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resources, but equal to those tremen-
dous stores of resources is the responsi-
bility that I believe Alaskans feel to be 
good stewards as we access those re-
sources to allow for a level of sustain-
ability, whether it is with our fisheries 
or whether it is with the subsistence, 
the livelihoods of those who rely on the 
food and animals on the land. We be-
lieve that we can contribute to our na-
tional security and our global competi-
tiveness, while at the same time work-
ing to protect the environment, but 
what we need is a chance to be able to 
do that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BOOKER). The Senator from Iowa. 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Ms. ERNST. Mr. President, when you 
hear the word ‘‘infrastructure,’’ what 
comes to mind? For folks across Iowa, 
it is roads; it is bridges, locks and 
dams, ports, waterways, and 
broadband. But according to the Biden 
administration, infrastructure is now a 
buzzword that encompasses just about 
every item on the progressive wish list. 
As a result, the President’s infrastruc-
ture proposal takes a very sharp left 
turn by including everything from ele-
ments of the socialist Green New Deal 
to higher taxes on American workers. 

Some of my Democratic colleagues 
are even urging the President to in-
clude a pathway to citizenship for mil-
lions of undocumented immigrants in 
the infrastructure package. 

How about we make the wall on our 
southern border infrastructure? 

Probably to no one’s surprise, once 
again, the Senate majority leader is 
plotting to pass the bill in a totally 
partisan process. 

Folks, we really need to pump the 
brakes. The Democrats are steering us 
the wrong way on this issue. Infra-
structure is an issue that has always 
enjoyed broad bipartisan support in 
Congress. 

We may disagree on how much to 
spend or how to pay for the costs, but 
we all agree that maintaining and im-
proving our roads, bridges, ports, and 
waterways is one of the most impor-
tant roles of the Federal Government’s. 
There is no reason to drive us apart on 
such an important issue that typically 
brings us together and impacts all of 
our States. 

But President Biden is on a one-way 
street to more gridlock. Only about 5 
to 6 percent of the $2.2 trillion of the 
Biden proposal is dedicated to roads 
and bridges. The Biden plan spends less 
fixing potholes and repairing roads 
than it does on promoting electric ve-
hicles and perks for the coastal elites 
who drive them, and you had better be-
lieve that this could have a devastating 
impact on Iowa’s ethanol and biodiesel 
industries, which support our States’ 
local economies. Even the liberal 
Washington Post is taking issue with 
the Democratic administration’s claim 
that 19 million jobs will be created by 
the proposal. The real number is less 
than 3 million. Each job created by this 

so-called American Jobs Act will cost 
our taxpayers $865,000, and because 
American workers will bear the brunt 
of the higher taxes in the Biden plan, 
that will mean lower wages. These 
costs are sure to give taxpayers road 
rage. 

There is no reason to take this rad-
ical left turn. Last Congress, the 
Democrats and the Republicans on the 
Senate’s Environment and Public 
Works Committee, which I serve on, 
worked together to unanimously pass 
out of committee an important infra-
structure bill to help fix our roadways. 
This highway bill provides us with a 
great starting point to move us for-
ward in the right direction—toward a 
bipartisan infrastructure plan. This 5- 
year, $287 billion bill was the largest 
highway bill in history, and it was sup-
ported by Senators from across the po-
litical spectrum who represented 
States from Vermont and New York to 
Alabama, Mississippi, and, of course, 
Iowa. 

In hailing from a very rural part of 
Iowa, I am all for looking at ways to 
invest in broadband expansion, to sup-
port our roadways, and to make sure 
we have the right infrastructure in 
place to combat flooding in my home 
State. Those are true infrastructure 
needs and are the ones that I believe 
would get strong bipartisan support in 
a 50–50 Senate, but by throwing in pro-
gressive policy wish list items and non-
infrastructure-related provisions, the 
Biden plan is headed down a dead-end 
street. 

The President needs to do a U-turn 
and start working with the Repub-
licans on a bipartisan roadmap for 
America. By putting aside the partisan 
pet projects—projects like the Hono-
lulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project—and picking up where we left 
off, with the unanimously bipartisan 
highway bill, we can steer the infra-
structure bill into the passing lane 
under the Senate’s regular order. 

So, folks, let’s come together and lit-
erally start building some bipartisan 
bridges. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I want to 

talk also about infrastructure and as-
sociate myself with the interest that 
the country has in infrastructure. 

In fact, one of the things that the 
government has done the longest has 
been roads and bridges and canals. I 
think, initially, the term ‘‘internal im-
provements’’ was, in the early 19th cen-
tury, what they would have talked 
about when they talked about what we 
began to talk about later as ‘‘infra-
structure.’’ During almost the entire 
history of the country, there was an 
understanding of what ‘‘infrastruc-
ture’’ meant in America. 

Infrastructure is pretty popular, and 
infrastructure is definitely something 
that you generally can’t do for your-
self. You can’t, on your own, provide 
the waterline that connects your house 

to the next house. On your own, you 
can’t provide the road that gets you 
from home to work. On your own, you 
can’t do a lot of things that we did 
early on and up until right now and 
call them infrastructure. Normally, 
they were seen as things like roads and 
bridges and dams—big projects that 
sometimes crossed State lines—or big 
projects that sometimes were just too 
big for a State or a town to handle, 
like water systems that needed to be 
improved. 

When we did that—and I will talk 
later about the way we did that—the 
bipartisan agreement also largely led 
to figuring out ways that infrastruc-
ture would pay for itself, in that the 
people who used the infrastructure 
would pay for the infrastructure, and 
we looked at that in a number of dif-
ferent ways. 

Now, in the package that the admin-
istration has proposed, the $2.3 trillion 
package, there are lots of things in 
there that I don’t disagree that the 
Senate should debate or I don’t even 
rule out of hand that the country 
might want to do. Yet I think they are 
not infrastructure, and the funding 
way to get to them makes it harder to 
have the kind of bipartisan agreement 
that, I think, we could have in an in-
frastructure bill. The Republicans are 
for it, and the Democrats are for it in 
the House, in the Senate. Let’s talk 
about how to get there. 

Let’s also make the point, of the $213 
billion in this plan that is for Green 
New Deal building makeovers, there 
may be a place to do that, and it is 
something that we could clearly de-
bate, but it is not the same thing as in-
frastructure. I was, at one time, the 
chairman of the Missouri Housing De-
velopment Commission. We did a lot of 
things to make it possible for people to 
have houses or for people to have build-
ings that they could have an oppor-
tunity to be a part of, but we never 
really called it infrastructure, and we 
did it in a different way. 

On surface transportation, generally, 
for decades, that was paid by the high-
way trust fund. How did you fund the 
highway trust fund? You funded the 
highway trust fund by people pulling 
up to service stations and putting fuel 
in their cars, and when they did that, 
they paid into the highway trust fund. 
The more miles you drove, the more 
you paid into the highway trust fund, 
and Americans thought that was fair. 
We haven’t raised the highway gas tax 
since 1993, and that could very well be 
a debate we should have as part of an 
infrastructure package. If not the gas 
tax, what other kind of user fee could 
there be? Lots of people use the high-
ways, the roads, the bridges, and the 
Interstate Highway System who don’t 
pay a gas tax now because they are 
transitioning to vehicles like electric 
vehicles that don’t fill up at that gas 
pump. 

That is a debate I think we should 
have as part of an infrastructure de-
bate. Just last year, it was predicted 
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that the highway trust fund would run 
out of money before the year was over, 
and it did. Because we collect less 
money every year than we spend every 
year, we decided to subsidize that out 
of general revenue, but nobody in that 
debate ever thought that it should be 
the permanent solution. 

For other kinds of projects, we look 
for ways to help the end user make a 
project possible both in urban commu-
nities and rural communities. There 
are programs in which you can replace 
your water system or your stormwater 
system with something that works and 
price it appropriately. What we have 
done there is say: Well, we are going to 
figure out how we can either guarantee 
your bonds or write down your loans or 
both so that the users in those systems 
over, maybe, 30 years would pay back 
in amounts they could afford—what 
happened when you turned the lead 
water pipe into an appropriate water 
pipe. I am in favor of replacing every 
lead water pipe in America, but I think 
you can do that in a way that the users 
of those systems pay for those systems 
just like all of their neighbors in neigh-
boring communities are paying for 
their systems. We could help them do 
that, and we have proven we can help 
them do that. 

We could also create an infrastruc-
ture bank. Senator WARNER and I have 
worked on that for years. I think we 
are going to reintroduce the REPAIR 
Act, which would really be a non-
partisan financing authority whereby 
the government guarantees a certain 
amount of that money, and maybe gov-
ernment assistance in putting together 
a public-private partnership creates an-
other way that a little bit of Federal 
money creates a lot more infrastruc-
ture activity. 

You could look at these and other 
issues like asset recycling, where the 
government leases or sells some exist-
ing public infrastructure and uses the 
proceeds of that to fund new projects. 
In Australia, they used that system to 
help pay for an expansion of subway 
systems and other things. In fact, the 
Federal Government would encourage 
local governments to privatize one of 
their local government assets that had 
customers. Then they would take that 
money, maybe, and build sidewalks 
that don’t have customers, and the 
water systems that would have cus-
tomers would have helped to build the 
sidewalks as it would be managed by a 
private company, but all of those pri-
vate companies would be regulated in a 
way that people who would be cus-
tomers would know they were pro-
tected. 

We have had a lot of bipartisan infra-
structure bills over the last decades 
and more than decades. Infrastructure 
bills are not new to America. Figuring 
out how you have an infrastructure bill 
that meets the definition of ‘‘infra-
structure’’ and a system where the in-
frastructure goes as far as it possibly 
can to pay for itself by those people 
who use it has always involved Repub-

licans and Democrats reaching an 
agreement. I don’t know that there has 
ever been a partisan infrastructure bill. 
It has always involved reaching agree-
ment on what would be in the bill and 
reaching agreement on finding ways to 
pay for it. 

New definitions can really confuse 
ideas that the American people think 
they understand. People are for infra-
structure. They think that it is some-
thing the government should do. They 
can pass a test on what they believe 
‘‘infrastructure’’ means if they have 
ever watched an infrastructure debate 
before. Let’s find a way that we can 
move forward in a bipartisan way with 
an infrastructure bill that meets the 
standards of infrastructure and meets 
the standards of doing everything we 
can to be sure the system is fairly paid 
for by the people who use it and can af-
ford to pay for it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

ROSEN). The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Madam President, I 

rise to echo and augment the remarks 
of the gentleman from Missouri and to 
call on President Biden and the Demo-
crats in Congress to work with the Re-
publicans on a bipartisan infrastruc-
ture bill. As the only Senator in the 
unique position of sitting on all three 
committees with jurisdiction over 
transportation, I have a particular in-
terest in making sure we are ade-
quately funding our roads and bridges. 

I have had many conversations with 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
since I have joined the Senate, and ev-
eryone agrees that we have real infra-
structure and transportation needs 
that must be addressed. The American 
Society of Civil Engineers recently 
gave our roads a D-minus rating, not-
ing our $786 billion backlog on roads’ 
and bridges’ capital needs. They gave 
our bridges a C-minus rating and a re-
pair tag of $125 billion. 

We also need to take another look at 
how we fund our highway system. 
Right now, we have a highway trust 
fund that we can’t actually trust. 
Since 2008, we have been relying on 
general fund transfers to pay for our 
roads and bridges instead of fixing our 
user fee model to keep the trust fund 
solvent. User fees give users the benefit 
of seeing where their money is going, 
and they allow those people deriving 
the most benefit from the system to 
give the most in support. This is a very 
fair, American way of doing things, and 
the certainty we get from a func-
tioning user fee model is important for 
rural States, like my home State of 
Wyoming. 

While much divides Congress these 
days, infrastructure, as that term is 
understood by most Americans, is a bi-
partisan issue. As such, one would as-
sume that President Biden would want 
to find some common ground in order 
to build relationships in Congress and 
address the needs of every citizen. So it 
is perplexing that President Biden, who 
campaigned on bringing our Nation to-

gether, is now pushing a blatantly par-
tisan infrastructure bill. 

Let me show you why partisanship is 
unnecessary in the infrastructure 
space. I recently helped my Democratic 
colleagues on the Environment and 
Public Works Committee pass a bipar-
tisan water and wastewater infrastruc-
ture bill out of committee with unani-
mous support. This is clear evidence 
that Democrats and Republicans can 
come together on infrastructure issues 
and find common ground. In 2019, the 
EPW Committee, under the leadership 
of my fellow Senator from Wyoming, 
JOHN BARRASSO, unanimously passed a 
bipartisan 5-year highway funding bill. 
This would be a great place to start for 
any infrastructure bill in Congress. 

But this barely scratches the surface 
of bipartisan infrastructure legislation. 
Honestly, I am hard-pressed to remem-
ber a time when infrastructure was not 
bipartisan. The American Water Infra-
structure Act of 2018? Bipartisan. The 
Water Infrastructure Improvements for 
the Nation Act of 2016? Bipartisan. The 
Highway Transportation Funding Act 
of 2015? Bipartisan. The Fixing Amer-
ica’s Surface Transportation Act of 
2015? Bipartisan. The Water Resources 
Development Act of 2014? Bipartisan. 
This isn’t even a full decade of congres-
sional action, and all of these things 
happened in partisan environments, 
when Americans were divided on a host 
of issues. But despite our divisions, we 
have always come together to address 
American infrastructure. In 2021, this 
should be no different. 

If President Biden wants to truly 
unite the Nation, he can start by work-
ing with Republicans on the most basic 
bipartisan issues, and he might be sur-
prised which Members of Congress are 
there to join him. 

I will use myself as an example. I 
have opposed many of President 
Biden’s actions to date, but I support 
his decision to bring our troops home 
from Afghanistan, and I am doing so 
publicly. I have also supported several 
of President Biden’s nominees, includ-
ing Secretary Buttigieg. 

I can promise President Biden that if 
he comes in good faith to work with 
Republicans and Democrats on a bipar-
tisan infrastructure bill, I will be there 
to work with him every step of the 
way. I know my colleagues feel the 
same. All we are asking is for the 
‘‘unity’’ President to come to the 
table. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CRAMER. Madam President, I 

am pleased to have joined my Repub-
lican colleagues on the floor today. I 
associate myself with all of their com-
ments, especially the speech just deliv-
ered by my friend from Wyoming, and 
demonstrate my strong support for a 
significant investment in America’s in-
frastructure. 

You know, as my colleagues have 
said, infrastructure has been one of the 
most bipartisan policy areas in Con-
gress over the decades, and rightfully 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:30 Apr 22, 2021 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G21AP6.019 S21APPT1dl
hi

ll 
on

 D
S

K
12

0R
N

23
P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2104 April 21, 2021 
so. I mean, we are obligated to provide 
for the national infrastructure. 

As the lead Republican on the EPW 
Subcommittee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure, I am committed to 
doing my part. I am confident we can 
accomplish this on a national level and 
in a strong bipartisan fashion. 

As has been said, 2 years ago, under 
the leadership of Chairman BARRASSO, 
EPW unanimously passed America’s 
Transportation Infrastructure Act. It 
was the most substantial highway bill 
yet in our history. It authorized hun-
dreds of billions of Federal dollars to 
maintain and repair America’s roads 
and bridges, and it made reasonable 
regulatory changes—very important 
regulatory changes—so that projects 
wouldn’t get derailed by endless bu-
reaucracy. 

It also maintained the current for-
mula for deciding how States will re-
ceive the Federal funds. This funding 
formula ensures that States with small 
populations but expansive road sys-
tems, like North Dakota and Wyoming 
and Oklahoma, receive sufficient re-
sources to update their roads and 
bridges within their borders. It is 
States like ours that feed and fuel the 
country. So not only does the tradi-
tional funding formula protect the in-
terests of rural America, it protects all 
of America. 

The movement of goods and services 
in support of our economy and the con-
sumers cannot reserve a few thousand 
miles here and there of interstate for 
gravel. Interstate commerce requires a 
transportation system that is safe and 
sufficient for every mile. The pavement 
can’t end in Minneapolis and get 
picked up in Seattle. For food to get to 
your table requires thousands of miles 
of safe, reliable roads, bridges, rails, 
and waterways. 

My State of North Dakota is literally 
the center of the North American con-
tinent and is a top producer of dozens 
of crops and other food items. For ex-
ample, we are the very top producer— 
by a long ways, by the way—of durum. 
Durum is the wheat that is ground into 
semolina flour, which is the main in-
gredient in pasta. So if you love cook-
ing spaghetti in your kitchen or order-
ing penne at your favorite restaurant, 
you have to get the durum off the field 
in North Dakota to the elevator, where 
a train or a truck will pick it up and 
take it to the mill, where it will be 
ground into semolina before getting on 
another truck or train to the pasta 
plant, then to the grocery warehouse in 
another State, where it catches a ride 
to a distribution company or a retailer 
before it gets put into a pot of boiling 
water on its way to your plate in your 
Manhattan apartment or your favorite 
Los Angeles restaurant. 

That is why we included the formula 
in the last highway bill when I was in 
the House. It is why we kept it in the 
highway bill at the committee level 
last Congress. And there is every good 
reason why we ought to include it now. 

Under the leadership of Chairman 
CARPER and Ranking Member CAPITO, 

EPW has had two hearings reiterating 
the importance of investing in America 
and dealing with the solvency of the 
highway trust fund. 

It was disheartening to read a news 
story earlier this week and see how 
many of my colleagues are urging the 
President to not work with Repub-
licans and to go it alone on infrastruc-
ture. One even said he was worried that 
Republicans would ‘‘never show up.’’ 
Well, here we are. We have shown up. 

Like I told Chairman CARPER just 
last week, I believe we should go big. 
We should aim high. This is a tremen-
dous opportunity to pass a major bill 
that will benefit our country as a 
whole and the States we represent. We 
cannot let one of the most bipartisan 
policy areas in Washington get derailed 
now because a narrow majority in the 
Senate decided to pursue a partisan, 
shortsighted goal instead. 

I am committed to advancing an in-
frastructure package that is bold, bi-
partisan, and meets the demands of the 
moment, and I urge my colleagues to 
do the same. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. LANKFORD. Madam President, 

let me read to you a section of the pro-
posal on infrastructure that has been 
put out by the White House, just one 
section of many sections that are 
there. This particular section on na-
tional critical infrastructure reads this 
way: 

Funds for schools to reduce or eliminate 
the use of paper plates and disposable mate-
rials. 

I don’t know what your definition of 
‘‘infrastructure’’ is, but I don’t meet a 
lot of Oklahomans who, when I say ‘‘in-
frastructure,’’ they think school lunch 
trays. 

We need to work on infrastructure, 
and I would tell you, I don’t meet a Re-
publican who is not engaged in this 
issue of infrastructure. And it is not 
the first time for any of us to work on 
infrastructure; we have had multiple 
bills. I remind people around my State 
that every time you are driving around 
my State and you see an orange con-
struction zone and a flashing sign, that 
is a previous infrastructure bill that 
was done. In every direction that you 
go in my State, you are going to see in-
frastructure that is already happening 
and working because working on infra-
structure is a common part of what we 
do. 

Republicans have stepped to the 
table and have said: Let’s work on in-
frastructure together. In fact, it was 
interesting—President Trump over and 
over again talked about working on in-
frastructure and tried to be able to get 
a major infrastructure proposal. 

Our definition of ‘‘infrastructure,’’ 
though, doesn’t include school lunch 
trays. We would like to work on high-
ways. This particular package that the 
White House has sent us, we have just 
raised our hands and said: We have a 
few questions before you want to be 
able to move this forward. 

This particular proposal spends $174 
billion for electric vehicles but only 
$115 billion for the highways that they 
will drive on. We just believe we need 
to spend more on highways. We don’t 
mind incentivizing electric vehicles, 
but, quite frankly, there have been a 
lot of incentives out there already. 

Every Tesla that you pull up next to, 
when you turn over and see them at a 
stoplight, you should ask for your turn 
to drive because every one of those 
beautiful Tesla vehicles, the Federal 
taxpayers also kicked in $7,800 in Fed-
eral tax subsidies for that beautiful 
$60,000 automobile that someone else is 
driving. 

There have been tax incentives that 
have been out there for electric vehi-
cles; we just believe we need to spend 
more on actually dealing with our 
roads and bridges because they have 
major problems. 

So what can we do? For those of us in 
Oklahoma, we know full well. I–35, 
Interstate 44, Interstate 40 all cross in 
my beautiful State. We are the center 
of the country in trucking. We are the 
center of the country in railways. We 
have the farthest, northernmost inland 
port that is actually in Oklahoma, 
where a lot of wheat and fertilizer 
move through our State, coming from 
the north to get into the ports to be 
able to get out. 

We understand the significance of 
what it means to be able to work on 
our ports, our waterways, our high-
ways, our bridges; to deal with clean 
water, to deal with sewage water; to be 
able to deal with even broadband. All 
those things are essential for every 
farm to be able to operate and for 
every section of our economy to be able 
to function. 

Let’s work on this together. Let’s 
find a way that we can actually hit 
common ground and agree that work-
ing on airports and working on high-
ways and working on bridges is vital to 
us, and then let’s talk about the rest of 
the other things on this because we 
have a lot of debt as a country, and 
adding another $2.5 trillion and having 
a debate about a corporate tax change 
that—quite frankly, in 2017, when we 
made that corporate tax change, 70 per-
cent of the difference in those compa-
nies went to employees’ wages. Now to 
go back and to raise that corporate tax 
again, we know exactly what that is 
going to mean for employees of those 
companies and future raises that they 
may or may not get. 

So let’s actually talk about this, and 
let’s work on infrastructure together, 
but let’s actually work on what is truly 
infrastructure. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, 

first, I ask unanimous consent that 
Senator BOOZMAN, Senator MARSHALL, 
and Senator DURBIN all be permitted to 
speak for up to 5 minutes prior to the 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 
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Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 

come to the floor today to associate 
myself with the remarks from the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

We are here as Republicans who be-
lieve in free markets, and so do the 
American people. The Democrats, on 
the other hand, are running a 100-yard 
dash towards socialism. They have de-
cided to redistribute America’s wealth. 
President Obama used to call this 
‘‘spreading the wealth around.’’ Demo-
crats are taking the wealth of our Na-
tion and they are gathering it up in 
Washington, DC, and deciding then how 
they want to spend it. 

In March, President Biden signed a 
big payoff to the people who run the 
Democratic Party—the union bosses, 
the DC bureaucrats, and bankrupt blue 
States. He said it was a coronavirus re-
lief bill. Yet only 9 percent of the 
money actually went for healthcare. 

Just weeks later, President Biden 
came back again, now requesting $2.7 
trillion under the namesake of ‘‘infra-
structure.’’ When you read through it, 
it looks like once again he is trying to 
spread the wealth around, gathering it 
not for what we consider traditional in-
frastructure—roads, bridges, ports, 
highways, airports, waterways, all of 
those things, dams, reservoirs, you 
name it—it seems that once again it is 
going for the Democratic elites. It 
looks to me to be a slush fund for lib-
eral spending, going to union bosses, 
climate activists, and the Silicon Val-
ley contributors to the party. 

Where is the money coming from? 
The last bill went on the credit card. 
The next one is coming out of the wal-
lets of the American people. President 
Biden is proposing the largest tax in-
crease in a generation. Working fami-
lies and small businesses are going to 
be on the hook. They will put the 
American worker at a disadvantage. 

Look, there hasn’t been a proposed 
tax increase of this size in this cen-
tury. It is going to affect everyone in 
this country, and it is going to be a 
rude awakening for the many small 
businesses that are finally reopening 
after living the past year with the 
coronavirus pandemic. Now, in addi-
tion to the struggle they have been 
through, they are going to be hit with 
a big tax increase. Now, in addition to 
the struggles they have been through, 
they are going to be hit with a big tax 
increase. 

Now, we know who is going to end up 
footing the bill for the President’s tax 
hikes. He may say that it is just cor-
porations. The American people are 
going to be hit with this tax increase. 
You can call it a tax hike on corpora-
tions, but that absolutely just rico-
chets back onto the people who work 
for those businesses and who buy the 
products of those businesses. 

President Biden is going to try to 
spin it another way, but the highest 
costs of all of this is going to be borne 
by American families. 

Higher taxes, of course, mean fewer 
jobs. One estimate says that the bill is 

going to kill a million jobs. These 
aren’t CEO jobs. These are middle-class 
jobs. These are the jobs of hard-work-
ing families in my state of Wyoming 
and in States all around the country. 

Prices across the country are already 
going up under President Biden. The 
cost of energy went up 9 percent just 
last month. Gasoline prices are up over 
50-cents a gallon since President Biden 
took office and started his Executive 
orders attacking American energy. 

If this bill that is being proposed now 
under the name of infrastructure be-
comes law, well, we will know that the 
price increases are just beginning. Be-
cause of President Biden, more wealth 
is about to be taken from places all 
across middle America and certainly in 
my home State of Wyoming. It will be 
sent to the Democrat elites in Manhat-
tan and Silicon Valley and, of course, 
here in Washington, DC. 

Democrats are focused on redistrib-
uting our wealth. They want to take it 
from working families and give it to 
their liberal donors. It is a bad law. It 
is bad economics. And I urge my col-
leagues to stand for jobs, for higher 
wages, and for the working men and 
women of our Nation, who know what 
infrastructure really means and the 
kind of infrastructure they need for 
their communities. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam President, I 

join my colleagues today to address the 
ongoing discussions taking place in 
Congress among the executive branch 
and in communities across the country 
about the state of our Nation’s infra-
structure and how to improve it to pro-
pel our economy forward and enhance 
the quality of life in Arkansas and 
every State. 

As a member of the Senate Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee, I 
understand the importance of infra-
structure investment. I have been a 
constant advocate for water resources 
development, surface transportation 
investments, and the expansion of 
rural broadband. 

President Biden recently released a 
plan that claims to rebuild America, 
claims to rebuild its crumbling infra-
structure. While I agree that infra-
structure investment must be a top 
priority, I have serious concerns about 
this particular proposal. The President 
should look to the successful example 
of the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee as a starting point 
for this critical bill. There are a num-
ber of bipartisan infrastructure-related 
bills in the Senate which have been 
thoroughly vetted and are ready to be 
passed. Instead, the administration is 
trying to reinvent the wheel. 

My advice to President Biden is sim-
ple. The path to achieve long-term in-
frastructure improvement is through 
bipartisanship. Just weeks ago, the En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
mittee unanimously passed the Drink-
ing Water and Waste Water Act. 

Last Congress, the Committee unani-
mously passed America’s Transpor-
tation Infrastructure Act to provide re-
sources and long-term certainty for 
States and local governments to build 
safer and more modern highways, rail-
roads, and bridges. 

These bills are just two examples of 
the good work the Senate has been 
doing to invest in our Nation’s crum-
bling infrastructure. I am pleased to 
hear this Chamber may begin consider-
ation of the Drinking Water and Waste 
Water Infrastructure Act this month. 

Unlike the House of Representatives 
and the Biden administration, which 
continue to undermine bipartisanship 
by developing and advancing a progres-
sive policy agenda, the Senate has been 
working in a bipartisan manner to find 
solutions for our transportation chal-
lenges. 

If President Biden is listening, my 
message to him is this: Work smarter, 
not harder. There is no reason we need 
to start at the beginning of this proc-
ess. The Senate EPW Committee has 
done the work which can and should be 
the basis for any infrastructure pro-
posal. 

I have always said that if you take 
the ‘‘E’’ out of EPW, we actually get a 
lot done in our committee. For a good 
example of the type of cooperation that 
can be achieved, look no further than 
the work of Senator INHOFE and former 
Senator Boxer. These two colleagues 
had little in common. However, they 
agreed on the importance of infrastruc-
ture investment, and they were able to 
usher major legislation through Con-
gress through a collaborative and de-
liberative process. 

The same is true for Chairman CAR-
PER and Ranking Member CAPITO. 
While these two have ideological dif-
ferences, they have demonstrated their 
ability to work together to create a bi-
partisan product. 

We want to work with the Biden ad-
ministration on infrastructure to up-
date basic public services, such as safe 
roads and bridges. With innovative fi-
nancing and private sector investment, 
we will be creating jobs and keeping 
commodity prices low while remaining 
competitive in the global marketplace. 
However, we will not tolerate a par-
tisan process where only one side gets 
to offer input with the end result being 
a liberal wish list of projects and prior-
ities that have nothing to do with in-
frastructure investment. 

Infrastructure is about as ripe as any 
area that we have to actually get 
something done of a major nature in a 
bipartisan, cooperative way. 

I am back in Arkansas almost every 
week, and I can tell you what Arkan-
sans want. They want us to be able to 
disagree while also being able to create 
a good commonsense policy. A bipar-
tisan infrastructure bill is a way to 
demonstrate the President’s willing-
ness to work across the aisle. I am 
ready to create a path forward to up-
date and modernize our Nation’s infra-
structure needs as well as make wise 
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investments in our water systems, en-
ergy grids, and broadband deployment, 
where there is bipartisan agreement on 
the urgent need to act. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. MARSHALL. Madam President, 

simply stated, President Biden’s so- 
called infrastructure plan helps China 
and hurts hard-working Americans. 
Let me say it again. This bill helps 
China and hurts hard-working Ameri-
cans. Less than 5 percent—that is how 
much of this $2 trillion infrastructure 
proposal actually goes toward building 
roads and bridges in the United States. 
Instead, this partisan proposal is load-
ed with Green New Deal pet projects 
and an abundance of spending that 
stretches far beyond recognition of 
what hard-working Americans define 
as infrastructure. 

This is not the first time we have 
seen Democratic attempts to redefine 
the traditional meaning of words. In 
recent weeks, the White House has also 
moved to change how people perceive 
bipartisanship in Congress. No longer 
do our colleagues across the aisle need 
to secure Republican votes in order to 
successfully pass a so-called ‘‘bipar-
tisan’’ bill. One obscure poll with clev-
erly worded questions that helps to 
garner bipartisan support from the re-
spondents will do the trick. It is a ma-
nipulation of words that would allow 
President Biden to try to ram through 
this radical agenda and sell it to the 
American people as fulfilling his cam-
paign promise of unity. 

President Lincoln once said: ‘‘You 
can fool all the people some of the time 
and some of the people all the time, 
but you cannot fool all the people all 
the time.’’ 

The American people won’t be duped 
by Washington doublespeak. I hosted 
five townhalls this past weekend, and 
Kansans have their eyes open to what 
is in this bill. Kansans understand that 
while this bill provides $115 billion for 
roads and bridges, more than half of 
over $2 trillion is devoted to green en-
ergy projects and the elimination of 
fossil fuels. 

Among these green provisions is $170 
billion for electric car chargers and tax 
incentives for purchasing electric cars. 
It also calls for electrifying one-fifth of 
the Nation’s school buses and all 650,000 
of the U.S. Postal Service’s delivery 
trucks, which will result in driving up 
costs to Americans. 

When unveiling this infrastructure 
plan, President Biden mentioned China 
six times as he attempted to sell it as 
a way to compete with China. However, 
this rapid jump to electric vehicles 
does the opposite and will benefit 
China more than many hard-working 
Americans. That is because China leads 
the world in manufacturing 80 percent 
of the materials needed for batteries 
and will continue to do so. Of the 136 
lithium-ion battery plants in the pipe-
line between now and 2029, 101 are 
based in China. 

China mines 64 percent of the world’s 
silicon and makes 80 percent of the 
world’s polysilicon with coal-generated 
electricity—the key component to 
solar panels. This bill will serve as a 
boon for China while decimating our 
domestic oil and gas industry, which 
helped us achieve our long-held goal of 
energy independence in 2019. 

This bill will harm our general eco-
nomic output by taking $2 trillion out 
of the private sector. We should really 
be calling this package the ‘‘grab your 
wallet bill’’ or ‘‘raise your taxes bill.’’ 

The legislation calls for the largest 
corporate tax increase in decades and 
will put the tax burden on American 
companies toward the top of the devel-
oped world list. This will make Amer-
ican companies less competitive in the 
global market. It is a recipe to kill the 
economy at a time when our Nation is 
still recovering from COVID. It will 
also negatively impact our economy in 
the long-term. 

According to projections from the 
Penn Wharton Budget Model, as a re-
sult of this partisan legislation, overall 
GDP will be decreased 0.9 percent lower 
in 2031 and 0.8 percent lower in 2050. 
Hourly wages would be down by 0.7 per-
cent in 2031 and 0.8 percent in 2050. 

Perhaps what is most disappointing 
is that this bill demonstrates that gone 
are the days when infrastructure pack-
ages were an opportunity to build bi-
partisan bridges. Thanks to Repub-
licans’ control of the Senate and reach-
ing across the aisle, the two most re-
cent bills governing spending on roads 
and bridges both passed with over-
whelming bipartisanship support before 
they were signed into law. 

So in case there is still an oppor-
tunity for bipartisanship, let me tell 
you what I am for. I am for a package 
that, No. 1, reaches across the aisle and 
rebuilds our aging roads and bridges; 
next, incentivizes innovation, invests 
in future generations, ensures high- 
speed internet for all Americans, and 
reforms our permitting process so that 
when we say ‘‘shovel-ready,’’ we really 
mean shovel-ready, as opposed to going 
through years of permitting and driv-
ing up the cost of the project. 

Look, pre-COVID, we had the strong-
est economy in my lifetime, thanks to 
Republican-led policies put in place 
over the last 4 years. Lower taxes and 
deregulation resulted in historically 
low unemployment rates, as well as en-
ergy independence and affordable en-
ergy costs. We need to get back to 
these policies and not continue the on-
slaught of harmful redtape, proposed 
tax increases, and unprecedented 
spending sprees. 

The future of our children and grand-
children depends on it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority whip. 
NOMINATION OF VANITA GUPTA 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 
would guess if the American people 
could give us a word of advice in the 
Senate, they would suggest that we do 

our best to work together and to try to 
establish priorities and meet them, and 
that we try to bring to the new admin-
istration of President Joseph Biden the 
most competent and qualified people 
that we can to help our Nation through 
this pandemic and our economic recov-
ery. It is in that spirit that I close the 
debate on Vanita Gupta to be the next 
Associate Attorney General of the 
United States. 

Yesterday’s verdict in Minnesota cer-
tainly caught the attention of many in 
America and across the world. The kill-
ing of George Floyd was resolved in a 
court of law. Sadly, he will not be with 
us, but his legacy lives on, and it de-
pends on us to use that legacy to make 
America a better nation. 

Can we really come together and put 
law enforcement at the table with com-
munity leaders and civil rights leaders 
and find common ground? 

Can we keep our streets and commu-
nities and neighborhoods safe and do it 
without discrimination against any 
person or group in America? 

These are big challenges—tough chal-
lenges. But to meet them, we need the 
right people in positions of leadership. 
Vanita Gupta is one of those people. 

As a former civil rights advocate, she 
did extraordinary things—in Tulia, TX, 
and many other places—to show 
progress in the area of civil rights. 

As a former acting Assistant Attor-
ney General in charge of civil rights, 
she worked with law enforcement orga-
nizations to try to resolve the very 
problems that we have seen in Min-
nesota and Illinois and virtually in 
every other State. She is a dedicated 
professional with an extraordinary re-
sume who wants to continue to serve 
this Nation. 

Will she be able to work with law en-
forcement groups? Well, they think so 
because they support her. There is a 
long litany: National Sheriffs’ Associa-
tion, Major County Sheriffs of Amer-
ica, International Association of Chiefs 
of Police, Major Cities Chiefs, 53 
former police chiefs or sheriffs, the Po-
lice Executive Research Forum, the 
Federal Law Enforcement Officers As-
sociation. The list goes on and on. 

But the simplest statement that was 
made comes from a pretty hard-nosed 
group, the Fraternal Order of Police, 
and those who are in politics know you 
have to work to earn their support. 
Here is what they said about Vanita 
Gupta: ‘‘Gupta always worked with us 
to find common ground, even when 
that seemed impossible.’’ 

Isn’t that exactly what we want at 
this moment in American history as we 
cope with the civil rights challenges of 
our age? This is our chance. 

I hope the Senate, with its vote—I 
hope it is a bipartisan vote—will give 
Vanita Gupta the chance to serve 
America again. 

I yield the floor. 
VOTE ON GUPTA NOMINATION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
postcloture time is expired. 
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