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Again, the President has not made it
easier, but he must make it easier to
produce American energy. The Presi-
dent can begin by increasing the num-
ber of permits issued for exploration in
the Gulf of Mexico. It is my under-
standing there are only 25 deepwater
rigs active in the gulf right now. I un-
derstand 34 deepwater rigs were active
in the gulf at this time in 2010. The ad-
ministration needs to approve more
permits and to do it immediately.

The President should also increase
access to other offshore areas. He
should provide access to offshore areas
in the Atlantic and the Pacific Oceans.
In November, the President proposed
an offshore oil and gas leasing plan
that amazingly excluded the Atlantic
Ocean and the Pacific Ocean. He ex-
cluded areas off the coast of Virginia,
even though both of the Senators from
Virginia who are Democrats, as well as
the Governor of Virginia who is a Re-
publican, all support such exploration.

The President should also increase
access to onshore areas. The President
should open areas of Alaska, and we
should support proposals to open
ANWR. Both Senators—a Democrat
and a Republican—and the Governor of
Alaska  strongly support opening
ANWR for energy exploration. The
President should too.

The President should also take steps
to facilitate onshore production in the
West. Specifically, the President
should scrap new regulations requiring
“Master Leasing and Development
Plans.”” These regulations were put
into place over 2 years ago by the Sec-
retary of the Interior. It is unclear to
me why the Secretary issued these reg-
ulations. They add more redtape, they
cause more bureaucratic delay, and
they slow down American energy pro-
duction.

Of course, there are other regulations
that are driving up the cost of Amer-
ican energy—specifically, the EPA’s
forthcoming tier 3 regulations that will
affect America’s refineries. A recent
study shows this rule could increase
the cost of manufacturing gasoline by 6
to 9 cents a gallon. This rule could also
raise annual compliance costs for refin-
eries by billions of dollars. And it will
almost certainly increase the pain at
the pump that is being felt by Amer-
ican families. To me this is unaccept-
able. The President should at the very
least delay the issuance of this rule.

In addition to providing more access
to Federal lands and waters and elimi-
nating burdensome regulations, the
President should address delivery bot-
tlenecks. Specifically, he should ad-
dress all the bottlenecks the Keystone
XL Pipeline would relieve. Here, of
course, I am referring to the 100,000
barrels of oil each day that Keystone
would ship from Montana and North
Dakota. That is right—homegrown
American energy from Montana and
North Dakota.

Right now there is not sufficient
pipeline capacity out of North Dakota
and Montana. Do you know how they
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are getting the oil out of there? Well,
they are shipping it on trucks and in
trains, and that is a 1ot more expensive
than shipping it by pipeline.

The Keystone XL, Pipeline would re-
duce the cost of shipping American oil.
In addition, the pipeline would ship
about 700,000 barrels of oil a day from
Canada. The Canadian oil would re-
place o0il imports from OPEC and thus
increase our Nation’s energy security.
Approving the Keystone XL Pipeline is
an easy decision, and the President
should make that decision imme-
diately.

Again, the President must abandon
his support for policies such as this leg-
islation that is ahead of us today,
which will only increase the pain at
the pump. He must also abandon plans
which will put our Nation’s security
further at risk. Instead, the President
must make it easier to produce Amer-
ican energy. He should increase access
to Federal public lands and waters,
eliminate costly regulations, and ap-
prove the Keystone XL Pipeline.

It is my hope the President will take
all of these steps and do so imme-
diately so the American public does
not continue to suffer the significant
pain at the pump that continues to af-
fect our country today.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

————

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I would
like to enter into a colloquy with my
colleague from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UbpALL of Colorado). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

ENERGY PLANNING

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, just as I
expected, we have been in this back-
and-forth show-and-tell on oil and gas
issues instead of spending the time and
working on a real energy plan, one that
is important for not only my State, my
colleague’s State, but for the whole Na-
tion. So we go back and forth, and it is
politics as usual in this Chamber. We
just heard a nice presentation by my
colleague from Wyoming about how it
is all the President’s fault the prices
are going up and all these other issues.

Let me just say this—and I know my
friend from Louisiana knows this—in
Alaska, there is a clear indication what
we believe when it comes to energy
prices. We have communities that pay
$9, $10 a gallon for heating fuel. We un-
derstand when costs go up what hap-
pens to our economies in our rural
communities.

We also are a producer of oil and gas,
and we understand the potential and
job opportunities. But this last week,
when we started on this bill, I know my
colleague and I were just two of four
people who said, no; we are not moving
on this bill because we expected ex-
actly what is going on now. We are just
doing a little show-and-tell, having a
little argument back and forth, and in
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another 24 hours or maybe 30 hours we
will be off this bill and we will not have
an energy plan.

When I go back home for our break,
when I am talking to Alaskans—and I
know the Senator will be talking to
folks in Louisiana—they will complain
about gas prices and heating costs and
how much it costs to fill their cars or
their RVs if they are trying to go
somewhere on the weekends, and we
have not done anything to make a dra-
matic change.

Of course, this idea of eliminating
these incentives for the oil and gas in-
dustry I have opposed from day one, for
a variety of reasons. One, if we are
going to do real tax reform, then we
should do a broader sweep, and no in-
dustry should be left off the table. Ev-
eryone should be part of the equation.

I have heard this from the industry—
I know my colleague has heard this
from the industry—that they are will-
ing to be part of the bigger picture, but
do not single them out because poll
numbers say they are a demon of some
sort or people do not like them. Let’s
talk about real tax reform. That is one
debate.

The other debate is, if we really want
an energy plan, then let’s really do
one. Let’s focus on opportunities, and
let’s quit putting out pieces that one
side puts down because it sounds good
for their brochure, and then the other
side puts one down. Let’s really focus
on something that will make a huge
difference to this economy.

As I mentioned, in Alaska fuel is ex-
pensive in our rural communities for
heating, and communities in Fair-
banks, which is a very urban area, can
pay upwards in the winter of $1,000 or
maybe more per month in heating
costs, making their ability to survive
very difficult.

As we work on these energy projects
and what is important, let me put an-
other thing in perspective from Alaska.
People think in Alaska all we care
about is oil and gas. Well, we do. It
adds a lot of jobs. But we also care
about renewable energy. I know I have
been on the floor of the Senate talking
about that. My colleague has been on
the floor talking about renewable, al-
ternative energy. It is all part of the
equation, how to ensure we develop a
plan. We diversify our energy re-
sources, and then we deliver it for the
betterment of this country and eco-
nomically in order for us to survive.

In Alaska, for example, as we work
on our oil and gas development, we are
also moving forward on renewable en-
ergy. In our State, just about 25 per-
cent of our energy production for use
in the State is renewable energy, with
the goal to be at 50 percent by 2025. We
have a plan because we understand the
value of it.

I want to show a chart I have in the
Chamber, and then I know my col-
league has comments, and we will prob-
ably go back and forth a little bit. But
I want to show you this one chart.

When I came into office—and my col-
league over here talked about ANWR. I
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support ANWR. I am aggressive about
it beyond belief. My colleague has
been. Before I got here, she was pound-
ing away on this issue also. It is impor-
tant.

We have four regions in Alaska that
are of high value. When we talk about
oil and gas in Alaska, at least from our
office, we talk about everything that is
possible. We talk about ANWR. We talk
about the National Petroleum Reserve
which—let me make that point—is de-
signed for petroleum production. We
have the Chukchi Sea over here, and
the Beaufort Sea over there. These four
regions have huge value to the oil pro-
duction of this country.

When we talk about this, where are
we today? What can it do? What can it
replace? It can replace countries such
as Libya and Nigeria and Saudi Arabia,
where we get oil from. We could actu-
ally produce it here, and the good news
is we are on the path to do that.

Now, has it been long and tedious?
Yes, it has. But are we moving in the
right direction? Yes. We have seen for
the first time in 30 years the oppor-
tunity to develop in the Arctic that we
have not seen before. We are seeing for
the first time—this summer, Shell is
moving their ships up to the Chukchi
Sea because the potential between the
Chukchi Sea and the Beaufort Sea
alone is 24 billion barrels of oil.

Let me repeat that. I know we deal
with these numbers in our two States:
billions, billions. When we look at the
Chukchi Sea, 15.4 billion barrels of oil;
plus a little side product, gas, and we
love gas because it is clean burning, 77
trillion cubic feet; the Beaufort Sea, 8.2
billion barrels of oil—this is what we
know best today in our estimates—
where they are doing exploration now,
so0 we are going to find out more oppor-
tunities—gas, 28 trillion cubic feet.

NPR-A, the National Petroleum Re-
serve-Alaska, 1 billion barrels of oil is
what we know of, and they are in pro-
duction this year.

ConocoPhillips will be developing in
what they call CD5.

ANWR is still a struggle, but 10.4 bil-
lion barrels of oil. It is still an impor-
tant piece, where a small, little compo-
nent of this would be developed, 2,000
acres out of 19 million acres. That
would be the footprint we would uti-
lize.

But the point I am trying to make is,
if we want to get on to a real energy
plan, then let’s do that. I know the
folks on our side did their vote. It was
amazing. It shocked me, actually, that
they voted to move forward. They had
not done that ever since I had been
here on that bill. It is because they
wanted to do show-and-tell for a week,
get some press, and beat up the Presi-
dent because of Presidential politics.

I have my differences with the Presi-
dent. We fought him a lot on these
issues. But what I am interested in,
what I came here for—and I know the
Senator came years ago for—is to do a
real energy plan that involves our
country being more self-sufficient on
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our own energy resources, and let’s do
it the right way.

Let’s have the real debate that will
make the difference for consumers. So
when I go home, and my colleague goes
home, and someone says thank you be-
cause we have set in motion a trend
that will lower or stabilize gas prices
for our homes, for our cars, for our
businesses, for transportation in gen-
eral, that is what we should be doing.
But instead we are going to burn up a
few days here and make a lot of speech-
es, and then we will move on.

Well, I will tell you, and I think my
colleague will agree with me on this,
that the two of us are not going to
stop. We are going to talk about an en-
ergy plan because that is what we need
in this country if we want to grow this
economy and make ourselves more
self-sufficient and more secure nation-
ally.

What is happening in the Middle
East? The price is going up. It is not
anything we are doing. But we have
some good news. Even though it is pre-
dominately private land that has been
the growth factor of oil and gas, we are
seeing more domestic production for
the first time in 10 years. I do not
know, but to the Senator from Lou-
isiana, I think that is a good thing;
right?

Ms. LANDRIEU. It is a good thing.
The Senator from Alaska is right on as
usual on this subject and in the main
stream of what most Americans, I be-
lieve, are thinking about.

I wanted to ask the Senator from
Alaska, following his comments—I
mean, why does my colleague think
our friends on the Republican side
want to spend this week beating up on
the President as opposed to doing
something that might help energy pol-
icy advance in the country? I do not
know if they do not realize that people
are very frightened and anxious and
upset about these prices or what does
the Senator think is driving this sort
of theater on the Senate floor?

Mr. BEGICH. Well, I think the Sen-
ator said it in the question in a way. It
is a lot of Presidential politics. I think
what I hear when I go home is—and the
Senator probably hears it too—that
people are frustrated with that activ-
ity.

Think about this: Just a couple of
weeks ago, we passed a bipartisan
transportation bill. Unbelievable. Peo-
ple say we cannot do things together.
Seventy-four votes moved a bill, with
very diverse views, as we all know. But
we worked it out. We spent 5 weeks
doing it after all the committees’
months and months of work. And what
did we end up with? A great product
that went over to the House, that now
sits there languishing and not having
anything happen to it.

What is interesting, if we do not do a
good energy plan, here is what hap-
pens: asphalt, which is a petroleum-
based product which builds those roads,
only goes up. When that goes up, that
means now the roads we want to build
become less. It is not complicated.
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Why are they not doing this—I think
even some of their own Members were
surprised that they had to be told by
their leadership to change their votes
and do a certain type of vote. Now we
are in this no-end product. In other
words, we are not going to end up with
anything. I do not get it. I know they
will go home just like the Senator and
I, and they will hear the same thing:
jobs, gas prices, and construction and
the housing market, what is hap-
pening? These are things we hear
about. I am surprised.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I am surprised my-
self. T hope when we do go home con-
stituents in all of our States will say:
Stop the bumper sticker politics on the
floor of the Senate and get down to
passing an energy bill. I think we most
certainly, if we stop electioneering and
start legislating, could actually do
that.

Now the Senator from Alaska and I—
and I have been here a few years longer
than the Senator, but he has been a
most welcome addition to this issue be-
cause he is knowledgeable. He comes
from a State that is larger than almost
half of the lower 48. His State is rich in
resources. I have had the great pleas-
ure to go to Alaska. I am looking for-
ward to traveling there again this sum-
mer and actually going to the North
Slope because in Louisiana we build
many of the ships that actually oper-
ate in Alaska for their exploration ac-
tivities.

Mr. BEGICH. If I can make a com-
ment that the Senator just christened
one of our new ships coming up. It has
Icebreaker capacity to work for Shell
to do what? Go right here.

Ms. LANDRIEU. That ship was just
christened this weekend in Louisiana.
So the relationship between Louisiana
and Alaska goes back a long way. I am
very happy to have the Senator here
advocating for a smart and effective
energy policy.

This debate some people are having—
I do not believe I am included in that
because we are having our own col-
loquy about serious issues. But this so-
called debate that everybody else is
having is going to result in nothing,
just a lot of sound bites. There will be
no energy policy that comes out of this
because the fact is—and everyone
knows this that follows this—both par-
ties are guilty for not having the right
kind of energy policy, Democrats and
Republicans alike.

Democrats, from my perspective, do
not appreciate the way they should the
need for more domestic drilling. So
they resist sometimes the need for
more domestic drilling. I think Sen-
ator BEGICH and I have pointed out
there are some places where there are
people—Governors and Senators,
Democratic Senators—who are open to
drilling. We could go to those places
and do a better job of developing on-
shore and offshore.

But Republicans are not good at all
when it comes to conservation. They
resist helping the auto industry, for in-
stance, to retool itself, which we know
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has had an absolute direct bottom line
on less petroleum products being used
for gasoline.

Many of the new automobiles coming
out of domestic manufacturers, be-
cause of what Democrats and President
Obama, who led this effort—which he
never gets enough credit for on the
other side—have done to retool Detroit
so that just this week in the news-
paper, I believe it was the Washington
Post—I wanted to ask the Senator
from Alaska if he saw this article. The
most amazing thing that has happened
over the last 10 years is that our im-
ports of foreign oil have decreased for 2
reasons: One, we are producing more
oil and gas at home, although there
have been some setbacks with this ad-
ministration which we are not happy
about, the two of us, but also because
of the conservation we have done in
this country.

Mass transit is a part of that, which
many Republicans reject. Conservation
initiatives are a major part of that,
which Republicans reject. Helping the
domestic auto industry, which they—
even Mitt Romney, their leader on the
Republican side, said that was a mis-
take to help Detroit, Ohio, et cetera,
Michigan and places in Ohio.

So I am coming to the floor to say
this blame game is not going to work
because both parties are almost equal-
ly at fault. Senator BEGICH and I would
like to believe that we represent a lit-
tle bit of the Democratic side, a little
bit of the Republican side, coming from
States—both of us being Democrats but
from States that know something
about drilling.

I want to put up my map of Lou-
isiana so people believe when I say that
we know something about drilling.

This is what my State looks like.
Some people might not like this pic-
ture. This is the oil and gas infrastruc-
ture in Louisiana. To someone who is a
purist and does not like pipelines and
does not like oil wells and does not like
leases, they may recoil at this. But
people in Louisiana like this because
this is about money, and it is about do-
mestic energy self-sufficiency and inde-
pendence.

These are pipelines. There are 9,000
miles of pipelines under south Lou-
isiana. We have been drilling onshore
and offshore for the last 50 years. Until
the Macondo Well blew up in spectac-
ular fashion and killed 11 people, which
is very unfortunate and the fault of BP
and some of the contractors who were
not doing their jobs correctly, it has
been mostly successful. We have drilled
40,000 wells—40,000.

So when the Senator from Alaska
says we know something about oil and
gas drilling, trust me; it would be like
asking the Senators from Michigan: Do
you Kknow something about building
cars? We know about that. We have
been fracking. We have been using hor-
izontal drilling. We know there is a lot
of oil and gas still to be found, and the
Senator talked about some of his re-
serves.
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I know the Senator is aware that
Louisiana—just off the coast of Lou-
isiana—produces just about as much oil
as we import from Saudi Arabia every
yvear. I do not know if the Senator
knows that.

How are the reserves looking in Alas-
ka?

Mr. BEGICH. Well, absolutely. As a
matter of fact, as we know, this line—
this is the pipeline that brings re-
sources from here down to Valdez and
ships it throughout the country and
the world. It is about 10 percent of the
oil for our country that comes from
Prudhoe Bay up here.

What is amazing about this develop-
ment is, as it moves forward, it will ob-
viously provide even more. Also, as the
Senator said, with the map there, it is
about jobs. I mean, when we think
about this development, this could be
upwards of 54,000-plus jobs estimated
by an independent research arm. Plus
these jobs pay very well: on an average,
$117,000 a year. I do not know about
you; I think that is a good-paying job.

Ms. LANDRIEU. It is a very good
paying job. This is a very good point
because I have tried to remind every-
one here that this oil and gas industry
that exists in Louisiana and Alaska
does not just support the people of our
States. Think about it. There are only
500,000 people in Alaska. If that is
going to create 50,000 jobs, that would
be 1 for every 10 people. But people fly
in and fly out. They will work for 2
weeks or a month and fly back. We
have people working on our rigs that
are from Maine or from Colorado or
from New Mexico or from New York.

Most of the people who work offshore
are from the Gulf Coast States, I might
say. You can tell this when you drive
through the parking lots and see the li-
cense plates which are easy to spot.
But I can tell you there are people
from all over the country who work in
this industry.

If I showed you a supplier line, you
would see supplies coming from all
over the United States to fund the op-
erations like, for instance, the boat
that is going to be operating in Alaska
was built by people from Louisiana.
Some of those boats are built in Mis-
sissippi, and some of that may even
come from the east coast. I do not
know if the Senator is familiar with
that.

Mr. BEGICH. Some of those ships
will be refurbished and some of the
work that is being done is out of the
Port of Seattle and Tacoma and that
region. It is a nationwide aspect. Think
about this. In 2011, the oil and gas in-
dustry produced 9 percent of the new
jobs in this country.

Let me repeat that: Nine percent of
all of the new jobs in this country
came from the oil and gas industry. It
is the fastest growing industry at pro-
ducing jobs.

Ms. LANDRIEU. It is also producing
great wealth. I do not think people un-
derstand because a lot of the land in
the West is public land. So we hear this
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debate about public land, et cetera. But
most of the land in my State is private
land. In fact, the Federal Government
owns less than 2.5 percent.

Now, we are at polar ends of this de-
bate. We are at opposite ends because
in Alaska the Federal Government
owns 90 percent of that State. It only
owns 2.5 percent of my State, and the
farther east you go it is less and less
and less.

So when there is more drilling, like
in Louisiana, it is private land owners
who are getting wealthy. In many of
these instances, such as in the
Haynesville shale, which is up along
this area in Louisiana, northwest Lou-
isiana, farmers whose land was vir-
tually worthless or who were growing
crops but not really making it very
well, now the gas has been discovered
on their land, so they are getting roy-
alty checks for $10,000 a month, $20,000
a month. That is more money that peo-
ple have made or ever dreamed about
making. I have heard of royalty checks
of $50,000 a month that people are get-
ting. So they take that $50,000, they are
not even drilling for oil and gas; they
have just leased their property. They
go out and start a business in their
hometown or they go out and buy two
new automobiles for their family or a
new pickup truck for their operations.

I know the Senator understands the
indirect impact. It is not just the di-
rect jobs for the industry, but the
wealth that is created personally, and
the U.S. Government collects quite a
bit of taxes from this industry as well.

Mr. BEGICH. If I could add, in this
Chukchi/Beaufort, for example, it is es-
timated that the cumulative state,
local, Federal value over the next 50
years in terms of revenue stream is up-
wards of $100 billion. If we then talk
about the payroll over the next 50
years for the same two areas, it is $150
billion.

What happens to that $150 billion
that people get paid? Exactly. They
buy a house. They maybe put their
kids through college or they are vaca-
tioning or they are improving their
lifestyle. They are moving up, and that
kind of money is significant.

It has a multiplier effect that is hard
to measure, but it is real. Anybody see-
ing somebody making $117,000, they are
spending that money in the economy.
That is why we see the job growth we
see here. Again, to the principal debate
we are having tonight—and we are the
minority of the minority in a way—we
need to get back to the basic issue of
what do we want in this country in a
diversified, well-delivered energy plan.
We can get there. For example, we had
a bill, and the other side threw down
the same old talking points a few
weeks ago—to drill everywhere one
could imagine. It is about drilling but
doing it responsibly, in the right areas,
with the right design. They had Bristol
Bay, the fish basket of the country,
where 40 percent of the fish are caught.
They want to drill there. I cannot vote
for that. It is a balanced approach that
we need.
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Ms. LANDRIEU. We don’t have to
drill everywhere. The resources are so
spectacularly promising. I have to get
back to this blaming President Obama.
I don’t know if my friends on the other
side remember who the President was
when the Governor of Florida, Jeb
Bush, a Republican, opposed drilling off
the eastern gulf. The President at the
time, his brother, George Bush, hon-
ored that no drilling pledge. I remind
my friends on the other side that their
party is not blameless in this debate.
They could do a lot better for the coun-
try if they would stop trying to throw
President Obama under the bus every
minute—although I don’t agree with
all his energy policies; I didn’t agree
with the moratorium in the gulf and
other things. I think they made some
strong points. But this should not be
about hurting anybody; it should be
about helping our country. We do that
by using a balanced approach, such as
the Senator from Alaska said. It is how
we came together on the Transpor-
tation bill. It was balanced, a com-
promise, and it was a little of this and
a little of that. We put a jobs bill to-
gether that will help our Nation.

We could put an energy bill together
if we have both parties stop beating up
on people. One beats up on the compa-
nies and the other beats up on the
President and the poor people are the
ones who suffer.

I wish to show you something about
oil and gas taxes. People say: There
goes LANDRIEU again; she is defending
the oil and gas industry. Frankly, some
of them, and the industry itself, should
be defended because it is an honorable,
good industry. It has provided jobs. It
provided the oil we needed to win
World War II. How do you think the al-
lied troops got across Europe? They
didn’t do it on a wish and a prayer.
That o0il came out of the Permian
Basin in Texas. We have a long patri-
otic history in that industry. We get
our dander up when people beat up on
the industry.

People say the oil industry gets these
subsidies. I wish to put two things into
the RECORD. It says that according to
the Energy Information Administra-
tion—which is our administration, not
a third-party spinmeister group. It
says in the study published in 2008 that
oil and natural gas received only 13
percent of the subsidy but produced 60
percent of the energy needed to power
our country. I will repeat that. The oil
and gas industry receives only 13 per-
cent of all the subsidies, but we
produce 60 percent of the energy that
keeps the lights on in this building and
powers everything in the country. We
spend about $16.6 billion on U.S. energy
subsidies over the course of 1 year on
everything, and renewables, refined
coal, nuclear, and others accounted for
more than 85 percent of the subsidies.

So the oil and gas industry got less
than 13 percent of the subsidies, but
they continue to be the bogeyman in
all this. In addition to receiving only 13
percent of the subsidies—and my friend
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from Alaska will know this as well—
look what tax rate they pay.
ConocoPhillips paid 46 percent. This
was the effective tax rate from 2006 to
2010. Chevron paid 43 percent. They
made a lot of money. They are abso-
lutely making a lot of money. These
are public companies, and their execu-
tives are paid well. I think they are
probably paid a little more than I
would pay, but that is what they are
paid. These are public companies, and
the shareholders are making money as
well. But they are paying this very
high rate in taxes.

Look down here on the chart.
Walmart only paid 33 percent. Philip
Morris only paid 27 percent. PepsiCo—
a very good company—only paid 24 per-
cent. These are effective tax rates. My
favorite—although 1 like them very
much, but GE only paid a 9-percent ef-
fective tax rate.

When the Senator says we need tax
reform, we most certainly do. If you
came to me and said in a major bill we
are going to have an energy bill and
have some tax reforms to balance this
out, I would be for that. But in good
conscience, I cannot take away the
subsidy from oil and gas when they
only represent 13 percent of the overall
subsidies but produce 60 percent of the
energy. I certainly don’t want to raise
taxes on an industry now with prices at
the pump being so high. If we do, we
are just going to drive them up, which
is the last thing we want to do, par-
ticularly when this is the truth about
the tax rates. The Senator from Alaska
is again absolutely correct. This debate
we are not having but everyone else is
having is not getting us very far.

Mr. BEGICH. If I can, I will add one
more point before we finish. If these in-
centives are so bad, then why are we at
a 10-year high in production? Why do
we see in Alaska more independence
than ever before? Probably in the Sen-
ator’s State I venture to guess—I re-
member Anadarko, a very small com-
pany, which is now a very big one. We
can look at these different companies
and part of the incentives are utilized
to take hard-to-get areas and make
them more profitable so they can
produce them. The result is that we
now have more gas, for example, than
we have ever had, and the price
dropped so far that people are excited
about it, which happens—if we talk to
the petrochemical industry, they love
these low prices because they are pro-
ducing more opportunities in this
country to produce products we used to
produce overseas. So there is a ripple
effect. People say these are bad incen-
tives. Actually, we are producing more.
They are paying one of the highest tax
rates, as the Senator said. So we are
getting money back on our investment.
They are high prices because we don’t
have a comprehensive energy plan to
have diversified energy portfolio and
make sure we deliver it everywhere we
can. It is not complicated.

Ms. LANDRIEU. The Senator is
right. I am glad he mentioned this as
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well because I happen to also represent
a State that has a tremendous petro-
chemical industry. Of course, that is
because the Mississippi River is there,
as well as the great finds in the 1950s
and 1960s for gas. So when big compa-
nies—particularly petrochemicals but
big manufacturers—look around in the
world to where they go, one thing they
look at is the tax rate. But that is not
the most important thing. The other
thing is to make sure they can find the
skilled labor they need. They need
cheap energy costs because they can-
not produce steel competitively, for in-
stance, if we don’t have cheap energy.

So a lot of these companies came to
Louisiana in the 1960s because we had
cheap energy. That changed, and a lot
of them left. Maybe we did other things
to drive them offshore. You know what
is happening today. Because of this $2
gas, they are all coming home. You
should see the building we have going
on. That is why the Texas unemploy-
ment rate is the lowest in the Nation.
I know the Governor would like to take
all the credit for this. My Governor
likes to take all the credit for this too.
They are two outstanding Republican
Governors, and they may be pretty
good, but it is the low price of energy
that is driving this. That could happen
in Colorado, it can happen in Illinois, if
we just support the oil and gas indus-
try in a balanced way, instead of chok-
ing it off.

Not only does that money go to
them, it helps undergird this entire in-
dustry which employs millions more
people, and it helps us to compete bet-
ter with China, with India, and I know
the Senator understands that. He
doesn’t have as much heavy construc-
tion or refining in Alaska because of a
little bit of the isolation. But I think
he can appreciate what happens in New
Jersey and Louisiana and Illinois, as
an example.

Mr. BEGICH. Absolutely. I will tell
the Senator we have been exporting for
40 years. We have been doing that be-
cause of our ability to do so and being
able to get to the Pacific Asian mar-
ket. Overall, the State here—through
all its natural resources, we are a net
positive in our export trade. We help
lower the trade deficit for a variety of
reasons—our fish, minerals, gas, and
natural resources. So we are a huge
contributor to this economy in a lot of
ways.

I have been here only 3 years, and I
still wake every day being hopeful. I
am hopeful that at some point we will
debate and have a real energy plan dis-
cussion. When we do that, the net re-
sult is that Americans will win, con-
sumers will win, and national security
will win. Everything wins if we have a
good dependable energy policy that
looks not only at today but down the
road.

I think my friend from Louisiana
made a very good point about con-
servation, about those issues. Thinking
about the automobile industry, we
came to their rescue and we got a lot of
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criticism—all of us, the President in-
cluded—but what is the result? Those
folks paid back their loans, and they
are more innovative than ever before.
But they are also producing more fuel-
efficient cars, which saves fuel, and it
saves on the long-term dependency on
foreign products.

Some people say that is not con-
servation; that was a bailout. It is a
combo. It is multifaceted. For what-
ever reason, the other side sees that as
just another government thing. I can-
not remember, but it was a pretty good
interest rate we got on that money and
they paid it back and now they are
being more innovative. Most recently,
our automobile industry is building
more natural gas fuel vehicles. They
want to move forward in that area. I
don’t know if that will be successful,
but they are moving forward because
the price is lower. We have a lot of it,
and that is an industry that is stronger
than ever before.

As we sit talking about the impor-
tance of energy and how we have to de-
velop our plan and have a diversified
plan of action from all sources, as the
Senator went through the list of the
subsidies, we do it in every arena. We
are trying to create a diversified en-
ergy portfolio for economic security,
and it also creates innovation. We can-
not depend on one type of fuel source.
It is all part of it. People who say it
can just be oil and gas are in another
world. We have to have a multifaceted
approach and then we have to do it and
deliver it for the benefit of the Amer-
ican people. There is a way to do that.

Again, I struggled tonight because of
the vote I took yesterday—one of
four—that said we are not moving for-
ward because I saw what was going to
happen. By this weekend, I will be
home talking to Alaskans and sharing
their concerns about high energy costs
in small villages and urban areas, and
they will be asking the question: What
are we doing? I wish I could say here is
the answer and the price will go down.
For the 3 years I have been here—and
the Senator from Louisiana has been
here longer—we have had a debate with
no real substantive beef. People have
put something out on the table, and
the other side votes against it, instead
of having a meaningful, real com-
prehensive energy bill. We have tax in-
centives here and there but not some-
thing that says this is what are going
to do, so 20 years from now, all of us,
including my colleague from Louisiana
and my colleague from Colorado, can
look at our kids and grandkids and say
we did the right thing because we are
stronger because we diversified our en-
ergy resources.

That is the fundamental issue we will
not get to. We are in our own debate
because we are a group of four. Two of
them are out tonight. The rest are in a
different debate.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes. I wish to reem-
phasize too the importance of getting
back to the basics on energy policy. I
have been privileged to be here long
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enough where I have helped to pass
comprehensive energy bills. I remain
hopeful when I wake too. I am a person
with the glass half full and not half
empty, and I try to remain optimistic
in the face of evidence to the contrary.
I remain hopeful we can continue on
the path of more energy independence
for our country. That is why that arti-
cle, written this week, which I will put
in the RECORD, was very telling to me,
because I have been saying, similar to
the Senator from Alaska, are we mak-
ing any progress? I believe if we cannot
manage, we cannot measure. What is
the measurement? One of the measure-
ments is, are we importing more or less
oil from dangerous places in the world.
And when I saw that had dropped by 15
percent, I was very encouraged.

And the article pointed out two rea-
sons, not one—not drill, baby, drill or
conserve and conserve only but both,
because America has been doing a bet-
ter job. Despite the setback of the mor-
atorium, despite the setback with the
Deepwater Horizon, despite some of the
President’s slow policies on drilling,
and despite the Republican resistance
to conservation, we have been doing
something right, because we have re-
duced our dependence on foreign oil,
which is good.

We don’t want to be dependent on
Venezuela, and we don’t want to be de-
pendent on the Mideast, particularly
Saudi Arabia. They have been some-
what of an ally, but they do not share
all our values, let’s be honest. Women
just got the right to drive this year—
no, actually, to vote this year. I don’t
think they have the right to drive yet
officially. So do we share those values?
No.

So why don’t we kind of get back to
the basics here of drilling more at
home, promoting and expanding our
nuclear industry safely. And I mean
drilling where it is safe and not every-
where, as some Republicans suggest—
let’s drill everywhere. We don’t have to
drill everywhere; we just have to be
smart and strategic about where we
drill, compromise some about the
places that are really opposed to it. We
can drill more, have revenue sharing,
which makes sense with the coastal
States of Alaska, Louisiana, Virginia,
Mississippi, and Alabama because that
builds a strong partnership and stake-
holders between the local, State, and
Federal governments.

I think we could do more on building
efficiency. We can do more on natural
gas vehicles. Wouldn’t it be wonderful
to have the kinds of vehicles that run
on electricity or on—and I don’t know
if this is possible yet, but we could ex-
periment on electricity, on natural gas
or on petroleum fuels or on diesel or
bio so that if the price of natural gas
was low, you would just sort of power
yourself on natural gas. If your electric
bill is low because you are on nuclear
and the nuclear price is low and you
are getting your electricity from your
nuclear powerplant, you just plug in
your automobile and you pay very lit-
tle.
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Why can’t we break this dependency
by producing more of everything at
home and transforming our auto indus-
try, which is the big pull on fuel. You
know, our industries run on coal or
natural gas or some oil, but the real
pull on this oil is our automobiles.

So that is why Republicans are
wrong. They do not want to fund this
transformation, but we have to fund
the transformation to help America
move from an old-fashioned petro-
chemical, where we just fill up at the
pump because we only have one thing
to get—and that is petroleum—to
where we can fill up with several other
things. This isn’t pie in the sky, this is
happening right now. But with a little
more government investment, it could
happen more, and wouldn’t that be a
relief?

The Senator from Alaska will know
this, and I don’t want to misquote here
because I could get in trouble, so I will
be careful, but if we had a system like
that and the price of gasoline was $10,
no one would care. Do you know why?
Because they wouldn’t have to use it.
Think about that. You wouldn’t have
to buy it. You wouldn’t need it for your
airplanes, you wouldn’t need it for
your trucks or your cars because we
would have created a system of choice.
And choice is power for the consumer—
really good choice. They could fill up
their car with natural gas or they
could fill it up with another source.
That is where we need to go. Then we
will break it. We will break the depend-
ency because it could be $10 or $100 a
gallon and who would care, because no
one would have to buy it.

So that is where we need to go. We
can get there. We are sort of creeping
there. That is what this article also
said—inch by inch we are getting
there, but we could accelerate it—no
pun intended—if we get off this ridicu-
lous ‘‘blame the person in the White
House so you can win the next election
and then get back to doing nothing.”

So I will turn the conclusion over to
the Senator from Alaska by saying
that the debate with sound bites for
elections coming up and bumper stick-
ers to put on cars will not help, but I
am ready for a real debate.

We have introduced several pieces of
legislation. I have been a cosponsor of
every piece of legislation since I have
been here on any kind of major Energy
bill, but it has to have a conservation
component, it has to have an environ-
mental safety component, it has to
have more drilling, revenue sharing,
and then I think an expansion of nu-
clear power would be very important
and the right subsidy mix for the kinds
of energy we would like to produce in
this Nation. That would make our Na-
tion much stronger when it comes to
energy, but it would make us so eco-
nomically powerful and it would make
us militarily more powerful because we
would negotiate treaties differently if
we didn’t have to get on our hands and
knees and ask countries that don’t
even share our values to pump a little
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more gas for us when we could pump it
ourselves.

I yield to the Senator from Alaska.

Mr. BEGICH. I thank my friend from
Louisiana, and I will conclude by say-
ing again that her point about being
smart and strategic is what we are say-
ing. No one is saying either/or, that it
has to be this or that. It is a combina-
tion of things. Some will be more ex-
pensive today but maybe less later.

Think about the technology around
the cell phone the first time it came
out, which used to be a box about this
big, and you plugged it in your car and
the big receiver would be in your
trunk. It cost several thousand dollars
to buy that technology, if you remem-
ber, and people were saying: No one is
ever going to do that. Now you can go
to the T7-Eleven—or in my State it
would be the Holiday store—and buy
throwaway phones. It is amazing what
can happen when you allow some ex-
pansion of this knowledge and tech-
nology.

0Oil and gas bring new technology.
The Senator mentioned directional
drilling, for example, which is new
technology being developed in our
State and her State to bring opportuni-
ties that Shell gas is now doing—all
kinds of opportunities.

When you think of the security level,
I know the Senator from Colorado, our
Presiding Officer here, has been in the
Armed Services Committee, where we
talk about this all the time. How do we
get the biggest consumer—the mili-
tary—to find new alternatives? And
they are experimenting.

But what is amazing—and we heard it
last week and the week before—is that
our friends on the other side are won-
dering why the military is looking at
alternative fuels. They actually asked,
what gives you the authority to do
that? Well, actually, when it costs you
almost $400 a gallon for diesel fuel on
the front lines of Afghanistan, I think
that is a good reason. They should be
looking at what kinds of alternatives
they can use.

I have seen what they are doing.
They are doing some amazing things
with solar panels and small devices.
And what is important about that for
the military is they can move more
rapidly through areas so they won’t
have to worry about where is the diesel
truck for energy. But for rural Alaska,
it is important in our rural villages
where it is $10 or $11 a gallon for heat-
ing fuel, and now there is technology
that, instead of taking up a whole
room, is portable, and they can move
it, they can use it, and it saves con-
sumers.

So there are all kinds of things we
should be doing.

I know the other side will say: Those
things cost too much; these things cost
too much. When you are at the R&D
stage, things always cost too much be-
cause you have to move slowly to de-
velop and create the markets. But the
military is a huge driver of a market,
so I am excited that they are in these
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areas. And I oppose the idea of some
Republican Senators and House Mem-
bers who are saying they shouldn’t be
doing anything experimental. Abso-
lutely, they should. They are a con-
sumer of the product. Let’s have them
give us some innovation.

People may forget that the same peo-
ple who were doing the energy develop-
ment in the early 1960s are the ones
who started the Internet, from which
we all now benefit. Imagine in the 1960s
if we had said to the military: Oh, we
don’t want you testing whatever they
were calling that Internet system.
That is bad. You get out of that busi-
ness. Where would we be today? Now,
as the parent of a 9-year-old, I might
have a different view on this. I may not
want my son on the Internet. But it
made a difference in our economy and
everything else that is going on.

To conclude, I would say we have a
chance to develop, to diversify, and to
deliver a real energy plan if we focus
on it. That is what we should be doing.
So I thank my colleague from Lou-
isiana, and I thank the Senator from
Colorado, who is our Presiding Officer
tonight, for allowing us to have a little
rant time here in our own world. But I
think the world we talk about is the
same world almost everyone in Amer-
ica is living in, with high gas prices
and wanting real solutions.

Anyone who says there is a magic
bullet and the price will go down—that
isn’t happening. I support the Keystone
Pipeline, and I know my colleague
from Louisiana supports that, but that
won’t lower prices tomorrow. I support,
for a variety of reasons, a long-term
plan—jobs and other things—but it
won’t lower prices tomorrow. Drilling
in Chukchi and Beaufort is important
to me. I think in the long term it will
create jobs and it will lower gas prices
but not tomorrow. But these are the
kinds of things we should be doing.

Will our investing in conservation to
ensure that our commercial buildings
and houses are more efficient turn a
dollar right away? A little bit. But
over the long haul—I am doing an en-
ergy retrofit to my house in Anchor-
age. I am going to save some money. It
will go in and go out because I have to
put some money aside for my son’s
education. But I will have more money.
So it pays over time. Nothing happens
overnight. It drives me crazy when I
hear the other side say that this is like
magic and tomorrow things will
change. I wish that were the case. We
all do. But we have to have a plan to
get there.

I thank the Senator from Louisiana
for joining me tonight. I thank her for
standing tall when we took our vote
yesterday. I think we made our point,
and now we need to move forward, and
hopefully we can get other people to
follow our lead and do a comprehensive
plan.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator.
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ACT

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, while
I am on the floor, I would like to speak
for a few more minutes, if I might, on
another subject but one that is equally
important. The Senator from Alaska
and I just spent some time talking
about a balanced approach to energy
production and the fact that if we
could get there, we could create jobs.
The Senator was saying that no matter
what we do, it won’t create jobs over-
night, and he is right again. It will
take a long time, it won’t lower the
price overnight, and it will create jobs.

But there is a bill that actually will
create millions of jobs overnight that
is pending, hanging around this Cap-
itol, that if we could get passed would
mean a great deal immediately—to-
morrow, literally the day after the bill
is signed by the President—and that,
Mr. President, is the Federal highway
transportation bill which last week
was passed and compromised by one of
the most liberal and progressive Mem-
bers of this body and one of the most
conservative Members of this body,
Senator BOXER of California and Sen-
ator INHOFE of Oklahoma, who worked
for over a year and a half to put a
transportation bill together, a 2-year
transportation bill. Many of us would
have liked it to be 5 years or 6 years,
but 2 years is what they could nego-
tiate. And you know what, it is a lot
better than the short-term 3-month, 6-
month, 2-month, or 3-month temporary
measures we have been under for the
last several years. That gives no con-
sistency—none—for our States and our
counties and our cities.

If you talk about uncertainty, the
business community, real estate devel-
opers, planners, community planners,
transit planners—these entities do not
know what it is going to look like 6
months from now or even next year.
This bill would give at least 2 years of
certainty, and then we could come
back, hopefully, and pass a long-term
extension of 5 years or 6 years. But 2
years is much better than 30 days or 60
days or 90 days, which is what the
House is contemplating.

I am proud the Democrats and some
Republicans are standing up in the
House and saying no short-term exten-
sion. We have a bill. We have the Sen-
ate bill that got over 74 votes of Repub-
licans and Democrats, compromised
again between a more progressive and a
more conservative Member for the ben-
efit of our country.

There are 1.9 million jobs at stake.
For the gulf coast Senators, there is an
extra bonus. Besides funding our rail,
our highways, and our transit, the gulf
coast Senators and House Members
from the States of Texas, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Alabama, and Florida got a
very significant amendment to fund
coastal restoration and flood control
protection and economic development
in the gulf coast, directing the fine
money that is going to be levied
against BP sometime in the next few
weeks or months. Instead of that
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