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Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I will be
very brief.

My friend talks about the left-lean-
ing Senators. Three of the Democratic
Senators who sponsored this legisla-
tion could be called anything but lean-
ing left: LANDRIEU, MANCHIN, and WAR-
NER. That brings a smile to anyone’s
face.

It is a fiction that we haven’t had
votes to debate energy policy. We have
had trouble having bills because of the
obstruction of the Republicans. But we
voted on the Keystone matter before
we did the budget debate where we had
over 100 votes. That was last year. So
we debated Keystone last year, we had
a vote on it, and we are willing to have
another vote on it.

It is my understanding we are now
going to enter into debate on whatever
people want to talk about for the next
hour, and I understand we are going to
have a series of votes at 3:45 p.m.

I ask unanimous consent that all re-
maining time postcloture on the mo-
tion to proceed be yielded back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to proceed.

The motion was agreed to.

———

ENERGY SAVINGS AND INDUS-

TRIAL COMPETITIVENESS ACT
OF 2014
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report the bill by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 2262) to promote energy savings
in residential buildings and industry, and for
other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3012

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on behalf of
Senators SHAHEEN and PORTMAN, I call
up substitute amendment No. 3012.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
Mrs. SHAHEEN and Mr. PORTMAN, proposes an
amendment numbered 3012 to S. 2262.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays
on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3023 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3012

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
first-degree amendment at the desk I
ask to be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3023 to
amendment No. 3012.

The amendment is as follows:
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At the end, add the following:

This Act shall become effective 1 day after
enactment.

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays
on that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3024 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3023

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
second-degree amendment which is at
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3024 to
amendment No. 3023.

The amendment is as follows:

In the amendment, strike ‘1 day’’ and in-
sert ‘2 days’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 3025

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
first-degree amendment which is at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.
The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3025 to S.
2262.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end, add the following:

This Act shall become effective 3 days
after enactment.

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays
on that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3026 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3025

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
second-degree amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3026 to
amendment No. 3025.

The amendment is as follows:

In the amendment, strike ‘3 days’ and in-
sert ‘4 days’’.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH AMENDMENT NO. 3027

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
motion to commit S. 2262, with instruc-
tions, which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves
to commit the bill (S. 2262) to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources with in-
structions to report back forthwith with an
amendment numbered 3027.

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays
on that motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end, add the following:

The
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This Act shall become effective 5 days
after enactment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3028 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3027

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have an
amendment to the instructions at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3028 to the
instructions of the motion to commit.

The amendment is as follows:

In the amendment, strike ‘6 days’ and in-
sert ‘6 days’’.

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays
on that motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3029 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3028

Mr. REID. I have a second-degree
amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3029 to
amendment No. 3028.

The amendment is as follows:

In the amendment, strike ‘6 days” and in-
sert <7 days’’.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
cloture motion at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on S. 2262, a bill to
promote energy savings in residential build-
ings and industry, and for other purposes.

Harry Reid, Jeanne Shaheen, Edward J.
Markey, Christopher A. Coons, Tammy
Baldwin, Patty Murray, Richard J.
Durbin, Barbara Boxer, Maria Cant-
well, Ron Wyden, Robert Menendez,
Jon Tester, Debbie Stabenow, Bill Nel-
son, Thomas R. Carper, Patrick J.
Leahy, Mark R. Warner.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the mandatory quorum required
under rule XXII be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

——————

EXPIRE ACT OF 2014—Motion To
Proceed

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move
to proceed to Calendar No. 366, S. 2260.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 366, S. 2260, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend cer-
tain expiring provisions, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the time until 3:45
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p.m. be equally divided and controlled
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees; that at 3:45 p.m. it be in order
for the Republican leader or his des-
ignee to offer up to two motions to
table either the motion to commit S.
2262 or an amendment pending with re-
spect to that bill; that if more than one
motion to table is made, there be 2
minutes equally divided between the
votes.

Mr. President, before you rule, I am
agreeing to this, but I don’t want this
to set any precedent of any kind, be-
cause I personally believe these are out
of order. But for purposes of moving
through this afternoon, I ask this con-
sent request.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on the floor
is Senator SHAHEEN from New Hamp-
shire. I have never had a Senator bet-
ter prepared than she on any issue that
we bring up, who is more concerned
about her State, and has worked harder
on an issue than she has worked on the
issue now before this body.

It is a shame that it appears my Re-
publican counterpart has peeled off a
couple of the cosponsors of this legisla-
tion, Republicans who aren’t going to
vote to finish this bill. What a shame.
It happens every time we get to an
issue which we are trying to move for-
ward. It is the obstruction we have
faced for going on 6 years. It is too bad.
But I commend Senator SHAHEEN for
her diligence. And I hope, prior to the
final curtain call on Monday, we can
work the next few days to try to come
up with some way forward.

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I
thank the majority leader for his very
kind words on my efforts, along with
Senator PORTMAN’s, on this legislation.
I certainly share the hope that we can
come to some agreement on amend-
ments that will allow us to move for-
ward on the bill.

Can the Presiding Officer tell me the
status of the procedure right now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
divided time until 3:45.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. So I will have about
10 minutes for remarks. Is that cor-
rect?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 24 minutes.

SHAHEEN-PORTMAN

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I
came to the floor this afternoon to
again talk about the importance of this
bipartisan Energy Savings and Indus-
trial Competitiveness Act, also known
as Shaheen-Portman.

This legislation makes sense for all
kinds of reasons, but I want to start
with the fact that energy efficiency is
the cheapest, fastest way to address
this country’s energy needs. The cheap-
est energy is energy we never have to
create. So if we can reduce our energy
consumption, we can save money.

Not only will this legislation create
jobs, reduce pollution, and make our
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country more energy secure, but it will
also save taxpayers billions of dollars a
year through energy efficiency.

I would point to a study by the Amer-
ican Council for an Energy-Efficient
Economy which shows in greater detail
what this poster points out: This bill is
going to create jobs, reduce pollution,
and save taxpayers billions of dollars.

The legislation has been endorsed by
over 260 businesses, organizations, en-
vironmental groups, and labor unions.
It has a broad coalition of support. The
legislation before us includes not just
this bill as Senator PORTMAN and I
originally introduced it, but it includes
10 bipartisan amendments which pro-
vide even more jobs, even more sav-
ings, and even more reduction in pollu-
tion.

According to the study by experts at
the American Council for an Energy-
Efficient Economy, by 2030 our legisla-
tion has the potential to create 192,000
jobs here in America—192,000 domestic
jobs—to save consumers and businesses
$16 billion a year, and to reduce carbon
pollution by the equivalent of taking 22
million cars off the road.

We have a poster which lays this out
very directly so people can see the dif-
ference this legislation would make:
By 2030, 192,000 new jobs, save con-
sumers $16.2 billion a year, and de-
crease carbon pollution by the equiva-
lent of taking 22 million cars off the
road. So those are the benefits just by
embracing energy efficiency. The legis-
lation does this without any mandates,
without increasing the deficit. In fact,
all of the authorizations in this bill are
offset and we even see a $12 million def-
icit reduction, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office. We are going
to be able to do all of this without a
major government program, without
increased government spending, with-
out any mandates. The reason we are
going to be able to do it is because
there are opportunities that exist
across all sectors of our economy to
conserve energy and create good-pay-
ing, private sector jobs.

Shaheen-Portman addresses a num-
ber of opportunities to do this by re-
ducing barriers to efficiency in the
major energy-consuming sectors of the
national economy. First is in the build-
ing sector. Buildings in this country
consume almost 40 percent of all of our
energy use. It also addresses the indus-
trial sector that consumes more energy
than any other sector in our domestic
economy, and then it addresses the
Federal Government.

The Federal Government is the big-
gest user of energy in our country.
About 93 percent of that energy is used
by the military. This legislation puts
in place commonsense policies that de-
ploy more efficient technologies and
techniques. It has been endorsed by
hundreds and hundreds of business coa-
litions, by environmental and effi-
ciency groups, by labor unions, and we
have seen a number of letters of sup-
port just in the last couple of weeks for
this legislation. I introduced those into
the RECORD yesterday.
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One of the reasons we get the number
of jobs, the amount of savings and ben-
efits from pollution is because since we
first introduced the bill last year we
have added 10 bipartisan amendments
that make this bill even better. Sen-
ator PORTMAN and I have worked close-
ly and continually with Senators from
both sides of the aisle as well as stake-
holders and industry advocates who
want to improve the bill, and we have
incorporated their Dbipartisan, sub-
stantive amendments into the text.
Those amendments expand sections of
the bill that address energy efficiency
barriers in buildings, the manufac-
turing sector, the Federal Government,
and also puts in place regulatory relief
provisions to maintain the underlying
principle of advancing efficiency in the
private sector.

The bill enjoys even more support
from groups such as the Edison Elec-
tric Institute, the Business Round-
table, the American Gas Association,
the National Rural Electric Coopera-
tive Association, the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, the National Association of
Manufacturers, the Painters and Allied
Trades, and the Natural Resources De-
fense Council. It is unusual to have en-
ergy legislation that enjoys such a
broad coalition of support from across
many sectors.

As we heard just now on the floor,
there is a difference of opinion about
how to move forward on both sides of
the aisle. I am hopeful we can come to
an agreement, that we can agree there
are amendments both sides would like
to see added to the bill, so that even
though we have 10 more amendments
in this legislation than when we first
introduced it, there could still be an
opportunity, I hope, for some addi-
tional amendments to be added. That is
what we are working on. I know every-
body is acting in good faith to try to
get that done. So I hope we can main-
tain the bipartisan spirit of this bill as
Senator PORTMAN and the Senate lead-
ership and I work to see how we can
come to an agreement that moves this
legislation forward.

I know there are others who would
like to speak, and I hope to have an op-
portunity throughout the afternoon to
add some more reasons why I think we
should support this legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
maining time during the quorum call
be divided equally between both sides.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. BEGICH. 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. BEGICH. Mr. President, I come
to speak in support of the Shaheen-
Portman bill, otherwise known as the
Energy Savings and Industrial Com-
petitiveness Act. As I like to put it, it



May 7, 2014

saves money and saves energy. Keep it
simple.

It comes at an important time, and it
is no surprise that as someone from
Alaska, I care about oil and gas issues,
energy issues, energy efficiency. This is
a bill that is important to talk about
but also hopefully to pass and move to
the House to take up.

Conservation makes sense. It saves
money and makes people more com-
fortable in their homes and workplaces
and also is good for the economy and
environment. It is particularly impor-
tant to Alaska.

Alaska’s per capita energy costs are
the highest in the Nation. We have
long and cold winters, limited infra-
structure in rural parts of the State,
and we spend more on energy than any-
where else. So we have the most to
gain from energy efficiency improve-
ments. In Alaska, energy costs affect
every aspect of life. Energy costs are
driving people away from the tradi-
tional homes in rural Alaska. It is get-
ting too expensive to heat even the
smallest of homes. The cost of fuel to
run your boat or snow machine for sub-
sistence hunting and fishing is sky-
high. In Fairbanks, AK, filling your
fuel tank to heat your home could eas-
ily cost you $1,900, and that may only
last half of the winter. Electric heat
isn’t much better. Right now in Fair-
banks electricity costs 19 cents per kil-
owatt, which is not a good alternative
to heat your home. Bundling all the
costs of energy together puts a lot of
pressure on the pocketbook.

That is why I fought to get a permit
to restart the Healy coal plant and
make sure the existing coal plant at
the University of Alaska, Fairbanks, is
exempt from EPA regulations. We need
to stabilize energy costs while making
investments in energy efficiency; oth-
erwise, communities such as Fairbanks
will become unaffordable to live in.

For schools in Alaska, 75 percent of
the energy costs goes into space heat-
ing. Money that is spent on heating
and electricity is money they cannot
spend in the classroom, making sure
we have the best education for our
young people. As an example, the State
of Alaska alone spends $62 million a
year on energy, one-tenth of the
State’s operating budget.

Our State provides energy to the rest
of the Nation. Yet our residents can’t
afford to live where they want to live
or in many cases where their families
have lived for generations. Energy effi-
ciency can have an immediate and pro-
found effect on the lives of people in
these communities.

The Shaheen-Portman bill is deficit
neutral. It is estimated that by 2030 it
will save consumers $60 billion and cre-
ate nearly 160,000 jobs, a good sign
after this month’s jobs report of almost
280,000 jobs added to the private sector
and to our economy.

I filed an amendment to provide a
$5,000 tax credit toward the purchase of
energy-efficient home heating and
cooling appliances for families living in
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very high energy consumption States;
for example, converting a home from
expensive heating fuel to cleaner, more
efficient natural gas or clean-burning
woodstoves, even replacing appliances
with newer and more energy-efficient
models to cut back on electric use and
lower energy bills. For example, an EN-
ERGY STAR certified refrigerator uses
20 percent less energy than the current
standard and 40 percent less energy
than the standard in 2001.

As many of my colleagues have ex-
pressed, it is disappointing that this
Senate takes so long to deal with a
fairly modest bill. Let’s be honest.
While it is all good policy, this is very
modest legislation. Congress has not
passed major energy legislation since
2007, and the energy landscape has radi-
cally changed. The costs of renewable
energy have decreased drastically as
solar, wind, hydro, geothermal, and
biomass resources have grown all
across this country. A rational energy
policy for our Nation includes both re-
newable and nonrenewable energy re-
sources.

Directional drilling, hydraulic frac-
turing has changed the traditional en-
ergy production landscape too. Produc-
tion is way up. After Saudi Arabia and
Russia, the United States is tradition-
ally the third largest producer of
crude. The final numbers are not in yet
for 2013, but it looks as though we are
about to be No. 1 or very close to it.
Yet we still rely too much on foreign
oil.

The United States consumes about 19
billion barrels of oil per day. All told,
about 13 million barrels per day of our
demand is supplied by U.S. products—
crude, natural gas liquids, and ethanol.
It still leaves another 5 to 6 million
barrels per day from other countries,
many of whom don’t like us very much,
and that is where Alaska comes in.

We can play a significant role by pro-
viding U.S. production and creating
some good jobs too. The potential is
huge. The Trans-Alaska Pipeline deliv-
ers 550,000 barrels a day, just over 10
percent of the domestic oil production.
That is down from a peak of 2 million
barrels a day 25 years ago, but there is
a lot more oil and gas to go after.

Producers of oil and gas create in-
credibly high-paying jobs. The average
sector wage in Alaska is $117,000, and
we can produce more jobs.

After 20 years of stagnant growth, we
started development in the Arctic
again with the Chukchi and Beaufort
exploration wells in 2012. We are mak-
ing strides to return in the summer of
2015. Alaska can ensure our energy se-
curity and economic prosperity
through development of our domestic
resources, thereby reducing our reli-
ance on foreign oil.

Our picture very clearly shows the
volume of capacity in Alaska and
where we fit in in the world, and this is
just what we know about. If we add
Cook Inlet to it—let me give you the
sense of the potential in the Arctic.
Chukchi has 15.4 billion barrels of oil
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and 77 trillion cubic feet of gas. Beau-
fort has 8.2 billion barrels of oil and 28
trillion cubic feet of gas. NPR-A has 1
billion barrels of oil.

The issue of the NPR-A, which is the
National Petroleum Reserve—this area
has only had slight exploration over
the years, and now we are starting to
develop in that area. We have now
moved forward on the first well.

I was very pleased that one of my
first acts, working with the adminis-
tration, was getting the administration
to see the light of day and solving the
problem with the first issue of the CD-
5. Production at the first well—one
well, one development—is at 17,000 bar-
rels a day. The second one is right next
door, which is called GMT-1, and will
produce another 30,000 or 40,000 barrels
of oil a day. And, of course, there is
ANWR, which we estimate has around
10-plus billion barrels of oil. Again,
Alaska is a storehouse of energy, not
only oil and gas, but many others.

The point I want to make is that the
oil and gas industry—the study that
was done in Alaska—can produce 54,000
jobs and has over 50 years worth of pro-
duction in the Arctic. If you look at it
from local and State and government
revenues over the 50 years, it is well
over $100 billion, plus another $150 bil-
lion in payroll.

Another issue, which is important to
Alaska, and also to this country is the
liquefied natural gas export. A project
can produce many jobs and create huge
economic opportunity throughout this
country. We estimate a project that
will move gas off the North Slope,
which will then be distributed around
the world, will be worth about $65 bil-
lion in development. There will be an
800-mile pipeline, liquefication plant,
and marine terminal. It will be the
largest and most expensive energy
project in North America. It will create
up to 15,000 design and construction
jobs, and up to 1,000 jobs during oper-
ation. LNG will have an export capac-
ity of 2.5 billion cubic feet a day of nat-
ural gas sales to overseas buyers which
can total more than $12 billion a year.

The steel pipe to construct that 800-
mile pipeline, which is 42 inches in di-
ameter—almost an inch thick—is so
big that it will take a single pipe mill
2 years to produce that. This will only
add to the important role the oil and
gas industry plays in the national
economy.

Nine percent of all the jobs in 2011
came from the oil and gas sector and
37,000 direct jobs were created nation-
wide. As I said earlier, they are good-
paying jobs.

I have two or three more points to
make before I close. As I talk about oil
and gas, it is not only important for
Alaska’s economy, it is also an impor-
tant part of the whole energy system
in this country. We have a huge
amount of it. We are happy the Arctic
is moving forward. Again, this project
was stalled for many years, but it is
now moving in the right direction.
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The same was true for the NPR-A. It
was stalled out for many years, but
now it is moving in the right direction.

Alaska is unique in many ways. This
bill talks about energy conservation
and what we can do to preserve the ca-
pacity of our energy use. By 2025, Alas-
ka will be at 50 percent renewable en-
ergy internal consumption. We em-
brace conservation everywhere we can.

I can tell you from my own experi-
ence that not only is my home energy-
efficient, but the commercial buildings
that I operate are also energy-efficient.
We have new boiler systems that are 98
percent more efficient. As a result, we
are saving the tenants lots of money
every year. We installed new energy-ef-
ficient windows, and other elements,
which have made those buildings more
efficient, thereby saving them money
and allowing us to put more money
back into the complexes.

Even though this is not a comprehen-
sive bill, it is a piece of legislation that
gets us to do some energy policy in this
country down the road.

The Presiding Officer lives on the
east coast, and I live in Alaska, so we
are far apart by thousands of miles, but
we still have the same issues. Con-
sumers want more efficient facilities
and more efficient buildings to lower
their costs so they can save money and
more energy so they can create new de-
velopment—new economic develop-
ment. That is what this bill does in
many ways.

By creating conservation and cre-
ating more energy-efficient legislation,
such as this, we are creating jobs just
by this act. I think it is important that
we look at this bill from a broad per-
spective and do what we can to make
ourselves more dependent on our own
energy sources, be they oil and gas or
energy-efficient renewable energy or
energy-efficient projects. The more we
are dependent on our own resources
and less dependent on foreign oil, the
better off we will be from a national se-
curity perspective and from an eco-
nomic perspective.

I will leave with one statistic. Be-
cause of all the work to become more
dependent on our own energy resources
and more energy efficient, we are send-
ing $100 billion less overseas to foreign
countries for petro oil over this last
year.

I appreciate having a moment to talk
on the floor. I am not only interested
in talking about Alaska’s oil and gas,
but also how we can improve energy ef-
ficiency, conservation, and renewable
energy. There is nothing that pits one
against the other. It is all about the
projects and working together.

I thank the Presiding Officer and
note 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. MURKOWSKI. Mr. 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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Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, we
are here today to discuss the energy ef-
ficiency bill and what may or may not
be the status on any given amend-
ments. I want to take a few minutes
this afternoon to speak about the issue
of liquefied natural gas exports.

Senator BARRASSO has proposed a bill
that would provide for fast-track sta-
tus for DOE licensing to LNG projects
to export to members of WTO coun-
tries.

As we focus on our opportunities that
we have when it comes to our natural
gas, our LNG, and the opportunities for
Federal support for energy projects
overseas, I think it is important to rec-
ognize there is a little inconsistency
going on with this administration
slow-walking infrastructure and hydro-
carbon development in this country. I
will give a couple of examples. The Ex-
port-Import Bank has supported a slew
of LNG-related transactions over the
past couple of decades. These are struc-
tured and ©project-financed trans-
actions, these are loan guarantees, and
some are even direct loans. With the
assistance of the Ex-Im Bank and my
committee staff, the Congressional Re-
search Service has compiled a report
on this subject which I would like to
reference at this time.

I emphasize that this is a list for
LNG-related projects only. * * * if not
exhaustive of the other kinds of en-
ergy-related infrastructure that the
Federal Government finances overseas.

So what we have here are projects
that are LNG-related transactions that
have been moved through the Export-
Import Bank.

Over $350 million in loan guarantees
for equipment and services went to
Trinidad and Tobago in 1996. In 1997, we
saw over $775 million in loan guaran-
tees go to Qatar and Oman for engi-
neering and management services, for
cryogenic heat exchanges, for compres-
sors, and for gas turbine drives. In 2000
there was a loan guarantee of over $70
million that went to Malaysia. In 2002
there was a $135 million loan guarantee
for equipment and services for Nigeria.
Then between 2005 and 2006 we had over
$800 million in loan guarantees for lig-
uefaction and facilities-related engi-
neering services to Qatar. In 2008 there
was a $400 million direct loan for equip-
ment and services to Peru; then in 2010
$3 billion in direct loan and loan guar-
antees for equipment and services to
Papua New Guinea.

In 2012 there was nearly $3 billion in
direct loans for engineering services to
Australia. There was a large project
that included the liquefaction plant, a
shipping terminal, and transmission
lines. Then just last year there was an-
other $1.8 billion in direct loans to Aus-
tralia for facilities construction.

There have been over a dozen
projects, eight countries, and $10 bil-
lion in financing.

I think it is important to recognize
that the Export-Import Bank is one of
the few agencies in the Federal Govern-
ment that actually turns a profit, and
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my objective in listing these projects is
not to oppose the financing—that is
not what we are talking about—but,
rather, to point out the inconsistency
that we have in some policies. Simply
put, we are financing LNG export
projects overseas because they are a
good idea. We like that approach. But
we are politicizing the project for their
review here at home.

If LNG projects can create wealth
and can support jobs in Australia and
in Qatar, they can and will do the same
here in the United States of America.

But this administration is stalling on
other infrastructure and development
initiatives, not just LNG export facili-
ties. We have the Keystone XL Pipe-
line. It is a great example. Offshore de-
velopment is yet another example.

Another Federal agency, the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation,
has supported oil and gas projects in
other countries.

I also reference for my colleagues
this afternoon another CRS report that
was commissioned by my committee
staff. So OPIC—this is not OPEC but
OPIC—has provided insurance and fi-
nancing to companies operating in In-
donesia, Guatemala, Egypt, and Bot-
swana. The bigger list includes, back in
2002, $25 million of insurance for a lig-
uefied petroleum gas storage facility in
Guatemala. In 2005, we had a $2.5 mil-
lion insurance for a natural gas pipe-
line in Benin; $2.5 million in insurance
for a gas pipeline in Togo; $45 million
in insurance for another pipeline in
Ghana; $320 million in insurance for an
offshore natural gas pipeline in Israel.

Again, I am not saying that financ-
ing this is a wrong idea or a bad idea;
I am asking the simple question: If this
is good enough for helping other coun-
tries, why are we not doing it here at
home?

There is a third Federal agency 1
wish to briefly mention that has sup-
ported energy-related projects over-
seas. This is the Trade and Develop-
ment Agency. It funds feasibility stud-
ies, pilot projects, technical assistance,
reverse trade missions, and various
training activities. I reference for my
colleagues a third CRS report, again
commissioned by my committee staff,
that showcases some of these activi-
ties.

Specifically, on LNG, the Trade and
Development Agency funded feasibility
studies for: LNG import and power gen-
eration in Thailand back in 2004, CNG/
LNG distribution in Indonesia in 2005,
import terminals in Lithuania and Ro-
mania in 2008, floating LNG storage
and regasification in Ghana in 2011, and
reverse trade missions to Turkey in
2005 and South Africa in 2008 on LNG-
related issues.

The Trade and Development Agency
has also funded energy-related tech-
nical related assistance to Brazil, Co-
lombia, Peru, India, Sri Lanka, Jordan,
Morocco, Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, and
Nigeria. They have funded reverse
trade missions with Cambodia, Viet-
nam, Iraq, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan,
Georgia, and Hungary.
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Again, helping other countries to de-
velop their energy resources while
helping American companies find op-
portunities to generate jobs here in the
United States is a worthwhile policy as
well. It is a worthwhile policy abroad
and a worthwhile policy at home.

I know my colleague from South Da-
kota wants to say a few words this
afternoon.

I yield the floor, and I thank my col-
leagues for their attention.

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, in a mo-
ment I intend to propound a unani-
mous consent request that it be in
order for me to offer my amendment
No. 3002 to S. 2262, but I will speak for
just a moment if I might about it.

I think it is unfortunate that we are
here in the Senate with Senate Demo-
crats continuing to block Republican
amendments that would approve the
Keystone XL Pipeline, stop the admin-
istration’s war on affordable energy,
and expand liquid natural gas exports
to our allies overseas.

My amendment No. 3002 is on the list
of commonsense amendments that
should be voted on as part of the Sha-
heen-Portman energy efficiency bill.

As with almost all of the President’s
energy policies, the EPA’s anticipated
ground level ozone regulations would
do serious damage to our economy and
to working Americans. In fact, this
regulation is expected to be the most
expensive in the EPA’s history.

In 2010 the EPA proposed lowering
the permitted ground level ozone levels
from 75 parts per billion to 60 to 70
parts per billion. The energy industry
estimate suggests that lowering the
ground level ozone concentration to 60
parts per billion would cost businesses
more than $1 trillion a year between
2020 and 2030—$1 trillion a year. Job
losses as a result of this measure would
total a staggering $7.3 million by the
year 2020, devastating entire indus-
tries, especially U.S. manufacturing in-
dustries.

Even by the EPA’s own estimates—
this is the EPA’s own estimate—this
regulation could cost up to $90 billion
per year—far outpacing the cost of any
EPA regulations we have ever seen be-
fore. My own State of South Dakota
would lose tens of thousands of jobs in
manufacturing, natural resources, min-
ing, and construction. In fact, the cost
of this regulation is so great that when
the EPA first proposed lower levels in
2010, the White House delayed the regu-
lation until after the President’s re-
election.

My amendment No. 3002 would stop
the administration’s upcoming pro-
posal on ground level ozone which is
anticipated to be proposed and put out
by December of this year. It is a very
straightforward amendment. First, it
would require the EPA to consider the
cost and feasibility of new ozone regu-
lations. It might surprise many Ameri-
cans to know that the EPA isn’t even
allowed to consider costs when setting
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these new regulations. My amendment
would fix that.

Additionally, my amendment would
force the EPA to focus on the worst
areas for smog before dramatically ex-
panding this regulation to the rest of
the country. There are 221 counties
across 27 States in this country that
don’t meet the current standard of 75
parts per billion. This chart shows the
areas of the country and, as we can see,
they are heavily populated, more urban
areas of the country.

It makes sense to me that we ought
to focus on these urban areas before ex-
panding ozone regulations to areas
such as western South Dakota where
we clearly don’t have a smog problem.
Under my amendment, 85 percent of
these counties would have to achieve
full compliance with the existing
standard before the EPA could move
forward with a lower level that dra-
matically expands the reach of ozone
regulations.

So this is what it looks like today.
These are the 200 some counties that
are not in compliance, and my amend-
ment would require 85 percent of those
to be in compliance before we could ex-
pand the map to where it would look
like this, referring to my chart. This is
what the proposal would do. Now, look
at how much of the United States is
covered by that expanded map. The
provision in the Clean Air Act was en-
acted in the 1970s to address smog in
downtown L.A., not background ozone
levels in western South Dakota.

We should continue to focus on the
worst areas for ground level ozone be-
fore dramatically expanding those reg-
ulations to rural areas of the country.

I hope the majority will stop block-
ing votes on this and other job-creating
amendments that are offered by Repub-
lican Members. Senator REID has
blocked all but nine rollcall votes on
Republican amendments since last
July. That is one a month. One Repub-
lican amendment, on average, a month
has been voted on here in the Senate
over the last nine months. By contrast,
the House Democrats—the minority in
the House—have gotten votes on 125
amendments over the same period—12
times the number of amendments that
have been allowed Republicans here in
the Senate.

A number of my colleagues have been
to the floor, and we heard from the
Senator from Alaska, Ms. MURKOWSKI.
Senator BARRASSO has an LNG export
amendment that I think is very rel-
evant to this debate and very impor-
tant to this country to both our energy
security and national security inter-
ests. I am going to continue to ask
that the majority provide a chance for
Republicans to participate in this de-
bate by allowing a vote on my amend-
ment and the many others that are
pertinent to the economy of this coun-
try, to creating jobs in this country, to
providing energy independence for this
country, to providing energy security
for this country, and to making sure
we don’t get crazy regulations that
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subject areas of western South Dakota
to smog regulations that were designed
for downtown L.A. That is a fairly
straightforward, simple, commonsense
suggestion, and it is what my amend-
ment would accomplish.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 2262

So I see we have a Democratic Sen-
ator on the floor who would, I expect,
object to this request.

I ask unanimous consent that it be in
order for me to offer my amendment
No. 3002 to S. 2262.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. I regret that. I think it is unfor-
tunate. I know there are many others
of my colleagues on this side who have
amendments they would like to have
votes on and to have an opportunity to
debate. It is the first time we have de-
bated an energy bill since 2007. It is of
fundamental importance to this coun-
try on so many levels.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, how
much time do we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
1% minutes remaining.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, this
week members of both parties have of-
fered a number of energy-related
amendments to the pending bill. The
minority leader has even said he is
willing to limit the number of amend-
ments to five—five energy-related
amendments—and the majority leader
continues to say no.

I am not sure what the majority
leader is afraid of in terms of allowing
people to vote. People come to the Sen-
ate and they are expected to speak up
and tell people their positions on var-
ious issues.

One of the amendments I had hoped
to offer today expedites liquefied nat-
ural gas exports. The magazine The
Economist recently published an arti-
cle with the headline: ‘“The petro-state
of America: The energy boom is good
for America and the world. It would be
nice if Barack Obama helped a bit.”

The article explains that the process
for obtaining permits to export lique-
fied natural gas from the United States
is insanely slow.

This isn’t an exaggeration. In over
3% years, the administration has ap-
proved only seven applications to ex-
port LNG. The administration is sit-
ting on 24 pending applications. Four-
teen have been pending for more than a
year, and some have been pending for
more than 2 years. These administra-
tion delays are unacceptable. The ex-
cuses have run out.

We have introduced legislation. LNG
exports are a critical component of
stopping Russian aggression against
our key allies and strategic partners.
Nine of our NATO allies import 40 per-
cent or more of their natural gas from
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Russia. Four of our NATO allies import
100 percent of their natural gas from
Russia. These are our allies. Yet they
are heavily dependent on Russia for
their energy.

LNG exports would help our NATO
allies as well as our strategic partners
and allow them to free themselves from
Russian energy. That is why our NATO
allies are calling on us—on Congress—
and the United States to expedite these
LNG exports. These will give our allies
an alternative supplier of natural gas
and enable them to resist Russia’s ag-
gression.

It is going to be an added benefit for
our country in terms of creating thou-
sands of good-paying jobs here in the
United States. As the Economist ex-
plained, LNG exports ‘‘could generate
tankerloads of cash’ for America. The
exports will create jobs in gasfields in
Wyoming, steel mills in the Midwest,
and at our Nation’s ports.

I thank the Presiding Officer.

I yield the floor.

———

ENERGY SAVINGS AND INDUS-
TRIAL COMPETITIVENESS ACT
OF 2014—Continued

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 30 seconds for a
unanimous consent request.

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I under-
stand that a number of Senators have
filed amendments related to energy
policy, and I think they ought to be al-
lowed to offer those amendments.

I ask unanimous consent that it be in
order for me to offer amendment No.
3013.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. THUNE. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. President. Is it correct that no
Senator is permitted to offer an
amendment to this bill while the ma-
jority leader’s amendments and mo-
tions are pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct that at present there is
no place for another amendment on the
Senate’s amendment tree.

Mr. THUNE. Then, Mr. President, in
order to offer amendment No. 3013, I
move to table the Reid amendment No.
3023, and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr.
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Is a unanimous consent
request necessary for action just taken
by the Senator from South Dakota?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A unani-
mous consent was previously granted
for two motions to table.

Is there a sufficient second?

President, par-
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There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. BENNET)
and the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
PRYOR) are necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 52, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 132 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Alexander Fischer McConnell
Ayotte Flake Moran
Barrasso Graham Murkowski
Blunt Grassley Paul
Burr Hatch Portman
Chambliss Heller Risch
Coats Hoeven Roberts
Coburn Inhofe Rubio
Cochran Isakson Scott
Collins Johanns Sessions
Corker Johnson (WI) Shelby
Cornyn Kirk Thune
Crapo Lee Toomey
Cruz Manchin Vitter
Enzi McCain Wicker
NAYS—52
Baldwin Heinrich Reed
Begich Heitkamp Reid
Blumenthal Hirono Rockefeller
Booker Johnson (SD) Sanders
Boxer Kaine Schatz
Brown King Schumer
Cantyvell Klobughar Shaheen
Cardin Landrieu Stabenow
Carper Leahy Test
Casey Levin ester
Coons Marke Udall (CO)
Y
Donnelly McCaskill Udall (NM)
Durbin Menendez Walsh
Feinstein Merkley Warner
Franken Mikulski Warren
Gillibrand Murphy Whitehouse
Hagan Murray Wyden
Harkin Nelson
NOT VOTING—3
Bennet Boozman Pryor

The motion was rejected.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: Is it correct that
no Senator is permitted to offer an
amendment to this bill while the ma-
jority leader’s amendments and mo-
tions are pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At
present there is no place for another
amendment on the Senate’s amend-
ment tree. The Senator is correct.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, in
order to offer amendment No. 2981, I
move to table the Reid amendment No.
3025.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to table.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
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Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. BENNET),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
PRYOR), and the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) are necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 133 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Alexander Fischer McConnell
Ayotte Flake Moran
Barrasso Graham Murkowski
Blunt Grassley Paul
Burr Hatch Portman
Chambliss Heller Risch
Coats Hoeven Roberts
Coburn Inhofe Rubio
Cochran Isakson Scott
Collins Johanns Sessions
Corker Johnson (WI) Shelby
Cornyn Kirk Thune
Crapo Lee Toomey
Cruz Manchin Vitter
Enzi McCain Wicker

NAYS—51
Baldwin Harkin Murray
Begich Heinrich Nelson
Blumenthal Heitkamp Reed
Booker Hirono Reid
Boxer Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Brown Kaine Schatz
Cantwell King Schumer
Cardin Klobuchar Shaheen
Carper Landrieu Stabenow
Casey Leahy Tester
Coons Levin Udall (CO)
Donnelly Markey Udall (NM)
Durbin McCaskill Walsh
Feinstein Menendez Warner
Franken Merkley Warren
Gillibrand Mikulski Whitehouse
Hagan Murphy Wyden

NOT VOTING—4

Bennet Pryor
Boozman Sanders

The motion was rejected.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Minnesota.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to a period of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

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

————
STUDENT LOAN DEBT

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
want to thank Senators HARKIN, WAR-
REN, and DURBIN for their leadership on
the important issue of student debt. In
the United States we all appreciate the
value of education. We know it leads to
higher paying jobs, and we know it
leads to better health and even longer
lives. Education gives everyone in this
country a fair shot.

My grandpa never graduated from
high school. He worked 1,500 feet un-
derground in the mines in Ely, MN. He
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