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Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, I 
want to thank the gentlewoman from 
Tennessee for yielding to me. I very 
much appreciate it because this is such 
an important issue for all of our coun-
try, but especially for our district in 
East Texas. The eastern side of my dis-
trict is Louisiana, and it is actually 
quite a help for Louisiana as well. But 
the things we are talking about, the re-
sources that we have in our district in-
clude oil, gas, coal, lignite, biomass 
material. That could be made from 
things like corn maize or soy, but also 
from forestry material that is left over 
when lumber is made. 

There are so many jobs that will be 
assisted and created. It is estimated 
that there could be half a million jobs 
created as a result of the energy bill 
that we are discussing here. 

Some people worry about the envi-
ronmental effects of an energy bill and 
encouraging energy production, but I 
want to tell the Members I am familiar 
with oil wells, I am familiar with gas 
wells, I am familiar with lignite. I was 
just in a couple of lignite mines in my 
district in the last 2 weeks, and we 
worry about the destruction of prop-
erty, but when we see what has been 
done and the way the land is reclaimed 
and reestablished, it ends being a work 
of art. The hardwoods are put back. 
The streams are back better than ever. 
The hillsides, it is just beautiful what 
has been done. Plus the renewable re-
sources like pine trees are there. It is a 
good thing for East Texas. 

Of course we have heard in ANWR 
previously that it would destroy the 
caribou population. When the pipeline 
was going to be laid, many of us re-
member back in the 1970s they said it 
was just going to decimate the caribou. 
As it turned out, there were about 3,000 
caribou back then. Now there are 
around 32,000, as it turns out, because 
that oil is warmed as it goes through 
the pipeline to keep it flowing. When 
caribou want to ask each other for 
dates, they go to the pipeline and it 
makes them really romantic-thinking. 
So it has actually increased the popu-
lation there. 

When people complained we should 
not have oil and gas wells out in the 
coast because it is going to destroy the 
fish and the teeming life in the Gulf of 
Mexico, it turns out after they put off-
shore rigs out there, that is where com-
mercial fishermen went because that 
was an artificial reef and it ended up 
helping fishing as well. 

There is so much technology that has 
been developed over the last 30 and 40 
years that has been good for every-
body. 

We also have the Eastman plant, ac-
tually more in Harrison County but 
there by Longview, and they use nat-
ural gas to make plastic products, all 
kinds of products there. This will help 
them. It will create cheaper natural 
gas. If we have cheaper natural gas, the 
papermill that had to close down in 
Lufkin because they could not get 

cheap enough gas; they are planning on 
reopening if that can happen. That just 
does not help Lufkin. It helps St. Au-
gustine and Hemphill. They worked 
there at the paper mill. Clear up in 
Longview there is a man who lost 7 
percent of his business when the paper 
mill closed all because of energy costs. 
These things can come back. 

But not only that, we do a lot of 
drilling. These small business compa-
nies in East Texas, we have got the 
drillers themselves that go back to 
work. We have got land men going to 
work getting leases on the land. We 
have got the owners that are getting 
that lease money. We have got people 
that retain mineral interests getting 
royalties back. We have got people that 
are going back during the production, 
the service companies rehiring folks. 

We have got the steel producers, 
companies that are renting equipment 
to those facilities. We have got inde-
pendent drillers that are doing well. 
There are workers of all kinds and 
their families that are all having their 
lives made better. We have got clean 
coal technologies that are going to as-
sist us and keep the air clean and make 
the environment just as good or better 
after the production of coal. There are 
so many good things that result for the 
Nation and especially for my district. 

And let me just say on a personal 
note, with all of the things that a good 
energy bill will do for the Nation and 
do for our district, I feel good about 
what we are doing and I appreciate the 
gentlewoman’s yielding to me because 
it does mean a lot. To take it to a very 
personal note, I have got three daugh-
ters. Two are away in college now, and 
our youngest is a junior in high school. 
Sarah’s birthday is tomorrow, and I do 
not remember not being there on the 
morning of one of my kids’ birthdays. 
She will be 17 tomorrow. And I hate 
like heck missing her birthday tomor-
row, but we are going to pass us an en-
ergy bill tomorrow. And if I did not be-
lieve with all my heart that I was help-
ing to make this country better for my 
children, then I would not miss Sarah’s 
birthday tomorrow. But I think we are 
doing a good thing. And when I quit be-
lieving we are doing good for this coun-
try and making it better for my girls, 
then the voters will not have to send 
me home. I will go home as fast as I 
can. 

But we are doing good, and I am 
proud to be a part of a majority that is 
working to make America better. And 
I thank the gentlewoman from Ten-
nessee very much for yielding to me. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
GOHMERT) for participating with us to-
night. 

He is exactly right. The estimate is 
that 500,000 new jobs will be created 
over the next year by the changes 
made in the energy policy for this Na-
tion. 

As I close this time that I have had 
tonight, I do want to certainly draw 
some attention to provisions of the 

bill, and tomorrow we hope that every-
one is going to be able to talk with us 
and work with us as we go through the 
bill. And we are going to address so 
many things not only with our small 
business, but we are going to hear 
about electricity transmission and ca-
pability and reliability of our Nation’s 
electricity and the electrical sources. 
Everyone was concerned, and we all 
are, when we hear of brownouts and 
blackouts and the series of blackouts 
over the past decade. So electricity is 
something that we will be addressing. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina (Ms. FOXX) for her com-
ments on the bill. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentlewoman very much for 
organizing this effort on behalf of H.R. 
6, the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

As we all know, gas prices are sky-
rocketing, as are the costs of heating 
and cooling our homes. Many families 
and businesses are struggling under the 
additional financial burden. 

I am encouraged we have the oppor-
tunity to tackle this issue head on and 
take the necessary steps to reduce the 
cost of energy. Hard-working Ameri-
cans are depending on us to take ac-
tion. 

H.R. 6 will lower energy prices, 
strengthen the economy, generate hun-
dreds of thousands of new jobs, and en-
courage greater energy conservation 
and efficiency. This bill will also re-
duce our dependence on foreign oil and 
encourage investment into alternative 
energy sources. 

Furthermore, this bill will provide 
relief to our hard-working farmers by 
providing tax incentives and money for 
research and development for ethanol 
and biodiesel energy sources.

I hope all of our colleagues are going 
to vote for this vital piece of legisla-
tion. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for her com-
ments. 

As we continue with our debate, as 
we were saying earlier, we will be look-
ing at electricity, and we are going to 
have some provisions in this bill that 
the Federal Government is going to 
lead on energy conservation issues. 

One of our colleagues talked earlier 
about clean coal technology and renew-
able sources. Those will be addressed in 
the bill also. And we will look forward 
tomorrow as we come to the floor to 
being able to continue our discussion 
and to draw attention to these issues. 

f 

OUR DEPENDENCE ON FOREIGN 
OIL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
FOXX). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 4, 2005, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT) 
is recognized for half the time until 
midnight. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Madam 
Speaker, on March 24 of this year, 30 of 
the prominent leading individuals in 
our country wrote a letter to the Presi-
dent about what they considered a very 
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critical national security issue. The 
letter was signed by Robert McFarlane, 
James Woolsey, Frank Gaffney, 
Boyden Gray, Timothy Wirth, and 30 
other people, including 12 retired gen-
erals and admirals, five Secretaries of 
Defense Departments, and several re-
tired Senators and Representatives.

b 2340 

To understand their concern, we need 
to go back about 6 decades to a se-
quence of events that brought us to a 
situation that very much concerned 
them. We have only 2 percent of the 
world’s oil reserves, we use 25 percent 
of all of the oil used in the world, and 
we import two-thirds of that. We have 
less than 5 percent of the world’s popu-
lation. 

How did we get here? The next chart 
shows us that, and this goes back the 6 
decades that I mentioned to a Shell oil 
scientist by the name of M. King 
Hubbert who, in the 1940s and 1950s 
watched the exploration, the pumping, 
and the exhaustion of oil fields, and he 
noted that each of the fields followed a 
bell curve. It rose to a maximum, and 
then it fell off as they pumped out the 
remaining oil. He noticed that at the 
peak of that curve, that about half of 
the oil had been consumed from the av-
erage field. It is logical that the second 
half of the oil would be harder to get 
and take more time, and it would not 
flow as quickly. He theorized that if 
you added up all of the individual fields 
in the country, you could predict when 
that country would peak in its oil pro-
duction. And in 1956, he made a projec-
tion for the United States. Fourteen 
years later, which was when he said it 
would occur, the United States peaked 
in its oil production. 

This curve here in green, the smooth, 
green curve was his prediction. The lit-
tle more ragged curve, the points that 
do not fall quite on the curve were the 
actual data points which we see fell re-
markably close to his prediction. We 
are now well down that curve. We are 
now producing less than half of the oil 
that we produced in 1970. 

The red curve there, by the way, is 
the curve for Russia. There is going to 
be a second peak there, because after 
the Soviet Union fell, they kind of got 
their act together and they are going 
to have a second peak, but not so high, 
and so their real peak was when it is 
shown there. 

The next chart shows us the elements 
of the oil in this country, where we got 
it from. We see a whole bunch of it 
came from Texas, and then the rest of 
the United States, and then nos gas liq-
uids, the red above, and we see what is 
called Alaska there. That is all the oil 
that we got from Prudhoe Bay, the 
north slope, a lot of oil. But it really 
did not make a very big difference. You 
see, we are still sliding down that slope 
and there is just a little blip produced 
by Prudhoe Bay, and then we slide 
down the slope. 

Mr. Speaker, we remember a couple 
of years ago, the Gulf of Mexico oil, 

and that oil w going to solve our oil 
problem. That oil is represented by 
that yellow there. Not a whole lot, and 
it did not stop our slide down Hubbert’s 
peak. The amount of oil that may be 
present in ANWR is predicted to be, 
who knows; it may be very little, it 
may be a whole lot, but the prediction 
is about half of what was in Prudhoe 
Bay. So you may agree or disagree that 
we should drill in ANWR, but it really 
does not matter because there is not 
enough oil in ANWR to really make a 
difference. 

The next curve we have shows a very 
simple curve, the problem that we face. 
If, in fact, we have reached peak oil, 
and I spoke here on the Floor a bit 
more than 5 weeks ago for an hour on 
this subject and we have had a lot of 
people come through our offices and a 
lot of phone calls and e-mails from all 
around the world, and I will tell my 
colleagues that there is nobody who 
does not believe that we are either at 
peak oil or will shortly be at peak oil. 
As this chart shows, you do not have to 
be at peak oil to have a problem. If 
peak oil occurs here, and we are here, 
you see that there is a bit of yellow be-
tween our use curve and by the way, 
this use curve is only a 2 percent 
growth. Now, we think that if our econ-
omy is not growing 2 percent, that the 
sky may fall, the stock market reacts 
very badly, and this is only a 2 percent 
growth curve. Look what happens with 
this 2 percent curve, with that yellow 
there, that is what we would like to 
use at only 2 percent growth, and the 
blue line there shows us the oil that 
will be available. Now, we cannot use 
oil that is not there. So that is going to 
be all the oil that we have available to 
use if, in fact, this is correct. 

Now, I would point out 2 things. One 
is that M. King Hubbert was right 
about the United States. Using exactly 
the same prediction techniques, he pre-
dicted that the world would peak in 
about 2000. It did not quite, because he 
could not have known about the Arab 
oil embargo or the big price spike 
hikes or the world recession that re-
sulted from that net delay that is prob-
ably occurring about now. But we have 
a problem of a shortfall before we actu-
ally get to peak, and that is probably 
where we are now. 

Let me just spend a moment on this 
chart, because I want to point out 
some realities here. This is the amount 
of oil that we would like to use, fol-
lowing up this just 2 percent slope. And 
the amount of oil we will have to use is 
represented by the blue curve here. But 
we cannot use all of that oil for the 
present purposes for which we use oil, 
because if we do, there will be no oil 
left over to make the investments we 
have to make in the alternatives and 
the renewables that ultimately must 
take the place of oil, because you see, 
we are shortly going to be sliding down 
Hubbert’s peak. 

The next chart shows us the slopes of 
these peaks when you have more than 
a 2 percent growth. This is the 2 per-

cent growth line, if you chart out with 
2 percent growth and then extrapolate 
that as a straight line, but that is not 
what growth is. Growth is always expo-
nential. It is like compounding inter-
est, and people understand compound 
interest, and I am not sure why they do 
not understand exponential growth, 
but 2 percent growth follows this 
curve, it does not follow this straight 
line curve. The next curve above it is 
only 4 percent growth. I would note 
that last year, the world economies 
grew by 5 percent on average. Now, we 
did not do quite that well, but China 
did a whole lot better. China grew at 10 
percent. I was kind of playing around 
with this chart and I think the 10 per-
cent curve goes about here. 

Mr. Speaker, with a 10 percent 
growth curve, every 7 years, it doubles. 
That means in 14 years, it is 4 times 
bigger, and in 21 years, it is 8 times 
bigger. As a matter of fact, one of the 
biggest forces in this world is the force 
of exponential growth, and it is very 
difficult for a lot of people to under-
stand. Albert Einstein was asked, Dr. 
Einstein, you have been instrumental 
in developing nuclear energy. It is real-
ly very powerful; from a little tiny bit 
of this, you get a great big explosion. 
What will be the next big energy 
source? And his response was the most 
powerful force in the universe is the 
power of compound interest, which is 
an exponential growth curve. 

The next chart shows a reality here 
that we really need to pay attention 
to, and this was the reason, this was 
the reason for the letter that these 
gentlemen wrote. It was in the letter 
that they said, the United States’ de-
pendence on imported petroleum poses 
a risk to our homeland security and 
economic well-being. If we have only 2 
percent of the known reserves, and we 
use 25 percent of the world’s oil, and we 
import more than two-thirds of it, and 
as the President said himself, much of 
that oil, he said, we rely upon energy 
sources from countries that do not par-
ticularly like us. Yes, Mr. President, 
that is true. Most of the reserves of oil 
are in the Middle East, and many of 
those countries go a bit further than 
just do not particularly like us. 

What we have here on the easel is a 
view of the world which shows what 
China has been doing. China has been 
scouring the world, looking for oil. And 
all of the blue, here is where China has 
been: In the Orient, in the Middle East, 
several places in the Middle East, in 
our backyard. They have contracts in 
Canada, they have contracts in Colom-
bia, they have contracts in Venezuela, 
they have contracts in Brazil, they 
have contracts in Argentina, and they 
almost bought an oil company in our 
country; they were just outbid a little. 
They will be back again trying to se-
cure an oil company in our country. 

China now is the second largest im-
porter in the world. Last year, they in-
creased their demand for oil by 25 per-
cent. Now, that will not go on year 
after year, because last year, they shut 
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down a lot of coal-fired power plants 
because the pollution was killing them, 
so they bought a whole bunch of diesel 
generators; I suspect that the pollution 
might be almost as much from them, 
but they are more widely distributed, 
which is one of the reasons they used 
so much oil last year. 

The next chart shows us something 
very interesting about energy and the 
effect that it has had on civilization 
and on growth of economies. On this 
chart, and I am sorry that most of it is 
blank, but that is just the reality of 
what has happened through history. We 
started out the industrial revolution 
relying on wood, and here it is, the 
brown curve here. We were burning 
wood. As a matter of fact, the indus-
trial revolution almost floundered be-
fore we discovered that we could get 
energy from coal, because we had 
largely denuded New England in send-
ing the trees to England to produce 
charcoal to produce coal. There is a lit-
tle relic of bygone years up by 
Thurmont, Maryland, and they 
denuded the hills of Thurmont, Mary-
land for a tiny foundry there in Catoc-
tin, up near Thurmont, and then we 
discovered coal. And notice, there is a 
big jump. This is quadrillion Btus. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
FOXX). The gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. BARTLETT) is recognized for 10 
more minutes.

b 2350 

We were going along with the coal 
economy, they are about leveled out, 
and we discovered that we could get 
even more energy from oil. And look 
what happened in the age of oil: way 
up. This chart points out something 
very interesting and very important 
about these fuels. 

Every time we went to a new fuel, we 
went to a higher density fuel, higher 
energy density fuel. The energy density 
in oil is just incredible. One 42-gallon 
barrel of oil, which if you bought it for 
$50-some and refined it, maybe another 
$40-some, it would cost you $100 for the 
refined products of that barrel of oil. 

But the energy you get from that is 
the equivalent of 25,000 man-hours of 
labor. That would be 12 people who did 
nothing but work for you all year long. 
Everything they did was for you, and 
the energy they would expend in that 
full year is the energy equivalent of 
one barrel of oil. 

Now, you may have a little trouble 
understanding that, but let me give 
you a little anecdote that may be sim-
pler to understand. A couple of weeks 
ago we took my brother-in-law and his 
wife down to West Virginia. And we 
have a little Prius car, we get 45 miles 
per gallon, not that time because it 
was very heavily loaded and we were 
going up mountains. And the worst 
mileage we got was 20 miles per gallon 
in this Prius hybrid electric, hybrid 
car, carrying this big load up this steep 
mountain in West Virginia. 

That was 1 gallon of gasoline. Still 
cheaper, by the way, than water in the 

grocery store. But look at the energy 
in that 1 gallon of gasoline. It took this 
car, heavily laden, 20 miles up a steep 
mountain in West Virginia. Now, how 
long do you think, Madam Speaker, 
that it would take you or me to pull 
that car up the mountain? 

Obviously, we cannot pull it, but we 
can use a little mechanical advantage 
and get it up there. It is a winch called 
a come-along and there is a guardrail 
and there are trees and you can use a 
chain, and you could get the car 20 
miles up the mountain. Do you think 
you can do it in 90 days? If you did it 
in 90 days that would be just about the 
equivalent. By the way, that would be 
a tough pull. That is a long distance 
per day to go 20 miles in 90 days pulling 
your car up the mountain. 

That is the kind of energy density 
that is there. So the big challenge we 
have is finding alternatives that have 
something near the energy density of 
oil, because there is an enormous 
amount of energy density there. 

The next chart I want to show you is 
a very interesting one, because one of 
things that we have got to do very 
quickly is to conserve the use of oil. 
We have got to buy time through effi-
ciency and conservation. This is a very 
interesting chart. This shows the en-
ergy use for people in California and 
the energy used per person in the 
United States. 

And notice that the people in Cali-
fornia are only using about 60 percent 
of the energy that is used by the aver-
age person in the rest of the United 
States. Now, nobody told them that 
they had to do that. I know that they 
have some regulations that are a little 
more stringent than some in other 
States because they have some bigger 
problems with pollution. 

But you remember several years ago 
they had some blackouts there and it 
was predicted that they were going to 
have rolling blackouts year after year 
there. They did not have any. That is 
because voluntarily the Californians, 
without anybody telling them they had 
to do it, reduced their consumption of 
electricity by 11 percent. It was enough 
that they did not have any rolling 
blackouts. 

I will tell you, it is going to be aw-
fully hard to argue that people in Cali-
fornia do not live as well as the people 
in the rest of the United States. And 
they are doing it on just a bit more 
than half of the energy that the aver-
age person in the rest of the United 
States uses. So this is really doable, 
friends. We can conserve. We can re-
duce our use of oil. And we must do 
that, because as the next chart shows, 
we have got to ultimately move to 
some other sources of energy. 

Oil is not going to run out. But the 
age of cheap oil is probably over, and 
we are going to be sliding down Hub-
bard’s Peak; there is going to be less 
and less oil. No matter how hard you 
suck on that, you cannot get more out 
if it is not there. 

This shows the alternatives that are 
available to us. Some of those are fi-

nite resources. Some of them are pret-
ty big, by the way. It may be difficult 
to get it, but the tar sands of Canada, 
I am going up there in a month or so to 
look at that, Canadians called after 
they heard our speech 5 weeks ago, 
please come up and visit us and look at 
our tar sands. We have a lot of oil shale 
in our country. At $50, $60, $70 a barrel, 
that is probably going to be competi-
tive, and we can get some oil from the 
tar sands and the oil shale. 

Now we have coal, and I should have 
brought a chart, next time we will 
bring a chart on coal. Because what it 
shows is that when we really start 
using coal to make up for the oil we 
are not going to have, there is only 
about 50 years of it there, at just a 2 
percent growth rate, now the world 
grew 5 percent last year. China is grow-
ing 10 percent. We sure as heck would 
like to grow more than 2 percent, but 
at just a 2 percent growth, that coal 
lasts only about 50 years. 

They will tell you there is a 250-year 
supply now. That is at current-use 
rates. But if we have to start using it 
faster; it is not going to last anywhere 
near as long. Then we come to nuclear. 
There are three kinds of nuclear. We 
need to explore all of them. I had in my 
office today a gentleman who really be-
lieves that we are going to get to fu-
sion. Now, it is not tomorrow, it is not 
the day after tomorrow, as a matter of 
fact it is maybe 30 years from now; but 
he believes we will get there. 

Fusion is the kind of energy you have 
from the sun. It is the kind of energy 
that you have in a nuclear weapon. If 
we can really get there, we are kind of 
home free. But I will tell you, I think 
the odds of our solving our energy 
problems, at least for the immediate 
future through fusion, is about the 
same as you and me, Madam Speaker, 
solving our personal economic prob-
lems by winning the lottery. It would 
be nice if it happened, but the odds are 
not very good that we are going to 
solve our personal economic problems 
that way. 

There are two other kinds of nuclear 
power. One is the light water reactor. 
That is what we use in our country. 
And we need to have more of them. We 
produce now about 20 percent of our 
electricity through nuclear. Some of 
those who have been violently opposed 
to nuclear, looking at the peak oil 
problem, are now reevaluating whether 
we should go to nuclear or not. 

But there is not fissionable uranium 
in the world. So then you have got to 
go to breeder reactors, and they have 
lots of byproducts that you have to 
squirrel away somewhere for a quarter 
of a million years. So we face some real 
challenges that we have to think 
through what we are going to do with 
nuclear. 

Than we look at all of the renew-
ables, solar and wind and geothermal, 
if you are close enough to the molten 
core of the Earth. Ocean energy. Boy, 
the moons raise the ocean about 2 feet 
on average. But it is awfully disbursed 
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out there. That takes a lot of energy to 
raise the oceans 2 feet. It is going to be 
hard to harness that. But we are trying 
and we need to try further. 

And then enormous opportunity in 
agriculture. And several previous 
speakers spoke to that, about agri-
culture: soy diesel, biodiesel, ethanol, 
methanol, bio mass. And our agri-
culture really has an opportunity to 
contribute here. 

And then waste to energy. We have a 
lot of waste that ends up in the land-
fill. Some places are burning it. More 
people ought to be burning it. Then hy-
drogen from renewables. By the way, 
hydrogen is not an energy source. Hy-
drogen is simply a convenient way of 
moving energy around. You burn it 
very cleanly. It produces only water. 
You can use it in a fuel cell and get 
twice the efficiency in a reciprocating 
engine. 

I would just like to close by going 
back to one of the charts I had before 
and to mention that the real challenge 
now is to use conservation and effi-
ciency to reduce our demands for oil so 
that we have enough oil left to make 
the investments in these alternatives 
and renewables so that we can take the 
place of the oil that we are not going 
to have because we are sliding down 
Hubbard’s Peak. 

Now, we have very clever people in 
our country. We are really innovative, 
we are really creative, and what we 
need is leadership, Madam Speaker, to 
make this happen.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. ANDREWS (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today after 5:30 p.m. on ac-
count of personal business. 

Mr. EMANUEL (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today after 4:00 p.m. 

Mrs. KELLY (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of a death in the 
family.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BROWN of Ohio) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ISRAEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Ohio, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, April 21. 
Mr. DEAL of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Madam 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 59 minutes 
p.m.) the House adjourned until tomor-
row, Thursday, April 21, 2005, at 10 a.m.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1693. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Tart Cherries 
Grown in the States of Michigan, et al.; 
Final Free and Restricted Percentages for 
the 2004-2005 Crop Year [Docket No. FV04-930-
2 FR] received March 4, 2005, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

1694. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; 
Polyacrylonitrile Carbon Fiber — Restric-
tion to Domestic Sources [DFARS Case 2004-
D002] received February 28, 2005, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1695. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Small 
Business Competitiveness Demonstration 
Program [DFARS Case 2003-D063] received 
February 28, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

1696. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Con-
tractor Performance of Security-Guard 
Functions [DFARS Case 2004-D032] received 
March 30, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

1697. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Govern-
ment Source Inspection Requirements 
[DFARS Case 2002-D032] received March 1, 
2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

1698. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — List of Approved Spent Fuel 
Storage Casks: HI-STORM 100 Revision (RIN: 
3150-AH64) received March 1, 2005, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

1699. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — List of Approved Spent Fuel 
Storage Casks: NUHOMS-24PT4 Revision 
(RIN: 3150-AH63) received March 1, 2005, pur-

suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

1700. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Oklahoma Abandoned Mine Land Reclama-
tion Plan [Docket No. OK-031-FOR] received 
March 30, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

1701. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Wyoming Regulatory Program [WY-032-FOR] 
received March 30, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

1702. A letter from the Deputy Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Tilefish Fishery; Quota Harvested for 
Part-time Category [Docket No. 010319075-
1217-02; I.D.030905G] received March 30, 2005, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

1703. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Carib-
bean, Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; 
Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; 
Coastal Migratory Pelagic Resources of the 
Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic; Reopen-
ing of the Application Process for the Char-
ter Vessel and Headboat Permit Moratorium 
in the Gulf of Mexico [Docket No. 050314073-
5073-01; I.D.030705B] (RIN: 0648-AS99) received 
April 8, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Resources. 

1704. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conserva-
tion and Management Act Provisions; Fish-
eries of the Norteastern United States; 
Northeast (NE) Multispecies Fishery; Clo-
sure of the Eastern U.S./Canada Area and 
Prohibition of Harvesting, Processing, or 
Landing of Yellowtail Flounder from the En-
tire U.S./Canada Management Area [Docket 
No. 040112010-4114-02; I.D.032805B] received 
April 8, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Resources. 

1705. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 
620 of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 
041126333-5040-02; I.D. 031805A] received March 
30, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

1706. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Revised Jurisdictional 
Thresholds for Section 7A of the Clayton Act 
— received February 28, 2005, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

1707. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Premerger Notifica-
tion; Reporting and Waiting Period Require-
ments — received February 28, 2005, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

1708. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Premerger Notifica-
tion; Reporting and Waiting Period Require-
ments — received April 5, 2005, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary.

VerDate jul 14 2003 05:23 Apr 21, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00240 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K20AP7.253 H20PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-17T12:08:07-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




