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total in 2005. That is how rapidly it is
changing. That is how many new jobs
are being created in America.

The same thing is happening in wind.
Wind is going to be producing 20,000
new megawatts in just 2015 and 2016.

So here is the good news, and it is in-
credibly great. There will be 300,000
jobs in the wind and solar sector by the
end of next year, 300,000 people work-
ing. There will only be 65,000 coal min-
ers, but we will have 300,000 people with
these incredible jobs in wind and solar.
That is a revolution that wasn’t on the
books just 10 years ago. All the experts
said it can’t happen, it won’t work, and
it will never be successful.

So these revolutions are the things
on which we have to continue to be the
leaders to ensure that we put on the
books and keep on the books so that we
are successful. There is a technological
imperative that we lead, there is an
economic imperative that we lead be-
cause these jobs get created, and there
is a moral responsibility that the
United States has because we were the
leading polluter for 100 years on the
planet. China has now caught up to us,
but a lot of that CO, is red, white, and
blue.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 1 additional minute.

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

Mr. MARKEY. So here is where we
are: The President is going to use all of
his legal authority to reach a deal in
Paris. He will do it pursuant to the
United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change that was signed by
President George Herbert Walker Bush
and ratified by the Senate in 1992, so
everything he is doing in Paris is com-
pletely pursuant to a treaty that was
agreed to by this body. He is doing the
Clean Power Plan to reduce greenhouse
gases by 30 percent by the year 2030 in
the electric utility sector, by the Clean
Air Act of 1990, a law passed by the
Senate. He increased the fuel economy
standards to 54.5 miles per gallon by
the year 2025, still the largest reduc-
tion of greenhouse gas in the world’s
history, pursuant to a law passed in
2007 by the U.S. Senate.

Underlying it all is an authority
given to him by the Supreme Court in
2007, in Massachusetts versus the EPA,
which mandated the EPA had to act if
they found there was an endangerment
of an environment. All of this is legal,
all of it is authority the President is
using, and all of it is working to create
a new era of clean energy jobs all
across our country so that we are no
longer preaching temperance from a
barstool to the rest of the world. We
can now say to China and to India: You
too must put your reductions on the
books.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

———

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
come to the floor this evening to talk
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about two issues that are of particular
importance to me. When most look at
me now, they think about energy and
more typically about Alaskan energy. I
am not going to disappoint tonight. I
would like to speak to that, but I
would also like to speak this evening
about the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve, the SPR. We have been talking
about it a lot of late. It has been
viewed as a source of revenue—a pay-
for, if you will—with certain measures
that we have seen of late, whether it be
the transportation measure that we
have in front of us, the budget deal
that was executed a couple weeks ago,
or other measures.

I want to take a few minutes this
evening to talk about the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve. I will start by first
addressing what I will call the flagship
SPR. It is the very important stuff, if
you will, within the Reserve, and that
is the crude oil. I call this the flagship
because there are five product petro-
leum reserve sites in the Northeast. We
have product reserve sites for gasoline,
distillate, and home heating oil, but
these are relatively small reserve sites.
There are about 2 million barrels total.
I think their effectiveness is probably
more controversial. But the flagship
SPR is truly—when we think about the
impact, the import to our economy and
to a level of stability, the flagship
Strategic Petroleum Reserve occupies
giant underground caverns along the
gulf coast.

I had the opportunity to visit the site
of one of our Strategic Petroleum Re-
serves. It holds some 695 million bar-
rels, and they are ready to cover our
Nation’s net imports for several
months if global energy markets
should spiral out of control.

The comforting reality about these
flagship SPRs is that, through thick
and thin, these reserves are rarely ever
tapped. They have offered a measure of
security and stability that I think is
unique in the history of global com-
merce.

Amid higher levels of domestic pro-
duction and lower levels of imports, a
number of reforms are being considered
for the SPR by the Department of En-
ergy now. There has been a lot of dis-
cussion. There is a study underway by
the DOE, and a discussion about up-
grading the distribution capacity of
the SPR is underway, and it clearly
has merit.

The North American energy land-
scape has changed so quickly and so
dramatically that the volume of oil we
can pump out of the Reserve is greater
and potentially much greater than the
volume of oil we can actually move to
refineries. This is something we need
to understand and study more, but it is
something that—we have congested
waterways, we can look at reversed
pipelines and so on, ways that we can
figure out how we can move this oil
more readily if we so need it.

In the measure we have just executed
with the budget proposal, there is fund-
ing set aside for Strategic Petroleum
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Reserve maintenance and life exten-
sion, hopefully for marine terminals,
but effectively recognizing that we
need to make sure that our SPR actu-
ally functions as it is intended. That
study is underway. We will learn more,
hopefully in the spring, but the impera-
tive to have a functioning, workable
SPR is one that goes to national secu-
rity, really, from an overall stability
argument. I remain opposed to sugges-
tions by some that we should use the
Reserve to pay for completely unre-
lated programs or that we simply sell
off the entire stockpile, as some have
suggested.

As I wrote in my July report of this
year called ‘‘A Turbulent World,” we
have drawn down SPR only on a lim-
ited number of occasions. In the entire
history of the Reserve itself, only ap-
proximately 166 million barrels have
ever left the storage sites for any rea-
sons. So 166 barrels have been sold off
over the course of the life of the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve for exchanges,
emergencies, tests, deficit reductions.
Everything that we have ever done
that has involved a sale of the SPR to-
tals just about 166 million barrels.
That is this graph over here.

Over here are the new proposed sales
to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. If
we add up the barrels this Congress—
the 114th Congress—has already com-
mitted to sell for SPR modernization,
the Bipartisan Budget Act, the DRIVE
Act, the Transportation bill, and then
a bill over on the House side, the 21st
Century Cures Act, we are looking at a
total of 279 million barrels to be sold
off. That is 40 million for SPR mod-
ernization, 58 million for the Bipar-
tisan Budget Act, 21st Century Cures
Act is 80 million, and the highway bill
is 101 million. We would be selling off
279 million barrels total. Think about
that—in the entire life of the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve, 166 million barrels
sold off. In one Congress, what we are
proposing is 279 million barrels. It is
quite eye-catching.

These numbers matter. The SPR is
designed to provide 90 days of net im-
port protection. It is a pretty simple
math equation we are dealing with. If
we import more, we need more in stor-
age; if we import less, we need less.
Currently, net imports are about 5 mil-
lion barrels per day. Therefore, the
bare minimum we need in storage is 450
million barrels. So if we execute all of
the sales the 114th Congress has either
approved or is considering, we dip
below the bare minimum that is re-
quired—the 450 million barrels—by the
end of the 10-year window. I am going
to be releasing another report on the
cumulative impact of all these sales on
the integrity of the Reserve, so we
should be seeing that in a few days.

——————

PETROLEUM ADMINISTRATION
FOR DEFENSE DISTRICT 5
Ms. MURKOWSKI. Now, Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to turn quickly to a
Department of Energy proposal to con-
struct a new petroleum product reserve



S7906

on the west coast. We call this PADD 5,
short for Petroleum Administration for
Defense District 5. PADD 5 is impor-
tant because it consumes 17 percent of
the Nation’s gasoline, 13 percent of its
diesel fuel, and 30 percent of its jet
fuel.

At the same time, PADD 5 is geo-
graphically isolated, according to the
Energy Information Administration.
The approximately 30 refineries oper-
ating on the west coast are responsible
for supplying nearly all of its petro-
leum products.

The argument for a product reserve
is relatively straightforward. Because
PADD 5 is separated from the rest of
the country by the Rocky Mountains
and from the world by the Pacific
Ocean, a stockpile of refined fuel
should be established. That is the argu-
ment that is out there. I don’t oppose a
study of this concept, but I can see the
pitfalls out there. PADD 5 imports over
1 million barrels of crude oil and petro-
leum products each day, suggesting
that it really is not cut off from the
world in the first place. And bear in
mind the size of the district that we
are talking about. Any stockpile would
have to be really enormous to have sig-
nificant impact.

Finally, would Federal gasoline re-
serves supplement or replace commer-
cial stocks? That is a question that
needs to be asked.

So perhaps the solution is not a re-
fined product reserve at all but instead
a return to basics, and that basic is
crude oil. After all, there are reasons
we chose crude oil instead of the prod-
ucts when we first created the Reserve.
By and large, that rationale hasn’t
changed. First, oil is better suited,
chemically and economically, for long-
term storage underground, we don’t
have seasonal specifications on oil as
we do on gasoline, and oil can be proc-
essed into an array of products while
gasoline cannot.

Very quickly, taking this back to
Alaska, a gasoline reserve on the west
coast of any size would be small pota-
toes when compared to the incredible
resource base we have in Alaska. For
decades now, tankers have shipped
North Slope crude to the line of refin-
eries that stretch from Anacortes, WA,
down to Los Angeles. Drivers up and
down the coast fuel their cars with gas-
oline that is refined from this Alaskan
oil every day.

Alaska North Slope crude oil is
chemically similar to the kinds of oil
stored in the SPR. In fact, according to
the Department of Energy, over 30 mil-
lion barrels of Alaskan oil have been
stored in the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve. West coast refineries are opti-
mized to run Alaskan crude. The
Trans-Alaska Pipeline System is only
pumping about 500,000 barrels per day,
down from 2 million barrels per day at
its peak. So there is plenty of room in
our already built, already operating
pipeline. The problem is—and you have
heard me say this before—the Federal
Government controls some 60 percent
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of the land in our State. More than 10
billion barrels of oil are buried under
our onshore Federal lands alone, to say
nothing of what is held in our offshore
waters but remain almost universally
inaccessible to American explorers and
producers. That includes about 10 bil-
lion barrels in the nonwilderness por-
tion of ANWR, where we are asking for
permission to develop 2,000 acres or 0.01
percent of the surface of the refuge.
That is all we are asking to access. Be-
yond our ANWR resources, we have at
least another 900 million barrels in our
National Petroleum Reserve, which is
an area that is specifically reserved for
development. The estimate on the 900
million barrels there is that it is likely
far too low.

For the record, I would add that
Alaskans overwhelmingly support de-
velopment of both of these areas. More
than 70 percent of Alaskans want de-
velopment, understanding the signifi-
cant economic benefits it will bring
and the strong record of environmental
stewardship we have in the State.

We have an opportunity. We have an
opportunity to develop our resources in
order to create jobs, generate revenues,
and bolster our Nation’s security and
competitiveness. By doing this, we can
actually address not just one but two
threats: First, the Trans-Alaska Pipe-
line is just one-third full; in large part
because of the anti-energy decisions
made by this administration and the
west coast is more vulnerable to supply
disruptions as a result of falling pro-
duction.

You think about a crisis situation in
the Middle East. The west coast will
need more oil. Its refineries are ready
to run Alaskan crude and Alaskans are
ready to ship it, but there is nothing to
ship because the oil is still in the
ground and there is no way to trans-
port it from the North Slope to the ter-
minals along the southern coast of the
State.

I am not talking about keeping our
oil in pristine condition, never to be
used. Energy is not fine china that you
keep up on a shelf. The Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve is not a petroleum
preserve. Our strategic stocks, barrels
ready to go, should rarely be tapped,
but Alaskan resources are already part
of the daily life of Californians, Hawai-
ians. The resource must be accessible,
though, but first they need to be
accessed.

Opening Alaska’s resources now
would ensure that more oil is trans-
ported through TAPS. A healthy pipe-
line would ensure that oil can be
shipped from Alaska to fuel the west
coast refineries when they need it and
help ensure that energy remains afford-
able for the west coast.

Instead of constructing an entirely
new product reserve, as some are con-
templating, perhaps what we should do
is preserve the infrastructure we have
already built and leverage it to boost
our energy security. Why would we
want to build a reserve when you can
prevent a shortage in the first place by
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letting a State that wants to produce
oil go ahead and produce the 0il? To me
that is sound, strategic thinking. That
would be a policy that benefits us in-
stead of simply costing more money
that we don’t have. That is the kind of
thinking that I believe our Nation and
our future generations should have.

——
INTERNET SERVICES AND TECH-
NOLOGY RESOURCES USAGE
RULES

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I wish to
inform all Senators that on November
9, 2015, the Committee on Rules and
Administration adopted the U.S. Sen-
ate Internet Services and Technology
Resources Usage Rules which will su-
persede and replace the U.S. Senate
Internet Services Usage Rules and
Policies previously adopted in 2008.

Given the many advances in tech-
nology since the last regulations were
adopted, an update was required to fa-
cilitate the use of modern communica-
tion tools. The new regulations mod-
ernize our rules so Senate offices can
utilize new technologies, such as third-
party social networking sites and data
analytics, to more effectively commu-
nicate with constituents.

While in some cases, outmoded re-
strictions on these technologies have
been eased, certain restrictions nec-
essarily remain in place including pro-
hibitions on campaign content or links
on official sites, for example. The regu-
lations should be reviewed carefully to
see where new methods have been au-
thorized as well as what restrictions
remain.

These rules are effective imme-
diately. I hope Senate offices will be
able to make use of the new tech-
nologies and methods they authorize to
enhance constituent communications.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the rules as adopt-
ed be printed in the RECORD.

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

U.S. SENATE INTERNET SERVICES AND TECH-
NOLOGY RESOURCES USAGE RULES ADOPTED
BY THE COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINIS-
TRATION ON NOVEMBER 9, 2015

1.0 DEFINITIONS

For purposes of these Rules, the following
terms shall have the meaning specified—

1.1 Senate Office. Means—

1.1.1 A Member or Member office;

1.1.2 A Committee Chair, Committee
Ranking Member or Committee office;

1.1.3 Senate Officers; and

1.1.4 Leadership Offices.

1.2 Senate Rules Committee. Means the U.S.
Senate Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion.

1.3 Senate Internet Services. Include, but
are not limited to, the Senate Computer Net-
work, World Wide Web, electronic mail,
blogs, Podcasts, and streaming media used
for official purposes.

1.4 Senate Technology Resources. Include,
but are not limited to,—

1.4.1 Hardware such as servers, computers,
laptops, telephones, cell phones, wireless de-
vices, and software that are owned, managed,
maintained, leased, or otherwise provided by
the U.S. Senate or a Senate office; and
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