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every year to quickly calculate what
the disasters were last year and jam it
against some budget. It is either going
to be education that gets gutted or
health that gets gutted or agriculture
that gets gutted or homeland security.
I do not want to have to be the one to
call the thousands of Border Patrol
agents whom I have helped to fund in
my budget or have to call Senator
JOHN MCcCAIN or Senator KYL and say:
I am sorry. We have to lay off all the
Border Patrol agents along the border
in Arizona for a year or two because we
had a big storm in Miami, and I have to
send the money to Miami.

Whoever heard of such a thing. That
is what the Republicans in the House
have sent to us. It should be rejected
on its face. There is a better way to
move forward, and the way is in the
Budget Control Act that our leaders
wisely have already agreed to.

So we will have this vote tomorrow.
Again, I think I have raised three ex-
cellent points about why the House ap-
proach is wrong and why our approach
is correct. If someone wants to come
and debate it, I will be happy to maybe
try to explain it a little bit more.

I can understand some on the other
side who say: We have to find a way to
pay for it, even if we have already ne-
gotiated, et cetera, but when the other
side refuses to put even a new penny on
the table to help with some of these
things, it makes it even harder to
achieve what we are trying to achieve.

I thank the Presiding Officer. I hope
my colleagues will hear these argu-
ments and let me know if there is any-
thing further we can explain on it. But
I think the picture says a thousand
words.

I will close with this again: No Amer-
ican should have to sit on their roof,
while the water rises, and identify an
offset to finance their own rescue. We
are a stronger nation than that. We are
a bigger nation than that. We most cer-
tainly can provide the funding for
FEMA, for the Corps of Engineers, and
other funding in the way our Budget
Control Act stipulates in this budget.

I yield the floor and 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. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

LIHEAP FUNDING

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am
here to urge that my colleagues in Con-
gress and the Obama administration
provide the funding for the Low-In-
come Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram or LIHEAP. As you know, in Con-
necticut, LIHEAP provides immediate
critical heating assistance for families
and seniors in need during these freez-
ing cold winter months.
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Last year, more than 45,000 New
Hampshire households received
LIHEAP funds. That is more than
106,000 individuals. But unfortunately
this year, many of those families have
been on waiting lists. Funding for the
program has been in limbo at a time
when temperatures are dropping.

The Department of Health and
Human Services here in Washington
has released $1.7 billion, but so much
more is needed. Making matters worse,
the Energy Information Administra-
tion projects a 10-percent increase in
the price of heating oil this winter.
That is the highest average winter
price ever predicted.

In New Hampshire, more than half
our homes rely on home heating oil. It
is one of the highest percentages in the
country, and the number of families
who need assistance is growing every
day. State offices are being forced to
change eligibility levels for funding as
they grapple with uncertainty over fu-
ture funds.

There are two things that can be
done in order to immediately address
this situation before it escalates into
an even more serious crisis. First, Con-
gress needs to pass an Omnibus appro-
priations bill as soon as possible. I am
very pleased to see the positive
progress on this issue; that there has
been an agreement announced on an
Omnibus appropriations measure.

Hopefully, we are on track to pass
that bill either today or tomorrow. The
omnibus includes nearly $3.5 billion in
funding for LIHEAP. But we need to
get that money out the door. Once Con-
gress has spoken, is that the adminis-
tration needs to release additional
LIHEAP funds as quickly as possible.

The $1.7 billion that has already been
released is not enough. But the knowl-
edge that additional LIHEAP funds are
pending in the omnibus bill we are
about to pass should give President
Obama the assurance he needs to re-
lease more money. I hope once the
budget is passed the administration
will release these additional funds as
soon as possible, because at this holi-
day season, what better gift could we
provide to those families in need than
to make sure they have the funds to
keep their houses warm this season.

I know it is difficult to argue for
more funding these days because of our
deficit. Its challenges are clear. In fact,
in the Senate, we have already voted,
and I was one of those votes, for more
than $1 trillion in cuts to Federal
spending this year.

I have continued to call for a com-
prehensive, balanced, bipartisan plan
that looks at both revenue flows and
spending. I have been part of the work-
ing group, a bipartisan working group,
that now has over 40 Senators calling
for a $4 trillion deficit reduction pro-
posal over the next 10 years. But when
we cut our budget, we need to look at
wasteful spending, at duplicative pro-
grams, and at subsidies to industries
that no longer need our help.

LIHEAP energy assistance for low-in-
come families does not fall under any
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of those categories. It is not a frivolous
program. It is a program that ensures
that vulnerable citizens in New Hamp-
shire and across this country are not
forgotten and left in the cold this win-
ter.

I have been hearing from people
across New Hampshire about the dif-
ficulties they are going to face if this
funding is not available and available
soon. I wish to just share one of those
stories. It is the story of Kim
Brandolini of Nashua. In 2010, Kim suf-
fered a series of strokes that left her
disabled and unable to work. LIHEAP
funds covered nearly all her monthly
fuel costs last year.

But this year, because of the cuts,
she is on the waiting list. She does not
know how she is going to pay to heat
her home. She already owes the oil
company $600, and last year she had to
pay $6,000 to replace a broken boiler.
Kim is only 44 years old. She is raising
a son all by herself. Previously, she
served for 14 years in the Army Re-
serve. Kim does not deserve to be in
this situation.

In Nashua, which is one of the warm-
est parts of New Hampshire, the aver-
age nightly low is below freezing for
nearly half the year.

If we don’t find a way to fund
LIHEAP now, Kim and thousands like
her will have no way to keep their fam-
ilies safe and warm. We need to act,
and we need to act quickly. Already,
the delay in funding LIHEAP has pre-
vented States such as New Hampshire
from taking advantage of more afford-
able bulk purchases of home heating
oil. The bottom line is, now that we
have a budget agreement, we need to
release additional funds so that thou-
sands of New Hampshire families stay
warm and don’t have to make impos-
sible choices between their basic needs
this winter. We can’t leave families
such as Kim Brandolini’s out in the
cold this winter. I hope we can get this
budget passed as soon as possible and
that the Obama administration will re-
lease additional LIHEAP funds before
Christmas and the end of the year.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

The Senator from Texas.

———
KEYSTONE XL PIPELINE

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I would
like to address the Senate on the sub-
ject of the Keystone XIL. Pipeline,
which has been reported to be part of
the proposed package that would con-
tain the extension of the payroll tax
holiday and the expiring unemploy-
ment insurance benefits.
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There have been some who have
raised questions about the pipeline and
some who have said they object to it
being included in the package, but I
would like to hopefully shed a little
light—maybe not so much heat—on the
subject, coming from a State such as
mine, which is an energy-producing
state. We are very familiar with the oil
and gas pipelines and the safety meas-
ures that need to be undertaken to
keep them safe and to keep them from
contaminating the environment. This
is not some sort of alien technology or
something the industry does not have
the expertise to deal with in a safe and
secure and appropriate manner.

The legislation that is being proposed
in the payroll tax holiday would re-
quire the Secretary of State to issue a
Presidential permit within 60 days of
enactment—and this does not take the
President out of the equation—unless
the President publicly determines this
project is not in the national interest.
So if for some reason—really beyond
my comprehension—President Obama
were to determine that building this
pipeline was not in the public’s inter-
est, he could, under the terms of this
legislation, essentially veto it. But
once the permit is approved, Trans-
Canada would be able to start con-
struction on parts of the project out-
side of Nebraska.

Now, why outside of Nebraska? As
you may recall, Mr. President, a num-
ber of people in Nebraska, including
their leadership here in the Senate, had
concerns about the route of the Trans-
Canada pipeline, the Keystone XL
Pipeline within Nebraska itself, but
Nebraska’s leaders have taken it upon
themselves to come up with a new
route, which they will do in order to
satisfy concerns about contamination
of the aquifer in that State.

The one point I would like to empha-
size is that we have been talking for a
long time—since the financial crisis in
September of 2008—about what we need
to do to get our economy back on track
and to create jobs. Indeed, there was a
lot of discussion back during the pas-
sage of the stimulus that we needed
shovel-ready jobs. But, as you will re-
call, there were a lot of things that
went into the stimulus that did not in-
clude infrastructure development. In
fact, infrastructure was comprised only
of a very small fraction of what the
spending on the stimulus actually did.

First of all, let me make clear what
we are talking about. This chart dem-
onstrates the existing Keystone Pipe-
line. In other words, there is already a
Keystone Pipeline, but it goes from Al-
berta, Canada, and terminates in Illi-
nois. That is the orange line. So what
we are really talking about is an exten-
sion and expansion of the Keystone
Pipeline, and it terminates in Port Ar-
thur and Houston, TX, where we have
the refinery capacity to make it into
gasoline, jet fuel, and the like. So this
is the proposed route, as you can see, of
the expansion. It hooks up in Steele
City, NE, with the existing pipeline
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going down to Cushing, OK, but then
the expansion would be down into
Houston and Port Arthur.

I think this is another educational
document. These actually are the crude
oil and refined product pipelines that
currently exist in the United States.
So lest anybody feel as if we are doing
something new and novel that has
never been done, let me try to disabuse
them of that notion.

As you can see, this is a huge spider’s
web of oil and gas and refined product
pipelines throughout the United
States. Not surprisingly, you see a lot
of them concentrated down in my
State of Texas but, importantly, a good
portion of that pipeline traffic ema-
nates from our No. 1 trading partner in
the world, Canada, which is a friend
and an ally and a safe source of oil and
gas into the United States. As to some
people who perhaps wonder about this
pipeline and wonder what it all means,
this will help allay any concerns or
some concerns they might have that
we are somehow doing something novel
or risky or that we have not done in
the past.

Pipelines are simply one mode of
transporting oil and gas. You can do it
other ways. You can put it on a tanker
truck and drive it down our highways.
I happen to think this is a better and
safer way to do it than loading up a
bunch of tanker trucks to drive down
our highways. You can do it through
barges, through our inland waterways.
But the pipeline is simply the most ef-
ficient and safest way of doing it.

Of course, as we all know, these pipe-
lines are by and large buried and more
or less unseen. So this is a transpor-
tation network for our Nation’s oil and
gas that most people probably are not
even aware of, and I guess that is a
good thing, but it is important that
people understand what we are talking
about.

These pipelines move crude oil from
oilfields on land and offshore to refin-
eries, where it is turned into fuels and
other products.

You can see down here in the Gulf of
Mexico, for example, where we have
tremendous reserves of oil and gas. You
can see how the pipelines extend even
beneath the water out into the Gulf of
Mexico.

These pipelines move crude oil to re-
fineries, where it is turned into fuels
and other products, and then from the
refineries to terminals, where fuels are
trucked to retail outlets. One amazing
thing about this is this literally hap-
pens 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, out
of sight and out of mind to most Amer-
icans.

Let’s talk a minute about safety be-
cause this is something on which no
one has an exclusive claim when it
comes to our environmental and safety
concerns. Under the law, any spill asso-
ciated with one of these pipelines has
to be reported—a spill of 5 gallons or
more—to the Department of Transpor-
tation. There are already a number of
Federal agencies that regulate this in-
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dustry, including the U.S. Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Adminis-
tration, the U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, and the U.S. Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission.

Once this oil gets to the refineries,
the U.S. refining sector has invested a
lot of money upgrades throughout the
country to adapt to the world’s chang-
ing oil supply, including the increasing
percentage of the world’s oil that is so-
called heavy crude. My understanding
is that what comes out of the oil sands
in Canada is heavy crude which re-
quires a little different refining capa-
bility. But refineries in the U.S. gulf
region have long received heavy crude
from other countries and are well-posi-
tioned to receive and to handle these
supplies from Canada.

I think it is important for us to also
contemplate not just the economic as-
pects of this source of oil to be con-
sumed here in America but also that it
is not dependent, for example, on im-
ported oil from the Middle East and
subject to weather conditions or hos-
tile environments that might other-
wise cause economic and national secu-
rity concerns here in America.

We hear from time to time that Iran,
which we know has growing aspirations
for regional influence in the Middle
East—and now, with the end of Amer-
ica’s involvement in the Iraq war, we
know Iran is going to rush in to try to
fill some of that vacuum there, and I
am concerned about it. But more to the
point today is that 90 percent of the
Persian Gulf’s oil exports and 40 per-
cent of the global seaborne oil trade
goes through the Straits of Hormuz,
which would be a logical first place for
the Iranian Government to choke off—
should they decide to create havoc—
the oil supply through that vital area.
The Straits of Hormuz, of course, is
very important in a geopolitical sense.

The point I am simply trying to
make is that this is not only a matter
of jobs—but it is a matter of jobs in
America with the construction of this
pipeline—it is not just a matter of how
we protect our environment, which is
very important—how do we regulate
this industry in a way that protects
the health, safety, and welfare of the
American people—but this is a national
security issue as well.

It is also very important in terms of
simply the price of gasoline. I am not
an economist by training, but I do un-
derstand that when there is more of
something and given that there is sta-
ble demand, you will be able to lower
the price when there is a greater sup-
ply. It is purely a matter of supply and
demand.

I looked online at the price of gaso-
line a year ago. It was $2.98 for the
price of a gallon of regular gasoline.
Today it is about 27 cents higher. Of
course, it has been much higher, as you
know. But my point is that this is a
stable and secure source of oil used to
make gasoline and other refined petro-
leum products that will help bring
down or at least stabilize the price of
gasoline for consumers.
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We all know that in the current eco-
nomic environment, people are living
under much more constrained cir-
cumstances. They are having to make
choices that I wish the Federal Govern-
ment would make more often; that is,
what things you have to have today,
what things you would like to have but
you can put off until tomorrow, and
what things you maybe would like to
have but you are going to have to end
up doing without because you simply
cannot afford it.

Well, gasoline is something people
need in order to drive their Kkids to
school or drive to work, and the in-
creased price of gasoline because of
geopolitical uncertainty, because of
concerns about supply, disasters such
as we had in the Gulf of Mexico—all of
those cause disruptions or concerns
about disruptions in supply that cause
gas prices to go up. So this is another
good reason why I believe we need a
stable source of additional oil and,
again, from a friendly nation, our No. 1
trading partner, which is Canada.

Let me just quickly go over a few
other little factoids that people might
find interesting. This is a $7 billion
project. As I said, it is the largest shov-
el-ready infrastructure project in the
United States currently. It has been
under review by the Federal Govern-
ment for 3 years. This is not some
knee-jerk or impulsive decision we are
asking to be made here; this is some-
thing that has been carefully reviewed
for its environmental impact.

The good news at a time when unem-
ployment remains unacceptably high is
that this project is estimated to cause
the creation of about 20,000 jobs. We all
know that the No. 1 problem in Amer-
ica today is that too many people are
out of work, the No. 2 problem in
America today is that too many people
are out of work, and the No. 3 problem
in America today is that too many peo-
ple are out of work. This would create
jobs at a time when we sorely need
them, and that is why this project has
gained the kind of bipartisan support
that gives me great hope that we will
somehow knock down the impediments
to building this pipeline so we can get
people back to work and we can get
that stable oil supply and create eco-
nomic development in the private sec-
tor when we need it most. It is esti-
mated this pipeline would ultimately
generate about $20.9 billion in new pri-
vate sector spending. We all know that
with the Federal Government revenue
down around 15 percent of our GDP be-
cause of the recession and slow econ-
omy, while spending is up around 25
percent of GDP, we need to do two
things: We need to cut Federal spend-
ing, and we also need to increase
growth in the private sector which will
produce additional revenue to the
Treasury and help us close that deficit
gap and begin to chip away at the debt.
This pipeline and the jobs it would cre-
ate and the tax revenues that would be
generated will help do that.

This is also important to our rela-
tionship with our trading partner Can-
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ada. As the Presiding Officer knows,
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment is a big deal in my State of Texas
because of the trade agreements be-
tween Canada and the United States
and Mexico. But this recognizes that
our trading relationship with Canada is
literally the most important one in the
United States. There is something in it
for us as well in that for every dollar
the United States spends on Canadian
products, 91 cents is returned to the
United States. There is a close eco-
nomic security relationship between
the United States and Canada.

This pipeline would also encourage
development of additional oil resources
in the northern part of the United
States. North Dakota currently has I
believe somewhere on the order of 3 or
4 percent unemployment. One reason
why it does is because they have dis-
covered—I can get a confirmation from
Senator HOEVEN, perhaps, but one rea-
son why North Dakota has been boom-
ing, in addition to great leadership, has
been the fact that the Bakken forma-
tion there has been the source of a
huge supply of oil. Of course, building
this pipeline would help further en-
hance the ability to develop domestic
oil and gas resources and put them in
the pipeline and get them to the refin-
ery and get them to market.

This is one of the big dangers I think
we also need to highlight: In a world
where we are so interconnected and
where there are so many options avail-
able to our trading partners such as
Canada, the fact is if we don’t create
this pipeline expansion for markets
where these products come into the
United States, then Canada is going to
sell it to China or other parts of the
world.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May I re-
mind the Senator that we are oper-
ating under a 10-minute time limit.
The Senator has consumed 17 minutes
and there is now another Senator on
the floor.

Mr. CORNYN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for another 3 minutes.

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

Mr. CORNYN. This is as close to a
no-brainer as I think we can identify.
But this also particularly benefits my
State of Texas, which I am honored to
represent. TransCanada’s direct invest-
ment of about $1.6 million in Texas for
the construction and development of
the pipeline will lead to gains in busi-
ness activity in the State of Texas of
an estimated $2.3 billion in total ex-
penditures and $2 billion in output. The
increased economic activity stimulated
by the TransCanadian investment in
Texas will generate tax receipts in con-
struction of an estimated $41.1 million
to the State and $7.7 million to local
taxing entities. Once these facilities
are completed, they will have a useful
life estimated at not less than 100
years. Using reasonable assumptions
regarding valuation and tax rates,
these assets are estimated to yield
more than $1.1 billion in property taxes
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to local governments in the State,
which are the primary source of funds
for public education, among other
things.

I recognize the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota is here on the floor
and I wish to yield to him. I appreciate
the opportunity to address this issue. I
would point out that this project has
strong bipartisan support. I invite my
colleagues—who perhaps are not as fa-
miliar with the importance of this
pipeline project to the economy of the
United States and job creation and who
may not be aware that this is nothing
new; this is something we have done
before in a safe and environmentally
responsible way—to join us and per-
haps reconsider their view so we can
get this done and help get 20,000 Ameri-
cans back to work.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I rise to
speak on the subject of the Keystone
Pipeline. I am pleased to follow my es-
teemed colleague from the great State
of Texas. I think it is only appropriate
that I follow him, both because I agree
absolutely with his remarks and I
think it shows the importance of this
project to North Dakota and Texas and
across this country. This is an incred-
ibly important project, so I am pleased
to be here again today to address it.

RUSSELL EVENMO

First of all, let me say it is nice to
welcome Russell Evenmo to the floor
on his last day. He has done an out-
standing job working for me. He also
has my chart, so I am glad we are able
to get him on the floor.

The legislation we have authored on
the Keystone Pipeline is included in
the House package that provides an ex-
tension for the payroll tax cut. It is
very appropriate that it is in that
package, so I come today to talk about
some misperceptions I am hearing out
there in regard to this legislation. The
first is that somehow this is an add-on
to the payroll tax holiday extension
legislation which some think shouldn’t
be there. I wish to address that, be-
cause it is absolutely where it should
be. It is a jobs bill. The extension of
the payroll tax cut, the payroll tax hol-
iday, is about helping to create more
jobs in this country. It is about helping
people who are out there working hard
every day. It is about stimulating eco-
nomic activity. It is a tax reduction to
help get this economy going and to
help get people back to work.

Keystone is a jobs bill. It belongs in
a jobs package. This is a jobs package.
This is about creating jobs. It creates
jobs without the Federal Government
spending 1 penny. In fact, this will gen-
erate hundreds of millions of dollars of
State and local tax revenues. It will
generate private investment, but it
will create jobs. This is a jobs package.
So I wish to address that misperception
I have heard from time to time and re-
spond that this does belong as part of a
jobs package. Of course it does. This is
how we create jobs.
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I appreciate greatly the esteemed
Senator from Texas speaking about
some of the things that are going on in
North Dakota, and he is absolutely
right; Texas has a long history with
the energy industry. North Dakota is
increasingly becoming a stronger and
stronger energy player in all types of
energy. We have wind; we have hydro;
we have biofuels; we have biomass; we
have solar. We are now the fourth larg-
est oil-producing State in the country.
Next year we will be the third largest
oil-producing State in the country be-
hind only Alaska and, of course, No. 1,
Texas. But to do that, we need infra-
structure. We need to be able to trans-
port our oil—oil that we produce—to
the refineries around the country. We
will put 100,000 barrels of oil a day that
we produce in North Dakota into this
pipeline and get it down into the gulf
refineries. So this isn’t just about mov-
ing Canadian crude into the U.S; this is
about moving our own domestic prod-
uct as well.

As the Senator from Texas may have
explained, there is a backlog of oil in
Cushing right now, which is a hub for
oil. But we need to move that oil from
Cushing, in Oklahoma, down to the re-
fineries in Texas and Louisiana. This
pipeline will move that product to
these refineries. So, again, it is not
just about moving Canadian crude into
the United States; this is about moving
product throughout the United States
as well where we have serious bottle-
necks. When we have those bottle-
necks, our producers in North Dakota
get less. They face a discount. If the
product has to move by rail or by
truck, we suffer a discount. That af-
fects not only the oil companies them-
selves but it also affects the individual
producers, the mineral owners who get
royalty payments. This is about truly
creating economic activity.

The first point I want to emphasize is
that this is absolutely—is and should
be—part of this jobs package.

The second point I want to talk
about for a minute is that the concern
has been expressed that somehow we
are rushing this process. Somehow we
are not taking enough time in terms of
approving this pipeline, so maybe that
could create an environmental concern.
Nothing could be further from the
truth. We are taking more time than
we did for almost the exact same
project that has already been approved.

This red line here on this chart is the
Keystone Pipeline. The Keystone Pipe-
line runs from Alberta, Canada, down
to Patoka, IL. It brings product down
to refineries in the United States. That
pipeline has not only been approved
but it has been built. It moves 590,000
barrels a day of oil from the Alberta,
Canada area down to our refineries.
That has been approved and built, and
we are moving almost 600,000 barrels of
o0il today. This is the Keystone XL
project, right next to it—a very similar
project.

I want to talk a little bit about the
timeline on this as well. I was formerly
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the Governor of North Dakota. While I
was Governor, TransCanada built the
Keystone Pipeline and now they are
working to build the Keystone XL
Pipeline. Let’s walk through that
timeline for a minute. First let’s start
with the Keystone Pipeline. That
project initially applied for a permit on
April 19, 2006. The final environmental
impact statement was issued 2 years
later—actually less than 2 years later.
It was issued on January 11, 2008. So in
less than 2 years, this project, very
similar—in less than 2 years they got a
final environmental impact statement.
And amazingly enough, within 60 days
after that final environmental impact
statement it was signed off on and ap-
proved by the State Department. It had
final approval. So it all happened with-
in a 2-year process for that project.

Now let’s talk about the Keystone
XL project. Keystone XL: Trans-
Canada, the same company, is building
it. The same company is building both
projects. They filed for a State Depart-
ment Presidential permit in September
2008. That is when they filed for their
permit. They went through the whole
process. They got a final environ-
mental impact statement on August 26,
2011—3 years.

The first project, the whole project
was approved in less than 2 years. This
project, we have already been at it for
3 years. So people are saying this is
rushing—somehow rushing the project.
Almost an identical project, fully ap-
proved from start to finish in 2 years,
and we are sitting here 3 years later,
and we don’t even have approval yet,
and we are rushing the process some-
how.

Furthermore, the Department of
State indicated that after all this envi-
ronmental work—after 3 years of envi-
ronmental work the State Department
said, We are going to have a decision
out before year end, meaning now. Be-
fore the end of this year, the State De-
partment says, we are going to have a
decision.

So myself and others who have been
working on this say: Well, that is
great. Finally, we are going to get a de-
cision. Then all of a sudden the admin-
istration says: No, no, we are not going
to have a decision. We are going to
need another 18 months. We are going
to need another 18 months somehow be-
cause there is concern about the route
through Nebraska. That was the con-
cern.

So the State of Nebraska then—let’s
make sure I have my dates right—then
said: OK, we are concerned in Ne-
braska. But we are going to address the
problem. We are going to solve the
problem. The State of Nebraska had a
special session on November 1 of this
year, which concluded on November 22.
In their special session, they agreed
that they would reroute the Keystone
XL Pipeline as to the route in Ne-
braska. The concern was that it went
through western Nebraska, what is
called the Ogallala Aquifer or the
sandhills region. There is a lot of irri-
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gation there. Even though there are
other pipelines there, they said: We do
not want it in that part, so we will
agree to reroute the pipeline in Ne-
braska.

All this legislation provides, the leg-
islation we have written—and there
have been other bills on this—but the
legislation included in the House pack-
age we are working to get passed in the
Senate, here is what it says: 60 days
after the bill is passed, the President,
through the Department of State, has
to make a determination on whether
this project is in the national interest.
They do not have to say yes. They can
say yes or they can say no, but they
have to determine whether it is in the
national interest—60 days after the bill
is passed.

But as to the Nebraska piece, we say,
Nebraska’s Department of Environ-
mental Quality will work with EPA
and the State Department and take the
time they need to reroute in Nebraska.
Because that was the concern. It does
not set a timeline on how fast they
have to do it. It says: You have the
time you need to reroute and address
the concern that was raised.

This legislation is all about solving
the concern that was raised so this
project can go forward. It does not set
a timeline on it. Again, where is this
rush that it could somehow create an
environmental issue? It is not there.

The point is this: If we do not pursue
this project, this oil will still be pro-
duced—700,000 barrels a day—700,000
barrels a day of Canadian crude. It will
still be produced. But instead of com-
ing down to our refineries in the
United States, instead of creating jobs
in the United States, instead of reduc-
ing our dependence on o0il from the
Middle East, the oil is going to China.
That pipeline, instead of going south,
will go west. The product will be put on
oil tankers and it will go to Chinese re-
fineries. In the Chinese refineries there
will be higher emissions, lower envi-
ronmental standards. So you are going
to have more emissions, more environ-
mental impacts.

Again, I come back to the point: Are
we going to create more energy inde-
pendence for ourselves, are we going to
create more jobs here, or are we going
to send that product to China? Because
that is the choice. That is the real
choice. Do you want to deal with re-
ality, real terms? That is the choice we
face.

Look, this project is about creating
jobs. It belongs in a bill that is about
creating jobs. This—and I will wrap up,
Mr. President—Ilegislation is about re-
ducing our dependence on oil from the
Middle East—700,000 barrels a day—not
to mention the product it helps my
State of North Dakota, Montana, and
others move down to our refineries in
Texas and Louisiana.

With this pipeline, we will have bet-
ter environmental stewardship, not
worse. This is a project on which we
need to move forward. We have drafted
this legislation. We have worked on a
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bipartisan basis to get legislation that
addresses the concerns. It is time to
move forward. I urge my colleagues to
support the legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I want
to talk on a number of issues, but I
would tell my friend from North Da-
kota, I very strongly disagree with him
about this Keystone XL Pipeline. For
those of us who are concerned about
global warming, and all of the destruc-
tion that is currently taking place be-
cause of global warming, and will in-
crease in years to come, this Keystone
XL project is exactly what we should
not be doing.

————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the period for
morning business be extended until 7
p.m., with Senators permitted to speak
for up to 10 minutes each.

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

————
OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS BILL

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, before
I get to the Keystone issue, I want to
suggest that at this particular mo-
ment, at the very end of the congres-
sional session, before the end of the
year’s work, it is a strange moment in
Congress because you have, behind
closed doors, negotiators from the
House and the Senate—Republicans
and Democrats—trying to put together
large and complicated bills, and the
concern I have—and I speak only for
myself, but I think other Members in
the Senate feel the same way—is we
are suddenly going to be given a fait
accompli, a complicated and long bill
with many implications, many very
important provisions, and then we are
going to be asked to vote on it with not
having had much input into the bill or
even the ability to digest it fully and
know what it means to our constitu-
ents.

Let me touch on some of the issues
that concern me, and let me also say
that what I am going to be referring to
are reports in the media. I do not know
what will be in the final product. I am
not sure anybody does. But here is
some of what the media is reporting
that might be in the payroll holiday
tax bill—or what might not be in it, for
that matter.

One of the issues I believe
strongly about is that at a time
the middle class is disappearing, when
poverty is increasing, and when more
and more Americans understand that
the wealthiest people are doing phe-
nomenally well, and yet their effective
tax rate is the lowest in decades—an
issue Warren Buffett keeps reminding
us about—that it is almost definitely
going to be the case that while we con-
tinue to cut programs or raise revenue

very
when

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

from the middle class and working
families, the wealthiest people in this
country will continue to avoid paying
anymore in taxes. So we have a situa-
tion where the effective tax rates on
the wealthiest people in this country
are the lowest in decades, and yet, once
again, as we talk about deficit reduc-
tion we are going to cut this program,
we are going to cut that program, and
yvet the wealthy—millionaires and bil-
lionaires—are not going to be asked to
pay one nickel more in taxes. I think
that is wrong, and people should under-
stand that in all likelihood that is ex-
actly what will happen again.

Furthermore, we have major corpora-
tions, companies on Wall Street, oil
companies that in recent years have
made billions of dollars in profit and
yvet have, in some cases, believe it or
not, not paid one nickel in Federal cor-
porate income tax because of a wide va-
riety of loopholes.

We have a situation where we are los-
ing tens and tens of billions of dollars—
a hundred billion dollars—a year be-
cause of all kinds of tax havens which
exist in the Cayman Islands, Bermuda,
other countries. Large corporations,
wealthy individuals can shelter their
money, not pay taxes, and then the re-
sult is revenue declines in the United
States, and my friends in the Repub-
lican Party suggest: Cut this, cut that,
go after Social Security, go after Medi-
care, go after Medicaid, go after edu-
cation, go after environmental protec-
tion. Yet once again—once again—the
wealthiest people in this country will
not pay a nickel more in taxes, large
corporations will continue to enjoy
huge tax loopholes.

Second of all, as somebody who be-
lieves it is absolutely imperative this
country transform its energy system
away from fossil fuel, away from green-
house gas emissions, and moves to en-
ergy efficiency and sustainable energy,
I am very concerned that in the legisla-
tion we will be dealing with today or
tomorrow—or Sunday or whenever—
there will not be an extension of impor-
tant programs for renewable energy.

One of the most important is the 1603
renewable energy extender. This is a
Treasury grant program which helps
provide financing for renewable energy
projects by converting an existing tax
credit into a grant.

This one program, which costs barely
more than $1 billion, has leveraged $23
billion in private investments. It sup-
ports 22,000 renewable energy projects
in all 50 States of our country. It has
created up to 290,000 jobs. If we do not
include the 1603 program in legislation,
it will expire at the end of this year.
What we have seen, time and time
again—whether it is wind, whether it is
solar—is, if we do not extend these pro-
grams, investments in these tech-
nologies significantly decline, we lose
jobs, we lose our ability to compete
internationally in terms of becoming a
leader in sustainable energy.

I hope very much what I am hearing
in the media and other sources is not
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correct. I hope, in fact, the 1603 Treas-
ury grant program is included in any
legislation that we vote on. That is an
issue of major concern to me.

We have today a declining middle
class. We have 50 million people who
have no health insurance. We have a
lot of elderly folks who, despite Medi-
care, pay a great deal of money out of
their own pockets for health -care.
What I am hearing—again, I do not
know what will be in the final package,
but what some media reports suggest
is, there are proposals out there to in-
crease Medicare income-related pre-
miums by 15 percent, starting in 2017,
and also that there are some ideas out
there which would decrease the income
at which beneficiaries pay these in-
come-related premiums to $80,000 for
an individual and $160,000 for a couple.
What this would mean is that older
people will have to pay more for health
care. In some cases they cannot afford
to do that. I hope very much that does
not happen.

When we talk about Medicare in this
country, we have to talk about the
overall health care crisis, which is not
only that 50 million people are unin-
sured, it is not only that health care
costs for all health insurance compa-
nies are soaring—or virtually all of
them—but we have to ask why it is in
the United States of America we end
up spending almost twice as much per
capita on health care as do the people
of any other country.

Yesterday in my office I had a mem-
ber of the Australian Parliament. In
Australia, all people have health care
as a right. Prescription drug coverage
is largely covered by the government.
Their costs for prescription drugs are
much lower because their national
health care program negotiates prices
with the drug companies. Yet in our
country the situation is very different.

What we want to do is not ask mid-
dle-income people to be paying more
for their health care at a time when
many of them are paying already more
than they can afford. So the changes in
Medicare which I have been reading
about are something that concern me
very much.

There is another area out there
which I think will have profound impli-
cations for our economy. The House
Republican leadership passed a bill re-
cently as part of this conference nego-
tiation going on now to slash unem-
ployment insurance in half and cut up
to 40 weeks of unemployment benefits.
If this legislation were to become law—
and I certainly hope it will not—it
could lead to the loss of 140,000 jobs and
hundreds of thousands of unemployed
workers, who lost their jobs through no
fault of their own, losing their benefits.

Here we have a situation where, in
real terms, 25 million Americans are
unemployed or underemployed, long-
term unemployment is the longest on
record, we have more people who are
experiencing long-term unemployment
than at any other time we can remem-
ber, and the solution our Republican
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