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Senate 
The Senate met at 3 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable BILL 
CASSIDY, a Senator from the State of 
Louisiana. 

f 

PRAYER 

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

Let us pray. 
Eternal Spirit, the center of our joy, 

You are the source of all of our bless-
ings. Thank You for Your unfailing 
love that provides us each day with the 
privilege of glorifying Your Name. 
Lord, help us to remember that You 
are an ever-present help for all our 
troubles. 

Today, inspire our Senators to trust 
You to direct their steps. As they are 
pressed by many issues, help them to 
slow down long enough to seek Your 
wisdom. Cheer their hearts with the 
knowledge that in everything You are 
working for the good of those who love 
You, sustaining them by Your grace. 

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Presiding Officer 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. 

f 

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. HATCH). 

The bill clerk read the following let-
ter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, February 1, 2016. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable BILL CASSIDY, a Sen-
ator from the State of Louisiana, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

ORRIN G. HATCH, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CASSIDY thereupon assumed the 
Chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

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

f 

ENERGY POLICY MODERNIZATION 
BILL 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
senior Senator from Alaska knows that 
reform is urgently needed to modernize 
America’s energy policies for a new 
era, with new challenges and new op-
portunities. Under her leadership, the 
energy committee has worked hard the 
past year to achieve that aim. The 
committee convened listening sessions, 
the committee held oversight hearings, 
the committee worked hard and 
worked across the aisle focusing on 
areas of common ground that can move 
our country forward. 

That constructive and collaborative 
process ultimately resulted in a broad 
bipartisan energy bill, the Energy Pol-
icy Modernization Act. It cleared com-
mittee with the support of more than 
80 percent of the Senators, Republicans 
and Democrats alike, including the top 
energy committee Republican, the Sen-
ator from Alaska, and the top energy 
committee Democrat, the Senator 
from Washington. Both recognize the 
importance of preparing our country 
for the energy challenges of today and 
the energy opportunities of tomorrow. 

They are also committed bill man-
agers. I ask colleagues to continue 
working with them as they have 
amendments. Talk to the Senators 
from Alaska and Washington and get 
your amendments dealt with. This is 

bipartisan legislation that provides a 
commonsense approach to help Ameri-
cans produce more energy, pay less for 
energy, save energy, all without rais-
ing taxes or adding to the deficit. 

So let’s keep working and move the 
process forward. Let’s keep working to 
pass this bipartisan bill. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

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

f 

ENERGY POLICY MODERNIZATION 
ACT OF 2015 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
2012, which the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2012) to provide for the mod-

ernization of the energy policy of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Murkowski amendment No. 2953, in the na-

ture of a substitute. 
Murkowski (for Cassidy/Markey) amend-

ment No. 2954 (to amendment No. 2953), to 
provide for certain increases in, and limita-
tions on, the drawdown and sales of the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve. 

Murkowski amendment No. 2963 (to amend-
ment No. 2953), to modify a provision relat-
ing to bulk-power system reliability impact 
statements. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TILLIS). The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the Sen-
ate as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
CONGRATULATING THE NFL’S NFC CHAMPION 

CAROLINA PANTHERS AND THE ARIZONA CAR-
DINALS 
Mr. MCCAIN. Last week, Senator 

TILLIS and I agreed to a friendly—or 
not so friendly—wager on the NFC 
championship game. The terms of that 
friendly wager are that the loser would 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 00:13 Feb 02, 2016 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00001 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A01FE6.000 S01FEPT1em
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



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES406 February 1, 2016 
deliver a congratulatory speech on the 
Senate floor and wish the winner luck 
in the Super Bowl. Unfortunately— 
even tragically—this is what brings me 
before you today. It is also why I am 
wearing this unsightly blue tie, which I 
am sure is an assault on the senses of 
C–SPAN viewers all over the world. 

It is with all sincerity that I wish the 
Carolina Panthers luck as they play 
the Denver Broncos in Super Bowl 50. 
The 15–1 NFC championship season has 
been nothing short of remarkable. Led 
by head coach Ron Rivera and the sen-
sational quarterback Cam Newton, the 
Panthers have been a dominant force 
all season long as they certainly were 
against the Arizona Cardinals. I have 
no doubt we will see the Panthers’ ex-
plosive offense continue to have suc-
cess in Super Bowl 50. While I could go 
on about the Panthers’ impressive of-
fensive line and coaching staff, I would 
like to take this opportunity to con-
gratulate my Arizona Cardinals on an 
exceptional season that included nu-
merous milestones. The Cardinals’ wide 
receiver Larry Fitzgerald wrote re-
cently that the Cardinals ‘‘broke the 
mold of what kind of football people 
expect to be played in the desert.’’ Wit-
nessing this team achieve a franchise 
record of 13 regular season wins and a 
No. 2 seed in the NFC, Arizonans could 
not agree more. 

Perhaps there is no better example of 
the Cardinals’ toughness and never- 
say-die attitude than their thrilling 
January 16 overtime win over Green 
Bay. After an improbable Hail Mary 
touchdown pass from Green Bay quar-
terback Aaron Rodgers to send the 
game into overtime, the Cardinals— 
boosted by two amazing and memo-
rable plays by the legendary Larry 
Fitzgerald—scored the game-winning 
touchdown to advance to the NFC 
championship game. 

I have always been proud to count 
myself among the most loyal and spir-
ited Cardinals fans, and I am confident 
Arizona will continue to see exciting 
Super Bowl-caliber performances in the 
season to come. 

Congratulations to Arizona Car-
dinals’ president Michael Bidwell, head 
coach Bruce Arians, and the members 
of the 2015 Arizona Cardinals on a ban-
ner season. I also recognize Larry Fitz-
gerald, Carson Palmer, Patrick Peter-
son, Mike Iupati, Justin Bethel, Calais 
Campbell, and Tyrann Mathieu, known 
as the Honey Badger, for being selected 
to represent the Cardinals in the Pro 
Bowl this year. 

All season long, these two teams 
stood among the best in the NFL. On 
any given Sunday, anything can hap-
pen. Unfortunately, for my Cardinals 
last Sunday was not their day. 

Senator TILLIS, you may have gotten 
the best of me this year, but I have a 
good feeling this is not the last time 
one of us will stand before the body to 
offer our congratulations. You would 
be wise to get a head start and pur-
chase a Cardinals’ red and white tie 
now because you will be standing in my 

shoes this time next year. I guarantee 
it. 

To Carolina Panthers head coach Ron 
Rivera, the NFL’s probable MVP Cam 
Newton, and every member of the Caro-
lina Panthers football team, good luck 
on Sunday. To my beloved Cardinals, 
thanks for an exciting season. I look 
forward to your bringing a Super Bowl 
trophy home to the valley next year. 
Go Cards. 

Mr. President, I gladly yield the 
floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. 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. 

WELCOMING THE NEW PAGES 
Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, be-

fore I begin my remarks, I want to wel-
come the new pages to the Senate. We 
said goodbye to a great group of young 
men and young women from around the 
country last week, their last day being 
Friday. Here we are on Monday, and we 
have a whole new batch. 

So to you all, through the Chair, wel-
come. Know that you are here at a 
most exciting and interesting time. We 
rely on our pages a great deal, and it is 
always nice to see these young ambas-
sadors who come to us from around the 
country to serve us in the Senate. Wel-
come. 

Mr. President, I wish to give an up-
date as to where we are on the status of 
our broad bipartisan energy bill. Last 
week we started out a little rough be-
cause of the blizzard, the snow days. 
But once we began the debate, we 
heard some very strong statements in 
support of our Energy Policy Mod-
ernization Act. 

We heard it from Members on both 
sides of the aisle, and that was very en-
couraging. We heard Members tout pro-
visions that relate to supply, to inno-
vation, to efficiency, really the whole 
gamut. 

As we promised, we began an open 
amendment process, which has already 
drawn close to 200 proposals now. Last 
week we accepted 11 amendments. We 
had three rollcall votes, and we had 
eight voice votes. I think it is impor-
tant to recognize that those amend-
ments were sponsored by 10 different 
Senators. They were cosponsored by 
many, many others, and they really 
add to the Members whose priorities we 
have seen incorporated into the energy 
bill through the process that we had in 
committee. So the benefit of really 
getting back to regular order, where 
you have good, robust committee work, 
then being able to come to the floor, to 
go through the amendment process, 
and then to gain input from other 
Members is kind of good, old-fashioned 
governing. I like the fact that we are 
back to it. 

We agreed to boost our efforts to de-
velop advanced nuclear energy tech-
nologies. This came to us by way of an 
amendment from a very diverse group. 
Some might not have anticipated the 
collection of Senators that this ad-
vanced nuclear energy technology 
measure brought together. It was the 
two Senators from Idaho, RISCH and 
CRAPO, and we had Senator BOOKER, 
both Senator KIRK and Senator DURBIN 
from Illinois, as well as Senator HATCH 
and Senator WHITEHOUSE. With this 
amendment, we have all different per-
spectives in terms of political perspec-
tives as well as geographic. 

We also agreed to a proposal from 
Senator DAINES and Senator TESTER 
that will help facilitate the use of 
clean, renewable hydropower in their 
State of Montana. 

Among others, we agreed to an 
amendment from Senator CAPITO and 
Senator MANCHIN to study the feasi-
bility of an ethane storage and dis-
tribution hub in this country. I think 
that is a real possibility as a result of 
the shale gas revolution. 

We moved through 11 amendments. 
Eleven is a good number, but, honestly, 
I would have hoped that we would have 
been able to process more amendments 
last week. What we are going to do this 
week—and I am going to put everybody 
on notice—is that we are going to re-
double our efforts. I want to move for-
ward and process even more over these 
next couple of days. 

Our staffs have been extraordinarily 
busy over this weekend, as have I and 
as has been Senator CANTWELL, my 
ranking member. We were going 
through all of the amendments that 
have been offered to the bill, deter-
mining which ones we can clear, which 
ones we need to bring up for a vote, and 
which may not be offered at all. We are 
moving right along, and that is good. 
We need to keep moving right along be-
cause we know that time on the floor is 
not unlimited. As important as the en-
ergy bill is and as important as mod-
ernizing our energy policies are, we are 
not the only show in town here. There 
are Members and there are other com-
mittees that are either on deck or want 
to be on deck. They are waiting for 
their turn and are waiting to move to 
advance their bills. 

If we still have Members who are 
thinking about filing amendments, I 
strongly encourage that be done today. 
We have dozens of options to vote on. 
So at this point, unfiled amendments 
are really at a disadvantage, just given 
all that we are dealing with. Know that 
we are going to process as many 
amendments as possible, but the win-
dow for advancing them is closing rap-
idly. 

Many of the amendments we are see-
ing would address opportunities and 
challenges from across the energy spec-
trum. I really am thankful for the Sen-
ators who have come forward with 
very, very constructive suggestions 
and for their work to make this bill 
even better. 
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As we resume consideration of this 

legislation today, I also want to ex-
plain how the provisions that are al-
ready within the Energy Policy Mod-
ernization Act will help our country. I 
want to do that today—to spend a few 
minutes this afternoon—by explaining 
how it will benefit my home State of 
Alaska, how it will help Alaskans 
produce more energy and more min-
erals, how it will help Alaskans pay 
less for their energy, and how it will 
boost Alaska’s economy at a time when 
we really need a boost. 

The most obvious place to start is 
with supply. Alaska, as all my col-
leagues know, is a producer for the rest 
of the country—really, for the rest of 
the world. That is our legacy. It is also 
our future. That is because we are 
blessed with an amazing abundance of 
resources that most States—and, real-
ly, even most countries—cannot even 
dream of. You name the resource, and 
there is a pretty good chance that we 
have it. In fact, there is a pretty good 
chance that we have a lot of it. 

How will our bill help Alaska produce 
more energy and minerals? For start-
ers, it boosts hydropower development. 
Hydropower right now provides 24 per-
cent of our State’s electricity, which is 
good and critically important. There 
are however more than 200 promising 
sites with untapped hydropower poten-
tial. So our commitment to this clean, 
renewable resource and our efforts to 
improve the regulatory process for it 
could benefit communities throughout 
the southeastern part of the State, the 
south-central part, and the southwest. 
It provides benefit for all. 

Our bill also streamlines the ap-
proval process for LNG exports. The 
Presiding Officer knows full well the 
benefit that this will bring to the coun-
try, but it will also ensure that in 
Alaska our efforts to market its 
stranded natural gas can proceed in a 
timely manner without Federal delay, 
which is extremely important for us as 
we move forward with our efforts to 
move Alaska’s natural gas. 

It will also help Alaskans harness 
more of our geothermal potential. We 
have enormous quantities of geo-
thermal, but we have some challenges, 
as you know, with our extensive geog-
raphy. But we are looking to develop a 
renewable resource that could poten-
tially help power one-quarter of our 
States’ communities, particularly in 
some very remote, high-cost energy 
States. 

Our bill also reauthorizes a program 
to advance the development of elec-
tricity from ocean and river currents 
as well as tides and waves. I have men-
tioned before that Alaska has some 
33,000 miles of coastline. That is a lot 
of area to harness the power of the 
tides and waves. There is considerable 
potential to generate electricity from 
our extensive river systems as well. 

So working to do more with our ma-
rine hydrokinetic and our ocean energy 
could really provide a boost to projects 
that are showcasing some new tech-

nologies, such as those that we have 
proposed in Igiugig. Yakutat is looking 
at a project south of Kenai and along 
the Yukon River. 

Within the bill we also promote the 
production of heat and electricity from 
the tremendous biomass resources 
within our forests, which could help 
the development of technology to aid 
the construction of wood pellet plants 
across the State, again taking that re-
source that is there and helping to re-
duce our energy costs. It will also 
renew a research program to develop 
Alaska’s immense resources of frozen 
methane hydrates. This is something 
they sometimes call fire ice. It has sig-
nificant promise as a secure, long-term 
source of American energy, but making 
sure that we are able to move out on 
that research is going to be important. 

Then there is a subtitle on minerals, 
a very important part of our bill. I 
spoke on Thursday that we have incor-
porated much of the text of my Amer-
ican Mineral Security Act, which is de-
signed to focus on our Nation’s deep-
ening dependence on foreign minerals 
and the concern that we do not want to 
get in the same place with our min-
erals that we once saw with oil, where 
we are reliant on foreign sources to 
supply the things that we need. 

We are obviously known in Alaska 
for our oil production, but Alaska also 
has nearly unparalleled potential for 
mineral production. We had a hearing 
last year before the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee, and we had 
the deputy commissioner of the Alaska 
Department of Natural Resources, Ed 
Fogels, testify. He said: If Alaska were 
a country, we would be in the top 10 in 
the world for coal, copper, lead, gold, 
zinc, and silver. He also noted that we 
have the potential to produce many of 
the minerals that we import from 
abroad. One example is our State gov-
ernment has already identified over 70 
deposits of rare earth elements just 
within the borders of the State. As I 
mentioned last week on the floor, we 
use rare earth for everything from re-
newable energy technologies and 
smartphones to defense applications. 
Right now in this country we are not 
producing any of that supply—none of 
that supply on our own—yet we have 
the potential to do so in Alaska. 

If we pass this bill, our Nation will 
begin to place a much greater priority 
on resource assessments so that we can 
understand what we have. If we have 
not done an inventory, if we have not 
done an assessment, how do we really 
know the extent of our mineral re-
sources? 

We will finally make some common-
sense reforms to improve our notori-
ously slow Federal permitting system, 
which could benefit some of the 
projects that we have that we would 
like to get moving on. We have a 
project on Prince of Wales Island called 
Bokan Mountain that has rare earth 
potential. We also have a graphite de-
posit near Nome, and making sure that 
we help some of the changes that we 
see within this bill will be important. 

As we produce more of our natural 
resources, Alaskans will benefit signifi-
cantly. We will see new jobs created, 
new revenues will be generated for our 
State’s treasury, and local energy 
costs, which is the next area I want to 
focus on, will decline, allowing Alas-
kans to keep more of their money for 
other purposes and needs. This is an 
issue when I am at home and I am talk-
ing to Alaskans about what their No. 1 
concerns and priorities are. I do not 
care what part of the State I am talk-
ing to folks. It is all about the high en-
ergy costs and what we can do to make 
a difference. What can we do to bring 
down our energy costs? 

The Energy Policy Modernization 
Act will not only boost our energy sup-
plies, but it is also designed to help 
lower the costs of energy and to help 
lower the cost of energy for Alaskans. 
We are an energy and a mineral pro-
ducer in the State, but due to our vast 
geography, energy is still extremely 
expensive in many parts of the State. 
It is always an eyepopper for people to 
do a comparison of what is going on 
with energy costs. Right now in the 
lower 48, people are enjoying going to 
the filling station and seeing prices 
that are less than $2 a gallon. I was in 
Nome, AK, just a few weeks ago, and 
they are paying over $5.50 a gallon at 
the pump. It is not unusual that in 
many of our communities around the 
State, we are still looking at $5 a gal-
lon for fuel. This is not only fuel for 
your vehicles or your snow machine or 
your four-wheeler to move you around 
or for your boat. It is also your stove 
oil and how you are keeping warm. 

So it is moving around, keeping you 
warm, and you are paying extraor-
dinarily high costs. In many cases, our 
electricity costs are two to three times 
higher than in most other States. 
When we think about what it means to 
live in a community where effectively 
40 to 50 percent of the household budg-
et goes to stay warm and to keep the 
lights on—what does that leave for 
educating your kids, for feeding your 
kids, and for retirement? It does not 
leave you with much when you are 
spending half of your income to stay 
warm and to keep your lights on. This 
is part of the reality in Alaska that 
every day we work to address and 
every day we work to make a dif-
ference. 

State Senator Lymon Hoffman is 
from the Bethel region and has been a 
voice for rural Alaska. He sent me a 
letter last year. He wrote that ‘‘the 
high cost of diesel and home heating 
fuels are just crushing’’ in rural Alaska 
and that he believes ‘‘the energy situa-
tion is the single, most important 
problem facing the lives and well-being 
of rural Alaskans.’’ I agree with him. 
That is why we worked so hard within 
the Energy Policy Modernization Act 
to make sure that as we are modern-
izing our energy policies, we are work-
ing to do everything we can to lower 
the costs of energy for Americans and 
for Alaskans. We reauthorized the 
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Weatherization Assistance Program, 
which provides our State with funding 
to improve the energy efficiency for 
low-income families’ homes. We also 
renewed the State Energy Program, 
which allows Alaska to invest in en-
ergy efficiency, renewable energy, 
emergency preparedness, and other pri-
orities. 

As we have heard talked about on the 
floor, we have an entire title of the 
bill—Senator PORTMAN and Senator 
SHAHEEN have been working on this— 
devoted to efficiency for everything 
from voluntary building code improve-
ments to the retrofitting of schools. As 
our vehicles, our appliances, and our 
homes are all becoming more energy 
efficient, that in turn works to reduce 
energy consumption as well as energy 
costs throughout the State. 

This bill also has a provision to pro-
mote the development of hybrid 
microgrid systems. I get excited about 
this part of the bill because I can see 
the direct application in my State. It 
allows communities to utilize local re-
sources and storage technologies. 
Microgrids are critical within the 
State of Alaska. We have multiple doz-
ens of isolated communities that are 
not connected to anybody’s grid. In 
fact, they are hundreds of miles from 
anything that could even be considered 
a grid. So how do they get their en-
ergy? They are basically burning diesel 
to meet their electricity needs. So 
what we are seeing come together are 
energy solutions where you take a lit-
tle bit of wind and perhaps a little bit 
of hydromarine, hydrokinetic, coupled 
with battery and storage, and we are 
finding some solutions. It is innova-
tive. In fact, it is so innovative we have 
a hearing scheduled over the Presi-
dents Day recess up in Bethel, AK, so 
Members can see what we are doing 
when it comes to energy innovation 
and coupling things together to make 
them work. 

We are never going to be part of a big 
energy grid in many parts of our State. 
We have had some great successes— 
such as Kodiak, a huge fishing port, 
which now produces 99.7 percent of its 
electricity from renewables. They have 
wind, they have hydro, and they have a 
storage system that has allowed it to 
work. But think about it. This is a 
major fishing port which, during the 
summer, needs a lot of energy when 
they are processing the fish. During 
the winter months, the local people 
there do not have energy needs that 
are as high as the demand during the 
summer. So how do you even this out? 
How do you make it meet during the 
highs and the lows? This is what Ko-
diak has done. They have taken them-
selves, as a community that was once 
100 percent dependent on diesel for 
their energy needs, to being 99.7 per-
cent on renewables. 

One of the best provisions in the bill 
to help address energy costs is a modi-
fication that we make within DOE’s 
Loan Guarantee Program. Instead of 
allowing only major corporations to 

apply, we allow States with energy-fi-
nancing institutions to seek funding 
and to advance a range of energy 
projects. 

Just to give a little context here, if 
the bill becomes law, the State of Alas-
ka would be able to apply for a loan 
guarantee and then use those funds to 
help rural communities finance small 
hydropower projects, geothermal wells, 
MHK technology, marine hydrokinetic 
technologies, and the hybrid 
microgrids that I have been talking 
about. So instead of these top-down, 
government-driven programs, we would 
see the State DOE programs and other 
elements contained within this Energy 
Policy Modernization Act leveraging 
the innovation of local people— 
leveraging the innovation of Alaskans, 
the American people, and the private 
sector—to improve our energy land-
scapes. 

These are just a few of the ways that 
this Energy Policy Modernization Act 
will help Alaskans produce more en-
ergy, save energy, and reduce local en-
ergy costs. In the process, the extra 
gain and benefit is that we create new 
jobs, generate new revenues, and pro-
vide other economic benefits we sorely 
need right now. 

I have talked about Alaska and the 
impacts on my State as a result of 
modernizing our energy policies, but 
know that as Alaska benefits, other 
States benefit as well. Many of the pro-
visions I have mentioned in my com-
ments this afternoon are just as appli-
cable in Louisiana, Maine, Arizona, and 
Montana as they are in my State. This 
bill will fairly bring economic benefits 
to every State, and as it brings eco-
nomic benefits, the energy security 
that stems from the economic security 
that leads to the national security 
makes us all stronger—yet another 
reason I encourage the Senate to work 
with Senator CANTWELL and me over 
these next couple of days to move for-
ward this broad, bipartisan effort to 
modernize our Nation’s energy policies. 

Mr. President, I know we have Mem-
bers who are anxious to speak this 
afternoon. Again, I will make the same 
request I made earlier: If Members are 
interested in submitting any amend-
ments to the Energy Policy Moderniza-
tion Act, now is the time because we 
are going to be moving—and hopefully 
moving quickly—so we can proceed 
with some expediency and efficiency 
throughout this week. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from New Mexico. 
WELCOMING THE NEW PAGES 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I wish to 
echo the comments Senator MUR-
KOWSKI made in terms of the new pages. 
We welcome all of you. We are excited 
about having you here. It is a big 
change to go from the previous pages 
to the new pages. We are excited about 
how things are moving along. As many 
people will tell you around here, pages 
end up doing great things. I have 
served in the House, and I have served 

in the Senate. There are Members of 
the House who started as pages, and 
there are Members of the Senate who 
started here as pages. So we are proud 
of you and expect good things of you. 

Mr. President, it has been over 8 
years since we passed a comprehensive 
energy bill. A lot has changed since 
then. 

I first want to thank Senators MUR-
KOWSKI and CANTWELL for their leader-
ship and hard work. I know both of 
them worked very hard to find common 
ground. Senator MURKOWSKI is my 
chairman of the Interior Department 
Appropriations subcommittee, and she 
is always trying to find a way for us to 
work together to move that appropria-
tions bill forward. The same thing is 
true of Senator CANTWELL’s very good 
leadership on the energy committee. 
They both had a very tough job, and 
they crafted an energy bill that I be-
lieve moves us forward. 

This legislation isn’t perfect, but it is 
bipartisan and it is moving us in the 
right direction. I am pleased that my 
bill, the Smart Energy and Water Effi-
ciency Act, was included in this legis-
lation. All too often, treated water is 
lost. A lot of it is wasted because of 
leaks and broken pipes. My State and 
many States have had historic 
droughts. We need every drop of water 
we can get. We can’t afford leaking 
pipes. We have to do better, and we can 
do better. 

This bill supports the Federal pilot 
projects to develop water and energy 
efficiency technology. We can create a 
smart grid of technology to detect 
leaks in pipes even before they happen. 
This is critical to communities all 
across our Nation. Saving water is sav-
ing energy. Treating and transporting 
water is energy intensity. The more we 
waste, the more we pay—now and later. 

I also plan to file an amendment I 
have been working on with a number of 
other Senators. This amendment, like 
the House Energy bill, authorizes the 
WaterSense Program at EPA. The 
WaterSense Program is to water effi-
ciency what the ENERGY STAR label 
is to energy efficiency. Products and 
services that have earned the 
WaterSense label have to be at least 20 
percent more efficient without sacri-
ficing performance. It promotes smart 
water use and helps consumers decide 
which products are water efficient. By 
authorizing this valuable program, we 
will make the WaterSense Program 
permanent and help consumers save 
water energy and money. 

We face great challenges, and one 
thing is very clear: Our energy future 
depends on investment in a clean en-
ergy economy. We have to be bold, we 
have to be innovative, and we have to 
encourage investment in the kind of 
creativity and enterprise that change 
the world and move us in the right di-
rection. So today I am proposing a new 
initiative that will help us make those 
investments: clean energy victory 
bonds. 

During the First and Second World 
Wars, our country faced threats we had 
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never faced before. We rose to the chal-
lenge. We gave it everything we had. 
Everyone contributed. For many, that 
included investing in victory bonds. 
They helped pay for the costs of war— 
$185 billion—over $2 trillion in today’s 
money. Folks lined up to buy those 
bonds. That is the spirit of the Amer-
ican people—to pull together. It was 
true then, and it is true now. 

Today, we face a very different 
threat, but it also requires us all to 
come together to face our challenges 
and to fight. National security experts 
tell us that rising global temperatures 
are one of our greatest security con-
cerns. In 2015, global temperature 
records were shattered—records that 
were set just the year before. Climate 
change threatens agriculture, public 
health, water resources, and weather 
patterns. We are already feeling the 
impacts. In New Mexico, temperatures 
have been rising 50 percent faster than 
the global average, not just this year 
or last year but for decades. We have 
had historic drought. We have had the 
worst wildfires in our history. 

The science is clear: The threat is 
growing, and time is running out. We 
must act. Governments are working to-
gether to reduce emissions, as we saw 
in Paris last month. The United States 
is leading, with commitments from 
over 140 nations to reduce their emis-
sions. This is providing a major signal 
in the marketplace and is driving up 
interest in investing in clean energy. 
Over the next 5 years, 20 nations will 
double their renewable energy research 
to $20 billion. Industry is stepping up 
to the plate as well, pledging to invest 
at least $2 billion in clean energy 
startups. This is progress. This is mo-
mentum. Our job now is to keep it 
going. Investment—public and pri-
vate—is the key. 

My amendment is very simple. It di-
rects the Secretaries of Treasury and 
Energy to submit a plan to Congress, 
to develop clean energy victory bonds— 
bonds all Americans could invest in. 
These bonds would raise up to $50 bil-
lion. That money could leverage up to 
$150 billion to invest in clean energy 
technology and would create over 1 
million new jobs. 

People across the country want to do 
their part. They want to invest in a 
clean energy future and to help fight 
climate change. But most of them 
can’t afford clean energy mutual funds 
with $1,000 or $5,000 minimums. Many 
can’t afford $25 or $50. We must invest 
in jobs and healthier communities. 
Clean energy victory bonds will provide 
that opportunity. We can do this with-
out any new taxes on individuals or 
businesses. Bonds are completely vol-
untary, and they are an opportunity 
for ordinary Americans who see the 
challenge and who want to do some-
thing about it. 

Here is how it works: Like war bonds, 
clean energy victory bonds would be 
U.S. Treasury bonds backed by the full 
faith and credit of the U.S. Govern-
ment. Investors will earn back their 

full investment—plus interest that 
comes from energy savings to the gov-
ernment—and loan repayments for 
solid projects. The investment would 
make a critical difference in our en-
ergy future. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
effort. We face a great challenge, and 
we have a great opportunity. Now is 
the time for action. The American peo-
ple want to pitch in and do what they 
can to fight global warming and to help 
ensure that the United States leads the 
world in the clean energy economy. 
Support for this amendment is growing 
with groups like the American Sustain-
able Business Council and Green Amer-
ica. Americans are already asking 
where they can purchase these bonds. 

This Energy bill is a good step, but it 
is a modest step. Our energy and cli-
mate challenges demand much more. 
Again, I thank Chairman MURKOWSKI 
and Ranking Member CANTWELL. They 
have managed to move a bipartisan bill 
and keep the process on track. I urge 
them to accept my amendment and to 
further strengthen this bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate the leaders who have worked 
on this bill—Senator MURKOWSKI and 
Senator CANTWELL—and the good work 
they put into it. I have served on the 
Energy Committee and now serve on 
Environment and Public Works. Those 
are important committees as we wres-
tle with how to produce energy at 
lower prices that is healthy for our Na-
tion. 

As we consider this Energy Policy 
Modernization Act, I want to focus on 
a critical point about public policy and 
what is a primary goal of the United 
States of America. We are in a very 
competitive world. Energy is a big part 
of how we compete on manufacturing, 
production, and jobs. The American 
people want us to focus on that. 

In addition, energy impacts every-
body when they fill up their tank and 
when they drive to work. It is impor-
tant when it comes to paying the elec-
tric bill or the heating bill at home. Is 
it expensive or inexpensive? The price 
of energy has a dramatic impact on the 
quality of life for American people to a 
degree that is almost impossible to as-
certain. When the price of gasoline is 
cut in half and somebody has a long 
commute every day, they may have 
had $200 a month in gasoline bills and 
now it is $100. They have $100 extra in 
their pocket. Without taxes, without 
insurance, and without house pay-
ments to be paid out of that, they can 
use that to take care of their own per-
sonal needs—their family, their vaca-
tion, going out to eat, or just paying 
down that credit card that has been 
run up too high. 

For decades Republicans have called 
for producing more American energy. 
Our Democratic colleagues have at-
tacked those proposals that would in-
crease the supply of energy, claiming 

that these efforts are part of some cor-
rupt deal with big oil companies to 
make them rich at the expense of the 
taxpayers and the American citizens. 
That has been the argument. You have 
heard it for the last 30 years. But is 
that the correct way to analyze the 
challenges we face? Is that the way to 
establish good, sound public policy 
that will produce more American en-
ergy and bring down the cost? 

Our Democratic colleagues objected 
to the Keystone Pipeline. We had a 
number of votes over a number of 
years, and finally it passed, and then 
the President vetoed that. What would 
the Keystone Pipeline do? It would 
produce another source of oil for the 
United States of America. Is that good 
or bad for big Texas oil companies? It 
is bad for those companies. It made it 
harder for them to get a higher price. 
There is another substantial compet-
itor pouring another supply of oil into 
the United States. 

This was not a corrupt deal to try to 
benefit some big oil company but a way 
to make the supply more plentiful, to 
bring down the cost of energy for 
American people. That is what we were 
fighting for, and it baffled me to no end 
that the President finally vetoed it at 
the end, after the American people so 
clearly favored it. 

The Federal ban on drilling in the 
Gulf of Mexico—we had the Deepwater 
Horizon disaster in 2010. There is no 
doubt about that. This country really 
focused on it. Great effort was made to 
find out how it happened and how we 
could prevent it in the future. Eventu-
ally the Obama administration said 
they were reopening production in the 
gulf—I thought it took longer than 
necessary. 

There is now onsite, according to a 
government official, a cap, and if the 
Horizon Disaster were to occur again, 
that cap within matter of days could be 
taken out, and it would successfully 
have stopped that blowout as well. We 
didn’t have it in advance. We should 
have had it. But that is fixed, and 
other things were done, and the Presi-
dent said we are going to open up drill-
ing in the Gulf of Mexico. It wasn’t so. 
They referred to it as a de facto mora-
torium. They still couldn’t get ap-
proval, and we lost a lot of production 
that went to other places around the 
globe. 

More production means lower prices. 
More American oil means more Amer-
ican jobs and more revenue for the Fed-
eral and State governments that ben-
efit from that and a smaller wealth 
transfer from Americans to some for-
eign country which may be hostile to 
us and from which we have to buy our 
oil. We should look to head in that di-
rection. 

Additionally, the Obama administra-
tion recently placed a moratorium on 
new leases for coal mined on Federal 
lands. I believe the administration has 
bypassed Congress and the will of the 
American people by drafting regula-
tions that seriously constrain the use 
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of coal as an energy source. We just 
have to use coal. It is a magnificent en-
ergy source. We can do it and are doing 
it cleaner year after year. 

Closing producing coal mines reduces 
American energy competition and cer-
tainly increases the cost of everyday 
living for Americans, and it certainly 
causes economic dislocation where 
mine after mine is being closed and 
United Mine Workers are being laid off. 

I have always believed in and fought 
for increased energy production for the 
American people—not for big oil com-
panies but because greater production 
brings down price. We know now that 
is true because we have seen a world-
wide increase in supplies, which has re-
sulted in a dramatic decrease in the 
price of oil—an amount below what 
anyone may have expected. This price 
collapse affects Americans at the gas 
pump every day. Gas prices are the 
lowest they have been since 2008. The 
national average as of last week was 
$1.84. This is half of what it was a few 
months ago. This has been my goal and 
the goal of my Republican colleagues 
and a lot of Members on both sides of 
the aisle. 

In addition, we have increased oil 
production throughout the country 
with new fracking technologies. We 
have had battle after battle over that, 
but we have never had water supplies 
that have been impacted adversely by 
fracking. It is a highly efficient tech-
nology. It also helped collapse the 
price of oil. 

We have had good, bipartisan support 
for efficiency breakthroughs over the 
years. They have caused us to have a 
car that uses a little less gas, houses 
that are more efficient, and other en-
ergy sources that are more efficient. As 
a result, we have needed less oil. That 
also helps increase the supply as the 
demand increases. That has been a 
positive step toward seeing the collapse 
in prices. 

If Big Oil were so powerful, how is it 
that the price of oil has gone from $140 
a barrel to $30 a barrel? They dictate 
the price. They can set the price at 
whatever they want it to be. Not if the 
supply starts coming in in large num-
bers. The prices begin to decline. It was 
at $140 a barrel, and now it is at $30, $35 
a barrel. 

The energy industry supports 9.8 mil-
lion U.S. jobs, which represents 8 per-
cent of the U.S. economy. Low energy 
costs are critical to advance American 
manufacturing. Without affordable, ef-
ficient, and reliable energy sources, 
American companies cannot supply 
their factories and employees with the 
kind of production we want to see. 

In a recent investment report, Stand-
ard & Poors wrote that affordable en-
ergy is critical to give U.S. manufac-
turers ‘‘a competitive edge over over-
seas competitors.’’ We have lower en-
ergy prices than Europe, Japan, and 
South Korea. That is an advantage. We 
want to keep that advantage. 

We need more American jobs, not 
fewer. We need to see fewer offshore in-

cidents than we have seen. We need to 
have some onshoring, some return of 
manufacturing to America. If we can 
keep our energy prices low, that is a 
way our businesses can take advantage 
of that and expand their production of 
various products, many of which can be 
sold around the world. 

The President’s agenda, which he has 
carried on since the beginning, has had 
the effect of really helping foreign 
countries by keeping our prices higher 
than they should be and blocking rea-
sonable efforts to add more production 
in America. Instead of American en-
ergy being promoted at home and 
abroad, Iran is able to export oil more 
freely, thanks to the President’s flawed 
nuclear deal. Instead of promoting the 
general welfare of the United States, 
the President has limited the produc-
tion of domestic oil, further increasing 
costs for consumers. Regulators have 
delayed American production many 
times. 

These are important dynamics, along 
with nuclear power. I believe this is a 
very valuable part of the American en-
ergy production. I have been a strong 
advocate of nuclear power for years, 
and Republicans have too. It is a direct 
competitor to Big Oil, to carbon fuel, 
and we need more of that. So I think 
we need to remember that. 

Yes, wind and solar are getting more 
competitive, but it still remains for the 
most part more expensive in most 
places in the country. I hope it will 
continue to drop in price. Maybe it 
will. But I can’t imagine we will see 
dramatic decreases any time soon. If 
we were to shift America immediately 
to a total solar and wind power system, 
prices would go through the roof. It 
would hammer Americans far more 
than we have ever seen before. 

I think this bill has many good quali-
ties. It helps improve efficiency and in-
novation, and maybe we can build on it 
in a way that will bring America to the 
point where we can produce more 
American supply, keep prices down, 
help revitalize our manufacturing base, 
and put this country in a position to 
compete far more effectively in the 
world marketplace. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for up to 
20 minutes. 

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

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to address an issue that the Senator 
from Alabama touched on before he 
leaves the floor. I am here to speak 
about the Florida Everglades, but since 
the Senator just raised the issue of the 
Gulf of Mexico, which is certainly an 
interest of his, just as it is for the Act-
ing President pro tempore, the Senator 
from Louisiana, I just want to clarify 
something and make sure the Senators 
understand that this part of the Gulf of 
Mexico, which is off-limits to drilling 

up to and through 2022, has nothing to 
do with the Obama administration. It 
has to do with a law that Senator Mar-
tinez and I passed in the last half of the 
last decade. 

Now, why did we do that? Well, it 
would be nice to say that we were pre-
scient and understood that when the 
oil spilled into the gulf off of Lou-
isiana—relative to the whole spill, a 
little oil got into Florida and covered 
up Pensacola Beach and got into 
Perdido Bay, Pensacola Bay, 
Choctawhatchee Bay and went as far 
east as Panama City Beach; the sugary 
white beaches that so many people 
visit were just covered with tar balls— 
as a result, a whole tourist season was 
lost, not just for Pensacola, Destin, 
Sandestin, and Panama City Beach but 
for the entire gulf coast of Florida 
down to Clearwater Beach, Sarasota, 
Fort Myers, Naples and for the farmost 
beaches on the west coast of Florida on 
the gulf and Marco Island. Now, if that 
were not enough, I just want the Sen-
ator to understand why we are so op-
posed to drilling off the coast of Flor-
ida. Clearly, there is the economic rea-
son. So much of the environment got 
messed up, and it was unhealthy for 
the critters that get into the estuaries. 
Here is the ringer, and the Senator 
from Alabama will especially appre-
ciate this because he has, at times, 
been my leader on the Armed Services 
Committee. The Gulf of Mexico off of 
Florida is the largest testing and train-
ing range in the world for the U.S. 
military, and every admiral, general, 
and the Secretaries of all of the 
branches will simply tell you that we 
cannot have drilling activities where 
we are testing and training some of our 
most sophisticated weapons. 

Why do we have all of those training, 
tests, and evaluation activities at 
Eglin Air Force Base, Tyndall Air 
Force Base, and the Naval Training 
Center in Panama City? I didn’t even 
include Pensacola and Whiting Field 
and all of the Department of Defense. 
When we shut down the U.S. Navy’s 
testing range of Vieques, off of Puerto 
Rico, where did the fleet of the U.S. 
Navy go? They went to the gulf. They 
will send squadrons coming down to 
Key West Naval Air Station and stay 
there for a week or two because when 
they lift off the runway of Boca Chica, 
within 2 minutes, they are over a pro-
tected area so they can get into their 
training and testing activities. 

I will finally say to my friend—and I 
am not sure that my colleague has ever 
been able to see this through the eyes 
of someone who is trying to protect the 
defense assets in the State of Flor-
ida—— 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the 
Senator—— 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I will 
yield to the Senator for a question. 

Mr. SESSIONS. The Senator is a 
great friend, and we have a couple of 
good battles going on right now where 
we stand shoulder to shoulder, but for 
the most part the area that was ap-
proved for production was shut down 
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when the problem with Deepwater Ho-
rizon was fixed rather than expanding 
that into Florida where the Florida 
waters, which Senator NELSON has been 
an effective advocate for, would not al-
lowing drilling there. I do believe we 
have a situation where we have agreed 
and proved that this kind of problem 
would not occur now. I do believe there 
is a tremendous advantage for Amer-
ica, and we can have an advantage of 
low energy for American workers, for 
our jobs, and that way we will not send 
money abroad. 

I thank Senator NELSON for his good 
comments. He is highly informed on 
this issue. It is a pleasure to serve with 
him. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. He knows how affec-
tionate I am toward him as a friend. I 
appreciate that friendship and that 
willingness in a bipartisan way—even 
when we had all kinds of thorny issues, 
such as national missile defense in the 
Armed Services Committee—that the 
two of us could work it out. 

FLORIDA EVERGLADES 
Mr. President, I come to the floor to 

talk about the Everglades, and I need 
to start by saying that the Army Corps 
of Engineers began releasing water 
from Lake Okeechobee into the two 
rivers on either side of the lake. The 
problem is that we have a dike—not 
like the one that Mother Nature in-
tended, where the whole surrounding of 
Lake Okeechobee, which is the largest 
lake in Florida, was nothing but a 
marsh. That is how Mother Nature had 
it. But after people moved in—and then 
in the late 1920s, the hurricane that 
drowned 2,000 people—we came in there 
and diked all the way around it. Well, 
the dike is only so structurally sound 
so that as the water rises in the lake, 
there is more water pressure on the 
sides, and if you start getting above 15 
feet of depth of the lake, we have to 
worry about the dike collapsing and all 
the flooding of the surrounding towns 
and people and farmlands. So you get 
the picture. 

So the Army Corps of Engineers has 
to give some relief. So they release 
water to the east into the St. Lucie 
River and to the west into the 
Caloosahatchee River, and as a result, 
it relieves the dike pressure problem. 
But since Lake Okeechobee is so pol-
luted, until we can get it cleaned up— 
and there is an effort—what happens 
when it goes into these pristine estu-
aries to the east into the St. Lucie and 
to the west into the Caloosahatchee, is 
that you get much too much nutrient 
content into those estuaries. The salin-
ity in those estuaries goes down, which 
is harmful to things like oysters and 
certain fish, and the nitrogen and phos-
phorous and other pollutants come up. 
And what happens? Algae grows. When 
algae grows, it sucks up the oxygen 
from the water, and it becomes a dead 
river. The mullet can’t jump because 
there is no mullet, the fish hawk can’t 
dive because there is no fish, and it be-
comes a dead river. 

Now, that is why it is so necessary 
that we proceed with the Everglades 
restoration projects that will help us 
clean up the pollution in Lake Okee-
chobee, and at the same time when the 
dike structure gets threatened, we will 
have a place to send that water instead 
of directly into those two estuaries. 
That is presently being built on the 
east—a storage area—and it is to be 
built on the west over near LaBelle on 
the Caloosahatchee River. Well, it is 
just another reason why many of us are 
fighting so hard to complete these Ev-
erglades restoration projects, so that 
impossible decisions that face the 
Corps of Engineers right now—that ei-
ther they threaten the dam and hold it 
back or they release the polluted water 
and kill the rivers—are not choices 
that the Corps has to make. It is cer-
tainly not a good choice for our envi-
ronment and for all the people who live 
in the surrounding area. So Everglades 
restoration must move forward aggres-
sively and without delay, and that is 
why this Senator is going to be intro-
ducing legislation tomorrow to expe-
dite that process. It is going to be 
called the Everglades for the Next Gen-
eration Act. It will authorize all of 
these Everglades restoration projects 
that the Army Corps of Engineers has 
deemed ready to begin. It would allow 
the Corps to begin work on them im-
mediately instead of having to wait 
around for us to pass another water 
bill. Remember, we just passed a water 
bill. When was the last time we passed 
a water bill? It was 7 years ago. We just 
can’t wait that long. There is too much 
at stake, and this is why we want to 
get these all bundled up, so the Army 
Corps of Engineers can proceed. 

The Everglades, for the first three- 
quarters of the last century, was diked, 
drained, and deferred, and now we are 
trying to bring back as much of that 
plumbing and reverse it so that it will 
flow much more like Mother Nature 
had intended it and did for eons and 
eons. It is a monumental task. We have 
to look at what we are doing to protect 
this land that we love that has been 
called the ‘‘river of grass.’’ We have to 
do everything we can to protect it. But 
right now, beware. The National Park 
Service has in front of it and is evalu-
ating a proposal from a Texas-based 
company for drilling and fracking ac-
tivity. This company is looking to con-
duct—this is what they say: Oh, this is 
just a seismic survey—first on 70,000 
acres, but it is just the first part of 
seismically mapping the entire Big Cy-
press National Preserve. This is a na-
tional preserve of 700,000 acres, and 
where is it located? It is located right 
next to the Everglades National Park, 
which is 1.5 million acres, but it in-
cludes hundreds of thousands of other 
acres that are part of this water dis-
charge area where we are cleaning up 
that water as it is coming south. 

They will say: Oh, this is just a seis-
mic survey. But what do we have seis-
mic surveys for? To drill. By the way, 
this is a company in Texas that not 

only drills for oil, it also fracks for oil. 
Why in the world would we want this 
to happen? Why would we spend hun-
dreds of millions and billions of dollars 
to restore the Everglades and then sud-
denly turn around and hand it off to a 
Texas wildcatter to go out there and 
drill—a wildcatter that is also a 
fracker. 

This Senator has nothing against 
fracking. Where is our fracking done? 
It is done in the hard shale rock of the 
Dakotas, of Oklahoma, of Texas. They 
go down under high pressure and shoot 
water and chemicals to break up the 
shale rock. It is solid rock. What does 
the State of Florida sit on? It sits on a 
porous honeycomb of limestone, and 
that porous rock is filled with fresh-
water near the surface. 

So people wanted to go in there and 
start doing high-pressure fracking that 
we do successfully to shale rock, which 
was done by the Dan Hughes Company. 
They were given a permit by the State 
of Florida. Then the county commis-
sion of Collier County found out about 
it and started raising Cain, and sud-
denly the pressure became too great 
because of what that fracking would 
do, with the high-speed chemical going 
into that porous limestone, not only to 
the water supply of Florida but to the 
very foundation of Florida. If you ever 
look and envision a piece of coral that 
our divers go down to look for in some 
of the national reefs—we have seen 
that beautiful coral, and it builds up. 
That is very similar to how Florida 
was formed: Over years, over and over, 
those corals and shells and skeletons 
and limestone that created that sub-
structure holds up the State of Florida 
and contains a bubble of water, which 
is our Floridian aquifer. 

Some people think a seismic survey 
is no big deal, but watch out. It is just 
like the proverbial camel getting its 
nose under the tent. Watch out. That 
camel is pretty soon going to be in the 
tent. So why conduct a huge, prolonged 
seismic survey if we don’t have the 
plans to extract the resources that are 
found? Why would the Federal Govern-
ment approve risky behavior such as 
fracking and a brandnew type of seis-
mic survey equipment in an area we 
have spent decades trying to restore? 
Remember, I said it is the Everglades 
National Park, 1.5 million acres. Right 
next to it, to the west, is the Big Cy-
press National Preserve, another 
700,000 acres. To the north are all of 
those protected lands of the water re-
charge area, hundreds of thousands of 
acres. 

All of this is why I wrote to the Inte-
rior Secretary asking her agency to 
complete a very thorough environ-
mental review of this proposal. It is in-
teresting. I wasn’t the only one who re-
sponded. The National Park Service 
told me they had received about 8,000 
comments during the public comment 
period. It seems to me that is a pretty 
clear sign that there is a great deal of 
concern and controversy out there in 
the public interest and especially those 
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in Collier County. My colleagues can’t 
imagine the political backlash when 
this Dan Hughes oil company—not the 
one that is applying for the seismic 
survey but they were a wildcatter as 
well as a fracker, that Dan Hughes 
company—my colleagues can’t imagine 
the political backlash that occurred 
from people of both parties. I can tell 
my colleagues there was backlash, es-
pecially from the Republican county 
commission in Collier County, when 
they found out there was fracking 
going on out there without their know-
ing about it and without any of their 
input into whether it should have been 
done. 

Fortunately, the outcry was so se-
vere that the State of Florida finally 
revoked the permit and they had to 
pull out. They had—that company— 
performed an unauthorized acid stimu-
lation procedure, which is a glorified 
term for fracking. So we rose up and 
we fought that. Again, I say to the Sen-
ate, this Senator does not have a prob-
lem with fracking done environ-
mentally well, but fracking in all of 
our oil reserves has been done in the 
shale rock. That is what has made it 
possible to, in a few years, be able to 
completely eliminate our dependence 
on foreign oil. This Senator has no 
problem with that. This Senator is 
thankful for that, but when we try to 
perform that procedure on a different 
kind of substrate—a porous limestone 
filled with water—then we are courting 
economical and environmental dis-
aster. 

I must say, this didn’t stop some in 
the State Legislature of Florida who 
are determined to open parts of Florida 
to companies looking to drill. To make 
sure all of this local opposition doesn’t 
get in their way, State legislators in 
session right now in Tallahassee have 
proposed a bill that would prohibit a 
county, a city or any other local gov-
ernment from limiting fracking within 
that city or county’s borders. Such a 
decision, under this proposed legisla-
tion, would be left up to the State 
only. It is not hard to figure out how 
that is going to turn out, especially 
since it was the State of Florida that 
gave a permit to do the fracking that 
there was such a reaction to 2 years 
ago. 

This is one of the most pristine areas 
on the planet. I urge my colleagues to 
join our efforts to protect this unique 
environment for generations to come. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Texas. 
TRANSPARENCY IN GOVERNMENT 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, the 
Founders of our great land believed in 
transparency of government because 
they believed that only an informed 
citizenry was in a position to consent 
to what the government was doing on 
their behalf. The very legitimacy of 
our government is based on that in-
formed consent. It is also important for 
the voters to be able to hold elected 
leaders politically accountable. Of 

course, they can’t hold their elected 
leaders accountable for something they 
don’t know about or something hidden 
from their view. 

It is no understatement to say that 
the American people’s confidence in 
the Federal Government is at if not an 
alltime low, certainly a new low in re-
cent memory. Unfortunately, they see 
the President acting unilaterally, 
where he should be working on a col-
laborative and cooperative basis with 
Congress to pass legislation rather 
than to try to do things by Executive 
action. Then we see where elected offi-
cials and members of the administra-
tion have made blatant misrepresenta-
tions of the facts only to be proven 
wrong and then are not even embar-
rassed by it. 

So it is important to have trans-
parency in government, to have an 
open government. The American people 
need to know what their government is 
purporting to do on their behalf so 
they can approve or disapprove as they 
see fit. That is the foundation of our 
democracy and our Republic. 

Back in October I stood on the floor 
of the Senate and outlined concerns I 
had about the evolving scandal involv-
ing Secretary Clinton’s use of her pri-
vate, unsecured email server during her 
service as Secretary of State. I said at 
the time that her behavior not only 
violated the President’s promise to be 
the most transparent administration in 
history—I remember him making that 
statement during his first inaugural 
address—but it also represented a vio-
lation of the public trust. Now we learn 
of very serious national security con-
cerns which I am going to speak about 
in just a moment. 

Because we know that the Depart-
ment of Justice is headed by the Attor-
ney General—a political appointee of 
the President of the United States who 
serves at the pleasure of the Presi-
dent—and because of the conflict of in-
terest by asking Attorney General 
Lynch to investigate and perhaps even 
prosecute somebody in the Obama ad-
ministration, I called upon the Depart-
ment of Justice, and the Attorney Gen-
eral in particular, to appoint a special 
counsel to investigate the matter, 
given those obvious conflicts of inter-
est. Of course, we read in the paper and 
understand from testimony before the 
Senate Judiciary Committee just re-
cently by Director Comey of the FBI 
that the FBI is conducting an inves-
tigation into this matter, as they 
should. For myself, I would say the 
FBI, notwithstanding what I have said 
about the Federal Government’s poor 
reputation generally—that the FBI is 
still very widely respected for its in-
tegrity, as it must be, but the FBI can-
not go further and convene a grand 
jury to consider potential violations of 
the criminal law. That can only be 
done by a court at the request of a 
prosecutor with the Justice Depart-
ment. 

If we are going to be true to the 
promise of equal justice under the 

law—those are the words carved above 
the entryway to the U.S. Supreme 
Court—if we are going to be true to 
that promise, we have to be able to 
demonstrate that the same rules and 
the same laws apply to everybody in 
this country, whether a person is the 
President of the United States or 
whether a person is one of our Nation’s 
humblest citizens. We are all equal be-
fore the law—or at least we should be— 
and it is a violation of the public trust 
when people act as if the rules that 
apply to everybody else don’t apply to 
them. 

So far the Attorney General has de-
clined to appoint a special counsel, but 
I think that even in the interim, since 
I first made that request and it was de-
clined, we see why it is even more im-
portant today than it was back in Oc-
tober. 

The Obama administration has dem-
onstrated time and time again pre-
cisely why we need the decisionmaking 
in this case as far removed from White 
House politics as it can possibly be. 
For example, in October the President 
went on television and publicly opined 
on the results of the ongoing criminal 
probe. He said, ‘‘I don’t think it posed 
a national security problem.’’ That is 
the President of the United States. 
Based on his comments, one might rea-
sonably conclude that the White House 
was somehow privy and in consultation 
with the FBI about their ongoing 
criminal investigation. Subsequently, I 
had a chance to ask Director Comey 
whether in fact that was the case, and 
he said absolutely not. I believe Direc-
tor Comey. 

It is not a little matter when the 
President of the United States is say-
ing ‘‘I don’t see a problem here’’ when 
he actually doesn’t even know the 
facts, and it might appear that he is 
trying to influence the conduct of that 
investigation. That is a real problem. 
In fact, the President’s comments were 
out of line—offering his opinion on 
what the results of an ongoing criminal 
investigation might or should be. 

Since that time, we found out that 
Secretary Clinton had 18 emails be-
tween herself and the President on her 
private email server. I don’t know 
whether the President still feels like 
this is not a problem, but it is a big 
problem. 

I earlier outlined the publicly re-
ported evidence and explained the very 
real likelihood of criminal violation on 
the part of Secretary Clinton and her 
staff. Since then, my concerns—that 
the information held and sent by Sec-
retary Clinton contained some of the 
most sensitive classified information of 
the U.S. Government—have been con-
firmed. 

Just 2 weeks ago, several of my col-
leagues received a letter from the in-
spector general of the Office of the Di-
rector of National Intelligence, the 
agency whose core mission it is to inte-
grate all the intelligence operations of 
the U.S. Government. That letter was 
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sent in response to one from the chair-
man of the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence and the chairman of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee about 
the security of Secretary Clinton’s pri-
vate email server. What the inspector 
general said should give us all pause. 
He said that there were ‘‘several dozen 
e-mails containing classified informa-
tion.’’ 

As we know, there are several dif-
ferent levels of classification for gov-
ernment correspondence, some more 
sensitive than others, but the inspector 
general went on to say that these 
emails were ‘‘determined by the [intel-
ligence community] element to be at 
the Confidential, Secret and the Top 
Secret/SAP level.’’ That ‘‘SAP’’ term 
may be a new one to a lot of people, 
but it is an acronym that means spe-
cial access programs. It is the most 
sensitive classified information known 
to the U.S. Government, and it is a 
classification even above ‘‘top secret.’’ 

Access to special access program in-
formation is so highly restricted in 
part because it exposes information 
about programs that are incredibly 
sensitive to national security, such as 
how intelligence was gathered in the 
first place, sources, and methods—some 
of which would be jeopardized, if not 
individuals killed if it was known that 
they were providing a source of intel-
ligence for the U.S. Government. In the 
case of special access programs from an 
intelligence agency, that means expos-
ing this information would put intel-
ligence collection and, as I said, poten-
tially human sources at great risk. 

On Friday, more news regarding the 
type of information that was on Sec-
retary Clinton’s server was announced. 
It was widely reported for the first 
time that the State Department admit-
ted that it had categorized at least 22 
emails found on Secretary Clinton’s 
server as ‘‘top secret’’—that is the 
agency she was responsible for that 
said 22 emails were top secret. 

I think it is pretty obvious, even 
based on the public reports—most of 
which were generated from information 
produced as a result of a freedom of in-
formation lawsuit in Federal court—I 
think it is pretty obvious that her 
email server did contain information 
that jeopardized our national security. 

Let me digress for a second to talk 
about a new development, a new con-
cern that was raised by this informa-
tion that some of these different classi-
fications of information were con-
tained on her private email server. The 
fact is, there are three different gov-
ernment email systems. There is the 
Secret Internet Protocol Router Net-
work—known as the SIPRNet—which 
is used by the Defense Department and 
some other government agencies and 
which is separate and apart from the 
Internet. It is also separate and apart 
from the usual government system 
called the Nonclassified Internet Pro-
tocol Router Network, NIPRNet. The 
SIPRNet is secret and separate, and 
the NIPRNet can be used to send 

emails outside the government on a 
government email server. Then there is 
a third type of system known as 
JWICS. This is the Joint Worldwide In-
telligence Communication System, 
which is even more sensitive than the 
information contained on the SIPRNet, 
which I mentioned earlier. If somehow, 
as appears to be the case, information 
got from the SIPRNet or JWICS onto a 
NIPRNet system or onto a private 
email server system, it would have to 
be physically transferred because they 
are not connected. Part of their secu-
rity is that they are maintained as 
independent systems. The concern is 
that highly classified information from 
SIPRNet or the super-secure JWICS 
somehow jumped from those closed sys-
tems to the open system and turned up 
in at least 1,340 Clinton home emails. 

In an article in today’s New York 
Post, the author points to Secretary 
Clinton’s Chief of Staff Cheryl Mills or 
Deputy Chiefs Huma Abedin and Jake 
Sullivan because in one of the emails 
that has been made public, Clinton 
pressured Sullivan to declassify cabled 
remarks by a foreign leader. 

‘‘Just email it,’’ Clinton snapped, to which 
Sullivan replied: ‘‘Trust me, I share your ex-
asperation. But until ops converts it to the 
unclassified email system, there is no phys-
ical way for me to email it.’’ 

In another recently released email, Clinton 
instructed Sullivan to convert a classified 
document into an unclassified email attach-
ment by scanning it into an unsecured com-
puter and sending it to her without any clas-
sified markings. ‘‘Turn into nonpaper w no 
identifying heading and send nonsecure,’’ she 
ordered. 

One gentleman associated with Judi-
cial Watch, which has been one of the 
entities that have filed the freedom of 
information litigation which has pro-
duced the huge volume of emails con-
tained on Secretary Clinton’s server, 
said, ‘‘Receiving Top Secret SAP intel-
ligence outside secure channels is a 
mortal sin.’’ 

So, as one can see, these are not triv-
ial matters; these are very serious mat-
ters. 

It is important to remind folks that 
this issue was even made worse because 
it is likely that some of our adversaries 
had access to and monitored her pri-
vate email server. We have heard many 
of our Nation’s top national security 
and intelligence leaders indicate that 
is likely. 

Recently, Secretary Gates, whose 
long service to our country includes 
being Defense Secretary under Presi-
dent George W. Bush and President 
Barrack Obama, as well as high-level 
jobs in the CIA, said, ‘‘I think the odds 
are pretty high’’ that Russians, Chi-
nese, and Iranians had compromised 
Secretary Clinton’s server. 

Here we are now knowing that infor-
mation on that server not only in-
cluded classified information but infor-
mation classified at the highest level 
known to the Federal Government. 

On Friday, given these reports, Presi-
dent Obama’s Press Secretary, his chief 
spokesman, Josh Earnest, was asked 

about the status of the investigation 
and if he believes Secretary Clinton 
would be indicted. It would have been 
easy enough for him to say ‘‘No com-
ment’’ or ‘‘We are not privy to the in-
vestigation because it is being con-
ducted by a law enforcement agency 
and that is the way these things are 
done,’’ but instead he said, ‘‘Some offi-
cials have said she is not the target of 
the investigation’’ and that an indict-
ment ‘‘does not seem to be the direc-
tion in which it is trending.’’ 

As with the President’s reckless re-
marks on television in October, either 
the White House has information they 
should not have about the status of 
this ongoing criminal investigation by 
the FBI or they are sending a signal to 
the FBI and the Department of Justice 
that they want this to go away. It is 
hard for me to interpret these com-
ments by the President and by his 
Press Secretary as anything other than 
trying to influence the FBI and the De-
partment of Justice on the outcome 
the administration prefers. That is 
completely inappropriate, it is out-
rageous, and it has to stop. 

Today this Senator is back on the 
Senate floor where I started months 
ago to make the very same point but 
with a greater sense of urgency and 
with a lot of new information that has 
come to light. I believe Secretary Clin-
ton has likely violated multiple crimi-
nal statutes. For a Secretary of State 
to conduct official business—including 
transmitting and receiving informa-
tion that is classified as SAP level—on 
a private, unsecured server, when sen-
sitive national defense information 
would likely pass through it, is not 
just a lapse of judgment, it is a reck-
less disregard for the security of the 
American people, not to mention the 
lives of our intelligence professionals 
who are involved in gaining this impor-
tant intelligence. It is important for us 
to protect ourselves against our adver-
saries. 

In light of the unprecedented nature 
of the case and of the multiple con-
flicts for the Department of Justice, I 
can see no other appropriate course of 
action but for Attorney General Loret-
ta Lynch to appoint a special counsel 
to pursue this matter wherever the 
facts may lead. That need is under-
scored by the apparent inability of the 
White House to resist the temptation 
to try to influence or, at worst, ob-
struct the current investigation. 

I hope the Attorney General seri-
ously considers my request to appoint 
a special counsel given the conflict of 
interest and the extraordinary cir-
cumstances of this case because in the 
end it is the right thing to do for the 
American people. If the U.S. Govern-
ment—including Congress and the ad-
ministration—is going to regain the 
trust and confidence of the American 
people, they need to know that the 
chips will fall where they may and that 
our law enforcement officials, such as 
the FBI and the Department of Justice, 
will pursue these cases wherever the 
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facts may lead, that there isn’t a sepa-
rate set of rules for high government 
officials, such as the Secretary of 
State, and you and me. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. 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. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on an amendment that I sub-
mitted last week, amendment No. 3140, 
which is a tripartisan amendment to 
the Energy Policy Modernization Act, 
which is the pending legislation. I sub-
mitted the amendment last week with 
Senators KLOBUCHAR and KING as my 
lead cosponsors. Our amendment would 
support the key role that the forests in 
this country can play in helping to 
meet our country’s energy needs. 

The carbon benefits of forest biomass 
are clearly established. Yet current 
policy uncertainty could end up jeop-
ardizing—rather than encouraging—in-
vestment in working forests, har-
vesting operations, bioenergy, wood 
products, and paper manufacturing. 
Biomass energy is sustainable, respon-
sible, renewable, and economically sig-
nificant as an energy source. Many 
States are already relying on biomass 
to meet their renewable energy goals. 
There is a great deal of support for re-
newable biomass, which creates the 
benefits of establishing jobs, boosting 
economic growth, and helping us to 
meet our Nation’s energy needs. Fed-
eral policies across all departments 
and agencies must remove any uncer-
tainties and contradictions through a 
clear policy that forest bioenergy is an 
essential part of our Nation’s energy 
future. 

With these goals in mind, I have of-
fered a very straightforward amend-
ment with a group of colleagues who 
span the ideological spectrum. They in-
clude, as I mentioned, Senators KLO-
BUCHAR and KING, as well as Senators 
AYOTTE, FRANKEN, DAINES, CRAPO, and 
RISCH. I am very pleased to have all of 
these colleagues cosponsoring my bill. 

Our amendment supports the key 
role that forests in the United States 
can play in addressing the Nation’s en-
ergy needs. The amendment echoes the 
principles outlined in the June 2015 let-
ter that we sent, which was signed by 
46 Senators. As the Acting President 
pro tempore knows, it is very unusual 
for 46 Senators on both sides of the 
aisle to come together in support of a 
policy. 

Specifically, our amendment would 
require the Secretary of Energy, the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and the Ad-
ministrator of the EPA to jointly en-
sure that Federal policy relating to 
forest bioenergy is consistent across all 
departments and agencies and that the 

full benefits of forest biomass for en-
ergy conservation and responsible for-
est management are recognized. 

The amendment would also direct 
these Federal agencies to establish 
clear and simple policy for the utiliza-
tion of biomass as an energy solution. 
These include policies that reflect the 
carbon neutrality of forest bioenergy 
that recognize biomass as a renewable 
energy source, that encourage private 
investment throughout the biomass 
supply chain, that encourage forest 
management to improve forest health, 
and that recognize State initiatives to 
use biomass. 

The carbon neutrality of biomass 
harvested from sustainably managed 
forests has been recognized repeatedly 
by numerous studies, agencies, institu-
tions, and rules around the world, and 
there has been no dispute about the 
carbon neutrality of biomass derived 
from the residuals of forest products 
manufacturing and agriculture. 

Our tripartisan amendment would 
help ensure that Federal policies for 
the use of clean, renewable energy so-
lutions are clear and simple. 

I am in conversations with the two 
managers of this important bill, the 
chairman, Senator MURKOWSKI, and the 
ranking member, Senator CANTWELL, 
about our amendment. I hope that it 
will be adopted, and I encourage our 
colleagues to support its adoption. 

As I mentioned, Senators KLOBUCHAR 
and KING joined with me last week in 
submitting this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator AYOTTE, Senator 
FRANKEN, Senator DAINES, Senator 
CRAPO, and Senator RISCH be added as 
cosponsors to the amendment as well. 

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

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

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

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. WARREN. Mr. 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. 

STUDENT LOAN DEBT 
Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, 2 weeks 

ago, Senate Democrats announced our 
commitment to end the crushing bur-
den of student loan debt. Our campaign 
is called ‘‘In the Red’’ because we agree 
with what President Obama said during 
his final State of the Union: ‘‘No hard- 
working student should be stuck in the 
red.’’ 

My special guest at President 
Obama’s final State of the Union ad-
dress highlighted exactly this point. 
Alexis Ploss is a student at UMass 
Lowell. She is a first-generation col-
lege student working on a degree in 
math. She wants to get a master’s de-

gree so she can become a public school 
teacher, but she has already taken on 
over $50,000 in student loan debt. 

Think about that, smart, hard-work-
ing students who want to build a future 
for themselves and who want to teach 
the next generation of kids are weigh-
ing the benefits of more education 
against the fear of an unmanageable 
debt load. 

I don’t think Alexis will quit, but I 
want my Republican colleagues to ex-
plain to me how America is any better 
off if a young woman doesn’t get a 
master’s degree and become a first-rate 
math teacher. How is this country any 
better off if young people get scared by 
debt, quit school, and take a job that 
requires less education? 

What Alexis and hundreds of thou-
sands of other people like her end up 
doing will be affected by decisions we 
make right in this room. If Congress 
does nothing, then Alexis and hundreds 
of thousands of other students just get 
squeezed harder. The debts get bigger, 
they grow faster, and the decision to 
give up is just a little closer. 

Seventy percent of students now need 
to borrow money in order to make it 
through school. Democrats are here to 
say: Enough is enough, and that is 
what this ‘‘In the Red’’ campaign is all 
about. The Democratic plan has two 
basic parts: debt-free college and refi-
nancing student loans. 

There are a lot of ways to get to 
debt-free college. We can give students 
the opportunity to graduate from com-
munity college without student debt 
by making it completely tuition free. 
We can increase Pell grants. We can 
hold colleges accountable for keeping 
costs low and providing a high-quality 
education that will help students get 
ahead. 

We can also cut the outstanding debt. 
Some student loans are charging 6 per-
cent, 8 percent, 10 percent, and even 
higher interest rates. We could cut 
those interest rates right now. Demo-
crats are ready to go, but the Repub-
licans are blocking us every step of the 
way. Instead of lowering the cost of 
student loans, they support the status 
quo, where the U.S. Government turns 
young people who are trying to get an 
education into profit centers to bring 
in more revenue for the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

In fact, Congress has set interest 
rates so high on loans that just one 
slice of those loans—those issued from 
2007 to 2012—are now on target to make 
$66 billion in profits for the U.S. Gov-
ernment. This is obscene. The Federal 
Government should be helping students 
get an education, not making a profit 
off their backs. 

The main response from Republicans 
in Congress has been to claim that refi-
nancing wouldn’t save students that 
much money. Really? There are more 
than 40 million people currently deal-
ing with student loan debt. When their 
interest rates are cut, many will save 
hundreds of dollars a year and some 
will save thousands of dollars a year. 
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That is money that can help someone 
out of a hole or money to save for a 
downpayment on a home or money to 
pay off those student loans faster—but 
Republicans say that money is trivial? 
What comes next? Do Republicans say 
let them eat cake? 

Where are all those Republicans who 
think Washington takes too much of 
our money? These artificially high in-
terest rates are a tax we impose on stu-
dents to fund government, a tax that 
keeps hard-working young people from 
buying homes, from starting businesses 
or for from saving for retirement. 

The Republicans may not want to tax 
billionaires or Fortune 500 corpora-
tions, but evidently they don’t mind 
squeezing students who have to borrow 
money to pay for college. 

For 2 years now, Democrats have 
tried to get a bill through Congress to 
lower the interest rate on student 
loans, and for 2 years the Republicans 
have blocked this bill. As the Repub-
licans have said no, hardworking peo-
ple who are just trying to build a life 
have paid and paid and paid. 

So I am here to ask the Republicans: 
What is your idea? What is your plan 
for how to deal with existing student 
loan debt? Democrats have put a pro-
posal on the table to make college af-
fordable, but I don’t hear anything 
from the Republicans except ‘‘no, no, 
no.’’ Well, it is time for change—debt- 
free college and lower interest rates on 
student loans. That is what Senate 
Democrats are fighting for, and to-
gether that is what we are going to 
win. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I suggest 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. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COATS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

TRANS-PACIFIC PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, on 

Wednesday of this week, in the dead of 
the night—at least here—the President 
intends to have his trade representa-
tive sign the Trans-Pacific Partner-
ship, a massive trade agreement, for 
our Pacific trading partners. It is the 
product of fast-track, a procedure that 
cleared the Senate. Presumably at 
some point, it will then be advanced to 
the Congress for approval. The ad-
vancement will be the result of the 
President filing implementing legisla-
tion that will move the agreement for-
ward. 

Even though the President regards 
this deal as one of his signature accom-
plishments, he is not making the trip. 
Instead, he has deputized Trade Rep-
resentative Michael Froman to sign 
the agreement in New Zealand on be-
half of the United States. New Zealand 
is a long way away. 

We haven’t had much talk about this 
event. The reason is that the American 

people are very uneasy about it. The 
American people are not happy with 
this agreement. The American people, I 
believe, fully oppose it and would op-
pose it even more so if they knew more 
about it, and they will learn more 
about it. So I think there has been an 
effort not to talk about it, to keep the 
language low, and to see if it can’t be 
brought up some way and passed. I 
think that would be a mistake. 

This trade agreement is 5,554 pages 
long and stacks 3 feet high on my desk, 
so I would like to point my colleagues 
to examples of what the deal will do. 

The American Automobile Policy 
Council recently issued a report which 
stated that the TPP would threaten 
90,000 American automotive jobs be-
cause of its failure to include strong 
currency protections. This is just one 
of the problems we have. It has to be 
dealt with. Currency manipulation is 
exceedingly dangerous. It has very 
large impacts, and on a $20,000, $30,000, 
$40,000 automobile, we are talking 
about thousands of dollars difference 
through currency. 

American industries across the board 
are beginning to oppose TPP. Many be-
lieve that all of the businesses are for 
it. But that is not the case. Many 
American manufacturers would see 
their future even more problematic 
under the TPP. 

Ford released a statement opposing 
the deal. They argued that the TPP is 
not adequately open and does not ade-
quately open foreign markets to U.S. 
goods. 

We are going to further open our 
markets to foreign goods, but we are 
not going to make the kind of progress 
that must be made to help our exports, 
which is why we are told this agree-
ment should pass—because it is going 
to open up markets for us. Ford says 
no. 

Last week Ford announced they were 
leaving the Japanese market—Japan 
being the key country in this agree-
ment—because they say that Japan has 
nontariff barriers that have limited 
their ability to sell cars in Japan. 

For example, in 2015, Ford sold fewer 
than 5,000 cars in Japan. Ford is an 
international manufacturer. They sell 
large numbers of automobiles in Eu-
rope, in Mexico, in South America, but 
they cannot penetrate the Japanese 
market. Hyundai, a superb South Ko-
rean manufacturer, also not too long 
ago gave up trying to sell automobiles 
in Japan. It is not tariffs; it is non-
tariff factors, constructed by Japan, 
that make this happen. 

Given this evidence, one would hope 
that the United States would be able to 
negotiate a deal that would support 
American manufacturing and Amer-
ican workers, but that is not the case 
with the TPP. 

This is the World Bank’s evaluation. 
The World Bank has concluded that 
Japan would see an extra economic 
growth of 2.7 percent by 2030 while the 
United States can expect only four- 
tenths of 1 percent of additional eco-
nomic growth. 

The White House’s own study—a 
study they cite with pride, although 
they omit many of the facts that are 
set forth in that report—conducted by 
the Peterson Institute for Inter-
national Economics claimed that TPP 
will decrease the growth of manufac-
turing in the United States by 20 per-
cent by 2030. In other words, without 
this deal, manufacturing in the United 
States would grow 20 percent more 
than if we signed the TPP. 

Is this good for America? Manufac-
turing jobs are high-paying jobs. Manu-
facturing jobs demand resources from 
the community, and all kinds of people 
support those manufacturing jobs. The 
products that Americans manufacture 
are sold in the United States, around 
the world, and money is brought home, 
and it pours into that community to 
buy more products, more machines, 
more gasoline, more electricity, and to 
pay the workers who work in the 
plants. 

You have to have manufacturing in 
this world. A nation cannot get by 
without it. A nation that has the great-
est economy in the world, a nation 
that has the greatest military in the 
world must maintain a manufacturing 
base. 

According to the Peterson Institute 
for International Economics, this 20 
percent reduction in potential growth 
would result in around 120,000 fewer 
jobs than would have been created oth-
erwise. That is a very large number— 
120,000 high-paying, good jobs in manu-
facturing plants. But that is the Presi-
dent’s study. That is his group that 
they got to give the results he wanted. 
Trust me—and we are going to show 
this over time—the predictions for 
these trade agreements have fallen 
massively short of what the adminis-
tration has promised. 

However, a more critical study by 
the economists at Tufts University— 
that prestigious university—recently 
found that TPP would cost up to 400,000 
jobs in the United States. We are sup-
posed to sign this deal, and it is sup-
posed to make America better, and it is 
going to cost us jobs. That is what the 
other deals have done. I think this one 
is likely to do the same. I wish it 
weren’t so. 

We need better trade deals. We don’t 
need to enter into trade deals that 
don’t protect the legitimate interest of 
American workers and American man-
ufacturers. Our trading partners, good 
countries, good people—Japan, South 
Korea, Philippines, and others—are 
tough trading partners. They are mer-
cantilists. They are not free traders, 
really. They are out to maximize their 
exports, and the export market they 
lust after the most is the U.S. market. 
That is where they want to export 
their products and bring home Amer-
ican dollars. We haven’t done a good 
job of defending our interests. 

The United States already has trade 
agreements with major Asian nations. 
We have many of them now. How have 
they turned out? Shouldn’t we study 
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that? Has anyone talked about that? 
Have we had hearings on how well they 
worked out before? No. 

We haven’t really looked into the ef-
fects of previous agreements because 
we don’t want to talk about that. What 
we want to say in the Senate and the 
House of Representatives is that trade 
deals are good. If anybody has a trade 
deal, be for it. That is not a sound way 
to proceed. 

South Korea is a good ally of the 
United States. It is a good country, but 
they are tough competitors. Our trade 
deficit with South Korea last year from 
January through November was $26 bil-
lion, and by the end of the year, that 
country alone will be about $28-plus 
billion. They have not published num-
bers yet, but estimates suggest that 
the 2015 trade deficit will be 15 percent 
higher than the previous year—2014. Is 
that a good deal for the United States? 

Trade deficits reduced U.S. GDP, as 
products that Americans consume are 
made abroad instead of produced here 
as part of our gross domestic product. 
It is not good for economic growth. Our 
growth fell way below expectations—0.7 
percent—in the fourth quarter of this 
year, and every dollar of trade deficit 
subtracts from our GDP. 

Some think we could be heading into 
a recession. Many people are seriously 
discussing this. Who knows what will 
happen? We are not in a booming econ-
omy; there is absolutely no doubt 
about it. Wages are down. Job pros-
pects are down. We have the lowest 
percentage of Americans in their work-
ing years actually working since the 
1970s. It is not a healthy environment. 

In 2010, President Obama promised 
that the South Korean trade deal—he 
said this when he signed the agree-
ment. They have been promising these 
kinds of things in advance. It passed, 
and he signed the agreement. I voted 
for it. I voted for most of these deals, 
but it is time for us to be honest about 
it, to evaluate how well they are actu-
ally turning out. When he signed the 
deal, he promised it would increase 
American exports to South Korea by 
$11 billion a year. That was nice. We 
would like to have seen that. However, 
in the 11 months of last year, the 
United States exported only $1.2 billion 
more than we did when the deal was 
signed 6 years ago. The year before 
that, it was a $0.8 billion export in-
crease; it was not even $1 billion. 

What about Korean exports to the 
United States, what we import from 
Korea? Since 2010, our trade deficit 
with South Korea has risen nearly 260 
percent, from $10.1 billion in 2010 to 
more than $26 billion this year. That is 
a very serious matter. I am very con-
cerned about this loss of jobs. 

I think the American people need to 
know what is happening. The Trans-
pacific Partnership Agreement not 
only fails to deal with manufacturing 
jobs in general, but it also fails to in-
clude any kind of serious measure that 
would address currency manipulation. 

During the time President Reagan 
was President, the economy went 

through a tough period, but it re-
bounded under his leadership. Paul 
Volcker and Reagan’s leadership put us 
on a path of sound, solid growth that 
went all the way through the 1990s. Mr. 
Volcker once said a moment of cur-
rency manipulation can wipe out years 
of trade agreements with our trading 
partners. 

Currency is a huge thing. That is why 
the American Automotive Council is 
concerned about it, why Ford and other 
manufacturers care about it, and why 
we had a series of votes on the Senate 
floor to try to do something about cur-
rency. 

But the powers that be had the ulti-
mate victory. We got to vote for a bill 
that wouldn’t become law; that would 
push back and allow us to resist cur-
rency manipulation. We got to vote on 
that one, but they made sure it didn’t 
get on the bill that is going to become 
law—the Trans-Pacific Partnership 
Agreement. It was a show vote. The 
President was not going to execute it, 
and he threatened to veto it. 

The Wall Street Journal, on Novem-
ber 5, wrote: 

Mexico, Canada and other countries sig-
naled that they were open to the [currency] 
deal when they realized it [would not] in-
clude binding currency rules that could lead 
to trade sanctions through the TPP. 

These countries want to be able to 
manipulate their currency. Obviously, 
they agreed to go forward with the 
trade deal because they knew there 
were no binding currency rules. In fact, 
last year the Japanese Finance Min-
ister, Taro Aso, said that ‘‘there [will 
not] be any change’’ in Japan’s cur-
rency policy because of the provisions 
included in the TPP. 

Some milk toast language got in the 
agreement. The Senators were able to 
say they voted for a bill that had teeth 
to it, but that was in a separate bill 
that would not become law. My cur-
rency provisions in the bill, the lan-
guage with real teeth, was stripped out 
during the Conference Committee be-
cause the President threatened to veto 
it. It is never going to become law. 

But the agreement included along-
side the TPP is meaningless. Japan and 
others say it is not going to make any 
change in their currency policy. Japan 
significantly devalued the yen again 
recently. China devalued its currency 
by 6 percent last summer alone, and 
many expect they will devalue it even 
further. 

I have to say, it is time for the 
United States of America to under-
stand something. We are the largest 
economy in the world. We have the 
greatest military in the world. We need 
to demand that people who sell in our 
markets—and whose exports to the 
United States are critical to their eco-
nomic well-being—don’t get to do this 
if they are not playing by the rules. 
They don’t get to manipulate their cur-
rencies. They don’t get to subsidize 
their manufacturing, and we are not 
going to allow them to use nontariff 
barriers to prohibit the imports of 
American products. 

That is what we need from the lead-
ership in this country—not an agree-
ment that allows continued manipula-
tion of currency and that does not deal 
effectively with the nontariff barriers 
and subsidies these countries use to 
take market share away from U.S. 
companies. 

What happens to an American busi-
ness? U.S. Steel just closed some pro-
duction and laid off 1,000 workers in 
Birmingham last year. Is that plant 
going to reopen? We would like to 
think so, but I doubt it. Once these 
American plants that get no support 
from their government to compete 
abroad are closed, they don’t reopen. 
Our competitors know that, and they 
take market share. They get to sell 
more in the United States and bring 
home strong American dollars. 

I think it is time for us to slow down 
on this. We are going to continue to 
look at how these trade agreements 
have worked. I don’t think they have 
worked very well for the American 
worker. They haven’t done very well 
for American manufacturing. I think 
few would dispute that this Nation can 
be prosperous without manufacturing. 
One time they said you could do it with 
a service economy and high-tech econ-
omy. Saturday’s Barron’s did a report 
on a study that has been done about 
our high-tech companies, which we are 
so proud of and hear so much talk 
about. What about the job prospects 
they have for this year? Are they going 
to add more jobs to high-tech computer 
companies in America? No, this anal-
ysis said that the information tech-
nology companies in America would re-
duce employment by 330,000 people this 
year. 

I have to tell you that if we lose 
automobile manufacturing and steel 
plants, these people are not going to 
work in computer companies. That is 
one of the biggest misrepresentations I 
have ever heard. The facts are becom-
ing very clear on that. Microsoft laid 
off over 100,000 people the year before 
last. We have had a continual decline 
in high-tech job creation. Oh yes, some 
plant somewhere is adding jobs, but 
more plants are laying off workers. 
There is an election going on out there. 
People are concerned about their fu-
ture. They need to know about the 
trade agreement. They need to be ask-
ing their Representatives and their 
Presidential candidates how they feel 
about it. Which side are you going to 
be on? Let’s hear the reasons why you 
are for or against this agreement. After 
they hear that, I think they will be in 
a better position to decide how to cast 
their vote. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor as we are moving for-
ward, as many of my colleagues know, 
on this energy package. I thank my 
colleagues who have already come to 
the floor today to talk about it, and I 
especially thank Senator MURKOWSKI 
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for helping us to move through so 
many different proposals by our col-
leagues. We were able to clear some of 
these amendments by voice votes, and, 
hopefully, we will be able to move for-
ward over the next 24 hours on this bill 
by getting some votes locked in. 

One of the things we are going to 
talk about this week is energy effi-
ciency, which is creating jobs and mak-
ing our economy more competitive by 
holding down the cost of energy. Many 
of us know that for centuries the use of 
energy has been a very important fac-
tor in our economy. Last week I men-
tioned that the Northwest economy 
was built on a hydrosystem. Cheap hy-
dropower has worked for us over and 
over again, as companies that use a lot 
of electricity have moved to the North-
west. We have stored everything from 
apples to terabytes of data because of 
the huge efficiencies that we were able 
to pull off with cheap hydropower. 

As my colleague from Alaska will 
say, energy costs are high in Alaska 
and she wants to make sure we are 
making it more affordable and ena-
bling distributed generation, as she 
just mentioned earlier today. Ensuring 
that we have a microgrid to do that is 
a key component to how the state will 
successfully diversify their economy. 
As we debate this bill on the Senate 
floor, each of us is thinking about the 
regions of our country we represent 
and how to make sure we are dealing 
with energy successfully. 

One important thing I wanted to dis-
cuss is that in 2007, for the first time in 
our history, the United States actually 
delinked economic growth from energy 
use. Now, our economy is producing 
more in goods and services, yet it is 
using less in electricity. The chart be-
hind me demonstrates this. 

This is a very important point be-
cause it shows that we can still grow 
our economy while consuming and 
using less energy. This is important if 
you are a homeowner and want to use 
the energy in your home more effi-
ciently, while still having many apps 
and devices that require electricity but 
make your life easier. It is also impor-
tant for businesses. As U.S. businesses 
compete in a global economy, they 
want to produce goods and services and 
do so in a cost-effective manner. So the 
more you can drive down energy costs 
without having to drive down consump-
tion, the better. 

If we want to continue to compete in 
that global economy, we must continue 
to improve our energy productivity, 
and that is exactly what title I of the 
bill does. The Energy Policy Mod-
ernization Act will help ensure that 
the Nation is eliminating energy waste 
and making improvements in new tech-
nologies that will improve our com-
petitiveness for the 21st century. 

Energy efficiency is the cheapest and 
most affordable energy resource be-
cause it is typically about one-third of 
the cost of new production; that is, by 
saving energy at home, by using what 
we already have more efficiently—and 

there are all sorts of smart ways to do 
this—you can actually spend only one- 
third of the cost of what it would take 
to get new production online. 

In the last 40 years, since the oil em-
bargo, energy efficiency became an in-
tegral part of our energy policy. We 
have learned that efficiency is not like 
most other resources that are depleted 
and consumed. Instead, we found that 
as we keep making progress on energy 
efficiency, we have created new tech-
nologies. These have become the most 
cost-effective ways to cut waste and 
the most cost-effective ways to take 
the ‘‘low-hanging fruit’’ available in 
front of us and help businesses and 
homeowners alike. 

There are two examples of this that 
we, as the Federal Government, had a 
hand in: No. 1, automobiles and No. 2, 
lighting technology. Now both of these 
were in the previous 2007 Energy bill. 
Since then, average automobile fuel 
economy has improved dramatically, 
from 15 miles per gallon in 1978 to 28 
miles per gallon in 2016, thanks to the 
CAFE standards in effect. That was 
something we pushed here that made 
our automobiles more efficient. 

With respect to lighting, the latest 
light-emitting diode, LED, technology 
is 6 to 7 times more efficient in energy 
consumption than traditional incan-
descent lights and can last at least 25 
times longer. In 2012 alone, nearly 
50,000 LEDs were installed in the 
United States, saving an estimated $675 
million in annual electricity costs. 

What we are saying here is that we 
want to continue to move forward on 
energy efficiency. It is saving money 
for businesses and homeowners. We 
also want to continue the advance-
ments of these energy-efficiency tech-
nologies and make sure that we are 
making the right investments. So I 
want to remind my colleagues that 
there are going to be several ways in 
which we are going to try to build on 
this progress. Energy efficiency must 
be a major part of our policies here, 
and I know many States across the 
country are also making investments 
in this. 

So tomorrow I expect us to have a 
vote on an amendment to establish a 
Federal energy efficiency resource 
standard, or an EERS. 

Since its establishment, the Depart-
ment of Energy has implemented suc-
cessful energy efficiency programs that 
develop new technologies and promote 
best practices within the major sectors 
of our energy economy. Yet many 
States have used their role to also es-
tablish energy efficiency standards. Be-
hind me, you will see the number of 
States that have already developed 
these incentives for investments in en-
ergy efficiency by giving utilities an 
incentive to invest in low-cost, energy 
efficiency programs before investing in 
more expensive new energy production. 
You can see that many of these States 
across the United States have adopted 
such initiatives—25 States with energy 
efficiency resource standards. 

Why is that important? Well, once 
you start down the road of energy effi-
ciency, you continue to make your grid 
more efficient, which is something 
California has done. California made a 
huge investment as a marketplace for 
energy efficiency, and now they con-
tinue to be on the cutting edge of en-
ergy efficiency. They have continued 
to grow as an economy yet use less en-
ergy. In fact, the 19 States with the 
greatest energy savings in the Nation 
all have energy efficiency resource 
standards. 

So, to me, this is an area of the bill 
that I think we would like to improve. 
States are the laboratories of democ-
racy, and because 25 of them have dem-
onstrated the benefits of this policy, I 
believe it is time the Federal Govern-
ment should also establish a national 
energy efficiency resource standard. 
My colleague Senator FRANKEN from 
Minnesota will be offering an amend-
ment to do just that on this bill. 

The Federal Government could re-
quire States to do their part in reduc-
ing the waste of resources and increas-
ing our Nation’s energy productivity 
by establishing an energy efficiency re-
source standard that would promote in-
vestments in efficiency—everything 
from cost effectiveness in new build-
ings to production capacity. The pro-
posed EERS would set a very modest, 
easily achievable energy savings target 
that electrical and natural gas utilities 
must meet as is already required in 
half of these States. 

The American Council for an Energy- 
Efficient Economy estimates that im-
plementing the Federal EERS would 
save $130 billion, or about $1,000 per 
household by 2040. The adoption of this 
EERS amendment would more than 
triple the energy efficiency savings 
benefits of the act before us today. A 
Federal EERS would not only save 
every American money by reducing 
their energy bill, but it would also 
strengthen our Nation’s economic com-
petitiveness by improving our energy’s 
productivity and maintaining our lead-
ership in the commercialization of 
these products. 

This is something I learned during 
my time in the private sector. Anytime 
you can make something that is of 
value to everybody more efficient, such 
as energy, you are on the winning path; 
that is, if you become the experts of 
constantly knowing how to make ev-
erything more efficient, whether you 
are talking about development in 
China, in Europe or in other parts of 
Asia, the fact that we are experts on 
energy efficiency by deploying this 
here in the United States gives us a 
winning hand on deploying it around 
the world. Anytime you can be more ef-
ficient, you are also being more cost ef-
fective and saving dollars. That is what 
we are pushing in this bill. It will move 
us forward on energy efficiency. 

As we have seen, energy efficiency— 
and I am sure Senator FRANKEN will 
talk more about this tomorrow—is not 
only commonsense economics, but it 
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also has the ability to focus on some of 
the cleaner sources of energy that we 
have been discussing too. 

The Federal Government has had a 
history of promoting energy efficiency, 
and the government itself, being the 
single largest energy user in the Na-
tion, could benefit from this. We hope 
that when we look at the Federal Gov-
ernment, we will also be talking about 
energy efficiency products. One of the 
examples of how Congress directed the 
Federal Government to lead was by the 
enactment of section 433 of the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007. 
This provision established a Federal 
leadership role in the development of 
high-efficiency, low-emission commer-
cial buildings by requiring the Federal 
Government to phase out the use of 
fossil fuel energy in Federal buildings 
and major renovations by 2030. 

The U.S. Government, as the single 
largest occupant of Federal buildings 
in the Nation, should continue, I be-
lieve, to demonstrate its energy effi-
ciency as well. I know in the Pacific 
Northwest we have the Bullitt Center, 
which is the greenest commercial 
building in the United States. We have 
a hospital in Issaquah that is one of 
the most energy efficient hospitals in 
the United States, and we have other 
businesses that are developing these 
buildings that are smart buildings that 
are driving down the costs. What does 
that mean? It means that businesses 
can invest money into R&D or into the 
manufacturing of goods or into the pro-
motion of ideas instead of spending it 
on energy costs. 

For us in the Pacific Northwest, 
someone might ask: With the cheapest 
kilowatt rates in the Nation, why 
would everybody spend so much time 
on energy efficiency? We spend so 
much time on energy in the Northwest 
because we know it pays dividends. We 
know it gives us a competitive edge, 
and we know it continues to put us in 
the driver’s seat with technology. Even 
though we have the cheapest kilowatt 
rates, we continue to make an invest-
ment. 

These buildings were designed by ar-
chitects to show what is now techno-
logically possible and to feature state- 
of-the-art ground-source heating and 
cooling, both photovoltaic and thermal 
solar energy collection, and computers 
that automatically adjust the building 
systems in order to keep them com-
fortable and efficient. Some buildings 
have an elevator that converts kinetic 
energy from braking into usable elec-
tricity. All of these things are about 
cutting-edge technology. The Bullitt 
Center and other buildings like it in 
the United States demonstrate that it 
is technologically feasible and cost ef-
fective to phase out the use of fossil 
fuel generated energy in new Federal 
buildings within the next 14 years, as 
required by current law. 

These are not radical policies. These 
laws, which were passed in 2007, are 
things that I know people here would 
like to strike and repeal. Let me men-

tion another one we will likely hear 
about, which is the SAFE Act, offered 
by our colleagues from Georgia and 
Colorado. The Senators likely will 
offer this bill for sensible accounting 
to value energy. This bipartisan 
amendment was included in the Sha-
heen-Portman bill that would help 
homeowners account for the energy ef-
ficiency of their home during the mort-
gage and underwriting process. The av-
erage homeowner pays more than $2,000 
annually for the energy in their home. 
After the mortgage, this is typically 
the second largest cost in buying and 
owning a home, but it is not accounted 
for in the mortgage underwriting proc-
ess. Many of us have gone through this 
process of buying a home and getting a 
mortgage. So why can’t a homeowner, 
on a voluntary basis, have their home 
audited for its energy efficiency char-
acteristics and have that information 
accounted for in the mortgage under-
writing process? This is what Senators 
ISAKSON, BENNET, SHAHEEN, and 
PORTMAN have introduced in an amend-
ment, and I think it will be one of the 
things we will hear about tomorrow 
and one of the potential votes we will 
be having. 

A recent study from the University 
of North Carolina found that owners of 
more efficient homes are less likely to 
default on their mortgages. Adopting 
this amendment creates an incentive 
for homeowners to invest in energy ef-
ficiency improvement because those 
improvements will be accounted for in 
the underwriting process for their 
homes. Organizations as diverse as the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers, 
the Alliance to Save Energy, and the 
U.S. Green Building Council all support 
this amendment. So this is another 
idea that is not in the underlying bill 
that we will be discussing. 

Today we are here with many amend-
ments that were added last week to 
this legislation. I thank my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle for their hard 
work and for continuing to move for-
ward with my colleague, the Senator 
from Alaska, Ms. MURKOWSKI, and my-
self in getting through the next couple 
of days of these policies. 

I know my colleagues want to con-
tinue to discuss this legislation, as I 
do, but we also know there is a limited 
time that we will be able to be on this 
legislation. So I urge our colleagues to 
bring any amendments to the floor to-
night that they would like to have con-
sidered, if they haven’t already filed 
them today. 

We need to continue to build on the 
successes of the last 40 years, continue 
to cut our energy waste, and de-link 
our economic growth from energy use 
so we can make sure we can continue 
to grow in the most cost-effective way, 
and continue to produce the jobs that 
these new renewables and energy effi-
ciency opportunities are creating for 
us. I think this legislation will help 
give us another foothold toward a fu-
ture economy that is cleaner, more ef-

ficient, and a better driver of U.S. com-
petitiveness on an international global 
basis for the types of energy solutions 
that we think will help the world as 
well. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

LANKFORD). The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is currently considering a bipar-
tisan energy bill that could lead Amer-
ica on a pathway to rebuilding our Na-
tion’s economy in this century. It has 
been 9 years since we passed an energy 
bill and a lot of things have changed. 

The bill we are considering contains 
important provisions to build domestic 
clean energy sources, strengthen en-
ergy efficiency measures, and mod-
ernize our electric grid. 

This bill also represents a commit-
ment to basic science research at the 
Department of Energy. I believe it can 
and should do more than what the 
original bill proposes. We need more 
robust support for basic science re-
search—the kind of research that costs 
too much and takes too long for any 
individual company to undertake. We 
need to invest in medical and basic 
science research. The investment will 
pay off for generations to come. 

I cochair the Senate National Lab 
Caucus, and I know that if we invest in 
research in the National Labs, it will 
lead to breakthroughs that will help 
keep America competitive and create 
good-paying jobs. 

At Fermi National Accelerator Lab 
in Illinois, the development of super-
conducting wire technology enabled 
the large-scale manufacture of the 
magnetic resonance imaging—or MRI— 
machines doctors use today. Some-
times it is hard for the scientists and 
engineers and leaders at these labs to 
explain in simple words what they are 
doing and why it is important. This is 
an example. They were working on a 
wire technology that probably didn’t 
mean much certainly to me or to many 
people, but when they finished, they 
came up with an MRI—a brandnew way 
of imaging our bodies to detect ill-
nesses and plot a way to cure them. 

In the 1970s, the scientists building 
Fermilab’s particle accelerator drove 
cutting-edge research in super-
conducting wire fabrication. Rather 
than patent these advances, Fermilab 
made them freely available to the pub-
lic and private sector, opening the door 
to large-scale superconducting wire 
manufacturing by private industry. 
Since MRI machines rely on super-
conducting wires, this made commer-
cialization possible. 

Today, MRI machines are widely 
used to image the human body. Using 
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MRIs nearly eliminates the need for 
exploratory surgery, which, of course, 
means it is cheaper in the long run and 
safer. 

Last month, a new generation of MRI 
machines at the Illinois Neurological 
Institute saved the life of a 27-year-old 
farmer from Canton, IL, Cody Krulac. 
Cody had a tumor that was located in 
the part of his brain that would have 
been difficult to image using old tech-
nology and would have relied on sur-
gery and guesswork, but using the new 
MRI machine, his doctors were able to 
pinpoint exactly where the tumor was 
and exactly how much to remove, 
meaning Cody spent less time in sur-
gery and recovered more quickly. 

Another example of the Department 
of Energy’s success can be found in Ar-
gonne’s Advanced Photon Source. Its 
power x-ray beams enable the observa-
tion of extremely small objects in un-
precedented detail. This allows sci-
entists to see how viruses, such as HIV, 
replicate and how cancer grows. This 
understanding led to the discovery of a 
new drug for AIDS therapy, a drug 
called Kaletra, which is now the most 
prescribed drug in its class for this 
deadly disease. It also led to the devel-
opment of a drug, Zelboraf, to treat 
melanoma. This drug has been used by 
11,000 patients worldwide and is ap-
proved in 43 countries. The research at 
this National Lab really paved the 
way. 

Building and operating a facility like 
the Advanced Photon Source is too ex-
pensive and specialized for any single 
company to do. Only investment by 
America in its own Department of En-
ergy can make something like this pos-
sible. 

Let me give one final example of how 
the Department of Energy’s Office Of 
Science has had an impact on every 
American life. Researchers from Illi-
nois University, Fermilab, and Ar-
gonne have teamed up to give a tenfold 
boost to normal CT scanning capabili-
ties. The result was a next-generation 
CT scanner that limits the patient’s 
exposure to radiation while giving bet-
ter images that allow doctors to more 
accurately detect and treat cancer and 
save lives. This research also led to two 
U.S. patents and spurred an Illinois 
startup company called ProtonVDA 
through the National Institutes of 
Health small business innovation re-
search grant. 

These are only some of the Depart-
ment of Energy’s and the National 
Lab’s success stories, but they are ex-
amples that show that this investment, 
which cannot be effectively made by 
most businesses in America, can really 
make America safer, healthier, and 
pave the way for new businesses and 
jobs. America’s place as a world leader 
in cutting-edge research is at risk if we 
fail to make the necessary investments 
in basic science research. 

I want to commend my colleagues in 
the Senate, particularly Senator ROY 
BLUNT, a Republican from Missouri; 
Senator LAMAR ALEXANDER, a Repub-

lican from Tennessee; and Senator 
PATTY MURRAY, a Democrat from the 
State of Washington. They really 
stepped up when it came to NIH re-
search—the National Institutes of 
Health. In this year’s budget, we are 
going to have virtually a 5-percent real 
increase in research—$2 billion of new 
money going to NIH. I am willing to 
stake my future in the Senate and tell 
you that investment at the NIH this 
year in research will ultimately lead to 
breakthroughs that will save lives. 
This is another area which is equally 
promising. 

I remember visiting the Department 
of Energy a few months back with Er-
nest Moniz, our Secretary, whom I re-
spect very much. I told him the story 
of how I am committed to NIH’s basic 
biomedical research. I said one exam-
ple is Alzheimer’s. 

I was surprised when my staff said 
one American is diagnosed with Alz-
heimer’s every 67 seconds. I said: Go 
back to the drawing board. That can’t 
be true. 

They went back and came back and 
said: No, Senator, that is exactly right. 
One in every 67 seconds on average, an 
American is diagnosed with Alz-
heimer’s. 

I told that story to Ernest Moniz, the 
Secretary of Energy, and I said that is 
why we need this NIH research. 

He said: Senator, my Office of 
Science in the Department of Energy is 
developing the imaging techniques so 
that we can detect Alzheimer’s in liv-
ing human beings. 

Currently, the only confirmation of 
the diagnosis is confirmed in autopsy. 
If we can look at the early onset of Alz-
heimer’s, we can better respond to it. 
That is why, if one is interested in cur-
ing diseases, in finding ways to avoid 
expensive surgery, in reducing the cost 
of medicine but still protecting Amer-
ica, this generation of lawmakers needs 
to make a commitment to science re-
search. 

I have already thanked my col-
leagues by name who have done so 
much for the NIH, and I will be offering 
an amendment with Senator ALEX-
ANDER of Tennessee that is going to 
help increase our commitment to re-
search in the Energy bill which is be-
fore us. The 4-percent growth in the 
bill is good, but unfortunately it does 
not protect against inflation. What we 
are calling for is 5-percent growth over 
inflation in this Department. I can 
guarantee that the breakthroughs that 
will come from this research will make 
life better and create more opportuni-
ties for people living in this country. 
We need to have sustained funding to 
ensure that cutting-edge research can 
bear fruit, and we are asking that they 
maintain this growth period of 5-per-
cent real growth for 5 years. 

Congress needs to help America’s 
best and brightest do what they do 
best. This amendment represents an in-
vestment that will save lives. 

I will say parenthetically that this 
morning I made a trip to Atlanta, GA. 

Every 2 or 3 years, I go down to visit 
the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention. This agency is not well 
known or well understood by most 
Americans. The Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention in Atlanta, GA, 
is the first line in America’s national 
defense when it comes to public health 
threats. 

We now have a mosquito called the 
Zika mosquito spreading a virus in 
Brazil to the point where women are 
being warned that now is not the time 
to be pregnant. If one of those mosqui-
toes should sting you and if some of 
the virus gets into your body, it can 
cause a miscarriage or some terrible 
birth defects in the baby. That is how 
dangerous it is. The frontline of de-
fense in the United States is the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention 
in Atlanta, GA. 

As I walked through there and met 
with the pathologists, the doctors, vet-
erinarians, and others who work there, 
I saw this amazing array of extraor-
dinary talent, people who were excited 
about their work, about making our 
country and the world safer. The Zika 
virus, of course, is our current threat, 
but there are many more. They faced 
the Ebola crisis in Africa, and luckily 
it did not spread beyond the few coun-
tries where it was first reported. So 
when we talk about investments in re-
search by the U.S. Federal Govern-
ment, it is research that is good for us 
and our families, and it is good for the 
world. 

I will be offering this amendment 
probably this week with Senator ALEX-
ANDER and others to increase this com-
mitment to research. It is an invest-
ment that will lead to new break-
throughs in this bill on energy, in sci-
entific discoveries, energy innovation, 
and national security. This amendment 
strengthens the bill before us and helps 
us move to our 21st-century economy 
in the world. I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, we 
have had an opportunity to have a few 
speakers here this afternoon. Senator 
CANTWELL and I have come to the floor 
and urged our colleagues to help us as 
we work to advance the Energy Policy 
Modernization Act. We have, for the in-
formation of colleagues, an order, in 
terms of several—a couple of votes to-
morrow. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be in order to call up the 
following amendments: amendment No. 
3023 by Senator LEE and amendment 
No. 3115 by Senator FRANKEN; that on 
Tuesday, February 2, 2016, at 2:30 p.m., 
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the Senate proceed to vote in relation 
to the above amendments in the order 
listed, with no second-degree amend-
ments in order prior to the votes and a 
60-vote affirmative threshold required 
for adoption; further, that the time be-
tween 2:15 p.m. and 2:30 p.m. be equally 
divided in the usual form and that 
there be 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided prior to each vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2970, 2989, 2991, 3119, 3019, 3066, 

3137, AND 3056, AS MODIFIED, TO AMENDMENT 
NO. 2953 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. We are now ready 
to process a handful of amendments 
with a series of voice votes. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following amendments be 
called up and reported by number: 
Gardner amendment No. 2970; Reed 
amendment No. 2989; Inhofe amend-
ment No. 2991; Daines amendment No. 
3119; Murphy amendment No. 3019; 
Hirono amendment No. 3066; Udall 
amendment No. 3137; and Flake amend-
ment No. 3056, as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report the amend-

ments by number. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska [Ms. MUR-

KOWSKI], for others, proposes amendments 
numbered 2970, 2989, 2991, 3119, 3019, 3066, 3137, 
and 3056, as modified, to amendment No. 
2953. 

The amendments are as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 2970 

(Purpose: To modify a provision relating to 
energy management requirements) 

In section 1006, strike subsection (a) and 
insert the following: 

(a) ENERGY MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS.— 
Section 543(f)(4) of the National Energy Con-
servation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8253(f)(4)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘may’’ and inserting 
‘‘shall’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2989 

(Purpose: To ensure that funds for research 
and development of electric grid energy 
storage are used efficiently) 

Section 2301 is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

(f) USE OF FUNDS.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, in carrying out this section, the 
Secretary shall ensure that the use of funds 
to carry out this section is coordinated 
among different offices within the Grid Mod-
ernization Initiative of the Department and 
other programs conducting energy storage 
research. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2991 

(Purpose: To modify provisions relating to 
brownfields grants) 

(The amendment is printed in the 
RECORD of January 27, 2016, under 
‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

AMENDMENT NO. 3119 

(Purpose: To require that the 21st Century 
Energy Workforce Advisory Board mem-
bership also represent cybersecurity) 

On page 316, line 15, strike ‘‘and’’ and in-
sert ‘‘cybersecurity, and’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3019 
(Purpose: To promote the use of reclaimed 

refrigerants in Federal facilities) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. llll. PROMOTING USE OF RECLAIMED 

REFRIGERANTS IN FEDERAL FACILI-
TIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator of General Services shall 
issue guidance relating to the procurement 
of reclaimed refrigerants to service existing 
equipment of Federal facilities. 

(b) PREFERENCE.—The guidance issued 
under subsection (a) shall give preference to 
the use of reclaimed refrigerants, on the con-
ditions that— 

(1) the refrigerant has been reclaimed by a 
person or entity that is certified under the 
laboratory certification program of the Air 
Conditioning, Heating, and Refrigeration In-
stitute; and 

(2) the price of the reclaimed refrigerant 
does not exceed the price of a newly manu-
factured (virgin) refrigerant. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3066 
(Purpose: To modify a provision relating to 
the energy workforce pilot grant program) 
In section 3602(d), strike paragraph (2) and 

insert the following: 
(2) work with the Secretary of Defense and 

the Secretary of Veterans Affairs or veteran 
service organizations recognized by the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs under section 5902 
of title 38, United States Code, to transition 
members of the Armed Forces and veterans 
to careers in the energy sector; 

AMENDMENT NO. 3137 
(Purpose: To modify a provision relating to a 

Secretarial order) 
On page 302, strike lines 6 through 9 and in-

sert the following: 
(2) SECRETARIAL ORDER NOT AFFECTED.— 

This subtitle shall not apply to any mineral 
described in Secretarial Order No. 3324, 
issued by the Secretary of the Interior on 
December 3, 2012, in any area to which the 
order applies. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3056, AS MODIFIED 
(Purpose: To include other Federal depart-

ments and agencies in an evaluation of po-
tentially duplicative green building pro-
grams) 
Strike section 1020 (relating to an evalua-

tion of potentially duplicative green building 
programs within the Department of Energy) 
and insert the following: 
SEC. 1020. EVALUATION OF POTENTIALLY DUPLI-

CATIVE GREEN BUILDING PRO-
GRAMS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘administra-

tive expenses’’ has the meaning given the 
term by the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget under section 504(b)(2) of 
the Energy and Water Development and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010 (31 
U.S.C. 1105 note; Public Law 111–85). 

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘administrative 
expenses’’ includes, with respect to an agen-
cy— 

(i) costs incurred by— 
(I) the agency; or 
(II) any grantee, subgrantee, or other re-

cipient of funds from a grant program or 
other program administered by the agency; 
and 

(ii) expenses relating to personnel salaries 
and benefits, property management, travel, 
program management, promotion, reviews 
and audits, case management, and commu-
nication regarding, promotion of, and out-
reach for programs and program activities 
administered by the agency. 

(2) APPLICABLE PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘ap-
plicable program’’ means any program that 
is— 

(A) listed in Table 9 (pages 348–350) of the 
report of the Government Accountability Of-
fice entitled ‘‘2012 Annual Report: Opportuni-
ties to Reduce Duplication, Overlap and 
Fragmentation, Achieve Savings, and En-
hance Revenue’’; and 

(B) administered by— 
(i) the Secretary; 
(ii) the Secretary of Agriculture; 
(iii) the Secretary of Defense; 
(iv) the Secretary of Education; 
(v) the Secretary of Health and Human 

Services; 
(vi) the Secretary of Housing and Urban 

Development; 
(vii) the Secretary of Transportation; 
(viii) the Secretary of the Treasury; 
(ix) the Administrator of the Environ-

mental Protection Agency; 
(x) the Director of the National Institute 

of Standards and Technology; or 
(xi) the Administrator of the Small Busi-

ness Administration. 
(3) SERVICE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the term ‘‘service’’ has the meaning 
given the term by the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), the term ‘‘service’’ shall be 
limited to activities, assistance, or other aid 
that provides a direct benefit to a recipient, 
such as— 

(i) the provision of technical assistance; 
(ii) assistance for housing or tuition; or 
(iii) financial support (including grants, 

loans, tax credits, and tax deductions). 
(b) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than January 1, 

2017, the Secretary, in consultation with the 
agency heads described in clauses (ii) 
through (xi) of subsection (a)(2)(B), shall sub-
mit to Congress and make available on the 
public Internet website of the Department a 
report that describes the applicable pro-
grams. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In preparing the report 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall— 

(A) determine the approximate annual 
total administrative expenses of each appli-
cable program attributable to green build-
ings; 

(B) determine the approximate annual ex-
penditures for services for each applicable 
program attributable to green buildings; 

(C) describe the intended market for each 
applicable program attributable to green 
buildings, including the— 

(i) estimated the number of clients served 
by each applicable program; and 

(ii) beneficiaries who received services or 
information under the applicable program (if 
applicable and if data is readily available); 

(D) estimate— 
(i) the number of full-time employees who 

administer activities attributable to green 
buildings for each applicable program; and 

(ii) the number of full-time equivalents 
(the salary of whom is paid in part or full by 
the Federal Government through a grant or 
contract, a subaward of a grant or contract, 
a cooperative agreement, or another form of 
financial award or assistance) who assist in 
administering activities attributable to 
green buildings for the applicable program; 

(E) briefly describe the type of services 
each applicable program provides attrib-
utable to green buildings, such as informa-
tion, grants, technical assistance, loans, tax 
credits, or tax deductions; 

(F) identify the type of recipient who is in-
tended to benefit from the services or infor-
mation provided under the applicable pro-
gram attributable to green buildings, such as 
individual property owners or renters, local 
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governments, businesses, nonprofit organiza-
tions, or State governments; and 

(G) identify whether written program goals 
are available for each applicable program. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Not later than 
January 1, 2017, the Secretary, in consulta-
tion with the agency heads described in 
clauses (ii) through (xi) of subsection 
(a)(2)(B), shall submit to Congress a report 
that includes— 

(1) a recommendation of whether any ap-
plicable program should be eliminated or 
consolidated, including any legislative 
changes that would be necessary to elimi-
nate or consolidate applicable programs; and 

(2) methods to improve the applicable pro-
grams by establishing program goals or in-
creasing collaboration to reduce any poten-
tial overlap or duplication, taking into ac-
count— 

(A) the 2011 report of the Government Ac-
countability Office entitled ‘‘Federal Initia-
tives for the Nonfederal Sector Could Benefit 
from More Interagency Collaboration’’; and 

(B) the report of the Government Account-
ability Office entitled ‘‘2012 Annual Report: 
Opportunities to Reduce Duplication, Over-
lap and Fragmentation, Achieve Savings, 
and Enhance Revenue’’. 

(d) ANALYSES.—Not later than January 1, 
2017, the Secretary, in consultation with the 
agency heads described in clauses (ii) 
through (xi) of subsection (a)(2)(B), shall 
identify— 

(1) which applicable programs were specifi-
cally authorized by Congress; and 

(2) which applicable programs are carried 
out solely under the discretionary authority 
of the Secretary or any agency head de-
scribed in clauses (ii) through (xi) of sub-
section (a)(2)(B). 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now vote on these amendments en 
bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

know of no further debate on these 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, if I 
could just say, I so appreciate our col-
leagues working in such a bipartisan 
fashion to work through these eight 
amendments and set votes for these 
amendments tomorrow. We are making 
good progress on this legislation. I 
hope our colleagues will give attention 
to these matters so tomorrow we can 
move further on some more votes to 
clear up the remaining issues before us 
on this bill. 

I appreciate all our colleagues work-
ing together in earnest and the chair of 
the committee to make sure we have 
made this progress so far today. Thank 
you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Hearing 
no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendments en bloc. 

The amendments (Nos. 2970, 2989, 
2991, 3119, 3019, 3066, 3137, and 3056, as 
modified) were agreed to en bloc. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sen-

ate proceed to executive session to con-
sider Calendar No. 458. 

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

The clerk will report the nomination. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of Ricardo A. 
Aguilera, of Virginia, to be an Assist-
ant Secretary of the Air Force. 

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to 
consider the nomination. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
know of no further debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any further debate? 

Hearing none, the question is, Will 
the Senate advise and consent to the 
Aguilera nomination? 

The nomination was confirmed. 
Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table with no inter-
vening action or debate; that no fur-
ther motions be in order to the nomi-
nation; that any statements related to 
the nomination be printed in the 
RECORD; that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action 
and the Senate then resume legislative 
session. 

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

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume legislative session. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate be in a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

ANNIVERSARY OF THE LILLY 
LEDBETTER FAIR PAY ACT 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, today 
I wish to recognize the anniversary of 
the signing of the Lilly Ledbetter Fair 
Pay Act. 

Lilly Ledbetter is an inspiring 
woman and a courageous trailblazer. 
She fought the system in her work-
place and the courtroom. She was a 
longstanding and loyal employee at the 
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company for 
19 years. But then she found out that 
Goodyear thought she was worth less 
than her male counterparts. A jury 
found Goodyear owed her almost 
$400,000 in backpay, but the Supreme 
Court said that she was too late. When 
Justice Ginsburg read her dissent from 
the bench, she called for Congress to 
fix it, so we went to work. 

It has been over 7 years since we 
passed this historic legislation. I was 
so proud to lead the charge in the Sen-
ate to keep the courthouse doors open 
to sue for discrimination. This wasn’t 
an easy road. When we lost the first 

vote on this bill, I called upon the 
women in the Senate and across Amer-
ica to put their lipstick on, square 
their shoulders, and suit up to fight for 
an American revolution. 

We did just that, and the Lilly 
Ledbetter Act became the first bill 
that President Obama signed into law 
in 2009. 

Passing the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay 
Act was a big accomplishment—but our 
work is far from done. We need to fin-
ish what we started by passing the 
Paycheck Fairness Act. The Lilly 
Ledbetter Act kept the courthouse 
door open, but the Paycheck Fairness 
Act will make it more difficult to dis-
criminate in the first place. 

Women are tired of being paid 
crumbs. Women still only make 79 
cents for every dollar a man makes, 
and it is even worse for women of 
color—African-American women earn 
62 cents on the dollar, and Hispanic 
women earn 54 cents. By retirement, 
the average woman loses $431,000 to the 
pay gap. This affects Social Security, 
pensions, and retirement security. Ev-
erybody says, ‘‘Oh you’ve come a long 
way,’’ but women have only gained 20 
cents in 50 years. 

We will not take no for an answer. 
We will continue to demand equal pay 
for all. We are going to change the Fed-
eral law books, so women get change in 
their family checkbooks. 

f 

NATIONAL SCHOOL CHOICE WEEK 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, as Na-

tional School Choice Week came to a 
close last week, I want to highlight the 
important role school choice plays in 
our education system in Arkansas and 
across the country. 

I am the proud graduate of Arkan-
sas’s public schools and the son of a 
public school teacher and principal. 
Throughout my life, I was blessed with 
wonderful parents, teachers, and coach-
es who taught the skills, knowledge, 
and values needed for success in the 
workforce. Unfortunately, not all chil-
dren have the same experience. 

Dardanelle High School was the right 
choice for me, but the local public 
school isn’t always the right fit for ev-
eryone. Too many children aren’t re-
ceiving the attention or education they 
deserve. This is especially true in areas 
with poor performing schools. But it is 
not always about the quality of edu-
cation; sometimes local schools cannot 
make adequate accommodations for a 
child’s religious beliefs or personal 
needs. Quite simply, one size fits all 
isn’t the key to success for education. 

That is why I believe in school 
choice. 

Parents—not politicians and bureau-
crats—know what is best for their chil-
dren. We should empower them and en-
sure they have access to alternatives 
to the traditional public system. This 
includes home schooling, charter 
schools, and private and religious 
schools. That way, every child will re-
ceive the type of education that best 
fits their learning style. 
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