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Does this bill before us, which would 

open the faucet on a massive new re-
serve of fossil fuels, advance the stew-
ardship of the planet? Does it advance 
our rural economy? Clearly the answer 
is no. Stewardship, accountability, and 
responsibility would insist that we not 
open this faucet to further damage of 
the kind we are seeing right now, that 
we not unlock the tar sands. 

But proponents of the pipeline say: 
Wait, we have some arguments on our 
side. Let’s examine those arguments. 

First they say: You know, this will 
create 4,000 construction jobs. 

Well, let’s take a look at this chart. 
This is a chart that shows the Key-
stone—roughly 4,000 construction jobs. 
That represents this little tiny line at 
the bottom, if you can even see it. 

Now let’s talk about the Rebuild 
America Act, which colleagues across 
the aisle filibustered in order to kill it 
even though it was revenue neutral. 
That is how many jobs the Rebuild 
America Act would create. 

If you want to talk jobs, let’s talk 
about a jobs bill. Let’s substitute the 
Rebuild America Act for the Keystone 
act. Let’s have a real jobs bill, a real 
stimulus bill, a bill that would put peo-
ple to work in construction across this 
Nation in a way more intense fashion 
than would the Keystone bill. 

Proponents have a second argument. 
They say that bringing this additional 
oil from Canada down to the Gulf of 
Mexico will increase our national secu-
rity because all that oil will be refined 
and utilized in the United States. 

Well, my colleagues are a little con-
fused about this. They haven’t thought 
about why it is Canada wants to ship it 
to a gulf port—so that it can have ac-
cess to world markets, so that it can 
get the world market price. Our refin-
eries in the gulf coast are largely fully 
occupied now. An additional supply of 
crude means additional crude you can 
export to other countries that have re-
fineries that are short of supply. Well, 
that is profitable to Canada, but that 
doesn’t mean the oil will get used in 
the United States. 

They say: But wait a minute, some of 
it might get refined and utilized in the 
U.S. system. 

Well, let’s acknowledge that some of 
it might get refined, albeit it is clear 
why the oil is being shipped to the gulf 
coast because it is being shipped there 
to get into the world market and be 
available for export to the world. Let’s 
say some of it might happen to be uti-
lized in the United States. That little 
bit of impact is nothing compared to 
what we can do by investment in re-
newable energy that would decrease 
our reliance on fossil fuels. So a far 
better solution would be investing in 
renewable, non-fossil fuel energy that 
doesn’t have the impact on the fishing, 
the farming, and the forests. 

But, say proponents, if the Keystone 
Pipeline is not built, an alternative 
pipeline will be built through Canada. 

Well, that is certainly highly ques-
tionable. If it were easier and cheaper 

to go through Canada, TransCanada 
would not be seeking to build the Key-
stone Pipeline. 

Oh, they say, they will figure out a 
way to run a pipeline west to the Pa-
cific. 

But you know that has to pass 
through First Nation lands, and it has 
to have all kinds of approvals. And 
there are folks in Canada who actually 
feel as deeply and passionately about 
being good stewards of our planet and 
not contributing to the assault on our 
forests, our farming, and fishing as 
many of us here feel, and there is going 
to be intense opposition. That is why 
TransCanada wants to push this 
through the United States in order to 
reach the world market and the gulf 
coast. It is cheaper and easier, and 
they have no confidence they can build 
a pipeline to substitute. 

Opponents say: If it is not shipped by 
pipeline, it will be shipped by rail-
road—which, of course, is again way off 
the fact track because the railroads are 
already congested, making additional 
capacity modest at best. In addition, 
the price point for shipping by rail is 
much higher than the price point for 
shipping by pipeline. If you change the 
price of the pipeline, you change the 
supply and demand curve, and you 
don’t end up producing the same 
amount of oil. 

So these arguments made are thin ef-
forts to camouflage a fundamental fact 
that this is a great deal for Trans-
Canada, it is a great deal for the oil in-
dustry, and it is a terrible deal for 
Americans depending on rural re-
sources, a terrible deal for our oceans 
and our fisheries, a terrible deal for our 
forests, and a terrible deal for our 
farming. 

So if you care about the future econ-
omy of the United States, if you care 
about rural America, if you care about 
all of us who depend on rural America 
for these wonderful and important re-
sources, then you will oppose this pipe-
line. 

There is no question, this is a sweet-
heart deal. Talk about accountability? 
TransCanada won’t even have to pay 
into the oilspill liability fund. They 
are being exempted from that fund. 
They do not have to pay into the insur-
ance fund that will help clean up when 
their pipeline leaks. And they all leak. 
That is outrageous. You want account-
ability? Put forward the amendment 
that says they would have to pay into 
the oilspill liability fund, the same as 
any other person or group pumping oil 
through a pipeline in the United 
States. Say that they would be fully 
responsible for every bit of damage 
that local governments and State gov-
ernments and the U.S. Government 
have to pay for to compensate for the 
damage created by those oilspills. Let’s 
hear some responsibility and account-
ability from the proponents of this 
pipeline, not this sweetheart deal for a 
Canadian company. 

Tackling carbon pollution—global 
warming—is going to take an enor-

mous amount of international coopera-
tion. Just recently, the United States 
and China entered into an agreement 
to address global climate change. 
President Obama announced the goal of 
cutting American net greenhouse gas 
emissions 26 to 28 percent below 2005 
levels by 2025. The Chinese President 
announced that China would invest 
heavily in renewable energy to gen-
erate 20 percent of China’s energy from 
nonfossil sources by 2030 and would 
seek to decrease China’s CO2 emissions 
thereafter. 

These goals will require significant 
efforts by the United States and mas-
sive investments by China. Do they go 
far enough? No, not in the context of 
the challenge faced because of our ele-
vated carbon dioxide levels around the 
world, but this agreement by the two 
biggest carbon polluters among nations 
is a significant step forward. It is the 
type of leadership the world has been 
asking for. 

We cannot simply wish for nations to 
work together, we have to do our part. 
That is why we should be talking today 
not about how to turn on the tap for 
the dirtiest oil on the planet but how 
to work with other nations to invest in 
energy conservation, to invest in non- 
fossil fuel renewable energy. 

Let’s turn back to the test President 
Theodore Roosevelt put before us. He 
said that there is no more important 
mission than ‘‘leaving this land even a 
better land for our descendents than it 
is for us.’’ That is the challenge. Let’s 
rise to that challenge. 

Mr. President, let’s rise to that chal-
lenge. Help lead your colleagues—all of 
us—in stopping this assault on our 
farms, our fishing, and our forestry. 
Stop this sweetheart deal for a Cana-
dian company, and let’s substitute a 
real jobs bill, a rebuild America jobs 
bill that will create more than a 
hundredfold more construction jobs 
than the jobs we have before us. 

When we think about the complete 
lack of accountability and responsi-
bility embedded in this bill, when we 
think about the enormous damage that 
comes from turning on the faucet to 
the dirtiest oil in the world, there real-
ly is only one way to vote on this bill, 
and that is to vote no. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:56 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. PORTMAN). 

f 

KEYSTONE XL PIPELINE ACT— 
MOTION TO PROCEED—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

HELP COMMITTEE AGENDA 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

am here today to talk about the work 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 01:11 Jan 14, 2015 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G13JA6.030 S13JAPT1em
cd

on
al

d 
on

 D
S

K
67

Q
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-08-26T12:24:12-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




