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be no need to commemorate and ob-
serve Cover the Uninsured Week. This
is a problem that screams out for our
response. I invite my colleagues to join
me in working to provide health care
for every American.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. Speaker, we all know someone who is liv-
ing without health insurance. The perception is
that the uninsured don’t work. Over 80 percent
of the uninsured have jobs. Most work in retail
and service industries, but many are small
business owners and employees. They are the
individuals who care for our children, check
our groceries, or run the local pharmacy.
Americans who work hard for a living, should
have health insurance.

Often times, the uninsured ignore their med-
ical problems and delaying doctors visits. Chil-
dren go without vaccines because visiting the
doctor is just too expensive. They are gam-
bling that they won't get seriously ill. But those
who lose face staggering medical bills. Millions
of dollars and many lives can be saved with
timely medical attention.

Almost one quarter of Texans are unin-
sured. This is the highest rate of uninsured in
the United States. In Dallas, 25 percent of the
population is uninsured.

Despite the number of Texans who are un-
insured, medical assistance programs con-
tinue to be cut. In 2003, the Texas Health and
Human Services Commission implemented
budget cuts to the Children’s Health Insurance
Program. CHIP was designed to help families
who earn too much to qualify for Medicaid, but
not enough to afford private medical insur-
ance. These budget cuts made it more difficult
for families to qualify for CHIP. It also imposed
higher premiums and co-payments. In addi-
tion, there is now a 90 day waiting period be-
fore coverage begins. There is no longer any
coverage for dental care, vision, or mental
health. And families are now required to re-
apply for CHIP every 6 months.

Since the budget cuts, over 175 thousand
children have been dropped from CHIP. Less
than half of those children were able to find
another form of medical insurance.

For weeks now this Congress has dealt with
legislation that harms some of our most vul-
nerable citizens. Many of whom are dealing
with serious medical difficulties.

Staggering medical bills and considerable
debt is a problem for many uninsured Ameri-
cans. Many of these individuals are forced to
file bankruptcy. Last month the House passed
the Bankruptcy Reform Bill. With these
changes, those with moderate or higher in-
comes are now required to pay back most, if
not all, of their debt.

For example, under these reforms an unin-
sured family who has a child to cancer will
now be saddled with those medical bills indefi-
nitely.

Mr. Speaker, last month the House also
passed the Energy Bill. This was NOT a posi-
tive bill for Americans whose health depends
on clean air and clean water.

Under the Clean Air Act, areas that have
unhealthy air were required to reduce ozone-
forming pollution by strict deadlines. The En-
ergy Bill extends these deadlines allowing pol-
luters more time to continue polluting. This
means more asthma attacks, hospital visits,
and premature deaths for residents in highly
polluted areas.

Today, 45 million American are uninsured.
Even those families that do have health insur-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ance today, fear they may not have coverage
tomorrow. The truth is that no American family
is more than one job change, one corporate
cost cut, or one serious illness or accident
away from being uninsured.

This country faces an uphill battle in solving
this health crisis. Now is the time for this Con-
gress to address this problem with innovative
ideas and actions.

————
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PEAK OIL

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

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, several weeks ago I read a
treatise written by Matt Savinar, and I
was galvanized by his introduction. Let
me read it.

“Dear reader,” he begins, ‘‘civiliza-
tion as we know it is coming to an end
soon. This is not the whacky proclama-
tion of a doomsday cult, apocalypse
Bible prophesy sect, or conspiracy the-
ory society. Rather, it is the scientific
conclusion of the best-paid, most wide-
ly respected geologists, physicists, and
investment bankers in the world. These
are rational, professional, conservative
individuals who are absolutely terrified
by a phenomenon known as global peak
oil.”

Mr. Speaker, in the weeks since I
read this, I have checked with a large
number of experts in this area across
the country and indeed around the
world. He could be right. He will be
right unless we appropriately address
this big challenge which faces the
world and particularly faces the United
States, and that is what we will be
talking about in our Special Order this
evening.

I have been joined by the gentleman
from the eastern shore of Maryland
(Mr. GILCHREST), one of my colleagues
who shares a concern in this area of en-
ergy, and I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I am
only going to speak for just a couple of
minutes because the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT) has a fas-
cinating story to tell, one that richly
deserves everybody’s attention.

But, just briefly, I want to thank the
gentleman for yielding to me.

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
BARTLETT) will talk about energy, peak
oil. As the demand increases enor-
mously, the supply of the fossil fuel
that we are using continues to de-
crease. We know that energy is power,
and energy is what drives the Nation’s
economy. And we have assumed for a
long time, for decades anyway, that en-
ergy supplies have a bottomless well.
And that is correct. The energy source
at the bottom of the well is bottomless.
It is endless. But what is at the bottom
of that well is not oil. It is not even
natural gas. It is not coal. What lies at
the bottom of the bottomless well is
our intellect, our logic, our knowledge,
our know-how.
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We used to the light our homes with
whale oil. They did not stop lighting
homes because we ran out of whales,
thank goodness; but we transitioned to
a number of other things. We used to
use just wood all over the world, and
thank goodness we transitioned from
wood to coal because we were tearing
our forests down, and there are a lot
better uses for wood than to burn that
wood.

We transitioned for our transpor-
tation needs and many other needs
from coal to oil, and oil is a lot cleaner
and it is a lot more efficient. Then we
went from oil and we found that nat-
ural gas is cleaner yet and more effi-
cient than oil. We also began to realize
that coal has more hydrogen than
wood. Oil has more hydrogen in its con-
tent than coal. Natural gas has more
hydrogen than oil. The transition
through our energy sources has not
come about because we ran out of those
energy sources. It has come about be-
cause we got a little smarter. Our in-
tellect, our quest for knowledge, our
curiosity about something that is bet-
ter overtook the status quo.

And when the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. BARTLETT) talks about peak
oil, not only do we need to move away
from the status quo when we hear his
words about fossil fuel; it is essential.
There is a sense of urgency to move
away. In all our measurements of oil or
natural gas, whenever one looks at a
heater in their home, whether it is
their oil furnace, a Carison heater or
whatever it is, it is measured in Btus.

I want to show a number. This is a 1
with 15 zeros. That is 1 quadrillion. In
1910 we used 7 quadrillion Btus in the
United States. In 1954 we used 35 quad-
rillion Btus, energy demand increase.
Right now we use 100 quadrillion Btus,
and that is not slowing down.

What we need in this country is logic
and intellect to move us away from an
energy source that has now lost its use-
fulness for a number of reasons. It is
putting carbon dioxide into our atmos-
phere faster than we have seen that in-
fusion of carbon dioxide in the last
400,000 years, and our supply is dimin-
ishing quickly as our demand is in-
creasing even faster.

There are a number of energy
sources. The gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. BARTLETT) will talk about some of
them. We will have these on a number
of occasions. We are looking at nu-
clear. We are looking at solar. We are
looking at wind. We are looking at hy-
drogen. We are looking at a number of
alternatives. But before we have the
technology to move into those alter-
natives for energy security, which
means energy independence, the transi-
tion has got to be vastly improved effi-
ciency for oil, for natural gas, to move
into biofuels, and I am not talking
about ethanol, which is corn which will
feed the world. I am not talking about
biodiesel, which is soy beans, which is
used to feed the world. What I am talk-
ing about are other sources like certain
grass or poplar trees, which farmers
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can grow, which they can use to
produce.

So peak oil, the transition to a new
energy source, has got to come now.
We cannot wait a decade. It is vastly
important.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT) for yielding
to me and I urge the Speaker to listen
to the words of the gentleman from
Maryland.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. GILCHREST) was talking about
growth in the use of energy; and I have
here some curves, some exponential
curves. Ordinarily, when people think
about growth, they may think about a
straight line. And on the bottom here
it shows the extrapolation of 2 percent
growth starting at this point. If it is a
straight line, it would look like that.
But that is not 2 percent growth be-
cause every year we are growing some-
thing less than 2 percent. To be 2 per-
cent growth, one has got to grow 2 per-
cent more than they were the last
year, and that is called exponential
growth, and this is a 2 percent growth
curve for exponential growth, just 2
percent.

The next curve here is a 4 percent ex-
ponential growth curve and then 5 per-
cent. And I put on here the growth
curve that China has been following,
and that is a 10 percent growth curve.
In just 7 years, if they are growing at
10 percent, they double. They double
again in the next 7 years; so in just 14
years, they are four times bigger. They
double again in the next 7 years so that
at 21 years it is eight times bigger.
That is why this curve is so sharp.

China is now following this growth
curve. It is very difficult for one’s
economy to grow at 10 percent without
their energy use growing at somewhere
near 10 percent. So we need to keep
that in mind as we go through the
charts that are going to follow this,
that China is growing at this rate. The
world, by the way, grew last year at 5
percent. We grew probably a bit over 2
percent in this country. Of course, we
were way ahead to start with; so with
our 2 percent growth, we are still way
out in front of everybody else in terms
of the amount of energy we use.
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As a matter of fact, the next chart
shows some figures which alarmed 30 of
the leading figures in our country: Jim
Woolsey and McFarland and Frank
Gaffney and 27 others who wrote a let-
ter to the President just a few weeks
ago, and they noted to the President
that we have only two percent of the
world’s oil reserves. By the way, from
that two percent, we are generating
eight percent of the world’s oil. And
what that means, of course, is that we
are getting four times as much oil rel-
atively out of each of our wells as the
world gets out of their average wells,
so we are really good at pumping oil. In
fact, we are so good at pumping oil
that just recently, the Saudis came
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here to find out how we do it, how we
get out those last dribs and drabs from
our oil reservoirs, because we have
been doing this for a very long time.
We represent a bit less than 5 percent
of the world’s population, one person in
22 in the world, but we consume 25 per-
cent of the world’s energy, and we are
importing about two-thirds of that.
And, as the President himself said, a
lot of that oil comes from countries
that do not even like us.

These 30 people, about half of them
were retired generals and admirals.
There were several retired secretaries
of previous administrations. These
were really the leaders in America that
wrote to the President: Mr. President,
this is an unacceptable national secu-
rity risk that we have only two percent
of the world’s oil reserves and we use 25
percent of the world’s oil, and we im-
port two-thirds of that. By the way,
that is up from about one-third that we
imported during the Arab oil embargo.
We peaked in 1970. As a matter of fact,
the next chart shows when we peaked
and we can get a better idea of this.

To explain how this curve got here, 1
have to go back about six decades. It
was in the 1940s and 1950s, a scientist at
the Shell Oil Company named M. King
Hubbert was watching the exploitation
and exhaustion of oil fields, and he
noted that each of those fields followed
a bell curve. The oil came out very rap-
idly at first and then, when it reached
a peak, at which time he noted about
half of the field had been pumped, and
then it stands to reason the last oil out
of the field is going to be harder to get,
so there was now a downslope. So in
1956 he kind of guessed at the addi-
tional fields that we were going to find
in this country, and he mathematically
calculated when we should peak, and
he thought that would be in the early
1970s, and he made this prediction in
1956. As a matter of fact, we did peak in
1970.

Now, his curve is the smooth curve
here, his projected curve, and he did
that back in 1956, and the data points
here, the rougher curve, the actual
data points which fall remarkably near
his curve, Prudhoe Bay, the Alaska oil,
that occurred after we were already on
the down slope of what is called
Hubbert’s Peak here, and we see what
Prudhoe Bay did. And then we are
going to go to a chart just after this
that shows the different places we get
oil from in our country.

The red curve here shows Russia, and
when the Soviet Union was falling
apart, they had more oil than we, so
they peaked higher. When the Soviet
Union was falling apart, they did very
poorly and, as a matter of fact, there is
now a little secondary peak, here is a
recovered one, but it is on down; the
first peak was considerably higher than
the second peak.

The second chart shows where we get
our oil from. A great deal of it came
from Texas. I saw some early photo-
graphs of some of the oil fields in
Texas, and I will tell my colleagues,
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the oil derricks were about as close to-
gether as trees in a forest, just an in-
credible bonanza of derricks down
there getting this oil out of the ground.
The rest of the United States is the big
area here, natural gas liquids, we have
learned how to liquefy natural gas, and
now that is supplementing the petro-
leum.

There are two parts of this curve that
I want to pay special attention to. One
of them is Alaska here, that is Prudhoe
Bay. And notice that it was just a lit-
tle blip in the downslope here from
Prudhoe Bay, we are still going down.
It delayed it just a little; it never got
back to the peak production in 1970. By
the way, we are now sliding down this
curve and we produce about half as
much oil now as we did in 1970.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that my col-
leagues can remember all of the hulla-
baloo about the enormous finds of oil
in the Gulf of Mexico. That was going
to solve our energy problems for the
foreseeable future. What that turned
out to be is this little yellow here.
That is all there was to it. And again,
it did not bring us back to where we
were in 1970; we are still sliding down
Hubbert’s Peak.

I would like to come back to the
Alaska oil for just a moment. We are
now talking about going into ANWR. It
really does not matter whether one is
for going into ANWR or one thinks
that is a pristine wilderness that we
should not drill in, because the amount
of oil in ANWR is probably not more
than half of this. Even if it were that
much, it is not going to come on line;
the chairman of the Committee on
Transportation, the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) says it may be 10
years before it comes on line, and it is
really not going to make enough dif-
ference to matter. My concern is that
if we drill in ANWR, Americans will
think, gee, we have solved our energy
problem, we are drilling in ANWR. It
will be little more than a nit in terms
of the enormous amounts of oil that we
use. That kind of helps us put ANWR in
perspective, because this is Prudhoe
Bay, which may be twice as large as
ANWR. So it kind of gives us a picture
of what we can expect from ANWR.

The next chart is a generic chart
which kind of shows us where we are,
very probably where we are, and we
have here only a two percent growth.
Remember those curves I showed ear-
lier? This is only the two percent
growth curve. But notice what hap-
pens: it gets steeper and steeper as we
go out. That is the interesting thing
about exponential growth. The blue
curve here is the available oil. Now, ob-
viously, the use of oil and the produc-
tion of oil paralleled each other going
up the slope because nobody was stor-
ing it in large reservoirs anywhere. The
yellow area between the amount of oil
that can be produced and the oil that
we would like to use represents the def-
icit. We do not even have to get to
peak o0il to have a problem, as the
curve shows here, because we start de-
viating from this curve before we get
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to the peak of the curve. So we might
expect, if we are at this point where
the arrow points here, we might expect
it for the next couple of years or so
that it will be marginally greater in-
creases in the production of oil, but
they will not begin to keep up with the
increased demand for oil.

Last year, for instance, China in-
creased their oil imports about 25 per-
cent. They now are the number two im-
porter in the world. They have replaced
Japan as the number two importer in
the world. Of course, we are number
one. We import more oil than anyone
else in the world. India is following
closely behind China. The Third World
is now industrializing and probably,
one of the things that we could most
productively do would be to help India
and help China and help the Third
World countries who are industri-
alizing to do it more efficiently. They
are not only industrializing 30, 40 years
after we did; they are kind of following
the same path that we followed and
using very inefficient techniques. So
we could help alleviate the world’s en-
ergy problem by helping these coun-
tries, which are now following us by 30
years or more in industrialization, to
use techniques that are more efficient,
which would make more oil available
for everyone.

The next chart shows the discovery
of oil, and the discovery of oil, if my
colleagues see, that peaked for the
world back here before 1970, and it
peaked for the United States consider-
ably before that. So discoveries peak a
long time before consumption, and
they are down, down, down now. I just
had a paper sent to me that says that
there is a whole lot more oil out there
that we have not found.
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I hope that is true. But whether it is
true or not for the moment is not going
to make much difference, because it is
not going to come on line, as Chairman
YOUNG says, for maybe 10 years. And in
10 years we are going to be sliding
down Hubbert’s Peak. So if there is a
lot more oil out there, the most it will
do is kind of slow our descent down
Hubbert’s Peak. We cannot escape the
reality that the world production of oil
will peak, many believe that it has
peaked, and the demand for oil is cer-
tainly not going to peak. That is going
to keep on going up.

The next chart shows something very
interesting, that is, that drilling more
will not help. And this is an interesting
chart, because what it shows, the green
shows the discoveries above use by the
United States, and the red shows when
we started to run a deficit.

What you see is in the 1980ish time
zone, the yellow here shows the wells
that we drilled. And notice this big
spike in the number of wells we drilled.
This was early in the Reagan adminis-
tration.

Now, President Reagan recognized
that we had a problem. We were al-
ready sliding down Hubbert’s Peak.
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And he thought that the reason that
we did not have more oil was simply
because they did not have enough in-
centive to drill for more oil. And so he
gave them incentives to drill for oil,
and these incentives did work, they did
drill for oil; but notice the increased
drilling for oil simply followed an ever-
decreasing discovery of oil with in-
creased use, so now we have been oper-
ating in the red for a long time.

Notice that in spite of enormously
increased profits, the industry is not
drilling very many more wells. Why are
they not drilling many more wells? It
quite obviously is because they have
done a lot of exploration, we are really
pretty good at that today, and we use
seismic and 3-D and computers. And if
they thought there was a whole lot
more oil out there to be found, they
would be drilling more wells, because
they certainly have the capital to do
that now.

There is another dimension in this
story that our next chart shows for us.
And this is what is happening around
the world. And I want to pay particular
attention to China. China is now, re-
member, the number two importer in
the world, 1.3 billion people, with an
economy growing, remember that 10
percent curve, very sharp growth in
their economy. And they are now
scouring the world for oil.

They have contracts in Canada for
oil, in Colombia, Venezuela, Brazil, Ar-
gentina, a number of them in the Mid-
dle East and Africa. They are now ne-
gotiating with Russia for oil there.
They are talking with Russia about
building a pipeline from the Sakhalin
Island, in the Russian far east. Russia
spans 11 time zones.

This ought to be colored green here,
because Russia comes clear around
here, nearly up to Alaska. They cover
11 time zones. And their far eastern oil
is so far away from their major popu-
lation centers, that they just cannot
get it there over this large expanse.

And so now they are talking about a
pipeline that would carry it down to
China and perhaps down to the Korean
Peninsula. By the way, they negotiated
for an oil company in our country, and
were just barely out-bid. They may be
back bidding for oil companies in our
country. They now control a number of
assets around the world to make sure
that they have access to this oil.

For instance, for a number of years
now they have had ports at both ends
of the Panama Canal. A poll, kind of an
informal poll, was conducted in India
and China over a several-month period
by sending people that would just talk
to people across the spectrum of their
society there to ask them about energy
and the future, and there is pretty
broad knowledge in both of those coun-
tries that energy is going to be an in-
creasing problem.

And in China they found a big rec-
ognition that China was dependent on
the sea lanes for their oil, and they do
not control the sea lanes. The United
States controls the sea lanes. And so
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China is know aggressively developing
a blue water navy. By a blue water
navy, I mean a navy that operates in
the oceans of the world. Many coun-
tries have a navy, but most of them are
designed to protect the country close
in.

Only we now, since the Soviets and
the Russians have pulled back, only we
now have a blue water navy that con-
trols the world’s oceans. And China
recognizes that we could, if we wished,
cut off their oil supply. And so they

now are aggressively developing,
among other armaments, a blue water
navy.

By the way, last year our trade def-
icit with China was $162 billion. So it is
not that they are without resources to
develop this blue water navy. The next
chart is a very interesting one, and
Congressman GILCHREST talked about
this. And this shows the transition
from one fuel to another. And notice
the lower brown curve here is wood.

And we really started using wood
when we learned how to make steel. As
a matter of fact, the hills, the moun-
tains of New England were largely
denuded of trees. There are now more
forests in New Hampshire than there
were when the Industrial Revolution
began here, because it began in Eng-
land a bit sooner, and they were cut-
ting trees from New England to take to
England.

As a matter of fact, the Industrial
Revolution almost foundered because,
as Congressman GILCHREST mentioned,
we were exhausting the forest and cut-
ting the trees for energy, and then we
discovered coal. And notice how much
greater the economy became, because
over here is quadrillion BTUs. Remem-
ber you talked about BTUs, these are
quadrillion BTUs over here. I think
you were up, what, over a hundred
quadrillion BTUs? Here it is 70. We are
now up over a hundred quadrillion
BTUs.

And then we discovered oil. And here
it goes. Up to a hundred quadrillion
BTUs total energy production. By the
way, the lower curve here is a breakout
of these, and it shows what maybe I
hope is the future, what better be the
future, or the future is pretty grim,
that is, some alternatives to fossil
fuels. Those are things like nuclear and
solar and wind. They are so far down
here in the noise level you do not see
them so we have blown it up.

By the way, you do not see this big
red peak here, because this combines
petroleum and natural gas which come
together, and here they are separated
so you add this to this, you will get
this big peak up here.

This explains some of the character-
istics that alternatives must have, and
that is energy density. Why were the
Btus so much higher with coal and
enormously higher with 0il? And Con-
gressman GILCHREST mentioned this, it
is the energy density there.

Give you a little example of energy
density. At maybe 25 percent efficiency
only, because in your internal combus-
tion engine you are lucky if you get 25
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percent efficiency, which is the reason
that you have that big radiator and all
those pipes and fins to get rid of the
heat. A barrel of oil contains the en-
ergy of 25,000 man-hours of labor.

That is the equivalent of having 12
people work for you full time for a
whole year. And it costs you about
$100, $50 for the oil, that is about what
it was today, maybe another $50 to re-
fine it. So you have got 42 gallons at
$2-something a gallon. That is about
$100, is it not? And that $100 will buy
you the work equivalent, the energy
equivalent of 25,000 man-hours of labor.

So when we are looking for some-
thing to replace these fossil fuels, we
have got to find something with a lot
of energy density, or we are going to
have to change the way we live and
change the way we use energy. You
may have trouble calibrating that
25,000 man-hours and 12 man-years, but
let me give you a little example that it
may be easier to identify with, and
that is what your car does with a gal-
lon of gas, a gallon of gas, not very big.

By the way, still cheaper than water
in the grocery store, at $2-and-some-
thing a gallon, unless you are buying it
in Wal-Mart or KMart a gallon at a
time. But in the little bottles you buy
it in, it is much more expensive than
gas. Recently, I went with my brother-
in-law and sister-in-law in our little
Prius. We have been driving one for a
number of years now, since 2000 as a
matter of fact; but the first one in
Maryland, the first one in Congress.
85,000 miles on it. We were down in
West Virginia going up mountains
down there. It has an instantaneous
record of your efficiency, miles per gal-
lon. The worst mileage we got was 20
miles per gallon.
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Well, that is going up a West Virginia
mountain with four people in the car
and luggage, and that one gallon took
me 20 miles up the mountain.

How long would it take me to pull
my car 20 miles up the mountain?

Of course, I cannot do that without
some mechanical advantage. I could
use a winch. We call it a come along
and chains and the guardrail or trees
or something, and by and by I could get
my car up the mountain.

If I got it there in 90 days, that would
be 90 hard days work, if you want to
calculate that out how many feet you
have to pull it a day. That gives you
some idea of the energy density in
these fossil fuels. So that is the chal-
lenge we have.

The next chart shows us the kind of
things we can look to for getting en-
ergy to replace these fossil fuels. Now
there are some finite resources we real-
ly have to pay attention to. They will
not last forever, but in this transition
we will have to use them as we can.

The tar sands, and I am going to Can-
ada this summer, when I gave a talk on
a couple of weeks ago, they called and
would like me to see their tar sands ex-
ploitation so we will look at that.
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There is a lot of oil in tar sand, but
most of it is pretty poor quality and it
takes a lot of energy to get it out. It
may take almost as much energy to
get it out as you get oil out of the tar
sands.

Then we have the oil shale in this
country. The same thing is true there.
Ultimately when Goldman Sachs has
oil going to $105 a barrel, when it gets
there it might be feasible to get oil
shales. But again, a big environmental
penalty and a lot of energy to get it
out.

Coal. We will leave this chart up and
put another chart in front of this be-
cause we want to come back to this
one. The chart we put in front shows
coal, and you have heard that we have
250 years of use, that is true, with no
growth at current use rates. Remember
that flat curve we showed before? No
growth at current use rates.

This is perfectly flat. It will last us
250 years with no growth, but if it just
grows 1.1 percent a year it will only
last that long. Less than 150 years. At
2 percent growth it will last less than
100 years. But what are you going to do
with coal? You cannot put it in the
trunk of your car and go down the
road. You have to convert coal to a lig-
uid or a gas so that you can use it. And
when you have a 2 percent growth rate
and after conversion you are now down
about 50 years of supply. And you have
got to use a lot of energy to make sure
that you clean up the coal.

We appropriate money from the Con-
gress for clean coal technology, I sup-
port that, because we cannot use coal
in the traditional way because it is
enormously polluting.

We will go back now to our chart we
were looking at the options that we
have. The only thing on this table here
that comes close to the energy density
of fossil fuels is nuclear. Now, a lot of
people have some big concerns about
nuclear. But we have had 104 nuclear
power plants in our country. We have
never had a fatal accident. We have
never had any real serious accidents
there. Three Mile Island, by the way,
was not a catastrophe. It was very un-
fortunate. As far as I know nobody was
hurt from that and we learned a lot
from that.

There are three different ways we can
get nuclear energy. The way that will
get us home free is fusion, that is what
happens in the sun. And by the way,
the sun is the origin of the most of en-
ergy that we have. All of the fossil
fuels came from the sun ultimately.
The ferns grew that produced the coal.
The little organisms that grew in the
water that settled to the bottom and
were later covered over by silt, and
then with the movement of tectonic
plates they were buried with heat and
pressure. In time they became oil.

The odds of getting fusion in time are
pretty small. I would like to use the
analogy that me trying to solve my
personal economic problems by win-
ning the lottery is pretty much the
same kind of odds that we face if we
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want to solve our energy problems in
our country with fusion. That does not
keep me from voting for the something
less than $300 million that we appro-
priate each year to fusion, because if
we get there we are really home free.
That is incredible. But that is probably
not going to happen. We certainly
would not bank on it. If it happens that
is nice. Like winning the lottery, if it
happens that is nice.

Two other kinds of energy is from
nuclear. These are fission. One of those
is whitewater reactor, which is the
kind we have in this country. This uses
uranium which is in even shorter sup-
ply in the world than oil. So that will
not last forever.

Ultimately if we are going to get
large amounts of energy from nuclear
figures, we are going to have to go to
breeder reactors. France gets about 80
percent of their electricity from nu-
clear and they have a lot of breeder re-
actors. With breeder reactors, you buy
a problem of waste products that you
have to store away we believe for
maybe a quarter of a million years.
That is a time span we can even think
of and how do you safely store some-
thing away for a quarter of a million
years?

Anything that has that much energy
in it ought to be good for something. If
it is so hot, if it has so much energy in
it that you have got to store it away,
you cannot even come close to it for a
quarter of a million years, I would
think you have not unleashed the inge-
nuity of the American people to see
what we can do with that energy. I just
think there is some potential there
that we have not tapped.

Our time for this evening is nearly
up. So what I want to do now is just
mention, and we will be coming back
again for a full hour and we will be
talking about in detail about these re-
newable resources down here, what can
we realistically expect from them and
what do we need to do to get them
started? Solar and wind and geo-
thermal, tapping that hot molten iron
core of the earth. Ocean energy, the
tides and the waves. Lots of potential
from agriculture, soy diesel, bio diesel,
ethanol, methanol, bio mass.

Waste of energy. Great idea. Rather
than filling landfills with it, burn it
and get energy from it. By the way, the
heat you got from it ought to be used
for heating people’s home. It ought not
be wasted in evaporating water in a big
tower outside town.

Last, we will close with hydrogen
from renewable. Hydrogen is not an en-
ergy source. You cannot mine hydro-
gen. You cannot suck it out of the air.
The only way you get hydrogen is to
produce it.

Right now we are getting hydrogen
from natural gas. It would be better to
get it from renewables. We can do that.
We can get it from nuclear. One of the
things you might do with a nuclear
plant is to split water to get hydrogen.
You put that hydrogen in a fuel cell in
your car. It has at least twice the effi-
ciency of the reciprocating engine. It
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produces only water when you burn it.
You do not have a flame but you are, in
effect, chemically burning it in the fuel
cell.

There are lots of things to look at
here. But the real urgency here is that
we have got to buy time by conserva-
tion and by efficiency so that we can
use the limited resources of oil that we
have, not only to continue the econo-
mies we now have in the world, but to
make the investments we must make
in these renewables so that we are
going to continue to be able to live the
kinds of qualities lives that we have
been living.

I am sure that Americans are up to
this. What we need is leadership articu-
lating the problem and articulating the
things that Americans need to do.
Americans just need leadership. We are
the envy of the world and we need to be
a world leader in this because we use
most of the oil in the world.

I would note that you can turn to our
Web site and there you will find a dis-
cussion of these items of links that will
carry you are to other places. If you
would like to order a video or DVD,
this is the telephone number you call
at C-SPAN.

——————

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1268

Mr. LEWIS of California submitted
the following conference report and
statement on the bill (H.R. 1268), mak-
ing emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2005, to establish and rapidly
implement regulations for State driv-
er’s license and identification docu-
ment security standards, to prevent
terrorists from abusing the asylum
laws of the United States, to unify ter-
rorism-related ground for inadmis-
sibility and removal, to ensure expedi-
tious construction of the San Diego
border fence, and for other purposes:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 109-72)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1268), ‘“‘making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2005, to establish and rapidly im-
plement regulations for State driver’s li-
cense and identification document security
standards, to prevent terrorists from abusing
the asylum laws of the United States, to
unify terrorism-related grounds for inadmis-
sibility and removal, to ensure expeditious
construction of the San Diego border fence,
and for other purposes’, having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their respec-
tive Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the
Global War on Terror, and Tsunami Relief Act,
2005.

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.
The table of contents for this Act is as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Sec. 1. Short title.
Sec. 2. Table of contents.
Sec. 3. References.

DIVISION A—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS FOR DEFENSE, THE
GLOBAL WAR ON TERROR, AND TSU-
NAMI RELIEF, 2005

Title I—Defense Related Appropriations

Title II—International Programs and Assistance
for Reconstruction and the War
on Terror

Title III—Domestic Appropriations for the War
on Terror

Title IV—Indian Ocean Tsunami Relief

Title V—Other Emergency Appropriations

Title VI—General Provisions and Technical Cor-
rections

DIVISION B—REAL ID ACT OF 2005

SEC. 3. REFERENCES.

Except as expressly provided otherwise, any
reference to ‘‘this Act’ contained in any divi-
sion of this Act shall be treated as referring only
to the provisions of that division.

DIVISION A—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS ACT FOR DEFENSE,
THE GLOBAL WAR ON TERROR, AND TSU-
NAMI RELIEF, 2005

That the following sums are appropriated, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2005, and for other purposes, namely:
TITLE —DEFENSE-RELATED
APPROPRIATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
MILITARY PERSONNEL
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military Per-
sonnel, Army”’, $13,609,208,000, of which not to
exceed $508,374,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 2006: Provided, That the amount
provided under this heading is designated as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section 402
of the conference report to accompany S. Con.
Res. 95 (108th Congress).

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘“Military Per-
sonnel, Navy”’, $535,108,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $19,928,000 shall remain available wuntil
September 30, 2006: Provided, That the amount
provided under this heading is designated as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section 402
of the conference report to accompany S. Con.
Res. 95 (108th Congress).

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘“Military Per-
sonnel, Marine Corps’’, $1,358,053,000, of which
not to exceed $220,227,000 shall remain available
until September 30, 2006: Provided, That the
amount provided under this heading is des-
ignated as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 402 of the conference report to accom-
pany S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military Per-
sonnel, Air Force”’, $1,599,943,000, of which not
to exceed $16,471,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 2006: Provided, That the amount
provided under this heading is designated as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section 402
of the conference report to accompany S. Con.
Res. 95 (108th Congress).

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve Per-
sonnel, Army’’, 339,627,000: Provided, That the
amount provided under this heading is des-
ignated as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 402 of the conference report to accom-
pany S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve Per-
sonnel, Navy’’, $9,411,000: Provided, That the
amount provided under this heading is des-
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ignated as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 402 of the conference report to accom-
pany S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve Per-
sonnel, Marine Corps’’, $4,015,000: Provided,
That the amount provided under this heading is
designated as an emergency requirement pursu-
ant to section 402 of the conference report to ac-
company S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve Per-
sonnel, Air Force’, $130,000: Provided, That the
amount provided under this heading is des-
ignated as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 402 of the conference report to accom-
pany S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘National
Guard Personnel, Army’’, $291,100,000: Provided,
That the amount provided under this heading is
designated as an emergency requirement pursu-
ant to section 402 of the conference report to ac-
company S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘National
Guard Personnel, Air Force’, $91,000: Provided,
That the amount provided under this heading is
designated as an emergency requirement pursu-
ant to section 402 of the conference report to ac-
company S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Army”’, $16,980,304,000: Provided,
That the amount provided under this heading is
designated as an emergency requirement pursu-
ant to section 402 of the conference report to ac-
company S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Navy’’, $3,030,574,000: Provided,
That the amount provided under this heading is
designated as an emergency requirement pursu-
ant to section 402 of the conference report to ac-
company S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Congress).

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for “‘Operation and
Maintenance, Marine Corps’’, 3982,464,000: Pro-
vided, That the amount provided under this
heading is designated as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 402 of the conference
report to accompany S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Con-
gress).

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Air Force’’, $5,627,053,000: Pro-
vided, That the amount provided under this
heading is designated as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 402 of the conference
report to accompany S. Con. Res. 95 (108th Con-
gress).

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-Wide”’, $3,042,265,000, of
which—

(1) not to exceed $25,000,000 may be used for
the Combatant Commander Initiative Fund, to
be used in support of Operation Iraqgi Freedom
and Operation Enduring Freedom; and

(2) up to $1,220,000,000, to remain available
until expended, may be used for payments to re-
imburse Pakistan, Jordan, and other key co-
operating nations, for logistical, military, and
other support provided, or to be provided, to
United States military operations, mnotwith-
standing any other provision of law: Provided,
That such payments may be made in such
amounts as the Secretary of Defense, with the
concurrence of the Secretary of State, and in
consultation with the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, may determine, in his
discretion, based on documentation determined
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