of
paint. It adversely affects the nervous
system, the kidney function, the im-
mune system, the cardiovascular sys-
tem. Misery follows the tar sands. The
Keystone XL—extra lethal—pipeline.

We are talking about huge quantities
coming through this pipeline—830,000
barrels of filthy tar sands oil coming
across the Canadian border heading
down to our gulf coast region every
single day—again, a 45-percent increase
in the tar sands oil, a 45-percent in-
crease in those heavy metals and those
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dangerous pollutants. This
could be just the beginning.

We already know again, misery fol-
lows the tar sands from the extraction
to the transportation to the refining to
the waste disposal.

Let me show you a picture of
petcoke, petroleum coke.

Again, it is an environmental justice
question, because what we have is what
is left after the refining, and it gets
sent all across the country. This is a
picture of petcoke piles in Chicago.
Senator DURBIN is going to talk more
about this. This is a serious environ-
mental hazard. The poison that is in
this residue in a windstorm just blows
around and we have stories in the press
in Chicago of a Little League game
being interrupted because the petcoke
was blowing all over the field, and the
kids were getting pitch black with the
petcoke.

So, yes, I have stood with doctors and
nurses and people in these commu-
nities who have faced harm along each
step of the tar sands oil process. These
are cancer-causing pollutants. So when
somebody tells you: Oh, this is noth-
ing. This is a pipeline. We have a lot of
pipelines. This is nothing. No big deal.
Why are you fighting? Why are you
standing up here? Why did I demand 3
hours of time in opposition? Because
this is a dangerous project.

Why should we vote to force the ap-
proval of a project that would bring
this dirty, polluted tar sands into the
United States when we know it is the
most difficult type of oil to clean up in
case of a spill?

According to the EPA, tar sands oil
creates especially difficult challenges
to clean up when the pipelines rupture
because it is so heavy it sinks to the
bottom of the water. You only have to
look at the spill in Michigan’s Kala-
mazoo River in 2010 which they still
haven’t cleaned up.

In Mayflower, AK, in 2013, we will
show you a picture from there. This is
what happened when there was a spill.
These spills are not cleaned up. This
came right into residential commu-
nities. So again, dirty, filthy oil and
the toughest to clean up in case of a
spill. We know as sure as I am standing
here if this is built there will be a spill,
because that happens; and it has al-
ready happened in 2010 and in 2013.

Of the projected 830,000 barrels of tar
sands oil, most of it isn’t going to our
domestic use. And that is the other
question. Why would you want to bring
this dirty, polluted tar sands oil that
you cannot clean up into our country if
practically all of it is going to be ex-
ported? And we will have to bear the
burdens of the refining, the filth in the
air, the petcoke in our cities, as we see
the products being exported to other
countries.

Now I could stop here—I am sure the
proponents wish I would, but I am not,
because if you are not convinced this is
an enormous mistake, I have got five
reasons—a deeper look at the health of
our people. I have already said tar
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sands is the filthiest oil on the planet.
And I have already told you that I have
stood with nurses and doctors to make
this point. Downwind from the tar
sands extraction site and the refineries
in Canada there are significantly high-
er levels of dangerous pollutants and
carcinogens have been documented.

People living in the nearby commu-
nities are suffering. I have met them. I
have talked to them on the phone.
They flew down here to stand by my
side to call attention to the health im-
pacts. People living in nearby commu-
nities are suffering higher rates of can-
cers linked to toxic chemicals includ-
ing leukemia, non-Hodgkin’s
lymphoma. That is a fact. The big oil
companies won’t talk about it. The
Koch brothers won’t talk about it. My
Republican friends won’t talk about it.
But I am going to talk about it and I
am going to enter into the RECORD a
University of California-Irvine, Univer-
sity of Michigan peer-reviewed study
documenting elevated cancer rates
near tar sands processing zones. This
was a peer-reviewed article dated Sep-
tember 2013.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ATMOSPHERIC ENVIRONMENT—AIR QUALITY IN
THE INDUSTRIAL HEARTLAND OF ALBERTA,
CANADA AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON HUMAN
HEALTH

(By Isobel J. Simpson, Josette E. Marrero,
Stuart Batterman, Simone Meinardi, Bar-
bara Barletta, Donald R. Blake)

HIGHLIGHTS

Alberta’s Industrial Heartland is Canada’s
largest hydrocarbon processing center.

We characterize 77 volatile organic com-
pounds (VOCs) emitted in this region.

Dozens of VOCs, including carcinogens,
were enhanced in the industrial plumes.

Sources include propene fractionation, dil-
uent separation and bitumen processing.

Male hematopoietic cancer rates are high-
er in this region than elsewhere in Alberta.

ABSTRACT

The ‘“‘Industrial Heartland” of Alberta is
Canada’s largest hydrocarbon processing
center, with more than 40 major chemical,
petrochemical, and oil and gas facilities.
Emissions from these industries affect local
air quality and human health. This paper
characterizes ambient levels of 77 volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) in the region
using high-precision measurements collected
in summer 2010. Remarkably strong enhance-
ments of 43 VOCs were detected, and con-
centrations in the industrial plumes were
often similar to or even higher than levels
measured in some of the world’s largest cit-
ies and industrial regions. For example max-
imum levels of propene and i-pentane exceed-
ed 100 ppbv, and 1,3-butadiene, a known car-
cinogen, reached 27 ppbv. Major VOC sources
included propene fractionation, diluent sepa-
ration and bitumen processing. Emissions of
the measured VOCs increased the hydroxyl
radical reactivity (kou), a measure of the po-
tential to form downwind ozone, from 3.4 s—!
in background air to 62 s—! in the most con-
centrated plumes. The plume value was com-
parable to polluted megacity values, and ac-
etaldehyde, propene and 1,3-butadiene con-
tributed over half of the plume kon. Based on
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a 13-year record (1994-2006) at the county
level, the incidence of male hematopoietic
cancers (leukemia and non-Hodgkin
lymphoma) was higher in communities clos-
est to the Industrial Heartland compared to
neighboring counties. While a causal associa-
tion between these cancers and exposure to
industrial emissions cannot be confirmed,
this pattern and the elevated VOC levels
warrant actions to reduce emissions of
known carcinogens, including benzene and
1,3-butadiene.
1. INTRODUCTION

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are
emitted from natural biogenic sources such
as vegetation and biomass burning, and from
anthropogenic sources such as the produc-
tion, distribution and consumption of fossil
fuels, including vehicular emissions (Guen-
ther etal., 2000; Buzcu and Fraser, 2006).
VOCs play key roles in the radiative forcing
and chemistry and of the atmosphere, for ex-
ample producing tropospheric ozone (Os;) and
secondary organic aerosol (SOA) (Sillman,
1999; Robinson et al., 2007). VOCs also control
concentrations of the hydroxyl radical (OH)
(Guenther et al., 1995), the principal oxi-
dizing agent in the troposphere. Several hal-
ogenated VOCs are potent greenhouse gases
and cause stratospheric ozone depletion, and
are regulated under the Montreal Protocol
and its Amendments (MPA) (UNEP, 2012).

In addition to their influence on air qual-
ity and climate, VOCs are of concern because
of their potential health effects. As exam-
ples. benzene and 1,3-butadiene are known
carcinogens (IARC, 2010). Biological evidence
supports the causal linkage between certain
pollutants and certain cancers, for example,
between leukemia incidence/mortality and
exposure to benzene (Snyder, 2002; Forrest et
al., 2005) and 1,3-butadiene (Cheng et al., 2007;
Kirman et al., 2010). Increased rates of leu-
kemia, melanoma and genotoxic risk have
been shown in petroleum workers and popu-
lations living downwind of petrochemical fa-
cilities such as o0il refineries (Wong and
Raabe, 2000; Whitworth et al., 2008; Barregard
et al., 2009; Basso et al., 2011), although ele-
vated rates and cancer mortality are not
consistently observed (Tsai et al., 2004;
Axelsson et al., 2010).

Established in the 1950s, the Industrial
Heartland of Alberta is currently a large (582
km?) industrial area with more than 40 com-
panies, including chemical, petrochemical,
and oil and gas facilities (http:/
www.industrialheartland.com). It is situated
about 30 km northeast of Edmonton (53°32'N,
113°30°'W; population 812,000) and a few km
northeast of Fort Saskatchewan (53°43'N,
113°13'W; population 19,000) in an otherwise
rural farming area Alberta (Fig. 1 and Fig.
S1). The Industrial Heartland is the largest
hydrocarbon processing region in Canada,
and major land holding include Shell Can-
ada, Dow Chemical Canada, and Provident
Energy & Williams Energy Canada (now
Pembina Pipeline & Williams Energy Can-
ada) (http://www.industrialheartland.com).
Their products include ethane, propane,
propene, butane, styrene, hexane, benzene,
heavy aromatics, synthetic crude oil and
condensate (AIHA, 2012). For example, Shell
Scotford is the largest land holding in the
Heartland and includes a chemical plant, a
refinery, and an upgrader that separates dil-
uent and processes bitumen from oil sands
mined approximately 450 km to the north,
with a current processing capacity of 255,000
barrels/day (ATHA, 2012).

Industrial emissions in the Heartland af-
fect the local air quality, for example caus-
ing intermittent odor episodes in the nearby
community of Fort Saskatchewan. However,
there have been very few independent, peer-
reviewed analyses of air quality in the re-
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gion. Thirty VOCs were measured in the
Heartland from 2004 to 2006, and elevated
VOC levels were attributed primarily to in-
dustry followed by vehicles (Mintz and
McWhinney, 2008). Air quality is monitored
locally by the Fort Air Partnership (FAP), a
multi-stakeholder group with members from
industry, government and the public (http:/
www.fortair.org). Though the FAP data have
not been published in the peer-reviewed lit-
erature, they show several exceedances of Al-
berta Ambient Air Quality Objectives
(AAAQO) in 2010 for PM,s, SO,, NH; and NO,
(FAP, 2010). There were no reported O;
exceedances in 2010 both for AAAQO stand-
ards (82 ppb in 1 h) and for Canada-Wide
Standards (65 ppb in 8 h). The annual O; aver-
age for 2010 was 22 ppb, and a maximum 1-h
03 value of 72 ppb was recorded in June
(FAP, 2010).

Here we present concentrations of VOCs
and carbon monoxide (CO) measured in the
Industrial Heartland in August 2010, and we
discuss potential impacts of industrial VOC
emissions on air quality and on human
health in the local population.

2. METHODS
2.1. Ground-based air sampling

Previously our group identified VOC emis-
sion hot-spots within a 12 x 12 km region of
the Industrial Heartland, during a grid study
on April 10, 2008 (n = 58) as part of an Envi-
ronmental Impact Assessment in the Heart-
land (unpublished data). For example, max-
imum levels of benzene, ethylbenzene and
styrene downwind of the Shell Scotford com-
plex were 1.6, 2.0 and 4.0 parts per billion by
volume (ppbv, 10-9), respectively, or 19, 435
and 6070 times higher than local background
concentrations measured on the same day.
During the 2010 study the sampling strategy
focused on these emission hotspots. Speci-
ated VOC measurements were obtained by
collecting whole air samples (WAS) into
evacuated 2 L stainless steel canisters, fol-
lowed by analysis at our University of Cali-
fornia, Irvine (UC Irvine) laboratory using
multi-column gas chromatography (see Sup-
plementary material). Individual air samples
were collected concurrently at an upwind
farm and downwind of several Heartland in-
dustries throughout the day and evening of
August 12 and 13, 2010 (n = 80; Fig. 1). In
many but not all cases, strong odors were as-
sociated with samples collected downwind of
industrial activity. Because the sampling
campaign occurred over a limited 2-day time
frame, the results are not intended to rep-
resent an assessment of conditions over
longer time scales.

Based on climate data from 1990 to 2002,
the predominant wind direction in the Fort
Saskatchewan area (Strathcona County) is
from the southwest (SW) quadrant in fall and
winter, the northwest (NW) and southeast
quadrants in spring, and NW in summer
(McCallum et al., 2003). During this study
most of the sampled air masses arrived from
the NW—i.e., not from Edmonton to the
SW—at a median wind speed of 15 km h—! or
a moderate breeze (Fig. 52). Therefore we do
not expect emissions from Edmonton to be a
confounding factor in this study. The tem-
perature ranged from 14 to 21 °C (http:/
www.casadata.org/Reports/
SelectCategory.asp) and conditions were
overcast with occasional drizzle and rain—in
other words not ideal for active in situ pho-
tochemistry.

2.2. Laboratory analysis

Each air sample was returned to UC Irvine
and analyzed within 10 days for CO and 77
VOCs, including C,-C,o hydrocarbons, C,-C,
halocarbons, C,-Cs alkyl nitrates and C,-C,
sulfur compounds. Our analytical procedures
and calibration protocols are described in
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the Supplementary material. The detection
limit of our measurements varies by com-
pound and ranges from 0.005 to 100 pptv (Ta-
bles SI-S3). The measurement precision and
accuracy also vary by compound and are 3%
and 5%, respectively, for alkanes, alkenes
and aromatics. Rigorous sensitivity tests
have shown that most measured VOCs are
stable within our canisters, though
oxygenated hydrocarbon levels can increase
or decrease at a rate of a few percent per
day, which is reflected by their more poorly
constrained precision and accuracy (Tables
51-53 ).

2.3. VOC data analysis

Trace gas concentrations typically vary
with factors including season and latitude.
During this study the background VOC con-
centrations showed little diurnal variability
for most compounds (Fig. S3), and the
upwind farm samples were used to calculate
the average local background concentrations
for this latitude and time of year (n = 8). Be-
cause the plume samples were collected out-
side the perimeter of the industrial facili-
ties, perhaps 500 m or more downwind of the
emission source, the extent to which the
plumes had become mixed and diluted with
background air before being sampled is un-
clear. As a result the industrial plume aver-
ages were calculated as the average of the
top 10th percentile concentrations for each
species (n = 8). We note that these industrial
plume values will be less concentrated than
stack samples.

2.4. Human health data analysis

To investigate potential impacts of expo-
sure to industrial pollutants on human
health, in particular cancer incidences, two
memos, tables and figures were obtained
from the Alberta Cancer Board (Chen, 2006,
2008) under the Canadian Freedom of Infor-
mation and Protection of Privacy (FOIP)
Act. These documents provide limited anal-
yses of cancer incidences in the region, spe-
cifically comparing the three-county area of
Fort Saskatchewan, Strathcona County and
Sturgeon County (Fig. 1) to the rest of the
Edmonton-area health region, and also to
the rest of Alberta. Currently Fort Sas-
katchewan houses 18 major industries,
Strathcona County has 16 industries, and
Sturgeon County has 9 industries (AIHA,
2012).

Based on surveillance data from 1994
through 2006 (inclusive), Chen (2008) remarks
that the age-standardized incidence rates for
male hematopoietic cancer and male non-
Hodgkin lymphoma in the three-county area
are elevated with respect to the two com-
parison areas. We extended this analysis by
computing the mean (tstandard error) stand-
ardized incidence rate for male
hematopoietic cancers in the three-county
region using two five-year periods (1997-2001
and 2002-2006) that help to reduce the year-
to-year fluctuations in cancer cases (since
the population is relatively small).

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3.1. VOC concentrations

Complete results for the 2010 sampling
campaign are summarized in Tables 51-53.
With the exception of methane (CH,), which
is long-lived and relatively abundant in the
atmosphere, background VOC levels ranged
from sub- or low- parts per trillion by vol-
ume (pptv, 10 ~12) up to low ppbv levels. By
comparison, concentrations of many VOCs
were clearly elevated in the industrial
plumes compared to background values (Ta-
bles S1 and S2). Of the 77 measured VOCs, 43
were very strongly enhanced in the plumes,
with concentrations spanning roughly 1 to 4
orders of magnitude (Fig. 2a-f and Fig. S4a—
c). These compounds include all 14 aromatics
that were measured, 12 alkanes, 6 alkenes, 5
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oxygenated compounds, 5 halocarbons and
ethyne (Table S1). After CHy, the most abun-
dant VOCs in the industrial plumes were, in
descending order, propene (maximum of 107
ppbv), i-pentane (103 ppbv), n-pentane (97
ppbv), acetaldehyde (74 ppbv) and 2-
methylpentane (62 ppbv). By comparison,
their average background levels (+ 1o) ranged
from 0.031 £ 0.013 ppbv to 1.4 £ 0.8 ppbv, or
factors of 55-1980 lower. The most strongly
enhanced compounds were methyl tert-butyl
ether (enhanced by up to a factor of 6194),
ethylbenzene (6179x), 3-methylpentane
(4414x), trans-2-butene (3609x) and 2,3-
dimethylbutane (3048x).

An additional 15 compounds showed small-
to-moderate, statistically significant en-
hancements (up to 1.06-2.8-fold) in the indus-
trial plumes compared to background values
(Table S2). These include CH,, two sulfur
compounds (DMS, OCS), three methyl
halides (CHaI, CH;Br, CH;Cl), three
brominated compounds (CH;Br, CH,Br,,
CHBr;), four long-lived halocarbons (9-26
years; HCFC-141b, HCFC-142b, HCFC-22,
CCly), and three short-lived solvents (1-5
months; acetone, methyl acetate, CHCI;)
(Fig. S2d-f). With the exception of CH,, their
plume averages remained below 1 ppbv
(Table S2). Although carbon tetrachloride
(CCly) is restricted under the MPA, the preci-
sion of these measurements is 1% (about 0.8
pptv at the measured mixing ratios), and
CCl4 shows clear and measurable enhance-
ments in industrial plumes downwind of Dow
and Shell compared to the background of 89.4
+0.4 pptv (Fig. S2f).

We speculate that these elevated plume
concentrations are due to emissions from
pre-existing reservoirs.

Carbon monoxide and the remaining 19 of
77 measured VOCs showed similar concentra-
tion ranges in both background air and
plumes, and were not appreciably impacted
by industrial emissions (Fig. S3a-d). This
group comprises a number of halocarbons
(CFCs, halons, CH;CCl;, HFC-134a, 1,2-
dichloroethene), biogenic compounds (iso-
prene, o-pinene and B-pinene) and alkyl ni-
trates (Table S3). Several of the halocarbons
are restricted under the MPA, and their lack
of industrial emission is not surprising (Fig.
S3a). Although the pinenes have previously
shown an unexpected association with indus-
trial emissions from oil sands operations
near Fort McMurray (Simpson et al., 2010),
an industrial signature was not evident here
(Fig. S3b). Carbon monoxide was not en-
hanced in the industrial plumes (Fig. S3c),
showing that combustive sources (including
vehicular emissions) did not significantly
impact the measured plumes. Alkyl nitrate
levels remained in the low pptv range (Fig.
S3d), indicating little evidence of secondary
photochemistry. This is most likely ex-
plained by a combination of unfavorable con-
ditions for in situ photochemistry (Section
2.1) and the short travel time from plume
emission to sample collection. For example,
an emitted plume could reach the sampling
sites in as little as a few minutes based on a
wind speed of 10-20 km h—! (Section 2.1) and
a downwind sampling distance of 500 m.

3.2. Emission signatures

Based on linear correlations among the
measured VOCs using least squares linear
fits (Simpson et al., 2010), the emitted VOCs
fell into at least five distinct correlating
groups. First, the C;-C, alkenes were strong-
ly correlated (0.99 < r2 < 1.00), driven by high
concentrations measured downwind of the
Provident/Williams facility (Fig. 2a), which
includes a natural gas liquids and propene
fractionation project and produces C,—C4
alkanes and C;-C, butenes (AIHA, 2012). Re-
markably, the maximum propene level (107
ppbv) was almost double that measured in
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the Houston-Galveston Bay area (56 ppbv),
even though Houston is both a much larger
metropolitan area than Fort Saskatchewan
and the largest petrochemical manufac-
turing center in the United States (Ryerson
et al., 2003; Gilman et al., 2009).

Second, the Cs—C, alkanes and
methacrolein were highly correlated (0.81 < r2
< 1.00), with largest concentrations down-
wind of Shell Scotford, which separates dil-
uent and processes bitumen (Section 1), and
Access Pipeline, which produces diluent and
blended bitumen (Fig. 2 band Fig. S4a). The
maximum n-hexane level (62 ppbv) was 2.5-17
times higher than maximum values meas-
ured in some of the world’s megacities (Bei-
jing, Mexico City, and Tokyo) (Parrish et al.,
2009), although lower than the maximum lev-
els measured during a ship-based study in
Houston/Galveston Bay (81 ppbv) (Gilman et
al., 2009). Simpson et al. (2010) associated ele-
vated levels of C4-Coy alkanes with emissions
from oil sands and its products and/or dil-
uent, and this second group of VOCs is con-
sistent with a diluent/bitumen signature.
Even though methacrolein and methyl vinyl
ketone are both major isoprene oxidation
products (Montzka et al., 1993) they were
uncorrelated during this study (r2 0.01). Be-
cause the maximum methacrolein level (20
ppbv) far exceeds the amount that isoprene
oxidation chemistry can explain, its excess
concentrations are attributed to industrial
emissions.

Third, acetaldehyde (Fig. 54b), i-butane
(Fig. 2c¢) and n-butane were correlated
strongly with one another (0.88 < r2 < 0.98)
and somewhat with the C;-C,4 alkenes (0.58 <
72 £ 0.68). Maximum levels of all three com-
pounds (26-74 ppbv) were measured downwind
of Provident/Williams, which produces C,-C,
alkanes (AIHA, 2012); Shell Scotford, which
lists C;-C4 mix as a product; and Access Pipe-
line. Surprisingly, the maximum butane lev-
els were comparable to those in central Mex-
ico City during the mid-1990s when liquefied
petroleum gas (LPG) was a major source of
butanes and contributed to poor air quality
(Blake and Rowland, 1995). The char-
acteristic emission ratio of i-butane/n-bu-
tane is 0.2-0.3 for vehicular exhaust, 0.46 for
LPG, and 0.6-1.0 for natural gas (Russo et al.,
2010 and references therein). Here the aver-
age (+lo) ratio in the top 10% of plumes
(based on the highest i-butane and n-butane
concentrations) was 0.47 = 0.18, similar to
that for LPG and to that measured down-
wind of the oil sands industry (0.42 * 0.03)
(Simpson et al., 2010), suggesting that the i-
butane/n-butane ratio for various petro-
chemical processes resembles that for LPG.
The main global source of acetaldehyde is
photochemical hydrocarbon oxidation, with
a relatively small industrial source (Singh et
al., 2004; Millet et al., 2010). Here, however,
the very high acetaldehyde levels cannot be
explained by secondary photochemical pro-
duction (Section 3.1) and they are attributed
to direct industrial emission from various fa-
cilities. For example, the Shell Scotford
chemical plant reportedly released 3.9 tonnes
of acetaldehyde in 2010 (NPRI, 2012).

Fourth, toluene and the xylenes correlated
strongly with one another (0.79 < 72 < 0.98)
and with the second group of compounds (0.60
<12 <0.89). The highest levels of toluene and
the xylenes (2.7 ppbv and 0.65-3.4 ppbv, re-
spectively) were measured downwind of the
Shell Scotford complex (Fig. S4c), which
lists heavy aromatics among its products.
The maximum toluene level was 69 times
higher than background (Table S1), but
lower than maximum values in megacities
such as Mexico City, Tokyo and Beijing ( 10
ppbv) and near major petrochemical com-
plexes in Texas and Spain (16-77 ppbv) (Gil-
man et al., 2009; Ras et al., 2009).

Fifth, mn-octane and the C, aromatics
(ethylbenzene, trimethylbenzenes, n-
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propylbenzene) correlated strongly (0.74 <12 <
1.00), and with highest concentrations down-
wind of the Shell Scotford complex. The
maximum ethylbenzene mixing ratio (23
ppbv; Fig. 2d) was much larger than for other
compounds in this group (0.22-0.83 ppbv), in-
dicating clear emissions of this possible car-
cinogen. The Shell Scotford refinery manu-
factures a range of products including gaso-
line, diesel and jet fuel, and reportedly re-
leased 0.562 tonnes of ethylbenzene in 2010
(NPRI, 2012).

Other chemicals were clearly emitted but
did not necessarily correlate strongly with
other VOCs. Ethane and propane were mod-
erately correlated (2 = 0.62), with highest
levels measured downwind of Keyera and
Provident-Williams (ethane and propane)
and Dow Chemical (ethane only). The max-
imum propane mixing ratio (45 ppbv) was
lower than in Houston/Galveston Bay) (347
ppbv) (Gilman et al., 2009). Benzene showed
some correlation with ethylbenzene (12 =
0.58) and the highest benzene level (6.6 ppbv;
Fig. 2e) was measured downwind of Shell
Scotford, which produces benzene and report-
edly released 2.5 tonnes of benzene from its
refinery in 2010 (NPRI, 2012). The highest 1.3-
butadiene level was also measured downwind
of the Shell facility (27 ppbv; Fig. 2f), though
1,3-butadiene is not listed in the National
Pollutant Release Inventory (NPRI) for
Shell. The combustion tracers ethene and
ethyne were only weakly correlated (r2 =
0.52) and their highest concentrations were
measured downwind of Dow, which produces
ethene. Ethene/ethyne ratios of 1-3 and 10-30
are characteristic of tailpipe emissions and
petrochemical facilities, respectively
(Ryerson et al., 2003). Here the ethene/ethyne
ratio was 9.7 £ 1.0, which confirms the indus-
trial rather than vehicular nature of the ob-
served plumes.

3.3 Air quality impacts

The contribution of individual VOCs to O;
formation is a function of their concentra-
tion and their reactivity towards OH, and
can be expressed as the total OH reactivity
(kon) Kovacs et al., 2003; Mao et al., 2010; Kim
et al., 2011):

kon = X (kon+voc[VOC] + Kkou+colCOl +
Kon+no[NOJ+kon + no2[NO2]+...) (1)

Here kou is used to evaluate the relative
contributions of CO and the measured VOCs
to downwind photochemistry. Because we did
not measure nitrogen oxides (NOx), which
can contribute 15-50% to kon in cities such as
Houston, Mexico City and New York (Mao et
al., 2010), the reactivity reported here is like-
ly underestimated and is understood to be
only for the measured species, rather than
total OH reactivity.

The OH reactivity in background air was
3.4 s~ !, similar to clean air values of 1-3 s~!
(Kim et al., 2011; Lou et al., 2010). Not sur-
prisingly, isoprene was the primary contrib-
utor to kou in background air, followed by
CO, acetaldehyde and CH, (Fig. 3a). By con-
trast, koy in the top 10th percentile of data
with highest VOC loadings was 62 s ~!, or 18
times larger than background. Even though
we have missing reactivity, this plume kon
value is already comparable to levels in pol-
luted megacities such as Mexico City, Tokyo
and Hong Kong/Guangzhou, which typically
range from 10 to 100 s—! (Lou et al., 2010 and
references therein). Because of their abun-
dance and reactivity, propene, acetaldehyde
and 1,3-butadiene were responsible for more
than 50% of kon in the plumes, while alkanes
contributed another 23% (Fig. 3b). These re-
sults show some similarity to airborne stud-
ies in the greater Houston area, where
propene and ethene were identified as the
two VOCs primarily responsible for rapid Os
formation (Ryerson et al., 2003; deGouw et
al., 2009) and alkene emissions from petro-
chemical facilities are the primary source of
formaldehyde, also an Os; precursor (Parrish
et al., 2012).
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Despite the abundance of VOC precursors
and strong OH reactivity in the industrial
plumes, no O; exceedances were measured in
the Fort Saskatchewan region in 2010 (Sec-
tion 1). In general, the highest monthly O3
averages occur during spring, and the high-
est 1-h O3 averages occur during hot summer
afternoons when wind speeds are low (FAP,
2010). Ozone levels are lower within the cen-
ter of the Heartland airshed, likely due to
the presence of NOy which lower O; con-
centrations through titration (FAP, 2010).
Simpson et al. (2010) also found relatively
low levels of O; downwind of the Alberta oil
sands because titration with NO exceeded O3
production on the short time-scale since pre-
cursor emission. Overall, it appears that in-
dustrial VOC sources in the Fort Saskatch-
ewan area are emitted into a relatively clean
background for Oz, and local O; exceedances
are not common.

3.4. Gaps in VOC emission reporting

Although 43 of 77 measured VOCs were
strongly elevated in the industrial plumes
compared to local background concentra-
tions, only 16 were quantified in the 2010
NPRI for the industries discussed in this
paper (ethene, propene, 1,3-butadiene, 1,2-
dichloroethane, n-hexane, benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene, total xylenes, styrene, 1,2,4-
trimethylbenzene, acetaldehyde, carbonyl
sulfide, chloroform, trichloroethene, HCFC-
22; NPRI, 2012), with individual companies
reporting 0-10 VOCs. As a first example,
while strongly elevated levels of at least a
dozen C»,-Cs alkanes were detected downwind
of several Industrial Heartland facilities
(Table S1, Fig. 2b-c and Fig. S4a), only n-
hexane is included in the NPRI. The VOCs
reported in the NPRI include light alkenes
and are weighted towards aromatic species,
yet our study shows that alkanes are a lead-
ing contributor to kon in the Heartland (Fig.
3b). Second, while 1,3-butadiene is a known
carcinogen, emissions of this VOC are re-
ported by only one of the companies consid-
ered here.

Even when emission rates are reported,
they require verification to ensure that the
reporting is accurate. For example, recent
NPRI listings of VOC emission rates (includ-
ing benzene) from an unnamed Canadian re-
finery were found to be underestimated by
15-18-fold (Chambers et al., 2008). In addition
to improved reporting of speciated VOCs in
the NPRI or other publically available in-
ventories, especially 1,3-butadiene and light
alkanes, we recommend independent air
quality monitoring and VOC emission esti-
mates in the Heartland region so that emit-
ted compounds can be externally identified,
quantified and reported in the peer-reviewed
literature.

3.5. Human health impacts

Of the 77 VOCs measured here, at least 10
are either known human carcinogens (Group
1: benzene, 1,3-butadiene), probable carcino-
gens (Group 2A: trichloroethene,
tetrachloroethene), or possible carcinogens
(Group 2B: carbon tetrachloride, chloroform,
1,2-dichloroethane, dichloromethane,
ethylbenzene, isoprene, styrene) (IARC, 2010).
Of these, 1,3-butadiene and ethylbenzene
were the most abundant in the industrial
plumes, with maximum levels of 23-27 ppbv,
or 3-4 orders of magnitude larger than their
background values (Table S1).

An analysis of cancer incidences in the In-
dustrial Heartland shows elevated incidence
rates of male hematopoietic cancers in the
three-county area where the industries are
located (Fort Saskatchewan, Strathcona
County and Sturgeon County) compared to
neighboring regions for both 1997-2001 and
2002-2006, although the error bars are large
due to small sample sizes (Fig. 4). Several
steps would help to confirm such trends and
possibly provide a more direct link between
these cancers and emissions of toxic VOCs in
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the Heartland: improved estimates of VOC
emissions and exposure estimates that in-
cluded more detail and historical data; bet-
ter cancer surveillance that included regular
evaluations, breakdown by cancer type (e.g.,
myelogenous, monocytic and lymphocytic
leukemias) and geocoding of cases; collection
of potential covariates and confounders (e.g.,
residence and work history); and use of sta-
tistical and epidemiological techniques to
investigate spatial, temporal and exposure-
related patterns of disease in the commu-
nity.

Elevated risk of hematopoietic cancers has
also been found in other populations living
downwind of industrial facilities, even at rel-
atively low VOC exposures. For example, leu-
kemia incidence an exposed population liv-
ing near a large Swedish oil refinery known
to emit benzene and other VOCs was signifi-
cantly elevated (33 cases vs. 22 expected
cases) compared to local controls (50 cases
vs. b6 expected), despite an estimated refin-
ery contribution to annual average VOC con-
centrations of only 0.63 ppb for benzene and
0.23 ppb for 1,3-butadiene (Barregard et al.,
2009). The authors note that risk estimates
extrapolated from high-level exposure would
not predict an increase of leukemia at low
VOC exposures, and they suggest that risk
estimates using standard carcinogenic unit
risk or slope factors do not adequately rep-
resent true risks from much lower exposures.
As a second example of a population-based
study, higher exposure to benzene and 1,3-bu-
tadiene in 886 census tracts surrounding
Houston, Texas was associated with in-
creased incidence of childhood
lymphohematopoietic cancers (Whitworth et
al., 2008). Some of the highest exposures oc-
curred in the Houston Ship Channel area,
which contains a large number of petroleum
and chemical industries.

Recommended exposure limits and risk-
based criteria evolve as our understanding of
the chemical toxicity of carcinogens im-
proves. Using benzene as an example, the
recommended exposure limit relevant for oc-
cupational settings has decreased from 100
ppm in 1947 to 1 ppm (Wong et al., 1999;
McHale et al., 2010; Smith, 2010); the 1-h av-
erage ambient air quality guideline in Al-
berta is 9 ppb (Chambers et al., 2008). How-
ever, adverse health outcomes, including
hematological changes and gene perturba-
tions, have been reported at exposure levels
below 1 ppm (McHale et al., 2010; Qu et al.,
2002; Lan et al., 2004; Xing et al., 2010). In-
deed, recent literature suggests that there is
probably no safe exposure level to benzene
because it does not appear to have a func-
tional low-dose threshold, and because the
effects of exposure appear to be additive in a
linear or supralinear fashion (Smith, 2010).
Further, in environmental settings (as com-
pared to workplace), exposure to compound
mixtures rather than a single compound at a
time is common, and simultaneous exposure
to complex mixtures, including multiple car-
cinogens, may involve interactions and pos-
sibly synergistic effects on target organs or
systems at low exposure (Basso et al., 2011).
Although VOC levels were significantly ele-
vated above concurrent local background
values in the Heartland, concentrations re-
mained below existing guidelines for short-
term exposure. Guidelines for long-term ex-
posures generally use a risk-based approach,
and there is considerable uncertainty regard-
ing the unit risk factors that describe the
toxicity of a chemical (or mixture) for the
public and susceptible individuals, as well as
debate over what is acceptable or protective.
(A number of U.S. state and federal rules use
individual lifetime cancer risks in the range
of 1 in 10,000 to 1 in 1,000,000.)
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The elevated incidence of cancers within
the Industrial Heartland that are known to
be linked to VOCs released in the region
raises questions regarding whether ambient
levels, emission controls, and risk calcula-
tions are adequately protective of public
health. In addition, on-site workers may be
at increased risk because of their closer
proximity to emission sources. While several
factors might well explain an observation of
increased cancer rates, e.g., variability of a
population’s genetic makeup, differences in
dietary or lifestyle factors, and statistical
variability, it is also important and respon-
sible to improve health surveillance and VOC
exposure measurements, to utilize epidemio-
logical studies that can better link environ-
mental factors to disease, and to reduce ex-
posures to pollutants that might plausibly
be related to adverse health impacts.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Ambient monitoring in the Industrial
Heartland of Alberta, the largest hydro-
carbon processing region in Canada, showed
remarkable enhancements in VOC con-
centrations. Even though the Heartland is
situated within a generally rural area, many
maximum concentrations were comparable
to those measured in the world’s largest cit-
ies. Thirty VOCs were present at levels above
1 ppbv, and maximum propene and i-pentane
levels exceeded 100 ppbv. Some of the largest
VOC excesses were measured in samples des-
ignated as ‘‘no smell”’, showing that absence
of odor does not necessarily indicate good air
quality. The industrial plumes showed dis-
tinct chemical signatures that varied not
only between facilities but also within indi-
vidual facilities. An analysis of OH reac-
tivity in the plumes suggests that propene,
acetaldehyde and 1,3-butadiene have the
greatest potential to form downwind Os.

Excess numbers of hematopoietic cancers
were observed in the same region that emits
substantial quantities of complex mixtures
of industrial pollutants, including several
VOCs that are known to cause these cancers.
While there are many factors that preclude a
causal linkage, including a lack of exposure
history for the local population and uncer-
tainties associated with the health impacts
of low exposures to multiple compounds, we
suggest that immediate reductions in emis-
sions of known carcinogens such as benzene
and 1,3-butadiene are warranted and prudent.
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Mrs. BOXER. Once it leaves Canada
and is transported to refineries in the
United States, the tar sands would in-
crease the pollution in already plagued
communities such as Port Arthur,
which I showed you and I will show you
again.

Port Arthur is already refining tar
sands oil. This is going to greatly in-
crease the amount of tar sands oil they
are going to be refining. They are on
the EPA’s list of cities with dangerous
ozone levels, people suffering from
asthma, respiratory ailments, skin irri-
tations, and cancer.

The oil companies aren’t going to tell
you about this and the Koch brothers
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aren’t going to tell you about this and
my Republican friends aren’t going to
tell you about this, but I am going to
tell you about this. Tar sands will add
another threat to Port Arthur and
other communities that are already in
distress.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD an article de-
scribing health problems experienced
by families living near Port Arthur re-
fineries, and it is entitled ‘‘Everyone
Deserves Clean Air and Equal Protec-
tion From Pollution,” dated August 12,
2014.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From Chron, August 12, 2014]

EVERYONE DESERVES CLEAN AIR AND EQUAL
PROTECTION FROM POLLUTION

EVERY ONE SHOULD HAVE AN EQUAL RIGHT TO
BREATHE CLEAN, SAFE AIR

(By Hilton Kelley and Anne Rolfes)

Would you want your child to live next
door to an oil refinery and face an increased
risk for cancer, heart or breathing problems?

Millions of Americans live very close to
some 150 oil refineries in 32 states, including
our home states of Texas and Louisiana, and
have an increased cancer risk because of the
air pollution coming from refineries. Those
most vulnerable to this pollution are dis-
proportionately black, Latino, children and
lower income.

Port Arthur, for instance, is home to eight
major oil and chemical industrial sites, in-
cluding oil refineries.

And cancer deaths in Jefferson County,
where Port Arthur is located, are 40 percent
higher among African Americans than they
are for the average Texan, according to the
Texas Cancer Registry.

Children in the predominantly Latino
Manchester neighborhood of Houston—home
to a Valero Refinery—have a 56 percent
greater chance of getting leukemia than
children who live elsewhere, according to re-
searchers from the University of Texas
School of Public Health.

By conservative estimates, o0il refineries
emit more than 20,000 tons of hazardous air
pollutants each year, including cancer-caus-
ing benzene, lead and hydrogen cyanide.

This public health and environmental
problem must be addressed. Everyone should
have an equal right to breathe clean, safe
air, including the people who live nearest the
country’s oil refineries. Now, there’s a possi-
bility of meaningful change nationwide. For
the first time in nearly two decades, the
EPA has proposed updated standards to re-
duce oil refineries’ toxic air emissions. The
current federal standards do not require the
most recent and up-to-date technology that
would limit hazardous air pollution and fail
to protect public health. For example, the
existing rules do not require refineries to
monitor the hazardous pollutants they emit
at the edge of the property where refineries
are situated—called the fenceline—which
would provide a more accurate measure of
the pollutants that are really going into
these communities.

In recent years, some refineries have
adopted new technologies that reduce toxic
air emissions and prevent pollution spikes
and accidents. These pollution control meth-
ods are available and affordable, but they
have not been adopted throughout the indus-
try.

Under the EPA’s proposed standards, oil
refineries would be required to measure ben-
zene, a carcinogen, at the fenceline as it
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drifts into the local community and then
make that data publicly available. This is a
significant proposal on a problem that com-
munities living near refineries have been
raising for years.

The proposed standards would require
tighter controls on emissions from storage
tanks and other parts of refineries that are
major contributors to toxic air pollution.

The oil industry has objected to the new
rules, claiming that they are unnecessary
and burdensome. In reality, the EPA’s anal-
ysis shows that the new rules will reduce
toxic air pollution by 5,600 tons each year
and that the cancer risk will be significantly
reduced for 1 million people.

The costs to the industry will be neg-
ligible, according to the EPA, but even if the
costs were significant, it would be worth it
to save lives. It is not fair for children living
near refineries to bear the hidden costs of oil
production—in the form of cancer, asthma,
birth defects and other serious illnesses—
when the industry could fix a lot of problems
and reduce the toxic pollution it creates.

The EPA’s proposed rules on air pollution
from oil refineries are a welcome step for-
ward. The agency should, in fact, make the
rule even stronger by doing more to protect
people from the real-world health con-
sequences of living next door to an oil refin-
ery, by incorporating a fenceline monitoring
requirement that would employ the best cur-
rent technology to give neighborhoods a
real-time, continuous measure of pollution,
not just a snapshot, and ensure refineries
quickly fix pollution problems.

[From USA Today, Oct. 20, 2007]
TEXAS TOXIC TOWN LURES INDUSTRY WHILE
RESIDENTS WHEEZE
(By Monica Rhor)

PORT ARTHUR, TX.—There is a quiet battle
for the future of this industrial town, one of
America’s most polluted places.

On one side is ex-mayor Oscar Ortiz, who
in the waning days of his administration
worried about one thing. But it wasn’t the
toxic chemicals that spew from petro-
chemical plants, the town’s richest land-
owners, through the windows of its poorest
residents.

What rattled the white-maned, barrel-
chested Ortiz, who ran Port Arthur for nine
years, was that someday the petrochemical
plants would go away.

““The only money here in the city of Port
Arthur that amounts to anything comes
from industry, from petrochemical compa-
nies,” said Oritz, leaning back in his chair in
an office decorated with framed photographs
of refineries. “‘If industry goes away, people
might as well go away too because there’ll be
no money. That’s the continued salvation of
this city.”

Hilton Kelley, like Ortiz born and raised in
Port Arthur, is the opposition.

Kelley does worry about the toxic chemi-
cals, the foul-smelling air and the west side
residents who suffer from asthma, res-
piratory ailments, skin irritations and can-
cer. As the city’s most visible environmental
activist, Kelley has long campaigned for
more restrictions on industrial construction
and stricter monitoring of plant emissions.

“I grew up smelling the S02 (sulfur dioxide)
smell, the chemicals. I remember seeing lit-
tle kids with sores on their legs, with mucus
running in August. It’s ridiculous what we’ve
had to deal with,” says Kelley, a former
actor with the sonorous voice of a radio an-
nouncer. ‘“‘We’re not trying to shut doors of
industry. We're just trying to push these
guys to do what’s right.”

Ortiz calls Kelley an alarmist who likes to
“stir things up’” in the minority community
Kelley accuses Ortiz of sacrificing the com-
munity’s welfare in exchange for slim tax
revenue from the plants.
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One man represents Port Arthur the way it
has always been; the other symbolizes a
growing call for change.

But change, especially in a place like Port
Arthur, never comes easily.

““This city is not going to change. It is a
refinery town—tomorrow, next year, 100
years from now. It will always be a petro-
chemical area,” says Ortiz.

And if its residents are getting sick from
the pollution?

Well, says Ortiz: “We’ve all got to die of
something.”

Port Arthur, located next to the Louisiana
line, sits in a corridor routinely ranked as
one of the country’s most polluted regions.
Texas and Louisiana are home to five oil re-
fineries considered among the nation’s 10
worst offenders in releasing toxic air pollut-
ants, emitting 8.5 million pounds of toxins
together in 2002.

Yet even here, Port Arthur stands out.

Its skyline is framed by the smokestacks
and knotted steel pipes of the refineries and
chemical plants clustered along the edges of
the town. Flares from the plants glow red
against the night sky, as incinerated chemi-
cals filter into the air.

The smell of rotten eggs and sulphur hangs
stubbornly over the apartments and shotgun
houses on the west side. Port Arthur, popu-
lation 57,000, is on the EPA’s list of cities
with dangerous ozone levels, and the state
has flagged its excessive levels of benzene.

Many cities along the Texas Gulf Coast are
dotted with refineries. But the companies’
high tax bills are used to improve schools,
create green space and bulk up city coffers.
Port Arthur waives most property taxes to
lure industry.

Eric Shaeffer, a former EPA official who
runs the Environmental Integrity Project in
Washington, D.C., a nonprofit advocacy
group, has written two studies on pollution
in Port Arthur. “It’s one of the worst I've
seen,”” he said.

The Veolia Environmental Services plant
in Port Arthur recently alerted incinerating
nearly 2 million gallons of VX hydrolysate,
the wastewater byproduct of a deadly nerve
gas agent.

Besides the pollution the state and EPA
allow as part of the cost of doing business,
the plants spew more toxins during ‘‘upset
events”’—unpermitted releases caused by
lightning strikes, human error, start-ups and
shutdowns.

Plant officials cite statistics showing
steady progress in reducing some emissions,
but Shaeffer cites a continuing hazard.

Around 2 a.m. Thursday, a pipeline explo-
sion sent ethylene-fueled flames shooting 100
feet into the air. The Union Carbide-Dow
Chemical pipeline lies about a quarter-mile
from the nearest home, Kelley said. No inju-
ries were reported, but officials warned peo-
ple to stay indoors.

‘“When you get releases, it really hits peo-
ple tight in the chest,” said Shaeffer. “It’s
one thing to be driving past the plants on the
highway. It’s another thing for kids to be out
on the swing sets when there’s a release.”

Jordan, 5, and Justin, 7, play on the swings
at Carver Terrace, the public housing project
they live in next door to refineries run by
Motiva and Valero that produce half a mil-
lion barrels of oil a day and belch thousands
of pounds of pollutants into the air.

Jordan’s lungs are so weakened from a life-
long battle with asthma and bronchitis that
he can’t shout or call for help like other chil-
dren, says their mother, LaShauna Green.

He must inhale medicine every four hours
through a plastic mask that swamps his
chubby face. Every two hours, he must take
one of seven prescription drugs that keep his
air passages from tightening.

Justin struggles to breathe after climbing
just one flight of stairs.
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Those troubles vanished when the Green
family left the area for a year following
2005’s Hurricane Rita. But two days after
their return to Carver Terrace, Justin was
rushed to a hospital twice in one day with
respiratory attacks.

“When you start getting this kind of toxic
chemical soup, we don’t really know what
the combination of all these things are
doing,” said Debra Morris, an assistant pro-
fessor at the University of Texas Medical
Branch in Galveston who studied Port Ar-
thur-area pollution.

Texas 0il was first discovered near Port
Arthur. For decades, the region nurtured in-
dustrial build-up with generous tax abate-
ments. In return, the companies would prom-
ise to pay later and to create local jobs.

Oritz defends the incentives as the only
way to keep his city alive.

‘“The one main substance that keeps the
city floating is the refineries,” he said.

Refineries and chemical plants contribute
about 67% of the city’s budget through some
taxes, Ortiz said, Still, without the abate-
ments the city would have collected tens of
millions of dollars more.

The city of Port Arthur has at least 28 tax-
abatement deals with refineries and chem-
ical plants. Surrounding Jefferson County
has at least six, including with Motiva,
Total, and Valero, which will pay no prop-
erty taxes for the first two years of a nine-
year contract and then pay 10% of the taxes
it would owe for the next seven.

Motiva will pay no taxes on a $3.5 billion
expansion project for the next three years.
Total taxes rise to $4.16 million by 2012.

Jeff Branick, assistant to Jefferson County
executive Ron Walker, says the Motiva ex-
pansion is expected to create thousands of
temporary construction jobs and 300 perma-
nent jobs; Valero’s project is expected to cre-
ate 40 to 65 jobs, he said.

“It’s going to be pumping a whole lot of
money into the local economy,” Branick
said. ‘It creates hotel-motel tax revenue and
will be attracting people from the outside
who will be coming here to work and renting
houses.”

Ortiz also points to a new development on
Pleasure Island, a resort with golf courses,
new hotels and bustling shopping centers
springing up on the city’s south side. All,
says Ortiz, spurred by the growth of the in-
dustrial complexes.

However, that prosperity bypassed Port
Arthur’s predominantly black west side and
central city neighborhoods where singer
Janis Joplin and sports legend Babe Zaharias
were raised.

“This town is like a forgotten grand-
mother. It helped nourish the growth of the
area, now all the wealth is moving (out),”
said Kelley. ‘“‘It’s not fair to leave this entire
community unnourished.”

Despite the development Port Arthur is
not as prosperous as other refinery towns. Its
median household income is two-thirds the
Texas average; its homes are valued at less
than half the state average. Port Arthur pub-
lic high school students pass the test re-
quired for graduation at about half the state
rate.

By comparison, the Houston suburb of Deer
Park—home to its own refinery row—col-
lects more taxes from its petrochemical
complex. Before the state equalized school
funding, its school district was nearly the
richest in the state. The median home price
is 256% higher than the state average and its
median household income is 30% above the
state average.

Both cities have roughly the same percent-
age of residents in chemical or construction
fields.

Kelley is not the only one raising ques-
tions about how things are done in Port Ar-
thur.
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Some city officials have also started to
question the benefits of the tax abatement
deals.

In most, companies promise to ‘‘give Port
Arthur residents a fair opportunity to apply
for employment’” but don’t require jobs go to
city residents. One company’s pledge to use
local labor and contractors defined ‘‘local”’
as covering a nine-county region.

Councilman Michael Sinegal says he fre-
quently hears from residents who say they
have been rejected for jobs at the plants.
Overall unemployment here is about 6%,
while among blacks it’s 14%, he said; the
state rate is 4%.

““The bottom line is that the people of Port
Arthur are getting the negative byproduct
from the plants, but should be getting an
abundance of positive byproduct,” Sinegal
said.

Valero said the refinery has hired 161 peo-
ple since Jan. 1, 2005. About 20% live in Port
Arthur.

The city council recently ordered a study
on contractors’ hiring practices so it can de-
vise a monitoring plan.

“We’ve let the community down.”” Sinegal
said.

In late August a group of 28 state law-
makers joined Kelley and others in urging
Texas Gov. Rick Perry to block further ship-
ments of VX hydrolysate to Port Arthur.
Perry declined to intervene.

The latest assessment by state environ-
mental regulators of Port Arthur showed
that benzene had dropped to acceptable lev-
els for the first time since 2000. Valero offi-
cials said they reduced emissions by more
than 82% between 1996 and 2005, and had re-
duced ‘“‘upset’” emissions by 98%. Residents,
however, still suffer higher rates of progres-
sive pulmonary diseases than people else-
where in the state.

Last year, Motiva agreed to give $3.5 mil-
lion to help fund medical care, air monitors
and a revitalization program for Port Ar-
thur’s west side community. The agreement
was part of a settlement with Kelley’s Com-
munity In-Power Development Association,
after it challenged the plant’s expansion.

And, 50 years after Carver Terrace was
built, the Port Arthur Housing Authority
plans to demolish the units and move resi-
dents to new homes throughout the city.

Was Carver Terrace’s proximity to the re-
finery the authority’s prime motivation? No,
said authority chief Cele Quesada. ‘Of
course, in the back of everyone’s mind, there
is awareness that we are on the fenceline. We
would rather see a green area here than 180
families.”

The likely buyer? Motiva Enterprises.

Kelley, who was born in Apartment 1202-E
in Carver Terrace, commented: ‘“When you
appeal to the conscience of man, how these
things are impacting our children. you can
get them to see our point. But a lot of the
times, the bottom line still wins.”

Mrs. BOXER. To get to the gulf
coast, tar sands will be transported by
pipeline through communities in envi-
ronmentally sensitive areas in six
States. We know from experience how
harmful this could be, again, because of
how hard it is to clean up after a spill,
and we know about the petcoke. I have
shown you the petcoke, which is black
dust containing some heavy metals.

Open piles of this waste began to ap-
pear at unprecedented levels in mid-
western communities and it sparked
health and environmental concerns in
many neighborhoods in Detroit and
Chicago.

Let’s take this back and show the
Chicago picture again.
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In this Chicago neighborhood, bil-
lowing black clouds of petcoke forced
Little League players off the baseball
field. The children were forced to seek
cover from the clouds of black dust
that pelted homes and cars. According
to one newspaper, ‘‘Kids that were
playing ball were sent scurrying away
because the stuff was getting into their
eyes, on to their faces and into their
mouths and everything. They just had
to get the heck out of there.”

I would like to enter into the RECORD
at this time an article that says, ‘“‘In
Chicago, piles of petroleum coke sug-
gest the future of Canadian tar sands
oil,”” dated November 17, 2014.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD as well.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Marketplace, Nov. 18, 2013]

IN CHICAGO, PILES OF PETROLEUM COKE SUG-
GEST THE FUTURE OF CANADIAN TAR SANDS
O1L

(By Dan Weissmann)

This summer, residents of Chicago’s far
southeast side noticed mountains of black
dust growing in one corner of the neighbor-
hood. It’s petroleum coke—pet coke for
short. That’s what gasoline refineries
produce as a byproduct of refining gasoline.
It’s full of carbon, sulphur and heavy metals.

On August 30, a big wind brought the coke
piles to the whole neighborhood’s attention.
At a baseball field a block or two away, a lit-
tle league game ended in a hurry.

“Kids that were playing ball were sent
scurrying away because the stuff was getting
into their eyes and their face and their
mouths and everything,” says Tom Shep-
herd, a volunteer with the Southeast Envi-
ronmental Task Force. ‘“‘“They had to just get
the heck out of here.”

He calls the 30th ‘‘a day that will live in
infamy.” He says, ‘‘People were calling 911
and saying, ‘There’s a fire! We don’t know
where the fire is, but the neighborhood’s full
of smoke.””’

But it wasn’t smoke. It was dust from the
piles that had been growing throughout the
summer.

They’re a sneak preview of what’s ahead.
At least some of the dust came from a local
BP refinery. It’s across the state line in Indi-
ana, but it can be seen from the neighbor-
hood. And that refinery is about to triple the
amount of pet-coke it turns out. BP is fin-
ishing a huge upgrade this fall, to process oil
from Canada’s tar sands.

That oil is ‘‘heavier’” with elements that
get refined out and turned into pet-coke.
Post-upgrade, the Indiana refinery will turn
out 6,000 tons a day. Eventually, it gets sold
as fuel, much of it to countries like Mexico
and China. But meanwhile, it piles up.

“It’s the most visual part of the success of
North American energy independence,” says
Phil Verleger, an economist who studies en-
ergy markets.

That success has both an upside and a
downside: Nearby sources of oil should mean
lower fuel prices in the Midwest, which has
high gas prices. And more piles of pet coke.

‘“‘So the question is,” Verleger says, ‘‘How
do we deal with this pile of black stuff that’s
bringing us this supply of fuel?”’

So far, nobody’s got an answer.

In early November, Illinois Attorney Gen-
eral Lisa Madigan filed a complaint in state
court. Her office said the dust from the piles
violated environmental regulations. Madigan
says she doesn’t know exactly what it would
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take to make pet-coke a good neighbor.
“Well, you know, if it’s not safe where it is,
it may have to go somewhere else,”” she says.

That would be a popular answer on the
Southeast Side. Last week, neighbors packed
a local church when Illinois EPA officials
came to gather input. Again and again, the
meeting got stopped by a chant: ‘“Move the
piles! Move the piles!”’

So far, neighbors have blamed BP and
Koch Industries, which owns the yard with
Chicago’s pet-coke piles. BP and Koch say
there’s been a misunderstanding so far. BP
says that it wasn’t actually sending more
pet coke than usual to the Chicago yard this
summer.

Koch has its own explanation for the taller
piles: It was moving petroleum coke around
in the yards to make room for new safety
equipment. It installed big water cannons,
which are supposed to keep the piles wet so
the dust doesn’t blow around. Making room
meant more activity, and some piles got tall-
er for a while.

Mrs. BOXER. Now when this petcoke
started to blow all across the commu-
nities, residents felt they could not
safely open the windows during the
summer for fear the black clouds would
trigger their children’s asthma, and
with good reason. We know this type of
toxic air pollution can increase the
number and severity of asthma at-
tacks, cause or aggravate bronchitis,
or contribute to other diseases.

Asthma. The Federal Government
has said that asthma has become a na-
tional epidemic. This is a picture of a
little girl who is having a hard time
breathing.

I say to my friend from Kansas, 1
have another 15 minutes, just for his
information.

This is a photo of a little girl who is
having difficulty breathing because she
has asthma. The Federal Government
has said asthma has become ‘‘a na-
tional epidemic”’—which is that 1 out
of every 12 people, or 26 million Ameri-
cans, and 7 million of these are chil-
dren. We don’t need more asthma.
American communities don’t need
more petcoke. My Republican friends
are not going to talk to you about
asthma. They are not going to quote
the oil companies saying what a great
job they are doing preventing it. Ulti-
mately, the Keystone tar sands pipe-
line decision should be based on wheth-
er the project is in the national inter-
est.

Today I ask rhetorically of my col-
leagues: How are more Americans with
asthma in the national interest? How
are more Americans with cancer in the
national interest? How is it in the na-
tional interest when kids playing base-
ball have to duck and cover from dan-
gerous pollution?

The health of our children and our
families is at stake, and we have a
right to know how tar sands oil will af-
fect our health. Unfortunately, we
don’t have all the information we need
to have.

Senator WHITEHOUSE and I wrote to
Secretary John Kerry and asked for a
comprehensive health impact study on
the tar sands oil and how the Keystone
Pipeline will impact the health of com-
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munities across the Nation. We don’t
have the studies. Again, Senator
WHITEHOUSE and I are not physicians.
That is why we stood with the nurses
and the doctors.

A Gallup poll has found 12 years in a
row that nursing is the most trusted
profession. So National Nurses United,
which is the Nation’s largest profes-
sional association of registered
nurses—185,000 strong—has joined our
call for a comprehensive health study.

I ask unanimous consent to have
their letter printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL NURSES UNITED,
March 13, 2014.
Hon. JOHN KERRY,
Secretary of State, U.S. Department of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY KERRY, On behalf of the
185,000 registered nurses of National Nurses
United, we are writing to endorse the request
by Senators Barbara Boxer and Sheldon
Whitehouse for an immediate, comprehen-
sive State Department study on the human
health impacts of the proposed Keystone XL
pipeline project.

As the State Department must make a na-
tional interest determination on whether to
approve the pipeline, NNU believes that a
project that places the health and safety of
Americans at substantial risk cannot pos-
sibly be in our national interest

Therefore, we call on the State Depart-
ment to issue an affirmative finding, prior to
any final decision on the project, that the
Keystone XL pipeline will have no adverse
health Impact on the U.S.

National Nurses United is the largest US.
organization with 185,000 members in all 50
states, including those along the proposed
path of the pipeline. NNU nurses now care
daily for patients with health problems, in-
cluding asthma, other respiratory disorders,
cancer, skin diseases, and other ailments as-
sociated with environmental pollution.

Our organization has expressed our opposi-
tion to the pipeline, in particular to the
health hazards already identified with tar
sands oil, including tar sands extraction in
Alberta, Canada, tar sands pipeline spills,
and the effects of tar sands refining.

TAR SANDS HEALTH HAZARDS

In Alberta’s Athabasca region, researchers
have linked tar sands pollutants to carcino-
gens, elevated rates of leukemia and other
cancers of the lymph and blood-forming sys-
tems. Water bodies within the watershed ad-
jacent to tar sands production have been
found to be contaminated with chemicals
linked to cancer, genetic damage, birth de-
fects, and organ damage, according to a Na-
tional Academy of Sciences 2012 study.

Tar sands pipeline spills are a significant
concern. The 2010 Kalamazoo River spill in
Michigan—the effects of which are still being
felt by that community—resulted in inhala-
tion of benzene and other chemicals and
more than 150 cases of illness. Michigan’s De-
partment of Public Health identified cardio-
vascular, gastrointestinal, neurological, ocu-
lar, dermal and respiratory impacts. Simi-
larly, following a 2013 spill near Mayflower,
AK. residents reported persistent coughs,
headaches, nausea, and respiratory problems
for months afterwards.

Refining raw bitumen from the tar sands is
also likely to have a negative impact on
health. Tar sands contains up to 11 times
more sulfur than conventional crude oil with
high levels of sulfur compounds linked to se-
rious ailments of the nervous and res-
piratory systems. Residents of South East
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Texas, particularly refinery towns like Port
Arthur and Houston, already live in known
‘cancer zones.” Refining raw bitumen from
the tar sands threatens to make a bad situa-
tion worse.

Further, the petroleum coke byproduct of
tar sands refining dumped in large ‘‘petcoke’’
piles contains high concentrations of mer-
cury, lead, arsenic, chromium, vanadium,
and nickel. Black dust clouds from petcoke
piles in Detroit and Chicago have led to
neighborhood evacuations amidst concerns
about acculumation in homes and areas
where children play. The EPA has said the
particulate matter in the dust contributes to
such health effects as heart attacks, de-
creased lung function, asthma and pre-
mature death.

CLIMATE CHANGE AND HEALTH

NNU is also concerned about the long term
contribution that tar sands oil and the Key-
stone pipeline will make to the global rise on
greenhouse gas emissions and the climate
crisis.

In its Fourth Assessment Review (2007) the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
has made a direct connection between global
warming and climate instability to a wide
range of negative health outcomes.

Higher air temperatures can increase bac-
teria-related food poisoning, such as sal-
monella, and animal-borne diseases such as
West Nile virus. Ground level ozone contami-
nants can damage lung tissue, reduce lung
function, and increase respiratory ailments.
Pediatricians have said they are already wit-
nessing a rise in vector-borne diseases in-
cluding diarrhea, cholera, gastroenteritis,
typhoid, and hepatitis due to environmental
factors and the effects of climate change.

For several years NNU has been dis-
patching teams of RN volunteers to provide
disaster relief in response to weather disas-
ters, such as Hurricanes Sandy and Katrina,
and most recently Typhoon Haiyan in the
Philippines, all of which many experts be-
lieve are fueled by climate change. Our mem-
bers have provided care for thousands of pa-
tients who have suffered serious injuries as
well as the loss of family members, their
homes, and their livelihoods.

WE NEED A CHANGE OF COURSE

NNU concurs with Senators Boxer and
Whitehouse that what is known today about
the health hazards associated with the ex-
pansion of the tar sands could well be just a
sampling of a much larger set of significant
risks to human health. NNU believes that
the health consequences of Keystone XL
have been substantially ignored in State De-
partments FEIS, and needs to be addressed
as a matter of urgency.

Nurses and their families are also affected
by environmental pollution, and the in-
creased harm associated with Keystone XL,
greater tar sands operations, and the climate
crisis. It is for our patients, our members,
our families, and our communities, that we
speak out, and urge you order an immediate
health impact study and not authorize a
pipeline that will harm our planet and our
health.

Sincerely,
DEBORAH BURGER, RN,
KAREN HIGGINS, RN,
JEAN ROSS, RN,
Council of Presidents,
National Nurses
United.

Mrs. BOXER. The nurses concur with
Senators BOXER and WHITEHOUSE that
what is known today about the health
hazards associated with the expansion
of tar sands is just a sampling. They
believe the consequences of Keystone
XL have been substantially ignored in
the State Department’s final EIS, and
it needs to be addressed.
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The American Public Health Associa-
tion wrote a letter, and I ask unani-
mous consent to have that letter print-
ed in the RECORD as well.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMERICAN PUBLIC HEALTH ASSOCIA-
TION, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
CoUNTY & CITY HEALTH OFFI-
CIALS,

April 11, 2014.
Hon. JOHN KERRY,
Secretary of State, U.S. Department of State,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SECRETARY KERRY: We write in sup-

port of the request of Senators Barbara
Boxer and Sheldon Whitehouse that the U.S.
Department of State conduct a comprehen-
sive study of the health impacts of the pro-
posed Keystone XL pipeline, including a re-
view of the available peer-reviewed research
on the health impacts from the processing of

tar sands.

Our organizations support the concept of
‘““health in all policies’” and the consider-
ation of potential health impacts in all deci-
sionmaking. There is an increasing recogni-
tion that the environments in which people
live, work, learn and play have a tremendous
impact on their health. The administration
will certainly benefit by having a clear un-
derstanding of how the proposed Keystone
XL pipeline could impact the public’s health,
including the health of our most vulnerable
citizens.

The full spectrum of health considerations

are often overlooked in important decisions
and their omission can lead to policies and
practices that are unnecessarily harmful to
public health. We thank you for your consid-
eration and strongly urge you to respond
positively to the senators’ request for a com-
prehensive study of the health impacts of
this proposed project.
Sincerely,
GEORGES BENJAMIN, MD,
Executive Director.
ROBERT M. PESTRONK,
Executive Director.

Mrs. BOXER. They say the same
thing.

There is an increasing recognition
that the environments in which people
live, work, and learn have a tremen-
dous impact on their health. The ad-
ministration will certainly benefit by
having a better understanding of how
the proposed Keystone Pipeline could
impact the public health.

They go on to say: The full spectrum
of health considerations are often over-
looked, and their omission can lead to
policies and practices that are unneces-
sarily harmful to the public health.

Maybe Senators feel they know more
than doctors and nurses. Maybe they
do. Good luck. They don’t. We should
listen to doctors and nurses just like
we should listen to scientists when
they talk to us about climate change.

This whole thing of saying ‘I am not
a scientist,” yes, that is right, you are
not, Republicans. Listen to the sci-
entists. This answer is perplexing to
me. If you are not a scientist, then be
humble and listen to the peer-reviewed
scientists. If you are not a doctor or a
nurse, be humble. They don’t have a
special interest; they have an interest
in giving us information on which we
should base our decisions.

Now I am going to talk about the en-
vironment. This pipeline is going to go
through the Ogallala Aquifer—one of
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the world’s largest underground
sources of freshwater. It provides water
to farms in eight States, accounting
for a quarter of the Nation’s cropland
as well as municipal drinking wells.
Remember what I said before: When
this oil gets into water, it is the most
difficult oil to clean up because it is so
heavy. Well, there are 2,537 wells with-
in 1 mile of the proposed pipeline, in-
cluding 39 public water supply wells,
and 20 private wells within 100 feet of
the pipeline right-of-way. If the pipe-
line were to leak near the aquifer, the
tar sands oil would quickly seep into
the sandy soil and contaminate the
water supply for millions of people. I
have already shown you a spill in Ar-
kansas. These spills happen. If a spill
occurred near any of these aquifers, it
would be tragic.

Local residents know the harm the
pipeline could cause. I will show you
pictures of locals objecting to the pipe-
line.

In April, a group of ranchers, farm-
ers, and tribal leaders gathered in
Washington, DC, for a rally. They
wanted to send a strong signal to Con-
gress that they want their way of life
protected—their farms, their tribal
lands, and their ranches.

You are going to hear from pro-
ponents of the tar sands who will say
the Keystone Pipeline will be a safe al-
ternative to rail shipment of oil, but
experience tells us otherwise.

In 2010 that pipeline ruptured, spilled
over 1 million gallons in Michigan. The
local health department ordered the
evacuation of 50 households, and ap-
proximately 100 families were advised
not to drink water. One resident living
near the Kalamazoo River had to aban-
don her home because the stench from
the spill made her dizzy, nauseous, and
sick—classic signs of acute exposure to
tar sands. Another resident who was
pregnant said she could not breathe.
She said:

My eyes were burning, and my nose was
burning. It smelled like a diesel tanker had
turned over in the front of my house.

You will not hear this from the pro-
ponents.

The Michigan spill was the largest
inland spill in history, and more than 4
years and $1 billion later, it is not
cleaned up. This summer parts of the
Kalamazoo River were closed as dredg-
ing efforts continued to remove oil
from the bottom of the river.

Earlier I spoke about Arkansas. Resi-
dents were exposed to benzene—a
known carcinogen—and hydrogen sul-
fide. People suffered from dizziness,
nausea, headaches, respiratory prob-
lems—all classic symptoms of exposure
to the chemicals found in the tar
sands.

There is a section of tar sands that
has already been built in the gulf re-
gion, and it is already experiencing
problems that could result in a pipeline
spill, but you will not hear that from
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the proponents. According to
Bloomberg Businessweek, the Pipeline
and Hazardous Materials Safety Ad-
ministration, PHMSA, found a sys-
temic problem with substandard wells
on a portion of the pipeline. In fact,
during 1 week when the pipeline was
being monitored, regulators found that
over 70 percent of the wells were flawed
and required repairs.

Senators should pay attention to the
facts. People are sick around the tar
sands. When it spills, it threatens their
way of life and physically harms them.
All you have to look to is the evidence
to see that “XL’’ stands for ‘“‘extra le-
thal”’ and misery follows the tar sands.

Now I am going to talk about the cli-
mate. I wish to explain that once we
begin transporting the dirty tar sands
oil through that pipeline, it will un-
leash more carbon pollution and harm
our Nation’s effort to address dan-
gerous climate change. The State De-
partment says a barrel of tar sands oil
will create at least 17 percent more
carbon pollution than domestic oil.
The State Department says that com-
pared to average crude oil, burning the
amount of tar sands oil from the Key-
stone ‘“‘extra lethal” Pipeline could add
an additional 27.4 million metric tons
of carbon pollution each year. That is a
fact. You don’t hear the proponents
talk about that.

(Mr. SCHATZ assumed the Chair).

The Senator from Hawaii has now
taken over the Chair. He already
knows what climate change is doing to
Hawaii. I was in the State, and I took
a tour. I was at a conference that he
organized, and we know we can’t afford
this.

If we allow this to happen, we would
see the carbon pollution that would
come from adding 5.8 million new cars
to the road. It would wipe out the car-
bon pollution reductions we gained
from the first round of fuel economy
improvements for heavy-duty trucks—
wiped out.

I believe this is a fact: If we do this,
the damage to the environment will be
the equivalent of eight new coal-fired
plants, and those are dirty. That is the
equivalent of what we would be getting
here in terms of the carbon pollution
every year.

In August 2014 a study in the peer-re-
viewed  journal ‘“Nature Climate
Change” estimated that the increase in
0il consumption caused by Keystone
XL could result in up to 110 million
metric tons of carbon pollution each
year. That is four times the State De-
partment’s high-end estimate.

I already talked about the eight coal-
fired plants. This peer-reviewed study
says it is 29. We have two estimates.
One says it is the equivalent of build-
ing 8 new, dirty coal-fired powerplants,
and another peer-reviewed study said it
would be equal to building 29 new coal-
fired powerplants here in the United
States—29. Think about it in your
mind’s eye.

All you need to do is look at China to
see what happens when you throw the
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environment under the bus. Is this the
kind of world we want to see for our
kids? Is this the future? This isn’t hy-
perbole; this is a picture of the pollu-
tion in China.

I was in China on a fantastic trade
trip for 10 days, and I never saw the
Sun except for one day when it sort of
peaked out. The guide said: Isn’t it a
beautiful day? No, it was not at all a
beautiful day. There was a semblance
of a little Sun behind the cloud.

Why do you think people love the En-
vironmental Protection Agency in our
country—70 percent strong? It is be-
cause they know this could be Amer-
ica. If you throw the environment
under the bus, this is what it will look
like here.

Some of my colleagues say they don’t
want to the act on climate change—es-
pecially my Republican colleagues. 1
don’t know of one who is ready. They
say: Well, China is building coal-fired
plants. Well, the President just came
back, and the President did have an
agreement with China to move forward
because the Chinese people can’t live
like this anymore. The social unrest
that is the big fear of Beijing that
starts to bubble up has a lot to do with
this. We have a breakthrough agree-
ment. Is this the time, in the face of
this progress, to approve this pipeline?
I say it is ridiculous timing. It is ridic-
ulous.

I remember a time when saving the
environment was bipartisan. I remem-
ber leaders such as John Chafee and
John Warner. Now I don’t see one Re-
publican ready to step forward and say:
It is time to put a price on this pollu-
tion and stop this pollution. My State
has done it. My State is doing just
great. We have new jobs, and I will put
some information into the RECORD on
that.

Canada’s Natural Resources Minister
said:

In order for crude oil production to grow,
the North American pipeline network must
be expanded. So we know this is just the
start.

Now climate. Everyone can say what
they will: I am not a scientist; I don’t
know. Over the past few months we
have seen everything from the hottest
August, the hottest September on
record, and the hottest October on
record. We have seen historic droughts
and extreme wildfires. I have seen
them in my State. We have seen van-
ishing wildlife habitat in Alaska, toxic
algae out of control and contaminating
drinking water supplies in Toledo, OH,
because the water is getting hot and
the algae that couldn’t survive in the
colder waters survives in the warmer
waters. We see these wake-up calls
every day. But instead of confronting
that crisis, we have the party of no
saying: No, I am not a scientist and,
no, I will not listen to them, and we do
nothing. This project does the opposite.
It makes matters worse.

There is a lot of talk about how we
need this oil to become energy inde-
pendent. Let me tell my colleagues, we
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are going to see gas prices go up if this
goes forward, and I will explain why.
This is from economists, not from me.
This is not a win for America. Big 0Oil
will be the winner. We have to know
that U.S. gasoline demand is on the de-
cline, and economists say it will con-
tinue to be through 2040. Since 2011, the
United States has exported more gaso-
line, diesel, and other fuels than it im-
ported. So Big 0Oil will be the big win-
ner now if this project moves forward,
not American workers or families fill-
ing up at the gas pump.

The reality is Keystone ‘‘extra le-
thal”’ will increase the price Americans
pay for gas at the pump. It is cheaper
to buy gas in the Midwest today than it
would be if the pipeline were built.
That is because moving tar sand oil to
the gulf coast gives it access to inter-
national markets, which will increase
the price Canadians can charge for it.
So right now that oil stays in America.
Now it is going to be pumped out, they
can get higher prices, and our prices
are going to go up. The exports will re-
duce the supply of gasoline right here
in America and drive up the price.

As Bloomberg reported earlier this
year, three separate studies have
shown Keystone XL Pipeline could
raise domestic prices by 20 to 40 cents
because it would divert Canadian oil
away from refineries in the Midwest
where it is easier to export. Gulf coast
refiners plan to process the cheap Ca-
nadian tar sands crude that would be
supplied by the pipeline into diesel and
other products for export.

During a congressional hearing at
the end of 2011, my Senate colleague,
then-Congressman ED MARKEY, who is
now a member of our environment
committee—Senator MARKEY—asked
TransCanada’s pipeline head if the
company would commit to keeping the
Canadian oil and refine products in the
United States ‘‘so that this country re-
alizes all of the energy security bene-
fits your company had promised.”” Mr.
Pourbaix said, No, I can’t do that.

So the head of TransCanada is not
promising to keep the oil here or the
products here. We know that. So all of
this talk of energy independence—let
me tell my colleagues how we get en-
ergy independence. We produce what
we can here, and we have been doing
that where it is appropriate, and we
also utilize the Sun and the wind and
the geothermal and the clean energies
of the future that, believe me, when we
embrace that clean energy agenda, we
have far more jobs. We don’t have pol-
lution. We have safer communities.

One refinery in Port Arthur owned by
Valero is expected to be a major cus-
tomer for crude oil. Let’s show that
picture of Port Arthur. Because that
refinery is in a foreign trade zone,
Valero can operate tax free. In the fist
9 months of this year, Valero has re-
ported a net income of $2.475 billion.
Today we will also hear from tar sands
advocates that the tar sands oil will
just be shipped by rail even if the tar
sands pipeline is not built. It is very
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expensive to ship it by rail, and the
truth is it is not a clear-cut case. In
fact, both the rail companies and tar
sands producers that pioneered trans-
porting Canadian tar sands oil by rail
are on the verge of insolvency because
of the high transportation costs. So
don’t buy into the argument that if we
don’t build the pipeline, we will just
ship it by rail. Then they say it is
safer, and we know it is not safer.

We just heard the operator of the
pipeline say it is 35 permanent jobs. I
don’t belittle the 1,900 construction
jobs for 2 years we would have. I don’t
belittle that. But I can truly tell my
colleagues that coming from my
State—and later I will talk about the
successes—we can dwarf that by the
hundreds of thousands if we truly em-
brace a clean energy economy.

The materials needed for the pipe-
line—that is not a domestic boon. A
2011 analysis found 50 percent or more
of the steel pipe would be manufac-
tured outside of the United States. We
need clean energy policies. As we
know, it is appropriate to drill for oil
in our country where it is safe, where it
is appropriate, and if we can get to
clean coal, it is appropriate, and it is
appropriate if we can get to safe nu-
clear. The fact is this pipeline is going
to bring filthy, dirty oil. It is going to
bring misery all across the country.

Let’s look at the wind industry which
supports over 560 manufacturing facili-
ties and supported over 50,000 full-time
jobs in 2013 alone. So 50,000 full-time
jobs compared to 35 full-time jobs for
the pipeline? Come on. The solar indus-
try in 2013 employed 142,000 Americans,
an increase of 24,000 additional jobs
just last year. This is the future, not
the misery that follows the tar sands,
not communities that have to suffer
with the filthiest of oils, dirtiest of
oils, and not having this petcoke stored
all over the Midwest where it blows on
kids so kids get asthma.

Here is the spill in Arkansas. They
still can’t clean it up. It happened in
2013. This photograph isn’t what we
want the future to look like—not this,
having to wear masks. We want the air
to be clean and the water to be clean.
This is China. This is what happens
when we ignore our people who are tell-
ing us they are having increased asth-
ma attacks, increased respiratory dis-
ease. We are not going to hear a word
about it from my colleagues. They are
going to make a jobs argument that
falls flat on its face.

Look. We know climate change is
real. Whether someone says they are
not a scientist—we all know you are
not a scientist. I am not a scientist.
Climate change is real. Unleashing this
filthy, dirty oil unleashes far more car-
bon and makes the problem worse. We
are not going to hear any of that. We
are going to hear claims that just
aren’t true. We are going to hear about
all of these jobs—35 permanent jobs
compared to tens of thousands in clean
energy. We are going to hear about how
this is the greatest project. We are
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going to hear, Oh, it is better to trans-
port it by pipeline than by rail, when
in fact that is not a fact in evidence
that they would do that because it is so
expensive. They are not going to talk
to us about the spills, as shown in this
photograph.

We have a very important process to
go through before this pipeline is ap-
proved. This legislation derails that
process, and that process was estab-
lished by an executive order and was
updated by President George W. Bush.
Before a finding is made as to whether
this should go forward, the President
must consult with experts in many
Federal agencies to determine whether
this pipeline is in the national interest.
This includes the Department of De-
fense, the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, and other agencies before a per-
mit is granted. This bill before the Sen-
ate short circuits this review. It cuts
off expert opinions of our military
leaders and others when determining
whether the pipeline is safe. Is it in the
interests of the country? Is it going to
be another target? We need to know,
and we don’t have the answers on the
full public health implications.

What is also interesting is the tar
sands supporters gloss over the fact
that this bill tramples States rights—
the rights of citizens in South Dakota
to have a say in their State’s ongoing
proceedings concerning construction of
the pipeline. How about this fact. Here
we see it. These voices have to be
heard. I will tell my colleagues, 2 mil-
lion people submitted comments on the
tar sands project, and passing this bill
now does not allow those comments to
be given due consideration by our
country.

I am very surprised at this, given my
colleagues who speak of States rights,
public comments, local viewpoints.
They want to bypass all of this because
they have decided they know better
than 2 million people, many of whom
have to live side by side with this pipe-
line and many of whom would have to
breathe the kind of air they are breath-
ing in Port Arthur, TX, right now. I
will guarantee my colleagues this: Not
one Senator in this Chamber will live
next to a refinery that refines this
filthy, dirty oil—mot one. If I have not
spoken the truth, please correct the
RECORD. Tell me. I will apologize. We
don’t live near refineries here. I will
tell my colleagues who does: a lot of
kids who get asthma, just ask the
nurses.

If T told people that if we embrace a
clean energy agenda we could create
far more jobs, be far more healthy, and
save this planet, wouldn’t people say
yes? I think people would. But, no, not
in this Chamber. They listen to Big Oil
and the Koch brothers, and these are
the people who will profit. They are
not going to live next to the Port Ar-
thur refinery. Their children aren’t
going to live there. Their grand-
children aren’t going to live there.

They brush aside that this is filthy,
dirty oil—the dirtiest—with the most
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dangerous pollutants, including lead,
including sulfur. When we meet with
the citizens of Port Arthur, TX, as I
have done, and the activists there who
want to protect the Kkids, they say:
Please, we have enough of this stuff; we
don’t want any more. Misery follows
the tar sands, and that is why I call
this pipeline the Keystone XL ‘‘extra
lethal” Pipeline.

The evidence is clear. The Keystone
tar sands pipeline will be harmful to
our family’s health. It will hurt the en-
vironment. It will worsen the impact
on climate change. It will raise the
price of gas. These statements are not
made by me. I respect economists, and
this is clearly the economists’ view. It
is just plain dangerous because it will
transport the dirtiest oil on the planet.

Forcing the approval of the Keystone
when so many concerns remain does
not allow for the kind of review our af-
fected communities deserve.

I hope enough of my colleagues will
vote no on this. I see the handwriting
on the wall. I do. I know what happens
in this Chamber. I know the votes will
eventually be there. This is an issue
which impacts the health and safety of
our families and our planet, so if it
means I will have to stand up here time
and time again to tell the story of the
Keystone ‘“‘extra lethal’” Pipeline, I will
do it. I will do it for as long as it takes.
If T didn’t think it was important, I
wouldn’t do it.

I just hope that if this body does pass
this pipeline today, the President will
veto this dangerous legislation. I feel
so strongly that the way to a pros-
perous job-producing future is the em-
bracing of clean energy. Yes, we will
continue with our coal and make it as
clean as we can. We will continue with
our drilling here. Yes, we will have an
“all of the above’” where it is safe to
do. We don’t need a project that is so
harmful to our families and to our
communities.

I talked to the people in Canada who
live near there. You won’t hear that
from my friends. It is all in the
RECORD. I hope they read the articles I
placed in the RECORD about the kinds
of cancers we are seeing around this
stuff.

I don’t want to see a trail of misery
extending from one end of the country
that I love to another, so I hope we will
vote no on this—enough of us will. But
if we can’t stop it today, then I hope
the President will veto this and tell the
story of why this trail of misery should
not be put upon the American people.

One of the biggest shocks I think I
had when meeting those Canadians who
have been putting up with this and
then meeting the Americans who live
around these refineries and hearing
from them what happened and hearing
from my friends from Chicago who re-
member that story—we will close with
this—of these kids sitting around get-
ting ready to play Little League Base-
ball when all of this petroleum coke
that is stored all over the Midwest just
blew, and it got into the mouths of
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these kids and it got on their clothes.
They ran away. How can anyone be-
lieve this is what the future should
look like when I can show you case
after case on the RECORD, substan-
tiated by the numbers, that clean en-
ergy produces far more jobs—far more
jobs—and will lead us in the right di-
rection in terms of our health.

People don’t want to become like
China. They don’t want to look like
this. They don’t want to have their air
look like this.

I come from a State where before the
Clean Air Act—by the way, it was done
by a Republican President; thank you,
Richard Nixon—we had dirty, filthy
air. You couldn’t see a foot in front of
you. We cleaned it up because we stood
up to the polluters and said: You know
what, we know we want to work with
you, and we want to have your product.
Do it in a clean manner. Do it in a safe
manner.

The EPA—again, created by Repub-
licans—came in there and cleaned up
the air, along with the local people in
our State.

We have rebounded in California
from the recession, with clean energy
jobs leading the way. We are so proud
of it. And our people can still see the
sky.
I will tell you, I am not going to go
in this direction, if I have to stand on
my feet until they hurt. As you know,
I have to wear heels because I am very
little, but I don’t care—I am not going
to let us go in this direction. No way.

I hope we defeat this today. If we
don’t, I hope the President will veto it,
and I hope we can move to a positive,
bipartisan clean-energy agenda that is
really the future of this Nation and
this planet.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. I intend to speak
under the time reserved by Senator
HOEVEN. Could the Presiding Officer
tell me how much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota has 112 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. ROBERTS. Splendid. I intend to
speak for about 8 minutes.

I admire the commitment, the perse-
verance, and the oratory skills of my
colleague from the State of California.
I know how strongly she feels about
this issue.

I rise today without a portfolio. I do
not have the charts my distinguished
colleague has. Senator HOEVEN has six
in the Cloakroom. There are 12 over
there. I thought at one time I would in-
troduce legislation to ban charts from
the floor, but that didn’t go very far.

I rise today in support of the bipar-
tisan, bicameral legislation offered by
Representative CASSIDY from the House
and Senator LANDRIEU from here in the
Senate to approve the construction of
the Keystone Pipeline.

(Mrs. BOXER assumed the Chair.)

Simply put, my point would be that
this project is long overdue. It has been
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said time and again, but it is worth re-
peating: 6 years of delays and five sepa-
rate environmental impact statements,
and finally we are voting on this legis-
lation—already passed by the House
last week—to grant approval of the
project.

Let me repeat myself. Five environ-
mental impact statements have been
rolled out since the year 2010, all five
concluding that construction of the
pipeline would neither exasperate car-
bon emissions nor increase develop-
ment of the Canadian oil sands.

Let’s briefly take a look at the con-
clusion reached by each of the five en-
vironmental impact statements to see
what President Obama’s own State De-
partment had to say about whether
construction of the Keystone Pipeline
is in the national interest.

In April 2010, after a 1%-year review
of TransCanada’s application to con-
struct the pipeline, the State Depart-
ment published the findings of its draft
environmental impact statement,
which concluded that the pipeline’s
construction would have limited envi-
ronmental impact and would help re-
duce U.S. reliance on crude oil imports
from other less stable regions of the
world. ‘“‘Less stable” is an understate-
ment as of today. Considering what is
going on right now in the Middle East
and Russia, it cannot be understated
how important this project is from a
global security perspective and also
from a national security perspective.

A year later, in April 2011, the State
Department issued a supplemental en-
vironmental impact statement to con-
sider alternatives to the Keystone
Pipeline and to address some of the
concerns raised by agencies, groups,
and individuals who submitted com-
ments on the project’s construction.
Keep in mind that the State Depart-
ment did this despite the fact that it
believed the original environmental
impact statement sufficiently ad-
dressed all concerns.

Four months later, in August 2011,
the State Department released its final
environmental impact statement con-
cluding yet again that this project
should be built. The State Department
concluded that construction would ‘‘re-
sult in a project that would have a de-
gree of safety greater than any typi-
cally constructed domestic oil pipeline
system under current regulations.”

Despite this conclusion—which under
law triggered a 90-day window for the
State Department to make yet another
final national interest determination—
the State Department decided to delay
the final decision rather conveniently
until after the 2012 elections.

After three earlier reviews, in March
of 2013 the State Department issued its
draft supplemental environmental im-
pact statement to consider potential
impacts of the new route which would
avoid the Sand Hills region in Ne-
braska. Once again, the State Depart-
ment concluded that this project
should be built.

Finally, on January 31, 2014—about a
yvear ago—the State Department issued

November 18, 2014

its fifth and final environmental im-
pact statement. Nevertheless, it con-
cluded that the Keystone Pipeline
poses no serious environmental dan-
gers, would create thousands of jobs,
and would decrease our reliance on
crude from despotic regimes—more of
them today—around the world and ex-
pand trade with our closest ally, Can-
ada.

We have two options. The first is to
finalize construction of the Keystone
Pipeline, which will immediately re-
sult in thousands of construction jobs
all throughout the United States. The
second option is we can reject con-
struction of this pipeline and instead
transport the crude to the United
States by rail or allow Canada to sim-
ply export the crude to other countries,
such as our good friend China. China is
so concerned with the environmental
standards that it may—it may, accord-
ing to the bargain so highly publicized
by the administration—begin reducing
carbon emissions by 2030 if the leaders
of China 16 years from now feel like it
or make that decision.

What is the big deal about China’s
carbon-reduction commitment, by the
way? It is meaningless.

There is simply no option available
that would somehow prevent Canada
from developing these o0il sands. De-
spite what any Senator says or any
charts that may be used, it is hap-
pening and it will continue to happen.

Facts are stubborn things. We either
move this oil by pipeline, which is the
safest way to transport oil, or we allow
it to be exported to other countries
that will refine it under far less strin-
gent environmental regulations. If CO,
is a world problem, that is something
you ought to really think about.

This project would support 42,000 U.S.
jobs, hundreds of those in my home
State of Kansas; it would provide over
800,000 barrels of oil per day from our
closest trading partner, Canada; and it
would have a $3 billion impact on the
U.S. economy.

I have long supported this legisla-
tion. Now we need to hear from Presi-
dent Obama, yes or no. No waffling
around any longer. If this bill passes
today will the President sign it into
law or will the President simply con-
tinue to straddle the pipeline until
after the runoff election in Louisiana?
It seems to me the President owes the
American people an answer as to
whether he supports this project.

The question is—it is pretty obvi-
ous—if the President opposed this
project from ever being built, then why
are we waiting? Why wouldn’t you just
say from the get-go that you hold the
views of a few above those of most
Americans, which includes everybody
from labor unions, to pro-energy trade
associations, to manufacturing, et
cetera?

I would ask the President: Why
didn’t you just come out in 2008 and
say, no, we are never going to build
this as long as I am in the White
House. Because I think that is exactly
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what is happening. It is time to quit
straddling the pipeline. Let’s get on
with it or get off.

I want to make myself clear. If we
pass this bill and President Obama ve-
toes it, then that is his decision, that is
his prerogative, but the responsibility
will lie squarely upon his desk. Because
when we come back in January under a
Republican majority, our task will be
to not only pass this legislation but,
with a veto-proof majority, to override
whatever obstacles the President tries
to put in its way.

Again, this project makes sense eco-
nomically, environmentally, and from
a national security perspective. I be-
lieve we should get this finally moving.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. SCHATZ. Madam President, I
rise today to oppose S. 2280, a bill to
approve the Keystone XL Pipeline. The
Keystone Pipeline would carry 830,000
barrels per day of tar sands oil bound
for global markets from Canada to re-
fineries along the gulf coast.

This is one of the most important
points about Keystone, which is that it
does nothing for American energy secu-
rity. It takes tar sands oil from Can-
ada, moves it through the United
States, and makes it available to glob-
al markets. It does nothing for Amer-
ican energy security. But more than
that, it represents a massive endorse-
ment of a fossil fuel economy when we
ought to be focusing on transitioning
to clean energy.

There are many reasons to vote
against this bill, but I will focus on
four. First, the oil from tar sands is ex-
ceptionally dirty. I think for the Amer-
ican public out there, they have a basic
instinct that oil is not the cleanest of
energy resources. But tar sands oils are
really in a special category. We do not
need this oil enough to justify its im-
pacts on health and climate change.

Mining tar sands oil is nothing like
setting up a rig and drilling a hole in
the ground. Tar sands are dirty in
terms of the land destroyed, dirty in
terms of the water wasted and con-
taminated, and dirty in terms of the
energy needed to mine, transport, and
process the oil. Getting and using oil
from tar sands puts far more carbon
pollution in the atmosphere than con-
ventional oil.

When tar sands are near the surface,
they are dug up along with all of the
surrounding earth, including the for-
ests that sit on top. Tar sands are a
mixture of sand, clay, water, and a
gooey form of petroleum that resem-
bles tar. Think of it as a mixture of
dirt and molasses, and imagine trying
to separate the dirt from the molasses.
If you think that sounds difficult, you
are correct. After being mined, the
thick sludgy mixture that remains is
transported to facilities that separate
the oil using multiple water and en-
ergy-intensive rinse cycles.

The water used in this process be-
comes contaminated, of course, with
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toxins, and is no longer suitable for
other uses. Oil companies use massive
amounts of water to mine the tar
sands. In 2011, tar sands mining in Can-
ada used more water than the entire
city of Toronto uses annually, rep-
resenting a significant new strain on
freshwater resources.

This is simply not the direction to go
in. We need to fight climate change and
promote bold, clean energy solutions
that do not present a constant danger
of harming our health, our drinking
water, and our economy. Why are we
spending time today trying to approve
something that quite literally takes us
in the wrong direction?

This brings me to the second reason
this pipeline ought to be rejected. It
will have a direct, negative impact on
the people and the communities that
live in its path. The 875-mile route of
this proposed pipeline has over 50 river
crossings, including the Yellowstone
River in Montana, which is still recov-
ering from a major crude oil leak by an
ExxonMobil pipeline in 2011. That pipe-
line leak contaminated 85 miles of the
river and its flood plain, placing an
enormous burden on families and the
businesses that depend on it.

Pipelines transport oil, but they also
leak regularly. The existing Keystone
Pipeline system for Canadian tar sands
leaked 14 times during its first year of
operation, with one incident leaking
21,000 gallons. In its environmental re-
view, the State Department estimated
that the proposed Keystone Pipeline
would fail several times a year. In 2010,
a 6-foot break in a pipeline carrying oil
tar sands spilled nearly 1 million gal-
lons of crude oil into the Kalamazoo
River in Michigan. This was one of the
largest inland oil spills in TUnited
States history and also one of the cost-
liest, with cleanup costs totaling over
$1 billion. Households in the area were
evacuated and told not to drink the
water. Thirty-five miles of the river
were contaminated, and the cleanup
continued 4 years after the spill. One of
the most troubling things about this
spill and any future spills from Key-
stone XL is that the companies who
own the oil take advantage of a loop-
hole in the law that lets them avoid
paying their fair share into the na-
tional Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund.
This trust fund has been in place for 30
years. The money in it helps to respond
to and clean up after oilspills. Every
barrel of oil produced or imported in
the United States is charged 8 cents.
The money goes into a trust fund. It is
basically an insurance policy for events
when companies are unable to pay for
spill cleanup or in an emergency re-
sponse situation. It makes sense.

What does not make sense is that due
to this loophole, the oil from the tar
sands in Canada is exempt from that 8-
cent fee. Why would we vote for a bill
that circumvents executive review of
an international pipeline carrying the
dirtiest oil in the world, produced in
Canada, and headed mostly for world
markets, and a bill that does nothing

S6045

to close a loophole exempting oil from
tar sands from having to pay a fee for
environmental cleanup? In other
words, how can this bill ask so little of
the oil companies while giving them so
much?

A third reason to reject this bill and
this pipeline is the impact on climate
change. The facts plainly show that we
must reduce carbon pollution, not add
to it. To take care of our energy future
and build a clean energy economy, we
have got to go forward, not backward.

If we are serious about leaving our
children a healthy world, we will vote
no and reject this pipeline. We know a
majority of the public supports bold ac-
tion to solve climate change. In recent
years, no single issue related to fossil
fuels and climate change has com-
manded the level of civic engagement
as the Keystone XL Pipeline. Countless
rallies, public hearings in cities and
towns across the proposed route, law-
suits and debates in Congress reveal
how much passion there is about this
issue.

In fact, the pipeline was booed so
loudly when advertised on the
Jumbotron at a Nebraska football
game that the university cut ties with
TransCanada, the owner of the pro-
posed pipeline.

Finally, the bill is flawed in terms of
its process not only because of what it
seeks to do but also because how it
seeks to do it.

The bill would circumvent existing
executive branch review. Because the
Keystone XL Pipeline would cross
international boundaries, the State De-
partment is responsible for reviewing
and deciding if a permit is in the na-
tional interest. The way it is currently
written, this bill potentially limits
State and local siting decisions, as well
as some legal challenges.

It attempts to approve a pipeline
that does not even have a finalized
route, but does have lawsuits pending
against it in the Nebraska Supreme
Court. Congress should be focusing on
the things that will have a positive im-
pact on the economy and jobs. We have
got to pass immigration legislation, we
need to pass a defense authorization.
Our CR expires on December 11. We
need to move through the regular order
in terms of appropriations. We should
not be moving forward with Keystone
XL.

In my view, this is about whether we
are committed to the past or com-
mitted to the future. This is about
whether we are going to double down
on fossil fuels or we are going to take
bold action in terms of moving forward
with clean energy. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this legislation.

I yield the floor

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. MANCHIN. Let me just state to
all of my colleagues on all sides of this
issue, I appreciate this very much. It is
a great debate. It is a great way for us
to learn of our differences and try to
find the middle, if you will.
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I come from the little State of West
Virginia where basically the people are
pretty commonsense, if you will, ori-
ented. They look at something from
the standpoint—our greatest trading
partner in our State of West Virginia is
Canada. Thirty-five States in the
United States look at Canada as our fa-
vored nation to trade with. We have
been doing more trading than ever be-
fore. We will continue to do so.

I am coming at this from security.
How do we remain secure as a nation?
How do we become less dependent? If
you look at what is going on in the
world, maybe it will give you a picture
of what we are dealing with, the facts
of life.

We all want to use the technology
and we all can, through research and
development, improve our technology
to use the resources that are going to
be used that the world has produced for
us in a cleaner fashion. With that being
said, I do not look at Keystone as being
an export pipeline. Even the State De-
partment’s environmental impact
statement states that export is un-
likely to be economically justified for
any significant time. Cost-to-market
conditions dictate that this oil will go
to domestic refiners and will be used in
our country, the United States of
America.

By getting more Canadian oil, we can
displace oil that we currently get from
less reliable and sometimes hostile
countries. Let me read for you how
much oil we import right now; How de-
pendent are we on this foreign 0il? We
should look at basically—of the 7.7 mil-
lion barrels per day of crude oil im-
ports—mind you, we are getting 7.7
million barrels per day into our coun-
try. I understand the pipeline’s capac-
ity would be about 870,000 barrels. That
is the capacity—if they used the entire
capacity. So we are getting 7.7 million
barrels per day. Let’s see where it is
coming from. When you look at that,
3.5 million barrels per day or 45 percent
comes from OPEC countries. Of course,
Saudi Arabia is our largest OPEC sup-
plier at 1.3 million barrels per day, 17
percent of the crude import total.

But our biggest supplier of crude con-
tinues to be Canada. It is already our
biggest supplier. We are afraid that
this is somehow going to tip the bal-
ance? Let’s look at some of the coun-
tries that we get this oil from on a
daily basis, the 7.7. Of course, we
talked about the OPEC countries. But
Venezuela, Colombia, Nigeria, Angola.
These are not the model citizens of how
they treat their citizens in their coun-
try, the humane treatment that goes
on.

With that being said, those countries
I just mentioned, the five countries,
that is 1.57 million barrels a day we
buy from those countries. So, yes, I am
looking at it from the standpoint that
this has pulled us into conflicts around
the world where we should not be.

We have all said we have been pulled
into these countries, been pulled into
war because of oil. I think we all agree
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on that. This gives us a chance to be
more secure as a nation and more inde-
pendent from foreign oil. That is what
we are talking about. The global sup-
ply of energy relies on oil producers in
deeply unstable regions. I think we all
agree on that too. In West Virginia, it
just makes common sense. Would you
not rather buy from your friends than
from your enemies? Would you not
rather buy from people who basically
help your economy and are not willing
to do harm to your economy or harm
to your people? This makes sense to us
in West Virginia. We would not be
standing here having this debate right
now if it had not been for your good
Senator and our good friend from Lou-
isiana, Ms. LANDRIEU. It would not
have come up. It would have been
moot. It might have gone in the next
Congress. Who knows? I just appreciate
so much Senator LANDRIEU being able
to bring this to the forefront today. I
really do. Whether we win or lose it
does not matter.

Basically the American people will
lose if we do not pass this piece of leg-
islation. If for whatever reason it is not
passed, we are going to be more vulner-
able, more insecure, more dependent
than ever before.

It is one thing to live in a perfect
world—Utopia. Some of my colleagues
have talked about that. I appreciate
that. But the bottom line is, it is not
the real world. The real world we are
living in—I have talked about coal too.
There are 8 billion tons of coal being
burned in the world. People say: Well,
I do not want to use coal in America.
That is fine. If you quit using every
kind of coal in America, you are not
going to change the environment that
much. But on the other hand, there
will be more coal burned than ever be-
fore. We do not want to build any more
coal-fired plants in America. We are
done. That is fine. Twelve hundred new
coal-fired plants will be built around
the world in the next 3 to 4 years.
Would not it be better to find the tech-
nology—would not it be better to have
control of that, be able to have a whole
other industry around the technology
that uses the coal cleaner not just in
America but around the world?

Would it not be better to have con-
trol of this o0il coming to the gulf
coast? If we have control of it, it will
be used here. The fear tactic is that it
is going to go somewhere else in the
world. Markets will dictate where ev-
erything goes. But the bottom line is,
we use most of Canada’s oil now. They
are the largest exporter to our country.

So all we are saying is to take a
good, hard look at this. Think before
you vote today, my colleagues, of what
we are doing and what we are doing for
the security of our Nation, what we are
doing for the best trading partner we
have ever had. That oil is going to go
somewhere. It is being shipped now in a
highly unstable type of condition that
is more vulnerable. It takes more oil to
move that product today than ever be-
fore. Pipelines are by far the safest way
to do it.
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I have said this: If we can move oil in
the most demanding and probably the
most hostile, if you will, environ-
mental conditions that we have as far
as nature produces in the Arctic, and
we as the United States benefit by that
oil that is being produced in the Arctic
by us in America, for all of us in the
lower 48, if they are able to, do you not
think that it can be done here?

I look at it from the standpoint that
they are saying enough is enough.

I thank Senator LANDRIEU for bring-
ing the bill to the floor, for having a
very informative debate that we can
move forward on. I would hope that my
colleagues would see fit that the
United States of America will benefit,
the security of our Nation will benefit,
wars could be prevented and conflicts
around the world. Maybe we could use
our might, if you will, to help other
parts of the world without having to
fight, defend, and liberate from that
standpoint.

But I do not believe that we should
be in parts of the world where we are
today because of the oil that we have
been chasing. I believe that by having
our own ability to work with the best
trading partner we have, which is Can-
ada, that would definitely benefit the
security of our Nation. I look forward
to this vote this afternoon or later this
evening, whenever it may come. I enjoy
the debate that is going on and the in-
formation I am gaining. I look forward
to a more spirited debate for the rest of
the day.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHATZ). The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I am about to yield to
Senator CARDIN.

A point I want to make is this is an
interesting debate. The proponents
have said for years: Build the pipeline
because we need the oil here. Then con-
fronted with the fact that the oil will
not stay here—it is going to go else-
where—they say: Oh, what is the dif-
ference. It is going elsewhere, but what
is the difference. The difference was
your argument was to make us self-suf-
ficient. You can’t have it both ways.
The fact is this oil is going to be ex-
ported.

With that I yield 12 minutes to my
colleague, a great leader on the envi-
ronment, Mr. CARDIN.

Mr. CARDIN. First, I thank Senator
BoOXER for her extraordinary effort on
this issue.

Let me get this straight. This debate
is about giving competitive advantage
for the shipping of the dirtiest oil lo-
cated in Canada through the United
States for export. It is through the
United States—not through Canada.
The environmental risks are in Amer-
ica, and it circumvents our regulatory
review process and attempts to deny
property owners the right to challenge
the route in court.

The Keystone Pipeline is a shortcut
to an existing pipeline network to ex-
port some of the world’s dirtiest crude
oil from Canada to other countries.
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The current pipeline network could
handle this, but the operators want a
competitive advantage for the dirtiest
oil by shortcutting the pipeline that
currently exists.

There is very little benefit to the
United States. Certainly, as has been
pointed out, the oil is not destined for
the United States.

There are few permanent jobs. It
poses significant environmental risks.
It eliminates appropriate executive re-
view, tries to interfere with judicial re-
view, and should be rejected by this
body.

First, let me talk about tar sands—
exporting tar sand crude from Alberta,
Canada, to other countries, through
the United States rather than through
Canada. It could go through Canada,
700 miles west to the British Columbia
coast. But the Canadians object. Why?
Because they don’t want the environ-
mental risk in their country. They are
asking the United States to do bear
their burden. It is not for U.S. energy
use. It is for the international market,
and it poses significant environmental
risk. We are talking about producing
the dirtiest type of energy sources that
we know.

In 2010 there was a tar sands crude oil
spill in the Kalamazoo River in Michi-
gan. The estimated cost of the cleanup
associated with that spill is $1.2 billion.
Spills happen. We are adding tremen-
dous risk to our country.

This is against a backdrop we see
here in the United States and globally
where the price of oil is declining dra-
matically. Look at what we are paying
at the pump for gasoline today. In the
United States we have had a 70-percent
increase in domestic o0il production
since President Obama took office. So
we are getting all the oil that we need.
We don’t need to add the dirtiest oil in
the world.

The United States is more energy
independent today than we have been
in decades. Why? Because we use less
energy.

Let me give one example. Fuel econ-
omy standards in automobiles are up 25
percent since 2004. We are using less
oil, less energy. We are developing al-
ternative and renewable sources. Our
future is in clean energy.

I am pleased we are having this de-
bate on the floor of the Senate. We
should be having a debate about devel-
oping additional sources of clean en-
ergy, which will help us be energy se-
cure, add good-paying jobs, and be
friendlier toward our environment.

One example is Tesla Motors—an
American company, unlike Trans-
Canada—which recently chose Reno,
NV, as the site of a $56 Dbillion
“‘gigafactory’ that could employ 6,500
workers on a permanent basis. Tesla
hopes to complete construction of the
facility by 2020. It will produce 50
gigawatt hours per year of lithium ion
battery packs, more than the entire
global production in 2013 and enough
for 500,000 electric cars annually. Once
the factory is in full operation, it could
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help lower the costs of battery packs
by 30 percent in 2017 and by 50 percent
in 2020.

Tesla expects to create 3,000 con-
struction jobs, and that is important—
construction jobs are important—and
6,500 permanent jobs upon completion,
generating $100 billion in economic ac-
tivity over the next 20 years.

So let’s compare that to what Key-
stone is advertised to produce. They
tell us that Keystone will provide 42,000
jobs, but what they don’t tell us is that
the number of direct construction jobs
is 3,950 and that’s just for one or two
years. The rest of the jobs are indirect
or ‘‘induced’”—that is, induced activi-
ties from people getting paychecks,
spending them on groceries, et cetera,
and that’s only during the construction
period. Permanent jobs are 50. Look at
the ratios: Tesla is over 2-to-1, with re-
gard to permanent jobs-to-construction
jobs. Keystone is 50 permanent jobs to
3,950 construction jobs. The number of
permanent is so insignificant that this
pipeline does not generate economic
progress in our country.

Why aren’t we talking about the
transportation bill? We want to talk
about jobs? Yes, we will get construc-
tion jobs. Thank you, Senator BOXER,
for your extraordinary leadership on
that bill. If we had a long-term trans-
portation bill, we would be helping the
construction industry by creating a lot
of construction jobs. And guess what?
At the end of the day, we would have a
modern transportation system that
would promote economic growth in
America. Let me just give you one of
those projects as an example: the Pur-
ple Line in Montgomery and Prince
George’s Counties, MD. We want to get
that done. It will not only create con-
struction jobs—it will not only create
permanent jobs, it will help people live
longer because they won’t be stuck in
traffic. It will really help our economy
grow. That is the type of debate we
should be having.

Instead, we are talking about putting
in a pipeline that poses incredible envi-
ronmental risk not only to the United
States but to our entire global commu-
nity.

The Natural Resources Defense Coun-
cil has shown how tar sand extraction
methods are very dangerous to our en-
vironment and could release 11 million
to 47 million metric tons of carbon di-
oxide equivalent into our atmosphere.

It is done in a way that—I was listen-
ing to my colleague from Hawaii talk
about it—that is destroying the Earth.
They are in the process of destroying
the Boreal forest, which acts as a car-
bon ‘‘sink,’”” while producing petroleum
coke as well as tar sands crude. They
are emitting carbon dioxide just to
produce the tar sands crude; they are
emitting greenhouse gases. Add trans-
portation, refining, and consumption of
the ultimate product, the tar sands,
and it is the worst form of a carbon
footprint that we could have in our en-
vironment.

The risks are real, including the dan-
ger to our environment from spills and
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come at a time when U.S. global lead-
ership is so critical for action on cli-
mate change.

According to the 2014 National Cli-
mate Assessment, the reality of cli-
mate change is clear and apparent. I
could give examples of the droughts in
California, of the increased wildfires in
the West, or extreme weather condi-
tions caused by polar vortexes in all
parts of our country. Our sea level is
rising from Miami, FL, to my own
State of Maryland, where 70 percent of
the population lives in coastal areas.
They are very concerned about what
they are seeing as a result of the rising
sea levels. So it is critically important
to have U.S. leadership. This is what it
is about—U.S. leadership.

President Obama demonstrated that
leadership when he met with President
Xi of China. The United States and
China account for about one-third of
the world’s greenhouse gas emissions. I
have heard on this floor many times:
Why are we doing certain things if
China doesn’t do certain things? Well,
guess what. China is responding to our
leadership.

Congratulations to President Obama
for getting commitments from Presi-
dent Xi that China will reduce its car-
bon footprint. Specifically, China
pledged that non-fossil fuel sources
will account for at least 20 percent of
the country’s energy use by 2030. That
is U.S. leadership working with China
to help lead the global community. Let
us show even more leadership by re-
jecting the Keystone Pipeline.

Lastly, let me talk about process for
a moment or two, if I might. The regu-
latory protections should not be cir-
cumvented by congressional action.
State courts in Nebraska should not be
circumvented by congressional action.
We need to listen to the people from
the region as they have expressed their
concern about Keystone XL, and I
quote from a person named Ben
Gotschall from the organization, Bold
Nebraska, which is part of the anti-
pipeline coalition called the Cowboy-
Indian Alliance:

The Cowboy Indian Alliance shows our co-
operation and our working together in mu-
tual respect. That shared bond proves that
we pipeline fighters are not just a few angry
landowners holding out, or environmental-
ists pushing a narrow agenda. We are people
from all walks of life and include the people
who have been here the longest and know the
land best.

We are talking about circumventing
the regular order in order to have a
narrow result that affects real people’s
lives. We can do better than that. We
need to reject this ‘‘pipeline by con-
gressional action.” Congress needs to
act in a responsible way, and passing
this bill is not doing that. This pipeline
travels through the United States so
that Canada can get its dirtiest oil into
the international marketplace. Cana-
dians don’t want the pipeline in their
country for good reason, because they
know the environmental risks of the
pipeline and tar sands development are
unacceptable.
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The energy will not have any major
impact on the United States. It is for
export. It is not for the United States.

Why are we doing this? There are
very few permanent jobs involved
here—fewer than 100. We already heard
that. The risks to our environment—we
have seen that. We have seen it happen
before. We know what devastation tar
sands oil spills can cause. We know
what the cleanup cost are all about.

Why are we subjecting communities
to this when they don’t want it and the
environmental risks are so great? Why
are we calling into question U.S. lead-
ership globally when we are able to get
progress that we have been asking for,
and that Chairman BOXER has been
asking for, to get China to act? Why
are we trampling on the appropriate
role of the executive and judicial
branches and local government by
doing what we are attempting to do
today?

I hope my colleagues will reject this
bill. And I hope that we will work to-
gether for an energy policy that makes
sense for America and that invests in
clean energy, which will help our econ-
omy grow, help us be energy secure,
and be friendly to our environment.
With that, I yield back the remaining
time to Senator BOXER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
HEITKAMP). The Senator from Lou-
isiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I request 5 minutes.

I see the Senator from Wyoming, who
is going to rebut the arguments made
by the Senator from Maryland. So I
will take 5 minutes, and then the Sen-
ator from Wyoming will have all the
time he wants within the framework.

First, I will say that I have great re-
spect for the Senator from Maryland.
He is an excellent debater, and we just
saw the skills of his debating. But I
want to put some things on the record
that show he is absolutely, completely
wrong in his assessment and state-
ments, as respectfully as I can. He is
completely wrong.

First of all, this is the environmental
statement. It is printed, it is done, it is
finished, and it was finished in January
of this year. This is the fifth environ-
mental statement.

So anyone who comes to this floor on
the Democratic side of the aisle—be-
cause no one on the Republican side
will say this because they are all in
unity with a group of us to build this
pipeline—they are wrong. It is factu-
ally incorrect that the environmental
studies have not been completed be-
cause I have it in my hands. This is the
fifth.

Let me say what the result of this
environmental impact statement by
the Obama administration—not by the
Bush administration, not by a former
Republican administration, but the
current, Democratic administration—
concluded. People at home who are lis-
tening can get out their computers and
their pens. This is what this study
says. If the Keystone XL is built, it
will represent .015 of global greenhouse
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gas emissions—.015 of greenhouse gas
emissions. That is the equivalent, if
people want to keep writing, to 300,000
passenger vehicles in America. Seems
like a big number, except that we have
253 million cars on the road.

OK. So think about this. The Presi-
dent’s own environmental study, which
is the fifth one, completed in January,
has done its work. It has submitted
this for the record. This is not subject
to debate. The conclusion of this study
is it will, taking everything into con-
sideration, increase greenhouse gases
by .015 percent of global greenhouse gas
emissions, which is the equivalent of
300,000 passenger vehicles, which is .12
percent of total cars in the U.S.

So this is what we can do. We can
build the Keystone Pipeline, creating
thousands of temporary and millions of
permanent jobs, which are not created
by the permanency of the pipeline
itself but by the signal that America is
serious about energy independence.
That will create millions of high-pay-
ing jobs. There is no disputing that
fact.

It is not the jobs that build the pipe-
line we are fighting for so much—al-
though the pipefitters and Dboiler-
makers and the unions are fighting for
that, and I am fighting with them—it
is the signal it gives that we are seri-
ous about energy independence, and
that we honor and understand there are
already pipelines in our country. There
are pipelines in our country. We have
been building pipelines in this country
since before most of us were born—all
of us were born. That is what is so out-
rageous about this debate.

Yes, this pipeline comes from Can-
ada, our best trading partner, our most
reliable ally, a country that is the
most equivalent to us in the United
States of America, and because it is a
pipeline connecting Canada and the
United States, it has all become this
bogeyman that is going to wreck the
world.

The environmental impact study,
Senator CARDIN, has been done. It is in.

The second thing I wanted to talk
about is this. We pass a lot of crazy
bills around here. This bill is two
pages—S. 2280. Here it is. This is the
first page, this is the second page. Ev-
erybody in America can read it. I
would strongly recommend to those
who are listening, get it and read the
bill. It will literally take 15 seconds. It
is so simple, and Senator HOEVEN and I
wrote it to be simple. As I have said be-
fore, we wrote it to go the distance. We
wrote it to go the distance. It is not
complicated. It simply says this: After
waiting 5 years, and after acknowl-
edging all environmental studies have
been done, all economic studies have
been done, we direct the President of
the United States to give his approval.

We are not circumventing the Presi-
dent. Every report he has requested has
been turned in to him, every single sol-
itary one. In addition, and the Pre-
siding Officer knows this, because at
her request and Senator TESTER’s re-
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quest, Senator HOEVEN and I added this
language:

Private Property Savings Clause.

Nothing in this Act alters any Federal,
State or local process or condition in effect
on the date of enactment of this Act that is
necessary to secure access from an owner of
private property to construct the pipeline
and cross-border facilities. . . .

In other words, this language says all
private property rights will be honored.
That was not in the House bill. Senator
HOEVEN and I put it in this bill because
we wanted to put that debate to an
end. All private property rights are
honored.

The environmental studies have been
completely completed. Also in our bill
is respect for Nebraska because we are
not trying to run over Nebraska. We
say here—and I will point it out in just
a minute—that subject to the final de-
cision by Nebraska about where this is
going to go, Nebraska can decide. As
we can see, all the other States have
said fine to their line. Nebraska has to
decide. That is in the court. This bill
says they can still decide this. There is
nothing telling Nebraska where to
build it.

I hope people who come to the floor
to talk about this pipeline will bring
their facts and not fear—facts, not
fear. I am a fierce proponent of the
pipeline and they are fierce opponents
and I respect them. There are two peo-
ple I greatly respect: BARBARA BOXER
and BEN CARDIN. But we are on the
exact opposite side of this issue.

So let’s discuss facts, and let me just
say one more thing and then I will give
this to Senator BARRASSO, because this
is more personal. I was very dis-
appointed in the Senator from Kansas
when he came out and said something
akin to he finds it strange—I think his
words were he is kind of amused that
we would be debating this because he
thinks this is some kind of political op-
portunity.

I have a lot of respect for the Senator
from Kansas. I worked with him. I was
his chair and he was my ranking mem-
ber on emerging threats. We have been
through some pretty tough meetings
together. When this country was under
attack during 9/11, I was the chair of
emerging threats and he was the rank-
ing member when the Twin Towers
burned. He is a marine. I always joked:
He is a marine and I am a Girl Scout,
so I think he has one up on me. None-
theless, we both have a pretty good
code of honor. So for him to come to
the floor, after being in the foxhole
with me on that day, and to say he
thinks this is some kind of convenient
opportunity for me is beneath the dig-
nity of himself, the Marine Corps, and
the State he represents.

This is a serious issue. We should
have debated it months ago. The only
reason we didn’t—and HARRY REID is
now on the floor and he has heard me
say this to him in private and I will
say it in public—is because neither
leader could get their caucuses in a po-
sition to have this debate. There were
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many reasons for it, but all those rea-
sons cleared up after this election.
That is why we are having this debate,
because I asked for it.

I support and I appreciate the Mem-
bers, no matter how they vote, in hav-
ing this debate. If we had more debates
like this, the American people might
be hopeful we could get something
done.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

ATTACK IN JERUSALEM

Mr. REID. Madam President, I am
going to use leader time for these re-
marks, and it will not interfere with
any of the time that has been allocated
to these gentlemen and ladies.

In far away Israel, during morning
prayer, a horrific attack took place. A
number of people were having their
morning prayer. Four rabbis were sav-
agely beaten, hacked to death, with a
meat cleaver. Two Palestinian men en-
tered the synagogue in Jerusalem and
savagely murdered these four rabbis in
the midst of morning prayer. Three of
these victims were American citizens,
the other, I am told, was a British cit-
izen. One of them was a leading schol-
ar, Hasidic scholar. More than one
dozen others were hacked, hacked with
a meat clever, while they were there
praying. A number of these people are
in critical condition as we speak.

Secretary of State John Kerry today
said: ‘“‘Innocent people who had come
to worship died in the sanctuary of a
synagogue.”’

Places of worship have always been a
refuge in times of peace and in times of
conflict. Yet these terrorists hacked
and brutally murdered worshippers in
the midst of prayer.

This is not an isolated incident. Re-
cently, Palestinian terrorists have car-
ried out shocking attacks all across
Israel. Seven Israelis have been killed
in these horrible attacks, including a 3-
month-old American infant—a baby, 3
months old—an Israeli soldier, a border
patrol officer.

These attacks are a direct result of
incitement, and I call upon the Pales-
tinian leadership to condemn these at-
tacks unequivocally. This butchery has
no place in the modern world and they
should stop it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
thank Majority Leader REID for his re-
marks. Sometimes it does feel the
world is falling apart and we have to
speak out, as we are doing every time
these terrorists rear their heads.

I know we have some time over here
by Senator BARRASSO, but I just want-
ed to make a point on the environ-
mental impact statements, although it
is hard to get back.

As I understand it, in the Hoeven-
Landrieu bill, the EIS is approved. So
if the Nebraska bureaucracy deter-
mines there is a new route—and I think
this is what my friend from Maryland
was getting at—it doesn’t matter what

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the new route is, the EIS is deemed ap-
proved. I have to say I don’t think that
is right. I think the people who live
along that new route have a right to
have a new EIS if in fact now the pipe-
line is being moved in a different direc-
tion.

I understand the bill calls for prop-
erty rights to be respected, and that is
called eminent domain. I know a lot of
my friends on the other side hate emi-
nent domain, usually, but now they are
embracing it because that is what is in
this bill. But the fact is, if as a result
of a court case brought by property
owners the route changes, it is our
counsel’s understanding the EIS is still
automatically approved.

I wanted to get that on the record be-
cause my friend was in fact questioned,
and I think he was right.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
come to the floor to express my sup-
port for the approval of the Keystone
XL Pipeline. This is bipartisan legisla-
tion. The House passed this bill with 31
Democrats voting for it.

Last week, Senate Republicans wel-
comed the news that the outgoing Sen-
ate majority leader had finally decided
to let the Senate vote on this legisla-
tion and that vote is finally going to
take place today. For years House and
Senate Republicans have been pushing
legislation to approve the Keystone XL
Pipeline, but until now the outgoing
Senate majority leader wouldn’t even
let the Senate vote on this measure.
This was all part of the majority lead-
er’s efforts to protect the President
and the President’s agenda.

The majority leader had hoped the
American people would forget about
the Senate. He had hoped they would
be satisfied with President Obama’s job
approval. Well, 2 weeks ago, the Amer-
ican people made it clear they have not
forgotten about the Senate. The Amer-
ican people made it clear they are not
satisfied with President Obama and his
policies. Instead, the American people
want the President to work with the
Senate to enact bipartisan legislation
to grow our and economy and to create
jobs.

President Obama and Senate Demo-
crats can do that today by supporting
the bill we are approaching to approve
the Keystone XL Pipeline. This pipe-
line is going to create thousands of
jobs right here at home. It is not just
my view, it is the view of the Presi-
dent’s own State Department.

According to the State Department,
the construction of the Keystone XL
Pipeline would support over 42,000
jobs—42,000 jobs. That is the reason
many of the Nation’s largest labor
unions support the construction and
approval of the Keystone XL Pipeline.
In addition the pipeline would facili-
tate American crude oil production.
Specifically, this pipeline will ship up
to 100,000 barrels of oil each and every
day from North Dakota and Montana.
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Currently there is insufficient pipeline
capacity to ship oil out of North Da-
kota. As a consequence, oil producers
must rely on railroads to ship oil out of
State. Shipping crude oil by rail is
more expensive than shipping it by
pipeline. The Keystone XL Pipeline
would provide oil producers a cheaper
shipping method and in turn encourage
production of more American energy.

This pipeline will also increase our
Nation’s energy security. Specifically,
the pipeline will provide an additional
access to Canadian oil. We should wel-
come access to Canadian oil. Canadian
oil is a far better alternative to oil
from Venezuela, the Middle East or
West Africa, areas of the world which
don’t share our values and too often
work against our American interests.
In contrast, Canada is a strong ally,
Canada is America’s top trading part-
ner, and Canada already provides the
United States with reliable and secure
sources of energy.

Now is the time for President Obama
to make a decision on the Keystone XL
Pipeline.

As the senior Senator from Delaware,
a Member of the President’s own party,
said last week: “We have waited not
just months but years for a decision on
Keystone,” he said. ‘“This is too long.”

In fact, the permit for the Keystone
XL Pipeline has been pending for over
6 years. During this time the State De-
partment has conducted five environ-
mental reviews of the project. Each of
the reviews has been positive. I say to
President Obama: Time is up and the
excuses have run out. It is time for
you, Mr. President, to make a decision.

President Obama should once again
acknowledge that elections have con-
sequences. Specifically, he should sig-
nal to the American people that he has
heard the message voters across this
country sent just 2 weeks ago: their
message of support for bipartisan legis-
lation that grows our economy, creates
jobs, puts people back to work, their
message of support for legislation such
as the approval of the Keystone XL
Pipeline.

Thank you. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, let
me just say that at long last this week
we are going to be voting on the Key-
stone XL Pipeline. The vote has been a
long time coming—years, in fact. Re-
publicans have been trying to get this
pipeline and the many jobs it will sup-
port approved. It would have been at
the top of our agenda in January when
we take control of the Senate, but we
are happy to get a head start on that
work a little early. It is just too bad
that it took an election defeat and a
runoff election to finally motivate the
Democratic leadership to allow a vote
on the measure. It should have received
a vote years ago.

In fact, the Keystone Pipeline, if
there is such a thing, is a win-win. It
will create jobs. One can argue about
how many jobs. The President’s own



S6050

State Department said it would sup-
port over 42,000 jobs. It will decrease
our reliance on o0il from dangerous
countries. It will increase revenues to
State and local governments. It will
free space on overcrowded rail lines so
the farmers can get their goods to the
marketplace, and it will do all of that
without spending a dime of taxpayer
money.

Our economy has been limping along
for years. The unemployment rate is
still hovering at near recession levels
and 9 million Americans are unem-
ployed. More Americans are working
part-time jobs because they cannot
find full-time employment. Household
income has fallen nearly $3,000 since
President Obama took office while the
price of everything else, from food to
health care, has risen.

Americans need jobs and economic
opportunities, and the Keystone Pipe-
line will help supply them. As I said,
the State Department estimates that
in my home State of South Dakota
alone, construction of the pipeline
would bring 3,000 to 4,000 jobs and gen-
erate well over $100 million in earnings.
It will also bring over $20 million in an-
nual property taxes to South Dakota
counties. I know some of the counties
in the middle of my State are counties
that are struggling to keep up with the
cost of keeping the local governments
going. School districts are struggling
to survive and property tax revenue
that will come in as a result of building
a pipeline will help sustain many of
those local governments and many of
those school districts during some
pretty difficult times.

My State is just one of the States
that benefits. Nationwide, the pipeline
will support more than 42,000 jobs—
construction jobs from welders to pipe-
fitters, to those who work at local ho-
tels and gas stations. It will invest $5.3
billion in the U.S. economy and bring
States a total of $56 billion in property
taxes over the life of the project. That
is a lot of funding for local priorities
such as schools, law enforcement per-
sonnel and roads and bridges. Oppo-
nents of the pipeline like to cite envi-
ronmental concerns as a reason for op-
posing the pipeline and its jobs.

Five separate environmental reviews
from the President’s own State Depart-
ment have found that the pipeline pos-
sesses no meaningful risk to the envi-
ronment. In fact, even the State De-
partment admits the Keystone Pipeline
is the safest way of transporting the
oil. It is safer than rail or truck. It is
important to remember Canada will be
extracting and transporting its oil re-
gardless. The only question is whether
we want it to come to the United
States along with the thousands of jobs
it will create or whether we want to let
Canada ship that oil overseas.

The American people have been very
clear about their feelings about this
project. Poll after poll has shown
strong support. Republicans support
the pipeline. Democrats in both Houses
of Congress support the pipeline.
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Unions support the pipeline. The only
people who seem to oppose it are Mem-
bers of the far leftwing of the Demo-
cratic Party. The reason we haven’t
had a vote in the Senate is not because
a majority of Senators don’t support
the project, it is because Senate Demo-
cratic leadership refused to hold a vote
despite having support from their side
of the aisle.

While it is unfortunate it took the
Democratic leadership this long to
come around, I am glad we are finally
here. I hope the Senate will finally ap-
prove the pipeline. If this bill passes
today it will have one final hurdle to
clear and that is the President of the
United States. I very much hope he
will listen to the voices of American
workers and the bipartisan majorities
in the Congress. Given his recent com-
ments, I am skeptical.

The President has demonstrated a
disturbing commitment to holding the
American economy hostage to prior-
ities of the far leftwing of his party.
Take his recent energy agreement with
China which would force American
companies to implement costly new
measures while China gets to do noth-
ing. The national energy tax that the
President unveiled back in June will
put tens of thousands, if not hundreds
of thousands, of American workers out
of jobs and devastate entire commu-
nities. The pipeline’s economic benefits
to support the American people and
five—five—successful environmental
reviews have yet to convince the Presi-
dent to approve this project. I am con-
cerned this vote probably isn’t going to
help, but I hope I am wrong.

By signing this bill, the President
could send a powerful message about
his willingness to work with Congress,
and he can show the American people
he heard their demands for change in
Washington and that their economic
priorities can be addressed.

I am sorry American workers have
had to wait years for this project be-
cause, let’s not forget, they are the
ones who have been hurt the most by
the administration’s refusal to approve
the pipeline. I hope today marks the
end of their waiting and I hope it
marks the beginning of a new era in
the Senate.

When Republicans take over in Janu-
ary, bills such as Keystone will be the
order of the day. We will take up jobs
bills that passed the House with bipar-
tisan support but have been waiting for
a vote in the Democratic leader’s Sen-
ate. We will take up legislation to cre-
ate economic growth here at home by
opening new markets for American ag-
riculture and manufacturing overseas.
We will repeal the medical device tax
which is opposed by Members of both
parties thanks to the fact that it is
eliminating thousands of jobs in the
medical device industry, and that will
be just the start.

I hope that just as they did today,
Democrats will work with us even
more on bills to create jobs and eco-
nomic opportunities for the American
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people because it is the people of this
country for whom we ought to be doing
everything we can to help and to sup-
port. I can state that the people in the
Midwest, in the heartland whom I rep-
resent, already spend—if they make
$560,000 a year—20 percent of their in-
come on energy, either fuel or elec-
tricity. All these proposals, the na-
tional energy tax, the deal with China,
continue to drive up the cost of energy
and make it more difficult and more
expensive for middle-income families
who are increasingly squeezed by these
policies.

I wish to close by quoting from a let-
ter the leaders received from the Na-
tional Council of Farmer Cooperatives
in which they urge Congress to support
legislation to approve the Keystone XL
Pipeline, and this is what they say:

The Keystone XL Pipeline also is part of a
long-term solution to alleviating the trans-
portation pressures many in agriculture
have faced. This year, farmers around the
country experienced some of the largest har-
vests they have seen in generations. For
some, their successful year has come to an
alarming halt when trying to sell and trans-
port their crop. Farmer cooperatives in the
upper Midwest are facing major delays in
getting their farmers’ grain to market due to
the sustained shortage of rail equipment re-
sulting from the increased use of rail to
transport crude oil. The Keystone XL Pipe-
line will ultimately free up locomotives and
track to move more grain to market and im-
prove our ability to handle year after year
record harvests.

Yet another reason to support this
project and the jobs that come with it,
the energy independence that comes
with it, the lessening—relieving, if you
will—of rail capacity issues that are
plagued in many areas of the Midwest
and making it harder for farmers to
come to the marketplace.

This is a project that is a win-win,
and I hope when the vote comes later
today, we will have not just the major-
ity of the Senators but the 60 votes
that are necessary to move this to the
President’s desk.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I will yield to Senator
MERKLEY, but before I do, I was so glad
to hear a Republican say he wants to
work on jobs. I would just say to my
friend before he leaves, the CEO who
runs the pipeline says there will be 35
permanent jobs. OK. I would like to
suggest to my friend that if he truly
wants to help the middle class, he
ought to join with us first in raising
the minimum wage, which is critical,
and, secondly, embracing a clean en-
ergy future while we still use, where it
is safe, domestic oil production, clean
coal, things we can do that don’t
threaten the air our children breathe,
pollute the water they drink, and de-
stroy the planet.

To hear a Republican stand and talk
about jobs is music to my ears, but I
would like to put into the RECORD a re-
port I just got from my California peo-
ple at home who say:
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California’s climate policies are reducing
carbon emissions, saving consumers at the
pump, cutting oil use, and cleaning our air.

California’s economic recovery has out-
paced the rest of the country since the so-
called ‘‘great recession,” while our state has
implemented the nation’s strongest climate
policies. . . .

California can reduce greenhouse gas pol-
lution while growing the economy; we have
been doing it for the last 35 years. Innovative
energy policies over the past three decades
have saved Californians $56 billion on house-
hold energy costs and allowed them to re-
duce expenditures on imported fossil fuels
and redirect spending to create 1.5 million
full-time jobs.

And they go on to talk about the fact
that they are looking toward 1.5 mil-
lion full-time jobs. I am just saying to
my friend, if this is truly about jobs,
let’s pass a transportation bill. Let’s
make sure we do the things that help
our people.

I am going to hold up a picture of the
air in China. This is what it looks like
when you throw the environment under
the bus. We know, because in Cali-
fornia we had some bad air until a Re-
publican President passed the Clean
Air Act, signed it into law.

You want to know public opinion. I
will tell you. The public supports the
EPA and they support clean air, clean
water, safe drinking water. This tar
sands isn’t about the building of a pipe-
line, it is what is going into it—the
filthiest, dirtiest oil, and we have put
in the RECORD all the elements, the
pollutants, that are in this oil. You can
laugh it away if you want. That is fine.
But I have to tell you, when you hear
about the health impact that is going
on in Canada from this tar sands, when
you go down to Port Arthur, TX, or
meet with the people here as I did,
what you will see there is a community
suffering because this is the dirtiest
oil.

So, yes, jobs—that is where it is with
this Senator. I come from a family
which is first-generation American on
my mother’s side. We worked for every-
thing we got. Education was key to it.

Hey, how about joining with us on
that? How about reducing interest
rates on student loans? But to stand
here and say this is the absolute job
producer is phony. It is phony baloney.

With that, I yield to my friend for 12
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise
to address S. 2280, which would approve
construction of the Keystone Pipeline
to transport tar sands heavy oil from
Canada to the gulf coast.

The key consideration is whether
this bill—by authorizing the pipeline—
would contribute significantly to glob-
al warming, which is already damaging
our rural resources and our future eco-
nomic prospects with profound con-
sequences for families in America and
around the world.

Also, are there better ways to create
jobs that would enhance rather than
damage our world? In the words of
President Theodore Roosevelt:
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Of all the questions which can come before
this nation, short of the actual preservation
of its existence in a great war, there is none
which compares in importance with the
great central task of leaving this land even
a better land for our descendants than it is
for us.

Let’s start by addressing the vision
that President Roosevelt put forward
and examine the impact of the Key-
stone Pipeline on atmospheric carbon
dioxide pollution and global warming.

In this chart we see, going back
800,000 years, that the carbon dioxide
has gone up and down. In recent years
it has been quite steady until the start
of the Industrial Revolution, and then
it has soared—soared above levels it
has been at for hundreds of thousands
of years.

In this second chart, we see that
there is absolutely no question that
heat—put here in blue—correlates to
the carbon dioxide in red. When the
carbon dioxide level goes up and down,
the heat of the planet goes up and
down.

By many estimates, to contain global
warming to 2 degrees Celsius, humans
can burn only about an additional 500
gigatons of fossil carbon. That is the
fossil budget we have to work with to
avoid catastrophic global warming. But
currently, the world’s top 200 fossil fuel
companies have identified 2,800
gigatons trapped in their fossil fuel,
and that doesn’t include the carbon
from tar sands and oil shale.

Here is the problem: To protect the
planet from catastrophic global warm-
ing, we need to leave four-fifths of the
identified conventional fossil fuel re-
serves in the ground. Building the Key-
stone Pipeline, which would open the
facet to rapid exploitation of a mas-
sive, new unconventional reserve—the
tar sands—would make it much less
likely for human civilization to suc-
ceed in meeting that carbon budget
that is so important to our future eco-
nomic and environmental world, and
that is why building the XKeystone
Pipeline is a grave mistake.

Global warming is not some imagi-
nary foe embedded in some computer
model with effects 50 years from now.
It is here and we can see it at this very
moment. The warmest 10 years on
record for global average surface tem-
perature has occurred in the last 12
years. Moreover, the effects can be seen
in Oregon—and actually across the Na-
tion. The average forest fire season is
getting longer. Across the Nation,
since the 1980s, the national season has
grown by 60 to 80 days, and the average
acres consumed annually by wildfires
has doubled to more than 7 million
acres. This sight has become all too fa-
miliar in our home State of Oregon.

One study estimates that global
warming, through the greater impact
of greater pine beetle infestations and
larger forest fires, will decimate the
western forest of the United States by
the end of this century.

In addition, the snowpack in our Or-
egon mountains is decreasing, which
means smaller and warmer trout
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streams—that is not a good thing if
you love to fish—and less water for ir-
rigation. The Klamath Basin—a major
agriculture basin in Oregon—has suf-
fered through many dry years and
three horrific droughts since 2001, in
substantial part because of lower
snowpacks.

The red circles on this chart rep-
resent a significant decrease in the
snowpack. As we can see throughout
the northwestern United States—Or-
egon, Washington, Idaho, Montana, and
stretching into northern California—
there is a huge decrease in the
snowpack which is resulting in dev-
astating consequences for agriculture.

As the high levels of carbon dioxide
in the air are absorbed by the oceans,
the carbon dioxide becomes carbonic
acid. That acid, as one would expect,
makes the oceans more acidic.

This chart, which presents the car-
bon dioxide and the pH time series
from Hawaii, presents the challenge
clearly. CO;, in the atmosphere went up
from 320 parts per million to about 380
parts per million over a period of about
50 years—a steady increase in carbon
dioxide. We then see, with this blue set
of data, that there is a parallel trend of
the carbon dioxide that is in our ocean,
and then we see from the light blue
data that the pH level is dropping,
which means that the ocean is more
acidic. That is a 30-percent increase in
the acidity of the ocean over a very
short period of time.

The greater acidity is having an im-
pact on sea life. One impact is on coral
reefs, which are the ocean’s most di-
verse ecosystem and the base of the
ocean’s food chain. Fishing families
around the world depend on coral reefs
as a foundation for livelihood.

Another impact is on the reproduc-
tion of oysters. The Whiskey Creek
Shellfish Hatchery in Oregon, which I
visited a few weeks ago, started having
trouble growing baby oysters—known
as oyster seed—in the year 2008. The
hatchery almost went out of business,
but a scientist from Oregon State Uni-
versity was able to help identify and
address the problem. The problem, it
turns out, stems from the increase in
the acidity of the Pacific Ocean. If the
oyster seed, or the canary in the coal
mine, is having trouble forming shells,
what else is going wrong in the ocean
due to rising acidity?

In summary, carbon pollution is hav-
ing a direct and substantial impact on
the vitality of our forests, farming, and
fishing. Our rural resources are being
damaged now, and the problems will
multiply with additional carbon pollu-
tion. So as members of the human fam-
ily on this planet, with the moral re-
sponsibility to exercise wide steward-
ship of our resources for future genera-
tions, we must address this challenge
of carbon pollution, and we must do so
now. Wise stewardship means we must
leave four-fifths of the conventional
fossil fuels in the ground.

Would this bill before us, which
would open the facet to this massive
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new reserve of fossil fuels, advance
such stewardship? The answer is clear.
Stewardship demands that we not build
infrastructure to unlock tar sands—the
dirtiest source of oil on the planet.

The proponents of the pipeline have
come to the floor and made interesting
arguments—arguments worth exam-
ining to see if they actually hold
water. First, they argue that the pipe-
line would create a tremendous number
of construction jobs. Here is a compari-
son of direct construction jobs created
by the pipeline—the little tiny wedge
down here represents the pipeline jobs
versus the jobs that would be created
by the Rebuild America Act, which
would create hundreds of thousands of
jobs. So just 4,000 or so jobs in con-
struction of the pipeline versus hun-
dreds of thousands jobs from the Re-
build America Act. If anyone on this
floor is actually serious about jobs, we
would pass the Rebuild America Act
today.

The proponents have a second argu-
ment. They say that bringing this addi-
tional oil into America would increase
America’s oil independence. We heard
that argument just a few moments ago
by my colleague from South Dakota.
The argument goes that this strength-
ens America’s national security by de-
creasing America’s dependence on the
Middle East, but that argument over-
looks a fact. This is not American oil,
this is Canadian oil. This is not oil des-
tined for the United States, it is des-
tined to be refined in the gulf coast so
that it can be exported around the
world. These tar sands will do no more
for America than if they were exported
through Canada to the world market.

In fact, if you want the oil to be used
in America, the best thing to do is to
not build the pipeline, because that
means the area around the tar sands
will be the area getting that oil. Ship-
ping Canadian oil to the world market
via America adds nothing to America’s
security.

The next argument from proponents
is that the pipeline has no environ-
mental effect—indeed, we just heard
this argument as well—because the oil
from the tar sands, it is argued, will
reach the market by rail if not by pipe-
line. This argument is demonstrably
false. There is not enough rail capacity
to substitute for the pipeline, and the
cost of shipping oil by rail is much
higher than pipeline, greatly reducing
the economic incentive for rapid devel-
opment of the sands. All the while pro-
ponents say if the Keystone Pipeline is
not built, alternative pipelines will be
built through Canada, but that is cer-
tainly not at all clear.

If it were easier and cheaper to build
through Canada, TransCanada would
not be trying to build through the
United States of America. Moreover,
there is tremendous opposition within
Canada to building such pipelines, and
that is part of the reason TransCanada
wanted to build it through the United
States. The opposition within Canada
to additional pipelines is just as fierce
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as it is in America for the same set of
reasons—fundamentally important
moral reasons—about the stewardship
of our environment and our future
economy. It turns out the Keystone
Pipeline represents a real risk to our
rural resources, our farming, and our
fishing. It represents a real risk to the
future health of our economy needed to
sustain middle-class jobs. The pipeline
itself creates very few jobs compared
to a serious investment in infrastruc-
ture, and it adds nothing to our na-
tional security.

There are several other serious prob-
lems with this pipeline that have often
been glossed over. For one, Trans-
Canada is exempted from contributing
to the Oil Spill Liability Fund. That is
outrageous. You could call this bill the
TransCanada protection act. Why are
we doing a special deal for a Canadian
company? Oilspills like this happen
with these pipelines all the time, and
they will not contribute one slim dime
to the Oil Spill Liability Fund that
American companies have to con-
tribute to. Why would anyone vote for
that sort of special deal for a foreign
company—that irresponsible failure to
contribute a single dime to the Oil
Spill Liability Fund?

In addition, we are giving a foreign
corporation the ability to exercise emi-
nent domain to seize the lands of
American citizens. Since when do we
give power to a foreign corporation to
take land away from American citizens
without their desire? It is fundamen-
tally unfair to American landowners.
The legal basis for eminent domain is
that there has to be a compelling pub-
lic good. What is the compelling public
good in this situation? Is it the genera-
tion of private profits for a Canadian
corporation? That doesn’t meet the
test. Is it the damage from the oilspills
that will occur in communities across
America? That doesn’t meet the test.
Is it the contributory damage——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is advised that his time has ex-
pired.

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent for a minute
and a half more.

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

Mr. MERKLEY. Is it from the dam-
age from carbon pollution to our farm-
ing, fishing, and forests? That doesn’t
meet the test.

Frankly, tackling carbon pollution is
going to take an enormous amount of
international cooperation. Just a few
days ago the United States and China
entered into an agreement to address
the global climate change crisis. The
Chinese President announced that
China would invest heavily in renew-
able energy to generate 20 percent of
China’s energy from nonfossil fuel
sources by 2030, seeking to decrease
China’s CO, emissions thereafter. That
is the type of leadership the world has
been asking for.

We can’t simply wish for nations to
work together. We have to negotiate
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and do our part. That is why today we
should not be talking about how to
turn on the tap to the dirtiest oil on
the planet, but how to meet the 2025
goals and how to create jobs by invest-
ing in energy conservation and renew-
able energy.

Let’s remember the test that Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt gave us.
There is no more important mission
than ‘‘leaving this land even a better
land for descendants than it is for us.”
This bill fails the test.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
think we are going to take a recess
shortly. I just wanted to thank every-
body on both sides for their state-
ments.

To sum it up from my perspective,
you have a situation here that, frank-
ly, I am very glad we are confronting
because there are lots of people who
say: Oh, this is no big deal, it is just a
little pipeline, and we have so0 many
pipelines.

Senator THUNE said: Oh, it is so much
safer to transport this oil by pipeline
than other ways. Just try telling that
to the people of Marshall, MI. There
was a spill in 2010 in the Kalamazoo
River. They are still trying to clean it
up. It is not the pipeline that is the
issue, folks, it is the dirty tar sands oil
that is so much more dangerous, has
more heavy metals, and more carcino-
gens. It is a problem. By virtue of its
weight, it sinks to the bottom, and
they cannot clean it up. I can’t believe
the statement was made about how
safe this is. We have seen stories that
there are problems with the welding in
the existing pipeline. We might want to
speak to the people in Mayflower, AR.
Do my colleagues know that Exxon had
to buy back the homes because they
couldn’t be lived in anymore because
this stuff spilled and contaminated an
entire neighborhood?

So I call this the extra lethal pipe-
line. The pipeline itself is benign. It is
what is going through it and what it
will unleash in terms of 45 percent
more carbon over time and 45 percent
more tar sands than we would other-
wise have, so we figure that everything
gets increased by that amount. There
is going to be more carbon, there is
going to be more sulfur, more mercury,
more lead.

This is important today. I am so glad
we are having this debate. My col-
leagues say we never allowed a vote.
There was a lot of boxing around in the
boxing ring on that one. We tried. I
don’t mind having a vote on this. I
have never minded having a vote on
this. I think it is an important debate.
People disagree. It is OK. We should air
it out. But the bill before us would stop
a process that is in place that is very
important, not because it is a ‘‘proc-
ess’ but because 2 million people wrote
comments about the Keystone Pipe-
line. We should not say to them: Your
voices don’t matter; we are going to
truncate the process; I don’t care what
you said.

We already know there is a court
case. This bill would approve the EIS.
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Even if Nebraska moves the route to
another route, guess what: This bill
that is pending here—the Hoeven-Lan-
drieu bill—would already say the new
EIS is approved. That is wrong. So only
35 permanent jobs. Most of this oil is
exported. Economists say the price of
gas in the domestic market will go up.
And we compare it to embracing a
clean energy agenda while we still de-
velop oil where it is safe and sound,
and we still develop all of the above
when it is safe and sound. But if we em-
brace clean energy, I have to tell my
colleagues, the jobs will dwarf the 35
permanent jobs for sure that this pipe-
line brings us.

In California we are so excited with
what is happening. And we don’t want
to look like the people in China where
they walk around in masks, and we
don’t want to have little girls and boys
with those inhalers because they can’t
breathe the air. This is real. This is
about health. Yes, it is about jobs. Yes,
it is about prices. And I find it really
fascinating that a few years ago when
this all came up, what did we say? We
said, Oh, this pipeline will make us en-
ergy independent. Now we know that
we are going to allow this oil to go
right through the middle of our coun-
try. Misery follows the tar sands:
spills. We have already had spills. We
know what happens when there is a
spill. And what do we get at the end?
The oil goes to the rest of the world.

Our friends say, oh, it is still good. It
is good for prices. No, it isn’t good for
prices. Economists have told us it is
not good for gas prices, and it doesn’t
help us become energy independent. It
imperils our planet with large amounts
of carbon going into the air. It imperils
our families with pollutants that are
very carcinogenic and very dangerous.

So I hope we will let the process con-
tinue. I don’t know what happens
today. I know the handwriting is on
the wall. I know it is on this one. But
when we see the country we love going
down a route that makes sense, fol-
lowing a procedure that makes sense,
letting court cases resolve themselves,
letting the people’s comments be
looked at, making sure we Kknow ex-
actly what we are doing, and we see
that process shortcut by legislation
and people who, by the way—and I am
talking about my Republican friends:
Oh, we are not scientists. We don’t
know if there is climate change. That
is right, they are not scientists and
they don’t know, so they should listen
to 98 percent of the scientists who are
telling us that the Keystone is a dan-
gerous move for this planet, because it
is going to allow this oil that is far
more carbon intensive.

I am a humble person. I am not a sci-
entist; I do listen to them. I have to
say to go blindly down this path is a
huge mistake. Yet, that is what we are
facing, and it is fine with me that we
are facing it. We will stand and we will
debate until there is nothing more to
be said. We are probably getting to
that place right now, so I will stop and
reserve the remainder of my time.
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RECESS

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

Thereupon, the Senate, at 1:06 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m., and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Ms. BALDWIN).

———

TO APPROVE THE KEYSTONE XL
PIPELINE—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

If neither side yields time, both sides
will be equally charged.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent I be allowed to speak for up to 5
minutes in opposition of the bill pres-
ently on the floor.

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

Mr. HARKIN. I oppose this legisla-
tion to approve the construction of the
Keystone XL Pipeline. Again, I believe
it is one more step in the wrong direc-
tion, one more capitulation to our fos-
sil fuel habit, one more accelerant to
global warming that threatens our
children’s future. I know I have limited
time. I just want to point out that we
have had a number of studies done by
the Department of Energy recently.

One study found that retrofitting res-
idential and commercial buildings had
the potential to reduce consumer de-
mand by 30 percent by 2030 and reduce
greenhouse emissions by 1.1 gigatons
each year, saving over $680 billion.

The second study found the retro-
fits—I am talking about building retro-
fits in America—could save $1 trillion
in energy spending over 10 years and
reduce CO, emissions by 10 percent.

What would retrofitting do for jobs?

According to the Rockefeller Founda-
tion, this type of retrofitting nation-
ally would create 3.3 million new jobs.

So why are we talking about building
a pipeline that is going to cause the de-
velopment of more tar sands oil, which
is the dirtiest oil in the world—the
dirtiest—when it is going to create a
few jobs for a very short period of time,
a couple of years and that is it.

Why aren’t we focusing on what we
know works and creates a lot of jobs
and saves energy and saves money;
that is, retrofitting all of the buildings
in America to make them energy effi-
cient—3.3 million jobs in that 10-year
period of time, saving us untold bil-
lions of dollars in savings for con-
sumers in America, of course reducing
greenhouse gases.

I find this whole issue of this Key-
stone Pipeline to just—at this point in
time when the planet is warming up,
when we may be at that tipping point
where we can’t do anything about it, I
find this debate about the Keystone
Pipeline to be out of bounds, consid-
ering the impact it is going to have.

I would say this: After all my years
here, serving 10 years on the science
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and tech committee in the House, serv-
ing here on agriculture, the Health,
Education, Labor and Pensions Com-
mittee as chair, study after study I
have read, I have come to this conclu-
sion on why I cannot vote for the Key-
stone XL Pipeline. I have come to this
one conclusion: Every dollar that we
spend today on developing and using
more fossil fuels is another dollar spent
in digging the graves of our grand-
children.

I don’t want to dig that grave any-
more. It is time to get off our fossil
fuel habits. I am not so naive as to
think we can do this overnight. I un-
derstand that. What we ought to be on
is a very steep glide slope down, under-
standing that by focusing on renewable
energies, the wind and solar, ocean
thermal energy conversion, all of those
things, geothermal, and, yes, retro-
fitting buildings to be more energy ef-
ficient would create hundreds of thou-
sands more jobs, millions more jobs
than the pipeline. It will make us more
secure as a nation. It could have the ef-
fect of getting us on that steep glide
slope down of fossil fuel. The fossil fuel
era comes to an end. That is what we
have to do. Bring the fossil fuel era to
an end. The sooner we do it, the better
it is going to be for our grandkids and
our planet.

I know the Keystone Pipeline is a
small part of it. It is a small part, but
they all add up and one step leads to
another. There are those that say they
are going to develop the tar sands re-
gardless. I don’t believe that.

I have seen a lot of studies that show
Canada can’t ship that west, and it is
too expensive to ship it east on the
railroads. The only way they have to
go is the pipeline through America. I
don’t know whether cutting off the
Keystone Pipeline will slow down or
stop the tar sands development, but I
believe we have to do everything in our
power to slow it down and to get our
neighbors to the north——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. Just 1 more minute to
finish.

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

Mr. HARKIN. To get our good neigh-
bors, the Canadians, to the north to
start moving away from the develop-
ment of the tar sands, both for their
good and for the good of our planet.

I don’t want to keep digging the
grave for our grandkids. I cannot vote
any longer for anything that would de-
velop or use more fossil fuels anywhere
in our country or globally.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Before the Senator
from Iowa leaves the floor, I thank him
not only for his heartfelt remarks, be-
cause what we are doing here—we are
here a short period of time in essence,
whether we are here 6 years or 26 or 36
or even longer.

How long has the Senator been here?



S6054

Mr. HARKIN. Forty.

Mrs. BOXER. Forty years. When we
look at the universe, we are here a very
short time. He always thought about
our kids and grandkids because that is
what our job is.

We are so fortunate that we had a life
in America that gave us the oppor-
tunity with policies that kept us
healthy enough to do our work.

The tar sands are the dirtiest kind of
oil there is. My friend makes that
point. We need to protect the health of
our families and the health of the plan-
et, as my friend pointed out.

I just want to say to him how much
I think it means to all Americans, the
leadership the Senator has shown his
entire career and the passion he is still
showing today.

Mr. HARKIN. If I may respond in
kind.

Mrs. BOXER. Yes.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank my dear friend
and colleague, long-standing in the
Senate and in the House before, and to
thank the Senator for her intellectual
and energetic leadership on all issues
concerning the environment and the
health of our people and the health of
our planet. Senator BOXER has been a
stalwart. She has been a Rock of Gi-
braltar around here in making sense
and making sense of our debate and the
issues surrounding energy, energy use,
energy efficiency, always Kkeeping in
mind what it means for the future of
our kids.

As I leave the Senate I am happy to
note the Senator from California will
still be here.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you so much.

I see that Senator MURKOWSKI is
here. We will reserve the balance of our
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Thank you,
Madam President. I assure my col-
leagues from Iowa, California, my col-
leagues from around the country, that
as a Senator from an oil- and gas-pro-
ducing State, a State where we have
fossil fuels in abundance, that I, too,
am focused on that next generation of
energy security.

I want to do what we can to develop
those renewables, whether it is geo-
thermal, whether it is our amazing
hydro capacity, whether it is what we
have with our oceans or our tides, our
winds, and our Sun.

I also recognize very cleanly that
when we are talking about energy and
energy security, we also need to think
about the geopolitics and our national
security when it comes to energy use
and our vulnerability.

There is a lot of discussion on this
floor right now about the Keystone XL
Pipeline and the number of jobs it will
bring.

I think we recognize that when we
build something, there is that flurry of
activity. There are those jobs that are
very real, very good, very promising
but can stretching jobs—jobs come and
they go. What do we have left after

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

they have completed Keystone XL
Pipeline?

What we have is in a very real sense
an energy lifeline, a lifeline that con-
nects our friend and neighbor, Canada,
to the north, to our opportunities for
refining capacity in the Gulf of Mexico,
our opportunities within this country
to be more energy secure, to be less en-
ergy dependent.

I wanted to take just a few minutes
this afternoon to not necessarily talk
about the jobs perspective of the Key-
stone XL Pipeline, as passionate as I
feel about that, but I wanted to focus
on just a couple of points. One is the
artificial chokepoints that are created
in North America if we do not move
forward with the Keystone XL Pipe-
line.

Earlier this month, the Energy Infor-
mation Administration, EIA, published
a report on world transit chokepoints
for the global oil and gas trade.

There are about 90 million barrels a
day of oil on that world market. Of
that, 56.5 million barrels, about 63 per-
cent, is transported by ship. It is mov-
ing around on our oceans.

This maritime trade that we see is
dependent on a few chokepoints. We
have heard of some of them—obviously,
the Strait of Hormuz, 17 million barrels
a day go through the Strait of Hormuz.
We have the Strait of Malacca, where
there are 15.2 million barrels a day. We
also have the Suez Canal and the
Sumed Pipeline, and the Bab el-
Mandab between Yemen and the Horn
of Africa.

Effectively what we have are these
very tight chokepoints where this flow
of oil that comes around the world,
around the globe, moves through.

Meanwhile, the Keystone XL would
have the capacity of about 830,000 bar-
rels per day. These are barrels that are
secure, both economically and strategi-
cally, from a reliable friend and ally.

When we talk about the pros and
cons of approving this pipeline, I think
it is important that we think beyond
just the benefit to our country, the
benefit that Canada will have as a trad-
ing opportunity, but think about it
from a national security perspective,
from a global security perspective. By
not approving the Keystone XL, Pipe-
line, the President is creating an artifi-
cial chokepoint here. Other pipelines
are full. We know the rail capacity is
under severe constraint.

So think about it. We already have
enough chokepoints out there in some
of the most volatile points of the
world. So factor this into the discus-
sion that we have at hand.

The other point I would like to make
is the integration of Keystone as a
source of supply when we are talking
about North American energy inde-
pendence. We talk about that a lot on
the energy committee. It is important
when we talk about integration to un-
derstand how this piece from Canada
fits into the source of supply for the
Americas.

Again, EIA back in January pub-
lished a report. This was on liquid fuels
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in the Americas. North and South
America hold about 536 billion barrels
of proved oil reserves. Back in 2012 the
crude production was 19 million barrels
a day. In North America, Mexico, Can-
ada, and the United States, this is the
lion’s share of the Western Hemi-
spheric production that we have right
here.

So integrating our markets between
the U.S. and the Canadian side just
makes sense. In fact, it is the economic
reality that is already on the ground.
Last week I came to the floor talking
about Keystone XL. I said: Why? Why
is it such an issue, such a dilemma
when we have 19 existing cross-border
oil pipelines between Canada, Mexico,
and the United States? They have been
operating. They have been providing a
resource to the benefit of both nations
for years, for decades. Now we are
twisted in knots, arguing for 5 years
about whether or not the Keystone XL
should proceed. I think we are going to
look back on this a generation from
now and we are going to wonder why
and how we blocked this historic inte-
gration of our energy markets.

Then, the last thing I want to raise
here is how the U.S. refineries—par-
ticularly those in the Gulf—are truly
best prepared for the Canadian crude
and thus bringing great benefits to
Americans as a result of the pipeline.
We have the total refinery or distilla-
tion capacity here in the Americas of
about 27.7 million barrels per day. This
was last year’s number. Roughly one-
third of the world’s refining capacity is
here in the Americas. In North Amer-
ica nearly onethird of that capacity,
17.8 million barrels per day, are here in
the United States. Specifically, for
heavy crude, we have over half of the
world’s choking capacity here in this
country.

The largest refineries in the Amer-
icas are down in the gulf coast as well
as in Venezuela. There are others on
the west coast, in the Midwest, and
some on the east coast. But if you look
at the map of where the refineries are—
in the Americas and really globally—it
is obvious the destination for the Cana-
dian oil is in the gulf coast area.

This is a debate on Keystone XL that
has generated a lot of emotion and a
lot of discussion about how, if you are
opposed to it, what we need to do is cut
off this Canadian supply and somehow
or other we will be at a new phase in
our energy production and consump-
tion. Our reality is the Canadians will
continue to produce. The good news, I
think for all of us, is that the Cana-
dians are utilizing technologies and in-
novation in the industry that have
come a remarkably long way in how
they access the crude in Alberta and
how they are able to process it in a
way that truly is better for the envi-
ronment.

So for those who are concerned that
we must stop this pipeline dead in its
tracks now, and if we do so, we will be
a nation that has moved on beyond oil,
I think that belies our reality.
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I am one who wants to make sure we
are pushing ourselves always to utilize
our smarts and our technology to do
better as we access our resources and
do so in an environmentally respon-
sible way. But I also want to make sure
that as a nation we have energy poli-
cies which are directed toward re-
sources that are affordable, abundant,
clean, diverse, and secure. The security
aspect of it is something I do not want
my colleagues to forget.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I am going to yield
Senator SANDERS 10 minutes.

I heard ‘‘clean energy.” Just for the
record, let’s be clear. The tar sands oil
is one of the dirtiest known on the
planet. Heavy metals—we went
through it chapter and verse. The hard-
est to clean up—it is a nightmare. So if
my friend wants clean energy, she
should vote no.

With that I yield 10 minutes to Sen-
ator SANDERS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. The issue that we are
dealing with today is of enormous con-
sequence for our country and, in fact,
for the entire planet. For that reason I
rise in very strong opposition to the
legislation on the floor and to the con-
struction of the Keystone XL, Pipeline.

I strongly oppose this legislation and
this project for a number of reasons.
First and foremost, at a time when the
scientific community is virtually
unanimous in telling us that climate
change is real, that it is caused by
human activity and carbon emissions,
that it is already causing devastating
problems not only in the United States
but all over the world in terms of
drought, forest fires, flooding, extreme
weather disturbances, and rising sea
levels, at this moment when the sci-
entific community is so clear about the

dangers inherent upon a further
dependance on fossil fuels, it is abso-
lutely imperative for the future

wellbeing of this country that we listen
to the scientists and we begin the path
forward to break our dependency on
fossil fuel, not accelerate more drilling
for the dirtiest oil on the planet.

The scientific community is telling
us that we have a narrow window of op-
portunity to address the crisis of cli-
mate change. We do not have years and
years. There are some people who
think, in fact, that the game is already
over, that the problem is irreversible.
But be that as it may be, clearly our
job now is to move as dramatically, as
forcefully, as aggressively as we can to
transform our energy system away
from fossil fuel to energy efficiency, to
weatherization, to sustainable energy
such as wind, solar, geothermal, bio-
mass, and other sustainable tech-
nologies.

The Keystone XL Pipeline would
move us exactly in the wrong direc-
tion. More dependance not only on fos-
sil fuels but on some of the dirtiest fos-
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sil fuels imaginable—the dirtiest fossil
fuels imaginable. That is crazy. To re-
ject what the scientific community is
telling us and then to add insult to in-
jury by going forward aggressively and
accelerating the drilling of dirty oil is
something that is almost beyond com-
prehension.

I wonder what our Kkids and our
grandchildren will think years and
years from now when they have to deal
with the damage we have caused, when
they have to deal with the floods and
the extreme weather disturbances and
the droughts and the wars that are
fought by people over limited re-
sources. I wonder what they will think
about a Congress which was told by
those who know the most to move
away from fossil fuels, and, in fact,
moved in exactly the wrong direction
by accelerating drilling for the dirtiest
oil on the Earth?

That is the major point. But further-
more, this legislation is being referred
to by some as a ‘‘jobs program.’” Well,
in my opinion, we do need a jobs pro-
gram. We need a major jobs program.
Real unemployment in this country is
close to 11 percent. Youth unemploy-
ment is 20 percent. Unemployment in
the construction trade industries is
very high. We need a real jobs program.

That is why we have to invest a sub-
stantial sum of money into rebuilding
our crumbling infrastructure—our
roads, our bridges, our water systems,
our rail, our airports. In doing that we
improve life in this country. We make
our Nation more productive, more effi-
cient. That is very different than cre-
ating jobs through the Keystone Pipe-
line, which damages the future of our
planet and the lives of our kids and our
grandchildren.

Furthermore, when people talk about
this being a jobs program, let’s under-
stand that there is no debate that what
we are talking about are less than 50
permanent jobs—less than 50 perma-
nent jobs. So to suggest this is some
kind of big jobs program is nothing
more than a cruel hoax and a mis-
leading hoax to workers in this coun-
try who need decent-paying jobs.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield
without losing his time?

Mr. SANDERS. Yes.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time I use in this col-
loquy be taken off the time I have left.

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

Mrs. BOXER. I say to the Senator,
your point is so well taken. I just want
the Senator to know that this morning
I said that the CEO of Keystone com-
mented that there will be only 35 per-
manent jobs with the pipeline. I stand
corrected. I went back and looked: 50
jobs—50 jobs.

The reason I want to take a minute
to engage in this colloquy is that my
friend has been, I think, one of the
strongest and most effective voices for
job creation and building a middle
class that we have in the Senate. I was
just looking at the numbers and want-
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ed to go through a couple of things
without my friend losing any time. In
2012 the U.S. installation of solar pan-
els grew at a rate of 27 percent. I know
my friend is trying desperately—and
we work together on a lot of issues—to
get us to put more of these solar panels
on. In 2013 the solar industry employed
142,000 Americans in good-paying jobs.
In 2013 the U.S. solar industry added
24,000.

So just looking at solar—and wind is
another great story. At the end of 2013
the U.S. wind industry supported 560
manufacturing facilities and supported
50,600 full-time jobs in development,
siting, construction, transportation
and manufacturing, operation and serv-
ices—direct jobs.

When we look at putting 50,500 full-
time jobs, 142,000 jobs from solar, and
you compare it to 50 full-time jobs, I
think the Senator was so right to make
the jobs argument what the Senator is
making of it. It is not 50 jobs to do
something that is going to make life
better for our people. It endangers the
planet, and it has these terrible pollut-
ants which cause respiratory illness,
cancer, and the rest.

But I just wanted to thank the Sen-
ator for bringing up the issue of jobs
because it is the biggest phony-baloney
argument when you have the CEO of
the company itself—of the pipeline—
admit that it is 50 full-time jobs per-
manently. I think we have to shatter
this illusion and continue to talk about
clean energy future and really good
jobs. I yield to my friend.

Mr. SANDERS. I thank the Senator.
I would mention that several years ago
we worked together to pass the Energy
Efficiency Block Grant Program, which
pumped billions of dollars into weath-
erization, into sustainable energy.

I can tell you that in the State of
Vermont right now work is being done
weatherizing homes, saving substantial
sums of money on fuel bills for working
people, seeing a 30-, 40-percent reduc-
tion in fuel bills and equivalent reduc-
tions in the emission of carbon into the
air. That is what we should be invest-
ing in all over America. Let’s create
those jobs. Let’s create jobs building
the wind turbines and the solar panels
that we desperately need.

We need to be aggressive in that area
and above that and beyond that. Every-
body knows that bridges in Vermont,
in California—the Senator is chairman
of not only the environmental com-
mittee but the public works com-
mittee. She knows that as well as any-
body. We need to rebuild our crumbling
infrastructure. I understand why the
construction workers want these jobs,
with high unemployment in construc-
tion industry.

We have to put these guys to work
and we can do that. We can do it by
transforming our energy system. We
can do it by rebuilding our crumbling
infrastructure. We are talking about
millions of decent-paying jobs, not 50
permanent jobs or a few thousand con-
struction jobs. We are talking about
millions of permanent jobs.
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I would further add, when we heard
this discussion during the caucus
today—and I would ask the Senator of
California, the chair of the committee,
if my Republican friends are so con-
cerned about jobs, please tell me where
we are going with the wind tax credit
and the solar tax credit, which have
been so very important to creating jobs
in the wind and solar energy.

Clearly, our friends who talk about
the ‘‘all of the aboves’ are enthusiasti-
cally supporting these tax credits.

Will my friend from California en-
lighten us?

Mrs. BOXER. I am so pleased the
Senator made the point.

Today we had Senator THUNE make
an eloquent statement about jobs—elo-
quent—and I thought he was going to
change his position on minimum wage.
How about that. Try raising a family
on that.

These wind tax credits and these
solar tax credits, this is creating a
boom. I will say in my State, as in
yours, I put something in the RECORD
today, we have bounced back from this
recession better than almost any State
because of clean energy. It is such a
win/win.

But our friends on the other side,
when it is something the oil companies
want—oh, they are out there, oh, yes,
yes, jobs. But we know this is 50 jobs.
This is the CEO of this pipeline com-
pany admitting that is it, 50 jobs. So it
is not about the jobs, it is about their
view of energy, which is the old way,
which is the going backward. This was
not embracing the clean energy future
so that we can, in fact, create many
more jobs and keep the planet clean.

Mr. SANDERS. If I may reclaim my
time and wind down and finish my re-
marks, there are two basic issues. No.
1, I know many of my Republican
friends deny what the overwhelming
majority of scientists are telling us;
that is, not only is climate change real,
that it is caused by human activity,
that it is already causing devastating
problems. To continue to deny that re-
ality is to endanger the lives of our
kids, our grandchildren, and the planet
on which they will live. To say to peo-
ple all over the world that we Ameri-
cans are concerned about climate
change and yet vote for a project which
will encourage and accelerate the exca-
vation of some of the dirtiest oil in the
world will make all of us look like
fools and hypocrites throughout the
world and will make future generations
wonder what we were thinking about
on that vote today.

With that, I reserve the remainder of
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican whip.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, it
took an election on November 4. It
took an election, but here we are at
long last, some 6 years after the initial
application for the Keystone XL Pipe-
line was filed and, as you know, for a
long time now, I think at least since
2012, we have been trying to get a vote,
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the very same vote that is now sched-
uled for this afternoon. We have been
trying to get a vote on the Senate floor
so we could see whether there was a bi-
partisan majority, a supermajority of
60 or more, who would join our col-
leagues in the House and pass this bill
authorizing the Keystone XL Pipeline
and send it to the President.

We know the Keystone XL Pipeline
would be good for our economy. We
know it would be good for job creation,
and I know there has been some quib-
bling, perhaps, about how many jobs,
but the Department of State has said
about 42,000 jobs would be created as a
result of this project.

We also know this would be good for
U.S. energy security to have a source
of safe energy from Canada—one of our
best allies and partners to the north—
as opposed to shipping it in from trou-
bled regions like the Middle East. It
makes sense from an energy security
standpoint, and it would be good for
national security as well. It would also
be good for our strategic interests
overseas.

I have heard my colleagues, mainly
on the other side say that, well, we are
concerned about the environmental im-
pact, and I am too, but President
Obama’s own State Department has
once again found that the Keystone XL
Pipeline would have a negligible im-
pact on the environment.

In short, even in a moment of intense
polarization in Washington, there is a
strong consensus on Keystone, and if
we get 60-plus votes today I think that
consensus will be demonstrated.

Will we all agree? No. We have
strongly held beliefs on both sides of
this issue. But the way we function in
the Senate is by actually scheduling
votes—as we are going to have today—
and letting the majority carry the day.
And that, I predict, will happen today.

This is a day that I know my col-
league, the senior Senator from North
Dakota, Senator HOEVEN, has been
working for a long time, again, across
the aisle. He has been our No. 1 leader
on this issue for years now and he has
consistently explained the benefits of
the Keystone XL Pipeline.

He comes from North Dakota, the
second most productive State in the
country when it comes to oil and gas. I
come from the No. 1 State. I point that
out often when it comes to producing
oil and gas, and this has been a renais-
sance for the American economy and
for American energy, what has hap-
pened in America, thanks to private in-
vestment and innovation in the oil and
gas industry.

Senator HOEVEN has constantly
worked with people across the aisle to
rally the kind of support that has led
us to this day, and he has repeatedly
pressed the majority leader, Senator
REID, to allow a binding vote on the
floor such as we are going to have
today, and then the next step will be to
send it to President Obama for his sig-
nature.

Well, we haven’t had that kind of
vote before the November 4 election.
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That is why I said elections can change
things and indeed, apparently, it has
changed the majority leader’s mind to
allow this vote, which at long last we
will have this afternoon.

Why has there been a change of atti-
tude on the part of the majority leader
to allow us to hold this vote this week?
I will leave that to the pundits, but I
will say our collective decision on Key-
stone should be determined by what is
in America’s national interests, not
the interest of a single political party
or the interest of a single Senator. The
interests of our country as a whole
should be our guide.

For that matter, it is time for our
President to put his cards on the table.
I know once this vote was scheduled,
the President’s press secretary and the
President himself made some ambig-
uous remarks, leaving in doubt wheth-
er he would actually sign or would ulti-
mately veto this legislation. I hope we
don’t see a continuation of the games-
manship we have seen until this point,
and that once this bill passes—if it
does this afternoon—the majority lead-
er will send it promptly to the Presi-
dent so the President can make that
decision.

What I mean by I hope the games-
manship doesn’t continue is I know
there is the flexibility the majority
leader might have to actually hold the
bill here and to wait until after the De-
cember 6 runoff election in Louisiana
before sending it to the President. But
I hope we don’t have that kind of
gamesmanship.

The American people deserve the
truth, they deserve accountability, and
it has been more than 6 years since this
application first came through. The
proponents of this project deserve this
vote today, as do the American people.

As a matter of fact, back in March of
2012, before his reelection, the Presi-
dent traveled to Cushing, OK, to cham-
pion the Texas leg of the Keystone XL
Pipeline. He didn’t have any real role
to play in authorizing that, because
that was within the continental United
States. The President’s role, and the
one that this bill would force his hand
on, literally, is what would authorize
this international pipeline between
Canada and the United States. That
does require his approval. This legisla-
tion would require it or, in fact, man-
date it.

But he went to Cushing, OK, to
champion the Texas leg of the Key-
stone Pipeline project, and it did not
need his approval, but at the time he
said he would work to expedite that
portion. However, that portion didn’t
require his approval and it was already
up and running at the time. So you will
have to determine why the President
would go there for a project that did
not need his approval and said he
would expedite it—what his real moti-
vation is. But he said:

And as long as I'm President, we’'re going
to keep on encouraging oil development and
infrastructure and we’re going to do it in a
way that protects the health and safety of
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the American people. We don’t have to
choose between one or the other, we can do
both.

I actually agree with what the Presi-
dent said, the words I just quoted. That
is a good statement of what our policy
should be. But I have been around
Washington long enough to know that
we can’t just listen to what people say,
we have to watch what they actually
do, because sometimes those are dia-
metrically opposed.

In this case, notwithstanding what
the President said in Cushing, OK, he
has continued to delay, delay, and
delay, making a final decision on the
portion of Keystone XL Pipeline that
requires his approval.

But we are here this afternoon to say
enough is enough. Regardless of how
this vote turns out, it is time for the
President to explain his views on the
project that his own State Department
has said would create 42,000 jobs in
America. He can choose to endorse the
Keystone XL Pipeline and thereby de-
liver a significant boost to America’s
economy, America’s security, and
America’s relations with our largest
trading partner in Canada.

Alternatively, the President can
choose to oppose Keystone and thereby
miss a golden opportunity to promote a
richer, stronger, and safer American
future. I can only hope he makes the
right choice.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
51 minutes for the opposition.

Mrs. BOXER. And on the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
HOEVEN controls 67 minutes and Sen-
ator LANDRIEU controls 32 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. While we are waiting
for Senator WHITEHOUSE—he is on his
way—I want to focus the attention of
those who are watching this debate on
truly what we are talking about. If this
was about building a pipeline that was
carrying something that didn’t hurt
anybody, I wouldn’t be standing here.
But this is about building a pipeline
that is going to carry the dirtiest oil
we know of, and this dirty oil is al-
ready causing lots of problems.

Where it is refined in Port Arthur,
TX, I met with the people there. I met
with the people there. Senators don’t
live near refineries. Again, if I am
wrong on that, I would like to be cor-
rected. People 1live near refineries
sometimes because it is where afford-
able housing is, and this is what it
looks like. They do not want this stuff.

With all the talk of jobs, jobs, jobs,
let’s be clear. The CEO of the company
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said 50 jobs. So if you want to lay this
kind of misery on people who live in
this community, vote aye. That is fine.
But just take a look at this. We don’t
see many Kkids playing on this play-
ground because this pollution is vi-
cious. It adds more heavy metals. It
causes asthma. The pollutants cause
cancer. We are talking about lead and
we are talking about sulfur in very
heavy quantities.

So let’s be clear. We don’t see my
friends who support this talking about
what happens when you refine, but that
is what happens. If this was the only
thing we could do to make ourselves
energy independent, that is one thing,
but I have already shown, with the
Senator from Vermont, Mr. SANDERS,
how many incredible jobs are being
produced across this Nation in clean
energy: solar, wind, geothermal. We are
looking at a potential of millions. In
California, those clean energy jobs
have led us out of the darkest recession
we have seen since the Great Depres-
sion, and I have put those statistics
into the RECORD.

I have to say this. In all the years 1
have been in public life, starting when
I was a county official, not one con-
stituent ever came up to me and said:
BARBARA, the air is too clean. Oh, God.
My air is so clean. The water I drink is
so pure. Please don’t get in the way of
making it dirty. I have been in office
for a very long time. No one has ever
said that. On the contrary, what they
say is: Please, my child has asthma.
Please don’t back off. Don’t let Big Oil
or big coal or the Koch brothers or
whoever it is stand in the way of my
family having a good quality of life.

We can take a look at a country
where they have thrown the environ-
ment under the bus. Here it is. This is
what it looks like. That is what it
looks like in China. I am sure you have
heard a lot of the speeches in China
that we will be hearing here: Oh, we
need the jobs and we need the energy.
They realize now they are in trouble.
The President just made a pact with
the leader of China to cut back on pol-
lution. But this is what happens when
you throw the environment under the
bus. People can’t breathe. Kids have to
wear masks. That is a fact.

Go to any school and ask the kids—
and I know my friend, our great Pre-
siding Officer—ask the kids: How many
of you have asthma or how many of
you know someone who has asthma?
Honest to God, more than half the
class will raise their hands.

We need clean energy. We need clean
energy. We need clean energy jobs. And
if we can clean up our coal, I will be
right there. If we can do safe nuclear
and not build these plants on earth-
quake faults, as they did in my State,
fine. But don’t unleash the dirtiest oil
known to mankind when the CEO of
the company says it means 50 jobs.

We all know that oil is going to be
pumped right out of here. We all know
it is the toughest oil to clean up be-
cause we have seen the spills in Kala-
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mazoo, MI. We have seen the spills in
Arkansas. Because of the nature of this
oil, the heaviness of this oil, they are
still cleaning up that oil 3 years later.

It is now my pleasure to yield to Sen-
ator WHITEHOUSE for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I thank the Sen-
ator for her constant leadership on this
issue. I am going to start on a some-
what unusual note because I want to
compliment my lead adversary here,
Senator LANDRIEU, who has fought so
hard to bring this bill to the floor. She
is passionate about getting this done,
and it is because of her efforts that we
are here.

I have to say I am just as passionate
as she in opposition to this bill. Many
of us come from coal States or oil
States or natural gas States. Rhode Is-
land doesn’t have coal—at least it
hasn’t in generations. We used to mine
coal in Portsmouth, in Cumberland,
but that has been a long time ago. We
don’t have natural gas sources. We
don’t pump oil.

What we do have is a coastline, and
at that coastline what coal and oil and
natural gas are doing to all of us
through the operation of natural laws,
through the operation of the laws of
science—stuff we can’t get around be-
cause this isn’t opinion—is very harm-
ful to our island.

Naval Station Newport has a tide
gauge. My friend Senator MANCHIN was
kind enough to come and visit from
West Virginia and we started out
bright and early in the morning and
our first stop was with the Navy folks
down at the tide gauge. At that tide
gauge what they show is that since the
1930s the water levels are up 10 inches.

We had something very big happen in
Rhode Island. In the 1930s we had the
hurricane of 1938. If anybody wants to
take 2 minutes and Google hurricane of
1938 and hit images, they will see ter-
rific destruction. They will see our cap-
ital city flooded to the top of the buses.
They will see houses smashed to flin-
ders and boats thrown up onto the
land. That was with a sea 10 inches
below what we have now, and every re-
sponsible scientist tells us the risk of
worse and bigger ocean storms has in-
creased because of the emission of car-
bons.

So I have a very clear perspective on
this, and that is that we have to ad-
dress our carbon pollution problem be-
fore it comes home to roost in very
dangerous ways in my State. It is there
already. As the Senator from West Vir-
ginia saw, we have fishermen who say
this is not my grandfather’s ocean.
Their world has changed because of the
way we have changed it. This pipeline,
because of the filthiness of the fuel
that it brings into the market, will add
additional carbon dioxide in the
amount of nearly 6 million cars per
year on the roads—6 million cars per
year on the roads—and that comes
home to roost in Rhode Island. That
comes home to roost in warming
waters.
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Narragansett Bay is nearly 4 de-
grees—mean winter water tempera-
ture—warmer than it was 50 years ago.
I can remember driving over the New-
port Bridge and Jamestown Bridge and
looking down in the winter and seeing
trawlers out at work—trawlers at work
fishing for the winter flounder. The
winter flounder is gone. It has had
more than a 90-percent crash, largely
because, as the scientists have told me,
the warmer Narragansett Bay is no
longer hospitable to the fish. Four de-
grees doesn’t seem like a big deal to
me. It probably doesn’t seem like a big
deal to any human, for whom the water
is kind of an alien place, but for the
fish that live in it, 4 degrees is an eco-
system shift. My wife, a major pro-
fessor at the University of Rhode Is-
land School of Oceanography, ex-
plained that to me several decades ago
for the first time.

The argument is that this is going to
bring jobs. I am all for those jobs. But
let us not be selective about when we
are for jobs. If we are only for jobs
when it is oil pipelines, then something
else is going on than the concern about
jobs. Where was the concern about jobs
when a bipartisan piece of legislation
called Shaheen-Portman for energy ef-
ficiency was on the floor and was esti-
mated to create not 42,000 temporary
jobs, not less than 4,000 direct tem-
porary jobs, not less than 50 permanent
jobs, but 190,000 jobs? That bill got no-
where. It died here, and it died here for
reasons that were very open on the
front of the paper.

JEANNE SHAHEEN’s opponent, who is a
former colleague of ours, asked to have
the bill die so she would not have a leg-
islative accomplishment to her credit.
So the agreement that the bill was
going to pass got reworked, and the
folks came back to Majority Leader
REID and said: Actually, we are not
ready to support this bill. We need a
vote on Keystone Pipeline. We need a
sense of the Senate on Keystone Pipe-
line. Senator REID said: OK. We can
have a sense of the Senate on Keystone
Pipeline. Agreed. Then they came back
again—moved the goalpost again—and
said: Well, we need more than a sense
of the Senate now. We actually need a
hard vote on the Keystone Pipeline.
Leader REID checked around and said:
All right. I don’t like this much, but
sure. Fine. In order to move Shaheen-
Portman, a 190,000-job bill, go ahead
and have your vote. Then they came
back and moved the goalpost a third
time. They said: We don’t just need a
vote on the Keystone Pipeline, we need
to win the vote, and if you can’t give us
a win on the vote, then you don’t get
Shaheen-Portman.

When the goalposts get moved that
often, you can pretty much figure out
there is something more going on than
the merits of the bill. They didn’t want
the bill to pass. They didn’t want it to
come up. But where was the concern
then about 190,000 jobs, when everybody
is in an uproar about these 40,000 indi-
rect temporary jobs?
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I will stop right now and do anything
to get infrastructure legislation passed
and put people to work rebuilding
America’s roads, rebuilding America’s
water pipes, and rebuilding America’s
bridges. We can put hundreds of thou-
sands of people to work doing that. But
when we had the chance to do that,
when Chairman BOXER brought a 6-year
environment bill out of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee,
where every billion dollars we invest in
highway infrastructure supports 13,000
jobs, and this was a multibillion—
multibillion—dollar bill, did they pass
it? No, they filibustered it, stopped it,
and gave us a 3-to-5-month stopgap
bill, during which nobody is going to
enter into any big contracts, depress-
ing employment, and moving the bill
into the next Congress where they
thought they would have a majority
and in fact they will.

If you want to do something about
jobs, we can take your 42,000 dirty pipe-
line jobs and we can raise that by a fac-
tor of 5 just by doing Shaheen-
Portman. We can raise it by a factor of
10 or 15 with infrastructure legislation.
We can do big jobs bills, and we are
ready to do them, but not when it is
only dirty oil pipelines. Because there
are two sides of the ledger. There is the
side that says jobs, and there is the
side that says harm. My problem with
this is that our friends on the other
side of the aisle will not look at the
second page. They pretend the second
page doesn’t exist.

Even in coastal States where I have
been, down to Georgia, to Sapelo Is-
land, where the University of Georgia
has a terrific marine science under-
taking that has been going on for dec-
ades now, they are very clear. Carbon
pollution is doing real harm to the
coast. It is raising the Georgia sea
level at a rate that is challenging the
ability of the famous marshes to keep
up. If they cannot keep up, they flood.
If they flood, they get washed away
and you lose that entire infrastructure
that supports clammers and oysterers
and fishermen and tourism and all the
things that are important for Georgia.
I say that because I see my friend Sen-
ator ISAKSON on the floor.

You could use an example of every-
thing that stays in the country, and
our colleagues will never ever look at
that other page. If you were the CFO of
a corporation and you only looked at
one side of a ledger, you would go to
jail for that.

It shouldn’t be asking too much to
ask our colleagues to reflect on the
fact that there are benefits to this
pipeline and there are harms to this
pipeline. From my State’s point of
view, it is all harm. From a net point
of view, the harm vastly outweighs the
value by I think virtually any State’s
measure—perhaps not South Dakota.
There is real harm that this will cause.
Six million cars’ equivalent of CO,
added every year is more than we need.

So I think we need to turn the cor-
ner. More importantly, it is not what I
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think that matters; the American peo-
ple understand we need to turn the cor-
ner on climate change and carbon pol-
lution. It doesn’t matter whom you
ask. If you ask independent voters, it is
better than 2 to 1. If you ask all voters,
it is about 2 to 1. If you ask young vot-
ers, it is more like 4 to 1. There is a
poll that shows that among young Re-
publican voters, self-identified Repub-
lican voters under the age of 35, when
asked about a politician who denies
that climate change is real, they say
that politician—they are asked to
check off the box, and what they
checked off was ‘‘ignorant, out of
touch, or crazy.”

So it is time to make this turn, and
there is no better moment to make this
turn than on this pipeline that would
bring the filthiest fuel on the planet
into circulation and hurt even more
those of us who are already being hurt
by carbon pollution.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANCHIN). The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, my old-
est son graduated from Tulane Univer-
sity in New Orleans with a master’s de-
gree in economics. He wrote a paper for
his master’s thesis called ‘“The Dutch
Disease.” I had never heard of the
Dutch disease, but, him being my son,
I read the thesis because I thought it
would be important. What is the Dutch
disease about? The Dutch disease is
about a country that has an infinite
supply of wealth—i.e., resources—but
doesn’t ever use that money to reinvest
in its people. They buy what they need.
It was about the Middle East, and if
you look at the Middle East, every
country over there that has a tremen-
dous supply of oil and petroleum—what
do they do? They buy their doctors and
bring them over. They don’t build uni-
versities. They don’t make investments
in themselves, and they give money to
their people. The country’s people suf-
fer from the Dutch disease because the
money is not reinvested to expand the
wealth of the country.

There is another disease called the
dumb disease. The dumb disease is
when you don’t have a natural resource
and have the opportunity to get some
of it, but you turn it away for reasons
that don’t make any sense.

I have tremendous respect for the
gentleman from Rhode Island and the
distinguished lady from California. In
fact, I traveled with the distinguished
lady from California to go to Disko
Bay in Greenland to listen to Dr. Alley
talk about climate change and clima-
tology. While I completely realize that
carbon is something we need to reduce
in the atmosphere, I don’t completely
buy into the fact that it is the be-all
and end-all destructor of the environ-
ment. I think it is good politics for all
of us to reduce carbon everywhere we
can but not by stopping progression,
not by stopping jobs and not devel-
oping.

On the Keystone XL Pipeline, let’s be
realistic. You are going to have up to
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500,000 barrels of oil a day traveling
from the tar sands in Canada to Hous-
ton, TX, and the South of the United
States to be refined, and it is not going
to generate one single isotope of car-
bon because it is going to be under-
ground. It is not going to be burned. It
is not going to be carried in a tanker
truck that is going to be burning diesel
in transport. So you have less genera-
tion of carbon by building the pipeline
than you would have otherwise.

Secondly, as another alternative,
that oil is going to go somewhere. If we
don’t allow the TransCanada pipeline
to be built by the Keystone people in
the United States, they are going to
build a pipeline to Vancouver, and they
are going to ship, on ships, the oil from
the tar sands to China. In other words,
it is going to get somewhere where
there are not good standards and more
carbon will go into the atmosphere.
Just because you burn it in America
doesn’t mean it is not going to get to
China and vice versa.

We have estimates from the people of
expertise that this would generate
42,000 jobs. That is a lot of jobs. I think
that is important. That is No. 1.

No. 2, it will give us a diversified sup-
ply of petroleum in the United States
and help continue the United States on
the track of being an energy-inde-
pendent country—the most important
thing we can possibly do for our na-
tional security.

The only reason the Russians went
into Ukraine and Crimea was simply
because they held the gasoline and pe-
troleum to hold those countries hos-
tage and there wasn’t another source
from which to take it.

Every time we improve our access to
petroleum, every time we improve our
access to energy, we are improving our
national defense and the national secu-
rity of our country, and we maintain
ourselves as a superpower not just by
name but by economic force as well.

So I am all for reducing carbon iso-
topes in the atmosphere, and I think
running that pipeline does exactly that
because it moves it without burning it.
And I am for jobs. I am for 42,000 jobs
in America anytime we can get them. I
am for expanding our access. Sure,
some of the petroleum that is refined
will be sold in the world market. It will
be refined in the United States. If we
had a shortage somewhere else, we
could help make up that shortage. We
could take that money and raise the
supply and reduce the price of petro-
leum in the world marketplace.

The Keystone XL Pipeline just
makes good sense. Let’s not do some-
thing dumb and reject an asset our
country has sitting there. We would be
sitting on a ham sandwich and starving
to death. Looking at our food and not
eating it would be crazy, and we have
the access to do it.

The State Department on five sepa-
rate occasions—five separate occa-
sions—has approved it. We have tried
for 6 years to get this vote. Regardless
of how we get it, I hope we get it and
I hope we get 60 or more votes here.
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I hope the President will rethink his
position on vetoing the bill because the
American people are for it, the petro-
leum industry is for it, the automobile
industry is for it, it generates revenues
and jobs in the United States of Amer-
ica, it diversifies our energy supply,
and it makes us more energy inde-
pendent than we would otherwise be.

Just as the Dutch disease afflicts
countries that don’t take advantage of
the wealth they have in terms of nat-
ural resources, the dumb disease is
when you have access to natural re-
sources and you pass them up because
of reasons that are political and not
practical.

I am going to cast my vote in favor
of the Keystone XL, Pipeline. I will cast
my vote for jobs in America, for com-
mon sense, and for not succumbing to
the dumb disease in the United States
of America and instead investing in our
petroleum and our ability to refine and
our ability to use it.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Before my friend
leaves, since he said those of us who
vote against this have the dumb dis-
ease—and I think it is funny. I am not
insulted in any way, shape, or form.
But I just feel very differently because
I don’t think it is dumb to say no to a
resource that you think is going to
hurt the people because it is such
dirty, filthy oil.

The CEO of the pipeline company
says it means 50 permanent jobs, when
you could have so many more millions
of jobs if you embrace clean energy.

Also, I don’t think it is dumb at all
to say what the economists are now
saying, which is that it is going to
raise gas prices at home because it is
going to be exported.

So I think ‘“‘dumb” is in the eyes of
the beholder. And I think my colleague
is very smart, but I don’t think those
of us who say no to Keystone are dumb.
I think we are smart. I think we are
looking at the future. I think we are
standing up for the health of the Amer-
ican people. I think we are standing up
for jobs and a clean energy economy,
and I feel very strongly about that.
And what we are talking about is the
dirtiest, filthiest oil on the planet.

I yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. This debate is really
about some simple fundamental prin-
ciples. Keystone is a Canadian export
line. That is what the oil is going to
do. It is going to travel from the dirti-
est tar sands fields in Canada through
a pipeline like a straw through the
United States, down to the Gulf of
Mexico, and then be exported out of the
United States of America.

How do I know this? I know it be-
cause I made the amendment on the
floor of the House of Representatives
saying this oil stays in America. Do
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you know who opposed it? The Amer-
ican Petroleum Institute and the Cana-
dian Government. This is the Canadian
Keystone export pipeline. We take all
the environmental risk and this oil
goes out of our country.

Ladies and gentlemen, we still im-
port approximately the same amount
of oil in 2014 as we imported in 1975
when we put the ban on exportation of
o0il on the books. We are still exporting
young men and women overseas into
the Middle East to protect tankers
coming into our country, and we are
going to build a pipeline for the Cana-
dians down to the Gulf of Mexico so
they can use us as a straw to send it
down and then export it out of our
country? Where is the American angle
on this?

I keep hearing that it is about Amer-
ican security. Do you want to know
what this is all about? I will tell you
what it is all about. The Canadian com-
panies want to make more money.
They want to take the oil from Canada,
bring it down through the United
States, bring it to the Gulf of Mexico,
and then send it to Europe, Latin
America, and China. Why? Because
they will pay more for this oil than the
United States will pay for this oil.
They will make billions of extra dol-
lars once they can get it on a ship be-
cause the price for world oil is set at a
price, which is called Brent, but it is
the global price.

Well, in the United States, because of
fracking, because of our rise in domes-
tic energy production, and because of
our dramatic increase in fuel economy
standards, we are producing more oil
and consuming less simultaneously,
and the price of oil at the gasoline
pump for people who use home heating
oil as a way of heating their home is
going down dramatically.

What does that translate into? Well,
every time the price of a barrel of oil
goes down just 1 cent at the pump, it is
$1 billion into the pockets of the Amer-
ican consumers—$1 billion. So from
July of 2008 until today, it has dropped
from $4.11 to $2.88 at the pump, and
Americans all across America are not
afraid to go to a gasoline station right
now and fear that they are going to be
tipped upside down and have money
shaken out of their pockets because
they can pay $2.88 and it is dropping.

If we keep the Canadian oil in the
United States, that price is going to
drop even more because we will have to
import even less than we do now from
the Middle East. That helps consumers.
That helps our economy. That should
be the plan, not taking all these envi-
ronmental risks and not getting the
economic benefits.

The lower the price is, the greater
the economic activity in our country.
Manufacturers start to say: I will build
my plant here. The price of energy is
much lower. There is much greater eco-
nomic activity because people have
more money in their pockets to buy
other American products other than
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oil, and they buy them in their neigh-
borhoods, they buy them in their com-
munities. That is what this should be
all about.

What is this debate not about—I
mean decidedly not about? It is not
about solar, it is not about wind, and it
is not about energy efficiency. It
should be. If we are going to debate an
energy future for our country, it
should not be oil above all; it should be
all of the above.

So right now what we are hearing
from the other side is that they just
might not support the extension of the
wind tax break, even as wind has now
created 80,000 new jobs in the American
economy. They are not talking about
extending the solar tax break for an-
other 5 years, which they should be.
That has creating 142,000 new jobs in
the American economy. And I will tell
you why. Because this is an agenda to
make sure the oil industry gets what
they want on the one hand, and they
can starve their competitors on the
other—wind, solar, energy efficiency.

Senator SHAHEEN and Senator
PORTMAN had a bill that addressed en-
ergy efficiency. It has been dying here
on the floor of the Senate for the last
2 years. What is its biggest problem? I
will tell you what it is: It creates
190,000 new jobs in energy efficiency
which would reduce the need to use fos-
sil fuels to generate the same amount
of electricity because the single wisest
way to consume energy is to not con-
sume it in the first place so you don’t
have to take the money out of your
pockets. That is energy efficiency.
That is working smarter, not harder.
Shaheen-Portman, dead. The Repub-
licans killed it. The wind tax break,
dead. The solar tax break is not going
to be extended.

If we are going to have a debate in
our country, if we are going to talk
about job creation, if we are going to
have something that really deals with
the future of our country, let’s put
solar, wind, energy efficiency, biomass,
and geothermal—let’s bring them all
out here. Let’s have a big debate and
not just something that has the Cana-
dians use America as a conduit—as a
straw—to get their oil out of our coun-
try so they can make an extra $5 or $10
or $15 for every barrel they sign. You
don’t have to go to Harvard Business
School to see this business plan on a 3-
by-5 card. If you get it out of America,
you make $10 to $15 more per barrel. It
is simple. There is no thinking required
here.

What is in it for us? The dirtiest oil
in the world goes through the United
States so that Canadian oil companies
can make money. It makes no sense,
not if America is generating hundreds
of thousands of new jobs with wind and
solar and the tax breaks in those indus-
tries are on the table to be killed. We
should be trying to use this as a debate
about the big issues. Yes, reducing
greenhouse gases, but it is job creation
and it is national security. If that oil
stayed in America—this Canadian oil—
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and if wind and solar and biomass and
geothermal were given those incen-
tives, we could tell those Arab nations
that we don’t need their oil any more
than we need their sand. That is what
we should be talking about out here,
that plan. That is not what we are
talking about, however. We are talking
about something that is very narrow
and only creates jobs in the short run.
Once the pipeline is built, it takes al-
most a handful of employees to run
that pipeline. Rather than creating the
permanent jobs in wind and solar, the
permanent jobs in energy efficiency,
the permanent jobs in solar panel man-
ufacturing—how do you possibly expect
the American people to think this in-
stitution is serious if we are not going
to be having that kind of a debate?

Ladies and gentlemen, don’t kill the
production tax credit; don’t kill the
solar tax breaks in 2 years. Let’s have
the big discussion about where Amer-
ica is going. Let’s do it in a way that
has a comprehensive plan which is ulti-
mately put together.

I say to you right now: Do not build
this Canadian Keystone ‘‘export’ pipe-
line. Don’t build it until we have the
debate, which this country expects.
Young people in campuses all across
the country expect a debate on wind
and solar; they expect a debate on
using technology. We are the brain
country; we are the technology coun-
try. We are the country that can invent
our way into this new world—into re-
ducing greenhouse gases and breaking
our dependence on imported oil. That
is who we are as a nation.

We put a man on the Moon in 8 years.
We were challenged, and we did it. We
invented new metals and new propul-
sion systems. We are the can-do Na-
tion. We invent the new technologies
that young people want. We are not
doing that here today. We are just
helping the Canadians take oil and
send it right out of our country.

If they would accept an amendment
to say this oil stays here in America,
that would change the debate a little
bit. If they were willing to add wind
and solar tax breaks and efficiency in-
centives, that would change the debate.
But they are not going to do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 10 minutes.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I ask
for one additional minute.

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

Mr. MARKEY. By the way, I just
served over in the House in the last 4
years when the Republicans—the tea
party—took over the House of Rep-
resentatives. What did they do on an
ongoing basis? Cut incentives for re-
newables, cut the energy efficiency
budget, kept passing bills that stripped
the Environmental Protection Agency
of its ability to regulate pollution and
its ability to increase the fuel economy
standards, not just for cars but for
boats and planes. That is not the direc-
tion our country should be going in.

I urge a ‘‘no’” vote on this bill.
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I also have to say at the same time
that I have the highest respect for Sen-
ator LANDRIEU. She is a passionate and
dedicated and articulate force fighting
for her State and fighting for her be-
liefs. There is no one in this entire in-
stitution whom I respect more than her
and her passionate belief and the cause
she is championing out here on the
Senate floor, but at the same time, I
respectfully urge a ‘‘no’” vote on the
Keystone Pipeline.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator
from Massachusetts. He calls it the
Keystone ‘‘export’ pipeline, and that is
exactly right. I call it the Keystone
“‘extra lethal’ pipeline given the type
of pollutants that come with this oil.

At this time, I ask unanimous con-
sent to propound a UC request on an
issue that is completely different and
ask that it not count against my time.
It is a 60-second UC. I believe Senator
VITTER is here to oppose it, but I don’t
want it to count against any debate
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—COMMITTEE ON
ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on November
18, 2014, to conduct a business meeting
where we would have three votes for
two TVA members and one Nuclear
Regulatory Commission member. All
three nominees have had extensive
hearings. In the case of Mr. Baran, he
has had 88 written questions and an-
swers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Reserving the right to
object. There are major concerns, par-
ticularly about the NRC nominee. He
has no technical or scientific back-
ground. He visited his first nuclear
plant this summer.

Given that, and given that there is no
precedent anywhere that I can find for
a 4-year nomination to the NRC not to
have a nomination hearing before the
committee, all we are asking for is a
normal, routine nomination hearing.

Given all of that, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
that we continue the agreement that
this not count on Keystone time.

I need to make the point that Mr.
Baran, who is the subject of Mr. VIT-
TER’s complaint, has already been con-
firmed. What we are doing is putting
him in a different seat on the same
commission that has a different expira-
tion date. He has already had a hear-
ing, and Senator VITTER asked 56 ques-
tions.
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I think it is sad—the Republicans
have won the election. Yes, they did.
And they said: Oh, we are going to get
busy and we are going to work.

All T want to do is have a meeting so
we can do our work off the floor on
people who have had extensive hear-
ings. Now they say: Oh, no, we can’t
possibly do that. And then my friend
talks about the nominee’s lack of expe-
rience when, in fact, he was already
confirmed. When Republican Commis-
sioner Spinickey was nominated, she
had never even visited a powerplant.
Nobody ever said anything about that,
and we all let it go.

Sadness is in my heart. Really. This
is our work. We are here to work. I
thought that is what the Republicans
said they wanted to do—they wanted to
work. Oh, no. They come here and ob-
ject to a meeting off the floor of the
Senate so that we can move forward.

I wish to make a point: The TVA,
Tennessee Valley Authority, is a very
important authority. They deliver
electricity, and they do it in a good
way, they do it in a cheap way, and
they do it in an environmentally sound
way. That is their job. They need com-
missioners.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion—my God, after Fukushima, you
would think people would want to work
together. We have a great nominee who
worked over in the House for years. He
has already been confirmed.

Let it be known to the world, as I
stand here today, after an election
where I admit we lost and they won,
and they said they were going to be
good soldiers and cooperate, but we
can’t mark up the first thing that hap-
pens.

So now I will have to use another
technique that I have in my rules, and
I will, but I don’t want to do it. I want-
ed to have a bipartisan meeting, but if
they force me to just do it with the
majority, which we now have, so be it.
But I will not allow these vacancies to
continue.

In the case of the NRC, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, it is actually
dangerous. I have nuclear powerplants
sitting on earthquake faults and in tsu-
nami zones. I want to have an NRC
that is functional.

In any case, I will calm down and get
back my Keystone Pipeline voice, and I
say to my friends who are not here:
They blocked this now, but unfortu-
nately we will have to use the rules to
get this done because that is our job.
We have to fill these slots.

I thank my colleagues very much.

Senator WALSH is here and wishes to
speak under the time of Senator
HOEVEN, and I will get out of the way
and allow him to proceed.

How much time remains on the oppo-
nents’ side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
29 minutes remaining in opposition.

Mrs. BOXER. How many remain on
the proponents’ side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
control 62 minutes. The Senator from
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Louisiana still has 32 minutes, so they
have a total of 94 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Keystone XL
Pipeline, a critical infrastructure
project that has been delayed by polit-
ical games for far too long. Just re-
cently the American people have said
they are tired of political games. They
want action in Washington, DC.

The Keystone Pipeline will provide
good-paying construction jobs to
Americans—including hard-working
Montanans—at no cost to the Amer-
ican taxpayer. As the Bakken region
continues to boom, this pipeline will
provide an important onramp for Mon-
tana oil which will boost local econo-
mies.

This year the Bakken formation pro-
duced its billionth barrel of crude oil.
That means hundreds of millions of
dollars have been invested in local
economies to support good-paying jobs
in the United States instead of being
sent abroad. It also means 1 billion bar-
rels of oil did not come from places
such as Iran and Russia.

A few weeks ago, I got to see first-
hand the remarkable development that
is happening in eastern Montana and
the work that is being done to help se-
cure our energy independence. I have
seen firsthand the costs of dependence
on oil from hostile places.

During the Iraq war, I commanded
the largest deployment of Montanans
to war since World War II. In World
War II, our strategic interest in the
Middle East has been oil. Our depend-
ence on foreign oil should never again
be a reason for war.

By carrying Canadian and American
o0il to American refineries, the Key-
stone XL Pipeline will play a vital role
in making us more energy secure and
prosperous while insulating our econ-
omy from price shocks caused by for-
eign conflicts.

The continued delay in approving and
building the pipeline is also costing
Montana and other States along the
route millions in lost tax dollars each
yvear. I say again, millions of lost tax
dollars each year to those States where
that pipeline is going to come through.
As responsible domestic energy produc-
tion continues to boom, we must also
address the serious infrastructure limi-
tations to safely transporting Amer-
ican oil to the marketplace.

In March, I commissioned a report
from the Government Accountability
Office to study recent rail traffic
trends, especially those patterns asso-
ciated with the o0il boom in the
Bakken. The report identified several
safety concerns as a result of rail traf-
fic. The increase in rail congestion has
also impacted Montana’s farmers who
rely on rail to bring their crops to the
market.

These challenges are not going to go
away. In fact, the Department of
Transportation expects freight traffic
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to rise by 51 percent between 2007 and
2040, in part due to limited oil pipeline
capacity. Any further delays in approv-
ing this project present serious threats
to the health and safety of our people,
as well as our economy.

By building this pipeline with proper
precautions taken to guarantee pipe-
line safety and reliability, we can pro-
vide energy producers with the infra-
structure they need to deliver their
products to consumers in a safe and ef-
ficient manner.

I wish to make clear that building
this pipeline does not distract from our
responsibility to address climate
change across our economy. Coming
from a State such as Montana, where
we cherish our clean air, our clean
water, and our beautiful public lands,
it is very important to maintain our
environment. But we won’t solve global
problems by stopping individual
projects. We need more comprehensive
solutions that transition us toward a
cleaner economy.

The excessive delays in approving
this project is another example of how
Washington is broken. The State De-
partment has finished the environ-
mental impact study required before
approving the Keystone XL, Pipeline.
This project enjoys strong bipartisan
support here in Congress, and the
American people have spoken that they
want bipartisan support and they want
action from the representatives they
send to Washington, DC. This is our op-
portunity to act on behalf of the Amer-
ican people.

It is time to build this pipeline, and
build it right, with the best possible
materials, while preserving protections
for landowners and implementing effec-
tive energy response plans. We can do
it, and we can do it safely. Today we
have an opportunity to show the Amer-
ican people that Congress is still capa-
ble of meaningful action to promote a
strong and stable economy while reduc-
ing our reliance on countries who wish
to do harm to us.

Today, I encourage all of my col-
leagues to vote yes on this vital
project.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

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

CHINA’S ENERGY CHALLENGES

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I come
to the floor today to talk about China’s
inability to keep its promise with the
United States. We had someone go over
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there. Of course, the President went
over and talked to President Xi, and
they gave assurances that certain
things were going to happen. I have al-
ways said for quite some time—I have
had occasion to visit with the Chinese,
and a lot of them were hoping the
United States would restrict develop-
ment here at home so that the only
place our manufacturers could go
would be places such as China, India,
Mexico, and so on.

One of the statements made by the
President of China was that they would
stop increasing their emissions by 2030.
But it is impossible to accomplish this
goal because of its current domestic
energy mix and heavy reliance on coal
for affordable electricity for its econ-
omy.

Now, even if that statement were ac-
curate—that they will eventually stop
increasing emissions—what they are
also saying is that they are going to
continue increasing their emissions
from where they are today until 2030.
That is a long ways from now.

Nonetheless, I made a speech last
week in which I said that China has no
known reserves of natural gas. I was
wrong. I was wrong due to some of the
misinformation we got. The fact that
they are not able to realize these re-
serves is very significant. That
shouldn’t distract from the fact that
China has a difficult road ahead in de-
veloping affordable sources of fuel to
meet its energy demands.

According to a Forbes article dated
August 19, 2014, ‘‘China is not the
United States and faces technological,
geological, technical and topological
hurdles in developing its shale gas re-
sources.”’

That is a quote from Forbes maga-
zine.

China announced in August that it
had to lower its natural gas production
forecasts significantly. In 2012 the Chi-
nese projected they would produce 60
billion to 100 billion cubic meters of
natural gas from shale by 2020. In Au-
gust of this year they cut that forecast
to only 30 billion cubic meters, and an
additional 30 billion cubic meters of
production is expected to come from
coal field sources. Now, all told, this
would meet 1 percent of China’s total
electricity generation needs by 2020.
That is 1 percent. That is all we are
talking about here, if all of these as-
sumptions are right, and this is by
their own admission.

As the New York Times reported on
August 21 of this year, China’s ability
to extract sufficient natural gas is in
serious doubt and its natural gas pro-
duction is ‘‘growing at a slower pace
than its decelerating economy.”

China’s problem is that its shale de-
posits are much different than ours.
The formations are deeper and they are
more laden with clay, making it more
difficult to extract the natural gas and
more expensive to get it out through
the hydraulic fracturing process.

I am very familiar with this. Hydrau-
lic fracturing actually started in my
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home State of Oklahoma in 1948. So we
are familiar with this.

Chinese companies have had a dif-
ficult time bringing online the natural
gas they have found. One company, Far
East Energy, recently shut a quarter of
its wells for a number of technical and
transportation problems, including a
lack of gas-gathering pipelines. This
underscores that China simply doesn’t
have the deep technological know-how
that we do in this country, which made
the shale revolution possible that we
have all enjoyed so much in the last 5
years. It was built on the back of 100
years of successful oil and gas develop-
ment and technological advances in
this country, which obviously they
haven’t had.

China will continue to rely heavily
on coal for its electricity generation,
and we see this happening today. China
continues to build the equivalent of
one new coal-fired powerplant every 10
days.

Just think about that. In the last 7
yvears—in a speech I made on the floor,
we had analyzed and calculated the
number of coal-fired plants they have,
and they are going to continue that
into the future. Another option for pro-
ducing electricity with lower CO, emis-
sions is nuclear. However, the coun-
try’s nuclear plants have stalled fol-
lowing the Fukushima disaster in
Japan. Renewables are also an option,
but we all know these alone can’t
affordably power the world’s largest
economy.

I doubt China will stick to any agree-
ment to reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions if it puts at risk the country’s
economy.

Meanwhile, the United States has
agreed, by the President’s statement,
to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions
from 26 to 28 percent by 2025, so that
the President can solidify a legacy on
climate change that will be at the cost
of the American people. We are
handcuffing our economic future to the
President’s policies, which fail by their
own measure. Acting unilaterally, the
President’s greenhouse gas regulations
would reduce global temperatures by
only 0.018 degrees Celsius by 2100. That
is 86 years from now. We have been
doing this for quite some time—ever
since they started the United Nations
meetings to get together all of these
countries that make all kinds of prom-
ises and projections. China has always
been there with tongue-in-cheek, just
wondering if we were really going to do
that in this country. We should stop
and think about what China is doing
right now in its development, in its
growth, and the fact that they are just
cranking out these coal-fired plants at
a rate that is hard for us to under-
stand. Nonetheless, they are doing it
and will continue to do it, by their own
admission, until 2030.

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

The
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Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the bill mandating ap-
proval of the Keystone Pipeline. I op-
pose the project because I believe ac-
celerating the development of tar sands
oil is contrary to our national inter-
ests, economic interests, national secu-
rity interests, and environmental in-
terests.

I believe there is no way to fully ana-
lyze this question without grappling
with another question: Is carbon pollu-
tion from human activity affecting the
world’s climate in a negative way? Be-
cause if carbon pollution doesn’t affect
climate, then tar sands or this pipeline
would not be a significant issue for me.
But if we accept the general scientific
consensus—and Virginians do—that
carbon pollution does cause negative
changes in climate, stopping or even
slowing development of the tar sands is
good for the United States and the
world.

Some of the people who encourage
me to support this project duck when I
ask them this question: Do you think
manmade carbon pollution affects our
climate? One Virginia CEO, whose
company is filled with scientific talent,
basically told me, ‘I don’t know, I am
not a scientist.” And a representative
of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce tes-
tified similarly before the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee earlier this
year. But those of us who take an oath
to serve here have a responsibility to
consider the scientific evidence.

In Virginia, the second largest 