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S. 2527 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the names of the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. MURPHY), the Senator 
from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. TESTER), 
the Senator from New York (Mr. SCHU-
MER), the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN), the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) and the Sen-
ator from Washington (Mrs. MURRAY) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2527, a 
bill to amend the Richard B. Russell 
National School Lunch Act to improve 
the efficiency of summer meals. 

S. 2543 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2543, a bill to support afterschool 
and out-of-school-time science, tech-
nology, engineering, and mathematics 
programs, and for other purposes. 

S. 2599 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2599, a bill to stop exploitation 
through trafficking. 

S. 2621 
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2621, a bill to amend the Migra-
tory Bird Hunting and Conservation 
Stamp Act to increase the price of Mi-
gratory Bird Hunting and Conservation 
Stamps to fund the acquisition of con-
servation easements for migratory 
birds, and for other purposes. 

S. 2646 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 

names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER), the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. COONS) and the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2646, a bill to 
reauthorize the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 2714 
At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 

names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. AYOTTE), the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. BARRASSO), the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN), the Sen-
ator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI), the 
Senator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI), 
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROB-
ERTS), the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WICKER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2714, a bill to require the 
Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in commemoration of the centen-
nial of World War I. 

S. 2746 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

names of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. FRANKEN) and the Senator 
from Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2746, a bill to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
to improve the health of children and 
help better understand and enhance 
awareness about unexpected sudden 
death in early life. 

S. 2782 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 

names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) and the Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. INHOFE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2782, a bill to amend title 
36, United States Code, to improve the 
Federal charter for the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars of the United States, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 2793 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. SCOTT) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2793, a bill to 
authorize the award of the Medal of 
Honor to Henry Johnson. 

S. 2796 
At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2796, a bill to amend the High-
er Education Act of 1965 to increase the 
income protection allowances. 

S. 2802 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 

of the Senator from Wisconsin (Ms. 
BALDWIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2802, a bill to amend the Education 
Sciences Reform Act of 2002 and the 
Educational Technical Assistance Act 
of 2002 to strengthen research in adult 
education. 

S. 2809 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2809, a bill to require the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to obtain a 
court order to garnish wages to pay a 
nontax debt. 

S. RES. 541 
At the request of Mr. COONS, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY), the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. HEINRICH), the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. BOXER), the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. REED), 
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
BOOKER), the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN), the Sen-
ator from Virginia (Mr. KAINE), the 
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
CASEY), the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN), the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. CARPER), the Senator from 
Washington (Ms. CANTWELL), the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) 
and the Senator from Louisiana (Ms. 
LANDRIEU) were added as cosponsors of 
S. Res. 541, a resolution recognizing the 
severe threat that the Ebola outbreak 
in West Africa poses to populations, 
governments, and economies across Af-
rica and, if not properly contained, to 
regions across the globe, and express-
ing support for those affected by this 
epidemic. 

S. RES. 543 
At the request of Mr. ENZI, the names 

of the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
HOEVEN) and the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. THUNE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 543, a resolution 
designating November 1, 2014, as Na-
tional Bison Day. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and 
Mr. SESSIONS): 

S. 2813. A bill to establish the Na-
tional Prostate Cancer Council for im-
proved screening, early detection, as-
sessment, and monitoring of prostate 
cancer, and to direct the development 
and implementation of a national stra-
tegic plan to expedite advancement of 
diagnostic tools and the transfer of 
such tools to patients; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I 
am proud to introduce the National 
Prostate Cancer Council Act with my 
colleague, Senator SESSIONS. This bi-
partisan legislation addresses the ur-
gent need for a national strategy for 
the accelerated creation, advancement, 
and testing of diagnostic tools to be 
used in the fight against prostate can-
cer. 

Prostate cancer is the second most 
common cancer in the United States, 
and the second-leading cause of cancer- 
related death in men. The American 
Cancer Society estimates that in 2014, 
233,000 new cases of prostate cancer 
will be diagnosed and almost 30,000 men 
will die from the disease. 

Early detection of prostate cancer 
saves lives. Unfortunately, current 
screening techniques result in numer-
ous false-negatives, leaving men at 
risk to wrongly believe they are can-
cer-free, and false-positive alarms, 
which often lead to painful, costly, and 
unnecessary procedures. In addition, 
the prostate is one of the few organs in 
the human body where biopsies are per-
formed blindly, which can miss cancer 
even when multiple samples are taken. 

The National Prostate Cancer Coun-
cil Act mirrors the commitment the 
Federal government has made to fight 
Alzheimer’s disease under the National 
Alzheimer’s Project Act, which was 
signed into law in 2011. Similarly, this 
bill will bring together federal agen-
cies, medical and scientific experts, ad-
vocacy organizations, and patient sur-
vivors to create a clear national plan 
for achieving the ultimate goal devel-
oping reliable tests that can detect 
prostate cancer and diagnose its sever-
ity. 

The National Prostate Cancer Coun-
cil will evaluate our current efforts 
across all Federal agencies, and it will 
coordinate those efforts to be more ef-
fective. Congress and the Department 
of Health and Human Services will re-
ceive a report from the Council each 
year detailing the progress made to-
ward fulfilling the national plan. 

A national strategy and commitment 
can be the key to diagnosing prostate 
cancer earlier and more accurately. It 
will help us identify the best use of our 
resources and focus on the most press-
ing needs, ultimately saving lives and 
reducing unnecessary procedures. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this effort, and to cosponsor 
this legislation. 
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By Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself 

and Mr. MCCONNELL): 
S. 2814. A bill to amend the National 

Labor Relations Act to reform the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board, the Of-
fice of the General Counsel, and the 
process for appellate review, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing the NLRB Re-
form Act with Senator MCCONNELL. 
Our legislation is very simple. It will 
change the NLRB from an advocate to 
an umpire. That is the role the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board was al-
ways supposed to have. The Board was 
created 79 years ago to act as an impar-
tial umpire in labor disputes that 
threaten the free flow of commerce. 
The Board’s decisions affect millions of 
private sector workers. But over time 
the Board has become an advocate for 
one interest group or the other, chang-
ing positions with each new adminis-
tration. 

There are three significant problems 
the Board faces today: 

No. 1, the biggest problem is partisan 
advocacy. Today the majority of the 
five-member Board is made up of ap-
pointees who follow President Obama’s 
political leanings. President Obama 
has appointed three labor union leaders 
to the Board. 

No. 2, the Board also has a free-
wheeling advocate for its general coun-
sel. The Board’s most recent general 
counsels have been exceeding their 
statutory authority and bringing ques-
tionable cases that threaten American 
jobs and threaten sending overseas 
manufacturing jobs that we need to 
keep here. 

No. 3, the National Labor Relations 
Board has been slow to resolve dis-
putes. Last year 109 cases—that is 30 
percent of the Board’s caseload—were 
pending for more than a year. 

Occasionally someone will say to me: 
If Republicans were to win the Senate, 
what would Republicans do? 

What we would do is try to come up 
with sensible proposals that lead us in 
the right direction, proposals that have 
so much commonsense that they at-
tract the support of enough Democrats 
and the House of Representatives and 
the President to become law. This is 
one such proposal. 

Our bill provides three solutions to 
the problems I identified: 

No. 1, it would end partisan advocacy 
on the National Labor Relations Board. 
The Board would become a six-member 
board of three Republicans and three 
Democrats, and a required majority of 
four will force both sides to find a mid-
dle ground. 

No. 2, it reins in the general counsel. 
Businesses and unions would be able to 
challenge complaints filed by the gen-
eral counsel by taking them to the 
Federal district court, and they will 
have greater transparency about the 
basis and legal reasoning for the 
charges brought by the general coun-
sel. 

No. 3, our legislation would encour-
age timely decisions. First, either 
party in a case before the Board may 
appeal to a Federal court of appeals if 
the Board fails to reach a decision in 1 
year. Second, funding for the entire 
NLRB would be reduced by 20 percent if 
the Board is not able to decide 90 per-
cent of its cases within 1 year over the 
first 2-year period following reform. 

Our bill would offer these solutions 
without taking away one single right, 
one single remedy from any employee, 
business, or union. 

With each new administration, the 
pendulum at the NLRB has swung fur-
ther from the middle, further away 
from being an umpire. The result is 
that labor policy whipsaws back and 
forth, taking employees and employers 
for a wild ride. This has happened 
under most administrations, but it has 
been worse under the current adminis-
tration. The minority leader men-
tioned several of those examples. 

Under the partisan advocacy of to-
day’s National Labor Relations Board, 
workers are losing their right to pri-
vacy. The Board is embarking on a reg-
ulatory effort to expand requirements 
that employers give employees’ names 
and addresses to union organizers. The 
Board wants more personal informa-
tion about these employees to be given 
to the organizing union, including tele-
phone numbers, email addresses, the 
employee’s work location, the employ-
ee’s shift, the job classifications. They 
propose doing everything but attaching 
a GPS to the lapel of each employee. 

In my State of Tennessee, for exam-
ple, we have had an ongoing organizing 
effort in the Volkswagen plant in Chat-
tanooga. In a secret ballot election last 
February, employees at the Volks-
wagen plant said: We don’t want a 
union; we don’t need a union. So 712 to 
626 they rejected the United Auto 
Workers’ bid to unionize the plant. 
Imagine if you were one of those 712 
employees who voted against union-
izing. Now organizers can get your pri-
vate email address and all of this other 
personal information. 

Here is another example. Factions of 
employees within single stores now 
have a path to forming their own 
unions. In 2011 the Board suddenly 
adopted a new way to define what 
makes a local union bargaining unit. 
The Board changed the law so that any 
group of employees with an over-
whelming community of interest could 
become a bargaining unit and therefore 
a union. At the same time, the Board is 
moving a regulation to limit the em-
ployer’s ability to question which em-
ployees should be in a bargaining unit. 
This allows a union to cherry-pick em-
ployees who will be most likely to sup-
port forming a union. 

How has this worked in the real 
world? Here is an example. The Board 
just approved a bargaining unit for cos-
metic and fragrance employees in a 
Macy’s department store—not the shoe 
salespeople, not the lady’s fashion em-
ployees, not the junior’s department, 

just cosmetic and fragrance. Imagine if 
every department of Macy’s decided to 
form a union. The employer would have 
dozens of different groups to negotiate 
with, and the different unions would be 
fighting each other over who got the 
better raises and break rooms in terms 
of employment. 

During this administration the 
NLRB has ruled that common employ-
ment policies are unfair labor prac-
tices, such as—and Senator SCOTT 
brought this up at a hearing the other 
day—the NLRB has said that an em-
ployer may not have a policy that re-
quires employees to be courteous to 
customers and fellow employees, or 
prohibiting employees from making 
negative comments about the business 
that employs them on social media or 
selecting arbitration for employment 
disputes. 

Our solution: Senator MCCONNELL 
and I would solve this by requiring a 
six-member board of three Republicans 
and three Democrats. Like the Federal 
Election Commission, a majority of 
four will require both sides to find a 
middle ground. 

Here is the second problem. The 
Board’s general counsel is acting like a 
freewheeling advocate, stretching labor 
law to its limits and sometimes beyond 
its limits. For example, in 2011 the gen-
eral counsel moved to stop Boeing from 
building new airplanes at a nonunion 
plant in South Carolina. The general 
counsel to the NLRB jeopardized a $1 
billion factory and hundreds of jobs 
with this move, but even worse, he 
tried to make the case that a unionized 
American company can’t expand its op-
erations into one of the 24 States, such 
as Tennessee, with right-to-work laws 
which protect a worker’s right to join 
or not to join a union. The general 
counsel eventually withdrew this out-
rageous complaint against Boeing, but 
if it had set a precedent, jobs would 
have fled overseas as manufacturers 
look to find a competitive environment 
in which to make and sell cars around 
the world. 

We want to make sure manufacturers 
such as Boeing, Nissan, and General 
Motors can have a competitive envi-
ronment in the United States in which 
they can make airplanes and cars and 
other goods and sell them around the 
world. We do not want them making 
them in Mexico or Japan or Europe or 
somewhere else because we have under-
mined right-to-work laws. Our solution 
would allow employers and unions to 
challenge complaints filed against 
them by the general counsel in Federal 
court and give employers and unions 
new rights to learn the basis and legal 
reasoning of charges filed against them 
by the general counsel. 

Finally, the NLRB is taking too long 
to resolve cases. For example, one case 
has been pending at the Board for more 
than 7 years. The case involves the 
question of whether an employer has to 
allow labor union organizers access to 
private property. 

Our solution—Senator MCCONNELL 
and I encourage a timely resolution of 
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cases, first, by allowing either party to 
appeal to a Federal court of appeals for 
a de novo, or fresh, review if the Board 
fails to reach a decision on the case 
within 1 year. To further incentivize 
timely resolution, we include the 
threat of a 20-percent budget cut with 
the Board if 90 percent of the cases are 
not decided within a year. 

In conclusion, while the increasing 
partisanship of the Board has appeared 
in Republican administrations as well 
as Democratic administrations, it has 
reached a climax in this administra-
tion. Three of this President’s recent 
nominees came from major labor 
unions’ leadership. One law professor 
at a major university said she can’t use 
the most recent labor law textbook. 
The decisions changing the law are 
coming out so rapidly and the NLRB is 
venturing into new territory with 
these efforts at rulemaking. This is no 
way to maintain a national labor law 
policy. 

Our plan, the NLRB Reform Act, 
will, first, end partisan advocacy; sec-
ond, rein in the general counsel; third, 
it will encourage timely decisions. Our 
bill would offer these solutions without 
taking away one right or one remedy 
from one employee, one business, or 
one union. I hope my colleagues will 
carefully review this proposal and con-
sider cosponsoring the NLRB Reform 
Act. 

By Mrs. FISCHER: 
S. 2817. A bill to assign the Office of 

Strategic Planning and Policy Analysis 
of the Federal Communications Com-
mission the responsibility of bringing 
institutional focus to the important 
function of approving new technologies 
and improving regulatory certainty at 
the Commission; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, today 
I introduced the Helping Innovation 
and Revitalizing Innovation Act. It is a 
Federal Communications Commission, 
FCC, process reform idea called the 
HIRE Act. This measure seeks to make 
the FCC more efficient and account-
able in processing new technology ap-
plications. 

Section 7 of the Communications Act 
requires the FCC to review new tech-
nologies and determine whether or not 
approval is in the public interest with-
in one year of application—a deadline 
Congress imposed on the FCC in 1982. 
Part of Section 7 reads, ‘‘The Commis-
sion shall determine whether any new 
technology or service proposed in a pe-
tition or application is in the public in-
terest within one year after such peti-
tion or application is filed.’’ 

The HIRE Act would complement 
Section 7. Specifically, it would: re-
quire the FCC Office of Strategic Plan-
ning and Policy Analysis to help facili-
tate attention and response to pending 
technology applications and licenses 
and it would require the FCC to report 
to Congress any time it fails to comply 
with the 1-year deadline for review of 
such applications. 

Right now when the FCC misses its 1 
year deadline nothing happens. The no-
tification clause in this bill would pro-
vide a backstop for the FCC to enhance 
regulatory certainty for innovators 
and consumers alike. 

Specifically, the HIRE Act would 
bring institutional focus to the impor-
tant function of approving new tech-
nologies. FCC delays stall new opportu-
nities for investment and job creation 
that are critical at this time in our Na-
tion’s history. FCC delays also deprive 
consumers from the benefits of access-
ing new technologies at lower prices. 

The senior Republican Commissioner 
at the FCC, Ajit Pai, has identified as-
sisting new technology applications as 
a high priority. In a July 18, 2012, 
speech at Carnegie Mellon University, 
he said, ‘‘Bureaucratic inertia should 
not be a barrier to the deployment of 
new services or capital investment. 
Rather, the Commission should facili-
tate economic growth and job creation 
by making decisions in a timely man-
ner . . . Entrepreneurs need an advo-
cate at the FCC—one that will hold us 
accountable if we delay, rather than 
decide.’’ Additionally, the Institute of 
Electrical and Electronics Engineers, 
IEEE, has encouraged the FCC improve 
its decision-making process for spec-
trum management. 

The HIRE Act is about improving the 
FCC’s decision-making process and 
supporting job creation. It is a small, 
common-sense reform that increases 
government efficiency without increas-
ing spending. I look forward to working 
with consumers, businesses, and those 
in the Federal Government who want 
to make our government more effec-
tive, efficient, and responsive. The 
HIRE Act is one proposal that would do 
that, and I welcome a conversation 
with others about this important issue. 

By Mr. REID: 
S. 2820. A bill to provide for the with-

drawal of certain Federal land in Gar-
den Valley, Nevada; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the text of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 2820 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Garden 
Valley Withdrawl Act’’. 
SEC. 2. GARDEN VALLEY, NEVADA, WITHDRAWAL. 

Subject to valid existing rights in exist-
ence on the date of enactment of this Act, 
the approximately 805,100 acres of Federal 
land generally depicted on the map entitled 
‘‘Garden Valley Withdrawal Area’’ and dated 
July 11, 2014, is withdrawn from— 

(1) entry, appropriation, and disposal 
under the public land laws; 

(2) location, entry, and patent under the 
mining laws; and 

(3) operation of the mineral leasing, min-
eral materials, and geothermal leasing laws. 

By Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, Mr. 
DONNELLY, Ms. MURKOWSKI, and 
Mr. MANCHIN): 

S. 2823. A bill to require approval for 
the construction, connection, oper-
ation, or maintenance of oil or natural 
gas pipelines or electric transmission 
facilities at the national boundary of 
the United States for the import or ex-
port of oil, natural gas, or electricity 
to or from Canada or Mexico, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to present the North American 
Energy Infrastructure Act. It is a bi-
partisan piece of legislation that I 
think is very important to helping our 
country build the infrastructure we 
need to truly become energy inde-
pendent or energy self-sufficient—en-
ergy secure, if you will. 

This is bipartisan legislation. It is 
legislation that has already passed the 
House. It was sponsored in the House 
by Representative FRED UPTON, who is 
the chairman of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee. It was cosponsored 
on the Democratic side by GENE GREEN, 
a Congressman from Texas. I have bi-
partisan sponsors for this legislation in 
the Senate as well—on the Republican 
side, Senator LISA MURKOWSKI, who is 
the ranking member on the energy 
committee; and then I have two other 
members of the energy committee who 
are Democrats cosponsoring this legis-
lation as well, Senator JOE DONNELLY 
from Indiana and Senator JOE MANCHIN 
from West Virginia. Certainly Senator 
MANCHIN is recognized as one of the 
leaders in the Senate on important en-
ergy issues. I am very appreciative of 
having him join me on this legislation 
as well. I am introducing this legisla-
tion now. 

This is the sixth anniversary of the 
application by TransCanada for a per-
mit to approve the Keystone XL Pipe-
line. They applied for approval of a 
pipeline project—the Keystone XL 
Pipeline project—6 years ago as of Fri-
day of this week. Can you imagine 
that? Americans fought and won World 
War II in less time than this applica-
tion has been pending before the Presi-
dent of the United States, yet still no 
decision from this administration after 
6 years. 

This is vital infrastructure we need 
to truly make this country energy se-
cure. Working with Canada, we can 
truly produce more energy than we 
consume and make our country energy 
secure, but we cannot do it without the 
necessary infrastructure—the roads, 
the pipelines, the rail, the transmission 
lines—the energy infrastructure we 
need to get energy from where it is pro-
duced, places such as my State of 
North Dakota, which is now the second 
largest producer of oil in this country, 
second only to Texas. We produce more 
than 1 million barrels a day of oil, but 
we have to get it to market. It is get-
ting loaded and overloaded on rail. We 
have tremendous congestion on rail. 
Our farmers cannot get their ag prod-
ucts to market anymore because we 
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have so much congestion on the rail. 
Yet here we have an application that 
has been held for 6 years by the Presi-
dent of the United States without a de-
cision. That is after last year when he 
came to the Republican caucus and 
told us point blank that he would have 
a decision before the end of 2013. No de-
cision. Here we are in 2014, the sixth 
anniversary. 

Well, look, we cannot continue to 
have that problem. 

We have to find a way to build this 
infrastructure. Even though we are 
working on Keystone on a separate 
track—and I believe we will have the 
votes next year to pass it. We will have 
the 60 votes in the Senate we need to 
pass it. We are at 57 right now. We are 
very close. I think by next year we will 
have those 60 votes to pass Keystone, 
and we will work to do that and attach 
it to legislation the President will not 
veto. So we will continue to work on 
Keystone on that track, but at the 
same time we have to avoid this prob-
lem in the future with oil pipelines, 
with gas pipelines, and with trans-
mission lines. 

We have to be able to build that in-
frastructure not only in this country, 
but we have to be able to cross the bor-
der with Canada. Canada is a huge pro-
ducer of energy. So working together, 
we have this incredible opportunity if 
we can build the infrastructure to do 
it. It is not just for fossil fuels. It is 
not just for oil. It is not just for gas. It 
is for renewables as well. Canada pro-
duces an incredible amount of hydro, 
which, of course, is electricity. We 
need transmission lines to bring that 
renewable hydro across the border. 

So this is about all forms of energy, 
and this is about working with our 
closest friend and ally to truly address 
that energy issue. It is a job-creation 
issue. It is a national security issue. 

What does this legislation do, the 
North American Energy Infrastructure 
Act? What it does is it expedites, 
streamlines the approval process for 
cross-border construction of oil pipe-
lines, gas pipelines, and electric trans-
mission lines. 

How does it work? First, oil pipe-
lines. Right now, a Presidential na-
tional interest determination is needed 
for approval or authority to build an 
oil pipeline across the Canadian border. 
Of course, that is the problem we see 
with Keystone. That has been held up 
now for 6 years. So this changes that 
process for future projects. As I said, it 
has already passed the House over-
whelmingly—overwhelmingly. I think 
it had pretty much all of the Repub-
lican votes and I think more than 50 
votes on the Democratic side. They had 
very strong bipartisan support in the 
House. 

What it does is it changes that ap-
proval process for crossing the border 
with an oil pipeline, moving it to the 
State Department. So the State De-
partment will make that determina-
tion approving a cross-border transfer. 
It will still be subject to the NEPA 

process. You will still have to do an en-
vironmental impact statement. But the 
focus of that EIS—environmental im-
pact statement—or the NEPA process, 
will be on the border section, not on 
the entire length of the project 
throughout all the States that pipeline 
may cross. It will focus on the border 
section. And the State Department has 
to come up with reasonable rules to de-
termine what that distance is that con-
stitutes crossing the border with Can-
ada. 

Then the rest of the NEPA process 
will continue just as it does today for 
any other project that does not come 
across the border. Right now States 
have their jurisdiction in some cases 
and the Federal Government has its ju-
risdiction in some cases, depending on 
whether it is private land or it is public 
land or Federal land. Maybe it is a 
body of water. Whatever. So the NEPA 
process continues as before, driven by 
the States or the Federal Government 
depending on what particular part of 
the country or the type of land or the 
body of water you are crossing. 

I think that is why it garnered such 
strong bipartisan support. We continue 
that process and those protections, but 
we do not allow the determination on 
the cross-border process or the cross- 
border piece to be held up by all of the 
NEPA process and all of the sitings 
that may be covered in all the respec-
tive States that pipeline crosses. Those 
processes are already in place. Do not 
use crossing the border as an excuse to 
tie up all these other processes and ba-
sically usurp the authority of the 
States that are affected by that 
project. 

I think it is a very reasonable proc-
ess, and it is one that I think we should 
be able to come together on in a bipar-
tisan way to say: It is open. It is fair. 
That is why we have bipartisan support 
in the sponsorship—Senator DONNELLY, 
Senator MANCHIN, Senator MURKOWSKI, 
myself, all people who work on en-
ergy—because we have struck that bal-
ance. It is about creating a good busi-
ness climate that will encourage that 
investment to create the infrastructure 
we need to move the energy from where 
it is produced to where it is consumed 
in the safest way possible—in the 
safest way possible—in the most eco-
nomic way possible. 

That is what it is about, the best en-
vironmental stewardship. Isn’t that 
what we all want? Obviously it is. But 
if we don’t do this, where are we? Well, 
right now we are waiting 6 years for a 
determination on the Keystone XL 
Pipeline. 

Here is another example I will give, 
the Bakken North pipeline, a pipeline 
that goes from North Dakota to Cush-
ing, and they have been waiting for 11⁄2 
years on an ownership name change 
from the Department of State, 11⁄2 
years to change the name. Really? 
Does that make sense to anybody? If it 
takes that long for something that 
simple, what do we do when we actu-
ally need to build this infrastructure 

that is so important to the energy fu-
ture of our country? 

What about gas pipelines? Gas pipe-
lines will be covered by FERC, the Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory Commission. 
What we say is: Look, they will go 
through the NEPA process too. Just as 
we describe with the Department of 
State on an oil pipeline, they will take 
that cross-border piece and do the same 
thing, do a NEPA process so you have 
an environmental impact statement 
and cover all the bases. But then 30 
days after, they have to make a deci-
sion. They can’t just sit on it, and the 
rest of the NEPA process continues as 
we described on an oil pipeline. Again, 
very simple, very straightforward, and 
it comports with the free trade agree-
ments we have with Canada and with 
Mexico. 

On the third piece, electric trans-
mission lines, that process will be over-
seen by the Department of Energy. We 
simply streamline the process. Right 
now there are two permits required, 
one that is driven by the administra-
tion, one that is congressionally driv-
en. We combine those and make it one 
process; again, cover all the bases, as I 
have described, with an oil pipeline or 
a gas pipeline, but we make it one 
process instead of a duplicative proc-
ess. 

When we look at what is going on in 
the world today, we see why this legis-
lation is so important. Look at ISIL. 
Look at ISIL in the Middle East and 
what is happening there. We are right 
now confronting how we need to ad-
dress this very significant challenge, 
how we need to work with allies in the 
region to take out ISIL. Do we really 
want to continue to be dependent on 
oil from the Middle East? I think we 
could ask every single American that 
question and the answer would be a re-
sounding no. There is no way we want 
to have to get oil from the Middle East. 
But we still are today. Yet we can 
produce more oil and gas in this coun-
try, particularly with Canada, than we 
can consume. 

Why would we continue to want to be 
dependent on the Middle East or Ven-
ezuela or any other place that is an-
tagonistic or hostile toward our inter-
ests? We don’t. This is a national secu-
rity issue. It is an energy issue. It is a 
job creation issue. It is an economic 
growth issue. And it is for darned sure 
a national security issue. Which is why 
every time we ask the public about it, 
more than two-thirds say: Yes, build 
that infrastructure. Build that Key-
stone Pipeline. Let’s work with Can-
ada, our closest friend and ally in the 
world, to get our energy. 

Look what is going on in Europe. 
Look what is going on with Russia and 
Ukraine. Look at the situation a coun-
try such as Ukraine or the European 
Union is in because of Russian aggres-
sion. Where do they get their energy? 
Where does Ukraine get its energy? 
Where does the European Union get 
their energy? They get a third or 
more—from? Russia. Russia, the same 
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country that is invading Ukraine, the 
same country occupying Crimea and 
the eastern part of Ukraine. 

Then when we try to get the Euro-
pean Union to join with us to push 
back, what do they say? Geez, I don’t 
know. We can’t, because Russia is 
going to cut off the gas and it is fall 
and it is getting colder. 

Does that make sense to anybody? Is 
that the situation we want to be in? I 
think it is pretty compelling. Do we 
want to be in a situation where we 
have to try to get oil out of the Middle 
East with ISIL over there operating 
the way they are? I don’t think so. 

These issues are all interrelated, and 
they are not short-term issues. We 
can’t start building that infrastructure 
today and have it done tomorrow. 
These are billion-dollar investments. 
They don’t cost the government a sin-
gle penny, but they are billion-dollar 
investments that private enterprise is 
willing to make and put people to 
work, provide that energy more safely, 
more securely, with better environ-
mental stewardship, and address our 
national security challenges. That type 
of energy plan is a long-term plan for 
this country, and it is one we need to 
start now. 

For six years we have been waiting 
for a decision from the President on a 
multibillion dollar pipeline project 
that will not only bring oil from Can-
ada to the United States but will move 
100,000 barrels a day of oil from my 
home State to refineries in this coun-
try, that by the State Department’s 
own admission will create more than 
40,000 jobs, that will create hundreds of 
millions in tax revenue, that will help 
us create energy security for our coun-
try, that will allow us to work with our 
closest friend and ally, Canada, rather 
than telling them: No, we are not going 
to work with you. Send that oil to 
China. It is something the American 
people overwhelmingly want by about 
70 percent in most of the polls that I 
guess is being held up by special inter-
est groups. 

This is about how we run this coun-
try. This is about who we work for. 
This is about having a long-term plan 
to build the kind of energy future for 
America that I believe the American 
people very much want. 

Let’s go to work and pass this bipar-
tisan legislation. 

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself 
and Ms. STABENOW): 

S. 2832. A bill to provide for youth 
jobs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, if you 
talk to the people in Vermont, and I 
suspect in any other State in America, 
they will say the most serious crisis 
facing this country is the lack of de-
cent-paying jobs, particularly when it 
comes to young Americans. This is an 
issue we do not talk enough about, and 
this is an issue on which we have to 
focus. 

Yes, we are better off today than we 
were 6 years ago when we were hem-
orrhaging 700,000 jobs a month and the 
Nation’s financial system was on the 
verge of collapse, but the truth is that 
the economy for working families and 
lower income families today remains in 
very difficult straits. The middle class 
of this country—the backbone of this 
country—continues to disappear and 
more and more people are living in 
poverty. In fact, we have almost more 
people living in poverty today than at 
any time in the history of this country, 
and all the while we are seeing more 
wealth and income inequality, such 
that 95 percent of all new income gen-
erated in America since the Wall 
Street crash is going to the top 1 per-
cent. 

The fact is that real unemployment 
in this country is not the ‘‘official’’ 6.1 
percent we see on the front pages of 
newspapers. The truth is that if you 
count those people who have given up 
looking for work because they live in 
high-unemployment areas or the peo-
ple—and there are many of these—who 
are working part time when they want 
to work full time, real unemployment 
is 12 percent. That is a crisis situation. 

As bad as that is, the unemployment 
rate is far worse for young Americans. 
Today the youth unemployment rate is 
20 percent—20 percent. We all paid a lot 
of attention to the tragedy in Fer-
guson, MO, a few weeks ago, but what 
was not discussed is that African- 
American youth unemployment is 33 
percent, and in many areas of the coun-
try it is even higher than that. Today 
over 5.5 million young people have ei-
ther dropped out of high school or have 
graduated high school. And do you 
know what they are doing? Nothing. 
They have no jobs. Many of them in 
Vermont and throughout this country 
are hanging out on street corners and 
many of them are getting into trouble. 
Maybe they are doing drugs, maybe 
they are involved in crime, but this I 
will tell you, and the statistics are 
very clear on this: If you leave school— 
either you drop out or you graduate 
high school—and you don’t get a job in 
your first year, you don’t get a job in 
your second year, you don’t get a job in 
your third year, there is a strong like-
lihood you will never get a job, never 
get a career, never make it to the mid-
dle class, never be part of mainstream 
America. 

Youth unemployment at 20 percent is 
clearly one of the reasons why in the 
United States of America we have more 
people in jail today than any other 
country on Earth. A lot of people don’t 
know that. China’s a great big country, 
a Communist authoritarian country. 
Doesn’t China have more people in jail 
than we do? No. We have more people 
in jail than China. 

I think the time is long overdue for 
us to start investing in our young peo-
ple, helping them get the jobs they 
need, helping them get the education 
they need, helping them get the job 
training they need so they can be part 

of our economy, part of the middle 
class, and not end up in jail or dead 
from overdoses of drugs. The situation 
is so dire that there are studies out 
there that tell us now that one out of 
every three African-American males 
born today, if we do not change this, 
will go to prison in his lifetime—one 
out of three. This is a crisis situation, 
and it is one that cannot be ignored. 

The legislation I have introduced 
today, along with Congressman JOHN 
CONYERS of Michigan, is called the Em-
ploy Young Americans Now Act. This 
legislation will provide $5.5 billion in 
immediate funding to States and local-
ities throughout the country to employ 
1 million young Americans between the 
ages of 16 and 24 and provide job train-
ing to hundreds of thousands of other 
young Americans. Under our bill the 
U.S. Department of Labor would pro-
vide $4 billion in grants to States and 
local governments to provide summer 
jobs and year-round employment op-
portunities for economically disadvan-
taged youth, with direct links to aca-
demic and occupational learning. 
There is another $1.5 billion in there to 
provide such services as transportation 
or childcare, which would be necessary 
to enable young Americans to partici-
pate in job opportunities. 

I am very grateful this legislation 
has already been endorsed by the AFL– 
CIO, which is the largest labor union in 
the country, representing some 13 mil-
lion workers; the American Federation 
of State, County and Municipal Em-
ployees; the United Auto Workers; the 
United Steel Workers of America; the 
Campaign for America’s Future; and 
the National Employment Law Project. 

I thank Senator DEBBIE STABENOW of 
Michigan for her support on this legis-
lation as well. 

We cannot continue to ignore the cri-
sis of youth unemployment in America. 
We are talking about the future of an 
entire generation. We are talking 
about the future of the United States 
of America. Let’s start focusing on this 
issue. Let’s give millions of young peo-
ple the opportunity to earn a paycheck 
and to make it into the middle class. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 546—CON-
GRATULATING INDONESIA’S 
PRESIDENT-ELECT JOKO WIDODO 
ON HIS ELECTORAL VICTORY 
AND COMMENDING THE PEOPLE 
OF INDONESIA ON THEIR COM-
MITMENT TO DEMOCRACY AND 
FREE AND FAIR ELECTIONS 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself and 

Mr. MCCAIN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 546 

Whereas the United States and Indonesia 
are the world’s second and third largest de-
mocracies, respectively; 

Whereas the United States and Indonesia 
share many common values, including re-
spect for human rights and the rule of law; 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:32 Sep 17, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G16SE6.058 S16SEPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
4T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-11T17:53:50-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




