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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, a Senator from
the State of New York.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal God, our comfort and guide,
as we begin this day in the forward
march of history, we acknowledge Your
sovereignty. Your unfailing love and
mercy continue to sustain us, and we
put our hope in You.

Today, fill our lawmakers with Your
wisdom, enabling them to shoulder the
demands of decisions, the strain of con-
flict, and the uncertainties about to-
morrow. Let Your justice guide their
thoughts and Your righteousness direct
their steps. Fill them with Your joy
and use them for Your glory.

Make each of us a blessing and not a
burden, a lift and not a load, a delight
and not a drag.

We pray in the Name of our Lord and
Savior. Amen.

————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI-
BRAND led the Pledge of Allegiance, as
follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. INOUYE).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, February 29, 2012.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI-
BRAND, a Senator from the State of New
York, to perform the duties of the Chair.
DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.
Mrs. GILLIBRAND thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
——
SCHEDULE
Mr. REID. Madam President, fol-

lowing leader remarks, the Senate will
be in a period of morning business for
1 hour. The Republicans will control
the first half and the majority will con-
trol the second half.

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of the
highway bill. We continue to work on a
process to complete action on this bill.
We are going to have to do that. If we
can’t get an agreement to move for-
ward on this bill, I have no alternative
but to try to stop the filibuster that is
taking place. I hope we don’t have to
do that. We have agreed to work on
amendments that are relevant and ger-
mane. Senator DURBIN, the whip, has
worked on side-by-sides and other
amendments, so we are ready to move
forward, but we can’t do it unless we
get some basic cooperation, and it will
be a shame if we can’t move forward on
this bipartisan bill.

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the

Senate will be in a period of morning
business for 1 hour, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees, with the Re-
publicans controlling the first half and
the majority controlling the second
half.
The Senator from Illinois.

———

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, will
the time be running on the minority
party’s first half hour?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum until
a member of the minority appears.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

ENERGY POLICY

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, back
in 2008 then-Senator Obama said that
under his policies energy costs would
necessarily ‘‘skyrocket’” and that he
would ‘‘have preferred a gradual ad-
justment to higher gasoline prices.’” He
indicated at the time that under his
policies energy prices were going to go
up. He mentioned that he would like a
more gradual adjustment, but when he
talked about those policies, he said en-
ergy costs would necessarily ‘‘sky-
rocket.”

I think we now know which of the
campaign promises the President has
kept because we have seen energy
prices skyrocket for most Americans.
In fact, gasoline prices have doubled
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under President Obama’s watch. If you
look at January 2009, the price per gal-
lon of gasoline was $1.85. Today it is
$3.73, and some analysts are predicting
$56-a-gallon gasoline by May of this
year. Today marks the 24th straight
day of gasoline price increases.

The problem with all this is that the
President rhetorically, when he goes
out and talks about energy, says that
he wants an all-of-the-above strategy.
We always say that imitation is the
sincerest form of flattery, and obvi-
ously that is a phrase many of us as
Republicans have been using for some
time. We talk about an all-of-the-above
strategy that includes oil and gas and
clean coal and nuclear and biofuels and
solar and wind—all of those. The prob-
lem with what the President says is
that his actions say he really means
“none of the above.” He says ‘“‘all of
the above,” but he means ‘‘none of the
above” because the President has
taken unprecedented steps to restrict
access to America’s affordable and reli-
able sources of oil and natural gas.

President Obama’s energy policies
are increasing the cost of gasoline in
this country. His administration is
pursuing new regulations that will in-
crease the cost of domestic energy pro-
duction and destroy jobs. More domes-
tic production of energy in this coun-
try equals lower prices at the pump
and more American jobs.

The President’s statements have
been punctuated or reinforced by mem-
bers of his administration. I go back to
2008, Dr. Steven Chu, who is now Presi-
dent Obama’s Energy Secretary, who
said at the time:

Somehow, we have to figure out how to
boost the price of gasoline to the levels in
Europe.

Think about that: that somehow we
have to figure out how to boost the
price of gasoline to the levels in Eu-
rope. If we look at the levels in Europe,
I think even at that time we are talk-
ing about $9 to $10-per-gallon gasoline.
So we have members of this very ad-
ministration suggesting, even back
then, that part of the strategy, the en-
ergy strategy, was to increase prices.
Think about that, having an energy
strategy that is actually going to drive
up the cost of energy to people in this
country.

Yesterday, in testimony before the
House Appropriations Committee, now-
Secretary Chu, who said back in 2008,
‘““‘Somehow we have to figure out how
to boost the price of gasoline to the
levels in Europe,” was asked: But is
the overall goal to get our price of gas-
oline down? That was asked by a Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives,
again, as Secretary Chu was testifying
in front of the House Appropriations
Committee. Is the overall goal to get
our price of gasoline down?

This is what the Secretary said:

No, the overall goal is to decrease our de-
pendency on oil, to build and strengthen our
economy.

When we are literally doubling the
price per gallon of gasoline, how does

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that strengthen your economy? Small
businesses are faced every single day
with the high costs of energy. It is an
important component of running a
business in this country. Energy is
probably one of the most important
costs people are going to deal with. It
certainly is in my part of the country,
where I represent an agricultural econ-
omy. American families are looking at
gasoline prices that literally have dou-
bled since this President took office.
Yet here is the Secretary of Energy,
the very guy who was to guide energy
policy in this country, in front of a
House committee as recently as yester-
day, when asked about the overall goal,
whether the overall goal is to get the
price of gasoline down, he said no. It
squares perfectly with what he said 4
yvears ago when he indicated that we
need to figure out how to somehow
boost the price of gasoline to the levels
in Europe.

That is an amazing statement. I
think it is almost incomprehensible to
the American people in terms of what
it means to their daily lives because
they are the people who ultimately, in
their pocketbooks, have to deal with
the consequences of bad policies—bad
policies that raise the price of energy
and make it more difficult for them to
balance their budgets and to be able to
continue to enjoy the standard of liv-
ing and quality of life in this country.

Yesterday Secretary of the Interior
Ken Salazar defended the Obama ad-
ministration’s failure of an energy pol-
icy when testifying before the Senate
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee. He said:

We have an energy strategy and a policy
that we have been working on from day one,
and we believe it continues to show good re-
sults.

Think about that.

We have an energy strategy and a policy
that we have been working on from day one,
and we believe it continues to show good re-
sults.

I don’t know how you can argue that
doubling the price for a gallon of gaso-
line is a good result. And literally tak-
ing areas out of production in this
country that could be yielding energy,
that would help reduce the dependence
we have on foreign sources of energy,
drive down the price at the pump and
create American jobs is a good result?
I don’t know how you can argue that
what has happened during this admin-
istration’s time in office has been any-
thing but disastrous for the American
people, for American business, and for
the continued dependency we have on
foreign sources of energy.

President Obama rejected the Key-
stone XL Pipeline which would have
created 20,000 shovel-ready jobs and de-
livered up to 830,000 barrels of oil per
day from Canada, America’s largest
trading partner.

President Obama has reduced the
number of offshore leases by half.
President Obama has blocked explo-
ration and production on 97 percent of
offshore areas; 97 percent of those areas
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that could be useful in helping meet
America’s energy needs have been put
off limits by this President, by his poli-
cies that blocked exploration and pro-
duction in those very areas.

Under the Obama administration,
new permits to drill in Federal onshore
and offshore areas have declined by 40
to 50 percent.

That is the President’s record on en-
ergy. How his Secretary of the Interior
can say their energy strategy shows
good results is beyond me. It is com-
pletely at odds with the reality and
with the facts.

The Obama administration is imple-
menting a national backdoor energy
tax through unprecedented regulation
of greenhouse gas emissions under the
Clean Air Act, specifically targeting
the oil and gas industry with new regu-
lations, such as new source perform-
ance standards, Boiler MACT, and tier
3 gasoline standards that could drive
up the cost of gasoline production by 25
cents, raise the refining industry’s op-
erating costs by $5 to $7 billion annu-
ally, lead to a 7- to 14-percent reduc-
tion in gasoline supplies from U.S. re-
finers, and force as many as seven U.S.
refineries to shut down. That is the
tier 3 gasoline standard the Obama ad-
ministration is proposing. Time after
time, opportunity after opportunity is
missed.

This President continues to put poli-
cies in place that make it more dif-
ficult and more expensive to create
jobs and raises the cost of doing busi-
ness by raising the cost of energy and
raising the costs that every American
consumer has to deal with in the form
of higher gasoline prices.

When he says he supports an ‘‘all-of-
the-above” energy plan, his policies
tell a very different story because his
policies have discouraged increased
production of oil, and high oil costs are
indeed a key driver of gasoline costs.
Republicans support a real all-of-the-
above strategy, and that includes pro-
duction in all sources of energy. It in-
cludes support of projects such as the
Keystone XL  Pipeline that will
strengthen America’s energy security,
and we have to have a robust energy
plan focused on increasing those areas
of domestic production that will send a
strong signal to energy markets
around the world to make America less
vulnerable to skyrocketing gasoline
prices.

It is interesting the response on Cap-
itol Hill to this spike in gasoline prices
we have seen over the past several days
is along these lines. There was a letter
from Senator SCHUMER to Secretary
Clinton a couple of days ago in which
he talked about the skyrocketing fuel
prices and directly linked those to the
global energy market but suggested
that the solution should be urging the
State Department to work with the
Government of Saudi Arabia to in-
crease its oil production to its actual
capacity of 12.5 million barrels to help
stabilize markets.

Instead of developing American re-
sources and actually doing something
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that would lessen the dependence we
have on these foreign sources of en-
ergy, the solution proposed by some of
our colleagues—at least some of our
Democratic colleagues—is to have Sec-
retary of State Hillary Clinton go to
the Saudis, hat in hand, and beg them
to increase daily production by 2.5 mil-
lion barrels, ironically at the very time
they are blocking policies that would
help generate that same 2.5 million
barrels a day right here in the United
States and stabilize world markets.

In fact, if we look at many of these
areas that are off limits to production
today—the North Slope of Alaska, the
Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf, the
eastern Gulf of Mexico, the Pacific
Outer Continental Shelf, the Keystone
XL Pipeline—if we add up the amount
of production that will bring to our
country, it adds up to 4.5 million bar-
rels a day, 4.5 million barrels per day of
additional energy production that we
could be benefiting from and enjoying
at a time when we are seeing gas prices
literally double.

Of course, in accordance with the
President’s promise when he was run-
ning for office that prices were going to
skyrocket, it should not come as any
surprise. But these energy policies im-
plemented by this administration have
literally created a situation where we
are now having to go and ask the
Saudis: Please, would you please give
us an additional 2.5 million barrels of
oil a day instead of opening the areas
that could generate up to 4.5 million
barrels per day if we would simply de-
velop the resources we have in this
country and quit blocking the access to
these important energy resources.

This is a fairly straightforward issue
for the American people, No. 1, because
it hits very squarely in their daily
lives. The pocketbook issues, the
bread-and-butter issues, the issues peo-
ple discuss around their tables every
day are the issues that I think are
most important to America right now,
particularly with a down economy and
high unemployment rates. Certainly,
what we are seeing in terms of energy
costs makes that situation worse for
American families. In fact, the payroll
tax holiday which was extended a cou-
ple of weeks ago will actually be eaten
up, any savings that might be achieved
to the American family’s pocketbook
will literally be eaten up simply by
paying the higher costs of gasoline
that are going to be imposed on every
American family as a result of these
higher prices, again, that simply are
the result of us not having enough sup-
ply.

This is a market situation. Gasoline
is a global commodity. When we have
more supply, it brings the price down.
When we have more domestic produc-
tion, it means two things: it means
lower prices at the pump for American
consumers, and it means more jobs for
American workers. Blocking access to
American sources of energy production
means higher prices at the pump for
American consumers and fewer jobs for
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American workers. It is that straight-
forward. It is that simple.

The American people understand
that. That is why the policies this ad-
ministration is pursuing—and, clearly,
from the statements that are being
made by these members of the Presi-
dent’s administration, from Secretary
Chu to Secretary Salazar to the Presi-
dent himself—suggest, if you can be-
lieve this—unfathomable, I am sure, to
many Americans—that it is intentional
to actually push those prices higher.

That is what Secretary Chu said back
in 2008: We need to boost our prices to
the level they are seeing in places such
as Europe.

I think the American people believe
differently about that. I believe they
deserve better. They want policies that
lower the cost of energy and make
America less dependent upon dan-
gerous foreign regimes. I know many of
us—Republicans in the Senate—are
ready to go to work putting those poli-
cies in place if the President and his al-
lies in the Senate will give us that op-
portunity.

I yield the floor.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

————
ENERGY POLICY

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I want to associate myself with the re-
marks of the Senator from South Da-
kota and follow up in that regard.

Yesterday I came to the Senate floor
and explained how the President’s ideo-
logical outlook and the policies that
have grown out of it will only continue
to drive up the cost of gasoline at the
pump. After I spoke, the President’s
Energy Secretary seemed to confirm it
when he told a congressional panel
that the Department of Energy isn’t
working to drive down the price of gas.
They are working to wean us off of it
altogether, and high gas prices add ur-
gency to those efforts.

In other words, high gas prices actu-
ally help the administration achieve
what it is trying to achieve. What I
suggested yesterday and what I am
suggesting again this morning is that
we look at statements such as this and
many others from the President and
some of his top advisers in the past,
along with the President’s actual poli-
cies when it comes to assessing the
current situation at the pump—not the
speeches he gives when he starts feel-
ing the political heat for it because he
can’t have it both ways.

Once again, here are the facts. The
President continues to limit off-shore
areas to energy production and is
granting fewer leases on public land for
oil drilling. At the same time, he has
encouraged other countries such as
Brazil to move forward with their off-
shore drilling projects. The Obama ad-
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ministration continues to impose bur-
densome regulations on the domestic
energy sector that will further drive up
the cost of gasoline for the consumer.
He is proposing raising taxes on the en-
ergy sector, a move that the Congres-
sional Research Service has said would
drive up costs.

As we all know, he flatly rejected the
Keystone XL Pipeline, a potentially
game-changing domestic energy
project that promises not only greater
independence from Middle Eastern oil
but tens of thousands of private sector
jobs.

All of these policies help drive up the
cost of gasoline and increase our de-
pendence on foreign sources of oil, but
perhaps none is as emblematic of the
President’s simplistic and punitive ap-
proach to energy policy as the last one.
The President simply cannot claim to
support a comprehensive approach to
energy while at the same time standing
in the way of the Keystone Pipeline. It
doesn’t make any sense. It is either one
or the other.

Most Americans understand that.
That is why many of us were pleased
when the company that is responsible
for building Keystone said it plans to
move forward with the southern por-
tion of the pipeline, despite the admin-
istration’s decision to block the north-
ern portion to alleviate a bottleneck in
Cushing, OK. They are just not going
to let this administration punish them
or the rest of those who want to build
this pipeline.

Asked about the impact of delays,
the company’s President and CEO said
they were partly to blame for the re-
cent spike in gas prices, which is pre-
sumably why the White House came
out in support of the move. But the hy-
pocrisy is quite stunning.

How could a White House that is sin-
gle-handedly blocking one-half of the
pipeline to appease an extreme seg-
ment of its political base now claim to
support the southern half of the same
pipeline? Well, the short answer is they
don’t have the authority to block the
southern half, so they think that by
claiming to support it, then they can
get credit from people for being on
both sides of the issue. But if Keystone
is good for America and good for jobs,
the President should just come out and
support the whole pipeline. With gas
prices literally skyrocketing and grow-
ing turmoil in the Middle East, we
can’t afford another year of foot-drag-
ging. It is time for the President to
move quickly to approve the entire
Keystone XL, Pipeline. This is literally
a no-brainer.

An overwhelming majority of Ameri-
cans support the Keystone XL Pipeline
in its entirety. The President should
listen to them. Instead of lecturing the
American people about his idea of fair-
ness, he should spend a little more
time thinking about what most Ameri-
cans think is fair. Most Americans
don’t think it is particularly fair that
the President of the United States is
blocking them from tapping into our
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natural resources even as he uses their
tax dollars to prop up failing solar
companies like Solyndra and to hand
out bonuses to the executives who
drive them literally into the ground.
Most Americans don’t think it is fair
that their President would want to
drive up the cost of gasoline they need
to get around every day and build their
families and their businesses and their
lives even as he is directing more and
more of their money to risky solar
schemes in his own administration—
risky solar schemes his own adminis-
tration says sometimes fail.

Well, the American people don’t ask
for much, but they do expect to be able
to go out there every day and try to
build a future for themselves and their
families without their own President
throwing sand in the gears. And wheth-
er it is high gas prices or government
regulations or higher debt, the Amer-
ican people are tired of bearing the
burden so this President can build an
economy in which Washington calls all
the shots. Yes, Americans want lower
gas prices, and, yes, this President’s
policies are hurting. But let’s be clear
about something: This debate is not
just about gas prices, it is about a
President who wants to impose a defi-
nition of ‘‘fairness’ on the American
people, yet most of them simply do not
accept.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to finish my remarks and that I be
granted enough time to do so.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, the
first 3 years of President Obama’s ad-
ministration were a frenzy of activity.
He pushed the stimulus, he spent over
a year pursuing his health care law,
and he forced through Dodd-Frank, im-
posing historic regulations on the
banking industry. Even The Economist
magazine has found fault with that.
Yet, at a time when the Nation was in
economic free fall, the President chose
an agenda of more regulation and high-
er taxes.

The President ignored private sector
job creation and the primacy of eco-
nomic growth, and nowhere was this
more evident than with respect to en-
ergy policy. President Obama has
failed entirely to address one of the
greatest obstacles to economic growth;
that is, high energy prices.

Today he claims he is for an all-of-
the-above approach to energy. All of a
sudden, facing $5-a-gallon gasoline,
weak job creation, and a Presidential
election, he claims to have found reli-
gion on energy production. But wheth-
er we look at oil, natural gas, or the
Keystone Pipeline, the American peo-
ple are not buying this conversion
story, and I certainly agree with our
distinguished minority leader and his
comments here this morning.
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This failure by the President to tack-
le our energy needs is a national crisis
for which the American people should
hold him accountable. Yet his inability
to put jobs ahead of his radical and un-
representative environmental base has
particular implications for the citizens
of my State of Utah as well. Days after
announcing in his State of the Union
an ‘‘all-of-the-above strategy that de-
velops every available source of Amer-
ican energy,” the administration cut
access to Federal lands in the West for
oil shale development by 75 percent and
proposed a 50 percent royalty hike on
domestic energy production on public
lands.

Whether it is closing off more Fed-
eral lands to American energy produc-
tion or saying no to the Keystone Pipe-
line, this White House has shown it is
more focused on appeasing its extrem-
ist ideological allies than putting for-
ward an energy policy that works for
Utahans and Americans everywhere.
With gas prices and home heating costs
on the rise, the American people de-
serve action, not more campaign
speeches—and I might add, from the
most anti-American energy adminis-
tration in our Nation’s history.

When it comes to energy policy, the
President is a man divided. On almost
all economic policy, his answer is, tax
the rich more. Taxing the rich more is
his go-to option for reducing the def-
icit, paying for Obamacare, and paying
for new roads and bridges. Higher taxes
are a matter of fundamental fairness,
the President claims, but when it
comes to gas prices, the President sides
with the 1 percent.

The folks who would benefit most
from increased energy production are
blue-collar workers and middle-class
families. High energy prices hit the
wallets of lower income Americans the
hardest. Middle-class Americans are
more likely to have longer commutes
and bigger cars than wealthy urban
citizens. The passthrough cost of high
fuel prices hits the grocery budgets of
all Americans. The jobs that never ma-
terialize due to the failure to develop
energy resources undermines every
blue-collar American.

The President claims to be for fair-
ness and an egalitarian economic pol-
icy, but his energy policy is incredibly
regressive, putting the burden of his
environmental agenda on the backs of
the middle class. The situation got no
better with the budget the President
recently submitted or with this long-
delayed proposal for business tax re-
form.

Rather than advance an energy agen-
da that would spur production, lower
prices, and create jobs, the President
continues to advocate for increased
taxes on oil and gas production in the
United States.

On March 3 of last year, the Congres-
sional Research Service concluded that
the President’s proposals would ‘‘make
oil and natural gas more expensive for
U.S. consumers and likely increase for-
eign dependence.” The same holds true
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today. These decisions are based in po-
litical appeals to his elitist base rather
than any interest in developing sound
energy policy. For example, in his
budget the President cites the fol-
lowing as his reason for repealing tax
incentives for oil and gas production:

Special tax treatment of working interests
in oil and gas properties . . . distorts mar-
kets by encouraging more investment in the
oil and gas industry than would occur under
a neutral system.

Give me a break. The reason the
President opposes current tax policy
for oil and gas is because he opposes
distorting markets?

The Energy Information Administra-
tion reports that in fiscal year 2010,
$14.7 billion in energy-specific subsidies
went to advance renewable energy
compared to $4.2 billion in energy-re-
lated subsidies that went to advance
fossil fuels. In other words, there are
three times as many government sub-
sidies going to renewable energy as
there are going to oil, gas, and coal
combined. Now, that is what you call
distorting the market.

Contrary to the President’s presen-
tation, these are not tax loopholes that
need to be closed. The term ‘‘tax loop-
hole” implies that a tax incentive is
susceptible to an exploitation of an un-
intended benefit. While the Tax Code
has some tax loopholes that we must
clearly eliminate, the tax expenditures
that benefit oil and gas companies were
intended to incentivize a particular ac-
tivity or behavior. For instance, sec-
tion 199 of the Internal Revenue Code
includes an incentive for the domestic
production of oil and gas. This is no
loophole. Congress, on a bipartisan
basis, understands that without this in-
centive, we could see an enormous re-
duction in employment, and it is sim-
ply inaccurate to state that this incen-
tive adds little to our economic or en-
ergy security.

The American people need to under-
stand that repeal of this policy will
only increase our dependence on for-
eign-produced oil. But this does not
seem to bother the President one bit.
On March 20 of last year, the President
told a group of political and business
leaders in Brazil that we ‘“want to help
with technology and support to develop
these o0il reserves safely, and when
you’re ready to start selling, we want
to be one of your best customers.”

As hard as it is to believe, the admin-
istration does not even seem to share
the desire of the American people for
lower energy prices. The President’s
Secretary of Energy, Secretary Steven
Chu, stated: ‘“We have to figure out
how to boost the price of gasoline to
the levels in Europe.”” Gas prices in Eu-
rope are $8 to $10 a gallon, and that is
where the administration and environ-
mental activists want gas prices to be
for Americans. Even President Obama
stated in 2008 that he would prefer a
gradual adjustment to high gasoline
prices, just maybe not a quick spike.

The President claims he is for an all-
of-the-above energy policy so long as it



February 29, 2012

does not include offshore drilling, drill-
ing on our western lands, the develop-
ment of energy in Alaska, and the Key-
stone Pipeline. My reading of his all-of-
the-above approach is some-of-the-
above and only those that are poll-test-
ed and approved by environmental ac-
tivists.

This is terrible tax policy, it is ter-
rible energy policy, and it is terrible
economic policy. Unfortunately, it is
all we have from this administration.

The reality is that our country relies
upon oil and gas because it is depend-
able, abundant, affordable, and domes-
tic. Raising taxes on American compa-
nies that produce oil and gas will be
felt by all Americans not only at the
pump but also through a decrease in
dividends to many middle-class share-
holders. This is the wrong prescription
for our ailing economy.

For this administration, the goal re-
mains not lower energy prices but the
liberal dream of getting America off of
oil. Just the other day, the President’s
Secretary of Energy acknowledged that
the overall goal of his Department is
not to lower the cost of traditional en-
ergy but to decrease dependency on oil.

For what it is worth, this commit-
ment to restricting domestic produc-
tion is a policy that divides my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle.
They know the President is putting the
preferred lifestyle policies of wealthy
urbanites ahead of the needs of blue-
collar and union workers and middle-
class Americans. They know the deci-
sion by the President to kill the Key-
stone Pipeline put environmental in-
terest groups ahead of the needs of
workers, commuters, and families.

President Obama has traded in the
hardhat-and-lunch-bucket heritage of
the Democratic Party for a hipster fe-
dora and a double-skim latte. He has
put liberal environmental dreams
ahead of the economic reality that
working-class Americans have been
struggling with for years. The Nation’s
unemployment rate has been above 8
percent for 36 straight months. The av-
erage duration of unemployment was
40.1 weeks in January 2012. Yet the
President and his allies in the Senate
have helped to kill projects that would
undeniably lead to the creation of hun-
dreds of thousands of high-paying
American jobs.

Gas prices have now risen for 20
straight days. Gas prices are now up 30
cents over the last month and 18 cents
in the past 2 weeks. We are cruising to-
ward $5-a-gallon gas, and the President
resists any long-term solutions to
these rising energy prices.

The American people deserve better
than this. They have waited 3 long
years for a serious energy agenda from
this President, and if he does not ad-
dress this energy crisis soon, in less
than a year the American people will
be looking to another President to pro-
mote an energy program that will fi-
nally create jobs and lower the cost of
energy for all Americans. Look, we
have energy within our country’s
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boundaries. We have energy that is just
begging to be developed, that would
help us to make it through these try-
ing times. We need the lowest cost en-
ergy we can possibly have, and we are
not going to get it under this Presi-
dent. We are not going to get it under
this administration. I hope my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle wake
up and realize we are putting our coun-
try right down the drain.

I saw, sometime over the last couple
of weeks, The Economist magazine.
The front page of that magazine criti-
cizes us for the overregulatory nature
of our economy and of our government.
We are making it so it is almost impos-
sible for businesses to expand and cre-
ate high-paid jobs.

We can solve our own energy needs.
We have between 800 billion and 1.6
trillion barrels of recoverable oil in oil
shale in Utah, Colorado, and Wyoming
alone. We have billions of barrels of oil
in ANWR up in Alaska and billions of
barrels of oil at other sites in Alaska.
Fortunately, we found oil in the
Bakken claim in North Dakota, but the
only reason we have been able to drill
there is because it is private land. For-
tunately, we found some places down in
Texas, but again they are on private
land. We can’t get the permits and the
ability to drill on public land or even
develop oil shale on public land. Yes, it
would cost us more per barrel to de-
velop that oil, but it would also bring
down the intense problems we have in
trying to find enough oil and gas to
keep our country moving ahead as the
greatest country in the world. We have
to simply get this administration to
wake up and realize there are many
ways we can solve our energy prob-
lems—many ways.

We are also awash in natural gas. A
lot of people have been saying we need
to develop our natural gas. We need to
develop more of our energy resources
than we are developing now. And we
can do it. America can do it if we get
the government off the backs of those
who produce energy. I hope and pray
that Democrats and Republicans alike
will lock arms, get together, and solve
the problems facing our country, re-
gardless of this President, who doesn’t
seem to know what to do or how to do
it.

This is a crucial time for our coun-
try. There is no excuse for us to be in
the mess we are in. But unfortunately,
we are here because of the poor energy
policies of this administration.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Michigan.

———

STOCK OPTION LOOPHOLE

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, there
has been a great deal of conversation
recently about the need to close tax
loopholes. This is a welcome develop-
ment for those of us who have gone
after these loopholes for years. It is
particularly timely as the public is fo-
cusing more and more on how tax loop-
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holes distort economic incentives and
often benefit the wealthiest among us
at the expense of most U.S. taxpayers.

Last week, President Obama released
a framework for business tax reform
that took aim at many corporate tax
loopholes. I look forward to working
with the administration and with our
colleagues in the Senate to make real
reform a reality—reform that brings
greater fairness to the Tax Code, elimi-
nates incentives for moving jobs and
assets overseas, restores revenue lost
to unjustified tax loopholes, and helps
us reduce the deficit without damaging
vital programs for education, transpor-
tation, health care, and national secu-
rity.

One recent and very public announce-
ment illustrates dramatically our Tax
Code’s distortions and the need for re-
form. At the center of this story is
Facebook and its founder and CEO
Mark Zuckerberg. Mr. Zuckerberg and
his company have become a remark-
able American business success story.
As part of that success, Facebook is in
the process of making its initial public
offering of stock. The public docu-
ments that Facebook is required to file
as part of that offering tell another
compelling story about one of our Tax
Code’s unjustified corporate loopholes.

According to its filings, when
Facebook goes public, Mr. Zuckerberg
plans to exercise options to purchase
120 million shares of stock for 6 cents a
share. Obviously, Mr. Zuckerberg’s
shares are going to be worth a great
deal more than 6 cents each—a total of
about $7 million. They will apparently
be worth in the neighborhood of $5 bil-
lion.

Here is where the tax loophole comes
in. Under current law, Facebook can,
perfectly legally, tell investors and the
public and regulators that the stock
options he received cost the company a
mere 6 cents a share. That is the ex-
pense shown on the company’s books.
But the company can also, perfectly le-
gally, later on file a tax return claim-
ing that those same options cost the
company something close to what the
shares actually sell for later on—per-
haps $40 a share. The company can
take a tax deduction for that far larger
amount. So the books show a highly
profitable company—Dprofitable, in
part, because of the relatively small
expense the company shows on its
books for the stock options it grants to
its employees—but when it comes time
to pay taxes, to pay Uncle Sam, the
loophole in the Tax Code allows the
company to take a tax deduction for a
far larger expense than they have
shown on their books.

In addition, Facebook is allowed by
law to carry back the so-called loss
arising from this deduction for 2 years
into the past, which means it can claim
a tax refund for the income tax it has
paid over the past 2 years—a refund
that the company estimates at $¥ bil-
lion. So instead of paying taxes to the
Treasury, this profitable company will
claim a hefty refund on the taxes al-
ready paid.
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But that is not all. The company says
it will, as allowed by law, also carry
forward the so-called losses arising
from this tax deduction for over 20
years into the future, thereby reducing
any taxes that it owes in the years
ahead. Over the years, this loophole
could give a tax break of up to $3 bil-
lion. The end result is that a profitable
U.S. corporation—a success story—
could end up paying no taxes at all for
years, even decades.

I emphasize that Facebook’s actions
are within the law. As with so much of
our Tax Code, it is not the law-break-
ing that shocks the conscience, it is
the stuff that is perfectly legal. For
years, my Permanent Subcommittee
on Investigations has identified this
stock option loophole and tried to ex-
plain its cost, its unfairness, and why
it should be closed. Facebook’s $3 bil-
lion tax break brings the issue into
sharp focus.

Again, the stock option loophole al-
lows corporations to compensate their
executives with stock options, report a
specific stock option expense to their
shareholders, and then later take a tax
deduction for typically a much higher
amount. Stock option grants are the
only kind of compensation where the
Tax Code allows companies to claim a
higher expense for tax purposes than it
shows on its books. Our subcommittee
found that the difference between what
U.S. corporations tell the public and
what they told the IRS was as much as
$61 billion in 1 year.

Facebook’s use of this loophole is the
most pointed illustration yet of the
cost of this loophole. It is difficult to
get our minds around a $3 billion tax
break for a single corporation. Just
how big is it? Well, consider this: In
2009, the most recent year for which
IRS data is available, taxpayers from
11 States in our Union sent less than $3
billion in individual income tax rev-
enue to the Treasury. How does this
make any sense? After all, American
taxpayers are going to have to make up
for what Facebook’s tax deduction
costs the Treasury. That $3 billion is
either going to come out of the pockets
of American families now or it will add
to the deficit they are going to have to
pay for later.

What could our Nation do with the $3
billion it will lose when Facebook ex-
ploits the stock option loophole? We
could reduce the Federal deficit or we
could pay for programs that protect
our seniors, put cops on the beat or
teachers in classrooms. The $3 billion
Facebook will get in tax deductions
would more than triple the budget of
the Small Business Administration,
which seeks to help American entre-
preneurs create jobs and grow the econ-
omy. Three billion dollars would pay
for the Pentagon’s budget for housing
our military families for nearly 2 full
years. It would pay the budget of the
National Institute of Science and Tech-
nology for 4 full years. It would more
than triple what we plan to spend help-
ing homeless veterans next year. It
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would pay 6 times over for the 24 Reap-
er unmanned aerial vehicles the Air
Force plans to buy next year.

Some are going to argue that
Facebook’s tax break is offset by the
fact that Mr. Zuckerberg himself, as
well as the other executives who are re-
ceiving stock options, will pay taxes as
individuals. As various news reports in-
dicate, Mr. Zuckerberg will face a sub-
stantial tax bill on the $5 billion in
compensation he is about to receive—
perhaps in the neighborhood of a $2 bil-
lion tax bill. But it is unlikely that the
individual taxes Mr. Zuckerberg pays
will offset the tax revenues lost to this
loophole. What the Treasury receives
from Mr. Zuckerberg on the one hand,
it will return, and then some, to his
company with the other hand. We also
should remember that Mr.
Zuckerberg’s financial future is closely
tied to that of his company. The value
of the options and his retained interest
make that clear. To the extent that his
corporation benefits—and as I have
shown, Facebook will benefit hand-
somely from the use of this loophole—
Mr. Zuckerberg stands to benefit as
well. Put simply, some of that big tax
bill he faces right now will come back
to him through the corporation he will
still own a huge part of and will con-
trol.

Our tax system is built on the prin-
ciple that businesses as well as individ-
uals ought to help pay our Nation’s
bills. Corporations impose plenty of
costs on society, from environmental
disasters, financial bailouts, product
recalls, and more. Businesses also want
and need government services, includ-
ing efficient transportation systems,
patent protections, even Federal loan
guarantees. Paying those costs is why
we have a corporate income tax to
begin with. Both businesses and indi-
viduals are required by law to con-
tribute, and should do so, to meet their
civic obligations and to pay their fair
share. There is no reason Facebook and
the other corporations that use this
tax loophole should continue to receive
these windfall tax deductions.

Senator CONRAD and I earlier this
month introduced S. 2075, the Cut Un-
justified Tax Loopholes Act, or CUT
Loopholes Act. This bill, similar to the
legislation I have introduced in the
past few Congresses, would close this
loophole. Under our bill, corporations
would no longer be allowed to claim
tax deductions for options that are
larger than the expense they report to
their shareholders and to people con-
sidering buying their stock. It would
also subject stock options to the same
$1 million cap on deductions for execu-
tive compensation that now applies to
other forms of compensation. At the
same time—and this is important to
know—our bill would leave unchanged
the way the law applies to individuals
who receive stock options, and it would
leave unchanged incentive stock op-
tions that are offered by startup com-
panies. We would not affect that.

The stock option loophole should
have been closed long before Mr.
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Zuckerberg’s extraordinarily lucrative
options became public. But surely the
case of Facebook illustrates to the
Senate, to the Congress, and to the
American people that we must close
this loophole.

I have spoken today about one cor-
porate tax loophole, but there are
many more. The momentum has never
been stronger for tax reform that
brings more fairness to the Tax Code,
restores revenue lost to unjustified tax
loopholes, reduces the deficit, and pro-
tects important priorities. I look for-
ward to working with our colleagues
and with the administration to turn
that momentum into real reform.

Madam President, I thank the Chair,
I yield the floor, and I note the absence
of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

——
BLUNT AMENDMENT

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
rise today to discuss the amendment to
the surface transportation bill offered
by my friend and colleague from Mis-
souri, Senator BLUNT.

For reasons beyond me, the other
side has demanded a vote on birth con-
trol. It seems they wish to debate
whether we should take away access to
contraception for millions of women.

Cooler heads are not prevailing on
the other side of the aisle these days.
There are some wiser voices on their
side who do seem to regret they are
having this debate, but they are the
minority.

Just this morning, the senior Sen-
ator from Alaska is quoted in the New
York Times expressing exacerbation.
Of her party’s push to roll back access
to contraception, she says:

I don’t know where we are going with this
1ssue.

I sympathize with the frustration
shown by my friend from Alaska. There
is no good answer about where the
other side is going with this issue—ex-
cept, perhaps, back to the 19th century.

This whole debate is an anachronism.
Our country progressed beyond the
issue of whether to allow birth control
a long time ago. Yet here we are in 2012
and some in the Republican Party sud-
denly want to turn back the clock and
take away contraception from millions
of women.

Make no mistake, that is what this
debate is about, as backward as it is. I
keep hearing this measure being re-
ferred to as the Blunt amendment,
named after its sponsor, my friend, the
Senator from Missouri. We should, in-
stead, call it for what it will be: an at-
tempt to take away for millions of
women birth control.
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If this amendment passes, it would
ban contraception coverage for any
woman in America whose boss has a
personal objection to it. The measure
would force women to surrender con-
trol of their own health decisions to
their bosses. That concept is not mere-
ly quaint or old-fashioned, it is dan-
gerous, and it is wrong.

According to the Department of
Health and Human Services, some 20
million American women could be cut
off from health services by this pro-
posal. The other side does not want the
debate framed in those terms because
they know it makes them look silly. So
instead, they are spinning.

In the last week, there have been op-
eds penned by the minority leader, the
junior Senator from Massachusetts,
and the junior Senator from Missouri,
all seeking to frame this as about pro-
tecting religious liberty.

The debate may have been about reli-
gious liberty for a time, but now some
on the other side have overplayed their
hand. They may have started seeking
protections for religious-affiliated em-
ployers, but now they sense a ripe time
to make headway on a far-right social
agenda.

The debate reminds me of a famous
quote that our former colleague Dale
Bumpers used to invoke. It was a quote
by H.L.. Mencken, who said:

When someone says it’s not about the
money, it’s usually about the money.

Well, when the other side tries so
hard to claim this is not a debate about
contraception, that is how you know
this debate is precisely about contra-
ception.

The amendment is not about reli-
gious liberty. The truth is religious in-
stitutions have always been exempt
under the law from certain coverage re-
quirements. Under the President’s
compromise, an even larger set of em-
ployers—those with a religious affili-
ation such as certain hospitals and
schools—also will not have to pay for
contraception coverage. It will, in-
stead, be covered by the insurance
company. The President’s compromise
has been widely embraced, including by
many of the same church-affiliated or-
ganizations that expressed concern
originally.

The administration is working on a
solution for self-insured employers. I
am confident they will find a way that
works for everyone.

The amendment being voted on to-
morrow is not responsive to any real
concerns about religious freedom. Its
reach extends far beyond church orga-
nizations that legitimately seek con-
siderations based on conscience. It
wants to let any employer in the coun-
try decide to cut off services for any
reason whatsoever.

Under the guise of religious liberty,
some on the hard right are trying to
accomplish a political goal: banning
contraception more widely. This is a
goal the other side has been pursuing
for a while now at the State level. At
the heart of many of the personhood
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proposals being advanced in State leg-
islatures is an attempt to cut off wom-
en’s access to certain forms of contra-
ception.

Some Republicans in the Senate now
seem to want to nationalize this fringe
debate over whether contraception
should be allowed. It is not a political
winner. Even the House Republicans
seem to have the good sense not to
bring up the amendment on the floor of
their Chamber. But here the other side
is pushing ahead with the ban.

It is so far-reaching, it has stirred a
wide collection of health organizations
to speak out against it. These are
groups such as the American Academy
of Pediatrics, the American Congress of
Obstetricians and Gynecologists, the
March of Dimes, and Easter Seals.
These are groups with no agenda other
than protecting the health of those
they serve.

In a letter these groups sent earlier
this week, they pointed out the wide
variety of services that an employer
could decline to provide, such as child
vaccinations and mammograms.

It is true that all these services and
more are threatened by this amend-
ment. But are Republicans against
child vaccinations and mammograms?
I doubt it. So let’s admit what this de-
bate is really about and what Repub-
licans want to take away from millions
of American women. It is contracep-
tion. We should call this debate and
this amendment for what it will be for
millions of women whose boss may
have a personal objection: This is a
contraception ban.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Maryland.

————

BICENTENNIAL OF THE WAR OF
1812

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I
rise today to commemorate the 200th
anniversary of the War of 1812 and the
“Star Spangled Banner,” and to honor
the memory of all Americans who came
together in America’s ‘“‘Second War of
Independence,’”’ particularly those fall-
en heroes who gave their lives during
the conflict.

It is important Americans recognize
the service and sacrifice of all those
who have worn the uniform of this Na-
tion. On behalf of the Senate, I thank
the millions of brave men and women
who have served in the U.S. Armed
Forces and risked their lives for our
Nation, including during the War of
1812.

The War of 1812 confirmed America’s
independence from Great Britain in the
eyes of the world. Before the war, the
British had been routinely imposing on
American sovereignty. They had im-
pressed American merchant seamen
into the British Royal Navy, enforced
illegal and unfair trade rules with the
United States, and allegedly offered as-
sistance to American Indian tribes that
were attacking frontier settlements. In
response, the United States declared
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war on Great Britain to protest these
violations of free trade, sailors’ rights,
and sanctioning raids on American
land.

After 2% years of conflict, the British
Navy sailed up the heart of the Chesa-
peake Bay with combined military and
naval forces, and in August 1814 at-
tacked Washington, DC, burning to the
ground the U.S. Capitol, the White
House, and much of the rest of our cap-
ital city. Less than 3 weeks later, the
British set their eyes upon the next
prize: the strategic port city of Balti-
more, MD.

American forces, primarily made up
of citizens of Baltimore, prepared Bal-
timore City’s defenses. Marylanders
fought the British army during the
Battle of North Point and helped re-
pulse the British Navy from Fort
McHenry during the now infamous Bat-
tle of Baltimore. I want to point out
that the American forces during the
Battle of North Point were volunteer
militia. In the battle, just 260 members
of the 5th Brigade of the Maryland Mi-
litia, heavily outnumbered by the high-
ly trained British infantry, managed to
delay the British forces long enough
for 10,000 reinforcements to arrive, pre-
venting a land attack against Balti-
more.

The British assault also failed at sea.
Following 25 hours of intense British
naval bombardment at Fort McHenry,
the American defenders refused to
yield, and the British were forced to
depart. During the bombardment, an
American lawyer, Francis Scott Key,
who was being held onboard an Amer-
ican flag-of-truce vessel in Baltimore
Harbor, beheld, by the dawn’s early
light, the American flag still flying
atop Fort McHenry.

Key realized then that the Americans
had survived the battle and stopped the
enemy advance. Moved by the sight of
the American flag flying over Fort
McHenry, he composed the poem called
“The Defense of Fort McHenry,”’” which
was later set to music, becoming ‘“The
Star Spangled Banner’ that officially
became the National Anthem on March
3, 1931. We will be celebrating this
weekend the 82nd anniversary of the
“Star Spangled Banner’” becoming the
official national anthem of our coun-
try. The flag that flew over Fort
McHenry during that fateful night is
now a national treasure on display at
the Smithsonian Institution—an inspi-
ration to all Americans—a very short
distance from where we are today.

The War of 1812 confirmed the legit-
imacy of the Revolution and served as
a critical test for the U.S. Constitution
and our newly established democratic
government. Our young Nation battled
against the largest, most powerful
military on Earth at the time and
emerged with an enhanced standing
among the countries of the world. A
new generation of Americans too
young to remember the victory of the
Revolutionary War were inspired by
Francis Scott Key’s poem to take pride
in our Nation’s flag, which embodies
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our universal feelings of patriotism and
courage.

As a Marylander, I am proud of the
role my State played in the War of
1812, and I have been involved in legis-
lative efforts to bring greater attention
to this bicentennial celebration. My
colleague Congressman RUPPERSBER-
GER and I were sponsors of the Star
Spangled Banner Commemorative Coin
Act, signed into law by President
Obama in August 2010, directing the
U.S. Mint to create coins commemo-
rating this important anniversary.

These gold and silver coin designs are
emblematic of the War of 1812, particu-
larly the Battle of Baltimore that
formed the basis for the lyrics to our
National Anthem. The coins are set to
go on sale in March and will be sold
only during this year. The surcharges
from these commemorative coins will
provide support to the Maryland War of
1812 Bicentennial Commission to con-
duct bicentennial activities, assist in
educational outreach, and preserve
sites and structures relating to the
War of 1812.

I am also planning to introduce with
my colleagues Senator PORTMAN, Sen-
ator KERRY, and Senator MIKULSKI a
resolution to mark this occasion, to
celebrate the heroism of the American
people during the conflict, and to rec-
ognize the various organizations in-
volved in organizing commemorative
events in Maryland and throughout the
United States in the coming years, in-
cluding the U.S. Armed Forces, the Na-
tional Park Service, and the Maryland
War of 1812 Bicentennial Commaission.

As we recognize all these ongoing ef-
forts during this commemorative pe-
riod, I encourage all Americans to re-
member the sacrifice of those who gave
their lives to defend our Nation’s free-
dom and democracy, and to join in the
bicentennial celebration of our victory
in the War of 1812.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHUMER). The Senator from California
is recognized.

———

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, could
the Presiding Officer tell me what the
pending business is? Are we on the
Transportation bill at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 4 minutes in morning busi-
ness.

Mrs. BOXER. All right. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

The Senator from New York is recog-
nized.
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WOMEN’S HEALTH CARE

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, it
is with great disappointment and baf-
flement that I stand here yet again in
the year 2012 to draw a line in the sand
against another outrageous attempt to
roll back women’s access to basic
health care services.

After insisting that we debate the
long-settled concept of provided access
to birth control, when 99 percent of
American women use this medication
at some point in their life, many of
whom use it not even for contracep-
tion, Republicans have chosen to take
another extreme step to roll back all
women’s health care rights. So instead
of talking about how to grow our econ-
omy, we are wasting time on the latest
overreach and intrusion into women’s
lives. When will my colleagues under-
stand this very nondebatable fact, that
the decisions of whether a woman
takes one medicine or another, or what
type of health care she should have ac-
cess to, should not be the decision of
her boss—a commonsense, simple prin-
ciple, that bosses and employers should
not make these very personal deci-
sions. What could be more intrusive
than that?

Let me be clear. This debate, as the
Presiding Officer said in his remarks,
has nothing to do with religious free-
dom. You do not have to take it from
me. Take it from the Supreme Court.
Take it from Justice Antonin Scalia,
one of the most conservative Justices
of our Supreme Court.

In the majority decision in 1990, Em-
ployment Division v. Smith, Justice
Scalia wrote, ““We have never held that
an individual’s religious beliefs excuse
him from compliance with an other-
wise valid law prohibiting that the
State is free to regulate.”” And that is
exactly what we are seeing here. Em-
ployers cannot pick or choose what
laws they are going to follow. Employ-
ers cannot pick or choose if they want
to follow this labor law or that labor
law. They have to follow the law.

This extreme amendment Repub-
licans are bringing up for a vote tomor-
row makes it clear that this is a polit-
ical and ideological overreach, not a
religious issue. The fact that they want
to exempt all businesses from pro-
viding any preventive care for a woman
is outrageous and a clear, callous dis-
regard for the health and well-being of
America’s women.

The Blunt amendment would allow
any insurer or employer to refuse cov-
erage for any health care service other-
wise required under the Affordable
Care Act, jeopardizing vital and nec-
essary health care services for millions
of Americans, services such as prenatal
care that help our babies survive; fer-
tility treatments; testing for HIV;
mental health services; screening for
cervical cancer; screening for type 2 di-
abetes; vaccinations.

Coverage for any or all of these serv-
ices and countless others could be de-
nied to any person under this radically
broad amendment. This amendment is
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not just dangerous for women, it is also
dangerous to our children, and chil-
dren’s health groups are opposing this
amendment because vaccines could be
denied on the basis of personal belief.
Denying childhood preventive care
could negatively influence their health
as adults, adding billions of dollars in
additional health care costs through-
out the lives of these children as they
gTOW.

We will not stand for these attempts
to undermine the ability of a woman to
make her own decision about what is
best for her and what is best to protect
her children. If our Republican col-
leagues want to continue to take this
issue head on, we will stand here as
often as necessary to draw a line in the
sand and to make it known that in the
Senate we oppose these attacks on
women’s rights and women’s health.
And even if House Republicans are not
going to allow women’s voices to be
heard in their hearings, women’s voices
will surely be heard all across our
country.

It is time to agree that women de-
serve access to preventive health care
services regardless of where they work
and who their boss is. It is time to
agree to get back to work on legisla-
tion that can create jobs and get our
economy moving. That is what the
American people want us to be debat-
ing. That is what our mission should be
here in Congress, and that is where our
sole focus should be, not on under-
mining protection and well being for
America’s women.

I yield the floor.

———————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

——————

MOVING AHEAD FOR PROGRESS IN
THE 21ST CENTURY ACT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
1813, which the clerk will report by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1813) to reauthorize Federal-aid
highway and highway safety construction
programs, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Reid amendment No. 1730, of a perfecting
nature.

Reid (for Blunt) amendment No. 1520 (to
amendment No. 1730), to amend the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act to pro-
tect rights of conscience with regard to re-
quirements for coverage of specific items and
services.

Mrs. BOXER. As the senior Senator
from New York relinquishes the chair
to his colleague from New York, I want
to thank both of them for their amaz-
ing leadership in every issue we turn to
today.

Senator SCHUMER’s work to help us
bring this transportation bill to the
floor is exemplary. And Senator SCHU-
MER knows, as Senator GILLIBRAND
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knows and every one of us knows, we
cannot have a strong economy if we
cannot move goods, if we cannot move
people, if commerce comes to a halt.
So we have to pass a transportation
bill to make sure our highways are ade-
quate, our bridges are safe, our com-
merce can move, and our transit sys-
tems can carry people from one place
to another.

I want to say to my colleague who is
now sitting in the chair, Senator GILLI-
BRAND, that I listened to her remarks.
I am very touched by them. She talked
about women’s voices, and she is dedi-
cated to ensuring they are heard. Let
me assure my friend that her voice has
been heard on this and so many other
important issues. And it is an effective
voice. She was the one who came to me
when the Republicans started to say
they did not think it was necessary for
women to have access to birth control
with no copay through their insurance,
and said: BARBARA, do you understand
that a full 15 percent of women are pre-
scribed birth control pills because they
want to avoid ovarian cancer, they
want to make sure that a cyst on an
ovary does not get out of control, they
want to avoid debilitating monthly
pain, and even it is used for terrible
skin conditions?

So when we hear our colleagues talk
about birth control as if it is some un-
necessary prescription—although you
never hear them say it when it comes
to Viagra, I would note—let me point
out it is necessary. We will be on our
feet day after day, month after month,
hour after hour, and minute after
minute, because we are not going to let
them take away medicine from women.
Oh, no. They are not. They will not.
And the women of this country will not
have it. They are engaged in this de-
bate. They understand it. My friend
from New York has been an incredible
voice.

So here we are. We are on the high-
way bill. You may wonder, why is it
that the Senator from New York came
and talked about the issue of birth con-
trol and women’s health when we are
on a highway bill? Well, here is the
news: My Republican colleagues are so
intent on taking away women’s rights,
rights to health care, that they in-
sisted on having a vote to take away
these rights before they would allow
the highway bill to move forward. Can
you imagine?

I think it appropriate that at this
point I pay tribute to my colleague,
Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE, who has been
an amazing colleague, who has been a
voice of reason, a voice of progress,
over the many years she has served. I
have served with her in the House and
the Senate, I do not know, decades. I
will miss OLYMPIA SNOWE. But let’s lis-
ten to what she said. She said: This
place has become so polarized, so par-
tisan we cannot move forward.

I would submit to you that the situa-
tion we find ourselves in at this mo-
ment is exhibit A on why someone such
as OLYMPIA SNOWE is saying this has
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been a privilege and a wonderful thing,
but I think I am going to move on. Be-
cause here we have a highway bill that
is completely bipartisan. And again,
my colleague in the chair from New
York, Senator GILLIBRAND, is a very
important member of the Environment
and Public Works Committee. We
passed a bill out of our committee with
a vote of 18 to 0. We had 100 percent
support in a polarized time because ev-
erybody understands we have to make
sure we have a No. 1 transportation
system, a class A transportation sys-
tem in this great country of ours, a vi-
sion that was first brought to us by
Dwight Eisenhower in the 1950s when
he said, we have to be able to have a
network of national highways.

So here is a bill that comes out of the
EPW Committee 100 percent bipartisan.
The section that dealt with banking
comes out of the Banking Committee
100 percent bipartisan. It comes out of
the Finance Committee very bipar-
tisan, not 100 percent but very. And in
Commerce it had a problem, which we
have rectified, and it is now bipartisan.

So four committees have done their
work on the transportation highway
bill, and all of them have been bipar-
tisan. So we come to the floor—I think
this is now the third week or the sec-
ond week on the bill—the second week
on the bill—and we have gone nowhere,
because in order for us to move for-
ward, the Republicans are insisting on
a vote to take away women’s health
care. So Senator REID said to them:
Fine. We will vote on it Thursday
morning. But let it be known through-
out this land what is going on.

Sometimes people tune in and they
say: Oh, it is so complicated, I cannot
follow it. It is not complicated. Here is
where we are: We have a bipartisan
bill, 2.8 million jobs are at stake. We
have to do it. The transportation bill is
going to expire, the authorization, so
we will not have any program in place
March 31. We have to do this work, and
we cannot move forward unless we
have a vote on a polarizing amend-
ment—a polarizing amendment.

How did it come about, this polar-
izing amendment? It came about be-
cause we passed the health care law
that made some incredible break-
throughs. Two of the biggest break-
throughs, I think, in that bill is that
we for the first time said to insurance
companies and employers: When you
provide insurance for your people, it
must include a list of essential health
care benefits and preventive health
care benefits.

Let me read you the list of essential
health care benefits that people of
America are going to have unless the
Blunt amendment passes and takes
this away. This is the list of essential
benefits the Blunt amendment would
take away: Emergency services, hos-
pitalization, maternity and newborn
care, mental health treatment, preven-
tive and wellness services, pediatric
services, prescription drugs, ambula-
tory patient services, rehabilitative
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services and devices, and laboratory
services.

These are categories of services that
health insurance plans must cover
under health care reform. But if the
Blunt amendment passes—and we know
it started because of birth control, but
it has reached beyond that to every
single essential health benefit that any
employer in this Nation, if Blunt
passes, could say: I do not want to do
any of these. I do not want to do some
of these, because I have a moral objec-
tion.

So if you worked for an employer
who believes that prayer is what we
need to cure illness—and by the way,
that is their right. I would fight for
their right to believe that. They would
be able, however, to tell you that that
is your alternative, and they do not
have to provide any of those essential
health benefits in their insurance plan.

The other thing the Blunt amend-
ment does is it says that no more pre-
ventive health benefits will be re-
quired. Under the law, these are the
preventive health benefits that are re-
quired to be offered to you. You do not
have to take them if you are an em-
ployee who has an objection to any of
these things. You do not have to do it,
but they have to be offered to you:
Breast cancer screenings, cervical can-
cer screenings, hepatitis A and B vac-
cines, measles and mumps vaccine,
colorectal cancer screening, diabetes
screening, cholesterol screening, blood
pressure screening, obesity screening,
tobacco cessation, autism screening,
hearing screening for newborns, sickle
cell screening, fluoride supplements,
tuberculosis testing for children, de-
pression screening, osteoporosis screen-
ing, flu vaccines for children and the
elderly, contraception.

Contraception is a preventive health
benefit because we know it prevents
unintended pregnancies and prevents
abortion and prevents illness. Fifteen
percent of people take it to prevent ill-
ness. Also, well-woman visits, HPV
testing, STD screening, HIV screening,
breast feeding support, domestic vio-
lence screening, and gestational diabe-
tes screening—all of these have to be
provided. But if you don’t want to take
contraception, you can say, no; I am
not interested in that. If you don’t
want to have your child to have a vac-
cine—personally, I think that is ter-
rible—but you don’t have to. But that
is what is required.

Under the Blunt amendment, let’s be
clear. Any employer who simply says
they have a moral objection can say:
Sorry, see this list. We are not going to
do 6, 7, 8, 9, or 10 things here. For ex-
ample, obesity screening, we believe
that is your problem, and we have a
moral objection to that. Colorectal
cancer screening, I have an objection
to that because, again, my religion
says it doesn’t do any good.

This is why Blunt is so dangerous. It
is about denying women the absolute
right to have contraception offered to
them—it does that, but it does a lot
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more than that. Again, we are on a
highway transportation bill. It is 2.8
million jobs. It came out of four com-
mittees, and it is bipartisan. It will
keep this country moving. It will keep
this economy going.

Madam President, I want you to
imagine one Super Bowl stadium filled
with people. Think about what that
looks like in your mind’s eye. Every
seat in that stadium is filled. Now
imagine 15 of those stadiums filled.
That is how many unemployed con-
struction workers there are in this
great country today.

Yes, we are making progress. Yes,
President Obama took us out of the
worst recession since the Great Depres-
sion that he inherited. Yes, he turned
it around. But he and we say, we have
to do more. We cannot just say, be-
cause we are creating jobs now, it is
enough. The President knows it; we
know it. We were bleeding 800,000 jobs
when he took over, and now we have
stemmed it and we are creating a cou-
ple hundred jobs a month—100,000,
200,000—thank goodness. We have cre-
ated, in the last 6 months or so, hun-
dreds and hundreds of thousands of
jobs.

Here is the point: Why on Earth
would we take a U-turn as we are on
the road to economic recovery, as we
are on the road to a bill that is abso-
lutely necessary, and take up the issue
of women’s health? I am telling you, I
believe it is radical. I believe it is tak-
ing us backward. I believe it is hurtful
to women. I call on every woman, re-
gardless of political party, to make
your voice heard against the Blunt
amendment. You are being attacked.

What the President did in dealing
with the issue of contraception showed
the wisdom of Solomon. He basically
said: If you are a religious institution
and you have an objection to offering
contraception, you don’t have to do it.
So 335,000 churches are exempt. I feel
sorry for the employees who may not
agree with the church, but they work
for the church and therefore that is the
rule.

Religiously affiliated hospitals and
universities raised a question—you
know, they serve a broad array of peo-
ple. They hire a broad array of people,
not just people of one faith but of
many faiths and of many points of
view. They raised the question, saying:
We don’t feel comfortable. The Presi-
dent came up with a compromise that
has been embraced by Catholic Char-
ities, Catholics United, and the Catho-
lic Health Association. The only group
that doesn’t support him are the
bishops.

If I could respectfully say to them,
they don’t deliver the health care serv-
ices; Catholic Charities does, and the
Catholic Health Association does. They
represent thousands of providers. So
they have embraced the President’s
compromise. But not my Republican
friends. They didn’t. They want to
cause trouble and take away the abil-
ity for women to have access to contra-
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ception, without a copay—while they
support supplying Viagra to men. It is
stunning.

I think this is rippling across the
land. I don’t know if we have the
photo—I don’t think we have it on the
floor—of the last panel that was held in
the House, and my friend from New
York talked about it. We do have it.

This is a picture. A picture is worth
1,000 words. This is a panel on women’s
health focused on contraception. Where
are the women? Where are the women?
One, two, three, four, five men; they
are talking about women’s health care.
Not one of them ever had a baby. Not
one of them ever had a monthly cramp.
They are talking about women’s health
care like they know all about it.

The chairman, Chairman ISSA, didn’t
see immediately that there was a prob-
lem. There was a woman sitting there,
and she asked to be heard. She said, ‘I
have a story to tell this panel.”” Oh, no,
he didn’t want to hear from her. He
said she wasn’t qualified. Do you know
what her story was? It was about how
a friend of hers who was denied the
contraceptive pill and instead devel-
oped a terrible tumor on her ovary. He
didn’t think that was worthy of discus-
sion.

This issue is rippling through the
land. It says everything to me. We
women in the Senate are not going to
allow this to go unnoticed. That is a
symbol of what is happening to women
in this country. In the very States that
are passing legislation that some have
dubbed ‘‘State rape,” because it would
require a woman to be subjected to an
invasive vaginal probe without her con-
sent, now they are backing off. That
was the bill that almost passed in the
Virginia Legislature. Now they have
said: OK, it is a sonogram. There is an-
other way to do it. It took women cry-
ing out and saying: Wait a minute. Are
you kidding? And they are backing off.

Well, they better back up overall be-
cause this is the 21st century. Women
should be trusted and respected and
honored and believed. When you tell a
woman she needs to be lectured by
some stranger on her own personal de-
cisions, right away you are questioning
her worth. So the issue goes so far be-
yond the ability to obtain birth control
pills. The issue goes so far beyond that.
It really does. You can stand up here
and say it is not about women’s health,
it is really about religious freedom, but
as PATTY MURRAY, my colleague from
Washington, has said: When they say it
is not about contraception, it is about
contraception.

Others have said: When they say it is
not really about the money, it is really
about the money. When they say it is
not really about politics, it is about
politics.

This is about contraception, making
it difficult for women who don’t have
the means to have some sense of con-
trol over their reproductive lives and
to be able to access a pill that could
help them live a healthier life and live
longer and free of pain.
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So they will come and say: Oh, Sen-
ator BOXER, this isn’t about contracep-
tion; it is about religious freedom. The
President has taken care of the reli-
gious objection. I described how he did
it, and I will say it again. He said if
you are a religious institution, you
don’t have to provide contraception. If
you are a religiously affiliated institu-
tion, there will be a way for a third
party to deal with it. The Catholic
health organizations support it, Catho-
lic Charities. He has come up with a
compromise. There is no reason to have
this polarizing debate. Everybody
should have religious freedom, includ-
ing the employees, including the boss,
including everybody. So no one under
the President’s plan is forced to do
something they don’t want to do. We
just want to make sure when the Insti-
tute of Medicine tells us that avail-
ability to contraception saves lives and
protects health, women get a chance to
get it if they want. If they don’t want
it, they don’t have to get it. Of course
not.

Again, I will end where I started,
talking about my colleague OLYMPIA
SNOWE, who is retiring, not running
again, because she said we are so polar-
ized. This is exhibit 1. We are on a
transportation bill that is bipartisan,
but the other side can’t let it rest, can-
not move forward on it, and cannot
move to make sure our businesses and
our workers have a brighter future. Oh,
no, they have to delay it.

By the way, it is not only with this
birth control amendment and women’s
health amendment but with other
amendments that have nothing to do
with the subject. It is what makes the
American people wonder what we are
doing here.

I want to show some charts that deal
with transportation issues right now. I
will continue talking about OLYMPIA
SNOWE for a minute. I went through
some of the issues that I worked on
with her. I want to talk about them.
She and I wrote the Airline Passenger
Bill of Rights Act. We were very strong
because we knew our constituents were
getting stuck on aircraft hour after
hour, stuck on the tarmac, with no
food, kids screaming, nightmare sce-
narios, 9, 10 hours on the runway. We
thought passengers deserved a bill of
rights.

We worked with outside groups, some
wonderful people. Lo and behold, it
passed as part of the FAA bill that fi-
nally got enacted. We didn’t get 100
percent of what we wanted, but we got
90 percent. I was proud to work with
her.

In 2009, following a tragic Buffalo
commuter plane crash, which I know
the occupant of the chair remembers,
Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE wrote a bill to
implement the recommendations of the
National Transportation Safety Board
to make sure these pilots get enough
rest and that they are well-trained. We
were very pleased that moved forward.
We worked together—OLYMPIA and I—
on the Purple Heart for POWs to make
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sure the Purple Heart included pris-
oners of war who died in captivity and
they could get that to bless their mem-

ory.

We worked together against the glob-
al gag rule.

We worked together and wrote a let-
ter to the President—President
Obama—asking him to appoint a
woman to replace Justice David

Souter.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD this letter I will
be quoting from.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 11, 2009.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The announced re-
tirement of United States Supreme Court
Justice David Souter—an outstanding ju-
rist—has left you with the crucial task of
nominating someone for a lifetime appoint-
ment to our nation’s highest bench.

The most important thing is to nominate
an exceptionally well-qualified, intelligent
person to replace Justice Souter—and we are
convinced that person should be a woman.

Women make up more than half of our pop-
ulation, but right now hold only one seat out
of nine on the United States Supreme Court.
This is out of balance. In order for the Court
to be relevant, it needs to be diverse and bet-
ter reflect America.

Mr. President, we look forward with great
anticipation to your choice for the Supreme
Court vacancy.

Sincerely,
BARBARA BOXER,
U.S. Senator.
OLYMPIA J. SNOWE,
U.S. Senator.

Mrs. BOXER. I am so proud of this
letter we wrote together. In the letter,
we said:

The most important thing is to nominate
an exceptionally well-qualified, intelligent
person to replace Justice Souter. . . . Women
make up more than half of our population,
but right now hold only one seat out of nine.
. . . This is out of balance. In order for the
Court to be relevant, it needs to be diverse
and better reflect America.

Then, of course, the President nomi-
nated Sonia Sotomayor and we were
very excited about that.

So it was wonderful to work with her
on that, and we worked together on re-
specting human rights in Tibet and led
27 Senators in a letter to Chinese lead-
er Hu Jintao asking that Tibetans be
respected. Regarding women in Afghan-
istan, we worked together to ask Af-
ghan leaders to revise a law that would
legalize marital rape and impose other
Taliban restrictions on Shiite women
in Afghanistan.

This is just a partial list of issues I
have worked on with OLYMPIA SNOWE,
and I will do a longer tribute for the
record at a later time.

But, again, as I heard this news, I
was first filled with worry about her
health, and I hoped she was OK. But
she has clarified she absolutely is. So I
wish her nothing but the best. I know
she will always work on issues because

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

she is so good at looking at a problem
and solving it and not thinking first
whether it is Democratic or it is Re-
publican or where it falls on the polit-
ical scales. So I have appreciated work-
ing with her on so many of these im-
portant issues that have come before

us.

I think the Senate should take a
minute to think about this in relation
to this bill. The whole world is watch-
ing us. When I say that, I don’t mean
the whole world literally, but I think
the country is watching us. Why do I
say that? Because 1,000 groups have en-
dorsed our moving ahead with this
bill—a coalition of 1,075 organizations
from all 50 States. Here is what they
said about this Transportation bill:

There are few Federal efforts that rival the
potential of critical transportation infra-
structure investments for sustaining and
creating jobs and economic activity.

This is what they wrote. So they
know this is the way to sustain and re-
vive economic activity. This is what is
at stake: Right now, 1.8 million jobs
are created because we have a trans-
portation bill. That bill ends March 31.
So 1.8 million jobs are at stake if we
don’t act. Because of the way we wrote
our bill, we leveraged funding, and this
gained great bipartisan support. We
have greatly increased the TIFIA Pro-
gram, which is the transportation in-
frastructure financing program, which
leverages funds by 30 times. Because of
this, we believe we will see another 1
million jobs created. So we are talking
2.8 million jobs that are at stake. Yet
we have an amendment on women’s
health. I just keep coming back to how
insane that is.

I also wish to note again the many
unemployed construction workers. Re-
member, I said 15 stadiums could be
filled with unemployed construction
workers. This is the number: 1.48 mil-
lion construction industry workers un-
employed. The unemployment rate is
17.7 percent among construction indus-
try workers; whereas, the national un-
employment rate is 8.3 percent. We
know the housing sector is still having
major problems getting out of the funk
it is in. It is tough. So we have to do
this bill.

I have a picture, just in case your
mind’s eye wasn’t able to conjure it up.
Here is a picture of a stadium filled
with about 100,000 people. So 15 of these
stadiums would basically reflect all the
unemployed construction workers.

Which are the groups that are sup-
porting us and are they bipartisan? Oh,
my goodness. I don’t think I could
share with everyone a more bipartisan
list of organizations than the AAA, the
American Association of State High-
way and Transit Officials, the Amer-
ican Bus Association, the American
Concrete Pavement Association, the
American Council of Engineering Com-
panies, the American Highway Users
Alliance, the American Moving & Stor-
age Association, the American Public
Transportation Association, the Amer-
ican Road and Transportation Builders
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Association, the American Society of
Civil Engineers—and it goes on and
on—the trucking association, the Met-
ropolitan Transportation Organiza-
tions, Commercial Vehicle Safety Alli-
ance, Governors Highway Safety Asso-
ciation, International Union of Oper-
ating Engineers, Motor & Equipment
Manufacturers Association, National
Asphalt Pavement Association, Na-
tional Association of Development Or-
ganizations, U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, National Stone, Sand & Gravel
Association, National Construction Al-
liance.

Oh, it goes on. That is just a partial
list of those 1,000-plus organizations.

When we started our bill the Pre-
siding Officer will remember we made
history because we had Richard
Trumka, the head of the AFL-CIO, sit-
ting next to Tom Donohue, the head of
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.
Donohue and Trumka, the odd couple.
They are fighting and arguing on ev-
erything. Yet they came together in
front of our committee because they
know we will all benefit. All of Amer-
ica benefits when we do a bill such as
this.

I think I have shared a lot, but there
is one more point. If we allow this bill
to go away, and we are stuck with an
extension because the transportation
fund is not collecting enough gas tax
revenues—and there is a good-news rea-
son for that, which is we are getting
better fuel economy and we are using
public transit a lot more, so the gas
tax is not coming in at the rate it nor-
mally does—we will be down 35 percent
in the fund. So right away—right
away—631,000 jobs are gone. But what
is so great about our bill is that four
committees, including the Finance
Committee, filled the gap in a way that
was bipartisan.

Our story is a great story to tell. If I
had to tell my grandkids a story, I
would say: Once upon a time in Amer-
ica, we didn’t have a national road sys-
tem. But a Republican President
named Dwight Eisenhower had a vi-
sion. He was a general. He knew it was
important to move things in a reliable
way, and he had a vision of a national
transportation system, and everybody
in the country said: What a great idea.
So we started to have a bill every few
years to authorize a highway fund.
Then somebody came up with the no-
tion of it being funded by the users, so
that the gas tax would go—part of it—
to this fund and we would have enough
in that fund to build our highways and
our bridges, and then, later on, our
transit systems. People said: We have a
lot of wear and tear on the roads. What
if a lot of people took public transit
and got out of their cars? It would be
better for the air quality. It would be
better for everybody and for the state
of the roads, and so they were married
up, highways and transit and bridge