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Pastor (AZ) Rothman (NJ) Sullivan
Paulsen Roybal-Allard Sutton
Pearce Royce Terry
Pelosi Runyan Thompson (CA)
Pence Rush Thompson (MS)
Perlmutter Ryan (OH) Thompson (PA)
Peters Ryan (WI) Thornberry
Peterson Sanchez, Linda  Tiberi
Petri T. Tierney
Pingree (ME) Sanchez, Loretta Tipton
Pitts Sarbanes Tonko
Platts Scalise Towns
Poe (TX) Schakowsky Tsongas
Polis Schiff Turner (NY)
Pompeo Schilling Turner (OH)
Posey Schmidt Upton
Price (GA) Schrader Van Hollen
Price (NC) Schwartz Velazquez
Quayle Schweikert Visclosky
Quigley Scott (SC) Walberg
Rahall Scott (VA) Walden
Reed Scott, Austin Walsh (IL)
Rehberg Scott, David Walz (MN)
Reichert Sensenbrenner Wasserman
Renacci Sessions Schultz
Reyes Sewell Waters
Ribble Sherman Waxman
Richardson Shimkus Webster
Richmond Shuler Welch
Rigell Shuster West
Rivera Simpson Westmoreland
Roby Sires Whitfield
Roe (TN) Slaughter Wilson (FL)
Rogers (AL) Smith (NE) Wilson (SC)
Rogers (KY) Smith (NJ) Wittman
Rogers (MI) Smith (TX) Wolf
Rohrabacher Smith (WA) Womack
Rokita Southerland Woodall
Rooney Speier Woolsey
Ros-Lehtinen Stark Yarmuth
Roskam Stearns Yoder
Ross (AR) Stivers Young (AK)
Ross (FL) Stutzman Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—21
Becerra Herger Payne
Campbell Hirono Rangel
Cohen Johnson (IL) Ruppersberger
Davis (CA) Moore Schock
Doggett Mulvaney Serrano
Green, Gene Neal Watt
Guinta Paul Young (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 54, H.R. 3248, had | been present,
| would have voted “yea.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
on rollcall Nos. 53 and 54, had | been present,
| would have voted “yea.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. JOHNSON of lllinois. Mr. Speaker, on
Wednesday, February 15, 2012 | was sched-
uled to fly out of Champaign, lllinois, on Amer-
ican Airlines Flight 4373 which was supposed
to arrive in Chicago at 10 a.m. CST. This flight
would have allowed me to make a connector
flight to Washington in time for votes at 1:30
p.m. However, a maintenance issue on that
flight unfortunately precluded my attendance
for the first series of votes.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“aye” on Ordering the Previous Question and
“aye” on adoption of H. Res. 547, the Rule for
H.R. 3408. Further, | would have voted “aye”
on H.R. 2079, to designate the facility of the
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United States Postal Service located at 10
Main Street in East Rockaway, New York, as
the “John J. Cook Post Office”; H.R. 3247, to
designate the facility of the United States
Postal Service located at 1100 Town and
Country Commons in Chesterfield, Missouri,
as the “Lance Corporal Matthew P. Pathenos
Post Office Building”; and H.R. 3248, to des-
ignate the facility of the United States Postal
Service located at 112 South 5th Street in
Saint Charles, Missouri, as the “Lance Cor-
poral Drew W. Weaver Post Office Building.”

———

PROTECTING INVESTMENT IN OIL
SHALE THE NEXT GENERATION
OF ENVIRONMENTAL, ENERGY,
AND RESOURCE SECURITY ACT

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have b5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on the bill, H.R. 3408.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DoLD). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 547 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3408.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3408) to
set clear rules for the development of
United States oil shale resources, to
promote shale technology research and
development, and for other purposes,
with Mr. POE of Texas in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

General debate shall not exceed 1
hour, with 40 minutes equally divided
and controlled by the chair and the
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, and 20
minutes equally divided and controlled
by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

The gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) each will
control 20 minutes. The gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. UPTON) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN) each will control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of H.R. 3408, which contains the energy
provisions in the American Energy and
Infrastructure Jobs Act. This is an ac-
tion plan to create jobs that will vastly
expand American energy bproduction,
lower gasoline prices, strengthen our
national and economic security, and
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generate new revenue to help pay for
infrastructure, and, Mr. Chairman, all
without raising taxes or adding to the
deficit.

In this year’s State of the Union
speech, President Obama proclaimed
his support for expanding American en-
ergy production with an all-of-the-
above energy strategy. Sadly, Mr.
Chairman, the President’s actions
while he has been in office have been
anything but pro-energy. In fact, his
rhetoric—and I don’t say this lightly,
Mr. Chairman—is 180 degrees from his
actions.

Since taking office, this administra-
tion has repeatedly blocked U.S. en-
ergy production. The offshore drilling
moratorium and the Keystone pipeline
are just the tip of the iceberg. He has
canceled and withdrawn scheduled
lease sales, shut off promising areas to
new drilling, blocked mining in min-
eral-rich areas, and issued countless
job-destroying regulations.

Mr. Chairman, actions do speak loud-
er than words. The bill we are consid-
ering today is an action plan that
clearly contrasts President Obama’s
anti-energy policies with the pro-en-
ergy, pro-American jobs policies of Re-
publicans.

While President Obama has closed off
new areas for offshore drilling, this bill
will open areas known to contain the
most oil and natural gas resources in
the Atlantic, Pacific, and Arctic
Oceans. As a result, economic analysis
has shown that well over 1 million
jobs—long-term jobs, long-term Amer-
ican jobs—can be created.

While President Obama opposes en-
ergy production in ANWR, this bill will
open less than 3 percent of the total
area to responsible and safe drilling.
That issue has been around a while,
Mr. Chairman. ANWR represents the
single greatest resource of onshore
area production in the United States.
This is one of the reasons that way
back in 1980, when Jimmy Carter was
still President and the Democrats con-
trolled the Congress, they specifically
set aside the north slope of ANWR for
energy production.
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Safe and responsible energy produc-
tion in ANWR will protect the environ-
ment while creating tens of thousands
of jobs and providing upwards of 1%
million barrels of oil per day. By the
way, this is more than the U.S. imports
daily from Saudi Arabia.

While the President has delayed
leases and withdrawn over a million
acres in the Rocky Mountains to oil
shale development, this bill will set
clear rules and require additional oil
shale leases to be issued. According to
the government estimates, this region
may hold—and, Mr. Chairman, this is a
significant number. This region may
hold more than 1% trillion barrels of
oil equivalent. That’s six times Saudi
Arabia’s proven reserves and enough to
provide the United States with energy
for the next 200 years. And I'm just
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talking about o0il shale. Robust oil
shale development could also create
hundreds of thousands of jobs, and that
should be self-evident.

Finally, while the President refused
to approve the Keystone XL pipeline,
this bill would require the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission, or FERC,
to approve it within 30 days. The Key-
stone XL pipeline will create more
than 20,000 American jobs and displace
less stable energy imports with mil-
lions of barrels of safe and secure
North American oil.

Since this President took office, Mr.
Chairman, gasoline prices have climbed
by 91 percent. Meanwhile, Iran is
threatening to close off the Strait of
Hormuz, which is responsible for trans-
portation of almost 17 million barrels
of oil a day, or 20 percent of all oil
traded. Prices will only climb higher if
we don’t take action now to increase
our energy independence and develop
our own energy resources.

Today, Mr. Chairman, Republicans
are moving forward with a plan to cre-
ate more jobs and create more Amer-
ican energy.

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

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself as much time as I may con-
sume.

Unfortunately, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, these drilling
measures the Republicans are bringing
out on the House floor today, together,
would only raise $4.3 billion over 10
years, less than one-tenth of the rev-
enue shortfall needed to fund our high-
ways.

In reality, this bill amounts to little
more than a giveaway of our public
lands to Big Oil under the guise of
funding our Nation’s transportation
projects, and most estimates are that
no new revenue will be produced that is
usable for this transportation bill.

Across the United States, oil produc-
tion is at its highest level in nearly a
decade. Natural gas production has
reached levels we have never seen be-
fore in the United States. Oil produc-
tion on public lands offshore is higher
than it was during each of the last 3
years of the Bush administration.

According to industry analysts, by
this summer, there will be nearly 30
percent more floating rigs operating in
the Gulf of Mexico than there were
prior to the BP spill. Yet the Repub-
lican bill would threaten the tourism
and fishing economies of coastal States
by allowing drilling off of our beaches
in Florida, in California, up and down
our east and west coasts, and, as well,
in an area extensively used by the mili-
tary where even Secretary Rumsfeld
said ‘‘drilling structures and associated
development would be incompatible
with military activities’ in this area.

This Congress has not enacted a sin-
gle safety improvement since the BP
spill. The bill would allow for drilling
in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
in Alaska, ripping out the heart of the
crown jewel of our National Wildlife
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Refuge System. The Arctic Refuge is
America’s Serengeti. It is one of the
natural wonders of the world, like the
Grand Canyon, Niagara Falls, or the
Great Barrier Reef, and it should be
protected.

If we allow drilling in the Arctic Ref-
uge, it will set a precedent that will
allow the oil and gas industry to place
a bull’s-eye on each of the 540 wildlife
refuges across this country. And this
legislation would rush to give away
125,000 acres of public land in Colorado,
Utah, and Wyoming to Big Oil for oil
shale development. However, there is
no commercially viable oil shale tech-
nology, and o0il shale development
could have significant impacts on
water quality and quantity in the West
if there were a commercially viable
technology available, which Shell Oil
and the Department of the Interior
says does not yet exist.

In fact, the Government Account-
ability Office has said that the impacts
of oil shale development on water could
be significant but are unknown. What’s
more, this provision has been included
by the majority, despite the fact that
the Congressional Budget Office says
that it would not raise any revenue
over the next 10 years to fund our high-
ways. So understand that.

This is a provision which CBO says
raises no revenue in the next 10 years,
but it’s just stuck in here. The oil and
gas industry would like to see it, so
they just tossed it in. Nothing to do
with funding transportation.

And the majority’s drilling bills
wouldn’t even ensure that American
natural gas stays here in America to
help our consumers. Natural gas prices
are six times higher in Asia than they
are right here. They are more than
three times higher in Europe than they
are right here.

Low natural gas prices have been
driving the economic recovery of the
United States. We have far more nat-
ural gas in our country—and it’s very
low-priced—then we have oil. What the
Republican bill will allow to happen is
for this natural gas to be exported
around the world, and exporting our
natural gas would eliminate our com-
petitive edge by driving prices up by as
much as 54 percent, according to the
Department of Energy.

Not ensuring that the natural gas
stays here in the United States ensures
that the majority, the Republicans, are
imposing a de facto natural gas tax on
American agriculture, manufacturing,
chemicals, steel, plastics by allowing
our gas to be exported.

Here’s what T. Boone Pickens says
about the idea of exporting American
natural gas. Here’s what he says:

If we do it, we’re truly going to go down as
America’s dumbest generation. It’s bad pub-
lic policy to export natural gas.

Our natural gas is six times cheaper
than Asian; it is three times cheaper
than European. What are we doing ex-
porting it? We should keep it here for
our own farmers, for our own indus-
tries, for our own consumers. That’s
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how we begin to put ourselves on a
path of energy independence.

I agree with T. Boone Pickens. We
should keep our natural gas here. We
should not be following the Republican
energy plan of drill here, sell there, and
pay more. If we sell this natural gas
around the world, the Department of
Energy says the price is going up 57
percent here because we’ll have less of
it. That’s how supply and demand
works.

The same dynamic exists in the Key-
stone portion of the bill, where Repub-
licans have failed to include any assur-
ances that even a drop of the oil or the
fuels will stay in this country.

When I asked the president of Trans-
Canada, the pipeline company from
Canada, whether he would be willing to
commit to keeping the oil that passes
through this pipeline in the United
States, he said no. And why? Because
the oil companies and the refineries
want to export the fuels to the highest
bidders around the world, leaving the
American people with all of the envi-
ronmental risk and little or none of the
energy or economic benefit.

So drill here, sell there, pay more,
that’s not the Republican mantra. Drill
here, drill now, pay less. Now they’ve
morphed into what the oil and gas in-
dustry want, and all of the economic
indicators point to the conclusion that
our consumers will be harmed by that.

On the question of the totality of the
economic benefits for our country,
they are simultaneously proposing to
kill the tax breaks for the wind indus-
try, which is now creating 85,000 jobs in
our country, in the face of the wind in-
dustry, saying that they will have to
lay off 40,000 people over the next year
unless the production tax break for the
wind industry stays on the books.
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So all of this is basically upside down
as an energy policy. My strongest ad-
monition to the Members who are lis-
tening to this debate is to vote ‘‘no’” on
this Republican proposal.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
former chairman of the Natural Re-
sources Committee and the former
chairman of the Transportation Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of H.R.
3408.

I'm really here to talk about ANWR.
You know, I just wrote a little poem.
It’s not too good:

Old Mother Hubbard went to the cupboard to
fetch a barrel of oil.

Lo and behold, none was there.

Lack of action by this Congress, beware.

ANWR still lays bare.

Time to drill for the people of America.

We have argued this battle over and
over again. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts says no use for atomic power,
no use for ANWR, we’re in good shape.
But look at the prices of gas, Mr. and
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Mrs. America. It will go to $5. You say
this won’t solve the problem. I’ve heard
this before.

If you want to have money for trans-
portation, think for a moment. I passed
this bill out, got it to the Senate side,
this is the 12th time. One time it got to
the President, and President Clinton
vetoed it. We would have saved $4 tril-
lion if we had had ANWR open at that
time. Think of the highway bill we
would have had then. That’s something
I think the American people should
recognize.

We do have the fossil fuels in Amer-
ica. We do have the oil, we do have the
gas. But we haven’t had the will to de-
velop them because we brought them
from overseas. We got them in here,
and now we’re dependent upon the Mid-
east, and, yes, Venezuela, our good
neighbor Venezuela, Chavez.

It’s time for America to wake up. We
need this supply of fossil fuels, and it’s
going to stay here. Not wind, not solar,
because fossil fuels are still the cheap-
est way to move an object. It is the
commerce of this Nation. It moves our
trains, our planes, our automobiles,
our trucks, and our ships, and it will
continue to do that. That’s what keeps
us moving in this country. It keeps our
economy strong. As long as we will
have that fossil fuel within the United
States, it is criminal to continue to
rely upon the foreign countries.

We talk about Big Oil. Pick on Big
0Oil. Big 0il this, Big Oil that, Big Oil
this. The truth of the matter is Big Oil
does help the United States of Amer-
ica. Little o0il helps the United of
America. It keeps our trucks and our
planes flying. It keeps our economy
strong.

So I’'m urging you to vote on this as-
pect of ANWR. Open ANWR. Let’s vote
on it. Let’s provide for this Nation.
Let’s do what’s right for the people in
this Nation. It only covers an area as
big as Dulles airport. Out of 19 million
acres, less than 3,000 acres will be de-
veloped. Less than 3,000 acres will be
developed to divide us from probably 39
billion barrels of oil, 74 miles away
from the pipeline, a pipeline that can
deliver 2 million barrels of oil a day to
the United States of America, as we
have done in the past.

We’ve had one shipment of oil go
overseas, heavy oil. All of the rest has
gone to the United States of America.
It’s gone to the refineries. It’s time for
us as a Congress to act responsibly.

With all due respect to my friend
from Massachusetts, he’s against nu-
clear power. He’s against oil. In fact, I
question the wind power because one
time he was against that. I'm saying,
wait a minute. What are we doing to
run this country for power? How do we
get our economy going again? That is
the key to our economy: energy, good
cheap energy.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

When the Democrats controlled the
Congress in 2009, we passed a bill out
here on the House floor that created an
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advanced energy technology bank that
included $75 billion that the nuclear in-
dustry could have qualified for, $60 bil-
lion for the coal industry for clean coal
technology. Although we also built in
incentives for wind and for solar and
for energy efficiency, we did it all. We
gave everyone a running head start. We
didn’t say ‘‘nothing’ to nuclear. No.

What have the Republicans done over
the last year? They passed out here on
the floor a bill that zeroed out the
money for loan guarantees for wind
and solar, but they left in the loan
guarantees for the nuclear industry.
That’s not an all-of-the-above strategy,
and you all voted for it unanimously.

No. Here’s where we are. This oil-
above-all strategy that you have, not
all-of-the-above, this is basically at the
heart of what this whole debate is all
about.

Last year, the oil industry in the
United States made $137 billion. This
year, they’re going to blast right past
that $137 billion. Every person watch-
ing this debate is looking at the pump
right now at $3.50, $4, $4.50 that they’re
paying, and it’s going straight up.

They’re going to be reporting profits
of upwards of $200 billion. The Repub-
licans continue to keep in the $4 bil-
lion-a-year for tax breaks for the oil in-
dustry. Over 10 years, that’s $40 billion
that would pay for the transportation
bill.

Subsidizing the oil industry in 2012 to
drill for oil is like subsidizing fish to
swim or birds to fly; you don’t have to
do it. The consumer is already doing it
at the pump. They’re being tipped up-
side down.

So, there’s an easy funding mecha-
nism here. It’s just taking away the oil
company tax breaks.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself an addi-
tional 30 seconds.

That is the only way that we can sub-
stitute the money that stays within
that sector.

These guys are going to cut back on
the pension plans of Federal retirees in
order to pay for a transportation bill
when we should be keeping the funding
stream within this energy sector be-
cause that’s why we have cars on the
road, in order to use this petroleum.

The oil industry right now is having
it both ways. They’'re getting tax
breaks from the taxpayers at the same
time that they’re taking the other
pocket of every American as con-
sumers, and they’re taking money out
of that pocket as well. That’s really at
the heart of what this debate is all
about.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. LAMBORN).

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman of the committee,
Dr. HASTINGS.

I rise in support of H.R. 3408. This
legislation does three vital things: it
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will open up land in the West to oil
shale development; open up one of our
most promising areas for energy devel-
opment in the United States, the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge; and in-
crease offshore production as well.

These provisions will create hundreds
of thousands of American jobs and en-
sure the continued production of new
domestic increases in our energy secu-
rity and decrease our reliance on for-
eign oil—a goal the administration has
professed to support time and time
again.

0Oil shale is one of the most prom-
ising new sources of American-made
energy. The U.S. Geological Survey es-
timates that the Western TUnited
States holds more than 1.5 trillion,
with a ‘“‘t,” barrels of oil—six times
Saudi Arabia’s proven resources and
enough to provide the United States
with energy for the next 200 years. Op-
ponents to this legislation will argue
that this legislation attempts to pro-
mote technology that isn’t proven.

However, while the American oil
shale industry is forced overseas due to
regulatory uncertainty and burden-
some Federal regulations here, other
nations are profiting right now from
this technology, countries like Jordan,
China, and Estonia.

Just this morning we heard from Sec-
retary Ken Salazar who expressed the
administration’s support of emerging
technologies. You would think that
that would include oil shale. Unfortu-
nately, the Obama administration’s
support amounts to offering leases
with such extremely restrictive terms
that it attracts hardly any industry
support at all.

As a result, countries overseas, which
get over 90 percent of their total en-
ergy supply from oil shale, like Esto-
nia, have robust oil shale industries.

I asked Secretary Salazar how this
administration can say it promotes
new energy while stifling research and
development of this tremendous energy
potential, oil shale, and he had no good
answer.
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Now, this legislation also opens up
energy in Alaska, specifically in the
less than 3 percent of ANWR that the
bill deals with. This area was set aside
by President Carter in 1980 precisely
for oil and gas development. The Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge holds the sin-
gle greatest potential for a new domes-
tic energy source within the United
States. Offshore, this legislation would
increase drilling in Federal waters
while ensuring the protection for our
offshore military operations as well as
fair and equitable revenue sharing for
all coastal States. This energy legisla-
tion will create consistent policies to
move the domestic energy industry for-
ward and will create good-paying
American jobs for thousands of Ameri-
cans.

People say all the time to me, Why
don’t we have a better energy policy in
this country? This legislation does ex-
actly that.
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I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
3408.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, may 1
inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing on either side.

The CHAIR. Both sides have 9% min-
utes remaining.

Mr. MARKEY. I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GARAMENDI).

Mr. GARAMENDI. My good friend
and colleague just asked a very good
question: Why don’t we have a good
American energy policy?

You won’t get it with this bill. This
may be the worst American energy pol-
icy I've ever seen.

0il shale, are you kidding me? There
is no way that you’re going to see oil
shale developed within the TUnited
States at any time probably in our life-
times. It didn’t work in the 1980s. It’s
not likely to work in the next two dec-
ades. So what’s this all about? And by
the way, if you happen to be from Colo-
rado, Utah, Arizona, California or New
Mexico, you’d want to go, Whoa, wait a
minute. Oil shale? That takes a lot of
water. We don’t have enough water,
and you’re going to use it for that? I
don’t think so.

Come on. Let’s get real here. We do
need a real energy policy.

You’re going to open up ANWR?
There are some very special places in
this world, and ANWR happens to be
one of them. The Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge happens to be one of those
places. You’re not going to open it up.
And by the way, as for those of us from
California, my good friends on the Re-
publican side are always talking about
states’ rights. They’re always talking
about states’ rights. Your little piece
of legislation here strips away the
right of California to take care of its
own coastline. It’s not just authorizing
the offshore drilling. You take away
California’s coastal zone management
powers, stripping away from Califor-
nians—all 38 million of us—our ability
to take care of our own coast. Some-
thing is terribly wrong with this piece
of energy legislation.

You're going to fund the transpor-
tation with this while stripping money
away from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund? How does that work?
How does that work? And by the way,
the money won’t be there anyway.

This is not an energy policy—this is
a stupid policy—and there ought to be
435 reasons. Each and every person in
this House is affected in a negative way
by this piece of legislation. There are
435 of us who ought to say, Put this
aside just as we have discovered the
underlying bill on transportation has
found little support and has to go back
and be reworked because of its
insufficiencies.

This is no way to fund a transpor-
tation bill. This is no way to treat
California. This is no way to have an
energy policy for America. Yes, we do
need an energy policy, and we do need
to have many different elements to it;
but we don’t sacrifice those special
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places like the California coast, like
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,
like Bristol Bay, like the coast of Flor-
ida, like the east coast of the United
States. We do not sacrifice that for an
energy policy that doesn’t solve the
problem that this is purported to solve.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. DUNCAN).

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. I thank
the gentleman from Washington for
yielding me this time, and I thank him
for his leadership on this very impor-
tant bill.

I rise in strong support of this legis-
lation.

This administration, Mr. Chairman,
has a Secretary of Energy who told The
Wall Street Journal that we should be
paying the same price for gasoline as
they’re paying over in Europe. At the
time he said that, they were paying $8
to $9 a gallon. Well, I know that most
environmental radicals come from very
wealthy or very upper-income families,
and perhaps they can afford gasoline at
$8 or $9 a gallon, but most people can’t.
In fact, Mr. Chairman, many experts
are predicting we’re going to be at $56 a
gallon as soon as this summer. I can
tell you that’s going to hurt a lot of
poor and lower-income and working
people if we go to even $56 a gallon, and
it’s going to hurt a lot of small towns
and rural areas because people in those
places generally have to drive longer
distances to go to work.

I represent, Mr. Chairman, a large
part of the Great Smoky Mountains
National Park. That national park is
slightly under 600,000 acres. We get be-
tween 9 million and 10 million visitors
a year. ANWR—and I happen to be one
of the very few Members who has been
to ANWR twice—is the most barren
place I've ever been to. Chairman
YouNG estimated that there are 100
miles without a tree or a bush on it.
ANWR is 19.8 million acres, which is 35
times the size of the Great Smoky
Mountains. Time magazine said they
get about 200 to 300 visitors a year, and
you have to be a survivalist to go in
there.

Now we want to expand our energy
production there with just a few thou-
sand acres—a minuscule portion of
ANWR—to help our own people. If we
don’t do that, who we’re helping are
foreign energy producers; but we’re
hurting a lot of poor and lower-income
and working people in this country.

When we passed ANWR in the mid-90s
and when it was vetoed by President
Clinton, it was said at that time that it
would produce 1 million barrels a day
coming down into this country, but
President Clinton vetoed it. They said
at that time that it wouldn’t help right
away. Well, it would sure be helping
now if it hadn’t been vetoed. In addi-
tion to that, if we would start devel-
oping more of our natural resources
now, some of these foreign energy pro-
ducers would have to start bringing
their prices down. I think—in fact, I'm
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convinced—that this legislation would
start helping right away or it would, at
least, in a very short time.

We need to start putting our own
people first, once again, instead of just
helping out foreign energy producers.

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself 1
minute.

Here is the reality. The Republicans
need money to build roads, so they
want to drill in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge, which Senator INHOFE
from Oklahoma has already made clear
doesn’t have the votes to pass in the
Senate. The same thing is true for Cali-
fornia and Florida and off the coast of
Massachusetts and New Jersey. They
want to drill there as well, and it’s
very clear that the votes aren’t there
in the Senate to accomplish that goal
either. As the gentleman from Cali-
fornia just said, the likelihood of find-
ing any revenues from oil shale is at
least two decades away, so there are no
revenues there.

There is another bill, by the way,
that’s going to come out here on the
floor. And in order to find the reve-
nues, do you know where they’re going
to drill? They’re going to drill into the
pensions of FBI agents; they’'re going
to drill into the pensions of the re-
searchers for cancer out of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health; and they’re
going to drill into the pensions of the
Border Patrol agents, who are pro-
tecting us right now down on the Mex-
ico border. That’s where they’re going
to find almost all of the money for this
bill—in the pensions of those people.

Is that really the way we want to
build the roads of our country?

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 1
minute to a member of the Natural Re-
sources Committee, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. TIPTON).

Mr. TIPTON. I thank Chairman HAS-
TINGS for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this is clearly an in-
teresting position from our Democratic
colleagues. They say we need roads;
they say we need jobs; they say we
need an energy policy. But not here,
not now, not anywhere.

When we look at the challenges that
we face from overseas in terms of cre-
ating American certainty for energy,
it’s something for which we must all
stand together. We’re looking at devel-
oping o0il shale as a potential resource
for this country, right here in America,
in order to be able to create American
jobs on American soil while using
American energy resources.

Let’s explore this.
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From the Republican side, we’ve
clearly stood for an all-of-the-above
policy. Why is there such reluctance
from our Democrat colleagues to em-
brace developing the technology to be
able to create certainty for America’s
energy future, to be able to help strug-
gling young families, senior citizens on
fixed incomes make sure that their
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utility bills, their gas bills don’t con-
tinue to rise? That’s what we’re pro-
posing.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
yield the gentleman another 1 minute.

Mr. TIPTON. I thank the gentleman.

When we’re talking about protecting
Colorado, many of our Democrat col-
leagues joined the amendment that I
put forward, stating that the Secretary
wouldn’t consider but shall address
local concerns. If you understand Colo-
rado water, you can’t just take it. It’s
a priority-based system. You have to
actually own that water to be able to
develop it.

We have a reasonable plan that we’re
trying to put forward to develop Amer-
ican energy certainty; but our Demo-
cratic colleagues, their solution of hav-
ing ‘“‘no, not here, not now, not any-
where’’ is not a solution that will work
for America. Let’s get our people to
work. Let’s create certainty for Amer-
ica and stand up for the American con-
sumer for a change.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, just 2 weeks ago,
President Obama stood right here in
this Chamber; and he said that he was
going to propose opening up 75 percent
of the oil and gas resources off the
coast of the United States. That’s a
great plan. He doesn’t want to drill off
the California beaches. He doesn’t want
to drill off Florida beaches or off the
New Jersey or Massachusetts beaches.
But the rest of it, he’s pretty much
saying he’s open to. But they’re not
happy with it over here. The President
has a real plan and a plan that can be
implemented.

What they are doing is they bring out
proposals here that try to build real
highways with fake oil revenues that
are never going to materialize. So rath-
er than working here in the real world,
where the real transportation needs of
our country are dealt with with real
revenues that are coming in, they talk
about oil shale which Shell says is at
least another 10 years away. Shell Oil,
that is, not some shell collector along
the beaches.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself 30 addi-
tional seconds.

We are talking Shell Oil who says it’s
10 years away. JIM INHOFE in the Sen-
ate says the votes aren’t there to drill
in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
So that’s zero dollars as well. And the
likelihood of them drilling off the
coast of California or Florida or Massa-
chusetts for oil is zero. So rather than
going through this facade of trying to
pretend that real highways can be built
with fake oil revenues, we should be
taking up the offer of President Obama
where he says he’ll open up 75 percent
of all the drilling possibilities off the
coastlines of our country. That is what
this debate should be all about.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
OLSON).

Mr. OLSON. I thank the chairman of
the Natural Resources Committee for
the courtesy of speaking in support of
H.R. 3408.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 3408, the PIONEERS Act,
and by doing so, I'm standing up for
American innovation, American jobs,
and renewed American prosperity.
Shale oil is a game-changer. You don’t
have to look any further than the
Eagle Ford shale in my home State of
Texas to see the economic benefits of
this stable American energy resource.

This past Sunday when I went to the
Eagle Ford shale, there were 171 oil
rigs and 93 natural gas rigs drilling
thousands of wells. More rigs are com-
ing, and major pipeline projects are
under way to support production that
will grow to 420,000 barrels per day. Let
me say that again: 420,000 barrels of oil
per day. One of my friends on the other
side of the aisle said, Oil shale, no way.
I've seen with my own eyes at Eagle
Ford shale; and I say, Oil shale, yes
way.

Eagle Ford shale job creation is now
in full swing with scores of new busi-
nesses opening up to support the boom.
More than 10,000 jobs have already been
created, and 58,000 more are on the
way. The economic recession is a thing
of the past in this part of our country
and in my State.

The world, as we’ve known it, is lit-
erally changing in front of our eyes.
Our long-established dependence upon
imported energy could be a thing of the
past if we unleash America’s energy re-
sources. H.R. 3408 will get us one step
closer.

Mr. MARKEY. I yield myself 1
minute at this time.

The Republicans, over the past year,
have betrayed their agenda. They have
pretty much voted out on the House
floor to gut the budget for wind, gut
the budget for solar, gut the budget for
plug-in hybrid vehicles and, at the
same time, kept in the money for the
nuclear industry, Kkept in the tax
breaks for the oil industry. So that is
pretty much what the debate is all
about. It’s about the past versus the fu-
ture.

In our country right now, the Amer-
ican people want to know that we’re
embracing a future-oriented, tech-
nology-oriented, advanced-technology-
oriented agenda for our country. That’s
what all the Republicans keep voting
against out here, all of the new tech-
nologies that allow us to move on from
this fossil-fuel era.

And it would be one thing if they just
didn’t vote for it, but then they have
the temerity to stand up and to say
they believe in all of the above. No,
they do not. They believe in o0il above
all because otherwise they would not
vote to kill wind and solar out here on
the House floor over the last year.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, Senator INHOFE’S
quote has been thrown around here re-
cently. Let me give another quote by
Senator INHOFE:

As I have said, we can make great strides
toward increasing North American energy
independence by developing our own domes-
tic resources. We can do this and support
millions of American jobs, produce afford-
able energy for consumers, and reduce our
dependence on foreign oil.

He said that in March 2010. I think
that’s important.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make one
other point. There’s been an implica-
tion here that it has been the policies
of this administration that have in-
creased oil and gas supplies; but if you
look at the President’s own budget
that came out this week, there are two
aspects of revenue coming in from oil
and gas production. You have the lease
sales, and you have the royalties. If
you look at the President’s own budget
that came out just 2 days ago, you will
see that this year and in the out-years,
money coming in from lease sales de-
creases. That means that the policy of
this administration is not more energy
production on public lands. It’s less.

He has taken advantage of the situa-
tion that’s going on on State and pri-
vate lands and is taking credit for it
with what’s happened in North Dakota.
This plan here puts together a solid
footing for American energy produc-
tion on public lands.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. I think it would be
helpful for both sides to understand
what the time situation is for the con-
clusion of the debate.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Massachusetts has 3 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Washington
has 1%2 minutes.

Mr. MARKEY. Does the gentleman
intend to conclude debate with his next
speaker?

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. My
intent, Mr. Chairman, is to hold that
1% minutes at the end of the overall
debate in case the gentleman says
something that needs to be responded
to.

Mr. MARKEY. In that case, I will
yield myself the balance of my time so
that I can utter the sentences that will
need responding to by the chairman of
the committee.
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Mr. Chairman, let’s go back a little
bit to this issue of natural gas and
what this Republican bill calls for—
more drilling for natural gas in our
country. Okay, we can look at that.

We support natural gas. We think
that natural gas is the best story that’s
happened in our country in the last 10
years. We love natural gas. Democrats
love it. It’s half the pollutants of coal.
It’s domestically produced. We have to
make sure that when we’re extracting
it we don’t shoot chemicals down into
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the surface so that we pollute the
water that our children drink, but we
think that we can work through those
issues if people of good faith are will-
ing to work together.

Otherwise, it’s a fantastic story. Why
is that? Because natural gas is not a
world market. The world market is for
oil. If it’s $116 a barrel in China, it’s
$116 a barrel in the U.S. It’s a global
market. And that’s what allows OPEC
to hold us hostage, because they con-
trol all of that oil coming out of the
Strait of Hormuz. They control all that
oil so that they can basically hold the
rest of the globe’s economy hostage.
But natural gas, not true.

Here we’ve seen a 30 percent increase
in our natural gas reserves over the
last 5 years. What does that mean?
Well, in China it’s $16. Japan, $16 per
million cubic feet of natural gas. What
is it in the United States? It’s $2.42. So
it’s six, seven times cheaper in the
United States. That means it is cheap-
er for every manufacturer, cheaper for
every retailer, cheaper for every farm-
er, cheaper for every consumer.

What are the Democrats saying? We
love natural gas; let’s keep it here.
Let’s not be setting up terminals all
across our country to export the nat-
ural gas across the planet with the De-
partment of Energy saying, if we did
that, the price of natural gas in the
United States would rise 57 percent.
How can that be good for consumers?
Isn’t that our advantage? Saudi Arabia
is the Saudi Arabia of oil. We are the
Saudi Arabia of natural gas. Why don’t
we use that to our advantage? Why
don’t we use that to inoculate our-
selves against what Saudi Arabia of oil
does to us by jacking the price of oil up
and down? Why don’t we become inde-
pendent of them? Why don’t we move
to all natural gas vehicles? Why don’t
we use natural gas in the generation of
electricity? Why don’t we use natural
gas in the production of all of our prod-
ucts? And why don’t we use natural gas
in the homes of our country, in the fac-
tories of our country, in the industries
of our country at a price that’s six
times lower than China and Japan,
three times lower than Europe?

That’s what we are calling for here,
an energy strategy that is all-Amer-
ican. And if we can get to that with
this debate today, I think that the
American people will be the winners.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I re-
serve my remaining 1% minutes until
the end of the overall debate.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise today in support of H.R. 3408,
which is known as the Protecting In-
vestment in Oil Shale the Next Genera-
tion of Environmental, Energy, and Re-
source Security Act.

This is primarily about the Keystone
pipeline. The Keystone pipeline has
been a topic of discussion in America
for the last 3 or 4 years. When it came
to the attention of Congress that this
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pipeline, which promises to create tens
of thousands of jobs and increase our
access to safe and secure supplies of
oil, was experiencing an unreasonable
level of delay, Congress decided that
we needed to step in.

We have, in Keystone pipeline, a
company willing to invest $7 billion in
private funds at no expense to the tax-
payer. That would ultimately bring
nearly a million barrels of oil per day
from Canada to the U.S.—additional oil
per day.

Even the President’s Jobs Council
agrees. Their report specifically sug-
gested the pipeline is a win-win-win for
job creation, modernizing the Nation’s
infrastructure, and helping ultimately
to lower gasoline prices in America. I
would also like to point out that five
major labor unions support the build-
ing of the Keystone pipeline.

A few years ago, Secretary of State
Hillary Clinton was in San Francisco
giving a speech at the Commonwealth
Club. In response to a question about
Keystone pipeline, whether or not they
would issue the permit to build it, Sec-
retary of State Clinton said: We are in-
clined to do so.

This project has now been studied for
over 40 months by seven or eight agen-
cies of the Federal Government. And
normally, to build an oil pipeline in
America, it takes on the average of 24
months. When the Department of State
issued their final environmental im-
pact statement back in August 2011,
they concluded that there were not any
significant environmental issues. And
they also said that when they look at
the option of either, one, building a
pipeline, or, two, not building a pipe-
line, that the preferable option was to
build the pipeline. And of course the
rationale for that is that if you don’t
build the pipeline and you bring oil in
from other countries, you either have
to do it by truck or by rail, which cer-
tainly emits a lot into the atmosphere.

But despite all of these positive rea-
sons to build this pipeline, President
Obama made a blatantly political deci-
sion when he said: I don’t want to de-
cide until after the Presidential elec-
tion. And that’s when Congress got in-
volved and said we’d like a decision by
February of 2012. And the President
said: Well, I don’t have enough time to
study it, so I'm not going to allow it—
even though it has been studied for 40
months. This is a 1,700-mile pipeline.
The only issue left relates to about 60
miles in the State of Nebraska, and the
Governor of Nebraska supports build-
ing this pipeline.

So this is a win-win-win situation for
the American people, and I would urge
my fellow Members to support this leg-
islation to require FERC to make a de-
cision on this pipeline.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, 1
rise in opposition to this legislation.

Last week, the Republicans filed this
bill, this transportation bill that the
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Secretary of Transportation called the
worst transportation bill he had ever
seen. The Republican leadership real-
ized that not even Republican Members
would vote for this monstrosity of bad
policy, so they’ve chopped the bill up
into three parts and hope to get a sepa-
rate majority on each part. This way,
House Republicans hope they can pass
the bill and give their Members
deniability at the same time. Now,
that’s not a transparent process or a
fair one. It’s a way to hide what’s real-
ly going on from the American people.

Some Republicans don’t want to vote
for drilling in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge; others don’t want to
vote for the money for the highways
because some of the right-wing groups
in this country are against it. So we’ve
got this shell game going on.

The bill before us, H.R. 3408, contains
the text of a very bad bill that came
out of the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee. We considered that bill earlier
this month. The bill provides a legisla-
tive earmark that would direct the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion, or FERC, to issue a permit for the
construction of the Keystone XL pipe-
line within 30 days of receipt of an ap-
plication.
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Now, existing law requires the Presi-
dent to make a determination whether
this pipeline is in the national interest.
Serious questions