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In addition, passing a short-term CR
that will allow agencies to spend
money as if the sequester isn’t immi-
nent early next year only complicates
their situation. This would force agen-
cies to squeeze all the necessary spend-
ing reductions in just over 9 months in-
stead of an entire year. We can imagine
the burdens that puts on agencies, par-
ticularly the Department of Defense,
with unique procurement require-
ments.

A less charitable view of why anyone
would seek to ignore, even for a short
time, the realities of the BCA would be
that they might think deficits have
fallen and attention to our fiscal state
is no longer needed. In fact, the Presi-
dent recently told an audience that,
“We don’t have an urgent deficit crisis.
The only crisis we have is one that is
manufactured in Washington.”

I beg to differ. Our fiscal problems
aren’t solved. In fact, we are still on
track to add $753 billion to our na-
tional debt in 2013. There is no doubt
this is an improvement from past
years. Yet the trillion-dollar deficits of
the past 4 years are hardly appropriate
benchmarks for today. Even at $753 bil-
lion, this year’s deficit is larger than
any of those under any previous admin-
istration.

Meanwhile, our entitlement pro-
grams are still on track to be insol-
vent, with Social Security Disability
set to go broke by 2016, Medicare by
2026, and Social Security by 2033. This
is simply not the time to backpedal, by
any means, on the agreement we made
in 2011.

Congress and the President agree
that the Budget Control Act is the first
step needed toward budget deficit re-
duction. We must complete the first
stride to set our Nation on the right
course and prove to the public we can
address the even larger looming chal-
lenges we face, such as the solvency of
our entitlement programs.

There is no doubt this is going to be
a difficult job in the days to come, and
we must address it. I urge my col-
leagues to keep their promise and push
for appropriations bills that respon-
sibly respect the spending limits out-
lined in the Budget Control Act. To
that aim, I invite my colleagues to join
me in sending a letter to the majority
leader asking him to bring to the Sen-
ate floor a fiscal year 2014 spending bill
that abides by the $967 billion discre-
tionary limit that is required by law.

Let us continue the progress that has
been made so far and keep our promise
to fight for a more sound fiscal future.

Madam President, I yield the floor
and I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Madam President, I have
spoken with the White House, I have
spoken with the Republican leader, and
we have agreed on a way forward based
on the President’s speech last night.

As the President told the Nation last
night, the President has asked Con-
gress to postpone a vote to authorize
the use of force in Syria and pursue in-
stead a diplomatic path to see if that
works.

Tomorrow sometime, in Geneva, Sec-
retary Kerry is meeting with Russian
Foreign Minister Lavrov. So it is right
that the Senate turn from the Syria
resolution while the Secretary of State
pursues these important diplomatic
discussions.

As I said this morning, Congress will
be watching these negotiations very
closely. If there is any indication that
they are not serious, or that they are
being used as a ploy for delay, then the
Congress stands ready to return to the
Syria resolution to give the President
the authority to hold the Asad regime
accountable for the pain, suffering, and
death it caused with those chemical
weapons.

In the meantime, the Republican
leader and I have agreed the Senate
will return to the Shaheen-Portman
energy efficiency bill. Senator SHA-
HEEN, Senator PORTMAN, and the chair-
man of the committee, Senator WYDEN,
have talked to me many times over a
period of more than a year to move
this legislation forward. So I think it is
appropriate that, rather than us sit
here and tread water, doing nothing,
we should move forward on this legisla-
tion.

As the agreement will indicate, so as
not to interfere with the diplomatic
discussions going on, we have agreed
that the Senate will consider no
amendments on the energy efficiency
bill relative to Syria or the use of
force. I have talked to a number of the
Republican Senators and that is cer-
tainly fine with them.

We 1look forward to considering
amendments on issues domestic in na-
ture and passing this important piece
of legislation.

———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the motion to
proceed to S. 1392 be agreed to, that no
amendments or motions be in order rel-
ative to Syria or the use of military
force during the consideration of the
legislation, and that the time until 6
p.m. tonight be equally divided be-
tween the two leaders or their des-
ignees.

I think it would certainly be appro-
priate that we have at this time state-
ments from the chairman and the
ranking member, that is, Senators
WYDEN and MURKOWSKI, and Senators
SHAHEEN and PORTMAN, the sponsors of
this legislation. Then I would hope at
that time—how long does the chairman
need for his statement?
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Mr. WYDEN. Twenty minutes.

Mr. REID. Twenty minutes. We will
give Senator MURKOWSKI the same
amount of time.

Mr. PORTMAN. Ten minutes for me.

Mr. REID. And 15 minutes for Sen-
ator SHAHEEN and 15 minutes for Sen-
ator PORTMAN. When that time is ex-
pired, we will see if we can have some
amendments. So that would be the
case. Those four Senators will be recog-
nized for the next 70 minutes. As I have
indicated, it is for debate only.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

ENERGY SAVINGS AND INDUS-
TRIAL COMPETITIVENESS ACT
OF 2013

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to pro-
ceed to S. 1392 is agreed to and the
clerk will report the bill by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1392) to promote energy savings
in residential buildings and industry, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
COONS). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, before he
leaves the floor, let me thank the lead-
er for making sure we could have this
opportunity to deal with one of the
crucial issues of our time. Leader REID
has a long history in energy efficiency,
in renewable energy. I thank him for
his leadership and particularly the op-
portunity to be on the floor this after-
noon.

Mr. President and colleagues, today
the Senate has the chance to put more
points on the board for the creation of
good-paying jobs, a more productive
economy, and greater energy security.

Before the August recess, the Con-
gress put some initial points up by
passing hydropower legislation. This
legislation was called, by the New York
Times: The first significant energy leg-
islation to become law since 2009.
Those hydropower bills might have
been called small by some, but experts
say they can generate a large amount
of power.

Hydropower is 60 percent of the re-
newable, clean power in America. And
hydropower has the potential to add
60,000 more megawatts of capacity by
2025, according to the National Hydro-
power Association. That is enough en-
ergy to power more than 46 million
homes. Hydro helps to make our econ-
omy less dependent on fossil fuels, and
it does it in a way Democrats and Re-
publicans can come together on.

Today, as we look at another critical
part of modernizing energy policy, I
want to start by saying it has almost
become obligatory for Members of Con-
gress to say they are for an ‘‘all of the
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above’’ energy policy. It is almost as
though a U.S. Senator has to say that
on energy they are for ‘‘all of the
above’’ three or four times every 15, 20
minutes or else it is not a real discus-
sion about energy policy.

But here is what is important and I
think critical as we start the debate—
where I see my friend from New Hamp-
shire and my friend from Ohio—the re-
ality is, you cannot have an ‘‘all of the
above’ energy policy in this country
without energy efficiency. It is that
simple. If you are serious about an ‘“‘all
of the above’” energy policy—and we
have essentially several Democrats and
several Republicans on the floor now to
demonstrate the seriousness of this
issue—you cannot have an ‘‘all of the
above’’ energy policy without energy
efficiency.

So this legislation is on the floor
today thanks to the tireless bipartisan
efforts of Senator SHAHEEN and Sen-
ator PORTMAN.

I am also very pleased the ranking
minority member of the committee is
here, Senator MURKOWSKI of Alaska.
She consistently meets me halfway in
terms of trying to deal with these
kinds of issues. As we begin this de-
bate—which I would also mention to
colleagues 1is essentially the first
stand-alone energy bill to be debated
on the floor of the Senate since 2007—
it would not be possible without the co-
operation and the good counsel of the
ranking minority member, Senator
MURKOWSKI. I want her to know how
much I appreciate our partnership. We
just got through our weekly session
this morning as we look at various
kinds of businesses. We hope to be able
to bring to the Senate helium legisla-
tion, which we know a lot of Senators
care about, very quickly as well. But
there is a reason we are back to energy
policy in the Senate, and that is, to a
great extent, because of the coopera-
tion Senator MURKOWSKI has shown.

This bill—and one of the reasons it is
bipartisan—gives us a chance to cut
waste in our energy system and create
jobs. This bill would take the biggest
step in years toward tapping the poten-
tial for energy policy.

The legislation saves about 2.9 billion
megawatt hours of electricity by 2030,
according to the American Council for
an Energy-Efficient Economy. I say to
my colleagues, I thought I would start
by translating that into something
that becomes a little easier to put your
arms around.

To generate those kinds of savings in
electricity—2.9 billion megawatt
hours—the United States would have
to build 10 new nuclear powerplants at
a cost of billions of dollars each and
run them for more than 20 years.

The heart of this bill is updating vol-
untary building codes to make homes
and businesses more efficient, and it is
about installing new wires and pipes
and machines and insulation. Here is
what I want colleagues to know as we
start this discussion: There is money
to be made in those pipes and that in-
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stallation. Businesses know that. That
is why more than 250 companies and as-
sociations have endorsed this bill, in-
cluding the Chamber of Commerce.

When you look at those who have en-
dorsed this piece of legislation, it is
not a who’s who of sort of bleeding-
heart environmental folks. I was par-
ticularly struck by the headline in a
Forbes article last month. They say:
“The Shaheen-Portman Energy Sav-
ings Act: It’s The Economy, Stupid.”
They sure got that right.

If the Congress passes this bill, it is
going to immediately become a signifi-
cant job creator, generating an esti-
mated 136,000 new jobs by 2025.

It will also make a significant dif-
ference in our country’s energy produc-
tivity, and that means savings for fam-
ilies, building fewer powerplants, re-
ducing greenhouse gas emissions.

If we continue business as usual—
people say: Oh, gee, we are not really
going to pursue this now—the U.S. En-
ergy Information Administration—that
is really our statistical arm of the En-
ergy Department—predicts that our
country would use 30 percent more
electricity by 2040.

But there is an alternative, and that
is harnessing the potential of effi-
ciency technologies that actually re-
duce electricity from today’s demand
and reduce the use of energy even as
our economy and population grows.

The amount of new energy produc-
tivity we gain would be like doubling
the number of houses in America and
then powering all of them without ever
adding a new powerplant to the grid.

Choosing the more efficient path we
are going to advocate for on the floor
of the Senate would mean adding 1.3
million jobs by the middle of the cen-
tury. Families could shave off one-
third of their electricity bills, an aver-
age savings of about $600 per year, ac-
cording to experts in the field, a big in-
crease in productivity.

So already we have talked about job
creation, we have talked about produc-
tivity, two areas where I do not see
some Kkind of artificial line between
Democrats and Republicans here in the
Senate. I see areas we all feel strongly
about.

On the other hand, meeting our coun-
try’s projected electricity demand with
today’s energy mix and 40 percent coal
requires building at least 100 new coal-
fired powerplants over 25 years.

We are also going to make the case
during this debate that the Federal
Government ought to be a leader in
this. It is one thing to talk about how
everybody in America ought to do
something, and then say, oh, the Fed-
eral Government might get around to
it someday. So we are saying, this is a
chance for the Federal Government to
save taxpayers money and to play a
strong role, a strong leadership role,
particularly by improving efficiency at
the Federal data centers.

As more and more businesses move to
the cloud, reducing energy use there is
extremely important. Again, the ex-
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perts estimate these steps on data cen-
ter efficiency would save about 35 mil-
lion megawatt hours of electricity by
2030. We would save the same amount
of energy by powering down 60 of the
NSA’s newest data centers for a year,
but I am going to save that one for an-
other day.

There is obviously room for Federal
agencies to do more. The government
owns nearly 500,000 buildings. The Fed-
eral Government is the largest landlord
in America. Agencies are directed to
buy and use highly efficient equipment
under two different executive orders.
But according to staff at the Energy
Department, less than half of commer-
cial building equipment that agencies
buy actually even complies with the
government’s own rules. So I am going
to be offering an amendment to the bill
that at least will provide some incen-
tive to ensure that agencies actually
follow the rules of the government.

This bill, as I have indicated, is bi-
partisan. We have been able to pass 62
bills out of the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee, each one with bi-
partisan support. This is what Senators
have said they care about, this is what
the other body has said they care
about.

Congressman KEVIN MCCARTHY, the
third ranking House Republican, said
earlier this year, ‘“‘All American energy
independence means taking a hard look
at energy production, distribution, re-
liability and efficiency.” In the House
there is a bipartisan companion to this.
In other words, we have the good for-
tune of having Senator SHAHEEN and
Senator PORTMAN working in a bipar-
tisan way.

In the other body—and Senator MUR-
KOWSKI and I have met with the House
Members interested in this issue—you
have Congressman PETER WELCH and
Congressman CORY GARDNER actually
creating a bipartisan caucus to pro-
mote new financing tools that aid en-
ergy efficiency projects. Congressman
WELCH and Congressman MCKINLEY
have introduced companion legislation
to the one we debate today.

If anything, one of our challenges is
there is a pent-up demand to debate en-
ergy issues in this Congress. If we
voted for all of the amendments I hear
people say they want to do, we would
probably be here until New Year’s Eve
being fed intravenously trying to fig-
ure out how to process all of them. We
may not have time to address each and
every amendment, but I know of at
least a dozen bipartisan amendments
that colleagues plan to offer that will
produce even more energy savings for
businesses and consumers, produce
more jobs for the U.S. economy.

Nobody is going to be able to say this
is part of a dumb Federal mandate or
some Kkind of ‘“run from Washington,
one size fits all” approach. These are
approaches that look to productivity,
the private sector for leadership and
fresh ideas. For example, Senator BEN-
NET and Senator AYOTTE have a better
building amendment. It strikes me as a
very sensible one.
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Senator INHOFE and Senator CARPER
have an amendment on thermal effi-
ciency. Senator KLOBUCHAR and Sen-
ator HOEVEN have an amendment to
help our nonprofits save energy. How
can you make a logical case that we
should not try to work that out? Our
nonprofits are being stretched to the
limit. T saw that when I was in Alaska
with Senator MURKOWSKI. We talked to
some of the nonprofits. We see it in Or-
egon as well.

We have a bipartisan amendment
from Senators Hoeven and Klobuchar
to try to help these nonprofits save en-
ergy. These are just a few of the good
amendments, in my view, that build on
the outstanding work done by Senators
SHAHEEN and PORTMAN lo these several
years. These amendments and the bill
are going to help homes and businesses
use less energy, save money, create
jobs, without mandates, without spend-
ing new Federal money.

It got out of our committee by a 19-
to-3 vote. I believe the reason it did is
because people said this is a common-
sense approach to cutting energy waste
and showing folks across the land that
there are things you can agree on in
the Senate and come together.

I am pleased to be here with Senator
MURKOWSKI. We have talked about this
a long time, to get the Senate back in
the business of a modern energy policy
that creates jobs, that promotes energy
security and productivity. We started
that with the hydropower legislation
that was signed into law right after we
broke for the August recess. This is the
next logical step.

I will say to colleagues, I do not see
how a Senator can say they are for an
““all of the above” energy policy in
America without supporting energy ef-
ficiency. This is the time. This is the
bill.

I look forward to working with our
colleagues. I hope they bring us their
various and sundry amendments.

I yield the floor. I know Senator
MURKOWSKI has important comments
to make.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague, the chairman of
the Energy Committee, for his com-
ments on not only this very important
legislation but his leadership on energy
issues as we have worked together on
the Energy Committee, a committee
that I know the Presiding Officer en-
joyed his time on, recognizing that
there is so much we can be doing as a
Nation on a bipartisan basis to make a
difference within our communities,
across our regions, not only for the
economy and jobs but to make a dif-
ference globally in terms of how we
handle our energy and our energy re-
sources.

We talk a lot about the ‘‘all of the
above’’ strategy, and perhaps that has
different interpretations depending
upon what part of the country you are
from. But one of the slogans that was
going around a few years back was:
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Produce more. Use less. Well, now we
are talking about the ‘‘use less’ side of
that ledger, equally important. I come
from a producing State. But let me tell
you when you come from a State where
our energy costs are some of the high-
est in the Nation, if not the highest in
the Nation, we are also pretty good and
wise about how we use less.

I am very pleased that we are at this
point today where we are finally tak-
ing up the energy efficiency bill. The
chairman has mentioned it has been a
long time since we have seen energy
legislation debated here on the floor. I
do find it troubling that we have gone
so long without meaningful and sus-
tained debate about energy policy.

Each year our committee sends doz-
ens of bills to the floor with our signa-
ture stamp of Dbipartisan approval
which I think is key. Yet for years we
have kind of seen the bills come to the
floor and that has been the end of the
road for those particular efforts. While
a small number of our public lands bills
are able to pass through by unanimous
consent, those that are related to en-
ergy, those that often need a little
more work to pass this Chamber, are
virtually never brought up for further
consideration.

I do understand we have all kinds of
pressing matters in front of us—obvi-
ously the debate over the Syria resolu-
tion clearly one of them, the con-
tinuing resolution that we will have in
front of us as we work to fund the gov-
ernment, critically important. If we do
reach agreement on how we should pro-
ceed to either of those measures, I will
certainly be the first to agree they
need to be brought forward for debate.
But when we have finished those, I am
hopeful we will return, if we have not
yvet concluded, to energy legislation be-
cause it has been too long neglected in
this Chamber.

I came to the position as ranking
member of the Energy Committee back
in 2009. I was very optimistic about
what we would accomplish in this area.
All of those of us on the committee had
worked to deliver three major energy
bills during the proceeding years I had
been on the committee. We had the En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005, we had the Gulf
of Mexico Energy Security Act of 2006,
we had the Energy Independence and
Security Act of 2007. All of them were
partially or entirely written by our
committee. They all received strong
support in the Chamber, and they all
eventually became law.

Fast forward to where we are today.
Our floor debate in 2007 remains the
last time, the last time the Senate
truly engaged on energy policy. In the
interim, about the best we have seen
are some amendments here and there
along the process or perhaps dueling
side-by-sides that seem are inevitably
voted down.

But the lack of action on energy leg-
islation is not because we have aban-
doned a bipartisan approach in com-
mittee. It is not because we have per-
haps run out of good ideas. It is cer-
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tainly not because we are somehow un-
able or unwilling to report legislation
to the full Senate. We reported a com-
prehensive bill back in 2009 that sat on
the calendar untouched for 17 months.
We unanimously reported a bill to help
prevent another offshore spill in 2010.
That too was ignored.

The reality is we have one of the
most bipartisan and active committees
in the Senate. But, unfortunately, we
are almost regularly in a situation
where we are not provided the floor
time needed to complete our work.

I am not complaining here, I am just
pointing out some facts. But the chair-
man noted there has been this pent-up
demand, this frustration, about not
only where we are in the process but
the opportunities that are lost. When
you think about the changing dynamic
in this country since 2009, I think
about what has changed in the energy
sector during that course. The fact
that we have not addressed real, ful-
some energy legislation is quite tell-
ing.

But I am hopeful the Senate is now
finally on the verge of reversing its un-
fortunate approach to energy policy.
As the chairman has noted, we have al-
ready ordered more than 50 bills—50
bills—to be reported to the Senate this
year alone. Today, as we begin debate
on the Energy Savings and Industrial
Competitiveness Act—I do not even
know why we are calling it that; we
just call it Shaheen-Portman around
here. The work the authors of this leg-
islation have done I certainly applaud.

But we are here at this point because
of the very concerted efforts of the au-
thors of this bill, Senators PORTMAN
and SHAHEEN, their great bipartisan
work, months and months of negotia-
tion, months of waiting. So to be here
today, to stand in support of this bill,
is wonderful.

I have spent some time on this floor
talking about an energy blueprint I
had crafted back at the beginning of
the year, Energy 20/20. I said this is 115
pages of energy policy, but it can be
summed up in one bumper sticker. It
says: Energy is good. The fact we are
here on the floor talking about energy
efficiency is absolutely key.

When I mentioned that 20/20 blue-
print, in it I make the point, I make
the push that we need to strive to
make our energy more abundant, more
affordable, clean, diverse, and secure.
While we often focus on the more obvi-
ous efforts to advance energy policy, in
my case more production on Federal
lands, passage of approval of the Key-
stone X1, Pipeline, the restoration of
some real balance in new regulation,
and I think a much greater focus on in-
novation, it is also critically important
that we look to the efficiency side. It
must be a larger part of our energy de-
bate. It deserves to be a larger part of
our Nation’s energy policy.

The reasons why are no mystery. Ef-
ficiency is good for the economy and
for our environment. It enables us to
waste less and to use our resources
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more wisely—great conservative prin-
ciples.

At the same time it can help create
jobs and deliver lasting financial bene-
fits. Study after study—and the chair-
man has pointed out some of those—
has shown we could save billions of dol-
lars every year through reasonable effi-
ciency improvements, whether in small
appliances, large buildings, or some-
place in between. These potential sav-
ings cannot be overlooked at a time
when we see so many of our families
and businesses are struggling to make
ends meet, when our debt is escalating
and the price of energy remains well
above where most of us want it to be.

As policymakers, I can’t think of ef-
ficiency as an energy issue alone. It is
also a bottom-line issue that affects
every one of us and every one of our
constituents back home.

While we can all agree on the impor-
tance of efficiency, we can also agree
there is a legitimate debate over the
Federal Government’s role in this area.
In my judgment, that role should be
limited and the costs associated with it
should be minimal.

The Federal Government must itself
be efficient as it pursues efficiency. I
think these are areas we can work to
enhance. We cannot simply lavish sub-
sidies, pass bill after bill, or impose
mandate after mandate, and suggest
that is somehow a pursuit of a greater
good.

Instead, I think the Federal Govern-
ment should strive to fulfill three pret-
ty distinct roles. It can act as a
facilitator of information that con-
sumers and businesses need to make
sound decisions. It can serve as a
breaker of barriers that discourage or
prevent rational efficiency improve-
ments from being made. As the largest
consumer of energy in our country, it
can lead by example by taking steps to
reduce its own energy usage.

Those are the criteria by which we
can evaluate whether the Federal Gov-
ernment is on the right track on en-
ergy efficiency and also the criteria by
which we can judge whether this par-
ticular bill, the Shaheen-Portman bill,
would improve our current policies.

Let me move to the bill for a moment
and explain why I support it. First, the
scope. The scope is both limited and
appropriate. It does not contain new
mandates for the private sector, not for
buildings, not for appliances, not for
anything. The provision on building
codes is a good example of what the bill
does and does not do.

I would not be supporting a provision
if it required the mandatory adoption
of those codes, but in this bill it is vol-
untary, with the Federal Government
stepping in to help facilitate new mod-
els that others can choose to follow.

The second point here is the cost. We
are all focusing on costs nowadays. The
costs of this bill are fully offset. It con-
tains no direct spending. The only pro-
vision that received a score from the
Congressional Budget Office has been
dropped. A grants program that passed
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our committee has now been dropped
as well. Some of these things we look
at and say we would rather they had
been in there, but we are trying to deal
with the cost side.

I appreciate both Senators SHAHEEN
and PORTMAN for working with us on
that. The authorizations that remain
in the bill have been fully offset by cut-
ting a provision from the 2007 Energy
bill. Any Federal dollars that are ulti-
mately spent on this legislation will
have to be secured through a future ap-
propriations process within the context
of our larger debate about the overall
Federal budget.

The third point here is I support this
bill because of the process that was fol-
lowed to bring it to this point. Again,
I wish to give the chairman credit, and
clearly Senators SHAHEEN and
PORTMAN. It was bipartisan from the
beginning. The Senator from New
Hampshire got together with the Sen-
ator from Ohio to lead its development.

I can remember the conversation
years ago when he said: I am working
on this. It was long before there was
any draft. It was working through in
the kind of good old-fashioned, roll up
your sleeves, let’s work on doing good
things in energy policy when it comes
to efficiency. I give him full credit.

The committee held a hearing on this
bill. We had testimony from the De-
partment of Energy and other experts.
We moved through to a markup. This
could be considered regular order. We
improved the bill in the markup. We
reported it favorably by a vote of 19 to
3. Possible amendments have been
worked on by members and staff alike
over these past several months. I think
there are many good amendments we
all assume will easily win passage.

At the same time the bill’s sponsors
have continued to work to refine and
improve the legislation leading to the
product we have before us today. On
scope and substance, on cost and on
process, this bill has been a good exam-
ple. This has been an example of reg-
ular order, working as usual, showing
how the Senate can work, showing the
Senate at its best. The only trouble we
have encountered is securing the floor
time necessary to try to secure its pas-
sage.

It is my hope with the efforts of the
sponsors of this bill, with the efforts of
the chairman of the Energy Committee
continuing to push to build good
things—rather than trying to blow up
things—we will have an opportunity to
see this measure enacted into law.

As I mentioned, we don’t have an op-
portunity here on the floor of the Sen-
ate to debate energy often or as often
as I would wish. By the looks of what
we have pending in front of us, we rec-
ognize there may be interruptions. It is
my hope we can move quickly and take
up many of these bipartisan amend-
ments Chairman WYDEN has men-
tioned.

Let us make the most of the oppor-
tunity we have before us now. Let us
weigh the Federal Government’s proper
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role in efficiency. Let us make sure
this bill reflects all of that. Let us
start working through the amendments
that have been filed and move forward
with a process that will yield good pol-
icy for this country.

Again, I thank the sponsors for their
yeoman’s work in getting us to this
point, and I look forward to the discus-
sion and the debate we will have in the
days ahead. I know Senator SHAHEEN,
with all the work she has put into this,
is anxious to finally discuss her bill in
the Chamber.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. As my colleague
Senator MURKOWSKI said, I am thrilled
to be here on the floor of the Senate
today after 3 years of work with Sen-
ator PORTMAN and so many other peo-
ple to be talking about the Energy Sav-
ings and Industrial Competitiveness
Act.

I wish to begin by thanking Chair-
man WYDEN and Ranking Member MUR-
KOWSKI for all of the support and great
work the Energy Committee has done
to help get this bill to the floor.

As they pointed out, and as I know
the Presiding Officer knows, the En-
ergy Committee in the Senate has been
very bipartisan. I had the opportunity
to spend my first 4 years here on the
Energy Committee and I can attest to
that. I know what great work they
have done. The fact they have moved
so many bills through the committee
already speaks to the consensus they
have been able to build on the com-
mittee around energy policy. Thank
you both very much for all of that
great work.

Thank you to my partner in this ef-
fort, Senator PORTMAN of Ohio. He is
not on floor right now, but I sort of
claim him in New Hampshire because
he went to Dartmouth, so we figure he
has some New Hampshire roots. We
have worked in a partnership on this
legislation. It has been a very bipar-
tisan effort.

It reflects what I believe is an afford-
able approach to the use of energy effi-
ciency technologies. It will help create
private sector jobs. It will save busi-
nesses and consumers money. It will
reduce pollution, and it will make our
country more energy independent.

I know we are all very aware of the
crisis in Syria and how that looms over
this discussion. It couldn’t be more
timely over how we can make this
country more energy independent.

This bill, which Senator PORTMAN
and I have been working on for 3 years,
has been the result of years of meet-
ings and negotiations, of broad stake-
holder outreach. It has been an effort
to craft the most effective piece of en-
ergy legislation, efficiency legislation,
with the greatest chance of passing
both Chambers of Congress and of
being signed into law.

The legislation will have a swift and
measurable benefit to our economy and
our environment. In fact, as Senator
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WYDEN pointed out, we had a recent
study by experts at the American
Council for an Energy-Efficient Econ-
omy, which found this legislation, if it
is passed, has the potential to create
136,000 domestic jobs by 2025. They did
a study in the last Congress, when we
first introduced the bill, which showed
in addition to that job creation, it
would also save consumers $4 billion by
2020 and be the equivalent of taking 5
million cars off the road. It is a huge
benefit to our environment and to job
creation, which is probably at the top
of our agenda right now, and also for
savings to consumers.

Simply put, as my colleagues have
said, we need a comprehensive national
energy policy. We have been overly de-
pendent on foreign oil. We have been
reliant on an outdated energy infra-
structure. This is a situation that
hurts business and that also gives our
overseas competitors an advantage.

We have to think about an ‘‘all of the
above’ strategy, as everybody has
commented, that utilizes a wide range
of energy sources: natural gas, oil, nu-
clear, and renewables such as wind,
biomass, and solar. This will give us a
stronger and more stable economy. We
can’t just focus on the supply side, we
also need to think about how we con-
sume the energy once we have it, the
demand side.

Efficiency is the cheapest, fastest
way to address our energy needs. En-
ergy savings techniques and tech-
nologies, lower costs—they free up cap-
ital that allows business to expand and
our economy to grow. I have been to so
many businesses throughout New
Hampshire in the last 3 years that, be-
cause of their ability to save on their
energy costs, have been able to stay
competitive and have been able to add
jobs. This has a real benefit to our
economy and to businesses.

Efficiency, as I said, is the fastest
way to address our energy needs. I
think a lot of times people think about
energy saving and energy efficiency as
turning down the thermostat, turning
off the lights, putting on a sweater, but
energy efficiency today is about a
whole lot more than that. We can start
by improving our efficiency by install-
ing ready and proven technologies.
These are off the shelf. They are al-
ready available, such as modern heat-
ing and cooling systems, smart meters,
computer-controlled thermostats, and
low-energy lighting. These are all
available today for the benefit of peo-
ple who wish to save on their energy
consumption and their energy bills.

There are substantial opportunities
that exist across all sectors of our
economy to conserve energy and to cre-
ate good-paying private sector jobs. As
we have already said, I think efficiency
has a great shot at passing both the
House and Senate and becoming law.
Energy efficiency has emerged as an
excellent example of bipartisan and af-
fordable opportunity to immediately
grow our economy and improve our en-
ergy security.
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In addition to being affordable, effi-
ciency is widely supported because its
benefits aren’t confined to a certain
fuel source or a particular region of the
country. So much of the energy debate
over the last few years has been about
who benefits, whether it is fossil fuels,
alternatives, whether it is the North-
east, the South, the West. Everybody
benefits from energy efficiency. It is
one of the policy areas where we can
come to a real agreement.

It is no wonder that this legislation,
Shaheen-Portman, enjoys such large
and diverse support. It has received
more than 250 endorsements from a
wide range of businesses, environ-
mental groups, think tanks, and trade
associations, from the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce and the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers to the National
Resources Defense Council. These are
the types of nontraditional alliances
that have helped us get this bill to the
floor.

Senator PORTMAN and I worked with
diverse groups to craft this year’s bill,
and we maintained a transparent and
open process in which we tried to make
sure all stakeholders had a meaningful
opportunity to comment on existing
and proposed provisions and to suggest
their substantive additions. So using
that process of coalition building, we
were able to find common ground on a
number of important provisions, in-
cluding commercial and residential
building efficiency codes, workforce
training, and language that aims to
create a more robust public-private
partnership between DOE’s Advanced
Manufacturing Office and industrial
energy consumers.

To talk a little about what is actu-
ally in the legislation, this bill pro-
vides incentives and support but, as we
have all said, no mandates for residen-
tial and commercial buildings in order
to cut energy use. That is very impor-
tant because buildings consume about
40 percent of the energy used in the
United States.

The bill strengthens voluntary na-
tional model building codes to make
new homes and commercial buildings
more energy efficient, and it works
with State and private industry to
make the code-writing process more
transparent.

The legislation trains the next gen-
eration of workers in energy efficient
commercial building design and oper-
ation through university-based build-
ing training and research assessment
centers.

Shaheen-Portman assists our indus-
trial manufacturing sector, which con-
sumes more energy than any other sec-
tor of the U.S. economy. The bill would
direct the Department of Energy to
work closely with private sector indus-
trial partners to encourage research,
development, and commercialization of
innovative energy efficient technology
and processes for industrial applica-
tion. This is something we heard very
clearly from businesses throughout the
country. They really need and they
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want a more collaborative effort with
the Department of Energy. They want
to feel as though the Department of
Energy is working with them. So hope-
fully these provisions will help make
that happen.

It also helps businesses reduce energy
costs and become more competitive by
incentivizing the use of more energy
efficient electric motors and trans-
formers.

It also establishes a DOE voluntary
program called SupplySTAR, which is
modeled on something that has been a
great success, the ENERGY STAR Pro-
gram, to help make companies more
aware of their supply chains and how
to make them more efficient as well.

The legislation requires the Federal
Government, which is the single larg-
est user of energy in the country, to
adopt more efficient building standards
and smart metering technology. The
bill would require the Federal Govern-
ment to adopt energy-saving tech-
nologies and operations for computers.
Our data centers are huge users of en-
ergy. It would allow Federal agencies
to use existing funds to update plans
for new Federal buildings using the
most current building efficiency stand-
ards.

Finally, as has been said, this legisla-
tion is fully offset, so there is no new
spending in this bill. We reallocate au-
thorization from existing programs.

To conclude—and I know we are
going to have a lot of amendments to
this bill—we have a number of bipar-
tisan amendments that are going to
make this bill better, that will make it
more substantive, and I look forward
to those amendments and to the debate
we are going to have. I think this is a
bipartisan, affordable, and I believe
widely supported first step as we begin
addressing our Nation’s very real en-
ergy needs, particularly not just on the
supply side but on the demand side.

As I have said, a lot of people have
worked very hard to get this bill to the
floor, and while I am not going to walk
through who all of those people are, 1
again thank Chairman WYDEN and
Ranking Member MURKOWSKI for all of
their support, and I thank Majority
Leader REID and Republican Leader
MCcCONNELL for their support in reach-
ing an agreement to get the bill to the
floor.

I also thank three staff members
whose hard work has really made this
possible—first, someone who was in my
office earlier but who has now moved
on, Trent Bauserman, who worked very
hard to get us started on the legisla-
tion; Robert Diznoff, who has now
taken over in my office to work on the
bill; and Steve Kittredge from the of-
fice of Senator PORTMAN. Without the
three of them and without all of the
other staffers both in my office and in
the office of Senator PORTMAN and all
of the people on the committee who
have worked so hard, we would not be
here to have this debate today.

So I thank all of them, and I look
forward to hearing the amendments
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and the robust discussion on the floor
and to continuing to work with my col-
league Senator PORTMAN as we try to
move this bill through the process.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, we
are finally here on the floor, and I
would like to thank my colleague Sen-
ator SHAHEEN for her comments and for
working with me over the last few
years to get to this point where we can
be talking about something that brings
us together, I hope, as a Senate, which
is this effort to ensure that we have an
energy plan for America that can help
bring back jobs, help fix our trade def-
icit, and help spark an American man-
ufacturing renaissance, and that is the
Energy Savings and Industrial Com-
petitiveness Act.

This is about energy efficiency. It is
about using what we have more effi-
ciently, and I think that makes a lot of
sense for us to move forward. As Sen-
ator SHAHEEN said, it is a first step, but
it is an important step.

I thank the chair and ranking mem-
ber of the Senate Energy and Natural
Resources Committee—Senator WYDEN,
who spoke earlier, and Senator MUR-
KOWSKI, who is with us on the floor and
who spoke earlier—for all the support
they have given us over the last few
years to get this through the com-
mittee process and the markup process
and to add some important elements to
the legislation, and we will see more as
the amendment process proceeds. I also
thank Leader REID for helping us bring
this bipartisan legislation to the floor
today, and I thank Senator MCcCON-
NELL, who has been very supportive of
us moving this process forward.

As has been said on the floor this
afternoon, this is really the first sub-
stantive energy legislation we have
seen on the floor in a while—maybe 6
years—and it requires help from both
sides of the aisle to get to this point. It
is bipartisan.

It is also supported, by the way, on
both sides of the Capitol. We have peo-
ple in the House, including some House
Members I spoke to earlier today, who
are very interested in what we are
doing over here on this legislation be-
cause they have companion legisla-
tion—not identical but similar legisla-
tion—in the House they are working on
on a bipartisan basis.

So this is one that I think has a good
shot of getting through the Senate. I
think it also has a good shot of getting
through the House and going to the
President for signature and helping to
move America forward with a more
sensible energy policy.

We are going to see a lot of amend-
ments on the floor, and I think a num-
ber of these amendments will be bipar-
tisan and will help improve the bill. In
fact, I am looking at a list here of
about a dozen bipartisan amendments.
These are amendments—some of which
we talked about in committee, some of
which have come since the process—
that involve some very thoughtful
work done by our colleagues, and I am
looking forward to having a debate on
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some of those. Actually, I have a list of
41 energy efficiency-related relevant
amendments here. So this is an oppor-
tunity for us to have a broader debate
on energy but also to improve the en-
ergy efficiency legislation before us.

Those of us on this side of the aisle
talk about the need for an ‘‘all of the
above’ energy policy, and I certainly
believe in it. I think we need to do ev-
erything we can to make ourselves
more energy independent so that we
are not dependent on dangerous and
volatile parts of the world, including
the Mideast. We have certainly seen
that here in the last couple of weeks
where what is happening in Syria and
what is happening in Egypt affects
what goes on here in this country in
terms of our energy costs and certainly
our economy. So this need for energy
efficiency should lead us to want to be
sure we are including this legislation
in the mix.

We need a policy that harnesses more
of our domestic resources. I believe in
that. I believe we should be producing
more energy in the ground here in
America. I am for producing more, but
I am also for making sure we don’t
miss the other part of the equation,
which is using less. So I believe pro-
ducing more and using less is a good
policy.

This is part of the using-less part
that maybe we don’t talk about as
much on this side of the aisle, but it is
also very important. It is important in
part because it creates jobs. It is a bill
that is supported, by the way, by over
260 businesses, business association ad-
vocacy groups, from the National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers and the
chamber of commerce to the Sierra
Club and the Alliance to Save Energy.
The Christian Coalition is supporting
it.

I have here a list of these 260 trade
associations and business organizations
because there are too many names to
go through on the floor, but it is a very
impressive list.

I think the legislation got through
the Senate Energy Committee with a
vote of 19 to 3 partly because of this
support because members realize this
will help them and their constituents.

Simply put, I think this legislation
that the senior Senator from New
Hampshire and I have worked on and
proposed makes good environmental
sense, I think it makes good energy
sense, and I think it makes good eco-
nomic sense too.

I spent time visiting with businesses
throughout my State of Ohio on this
bill and on this whole issue of energy,
and they all say the same thing, which
is pretty obvious, and that is that en-
ergy is an important component of
their business, it is part of the cost of
doing business, and energy efficiency
makes them more able to compete in
the global economy.

We do live in a global economy, and
every day businesses in my State go up
against businesses not just in other
States but in other countries. We are
not going to be able to compete on ev-
erything. We don’t want to compete on
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wages with developing countries, for
instance. We want to have good wages
and good benefits in this country. We
can compete on the quality of the
goods we produce. We want to keep
that quality high. But we have to be
sure we are giving these businesses the
ability to compete by helping to keep
their energy costs low—again pro-
ducing more and using less.

What this legislation does—and it is
very significant—is it helps the private
sector develop the energy efficiency
techniques, technologies of the future.
We make it easier for employers to use
tools that will reduce their costs, ena-
bling them to put those savings toward
expanding jobs, plants, equipment, and
hiring new workers. The proposals con-
tained in our bill are commonsense re-
forms we have needed for a long time.

The bill contains no mandates. Let
me repeat that. There are no mandates
in this legislation on the private sec-
tor, period. In fact, many of our pro-
posals come as a direct result of con-
versations we have had with folks in
the private sector about how the Fed-
eral Government can help them to be-
come more energy efficient and to save
money, which they can then reinvest in
their businesses and communities.

Here is a brief overview of some of
the major parts of the legislation, some
of which have already been described
ably by my colleague from New Hamp-
shire, but I just want to review them
quickly.

First, it does specifically help manu-
facturing. It reforms what is called the
Advanced Manufacturing Office at the
Department of Energy by providing
clear guidelines on its responsibilities,
one of which ought to be to help manu-
facturers develop energy-saving tech-
nologies for their businesses. This is a
shift. We think it is important. We
think they have gotten away from that
a little bit—the Department of En-
ergy—and we need to be sure they get
back to it.

It facilitates the already existing ef-
forts of companies around the country
that are trying to implement cost-sav-
ing energy efficiency policies by
streamlining the way government
agencies in this arena work with them.

It also increases partnerships with
national labs. The national labora-
tories have a lot of great research, and
we want to be sure it is commercialized
and shared with the private sector.

Also, it increases partnerships with
energy and service technology pro-
viders and the national labs together
to leverage private sector expertise to-
ward energy efficiency goals.

The legislation strengthens the
model building codes so that builders
in States that choose to adopt them
will have the most up-to-date energy
efficient codes developed anywhere—
best practices.

The legislation establishes univer-
sity-based building training and assess-
ment centers. Industrial assessments
centers are located around the country.
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There is one in Dayton, OH. I had the
opportunity to visit with one of the re-
searchers there recently, who was out
working with midsized smaller compa-
nies, helping make them more energy
efficient. They are strongly in support
of this legislation because they want to
expand the good work they are doing to
help more businesses be more energy
efficient, be more competitive, and add
more jobs.

Under this legislation, these centers
also will be helping to train the next
generation of workers in energy effi-
cient building design and operation.
Not only will these programs save en-
ergy, but they will also help provide
our students and unemployed workers
who need these skills with the skills
they will need to compete in this grow-
ing energy field.

To repeat, this bill is not about forc-
ing companies to become more energy
efficient or imposing mandates. It is
about incentives, and it is about giving
these companies the help they are ask-
ing for. And we can do it at no addi-
tional expense to the taxpayer. Why?
Because the cost of this legislation is
fully offset. In other words, we change
other programs at the Department of
Energy to pay for the cost of this legis-
lation.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, it has no impact. It is deficit
neutral. But in fact it will save tax-
payers money, because all of us as tax-
payers will save money because of an-
other provision of the legislation, and
that is because we go after the largest
energy user in the world to try to
make them more efficient. That is the
United States Government. We want to
be sure the United States Government
starts to practice what it preaches, be-
cause as it talks to the rest of us about
the need for more energy efficiency, we
find that at the Federal Government
there are lots of opportunities to make
them less wasteful and more efficient.

It directs the Department of Energy
to issue recommendations that employ
energy efficiency on everything from
computer hardware to operation and
maintenance processes.

Senator WYDEN had some good exam-
ples earlier of some of the waste in the
Federal Government that this bill will
go after. This is smart because it is the
right thing to do in order to save en-
ergy, but also it helps taxpayers be-
cause it is going to reduce the cost at
the Federal Government.

It also takes an interesting common-
sense step of allowing the General
Services Administration to actually
update the building designs they have
to meet energy-efficient standards that
have been developed since these de-
signs were finalized, some of them
many years ago, and they can’t update
them. We certainly want to be sure the
new Federal buildings that are being
constructed are using the most up-to-
date efficiency standards. This legisla-
tion permits that to happen. The gov-
ernment has been looking for places to
tighten its belt. This is one. Energy ef-
ficiency is a great place to start.
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All this adds up to a piece of legisla-
tion that Americans across the spec-
trum can support. It is fully offset, it
contains no mandates, it requires the
Federal Government to be more effi-
cient.

According to a recent study of our
legislation, in 12 years, by 2025, Sha-
heen-Portman is estimated to aid in
the creation of 136,000 new jobs. The re-
port says it is going to save consumers
$13.7 billion a year in reduced energy
costs by 2030. A vote on this legislation
is a critical step for achieving this goal
of a true ‘‘all of the above’” energy
strategy. It produces more energy at
home, yes, but also uses less energy—
and uses it more efficiently.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to come down to the floor,
offer their amendments, let’s have a
good debate and discussion, and let’s
support this underlying bill. Let’s be
sure it leaves the Senate with a strong
vote and, with it, rigorous debate to
ensure it can pass the House of Rep-
resentatives where, as I said earlier,
there is a lot of interest, and that it
can g0 to the President for his signa-
ture to take this important step to-
ward making this country more com-
petitive, more energy efficient, less de-
pendent on foreign oil, and creating
more jobs in the process while improv-
ing the environment. It is a win-win-
win.

I thank my colleague from New
Hampshire and the chair and ranking
member of the Energy Committee. We
look forward to entertaining some
amendments and look forward to being
here on the floor talking about a way
to move our country forward in a way
that provides a model on moving the
Senate forward on other bipartisan
measures.

Mr. President, I yield back my time.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HEINRICH). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1858

(Purpose: To provide for a study and
report on standby usage power stand-
ards implemented by States and other
industrialized nations)

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 1858.

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

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] for
Mr. MERKLEY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1858.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, in my
view, this is a very practical amend-
ment offered by my friend and col-
league from Oregon Senator MERKLEY.
It involves a study on standby power.

The amendment would, in effect,
fund the study at the Department of
Energy to look at standby power stand-
ards in States and other parts of the
world to determine what is the most
feasible and practical way to approach
it. There is no authorization here.

I think it is pretty obvious to Mem-
bers of the Senate, there are a large
number of electronic products, from
televisions, cell phone chargers, to
microwaves, that cannot be completely
turned off without being unplugged,
and we ought to find ways to reduce
wasted standby power.

It is my intention to support this
amendment. I think it is a practical
idea. I yield any time to Senator
MERKLEY to explain his thoughtful
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I
thank my senior colleague from Or-
egon. I appreciate very much his call-
ing up this amendment and for his
leadership on energy, and specifically
energy efficiency.

I would also like to compliment my
colleagues from Ohio and New Hamp-
shire, who have worked so hard on this
very valuable piece of the energy puz-
zle: How do we more efficiently utilize
energy that we generate?

Specifically, this amendment is re-
lated to standby power, the power that
is wasted keeping devices ready to use
at a moment’s notice. I prefer the term
“vampire’ power or ‘‘vampire’’ elec-
tronics. This is the power our elec-
tronics suck out of our power system
when they are doing absolutely noth-
ing. So this challenge of loss to vam-
pire electronics is certainly something
we ought to take on.

Many electronic devices, from tele-
visions to desktop computers, cell
phone chargers, microwaves, use en-
ergy when they are turned off but are
still plugged in. Often, you will see
that little light that tells you it is still
plugged in. This wasted energy ac-
counts for roughly 5 percent of residen-
tial electricity use. So about 1 kilowatt
in every 20 or $1 in every $20 is utilized
to keep those little lights blinking.

The United States has yet to estab-
lish standards for efficiency in prod-
ucts related to standby power. Some
States have done so, and other indus-
trialized nations have taken action.
This amendment would simply tell the
Department to look at the standards
established elsewhere in the world, or
in individual States, compare them and
analyze them, so we can consider
whether a lot more could be done in
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the United States to make us more ef-
ficient. That efficiency is like pro-
ducing free, available power by ending
the waste. In fact, the EPA estimates
100 billion kilowatt hours of electricity
are wasted by vampire electronics each
year. That adds up to $10 billion in
extra energy costs.

Depending on the age of components,
running a cable box or large-screen TV,
a DVD player, a gaming console, sur-
round sound setup, could be like run-
ning a significant refrigerator, a sig-
nificant power draw, and DOE believes
it is feasible to reduce this waste from
standby power by about 75 percent.

The value of that 75-percent reduc-
tion would be equivalent to erecting
25,000 3-megawatt wind turbines for
free. That is a lot of wind power being
utilized. So let’s do it.

Under this amendment, the Depart-
ment of Energy is instructed to con-
duct a study of standards of standby
power appliances and electronic de-
vices that have been implemented by
other States or other industrialized na-
tions, and to evaluate which of the
standards studied would be feasible and
appropriate in the United States. It is
a simple idea and an important study
that can contribute substantially to
the use of power effectively here in our
economy.

I thank my colleagues for bringing
this amendment forward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, we are
not going to vote on this amendment
at this time. But when we do, I hope
colleagues will support it. I think it is
a very fine amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I
yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I think
there is a little confusion on the floor.
I have an amendment. I have talked to
virtually everyone. In fact, I can’t find
one person opposed to it. It is very sim-
ple.

What I would ask is that I be able to
set aside the pending amendment for
the purpose of considering my amend-
ment No. 1851. Let me make that and
see if there is objection to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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Mr. VITTER. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, let me
go ahead and tell the floor what it is
all about. I know I am going to be
wanting to come back to the floor and
get this in the queue.

It is very rare in this body that we
come up with something everyone is
for, something that wasn’t a part of the
original legislation, for a very good
reason. We are talking about geo-
thermal.

Right now we all recall in the Energy
Policy Act of 2005, there is a provision
that requires the Federal Government
have a percentage of its energy be from
renewable sources. The problem is this:
Geothermal doesn’t create any new en-
ergy. It lets you use the energy that is
there, recover it, heat our homes, cool
our homes, put it back, and then reuse
it again.

As I say, it is something everyone is
for. It is 100 percent renewable. The
only oversight originally was that it
did not actually create energy. The
amendment would change this to allow
geothermal heat pumps to be among
the renewable energies that could be
used by the Federal Government to
meet its obligation under the 2005 En-
ergy law.

This amendment doesn’t cost any-
thing, it doesn’t mandate anything. It
simply provides another acceptable
way for the Federal Government to
meet its obligations in a cost-effective
way. It is noncontroversial and some-
thing everyone wants.

It would be my hope after that expla-
nation the Senator from Louisiana
would be willing to let me bring it up
for the purpose of considering it, put-
ting it in the queue, and then going
back to where we were, acknowledging
objections that he might have to other
amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Unfortunately, I am
going to have to sustain my objection.
But I am very hopeful this can be
worked out in short order, as soon as a
vote on my amendment is locked down.
In fact, I will go this far. It doesn’t
even have to be on this bill. It does
have to be in the near future, because
the issue with regard to which I am
very concerned happens on October 1.
So this is an extremely time-sensitive
issue.

I have had good discussions with the
majority, and it seems as though we
are going to be able to lock down that
agreement hopefully very soon. But
until then, I am going to have to ob-
ject.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I intend
to support the Inhofe-Carper amend-
ment. In my view, this is really a com-
monsense clarification of existing law.
I want colleagues to have a sense that
this is the kind of bipartisan work that
Senator MURKOWSKI talked about ear-
lier, that we have been trying to do to
try to come to the Senate with ideas
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that really pass the smell test. I mean
they are common sense, they are prac-
tical.

In that context, this amendment
modifies the existing definition of re-
newable energy to provide that ther-
mal energy that is generated from—
from renewable energy sources ought
to be considered renewable energy for
Federal energy purchase requirements.
For example, if a Federal agency has
access to thermal energy from ground-
water to heat or cool its facilities,
under the Inhofe-Carper amendment
that thermal energy would be consid-
ered renewable energy produced just as
if the buildings had solar or wind power
to produce electricity.

I hope colleagues, in this spirit, will
bring us these kinds of suggestions and
ideas. Senator INHOFE brought this to
us early on. I know we are going to
have some more discussion because of
its connection to other matters, but I
hope we will get a vote. It is common
sense. It is practical. I intend to sup-
port it. I want the record to reflect
that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, as au-
thor, with Senator SHAHEEN, of the un-
derlying bill, I have a list of a dozen or
so bipartisan amendments that I would
love to see us have a debate on, includ-
ing the Inhofe amendment. The Inhofe-
Carper amendment is a great example,
as the chairman just said, of one that
actually improves the bill. As I said,
there are some amendments we may
not find bipartisan, but this is one, and
it is common sense. I appreciate him
working with the committee and work-
ing with us, and I just wish we could
get it up for a vote and get it filed
today.

I hope we can work out our dif-
ferences on other amendments that are
not relevant to the legislation so we
can go ahead with some of this debate.
My sense is that we have a good chance
of doing that. Let’s figure out how to
come together with a practical solu-
tion to be able to provide a vote but
also to allow us to proceed with this
debate.

Senator INHOFE came over here to
offer his amendment. He wasn’t able
to. I hope we can, for the next good bi-
partisan amendment, have that oppor-
tunity.

I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, let me
offer this truly friendly suggestion. I
think we can proceed with this debate.
Senator PORTMAN said proceed with the
debate. We can proceed with this de-
bate right now. We can bring amend-
ments to the floor, we can talk about
them, we can have a full debate on any
amendment folks want to bring to the
floor. I encourage that. I think that
will move the process along because we
can basically do all of the substantive
debate on these amendments. The only
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thing I am talking about is a techni-
cality, which is making the amend-
ment pending. That is a technicality
that does not have to stop or delay or
prohibit any debate.

My suggestion is to move full for-
ward with that debate as we work out
this agreement. I am fully prepared in
the same way to discuss and debate my
amendment. I am ready to do that
whenever it is appropriate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I don’t recall this hap-
pening before. Regarding the very
amendment that is an obstacle, keep-
ing me from the vote, I ask unanimous
consent right now to become a cospon-
sor of that amendment, the Vitter
amendment I am talking about.

I know what he is trying to do. I
know he is going to make an effort to
get this done maybe in other legisla-
tion if it does not happen here. I will be
joining him in his cause. I see this as a
separate matter here, as I say. We want
to move this along. Everyone agrees to.
I will stand by and see if anyone
changes their mind.

Thank you, I say to the chairman
and ranking member. Thank you for
the very kind comments on my amend-
ment.

Mr. WYDEN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I was next going to ask unani-
mous consent to set aside the pending
amendment and call up my amendment
No. 1845. I understand the Senate is in
an a bit of an impasse, but, if I might,
I would like to talk about my amend-
ment without calling it up with the
hope that later my friend and colleague
Senator WYDEN will be able to call up
my amendment and put it on the list of
pending amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may proceed.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I am going
to talk a little bit about this impor-
tant effort which has been authored in
partnership with my good friend from
the wonderful State of Maine, Senator
CoLLINS. I wish to take a minute before
I do that and say how important it is
that we are finally debating, for the
first time in years, an energy bill in
the Senate. The fact that we are here
today beginning this important debate
is a huge testament to my colleague
from the great State of New Hamp-
shire, Senator SHAHEEN, and my good
friend from the days I served in the
House and now fellow Senator from the
great State of Ohio, Senator PORTMAN,
and the leadership of Chairman WYDEN
and Ranking Member MURKOWSKI.

I think Senator PORTMAN and Sen-
ator SHAHEEN are saying this in every
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way possible: For our country to truly
realize energy independence, energy se-
curity, we need to efficiently use the
energy we have. That is exactly what
Senators PORTMAN and SHAHEEN envi-
sion with their legislation. We support
energy security, and we save Ameri-
cans money.

With that background, let me turn to
our amendment. Improving the energy
efficiency of our schools is a no-
brainer, and that is why I am proud to
partner with Senator COLLINS to make
sure our efforts have the biggest bang
for the buck. This is a bipartisan
amendment. It will help streamline ef-
forts to improve the energy efficiency
of our Nation’s schools while, most im-
portantly, strengthening our children’s
education.

Our schools are often confused by
where to go and whom to work with to
pursue energy efficiency efforts and
education, and this is in part because
of how many agencies, departments,
State governments, and the like are in-
volved. By providing a coordinating
structure for schools to better navigate
existing Federal programs and the fi-
nancing options available to them, we
are going to pare back duplicative ef-
forts and make it easier for schools
across my State of Colorado and across
the United States to save thousands of
taxpayer dollars each year that then
can be reinvested in strengthening our
education system.

The amendment also has the dual
benefit of making Federal programs
work better for our schools while still
leaving decisions to the States, school
boards, and local officials to determine
what is best for their schools.

This is a commonsense amendment. I
truly hope we get a chance to debate it
and to have an up-or-down vote on it.

Before I yield the floor, I would also
like to point out—I know my colleague
Senator WYDEN is well aware of this, as
are Senator SHAHEEN, Senator
PORTMAN, and Senator MURKOWSKI—
that when we have schools that operate
on an energy efficient basis, studies
show our young people, our children
learn more effectively because if you
are in an environment that is com-
fortable, where the light is appropriate,
where you can see, where you can take
in what is being taught, you are, of
course, going to have a better edu-
cational experience.

A better educated America means a
stronger America, means a more pro-
ductive America, a more competitive
America. This has benefits across the
board in every way imaginable—the
broader effort that Senators SHAHEEN
and PORTMAN brought forth but also
that Senators WYDEN and MURKOWSKI
are handling here on the floor of the
Senate.

I wish to draw attention to this im-
portant amendment. I thank my col-
league Senator COLLINS. I know she
will be here later to talk about her per-
spectives and the other good work she
is going to do when it comes to this im-
portant legislation.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, before he
leaves the floor of the Senate, I wish to
commend my colleague from Colorado,
Senator UDALL. This is a practical,
commonsense amendment. There is no
new expenditure of Federal funds. I am
very pleased my colleague brought it
to the floor. It is reflective of the ap-
proach we see in the Energy Com-
mittee in a host of areas where the
Senator from Colorado consistently
tries to find common ground and act in
a bipartisan way.

One of the reasons I wanted to speak
for just a minute is now we are seeing
these bipartisan amendments are start-
ing to sort of pile up. That is because
colleagues are listening to what folks
at home are saying. They are saying to
Senator UDALL and Senator SHAHEEN
and Senator PORTMAN and myself—
Senator MURKOWSKI, they are saying
when you all are back there in the fall:
Try to find some ways to get things
done. Get people to work together.

I think we all understand how impor-
tant energy is—and energy security. It
is about jobs. It is about a cleaner envi-
ronment. It about productivity. When I
look at the specifics of this amendment
Senator UDALL and Senator COLLINS
are pursuing, sometimes I think it is
maybe too logical for the beltway. Peo-
ple say it makes too much sense. When
schools do retrofits under the Collins-
Udall amendment to become more en-
ergy efficient and use cleaner power,
the kids come out winners, the envi-
ronment comes out a winner, and the
taxpayers come out winners. That is
the whole reason the Federal Govern-
ment provides assistance to schools for
these types of projects in the first
place.

It is an opportunity for the Federal
Government to save money and ensure
that we maximize educational opportu-
nities for the kids. The reality is that
Federal school efficiency programs are
now strewn, really, all over the Federal
Government. They are scattered among
more than six different agencies. The
States have all these different pro-
grams and incentives. What Senator
CoLLINS and Senator UDALL seek to do
is to have a straightforward mecha-
nism for improved Federal coordina-
tion. In the real world that means we
are going to have more energy projects
built, and it means more schools are
going to save energy and money.

I would also note—because my friend
Senator MURKOWSKI is here—that the
Udall-Collins amendment pretty much
tracks something we have been inter-
ested in. The committee has been look-
ing at S. 1048, which was heard by the
Energy Subcommittee on June 25.

Again, no authorization. The mini-
mal costs are covered by existing DOE
funds. I wish to commend the Senator
from Colorado for his good work and
particularly the bipartisan focus he has
put on this and everything else that
has to do with his Senate business. I
hope we will be able to vote on it.
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As this debate starts, I want col-
leagues to see that we are going to
start stacking up good, commonsense,
bipartisan amendments, and that is
why there is so much value in energy
efficiency.

Before Senator UDALL came to the
floor, I said we all get worked up
around here by saying we are for ‘‘all
of the above” energy policy. It is al-
most obligatory for a Senator to say
they are for ‘‘all of the above’ three
times every 10 or 15 minutes. A Senator
can’t be for an ‘‘all of the above’ en-
ergy policy unless they are for energy
efficiency, and Senator UDALL is bring-
ing some of that sensible thinking to
the schools.

I am looking forward to getting up
this amendment so we can vote on it,
and I commend Senator UDALL for his
good work.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I,
too, wish to thank the Senator from
Colorado and the Senator from Maine
for their leadership in this area. When
we talk about being efficient, we think:
OK. Let’s coordinate, collaborate, and
cooperate so we do better with what it
is we are utilizing.

I will give an example of how some-
thing such as this can make a dif-
ference in my State. I have noted be-
fore that our energy costs in Alaska
are some of the highest in the Nation.
Far too often our schools are in remote
areas where basically they are not part
of anybody’s grid. They are in commu-
nities that are diesel powered. It is a
tough way to heat a community. Think
about how expensive it then becomes
for the schools. The school has to ab-
sorb these energy costs.

Where do these dollars come from?
Effectively, they come out of the edu-
cation budget, and the State does step
in. The State provides substantial as-
sistance, but anywhere, anytime or
anyplace we can work together to,
again, be more collaborative in our ap-
proach as to how we deal with our effi-
ciency opportunities will ultimately
help our schools.

This is going to help the schools
whether they are in Maine or Alaska or
Colorado. Why these places are all
colder I am not sure, but maybe it
forces us to be a little more efficient.
Maybe it forces us to figure out ways
to work together better. I want to
make sure we are able to get the edu-
cation dollars into the classroom and
not basically fueling the boilers to
keep the kids warm.

I applaud my colleagues in this ef-
fort. The goal to increase coordination
and cooperation at Federal, State, and
local agencies to be operating more ef-
ficiently and utilizing existing rela-
tionships is a positive.

Again, I commend my colleagues for
their efforts in bringing us forward on
this particular aspect of energy effi-
ciency. I look forward to the oppor-
tunity where we will be able to show a
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good bipartisan vote on this amend-
ment and on others.

I thank the Presiding Officer and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, first, I
wish to congratulate the bill’s spon-
sors, Senators SHAHEEN and PORTMAN,
for crafting the underlying bipartisan,
commonsense energy efficiency bill.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of their
legislation, and I am pleased to see
that the bill is being considered and
look forward to the debate on energy
efficiency.

I would hope that as we consider
amendments to this bill, we could con-
sider amendments that relate to the
issue of energy so we can make real
progress and that we don’t end up—as
happened before the recess when I was
managing a bill on the transportation
and housing appropriations for the mi-
nority side—distracted on two issues
that had nothing to do with the under-
lying bill, important though it was.

I am very pleased to join my col-
league, the distinguished Senator from
Colorado Mr. UDALL in sponsoring an
amendment to help streamline the
available Federal Energy Efficiency Fi-
nancing Program to help improve the
health and lower energy costs of our
Nation’s schools.

There are a number of Federal initia-
tives already available to schools to
help them become more efficient. How-
ever, in many cases schools are not
taking full advantage of these pro-
grams. I think this is particularly a
problem in rural States such as Alaska
or Maine, where the schools don’t have
the luxury of having grant writers who
can spend all day searching for Federal
funding that might allow them to up-
grade their energy efficiency or reduce
emissions from their energy systems.

Large urban schools may have the
ability to hire those full-time grant
writers, but I know in my State of
Maine it is very difficult for schools to
even become aware of these programs.
One of the purposes of the amendment
that Senator UDALL and I are offering
is to help schools, regardless of their
size, take advantage of existing pro-
grams.

I wish to stress that we are not cre-
ating a whole lot of new programs. All
we are doing is providing a streamlined
coordinating structure for schools to
help them better navigate available
Federal programs and financing op-
tions. I also wish to emphasize—par-
ticularly to my Republican col-
leagues—that our amendment still
leaves all the decisions to the States,
local school boards, and local officials
about how best to meet the energy
needs of their schools.

So what does our amendment do?
Specifically, the amendment would es-
tablish the Department of Energy as
the lead agency in coordinating a
cross-developmental effort to help ini-
tiate, develop, and finance energy effi-
ciency, renewable energy, and retro-
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fitting projects for our schools. It
would also require a review of existing
Federal programs and financing mech-
anisms, the formation of a streamlined
process of communication and out-
reach to the States, local education
agencies, and schools of these existing
programs to make them more aware of
their existence, and the development of
a mechanism for Governors, State en-
ergy programs, and local educational
and energy officials to form a peer-to-
peer network to support the initiation
of these projects.

Finally, the amendment would re-
quire the Department of Energy to pro-
vide technical assistance to help
schools navigate the financing and de-
velopment of these projects. Assisting
our Nation’s schools in navigating and
tapping into existing Federal programs
that will help them lower their energy
usage and save the taxpayers’ money
at a time of very tight and constrained
educational budgets simply makes
good common sense.

I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to support the Udall-Collins
amendment numbered 1845. I thank not
only the sponsors of the bill but the
leaders of the energy committee, Sen-
ator WYDEN and Senator MURKOWSKI,
for their help and assistance to us.

I hope we can start the debate on this
bill on a positive note by adopting a bi-
partisan amendment that is going to
help our schools save money, reduce
energy costs, and also lower emissions.
That is the way to start the debate on
this bill.

I thank the Presiding Officer and
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I wish to
thank Senators COLLINS and UDALL for
coming to the floor with their positive
amendment, laying it out, and debat-
ing it. I encourage everyone with an in-
terest in this bill—Democrats and Re-
publicans—to do the same. Come to the
floor, lay out amendments, and have
that debate so we can move forward in
a productive way as the first vote
agreement is being worked on and fi-
nalized, and that is what I am going to
proceed to do with regard to my
amendment.

My amendment is not related to this
bill, but I have to bring it up now be-
cause it is very time sensitive. It is
about something that is very wrong, in
my opinion, that is happening October
1.

Many of us in this Chamber, and cer-
tainly myself, regularly talk against
the exemptions under ObamaCare that
are created for the rich and powerful
and politically connected. Many in this
body, including myself, regularly talk
about the abuses of this administration
going beyond their legitimate author-
ity and what is in the law. They are
making up stuff through Executive or-
ders, rulemaking, and Executive fiat.
As I said, I am certainly in that group.

I believe an action was taken re-
cently that is a horrible, dangerous,
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and offensive example of both of those
things, and my amendment would cor-
rect that situation. I will back up and
explain what I am talking about.

Right after all of Congress left for
the August recess—a little over 1
month ago—the Office of Personnel
Management, part of the Obama ad-
ministration, issued a draft rule. This
draft rule was basically designed to
take any of the sting of ObamaCare
away for Washington insiders—specifi-
cally Members of Congress and con-
gressional staff.

During the ObamaCare debate, we de-
bated an amendment on the Senate
floor, and it, to my pleasant surprise,
was actually adopted. The amendment
said that every Member of Congress
and all congressional staff have to go
to the exchange. They have to leave
their very generous Federal employee
health benefit coverage and go to the
exchange. They have to go to the fall-
back position in terms of health care
coverage that millions of Americans
are dealing with and have to go to
them right now or over the next sev-
eral months. They have to live under
those same rules and under those same
circumstances of those tens of millions
of Americans.

I supported that. I think it is impor-
tant that the ruling elite, if you will,
need to live under the same laws they
created across the board. Specifically,
under ObamaCare, I think it is very
important that everybody in Congress
and in Washington—and I think this
should be expanded to the administra-
tion—live under the same system in
terms of the exchange that many of
those folks created.

That was the statute that was sup-
posed to govern. After ObamaCare
passed, to quote NANCY PELOSI, folks
started looking and reading the bill to
figure out what was in it. Lots of folks
in Washington got very concerned once
they read that revision and figured out
what was in it. They understood it
would create real dislocation and sting,
not for America—although it does do
that, but they were not concerned
enough about that—but for Wash-
ington.

For months, many people lobbied the
administration to try to get around
this and make up some regulation that
would take the sting out of that provi-
sion. After intense lobbying, sure
enough, the Obama administration
issued this rule—again, as I mentioned
a minute ago—right after we left town
and safely away at the start of the Au-
gust recess.

The rule did a few things, all of
which I think are beyond the law, con-
trary to law, and outrageous. First of
all, it says the statute, which says all
official staff of Members of Congress
need to go to the exchanges—the first
thing the rule says is we don’t know
what official staff means, so we are
going to leave it up to each individual
Member of Congress to decide if any
member of their staff is official staff.
So each Member of Congress can decide
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whether anybody on their staff has to
go to the exchange at all. I think that
is ludicrous on its face and completely
contrary to the statute.

But then the second big thing the
rule did is made, out of thin air, the
rule that the present subsidy we get
from the taxpayer for our present
health care coverage is going to some-
how miraculously turn into a subsidy
on the exchange, which doesn’t exist. It
doesn’t exist for us under the law; it
doesn’t exist for any American. So
they made up out of thin air this rule
that the taxpayer-funded subsidy
would follow all of these folks—Mem-
bers of Congress and the staff who are
required to go there—to the exchange.
Again, that is not in the law. That is
contrary to the letter and spirit of this
provision. There is a separate provision
of ObamaCare that specifically says
with regard to all individuals going to
the exchange that when they do this,
when they go to a plan on the ex-
change, they lose their employer-pro-
vided subsidy. So that is specific about
the situation of folks going to the ex-
change and directly contrary to this
law.

As I suggested at the beginning, I
think this is a special exemption for
Washington, a special bailout for Wash-
ington, to ensure Washington doesn’t
have to live by the same rules, in this
case with regard to ObamaCare and the
exchanges, that all of America does,
and it is beyond the statute and it is
beyond the President’s constitutional
authority. He can’t make things up out
of thin air. For that reason, I have
joined with many colleagues to draft a
bill which would make an amendment
to this bill to propose that would fix
that, and it is no Washington exemp-
tion from ObamaCare.

Specifically, the bill would do three
things: First of all, it does away with
this OPM rule and it clarifies that
Members don’t get to pick and choose
who is official staff. Congressional staff
is congressional staff.

Then it says, all Members of Con-
gress, all congressional staff—and we
expand it to the President and Vice
President and all political appointees
of the Obama administration—all of
those folks have to go to the ex-
changes, the clear language of present
law with regard to Members of Con-
gress and their staff.

Finally, we fix the other part of this
illegal rule. We say this subsidy Mem-
bers of Congress and staff currently
enjoy under their present health care
coverage can’t follow them to the ex-
change. That is not the case for any
other American. That is not in the law.
In fact, in ObamaCare, there is a broad-
er provision completely contrary to
that, so we say that cannot happen.

That is what our bill and our amend-
ment is.

I think it is a fundamental, a thresh-
old, and a very important rule of de-
mocracy that the governors have to
live by the same laws they pass and im-
pose on the governed. I think that
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should be the case across the board and
certainly that should be the case under
ObamacCare.

Tens of millions of Americans are ex-
periencing having to go to the ex-
changes. Many of them didn’t want to
go there. Many of them had good cov-
erage with their employer that they
are losing because of the economics of
this new situation, and they are being
forced to the exchange. The clear lan-
guage and intent of that provision in
ObamaCare was for Members of Con-
gress and staff to have to experience
the same thing, and that is the clear
language and that is the clear intent.
So we should live by that, not get
around it. And, in my opinion, we
should expand it to the President, who
has volunteered to go to the exchange,
to the Vice President, and to all of
their political appointees. That is what
our amendment does. That is what our
bill does.

I wish to thank all of the Members,
Senate and House, who were working
hard on this proposal, including Sen-
ators ENzI, HELLER, JOHNSON, and
many others. I know I am missing sev-
eral. There are several House Members,
led by Congressman RON DESANTIS of
Florida, who are working on identical
House language. They are hard at
work, particularly in the context of the
CR.

The bottom line is this: There should
be no special Washington exemption
from ObamaCare. All laws we Dpass
should apply to us every bit as much as
other Americans, and certainly we, as
is the clear language and is the clear
intent, should live under that fallback
plan of the exchanges just as every
other American does. No other Amer-
ican gets this special subsidy the OPM
rule gives to us.

Folks in this class under my amend-
ment and bill would be able to qualify
for a subsidy, if it is the same subsidy
that is available to other Americans,
according to income category. So if a
person qualifies by income, fine. But
this is way beyond that. This is a spe-
cial deal, a special exemption for Con-
gress, and we need to say there should
be no Washington exemption. This bill,
this amendment does that clearly and
categorically.

I urge my colleagues, Democrats and
Republicans, to support this.

Let me end by talking about a vote.
I am bringing up this amendment on
this bill. The reason is this issue is
very time sensitive. This rule, which
was made up out of thin air, in my
opinion, goes into effect and all of this
is set to happen October 1. So this de-
bate has to happen, a change to this
rule has to happen before October 1.
That is why I am bringing it up now
and demanding a vote. But, actually,
that vote doesn’t have to be on this
bill. I will accept any fair, reasonable,
substantive vote before October 1. But
we need to lock that down. I think we
are well on our way to locking that
down, and I look forward to that.

In the meantime, let me again urge
my colleagues who have amendments
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to this bill on the subject of energy or
on any other subject to come down and
present those on the floor, talk about
them and debate them, as I have, as
Senators UDALL and COLLINS have.
Let’s move forward with the process as
we nail down this first vote agreement.

As we get to a vote on this amend-
ment, I urge my colleagues to follow
the first and, in many ways, most basic
rule of democracy: that the rules we
impose on the governed we should live
by. That is absolutely essential. That
should be the case across the board,
certainly including ObamaCare, and in
the case of ObamaCare, there is spe-
cific language which says that. That is
what it says. That is what it is sup-
posed to be about. This illegal OPM
rule completely invalidates and gets
around that rule, so we need to act to
fix that now, well before October 1.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 1847.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BENNET]
proposes an amendment numbered 1847.

Mr. BENNET. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, as I
made clear previously but I will re-
state, I objected to and I continue to
object to laying aside any amendment
and making another amendment pend-
ing. We made that clear between the
floor staff of the minority and majority
side. That was crystal clear, so I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
on the amendment from the Senator
from Colorado.

The Senator from Colorado.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the calling up
of the amendment be vitiated out of re-
spect for my colleague from Louisiana.

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

The Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I wish to
very briefly thank the Senator. That is
a very generous and gentlemanly thing
to do. This was the understanding be-
tween the floor staff. I know appar-
ently it wasn’t properly communicated
to the Chair, but that was the clear un-
derstanding, and I appreciate that ges-
ture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, through
the Chair, I would say to the Senator
from Louisiana that my understanding
was he would object. He was on the
floor when I offered it and I thought he
was going to object. So knowing of his
objection, I withdraw the amendment.
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Having said all of that, I think it is
a shame that we can’t get going with
this bipartisan bill. I wish to thank the
chairman and the ranking member for
their incredibly great bipartisan work
on this energy bill. I wish to thank
Senator JEANNE SHAHEEN from New
Hampshire and Senator PORTMAN from
Ohio for the bipartisan work that has
been going on for months, if not years,
on this bill.

I am pleased to come to the floor—I
wish to introduce my amendment but
not today because of the objection, but
to at least talk about a bipartisan
amendment we would like to get on
this bill. I wish to thank my colleague
Senator AYOTTE for joining me in this
important effort.

Our amendment is based on stand-
alone legislation we have written
called the Better Buildings Act, which
encourages energy efficiency in com-
mercial buildings. Over the last several
years we worked with building owners
across Colorado and the country to
craft the legislation. The economic and
environmental benefits of improving
energy efficiency in buildings are clear.

A well-publicized retrofit of the Em-
pire State Building in New York re-
duced energy usage by 38 percent—al-
most 40 percent—and it saved an esti-
mated $4.4 million annually for the
building owner. The retrofit also cre-
ated over 250 construction jobs right
here in the United States that can’t be
sent overseas.

It is this example, and these ideas,
that helped form the basis for the Bet-
ter Buildings Act and this amendment.

In crafting the measure, we started
to think about efficiency in buildings
not only from the top down where a
building owner makes the improve-
ments, but also from the bottom up
where a tenant would see advantages
from designing and configuring their
rented office space in an energy-effi-
cient manner. With all of that in mind,
the amendment we have introduced ac-
complishes two principal goals. First,
it allows for a first-of-its-kind study by
the Department of Energy to chronicle
private sector best practices as tenants
build out their lease spaces in commer-
cial buildings. This study would then
inform a voluntary Department of En-
ergy program to recognize tenants, to
acknowledge tenants that design and
construct high-performance lease
spaces in the future.

The second provision, called Tenant
Star, would expand on the popular EN-
ERGY STAR Program and make it
available to tenants, not just land-
lords. Under our amendment, tenants
will be recognized for the efficient per-
formance of their leased office space.
This will provide value to their cus-
tomers, their investors, and ultimately
to the building owner.

The ENERGY STAR label has proven
a very powerful tool to achieve whole
building efficiency. Our language takes
the next logical step and confers this
recognition on tenants as well.

This bipartisan amendment is broad-
ly supported—from the Alliance to
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Save Energy to the Real Estate Round-
table, to the Sierra Club. It also re-
ceived a favorable hearing in the Sen-
ate Energy Committee in June, and I
thank the chairman for that. The Con-
gressional Budget Office has confirmed
it has no score.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bipartisan and commonsense amend-
ment. I hope we can get to the business
of legislating around this incredibly
important bipartisan bill.

With that, I thank the Presiding Offi-
cer for his patience, I yield the floor,
and suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Colorado on a
fine amendment. I hope we are going to
get a chance to vote on it. I think he
mentioned that commercial buildings
consume almost half of the energy used
in the United States.

What I think is important for the
Senate to see is the bipartisan amend-
ments are now piling up. We started off
with a very good amendment, the
Inhofe-Carper amendment in terms of
thermal power, Senator UDALL and
Senator COLLINS talking about retro-
fitting schools, getting more for the
kids and for a better environment
without spending new Federal money,
and now we have the Bennet-Ayotte
proposal to deal with commercial
buildings consuming almost half of the
energy consumed in the United States.

You have bipartisan amendments, I
say to my colleagues, in effect, stack-
ing up on the floor of the Senate. I
think the reason that is the case is be-
cause Senators are coming back from
the August break. They were home
having community meetings and talk-
ing to folks, and people said—whether
you are from Ohio, like the Presiding
Officer, or Oregon or New Hampshire,
different parts of the country—you go
back there and find a way to deal with
some real challenges, and do it in a bi-
partisan way. So that is what the un-
derlying bill does. That is what the
three amendments we seek to be able
to vote on do.

In the case of this particular amend-
ment, the voluntary ENERGY STAR
Program has created an incentive for
commercial building owners to in-
crease the efficiency of their buildings
by recognizing the most efficient. So
today there are over 20,000 commercial
buildings in the country certified as
highly efficient ENERGY STAR build-
ings.

The challenge, however, is that about
half of the energy used in commercial
buildings is under the control of the
tenants, not the owners. This amend-
ment would promote efficiency in com-
mercial buildings by establishing a
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Tenant Star program to recognize the
energy efficiency achievements of
building tenants, as ENERGY STAR
does for the owners.

We looked at this in the committee,
particularly in the Energy Sub-
committee on June 25. To me, again,
trying to build on successful ap-
proaches is simply what the country
wants us to be doing here in the Sen-
ate. It is the focus of the underlying
bill. It is the focus of the amendments
that are pending—each one of them
supported in a bipartisan way.

This amendment, as far as I can tell,
has a real cross section of businesses
interested, for obvious reasons. It con-
stitutes almost half the buildings in
the United States.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter of support we re-
ceived be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

JUNE 24, 2013.

Re Better Buildings Act (S. 1191—“Tenant
Star’’).

Hon. RON WYDEN,

Chair, Committee on Energy & Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate.

Hon. AL FRANKEN,

Chair, Subcommittee on Energy, U.S. Senate.

Hon. MICHAEL BENNET,

U.S. Senate.

Hon. LISA MURKOWSKI,

Ranking Member, Committee on Energy & Nat-
ural Resources,U.S. Senate.

Hon. JIM RISCH,

Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy, U.S.
Senate.

Hon. KELLY AYOTTE,

U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATORS: We represent real estate
owners, developers, building managers, en-
ergy service companies, efficiency financing
sources, environmental and efficiency advo-
cates, and other stakeholders who support
market-based solutions to lower energy con-
sumption in our built environment. As the
Senate considers energy legislation, we sup-
port proposals that encourage cooperation
by landlords and tenants in our nation’s
commercial buildings to save energy as
leased spaces in these structures are de-
signed, constructed, used, and occupied.

We thus commend Senators Bennet and
Ayotte for introducing S. 1191, the ‘“‘Better
Buildings Act of 2013.”” The act takes a mar-
ket-driven, voluntary, ‘‘best practices’ ap-
proach to align building owners and their
tenants to reduce demands on the energy
grid. As this proposal fits within existing
voluntary programs, it has no regulatory im-
pact and does not require new appropria-
tions.

To date, bills addressing energy efficiency
have focused on how real estate owners and
developers may lower energy consumption at
the ‘“‘whole-building’’ level. But in fact, own-
ers and managers of large buildings control
only about 50% of their structures’ total en-
ergy; tenants consume at least half. The Bet-
ter Buildings Act takes a holistic approach
by considering office tenants’ impact on en-
ergy consumption and behaviors. Notably,
the act brings the voluntary ENERGY STAR
rating for whole-buildings to the next level
by authorizing a ‘“‘Tenant Star’ program to
certify leased spaces in buildings as energy
efficient. Considering the overwhelming suc-
cess and private sector acceptance of EN-
ERGY STAR for buildings—which are lo-
cated in all 50 states, represent billions of
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square feet of commercial floorspace, and
saved American businesses over $2.7 billion
in utility bills in 2012 alone—it is sound en-
ergy policy to evolve this program to the
“Tenant Star’ level of leased spaces.

We strongly support the Better Buildings
Act and its ‘“Tenant Star’ provisions. We
urge the Senate to enact S. 1191 whether on
its own or as part of any energy package
that may be put to a vote.

BETTER BUILDINGS ACT (S. 1191/H.R. 2126)—
““TENANT STAR’’ ENDORSERS

Alliance to Save Energy, American Coun-
cil for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Amer-
ican Hotel & Lodging Association, American
Institute of Architects, American Resort De-
velopment Association, American Society of
Interior Designers (ASID), ASHRAE, Asso-
ciation of Energy Engineers (AEE), Bayer
MaterialScience LLC, Boston Properties,
Brandywine Realty Trust, Building Owners
and Managers Association (BOMA) Inter-
national, CBRE, Inc., CCIM Institute,
Danfoss, EIFS Industry Members Associa-
tion (EIMA), Empire State Building Com-
pany/Malkin Holdings, Energy Systems
Group, First Potomac Realty Trust, Illu-
minating Engineering Society (IES).

Institute for Market Transformation, In-
stitute of Real Estate Management, Inter-
national Council of Shopping Centers, John-
son Controls, Inc., Jones Lang LaSalle, LBA
Realty, LonMark International, Metrus En-
ergy, Inc., NAIOP, the Commercial Real Es-

tate Development Association, National
Apartment Association, National Associa-
tion of Energy Service Companies

(NAESCO), National Association of Home
Builders, National Association of Real Es-
tate Investment Trusts, National Associa-
tion of REALTORS®, National Association of
State Energy Officials, National Electrical
Manufacturers Association, National Fen-
estration Rating Council (NFRC), National
Multi Housing Council, Natural Resources
Defense Council.

OpenADR  Alliance, Plumbing-Heating-
Cooling Contractors—National Association,
Prologis, Inc., Real Estate Board of New
York, Related Companies, Rising Realty
Partners, Rudin Management Company, Inc.,
Sheet Metal and Air Conditioning Contrac-
tors National Association, Inc., Shorenstein
Properties LLC, Sierra Club, Spray Poly-
urethane Foam Alliance (SPFA), SUN DAY
Campaign, The Real Estate Roundtable, The
Stella Group, Ltd., Tishman Speyer,
Transwestern, U.S. Green Building Council,
USAA Real Estate Co., Vinyl Siding Insti-
tute, Vornado Realty Trust.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I am
going to stay here to see if other col-
leagues would like to bring over their
amendments. As I indicated in opening
comments a couple hours ago, I think
there are at least a dozen good amend-
ments here—amendments that are
going to be good for American produc-
tivity, they are going to create good-
paying, high-skill jobs, and they are
going to be winners for the environ-
ment. That is a trifecta of valuable
concerns being addressed with one
piece of legislation, being done in a bi-
partisan way.

I know the popular wisdom is you
cannot thread the needle on legislation
and that even on something such as en-
ergy efficiency, these folks are going to
try to see if they can get their bipar-
tisan amendments passed, but at the
end of the day, the forces who want to
block legislation, because they care
about a particular issue, are too
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strong. I hope Senators are going to see
we are going to make sure people have
a chance to have their issues heard.
But we also want them to see that to
lose the ability to have a key part of
an ‘‘all of the above’ energy policy—I
have said you cannot have an ‘‘all of
the above’” energy policy if you are not
for energy efficiency. To not advance
this particular cause—and we passed
the hydropower bill. It is a good bill.
People said it was the first major en-
ergy bill since 2009. This is the next
logical step. We ought to take it.

I see the Senator from Ohio here,
who has done so much good work, and
I will yield at this time. I know he has
a great interest in this topic. I hope,
when we get a chance to vote on the
Bennet-Ayotte amendment, Senators
will support it.

I yield back.

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

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I
stand to strongly support this amend-
ment. I think it is exactly as the chair-
man has suggested. It is bipartisan. It
helps to solve a problem we have right
now, and I applaud Senator BENNET
who spoke earlier, and also Senator
AYOTTE from New Hampshire, who has
joined with him to take a lead on this.
They have worked with us. They have,
again, by this amendment, I believe,
offered a good opportunity to improve
the underlying legislation. I think it is
consistent with the underlying legisla-
tion.

By the way, it is an amendment that
makes sense because there is right now
a disconnect between those who own
commercial buildings and those who
are tenants in those buildings. We have
heard this around the country as we
have talked about efficiency. It kind of
gets the landlords and the tenants in
sync with lowering energy costs. It is
market driven. It is nonregulatory. It
takes a ‘‘best practices” approach to
address this issue.

Owners and managers of large com-
mercial buildings report that their ten-
ants consume over 50 percent of the
total energy in the structure, but again
there is this disconnect because owners
lease the space, but they do not pay
the bills; therefore, there is often no
motivation to cut energy costs by
making the space more efficient. The
owners do not have that incentive. The
tenants do. They pay the bills. But
they often have very limited choices in
the design or the operation of the en-
ergy-consuming aspects of the struc-
ture they lease.

This is an attempt to address that
issue, and I think it is a smart realistic
approach. It encourages tenants to
make structural investments when
they enter into new leases or renew ex-
isting leases. The act asks the Depart-
ment of Energy to study and learn
from private sector ‘‘best practices” to
achieve high-performance, cost-effec-
tive measures with viable payback pe-
riods on efficiency.

It also builds on the success of the
voluntary ENERGY STAR Program
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that a lot of folks are familiar with and
kind of moves ENERGY STAR into the
tenant space, creating a tenant-ori-
ented certification called Tenant Star
for leased spaces, again, with the goal
of transforming the way building own-
ers and their tenants think about en-
ergy.

By the way, this legislation is sup-
ported by the Real Estate Roundtable,
a group that has looked at this under-
lying legislation, this amendment, and
thinks this helps them to accomplish
some of their goals in energy effi-
ciency. It is also supported by the Res-
taurant Association, the National As-
sociation of Manufacturers, and others.

So this better buildings amendment
Senator AYOTTE and Senator BENNET
have offered I think is strong. I wish
they could have actually taken the
amendment today off the calendar and
actually been able to technically offer
it. But we did have a good debate on it,
and I am hoping soon we will be able to
resolve these other issues and be able
to move forward with an actual vote on
this because this is a classical example
of where we can come together as Re-
publicans and Democrats, finding com-
mon ground on how to have a true ‘‘all
of the above’” energy strategy, not just
produce more energy, which I strongly
support, but also use the energy we
have more efficiently.

Since buildings are about 40 percent
of energy usage, this is very smart leg-
islation, building on the other amend-
ments we heard about today—on using
geothermal, being sure it is part of re-
newable energy; ensuring that our
schools have the best information to be
able to become more energy efficient;
and other amendments. Again, I count
about a dozen of them here that are bi-
partisan amendments that we hope to
have on the floor as part of this under-
lying bill to help create more jobs,
have a cleaner environment, make us
less dependent on foreign oil, and move
forward on this important leg of our
national energy strategy.

With that, I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Minnesota is recog-
nized.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be set aside, and I call
up my amendment No. 1856.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I ob-
ject on behalf of my colleague who has
an arrangement with the majority staff
on this on the basis of his interest in
objecting until he gets a unanimous
consent agreement that I think is
being worked on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
would still like to talk about this
amendment. And I want to thank both
Senator WYDEN for working with us on
this amendment and also Senator MUR-
KOWSKI for working with us on this
amendment. I appreciate their support.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

This is an amendment Senator
HOEVEN and I have submitted together.
I will describe it to you because I think
it is such a good amendment. We want
to make sure we get moving on this
very important bill that I support, as
well as these amendments.

The Nonprofit Energy Efficiency Act
would provide assistance to nonprofit
organizations to help make the build-
ings they own and operate more energy
efficient.

Nonprofit organizations are the heart
of our country and serve millions of
Americans every day. Nonprofits in-
clude hospitals, schools, houses of wor-
ship—particularly supportive of this
amendment—and youth centers. They
face the choice of making facility im-
provements or serving more people,
which is also difficult for them.

That choice is clear for so many or-
ganizations. Nonprofits often operate
in older, less efficient buildings, and
because of their nonprofit status, they
cannot participate in energy efficiency
programs despite the financial benefits
of energy efficiency retrofits and other
improvements.

This amendment is about allowing
the Department of Energy to make
grants of up to $200,000 for energy effi-
ciency projects over the next 5 years.
The amendment requires a 50-percent
cost share and includes provisions to
ensure that the projects achieve sig-
nificant amounts of energy savings and
are done in a cost-effective manner.

This amendment, the XKlobuchar-
Hoeven amendment, is fully offset. I
appreciate the work of the committee
and the committee staff on this amend-
ment.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Nonprofit Energy Efficiency Act
amendment.

Before I yield the floor, I again want
to thank Senator SHAHEEN and Senator
PORTMAN for their tireless efforts to
move this important legislation for-
ward. I believe energy efficiency is an
area we can all agree is good for the
economy, it is good for consumers, and
it is an issue where we can find com-
mon ground, as you can see by the
amendment I have done with Senator
HOEVEN.

Senator HOEVEN from North Dakota
knows a little bit about producing en-
ergy with their oil production, natural
gas production, the biofuel production
they share with Minnesota. We are
some of the top biofuel producers in
the country. But in our States we also
believe in conserving energy and in en-
ergy efficiency. We believe this bill is a
good bill and also that this amendment
is a very good addition to the bill, as it
allows nonprofits, such as places of
worship, to also share in the energy ef-
ficiency program, and they are very in-
terested in moving ahead with this
amendment.

So I thank you. I thank the authors,
and I thank the chair and the ranking
member of the committee.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from New Hampshire is
recognized.
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Mrs. SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr.
President.

I want to commend Senator KLO-
BUCHAR on her efforts. This is another
one of the great bipartisan amend-
ments that has been worked on to add
to this energy efficiency legislation. It
shows how great the opportunity is for
this legislation to provide for savings
for people, to get people engaged in the
idea of how much energy they are
using and what the costs of that energy
are, and also what the environmental
benefits and the benefits to consumers
and the benefits to our national secu-
rity are in encouraging energy effi-
ciency. So I want to commend her and
thank her for all of her efforts, and we
will continue to have this discussion on
the floor as we wait for some kind of an
agreement from Senator VITTER.

Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I am
very hopeful that when we get a chance
to vote on this amendment the Senate
accepts it. I want to put it in the con-
text of where we are, because we are
seeing this pattern of Senators—and I
was in North Dakota for Senator
HOEVEN a few days ago. We were listen-
ing to constituents, I am sure very
similar to the kinds of concerns re-
flected by folks in Minnesota. They all
were saying: Go back there in Sep-
tember and focus on real problems and
come up with real solutions. We have
seen all of this bickering. We have seen
all of this quarreling. What we want to
see is on the concerns that most affect
us: our pocketbook, our environment,
in this case national security.

Senator SHAHEEN made an excellent
point several hours ago when she point-
ed out that with the backdrop of Syria
and national security issues, if there
ever was a time while we wait for the
next step in this debate to look at an-
other issue, energy and energy effi-
ciency would be a logical one, because
we all understand how inextricably
linked national security and energy se-
curity are.

So, now, after we have had the
thoughtful Inhofe-Carper amendment
on thermal power, we had the Udall-
Collins amendment in terms of school
retrofits, we had the Bennet-Ayotte
amendment which deals with commer-
cial buildings, which comprise almost
half of the energy used in America, we
now have a very good bipartisan
amendment brought to the floor of the
Senate by the senior Senator from
Minnesota, Senator KLOBUCHAR, and
Senator HOEVEN.

There are literally hundreds of thou-
sands of museums in this country,
houses of worship, youth organizations.
All of these programs are looking at
ways in which they can save energy.
The reality is lots of the tools are not
available to them because they are tax
exempt. So what we have here is a pilot
project. Let me Kkind of underline. Ev-
erybody talks about big programs and
their ‘‘one size fits all,”’” they are ‘‘run
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from Washington’ and it is kind of one
dastardly plot after another from the
Federal Government.

The Senator from North Dakota and
the Senator from Minnesota come and
say they want to have a pilot project,
a pilot project to award grants of up to
$200,000, with a match by the Federal
Government, to make efficiency im-
provements to these buildings and
these houses of worship, museums, all
of these institutions that every Mem-
ber of the Senate cares a great deal
about.

I was especially appreciative, because
Senator KLOBUCHAR and Senator
HOEVEN were supportive of some of the
ideas Senator MURKOWSKI and I had to
revise this. This is a good amendment.
This is already the fourth in the queue
of thoughtful, commonsense, low-cost
proposals that have come to the floor
of the Senate.

I hope my colleagues will shortly
give us the opportunity to get to this
bill. This is the Senate. Senators like
to address a variety of issues. But the
reality is, while we had a very good hy-
dropower bill passed right before the
August recess, 60,000 megawatts of hy-
dropower, responsible for 60 percent of
the clean energy in the country, this
bill is the first major piece of energy
legislation on the floor of the Senate
since 2007. That is light years ago in
terms of the dramatic changes we have
made in so many reforms in other
areas.

For example, I saw in North Dakota
over this weekend dramatic changes in
terms of natural gas policies. We have
a host of issues to talk about there. We
are ready to go on energy efficiency. So
I am very appreciative to the Senator
from Minnesota who has been working
with the Senator from North Dakota.

I would like to see somebody explain
to houses of worship and museums and
youth organizations why it does not
make sense to start a pilot project so
they can squeeze more value out of the
scarce dollars they have for running
their incredibly valuable programs. I
do not think any Member of the Sen-
ate, Democrat or Republican, can make
the case that that makes any sense. I
appreciate the Senator from Minnesota
coming over. I am prepared to stay
here until all hours so Senators who
are willing to do what we heard all
summer the American people want us
to do, which is to address real issues,
do it in a bipartisan way. I hope other
Senators will come over and approach
this the way the Senator from Min-
nesota and the Senator from North Da-
kota have done.

I thank my colleague.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I
think the chairman outlined it well.
This is a thoughtful amendment to the
underlying bill. Senator SHAHEEN and I
are delighted to accept it and support
it, but also to say this sort of fits a
part of the overall energy efficiency ef-
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fort we did not cover in the legislation,
which is these nongovernmental orga-
nizations that own buildings, where
they do not have the ability to get the
kind of market-based support that is in
our legislation.

This is faith-based organizations, but
it is also Boys and Girls Clubs, and it is
all kinds of different groups that are
interested in doing efficiency retrofits.
They need a little help. This gives
them a match.

Significantly, what maybe we have
not focused on earlier is the fact it is
paid for. So we are not talking about
any impact on the deficit. It is deficit
neutral because they went out of their
way to try to find good ways to reduce
spending at the Department of Energy
to have the offsets.

Having a local match is important
because that gets the local buy-in. I
think that is important, that it be a
full match. But it also does give them
access to some of this expertise we
talked about earlier to be able to have
more energy efficiency and also ulti-
mately to save energy in this country
but also save money for those non-
profit organizations. So I commend my
colleagues, Senator KLOBUCHAR and
Senator HOEVEN. Senator HOEVEN
wants to come over and speak on this
legislation. He is tied up right now but
hopes to come over later. Certainly
when it is actually offered and brought
up on the floor he will have a chance to
talk about it as well.

I commend him and commend his
colleague from Minnesota for again of-
fering another bipartisan amendment
on top of the geothermal amendment,
the schools amendment, the amend-
ment to encourage tenants to be more
energy efficient, and now we have this
amendment on nonprofits that own
buildings that want to do the efficiency
retrofits. I appreciate them working
with us to find offsets and being sure it
does not add to the deficit and that it
is a responsible approach on the fiscal
side as well.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
cannot help but join the bouquet toss-
ing that is going on here today, about
not only the amendment Senator
HOEVEN and Senator KLOBUCHAR have
introduced as it relates to our non-
profits, but again the other measures
that have been brought up for discus-
sion here this afternoon—geothermal,
school efficiency. It really does drive
us to the point of this energy efficiency
legislation, how it is not just in one
section or sector, it is economywide. It
is all aspects of our lives.

If we focus on how we live from day
to day, the things that are important
to us, we can incorporate greater effi-
ciency into all aspects of it and we are
better off, whether it is through our
schools, our businesses, our govern-
ment buildings, or through those non-
profits I think we all recognize give so
much enrichment to our general lives.
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But when you think about some of the
struggles our nonprofits are currently
facing right now, as they are seeing de-
clining budgets, Federal, local, State
levels, they are looking to squeeze as
much as they can out of every dollar.
So when you have proposals such as we
have here with pilot programs to award
these grants of up to $200,000 to help
make these efficiency improvements to
their buildings, this is significant stuff,
if you will. This translates into real
dollars, allowing them to do what it is
they are providing so much better,
whether it is Boys and Girls Clubs at a
clubhouse, the ability to perhaps have
other facilities, whether it is your
church facilities, your faith-based or-
ganization, the outreach and all they
are able to do and those they are able
to serve. It is all made better when you
do not have to spend as much for your
energy costs to meet your energy de-
mands. So it does seem somewhat com-
mon sense. It does seem rational and
reasonable.

Good heavens, what are we doing
here on the floor of the Senate pro-
moting something that is rational and
reasonable and common sense? We need
to do more of this. This is a good
amendment and joins several other
good amendments we are seeing as we
look to the numerous amendments we
talked to colleagues about and that we
are anticipating will be up here in the
next several hours.

I do hope folks realize that what has
been put together by the sponsors of
this bill, the Senator from Ohio, the
Senator from New Hampshire, is wor-
thy of our consideration, not only on
these amendments, but, again, the
fuller spectrum of how we are more
wise in our energy consumption, how
we are better stewards of that which
we have when it comes to energy and
our energy resources. So I will throw
the bouquet to those who have got us
to this point.

I see the Senator from Wyoming has
joined us.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I filed an
amendment to S. 1392 that will prevent
the Environmental Protection Agency
from a massive regulatory overreach.
It has been cosponsored by Senators
BARRASSO and FLAKE.

My amendment is simple and
straightforward. It promotes the right
of a State to deal with its own prob-
lems. It returns the regulation of re-
gional haze to where it properly be-
longs, in the hands of State officials
who are more familiar with the prob-
lem and the best ways to address it.

I hope my colleagues will support my
effort.

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s move to partially disapprove the
State of Wyoming regional haze plan
will create an economic and bureau-
cratic nightmare that will have a dev-
astating impact on western economies.
The proposal by EPA ignores more
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than a decade’s worth of work on this
subject by officials in my home State
and seems to be more designed to regu-
late coal out of existence than to regu-
late haze. The haze we most need to
regulate, in fact, seems to be the one
that is clouding the vision of the EPA,
as it promotes a plan that imposes on-
erous regulations on powerplants, that
will, in turn, pass those increased costs
in the form of higher energy prices on
to consumers.

That tells me the EPA’s purpose is to
ensure no opportunity to impose its
chosen agenda on the Nation is wasted.
It does not seem to matter to them
that their proposed rule flies directly
in the face of the States’ traditional
and legal role in addressing air quality
issues.

When Congress passed the 1977
amendments to the Clean Air Act to
regulate regional haze, it very clearly
gave the States the lead authority.
Now the EPA has tossed them in the
back seat and grabbed the steering
wheel to head this effort in its own pre-
viously determined direction.

That is not the kind of teamwork and
cooperation Congress intended. The
goal of regulating regional haze is to
improve visibility in our national
parks and wilderness areas. The stated
legislative purpose for the authority is
purely for aesthetic value and not to
regulate public health. Most impor-
tantly, the EPA should not be using
regulations to pick winners and losers
in our national energy market. This is
a State issue. Congress recognized that
States should know how to determine
what the best regulatory approach
would be to find and implement a solu-
tion to the problem.

The courts reaffirmed this position
by ruling in favor of the State’s pri-
macy on regional haze several times.
Unfortunately, that is not what hap-
pened in this case. The EPA ignored all
of the clear precedents and instead
handed a top-down approach that ig-
nored the will and expertise of the
State of Wyoming.

This inexplicable position flies in the
face of the strong and commonsense
approach of the State of Wyoming to
addressing regional haze in a reason-
able and cost-effective manner. The
EPA’s approach would be much more
costly, and it would have a tremendous
impact on the economy and quality of
life not only in Wyoming but in the
neighboring States as well. Clearly, we
can’t allow this to happen.

Preliminary estimates by the State
of Wyoming show that the best avail-
able retrofit technologies and long-
term strategies under the proposed rule
would cost well over $1 billion—plus
millions more every year in additional
operational costs that gets passed on
to the consumer.

I mentioned that Cheyenne needed
some additional powerplants. They
went out and found the best natural
gas technology available and then
found it wouldn’t meet the new re-
quirements. This is the best worldwide
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technology, and it won’t meet the new
requirements they wish to put on it.
Again, those costs would be passed on
to the consumers in the form of higher
energy prices. Every family knows that
when the price of energy goes up, it is
their economic security, as well as
their hopes and dreams for the future,
that is threatened and all too often de-
stroyed.

The EPA’s determination to take
such an approach would be understand-
able if it would create better results
than the State plan. It doesn’t. It ad-
mits that. One billion dollars in costs
and then millions more each year, and
it isn’t going to give any better results
than what the State plan is? What
sense does that make? This is another
reason why it makes no sense for the
EPA to overstep its authority under
the Clean Air Act to force Wyoming to
comply with an all-too-costly plan that
in the end will provide the people of
Wyoming with no real benefits. Again,
it is $1 billion up front, millions a year,
and no real benefits.

The plan doesn’t even take into ac-
count other sources of haze in the
State, such as wildfires. We have those
every year. They are a problem on Wy-
oming’s plains and mountains. They
are a major cause of haze in my home
State. It makes no sense for the EPA
to draft a plan that fails to take into
consideration one of the biggest nat-
ural causes of the very problem they
are supposed to be solving.

This is one that can be solved. The
State of Wyoming has spent over a dec-
ade producing a plan that is reason-
able, productive, cost-effective, and fo-
cused on the problem. The EPA has
taken an unnecessary and unreason-
able approach that violates the legisla-
tively granted job of State regulators
to address this issue. We cannot afford
to increase the cost of energy to fami-
lies, schools, and vital public services
by implementing an EPA plan that
won’t adequately address the issue of
regional haze. Again, there will be no
noticeable effect—$1 billion up front,
millions each year, and no noticeable
effect. What sense does that make?

I know my colleagues will see the im-
portance of this matter and support my
amendment that will stop the EPA in
its tracks and end its interference with
Wyoming’s efforts to address this very
issue. It only makes sense to me that
Wyoming’s plan, which results from a
more than 10-year effort, be given a
chance to work. It is not only fair, it is
the right thing to do.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

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

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am here on what we are calling the

The
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Shaheen-Portman bill, the energy effi-
ciency bill, and I note that the lead
sponsor of the bill, Senator SHAHEEN of
New Hampshire, as well as the ranking
member of the energy committee, Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI, are both here. I have
been cleared by them to take a minute
on the floor right now and talk about
an amendment I would like to have of-
fered and voted on and added to this
bill. We call it the pay for success
amendment. It is amendment No. 1852.

What this amendment would do is
something that is quite simple and
bombproof for taxpayers. Ultimately,
it would save money and save energy;
that is, for the properties managed by
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, if they do not have the
capital to go back into that property
and do retrofits and install efficiency
measures that will bring down their
cost of electricity, this amendment
would allow them to contract with the
private sector to bring in private cap-
ital to achieve those energy savings.

There are significant restrictions in
here that will protect taxpayers. Any
money that goes back to these inves-
tors comes out of energy savings and
only out of energy savings. If some-
thing goes wrong and the energy sav-
ings don’t materialize, the investors
lose. The taxpayers and the govern-
ment are held harmless.

Thanks to an amendment by Senator
COBURN of Oklahoma, as we were draft-
ing the amendment, we have even spe-
cifically exempted the administrative
costs of HUD in administering the leg-
islation. Those have to be paid before
the investors take their profits. But
once the investors are paid back, there
is now a more efficient building and
savings for taxpayers over the long
haul.

In addition, the result is a reduction
of our energy footprint, increases our
energy independence, and reduces the
contribution of ill effects, such as pol-
lution and climate change, by HUD
buildings.

Now is not the time to call it up—we
are at too early a stage in the pro-
ceedings—but I did want to take a mo-
ment to urge my colleagues to support
this amendment. We discussed it at
length with Senator COLLINS of Maine
when we were trying to add it to the
Transportation and HUD appropria-
tions bill, and I believe we have worked
through issues presented by her office
and issues presented by Senator
COBURN. If anybody else has any con-
cerns, we look forward to hearing from
them, but I think this is a bombproof
piece of legislation, from the tax-
payers’ point of view. It opens up a
niche for private capital to come in and
earn a return on their investment by
capitalizing on the opportunity we
have for energy savings in these build-
ings.

With that, I yield the floor and look
forward to a future opportunity to dis-
cuss the amendment further and, with
any luck, call it up for a positive vote.
I thank Senator SHAHEEN and yield the
floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Before the Senator
from Rhode Island leaves, I wanted to
commend him for this effort. I think it
is a great proposal. I haven’t had a
chance to look at all the details, so I
look forward to that, but using per-
formance contracting to provide for
savings on energy costs is a very effec-
tive way to address the upfront costs
for these kinds of retrofits.

As the Senator points out, the person
who is doing the contracting—the pri-
vate company—is assuming the burden
of those costs. Yet the benefits are
going to taxpayers. Ultimately, the
contractor that does the retrofits is
also going to benefit over the long
term, and those savings will keep com-
ing back year after year. So once the
initial cost is paid off, taxpayers will
continue to get those savings year
after year.

As Governor, we started retrofitting
State buildings exactly this way, and it
saved the taxpayers of New Hampshire
hundreds of thousands of dollars a
year—it is still saving them that—and
also thousands of pounds of pollution
because, as we know, 40 percent of our
energy is used by buildings. So if we
save on that energy use in buildings,
then that saves not only on those
costs, but it also saves on the pollution
that comes from heating and cooling
those buildings.

So I commend the Senator for his ef-
fort and I look forward to having a
chance to debate it on the floor and to
having a chance to review the proposal
in greater detail.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I thank the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire for those
comments. I wish to commend her for
her leadership on this bill. This is a
wonderful bill to have gotten to, and
she and Senator PORTMAN have put in
an enormous amount of effort in get-
ting us here. So that is immensely
commendable.

I would add something I omitted in
my remarks earlier because the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire brought this
up in a private discussion we had on
the floor a moment ago; that is, how
does CBO—the Congressional Budget
Office—feel about this amendment. We
have an e-mail from the Congressional
Budget Office saying this will not add
to the deficit. It is deficit neutral. In
point of fact, it actually is viewed as
negative—it shrinks the deficit in the
long haul, but all we needed from them
was the assurance it was deficit neu-
tral and they would treat it as deficit
neutral.

As the Senator from New Hampshire
very properly pointed out, the benefit
of this isn’t just on the energy side or
on the pollution side. Somebody goes
in and installs the new energy effi-
ciency equipment, installs the new
windows, insulates the roof, and does
whatever it is that will achieve these
savings and that is work and those are
jobs and that is helpful to our econ-
omy.
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I will again yield the floor.
VOLUNTARY CERTIFICATION

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, today
I wish to discuss the Sessions-Pryor
Amendment No. 1879 to S. 1392, the En-
ergy Savings and Industrial Competi-
tiveness Act. I would like to recognize
the excellent work of my friend, the
senior Senator from Arkansas, Mr.
PRYOR, who is an original co-sponsor of
this amendment, and I would ask him
for permission to engage in a brief col-
loquy concerning our amendment.

Mr. PRYOR. I would welcome an ex-
change for the RECORD.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank my colleague
for his willingness to discuss this
amendment. I would ask my colleague,
what is the purpose of our amendment?

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the Senator
from Alabama for his question. In an
effort to encourage energy efficiency
compliance, reduce regulatory burdens,
and save taxpayer dollars, the Ses-
sions-Pryor amendment would require
the Department of Energy to recognize
voluntary certification programs for
air conditioning, furnace, boiler, heat
pump, and water heater products. Fed-
eral law requires these heating, cool-
ing, and water heater products to com-
ply with a complex set of Federal en-
ergy conservation and efficiency stand-
ards. Similar specifications apply to
participants in the Energy Star pro-
gram. The Energy Department cur-
rently spends millions of taxpayer dol-
lars annually to conduct verification
testing of these covered products. At
the same time, U.S. manufacturers of
these covered products spend millions
of dollars themselves to participate in
comprehensive voluntary certification
programs that use independent, third-
party laboratories to ensure compli-
ance with applicable standards. Our
amendment would require the Energy
Department, when conducting routine
testing to verify product ratings, to
rely on data submitted through vol-
untary, independent certification pro-
grams that meet the robust list of cri-
teria set forth in the amendment. To
qualify, the voluntary certification
program must be (among other things)
nationally-recognized, maintain a pub-
licly available list of certified models,
and conduct verification testing on at
least 20 percent of the product families
using an ‘‘independent third-party test
laboratory.” The amendment would re-
quire the Energy Department to reduce
regulatory burdens for manufacturers
participating in a voluntary certifi-
cation program, as well as require test-
ing of products that are not covered by
a voluntary program.

So, I greatly appreciate the leader-
ship of my colleague Senator SESSIONS
on this amendment. I would ask him:
what are some of the policy reasons for
supporting our amendment?

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator
from Arkansas. Our amendment is
sound policy for at least three reasons.
First, the amendment saves taxpayer
dollars by reducing redundant testing
of products when already covered by a
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comprehensive, voluntary third-party
testing program. At a time of record
debt and deficits, this government
needs to consider every option for mak-
ing government lean and fiscally re-
sponsible. We have been informed by
the Congressional Budget Office that
our amendment does not impact the
deficit.

Second, the amendment reduces reg-
ulatory burdens on American manufac-
turers. We need to do all we can to help
make U.S. manufacturing more com-
petitive on the world stage. Our
amendment promotes domestic manu-
facturing and competiveness.

Third, our amendment increases
DOE’s enforcement capabilities to en-
sure that a greater number of products
are verified every year. This will help
achieve the kinds of energy efficiency
improvements the law was intended to
achieve. So I think this amendment
should garner the support of this body.

I recently received a letter from
Rheem Manufacturing Company, which
has a large manufacturing facility in
Montgomery, AL that employs over
1,000 people and manufactures heating
and cooling products in Fort Smith,
AR. The Rheem letter expresses sup-
port for our amendment and explains
that it ‘““will enhance our ability to
sustain American manufacturing jobs
and competitiveness while conserving
taxpayer resources and allowing fed-
eral agencies to focus enforcement on
entities that do not voluntarily par-
ticipate in rigorous industry-led effi-
ciency certification programs.”’

I would, in turn, ask Senator PRYOR:
who else is supportive of this amend-
ment?

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the Senator
from Alabama for his remarks. I would
answer his question by noting that a
broad coalition of industry, energy effi-
ciency, and environmental stake-
holders are supportive of our amend-
ment. As you referenced, employers in
the State of Arkansas, your State of
Alabama, and around the country are
supportive. We are also pleased to have
the support of the leadership of the
Senate Energy Committee, Chairman
WYDEN and Ranking Member MUR-
KOWSKI. I am pleased that we have been
able to work together on this amend-
ment.

Mr. SESSIONS. I would ask Senator
PRYOR one additional question. One of
the purposes of this amendment is to
reduce the testing burden on manufac-
turers for a number of Federal govern-
ment programs. For instance, manufac-
turers who utilize accredited, inde-
pendent third parties for testing and
certification should not be compelled
to undertake duplicative testing to
demonstrate compliance with other
Federal programs so long as the test
methods used for evaluating product
performance are the same. Addition-
ally, this amendment does not intend
to limit competition between private
sector testing and certification pro-
grams, provided that accreditation and
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other legitimate government require-
ments for recognizing such efforts are
clearly defined. Would you agree?

Mr. PRYOR. Yes, I would agree with
that characterization.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank Senator
PRYOR for his work on this issue.

Mr. BROWN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as if in morning business
for up to 10 minutes.

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

HONORING THE LIFE OF JESSE OWENS

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to
honor the memory of Jesse Owens, an
Olympic recordbreaker and pioneer on
the track and off the track, who was
born 100 years ago tomorrow.

Born in Alabama as the youngest of
10 children, James Cleveland Owens
moved with his family to Cleveland,
OH, at the age of 9. Leaving the South
during the great migration of those
several decades between 1910 and 1970,
Jesse’s family came north seeking eco-
nomic opportunity and greater per-
sonal freedom. His father left his work
as a sharecropper in the South—some-
thing difficult to do because so often
the landowner held those sharecroppers
by holding real or imagined debt over
their heads—and found a job in the
steel industry in Cleveland, OH.

James Cleveland Owens enrolled in
Bolton Elementary School on the east
side of Cleveland. Because of his strong
southern accent, when the teacher
asked his name and he said J.C., the
teacher misheard it and started calling
him Jesse—a name that stuck.

While in junior high, he met Charles
Riley, who taught physical education
and coached the track team. Charles
Riley nurtured Jesse’s obvious talent,
helping him to grow stronger athlet-
ically and to set long-term goals that
served him well as he went on to Cleve-
land East Technical School.

In 1927, my hometown of Mansfield,
OH started hosting the storied Mans-
field Relays—maybe the biggest in the
country—a sporting event that drew
athletes from six States and Canada. I
remember in the 1960s my family
hosting many of the athletes who came
to our town to compete.

Obviously prior to my parents doing
that, among these many promising
athletes none shone brighter than the
sprinter from an hour up north. At the
Mansfield Relays, Jesse Owens sharp-
ened his focus and won the 1932 and 1933
relays for Hast Tech, setting records
that lasted into my childhood in the
1960s and 1970s.

He later went on to attend the Ohio
State University, where he was known
as the Buckeye Bullet, winning a
record eight individual NCAA cham-
pionships. The story goes that at the
Big 10 track meet 1 year in Ann Arbor,
MI, while competing in a 45-minute pe-
riod, Jesse Owens set 3 world records.

We are used to seeing college ath-
letes who are revered today. But in his
day, Owens could not live on campus
due to a lack of housing for Black stu-
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dents, and he could not stay at the
same hotels when his track team trav-
eled or eat at the same restaurants as
the White players on the team who
traveled with him. But he achieved
global fame and heroism status because
of what he did in the 1936 Olympics in
Berlin.

While a hateful regime in Germany
hoped to use the Olympics to promote
the Aryan race and promulgate a
wrongheaded, dangerous, and inher-
ently racist belief in the superiority of
that race, Jesse Owens turned this the-
ory on its head. He won four gold med-
als in Berlin, and he set world records
in three events while tying for a world
record in a fourth event. He showed
that talent and sportsmanship tran-
scend race, and he embarrassed an evil
dictator who hoped to manipulate the
Olympic Games to further his political
agenda.

Interestingly, Adolph Hitler refused
to shake hands with Jesse Owens when
he won one of those events. The Inter-
national Olympic Committee told the
German Government that Hitler must
either shake hands with all the winners
or none of the winners. The story goes
that Hitler refused to come back and
observe the Olympics—again, a testa-
ment to the heroism, courage, and dis-
cipline of James Cleveland ‘‘Jesse”
Owens.

Despite these achievements—and the
Rose Garden and Oval Office greetings
that today’s Olympians are accustomed
to—Jesse Owens never received con-
gratulations or recognition by Presi-
dent Roosevelt or President Truman. It
was only during the presidency of
Dwight Eisenhower, beginning to be a
different time in race relations in this
country, that a President of the United
States actually recognized Jesse
Owens’ achievements.

He was, by most measures, the best
athlete in the world, but he returned to
the United States of America a Black
man in the 1930s to face economic chal-
lenges and racial discrimination that
are far too familiar to far too many
Americans. But he continued to travel
and inspire athletes and fans across the
globe. I had the honor of meeting Jesse
Owens when he was the speaker at my
brother Bob’s high school graduation
in 1965, when I was 12 years old.

Jesse Owens worked alongside the
State Department to promote good will
in Asia, and worked in 1950 to promote
democracy abroad as part of a Cold
War effort.

Think about that. A Black man who
is the best athlete in the world, was a
hero to large numbers of Americans—
Black and White—in 1936, standing up
in many ways against the Fascist ma-
chine of Adolph Hitler, not being recog-
nized by a President of the United
States who was winning a war against
Hitler ultimately. Yet he went out 5
yvears later after that war to promote
democracy abroad as part of a Cold
War effort, still proud of his country,
still knowing our country had work to
do.
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In 1973 he was appointed to the board
of directors of the U.S. Olympic Com-
mittee, where he worked to ensure the
best training and conditions for U.S.
athletes. He lent his skill and his tal-
ents to various charitable groups, nota-
bly the Boys Club of America.

In 1976 Jesse Owens finally received
the Presidential recognition he de-
served. He was presented with the Pres-
idential Medal of Freedom from Presi-
dent Ford.

Jesse Owens was a pioneer. Despite
facing adversity, he had the strength of
mind and the discipline, common to al-
most all great athletes, to become the
most elite of athletes. Despite being
treated differently and shamefully
from other athletes of his stature, he
went on to shatter records. Despite the
darkest of days globally, he did his
part, standing up to fascism, dispelling
racism, and promoting unity.

Tomorrow we celebrate the 100th
birthday of a hero to all Americans,
James Cleveland ‘‘Jesse’” Owens.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the quorum
call be rescinded.

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

MORNING BUSINESS

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate be
in a period of morning business until 7
p.m., with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Ms. COLLINS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be permitted to proceed as
in morning business for up to 25 min-
utes.

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

————

SYRIA

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the de-
cision on whether to authorize the
President of the United States to use
the military might of our great Nation
against another country is the most
significant vote a Senator can cast.
The Constitution vests this responsi-
bility in Congress—a duty that rests
heavily on the shoulders of each and
every Member.

We are now engaged in a serious de-
bate about what the appropriate re-
sponse should be to the horrific use of
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