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because we are learning how much 
they’re increasing the cost of food and 
how much degradation of the environ-
ment is actually being caused by eth-
anol, that those ethanol subsidies 
might be going away. This is a way to 
guarantee money still being paid, re-
gardless of ethanol subsidies, because 
the cry will be, Well, if we get rid of 
ethanol subsidies, the price of corn will 
drop and the taxpayers will be paying 
anyway if the price drops under this 
new subsidy program. So this is a way 
to simply ensure that we are paying 
subsidies, regardless. We shouldn’t be 
doing so. 

We know that the farm bill, the old 
farm bill that we just replaced, the new 
farm bill, it pays out unnecessary sub-
sidies, it distorts the free market, it 
forces farmers to plant where they 
shouldn’t plant and not plant where 
they should, and it also distorts our 
international trade obligations and 
makes it less likely that we can open 
new markets. 

I would urge us, Madam Speaker, to 
sustain the President’s veto of this 
farm bill. 

f 

ENERGY PRODUCTION IN OUR 
COUNTRY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Energy is the 
lifeblood of the American economy. 
Our economic prosperity is closely tied 
to the availability of reliable and af-
fordable supplies of energy. Unfortu-
nately, U.S. energy production has 
grown only 13 percent, while energy 
consumption has grown by 30 percent 
since 1973. 

Instead of traveling to spend time 
with loved ones, record gas prices will 
keep many Americans home this Me-
morial Day. Gas prices are now over 
$1.46 higher nationally than when 
Speaker PELOSI took over, and will 
shortly be over $4 a gallon. These high 
prices are forcing many to choose be-
tween taking a vacation or paying 
bills. 

It should come as no shock to anyone 
that AAA predicts that the percentage 
of Americans traveling more than 50 
miles from home over this holiday 
weekend will fall by nearly 1 percent 
from last year. That one percent rep-
resents hundreds of thousands of fami-
lies. 

Skyrocketing gas prices and a risky 
dependence on fuel supplied by volatile 
foreign nations highlight our need for 
an American energy policy that em-
phasizes production and decreases our 
reliance upon Middle Eastern oil. 

Many here in Congress bemoan 
America’s addiction to foreign oil, yet 
they refuse to allow access to Amer-
ican oil and gas supplies that are nec-
essary to cure this addiction. America 
has been blessed with abundant natural 
resources and we should not be hesi-
tant to tap into them, especially at a 

time when energy prices are soaring so 
high and are climbing higher. 

The Outer Continental Shelf is esti-
mated to contain 19 billion barrels of 
oil and 84 trillion cubic feet of natural 
gas. Alaska’s ANWR is estimated to 
contain between 5.7 and 16 billion bar-
rels of oil. What do these two areas 
share in common? They are both off 
limits to any development. At the 
same time, China is fixing to tap into 
our natural gas resources off the coast 
of Florida by 45 to 50 miles, and we 
can’t do it ourselves. Not even 100 or 
200 miles off shore. 

Developing American oil and gas on 
these lands will help bring the price 
down and help break the stranglehold 
on energy that hostile countries in the 
Middle East enjoy. This can be done in 
an environmentally sound manner and 
should be implemented immediately. 

What is the opposition’s solution to 
this national emergency? How about 
raising the Federal tax on gasoline by 
50 cents a gallon, on top of an already 
existing Federal tax of 18.4 cents per 
gallon and increasing the tax on diesel 
fuel by 24.4 cents per gallon. Gasoline 
is not taxed too little. It is taxed too 
much. With economic disruptions 
caused by the current high price of gas-
oline, Congress should vigorously op-
pose any efforts to increase fuel taxes 
and instead reduce or eliminate the al-
ready existing Federal fuel taxes. 

Environmental groups haven’t al-
lowed a new oil refinery to be built in 
the United States in decades. It does 
little good to increase our use of do-
mestic supplies of oil if we do not have 
the refinery capacity to quickly con-
vert our crude oil into a usable form. 
Members on both sides of the aisle need 
to stand up to these fringe groups and 
implement policies that encourage con-
struction of new refineries in the 
United States. 

Many Americans are feeling the fi-
nancial hardship this Memorial week-
end of record high gasoline prices and 
will choose not to travel. Our energy 
problems were not created overnight, 
and will not be solved overnight. Con-
gress just act swiftly to address this 
growing energy crisis. America’s en-
ergy policy must make us stronger and 
less reliant on countries hostile to free-
dom. 

Passing any so-called ‘‘energy’’ bill 
that fails to produce even one single 
kilowatt of new energy, or produce a 
gallon of gas, is not the solution. We 
must pass legislation that will allow 
for responsible use of our known Amer-
ican supplies of energy that reduce ex-
cessive and burdensome environmental 
policies and encourage the develop-
ment of alternative forms of energy, 
such as nuclear power, that has proven 
to be incredibly safe and a successful 
source of energy. 

I stand ready to do so, and encourage 
my colleagues to do the same. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. BAR-
RETT) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. KUHL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. KUHL of New York addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

ENERGY POLICY IN AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. CANNON) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. CANNON. I would like to speak 
this evening about energy policy in 
America, and the sources of energy, 
and I expect to be joined here in this 
discussion with several other Members 
of Congress. ADRIAN SMITH from Ne-
braska is going to be speaking to us, 
and I will yield to him very shortly 
about the Alaskan National Wildlife 
Reserve; JOHN PETERSON will be with 
us about natural gas and the need to 
develop that resource; ROB BISHOP will 
join us I think shortly to talk about 
what it means in the human costs to 
not have the resources that we need. 
We expect to be joined by PHIL 
GINGREY of Georgia and perhaps JOHN 
SHIMKUS of Illinois as well. 

b 1845 

Let me begin by just saying that the 
U.S. policy to use corn for ethanol and 
drive up the prices of grain worldwide 
and to not develop the resources that 
we have so richly in America are not 
morally neutral. They are profoundly 
wrong. So I hope that after some dis-
cussion about these issues tonight, our 
colleagues in Congress will begin to un-
derstand what the resources are and 
how we can use them. 

Now I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. SMITH), and 
when he is finished talking about the 
ANWR issue, I would like to put that in 
perspective by talking about what 
other resources we have and how that 
fits. But drilling in ANWR is pro-
foundly important. If we had done that 
some years ago, we would absolutely 
not have prices over $100 a barrel for 
oil. 

I yield to Mr. SMITH. 
Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Thank you 

to the gentleman from Utah for yield-
ing me time so that we can have a bit 
of a conversation on energy. I truly be-
lieve that our country is lacking a bal-
anced policy. I think that our country 
is lacking a commonsense policy, 
which certainly leaves consumers out 
of the mix for what they need with 
food, with fuel for their vehicles, en-
ergy to heat their homes, energy to run 
a small business. The list goes on and 
on. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:32 Sep 14, 2008 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00136 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORD08\RECFILES\H20MY8.REC H20MY8m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

76
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4291 May 20, 2008 
But as we do address and look to the 

future, I think that utilizing today’s 
technology and even tomorrow’s tech-
nology so that we can certainly use the 
resources afforded our country, we can 
do that in a very responsible manner, 
and that we would not have certain 
issues become symbols of I think an ex-
treme agenda that are endorsed by I 
think a relatively small group of Amer-
icans. 

In 1980, the Congress, and President 
Carter, I will add, created the nearly 20 
million acre Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge, but they set aside 1.5 million 
acres of ANWR’s northern coastal plain 
for the purpose of future energy explo-
ration and development. Let me repeat 
that. They set aside, this is Congress 
and President Carter in 1980, 1.5 million 
acres of ANWR’s northern coastal plain 
for the purpose of future energy explo-
ration and development. This parcel is 
known as the 1002 area, named after 
the section of the act that set it aside 
for its energy resources. 

Energy exploration will be limited to 
just 2,000 acres of ANWR’s 1002 area, an 
acreage limitation made possible by 
21st century technology. This 2,000 
acres, I will add, is equivalent to one- 
tenth of 1 percent of ANWR’s total 
acreage. 

According to the U.S. Energy Admin-
istration, the mean estimate of recov-
erable oil in ANWR is 10.4 billion bar-
rels, all of which is now economically 
recoverable. That is more than the 
twice the proven oil reserves in all of 
Texas. That is almost half of the total 
U.S. proven reserves of 21 billion bar-
rels. That represents a possible 50 per-
cent increase in total U.S. proven re-
serves. 

EIA also estimates daily ANWR 
would provide 1 million barrels per day 
for 30 years. Will that affect oil prices? 
Absolutely. Is that a government sub-
sidy? No. I hope that we can get beyond 
the policies of just saying ‘‘no’’ to do-
mestic sources of energy. This is equiv-
alent to what the entire State of Texas 
produces daily. ANWR’s 30 year, 1 mil-
lion barrel per day supply, also equals 
30 years of imports from Hugo Chavez 
of Venezuela. 

Let’s talk about the revenue. Accord-
ing to a recent CRS report, at today’s 
prices of $125 per barrel, ANWR devel-
opment would deliver $191.1 billion in 
corporate income tax and royalty rev-
enue to the Federal Government. Let’s 
talk about fiscal responsibility. Bonus 
bids alone would deliver close to $4 bil-
lion to the Federal Treasury. 

Economically speaking, relating to 
jobs, ANWR energy production would 
create between 250,000 and 750,000 good 
jobs in America across the country. 
These are good, broad-based jobs in the 
energy sector that, in the end, help 
consumers. A study from the National 
Defense Council Foundation says that 
the figure could be as high as 1 million 
new jobs for Americans in all 50 States 
and the District of Columbia. 

In terms of environmental protec-
tion, ANWR’s leasing plan will be cer-

tainly environmentally sound. The In-
terior Department must administer the 
leasing program to result in no signifi-
cant adverse effect on fish and wildlife, 
their habitat, subsistence resources or 
the environment. The leasing program 
will be subject to stringent regulations 
that at a minimum will require some of 
these details. Let me share them. 

Meeting or exceeding environmental 
mitigation measures established in the 
prior environmental impact statement. 

Limiting exploration generally to the 
period between November and May. 

Imposing seasonal limits to protect 
breeding, spawning and wildlife migra-
tion patterns. 

Using ice roads, airstrips and other 
low impact transportation methods 
while limiting air traffic to reduce dis-
turbance to fish and wildlife. 

Requiring pipelines and roads to be 
designed to minimize adverse effects on 
migratory caribou, other wildlife and 
surface water flow. 

Protecting streams, springs, rivers, 
wetlands and riparian habitats from 
the effects of water used in drilling. 

Treating and disposing of all waste 
products by use of a hazardous mate-
rial tracking system and filing an an-
nual report on waste management. 

Educating crew members on environ-
mental protection methods. 

Complying with all applicable air and 
water quality standards and utilizing 
the best commercially available tech-
nology for the exploration and develop-
ment, not only today, but in the future 
as well. 

I could go on and on with many of 
these details that assure the respon-
sible development, exploration and 
henceforth the development, but let me 
give some perspective to this briefly. 

The size of the small wildlife refuges 
that currently exist barely measure as 
a fraction of ANWR’s 19.6 million acres, 
yet the ecosystem and energy produc-
tion in the refuges coexist without 
harm. Consider the size of these fol-
lowing National Wildlife Refuges sup-
porting active oil and gas production, 
according to information provided by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: 

Hewitt Lake National Wildlife Ref-
uge in Montana, total size, 1,680 acres; 
Hagerman National Wildlife Refuge, 
Oklahoma/Texas, 11,000 acres; 
Kirtland’s Warbler National Wildlife 
Refuge in Michigan, 6,543 acres; Delta 
National Wildlife Refuge in Louisiana, 
48,000 acres. We are talking about a 
good chunk there. San Bernard Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge in Texas, 37,000 
acres; Crosby Wetland Management 
District in North Dakota, 86,000 acres. 
But, my friends, ANWR in Alaska, the 
total size of the refuge is 19.6 million 
acres, and proposed development is 
2,000 acres. 

I would argue that what is best for 
consumers is a good, balanced energy 
policy that isn’t just about petroleum. 
It is about many other sources. And 
the frustration from consumers in the 
Third District of Nebraska is getting 
higher and higher and higher, because 

they understand the economics of var-
ious sources of energy, whether it is 
biofuels that many people are speaking 
out against, or even nuclear power, nu-
clear energy that we know is friendly 
to the environment in terms of carbon 
emissions. 

Hydropower, it was interesting to 
learn that New Zealand is one of the 
world’s, I would say, most green coun-
tries in terms of energy. They are 
about 80 percent dependent on hydro-
power. And there is so much pushback 
here in America on the development of 
hydropower, consumers are getting 
frustrated. It is not just policymakers, 
but it is consumers as well, because 
they can do the math. 

Clean coal technology, we have come 
so far with clean coal, and there is even 
greater promise in the future. Why 
would we want to sell ourselves short 
on that? Oil shale, that I know will be 
discussed here momentarily, certainly 
is a domestic source of energy. We 
heard earlier about some comments 
about becoming energy independent, 
oil independent, but yet there is so 
much pushback from developing our 
own resources in a very responsible 
manner. 

Mr. CANNON. Would the gentleman 
be willing to answer a couple of ques-
tions? 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. I will do my 
best. 

Mr. CANNON. Thank you. They 
won’t be hard. I might point out in 
Utah we had 76 billion tons of coal 
locked up by one monument that Presi-
dent Clinton made, the Grand Stair-
case-Escalante National Monument. 
That is the equivalent, the gentleman 
mentioned coal-to-liquid, that is the 
equivalent of 150 billion barrels of oil 
locked up in a monument. 

But let me make sure I have these 
numbers right, because they are actu-
ally startling. The whole Alaska Na-
tional Wildlife Reserve is 19.6 million, 
almost 20 million acres. That is bigger 
than most northeastern States. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Even bigger 
than the Third District of Nebraska, 
which is huge. Well, not acres-wise, but 
it is a large area. 

Mr. CANNON. The Third District of 
Utah is large as well that I represent, 
and that is about the size of that. And 
so we have about 1.5 million acres that 
were set aside by President Carter and 
the Congress when the refuge was es-
tablished for oil development. Now we 
are talking about 2,000 acres of land to 
develop oil on. That is the proposal. 
That yields 10 billion barrels of oil. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. That is cor-
rect. 

Mr. CANNON. That would mean, I 
think you said, about 1 million barrels 
of oil a day. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Correct. 
Mr. CANNON. What would happen to 

the $120, now pushing on or moving to-
ward $130, per barrel of oil if we had 1 
million additional barrels of oil pro-
duction a day? 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Well, I can’t 
make any promises, but certainly as it 
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does speak to economics, there is con-
cern that so much of the price of oil 
per barrel today is based on specula-
tion, that the mere announcement that 
we would be opening up some domestic 
sources of petroleum resources, we 
would be perhaps warning those folks 
in the speculative world that things 
may change a bit. 

Mr. CANNON. Those speculators have 
virtually no downside. The upside is 
limited only by what they are willing 
to guess on in the future. So to bring 
that oil price down, I think we need to 
bring some new sources on or make it 
clear we are going to bring some new 
sources on. I think, like the gentleman, 
that would cause these prices to plum-
met. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Absolutely. 
I think the numbers certainly speak 
for themselves. 

Folks, in our economy, on the front 
lines of our economy, they can do the 
math. They are very frustrated with 
what is taking place right now. And 
while the Third District of Nebraska is 
a large place, I am not saying it is 
smaller than this subject area, but we 
even have opportunities with so many 
different sources of energy. Why would 
we want to take something off the 
table, when there are domestic supplies 
that with technology today and tomor-
row we can do so much more? 

But more than that, it strikes me as 
absolutely amazing that the local folks 
of these subject areas, specifically 
ANWR, are supportive of this develop-
ment. I think you spoke earlier of some 
places in Utah that you pointed out 
that the locals support. If it were truly 
going to plunder the environment, as 
many would speculate and suggest, the 
local folks would be fighting against 
that. 

Mr. CANNON. I think that is abso-
lutely right. Reclaiming my time, I 
thank the gentleman. I would like to 
point out to him, I paid $3.59 for gas 
the last time I bought gas. That is ob-
scene. It is obscene. If we had been 
thoughtful about ANWR, if we had ac-
knowledged the desires of the people 
who live in ANWR, who care about the 
land in ANWR, we would be drilling 
there, having minimal effects, and pro-
ducing a much, much lower price for 
gas. That is an obscenity that we ought 
to be rid of. 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. I drive a die-
sel vehicle, and even though diesel is 
more efficient on a gallon-for-gallon 
basis, it is painful. I close with that. 

Mr. CANNON. As you leave, I appre-
ciate that. I drove to a new gas station 
the other day. I went to the pump and 
put my card in and got ready to pay for 
the gas, and as I did that, I reached 
over to get the gas hose and it said 
$4.39 a gallon. I was stunned. Then I 
looked. It was green and I realized that 
that pump had a diesel handle on it as 
well. The 15 or 20 percent better mile-
age you get doesn’t cover the extra dol-
lar that you pay, the 25 percent higher 
prices. So I sympathize with the gen-
tleman. 

But I would point out that oil shale 
is essentially diesel fuel and then can 
be used for that, and if we develop that, 
it should bring your prices down, Mr. 
SMITH, significantly, and all the rest of 
the world’s as well, which I think is the 
right thing to do. 

Thank you very much for your time. 
We appreciate that. 

We are now joined by Congressman 
BISHOP from Utah, who agreed to join 
us despite the fact he is hosting a 
group of German members of the Bun-
destag. So I would like to turn some 
time over to him to talk about what-
ever he wishes, but probably the 
human costs of these horrible energy 
prices and policies that we have in 
America. 

I yield to the gentleman. 

b 1900 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I appreciate my 
good friend and colleague from Utah 
that clearly understands this par-
ticular issue. 

I want to start by introducing you to 
a character in American history by the 
name of Elbridge Gerry. Elbridge Gerry 
is a former Vice President, Governor of 
Massachusetts, signed the Declaration 
of Independence. He is also one of three 
people who spent the entire time at the 
Constitutional convention and then re-
fused to sign the document. 

Now, we have had others; the gen-
tleman up to my left who appear on the 
ceiling, one of the two Americans that 
we had in this icon of lawgivers in the 
history of the world. George Mason was 
one who stayed there and refused to 
sign the document. He had a specific 
reason, and that was it didn’t have a 
bill of rights. 

Elbridge Gerry did not have a specific 
reason. He had a litany of little ticky 
issues that he thought were wrong with 
the document. They are so small and so 
insignificant that I have yet to find a 
history book that actually lists the 
reasons for his refusal to sign this par-
ticular document. In fact, I had a 
teacher that one time told me that he 
had a personality that was the kind so 
prickly that if the Savior said that the 
millennium will start on Tuesday, he 
would say, I can’t do that, I have a 
haircut; we have to wait until at least 
Thursday to do it. Now, that is what he 
did. 

Despite the fact that he had a litany 
of problems with the document, the 
document itself turned out to be a 
pretty good document. As P.J. 
O’Rourke would say, the Constitution 
of the United States is 21 pages that is 
the operating manual for 300 million 
people, compared to the operating 
manual of the Toyota Camry which is 
four times as long and only seats five. 
The document worked. 

Well, one of the problems and the 
reason I am introducing you to El-
bridge Gerry is we have an Elbridge 
Gerry attitude towards energy policy. 
We all agree that we need to be energy 
secure and energy independent, and we 
agree we have to do that. But we can’t 

have windmills off the coast of Massa-
chusetts. We need to be energy secure, 
but we can’t have a liquid natural gas 
port on the East Coast. We need to be 
energy secure, but we can’t do any 
kind of offshore drilling even if it is 100 
miles away and no one can see it be-
cause it might bother the tourists who 
can’t see the drilling going on. We need 
to be energy secure, but we won’t go up 
to the arctic in Alaska to an area set 
aside by the Carter administration for 
the simple purpose of producing en-
ergy, and we won’t drill there, as the 
gentleman from Nebraska just recently 
explained. 

We have this idea that we have all 
these ticky little reasons and details 
that we won’t do this and we won’t do 
that, and the end result is we miss the 
bigger focus and the bigger issue, and 
that is we need to be energy secure for 
our Nation and for the individuals of 
the Nation. 

Our policy towards energy has al-
ways caused problems. It has caused 
problems for businesses, has for several 
years, and it is causing problems in the 
way people live their life. Because the 
issue is not our country’s energy policy 
in the abstract; the issue is, how do 
people cook their food? How do people 
heat their homes? How do people create 
and hold on to a job? Because every 
time the price of energy increases, jobs 
are lost, incomes vanish, social pro-
grams suffer. Every individual in this 
Nation suffers with higher and increas-
ing energy prices. 

Rising utility bills are indeed one of 
the major causes of homelessness in 
this country. And that means, when en-
ergy increases in price and cost, the 
poor and those on fixed income, and 
there is about 43 million of them in the 
United States, are the first ones who 
are hurt and suffering. And how do our 
people react to this? 

There is a couple in Maryland who 
have decided to take their kids out of 
weekend activities. So their daughter 
that was in dance and gymnastics, they 
no longer drive them to these activi-
ties. A Vermont church found itself re-
cently in a $10,000 arrears simply be-
cause it didn’t budget enough for its 
energy. In Maine, in Wisconsin, schools 
simply have lowered the temperatures 
in their classes. So, in a district in 
western Wisconsin the kids in the win-
ter are now wearing fleeces and zip 
sweaters, to the fact that they even 
had a fashion show to show kids how to 
dress warmly as they are now coming 
to schools. Unfortunately, they held it 
on a day when it was snowed out, but 
that is still the fashion show they tried 
to do. In Louisiana, they no longer run 
their sprinklers on the ball field. In 
North Dakota, they are talking about a 
four-day school week. In Iowa, they 
have cancelled trips for choirs, ath-
letics, and field trips for the junior 
high kids. 

And schools simply don’t have a way 
of handling this. You can’t just put 
more money into the heating salary. 
Schools are on a very tight budget, 
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with the majority of schools’ budgeting 
coming from the cost of salaries, which 
simply means if energy prices increase, 
teacher salaries will decrease. They 
simply can’t afford to do it in any 
other particular way. 

We have a Chicago nurse who has cut 
out her cable television. She can’t af-
ford it anymore. Elderly people on 
fixed incomes especially feel trapped in 
their apartments because they do not 
have the flexibility to go anywhere. 
They can’t afford to. We have an exam-
ple of an elderly gentleman in St. Paul, 
Minnesota who now travels most of the 
time on his electric wheelchair because 
electricity comes with his rent and 
that is for free, and he can plug it in in 
the apartment and he doesn’t have to 
buy gas to get around. Now, that is 
what is happening to real people. 

It is happening to the country as 
well. In the military defense of this 
country, our costs in the last 3 years 
for energy for our military has risen 
from $3 billion a year to $7 billion a 
year. 

Our increase in prices are putting our 
Nation at risk, are putting individuals 
in jeopardy, and we simply cannot af-
ford to talk about it any longer. We 
cannot afford to have secret plans that 
we refuse to identify any longer. We 
simply have to do something. Because 
for every dollar spent on higher energy 
costs, it is a dollar you can’t spent on 
luxuries like tuna casseroles; for our 
energy is the great social equalizer of 
this country and it is the one that cre-
ates economic opportunity in this 
country. Our energy should not be 
those who are rich in government or 
rich in society or rich economically, 
the elite that can afford this. 

One of our Presidential candidates 
went in one day on three different jets, 
each of which spewed out 25,000 pounds 
of CO2 per hour. Now, the average 
American spews out 15,000 pounds of 
CO2 per year. And the solution to that 
was simple: Recognizing that they are 
now adding to the emissions in the at-
mosphere, they paid $11,000, and urged 
you to all buy mercury light bulbs 
made in China by coal-powered plants. 

Another one of our good friends who 
makes a great deal of emphasis on the 
fact of global climate change and glob-
al warming lives in a house that con-
sumes 20 times the amount of elec-
tricity that an average house does in 
this country. And his solution to that? 
Paying offsets that he uses his own 
company to pay the offsets. 

We have a concept right here now of 
the elite who are not cutting back on 
their energy consumptions; they are 
simply paying for it with offsets in a 
similar way as medieval dukes used to 
pay for indulgences with the church. 
And yet, while they are still living in 
comfort in the elite, what we have is a 
situation that is harming individuals, 
and especially individuals who are 
poor, on fixed incomes, and the elderly. 

That is one of the reasons the West-
ern Caucus will be introducing shortly 
a comprehensive energy bill, one that 

realizes that if we are going to solve 
this problem, not just talk about it but 
solve it, there are three principles that 
have to be introduced: 

We must increase the production of 
energy in this country. And we are 
going to have multiple speakers who 
will be talking on that aspect. That 
won’t work alone. We also have to in-
crease our efforts of conservation. We 
cannot solve the problem of our energy 
future without conservation efforts. 
But, we cannot solve the problem of 
our energy independence and our en-
ergy security needs by conservation 
alone. It has to work with other prin-
ciples. Because it is true, every gallon 
that we save, every watt of electricity 
that we do not use is a gallon that does 
not have to be imported, does not be-
come emitted. 

Yet, even by the strictest standards 
of conservation alone, we can account 
for only about one-half of the amount 
of oil that we import into this country 
every year. It would be hypocritical to 
rely on this. In fact, it would be, as the 
Ron Arnold book title says, our goal 
would be ‘‘Freezing in the Dark.’’ It 
has to be more than that. 

In addition to that, though, there is a 
third element that has to be there that 
will be an essential part of this bill, 
which is innovation. If you go back to 
the turn of the century, Jules Verne 
could not have imagined what would 
have happened in the next 100 years. He 
could not have imagined going from ra-
dios to I-pods, and rockets, computers, 
going from antibiotics to organ trans-
plants. Couldn’t even have imagined 
bottled water. But that has been the 
reality of the past 100 years. 

We have technological abilities that 
sometimes come slow and sometimes 
come as fast as new cell phone plans 
that will provide the ability to use 
these two concepts to reach the needs 
so that we can become energy secure. 
We have certain specific problems that 
need to be addressed in this process of 
innovation. We have not had a new re-
finery built since 1976. In 1980, we had 
324 in this country; today, there are 148 
that are operating. We can produce 17 
million barrels of oil per day from our 
refinery capacity. Unfortunately, this 
country needs 21 million barrels of oil 
per day from our refinery capacity. 

We have outdated processes and regu-
lations that need to be put in place 
along with tax reform to encourage 
both conservation and production. 

We use about 5 million miles of elec-
tricity distribution and 1 million miles 
of natural gas distribution lines. That 
is not enough. We need to be devel-
oping new corridors so that we can 
more easily transport energy from sec-
tion to section. 

One of the other areas we are looking 
at is also the workforce. There has 
been a 90 percent drop in the number of 
petroleum engineers and geoscience 
graduates since 1982. At that rate, by 
the year 2010 we will find a 38 percent 
shortage in this critical profession that 
we need to try and find our way to use 

the knowledge that we have to build 
and move us into the future. We need 
to come up with smart meters, point of 
sales generations. We need to use the 
technological abilities that we have to 
find solutions. 

We need to use a system that has fi-
nancial rewards and prizes to reach our 
technological goals, because we have 
found that voluntary innovation and 
experimentation are always preferable 
to bureaucratic or international inter-
vention and regulation. Former efforts 
that failed were not driven by market 
forces, but they were driven into fail-
ure by self-serving governments. We 
need to combine all these three areas 
into one. But we cannot overlook the 
first and most important effort, which 
is simply production. 

We in the West perhaps have a dif-
ferent attitude. To be honest, the West 
produces the energy the East con-
sumes. So I think by all rights we have 
the ability to be a little bit holier than 
thou, both realistically as well as spir-
itually. But the issue is, we have the 
ability in this country to be energy se-
cure. The stuff is here. There is more 
energy imprisoned in this country than 
most nations actually have, and all we 
have to do is simply be wise enough to 
realize we need to go at it, we need to 
develop it, we need to conserve it, and 
we need to be creative in the way we 
distribute it. 

We can talk all day as some people do 
about profits that the companies are 
receiving, what we should do with 
those profits. At the end of that discus-
sion, you have to realize it is a useless 
discussion, because you can talk all 
day about what we do with profits. Not 
one new barrel of oil is provided to 
anybody by that discussion. The only 
thing we need to do is start talking 
about going to where the energy is and 
developing it, conserving it, and being 
smarter in the way we do it. That 
means an attitude change. So our goal 
is to produce, to conserve, and be 
smarter in the way we do it. And by 
that method, that method, we will 
solve the problem. 

This Nation needs more than any-
thing else to not talk about the issues 
any longer, not have secret plans about 
the issues any longer, but simply to do 
it. We have the resources, we have the 
capability, we have the ability to pro-
vide for ourselves into the future. And 
it is almost criminal if we do not do 
that in a comprehensive and intellec-
tual way. 

I still have faith that this country 
can proceed into that future, and I 
hope America will join us in this effort 
to meet these criteria. And I applaud 
my good friend from Utah, who under-
stands this issue instinctively, and his 
effort to bring this to the attention of 
the American people with a lot of dif-
ferent people who understand elements 
of this, and hopefully we can bring to-
gether a comprehensive plan for the fu-
ture of this country so that we can 
have energy security and energy inde-
pendence for our future. 
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Mr. CANNON. Would the gentleman 

be willing to enter into a colloquy? 
We talked a little bit about innova-

tion. I think that in the bill that we 
are proposing as the Western Caucus, 
we have some prizes in there for energy 
efficiency including what is under con-
sideration, a prize for a motor or an en-
gine or gasoline engine that would go 
say 100 miles per gallon. And the gen-
tleman probably knows this, but the 
typical engine in America gets about 17 
percent efficiency. In other words, you 
get about 17 percent of the energy out. 
The highest efficiency are diesel en-
gines on long-haul trucks, which get 
about 35 percent; meaning 70, 65, or 83 
percent is wasted in the process. 

If innovation would support us in 
doubling the efficiency of engines, 
what would happen to the price of gas-
oline in America and diesel? 

b 1915 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. The gentleman 
is perfect, right on with this one. The 
problem we have is a simple concept of 
supply and demand. If the demand is 
great and the supply is not, the price 
goes up. And how do you simply get the 
price to come down? You increase the 
supply, whether by production in-
creases or conservation increases or 
new technology increases. But, once 
again, spot on accurate. 

If we don’t do that, it’s kids who are 
freezing in classrooms; it’s elderly who 
are stuck in their homes by the fear of 
going anywhere because they can’t af-
ford to get back; it’s poor people who 
will lose their jobs because we don’t 
have enough energy to expand the mar-
ket. 

That’s why we do this. We do this for 
people who are counting on us to have 
a wise, comprehensive policy. 

And we’ve found also, if you ask, 
prizes are a wonderful way because peo-
ple are so creative. People are innova-
tive. And if we allow that spark of cre-
ativity and innovation to come forth, 
we can solve every problem that we 
face. And it doesn’t have to be done by 
experts sitting in a room in Wash-
ington. People have the ability to do 
that, and they have the ability to do it 
better than probably we can. 

Mr. CANNON. Heaven help us, from 
experts sitting in Washington who get 
paid to continue the problem instead of 
solve the problem. 

Thank you, Mr. BISHOP. Appreciate 
your time. 

Let me just point out that produc-
tion and conservation are both matters 
of innovation. We’re going to talk to-
night about new ways to innovate in 
production, and also in other areas of 
conservation. 

A new motor would conserve a great 
deal, a new, more efficient motor 
would conserve a great deal of energy. 
And I think that if you doubled the ef-
ficiency of engines on the highway 
today, or if you had an engine that 
doubled the efficiency, the threat of 
that doubling of efficiency would al-
most immediately result in a plum-

meting of the price of oil overnight, 
without any additional production. 

We’re joined now by Congressman 
PETERSON from Pennsylvania. And Mr. 
PETERSON has been a great advocate of 
developing our natural gas resources 
with reasons why this is a critical part 
of what we’re doing in the country. 
And I would yield to Mr. PETERSON as 
much time as he may consume. And 
hopefully, at the end of your presen-
tation, we can chat a little bit about 
what this means for America. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Utah and thank him for his leadership 
in the Western Caucus. Even though 
I’m from Western Pennsylvania and 
Central Pennsylvania, I’ve been a 
proud member of the Western Caucus 
my tenure in Congress, and have en-
joyed working on the many issues that 
the West is interested in. 

$129 oil today. I remember a short 
time ago when it hit 80 and then it hit 
90. I came down on the floor, thinking 
this Congress would start to react as if 
it was a crisis. Here we are today with 
$129. We’ve been over 120 for a week or 
so. 

Do we have a bipartisan Senate/ 
House task force formed to deal with 
energy? No. Not an issue. 

Do we have a special committee in 
the Congress here in the House to deal 
with energy, maybe bipartisan or par-
tisan? No. 

Is anybody calling for a special ses-
sion that we deal with energy? 

No matter where I go, where I fly, 
what coffee shop I sit in, everybody’s 
talking about energy prices. Why? Be-
cause a young lady said to me recently, 
Mr. PETERSON, I make $320 a week. I’m 
raising two children as a single mom. 
I’m now paying $130 a month, no, $130 a 
week to drive to work. 

In rural America people drive dis-
tances to work. They drive distances to 
school. They drive distances to shop. 
They drive distances to go to the doc-
tor. There’s no transits, there’s no 
cheap way to travel. 

She said, I’m spending $130 a week. I 
said, what are you spending to heat 
your home? She said, I’m spending $175 
a month, year round, to heat my home 
with natural gas. 

What this young lady doesn’t know 
that, since she told me that, energy 
prices have risen considerably. That 
was a few weeks ago. And what she 
doesn’t know, and most Americans 
don’t know that natural gas prices to 
heat our homes are going up measur-
ably this fall. 

Last year, at this time, in the sum-
mertime, we put our natural gas in re-
serve, underground caverns because we 
can’t produce enough during the winter 
heating season. Last year, at this time 
we were putting gas in the ground at 
$6.50 to 7, and that was a little bit high-
er than usual. Not a lot but a little bit. 

Today we’re putting $11 gas in the 
ground. And I talked to one of the ex-
perts at the Energy Department today, 
and he expects that figure to rise. If we 

would have a major storm in the gulf, 
which we have not had for 2 years, and 
we always lose some production in the 
gulf when that happens, we could have 
14, $15 gas go in the ground. If that’s 
true, home heating costs next winter, 
with natural gas, and that’s 62 percent 
of Americans, will double. 

Those who are heating with propane 
and home heating oil this year paid 
huge prices, and are going to pay much 
higher prices next year. Natural gas 
only went up about 10 percent. But 
that’s going to change. 

Folks, America has chosen, the lead-
ership in America has chosen to not 
produce our own energy, to lock ours 
up. Now, we did pass a bill today 
called, interesting name, the Gas Price 
Relief Act for Consumers of 2008. Now, 
wouldn’t you think that’s going to do 
something with prices? 

Well, here’s what it does. It’s trying 
to figure out a legal way for us to sue 
OPEC and other countries who we don’t 
think’s producing enough oil. If, you 
know, I think Saudi Arabia, I looked 
today, is 12 million barrel a day. And 
the President was just there, and the 
Speaker asked him to ask for more oil, 
and I think he asked for more oil. 

A month or so ago, Vice President 
CHENEY was over there, and the Speak-
er and others asked him to ask for 
more oil, and he asked for more oil. 

But now we’re going to pass a bill 
saying that if they don’t produce 
enough oil, and if we think they’re 
kind of conspiring and not producing as 
much as they could, we want some 
court to sue them in. 

Well, it seems to me, we’re a little 
bit vulnerable, because I want you to 
look at my chart here. Congress, for 27 
years, has locked up the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf. That’s offshore produc-
tion of energy. Every country in the 
world produces out there, a major part 
of their energy, both oil and natural 
gas. 

We’ve also locked up major parts of 
the Midwest. Up here in Alaska, we 
locked up the portion of ANWR that 
was set aside for energy production. 
That’s why it was set aside. I think we 
heard in earlier testimony here that 
2,000 acres out of millions would have 
been actually the footprint. And yet, 
this Congress said no. 

Now, we’ve said no to Alaska. We’ve 
said no to the Midwest. The oil shale 
rock was recently locked up, not signed 
into law yet, but we passed a bill here 
with six plus votes, I think, to lock up 
the shale oil in three States in the 
West. 

We heard earlier about the huge coal 
lock up with one Presidential order. 
Congress, and three Presidents, have 
locked up offshore production. 

Now, we have the nerve to say that 
we’re going to sue other countries be-
cause they’re only producing 12 million 
barrels a day for us? 

I think maybe we ought to pass the 
bill that Americans could sue Congress 
and the administration for not pro-
ducing adequate energy. We have been 
negligent. 
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This Congress has the mind set that 

we’re going to run this country with 
renewables. Now, I wish that was true. 
But let’s look at the chart. The left of 
this chart is history. The right of this 
chart is the Energy Department’s pre-
diction. There’s not much change. 

Hydro, non-hydro renewables. This is 
wind, solar and geothermal and woody 
biomass. And the one that’s increased 
the most is woody biomass because a 
million Americans are now heating 
their home with pellet stoves. That’s 
sawdust made into pellets. 

All the wood companies are drying 
their wood. If they dry their wood 
they’re using wood waste now instead 
of fuel oil or diesel or natural gas be-
cause they can’t afford that. 

And many power plants are topping 
off their loads. To keep under air emis-
sion standards they may use 80 percent 
coal and 20 percent wood waste. And we 
now have some plants coming on-line 
generating with wood waste. So woody 
biomass, and now we’re talking about 
cellulosic ethanol, which will also be 
another use for woody biomass. So 
that’s been the only one that’s grow-
ing. 

Nuclear, we need, we have 45 to 50 
plants that are now applying for new 
permits, and we need all of them to be 
completed by 2030 to stay equal. 

Coal, it shows coal growing. I don’t 
believe that’s going to happen. We’ve 
had about 60 coal plants in the country 
that have been turned down by States 
because of the threat of climate change 
legislation, which will put a tax on en-
ergy. 

When you hear people talking about 
carbon taxes and carbon trading, you 
need to realize that in every country 
that’s went down that road, that will 
increase energy prices another 20 to 30 
percent. Now, let’s say it’s 25. Well, at 
$4 gasoline, that means, with a carbon 
tax, gasoline would be $5 pretty quick-
ly, without oil prices going up. 

Now, they show natural gas flat here. 
I disagree with the Energy Depart-
ment, because every one of those 60 
coal plants that have been turned down 
will be a natural gas fired generation 
plant. Just 10, 12 years ago we produced 
7 percent of our electricity with nat-
ural gas. We’re now at 23 percent and 
growing. And whenever you deal with 
carbon in any country, the only field 
you can shift to is natural gas. It’s 
cleaner. No knocks, no socks, and a 
third of the CO2. So it’s the clean green 
gas. 

Now, we should be using more of it. 
But if we’re going to use more of it, we 
need to produce more of it and we need 
to be out on the Outer Continental 
Shelf. As we showed before, we need to 
get into the Midwest, we need to do the 
coal to liquids, coal to gas, as we heard 
others talking about earlier. We need 
to do all of those things, and those are 
all doable. 

Folks, we need all the wind and solar 
we can get. And I’m for it. But if we 
double it in the next 5 years, we will be 
less than 1 percent of our energy use in 

this country. So it’s not big numbers. 
We can’t run the country on renew-
ables. 

We’re not increasing hydro. Folks, 
we’re really not increasing anything. 
We’re sitting on our hands. We’re a pol-
icy-less country, as far as energy is 
concerned. 

The 2005 Energy Bill did a lot of good 
things. The reason we have 45 to 50 per-
mits on nuclear is because it stream-
lined the process and we now have all 
those in the pipeline. 

The unfortunate part, when we build 
these nuclear plants, the basins are 
going to come from Japan, that’s the 
base because we don’t have the ability 
to make them here anymore. And 
many of the components are going to 
come from Germany, which has a lot of 
capacity. And we’ve kind of lost our ca-
pacity. 

Mr. CANNON. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Surely. 

Mr. CANNON. You know, looking at 
that chart is actually a little dis-
turbing, because unless we produce a 
great deal more natural gas, our cur-
rent reserves being diminished, or di-
minishing, we have to import a lot of 
natural gas. So if we’re not going to do 
coal power plants, if that chart, in-
stead of widening for coal, shrinks for 
coal, then you have to widen natural 
gas, which means you’re going to have 
to import a great deal of natural gas. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
And that comes from Third World 
countries, dictatorships, the same type 
of countries that we’re purchasing oil 
from. 

But let me tell you, it’s not that sim-
ple. LNG, and I’m not opposed to it, 
but when a tanker is loaded with LNG 
it becomes a commodity, and countries 
like Japan and Spain and other coun-
tries that have no natural gas, live by 
it. They will currently, are paying 14 to 
$15 per thousand for a tanker load, and 
we can’t afford to pay that. We’re pay-
ing 11 to put in the ground. We can’t 
put 14 and $15 dollar gas in the ground, 
or we are automatically doubling nat-
ural gas heating prices for next year. 

Now, natural gas is not just a heating 
fuel. We run our country with it. You 
know, we use—70 to 90 percent of the 
cost of fertilizer to grow corn to make 
ethanol is natural gas cost. That’s 
what we use. 

Petrochemical business, 55 percent of 
their cost is natural gas because they 
use it as an ingredient and as a fuel. 

Polymers and plastics, 45 percent of 
the cost of that industry is natural gas 
because they use it as an ingredient, as 
a fuel. Almost everything we manufac-
ture in America has natural gas in it as 
an ingredient, as a fuel. 

Really, I’ve had people tell me it’s 
such a wonderful substance, we never 
should burn it, we should use it as the 
chemical that it is to make products. 
But we know that’s not going be the 
case. 

We have lots of natural gas in Amer-
ica. Unfortunately, all the rich fields 

are locked up. Offshore is loaded. The 
Roan Plateau in the West is loaded. 
They’ve just found the new Marcella 
Shale in the Pennsylvania, New York, 
West Virginia area. It’s going to take a 
while to develop it. But we have lots, 
but we are not producing enough of it 
to keep it affordable. And we are look-
ing at a huge spike that’s coming at us 
right now. 

But LNG, we can only buy it in the 
off season. In the heating season, when 
we need it, we never can afford to pay 
for it because the other countries bid it 
up. And they have to pay the price be-
cause they don’t have any other oil. 

Mr. CANNON. So here we are, the 
Middle East of coal. We have more coal 
than we know what to do with. We’ve 
stopped using coal. We don’t use coal 
to liquid. We don’t use those things be-
cause we can’t sequester the CO2. That 
means, instead of expanding, coal de-
clines. Coal declines. Natural gas goes 
up. 

So now all of sudden you just listed 
all the things that we use natural gas 
in. And I add those things all to be an 
inflationary environment where, in 
particular, food prices go up, or con-
tinue to go up, having doubled, in some 
cases tripled over the last couple of 
years. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 
was in a hardware store last month, 
and they had their coats on. And I said, 
what’s going on? He said, in the spring 
and the fall season now we don’t heat 
our store because people, working peo-
ple are coming in to buy hardware and 
lumber, it’s a lumber yard. And they 
said because it costs us 800 in the 
month in the spring and the fall sea-
son, now it’s going to cost us a lot 
more than that in the winter, but we 
have to keep it warm in the winter. 
But in the spring months, when noth-
ing will freeze, we shut our heat off. 
That saves us 800 a month. Those are 
two fall months and two spring 
months. That saves me $3,200 profits. 
So he said, we work with our coats on. 
Our customers come in with their coats 
on, they just leave them on and they 
don’t complain. He said, that’s how we 
do it now. We can’t afford to heat our 
store. 

b 1930 
These costs of natural gas, costs to 

heat schools this year are going to dou-
ble. Costs to heat our hospitals are 
going to double. Almost everything 
that we use gas for will probably come 
close to doubling this year. It’s going 
to be terribly inflationary, and it’s 
going to make some businesses just 
noncompetitive. 

Mr. CANNON. You and I have been 
talking about this issue for years now, 
and we’ve seen no increase, a modest 
increase in some drilling in the inter- 
mountain west, but very little new 
sources. 

And what’s happened to costs of gas, 
that is, natural gas, over the last 3 
years? 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Someone was talking the other day 
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here on the floor that we’re drilling 
twice as many wells and we don’t need 
to drill more. Well, we’re drilling in 
old, tired fields. We’re drilling the 
cracks and crevices that we haven’t 
drilled before. You get out into some 
fertile territories, there’s huge gas 
fields. Just huge. In fact, off the coast 
of Florida, there was a huge gas field 
that I think the lady from MS said it 
was called very sweet gas and it was 
tremendous volumes, and we actually 
bought the leases back so we wouldn’t 
produce it. Yet 50 miles offshore, we 
have Cuba cutting deals with China, 
Norway, and Canada. They’re going to 
produce gas 50 miles off the Florida 
coast, and we can’t produce 100 miles 
off the coast. Does that make sense? I 
don’t think so. 

Mr. CANNON. I don’t think so either, 
and I don’t think the American people 
think so. And I think the American 
people are really fed up. You can’t dou-
ble or triple people’s natural gas costs, 
their heating costs in their homes. You 
know, personally sometimes I drive in 
the wintertime even without a coat on. 
If I jumped out of my truck and went 
into that store, I’m not sure I would be 
comfortable, but that’s one of the costs 
that we’re imposing on people. 

We cannot—the American people are 
not going to allow us to maintain these 
idiotic policies that lock up resources 
while people are actually going hungry 
in other parts of the world because 
we’re using corn for ethanol and we are 
taking natural gas, and instead of 
turning it into fertilizer, we’re bidding 
it off to the Japanese, the Chinese, and 
the Indians. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Well, the good news is within the next 
3 to 4 weeks, we will be offering an 
amendment to the Interior bill that 
will open up on the offshore—let me 
put my sign back up, my chart back up 
here—in part of the gulf, east Atlantic, 
Pacific. Both oceans will all be open 
from 50 miles out for gas and oil. 

Now the site distance is level. So if 
you’re at your condo at the beach, 
when it gets past 11 miles, you won’t 
know it’s there. We’re going to be 50 
miles out. Now, I’d like to come in to 
25 or 30 because there’s a lot of energy 
in that section. But we’re going to go 
50 in hopes that a majority of Congress, 
House and Senate, will feel the heat 
from back home and we will open up 
production. 

Canada, Great Britain, Ireland, Swe-
den, Norway, Australia, New Zealand, 
all of these very sensitive environ-
mental countries, they all produce. 
Canada laughs at us. They actually 
produce in the Great Lakes. They 
produce in Lake Erie where I live and 
they sell us the gas. And I asked them 
the last time they were in, Do you 
slant drill to our part of the lake? And 
he smiled and he said, You bet. 

Now, we don’t allow drilling there ei-
ther. 

We could actually drill the Great 
Lakes from offshore. We wouldn’t even 
have to get in the lakes. But since 1913, 

Canada has produced in the Great 
Lakes, and now they’re selling us, be-
cause we get 15 percent of our natural 
gas from Canada. Our largest producer 
of oil outside of our own is Canada, and 
it’s also the only major source we have 
of natural gas other than our own, and 
I think 2 percent LNG. I think 15 per-
cent of our natural gas. Thank God 
Canada produces. They also produce 
right off of the Washington coast, right 
off the main coast. Right off within 
sight of us, they’re producing energy 
with no negative results. 

I hope in the next 3 or 4 weeks that 
Congress will feel the heat, understand 
this issue a little better. A lot of people 
in the country, a lot of people in Con-
gress don’t realize that natural gas is 
not a world price, and when we’re put-
ting $11 gas in the ground, that’s the 
highest price for natural gas coming 
out of the ground anywhere in the 
world. In South America, it’s a buck- 
something. In Russia, it’s a buck some-
thing. 

So our fertilizer, 50 percent of our 
fertilizer industry has went offshore 
now. Polymers and plastics are going 
offshore. Petrochemicals are going off-
shore. Those are the best blue-collar 
jobs left in America, and they need 
natural gas to produce. 

Mr. CANNON. Those are the best 
blue-collar jobs in America and Demo-
cratic policies are driving them off-
shore. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
And if carbon capture and CO2, if you 
have those who believe that’s such an 
evil force, that the CO2 we breathe out 
is a poisonous gas, if we put carbon 
capture and CO2 payments ahead of af-
fordable available energy, America will 
be a Section 8 Nation. We won’t com-
pete with anybody in the industrialized 
world because our energy costs will 
prohibit it. 

Mr. CANNON. You and I are on the 
Resources Committee together. We are 
going to have a vote on this issue, and 
every American is going to know be-
cause every talk show host and every 
newspaper is going to talk about this 
vote because this vote is about the cost 
of energy. 

And included in that mark-up we are 
going to have a vote on ANWR, and we 
will have other votes that I think will 
be profoundly important. 

It was in the mark-up a year ago that 
the Democrats, over our objections and 
over our votes, insisted that BLM not 
be allowed to go forward with its regu-
latory scheme for oil shale. We’re now 
a year behind on that. It was in the ap-
propriations bill last year. The Demo-
crats put a provision that prohibited 
the use of any money that BLM had for 
processing permits on BLM property. 
Thank heaven that we have school 
trust lands that can be developed for 
oil shale. But without that, we would 
be in real trouble. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Well, maybe 30 years ago when oil was 
$10 a barrel and natural was $2 a thou-
sand, it was smart to use theirs. But 

when it’s $129 a barrel and $11 for nat-
ural gas, I think it’s time to produce 
our own. Americans do not need to be 
sending all of our resources to these 
other countries. 

Mr. CANNON. And you and I talked 
about the increase in price that went 
from $2 to $9 briefly and then it came 
back down a little bit, but we talked 
about how if we don’t do this Outer 
Continental Shelf Development, if we 
don’t do the inter-mountain west and 
other and gas resources, we’d be in the 
predicament that, lo and behold, we’re 
in today. 

We’re talking about families dou-
bling the price of heating their homes, 
businesses, doubling or tripling the 
price of heating their business because 
of failed policy. 

We have energy. We need to develop 
it. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. If 
your foreign competitor is melting 
steel or making a product with $1.25 
natural gas, you have a huge disadvan-
tage, and that’s what’s actually hap-
pening. 

Mr. CANNON. That’s right. You can-
not compete. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Thanks for the time. In a couple, 3 
weeks we will have the opportunity to 
fight to open up offshore production of 
oil and gas, and that alone I think will 
take some, if we could pass that, House 
and Senate, have the President sign it, 
I think that would take some of the ex-
citement out of the oil market and oil 
and gas would settle down because ev-
erybody feels there’s a lot of hype in 
there because the traders see it keep 
going up and they keep bidding it up to 
make money. 

And so we have Wall Street, you 
know, 15 to 20 percent of our energy 
prices might be Wall Street making 
money. But if you take the risk out, 
you make sure that we have adequate 
supply opened up, that takes that 
away; and I think we could see a set-
tling down of the markets, and we 
might see some measurable price de-
creases because if we don’t, it’s going 
to be a hot summer and it’s going to be 
a long, cold winter for America. 

Mr. CANNON. These traders are bet-
ting that Saudi Arabia and other OPEC 
countries won’t act contrary to their 
own interests and allow the price to 
keep going on up, and that’s why you 
get the speculative bill that we had 
today. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. In 
fairness to those countries, they’re pro-
ducing more and more energy, and we 
have chosen not to produce very much 
of our own only in the whole entire 
fields. And yet we pass a bill so we 
think we can sue them because they’re 
not producing enough? I find that in-
teresting. The bill ought to be that the 
American public can sue us because 
we’ve locked up our resources and 
forced them to buy foreign expensive 
energy. 

Mr. CANNON. I actually used to be a 
lawyer, and I can’t imagine a legal the-
ory upon which you sue a sovereign 
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country. I can imagine a legal theory 
upon which you react to Congress, And 
you know what that is? Vote for some-
one else. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Well, that is something they all have. 
And I think, in my view, we need to be 
watching very closely as we elect a 
President, do they have a bona fide en-
ergy policy for America. 

Mr. CANNON. Thank you, Mr. PETER-
SON. We agree on that point. I think 
that for the first time in maybe our 
tenure in Congress, we’re going to see a 
huge increase in the Natural Resources 
Committee markup of an energy bill to 
see if we’re going to actually drill in 
ANWR, if we’re going to drill in the 
Intercontinental Shelf and loosen up 
our drilling elsewhere around the coun-
try. 

But that sort of begs the question, 
right now we’re talking about various 
kinds of oil and gas. Let me put some 
context here. 

In our conventional oil resources we 
have about 50 billion barrels that we 
know about. That includes 10 billion in 
ANWR. These are in the United States 
of America. We have some oil sands. 
Those are very difficult to develop in 
America. They’re very different from 
the oil sands in Canada where each 
grain has a little molecule of water so 
the oil comes off the sand with just a 
little bit of heat. 

We have about 100 million barrels of 
oil on the Outer Continental Shelf, and 
all of that adds up to about 200, 225 mil-
lion barrels of oil that we have avail-
able to us today in the United States. 

Think about that. 225 barrels of oil. 
We now have, and I’m going to pull up 
a chart here. We have in oil shale about 
1.4, 1.3, let’s see, that’s ‘‘trillion’’ bar-
rels of oil. I’m sorry. That’s not ‘‘bil-
lion’’ barrels of oil, that’s ‘‘trillion’’ 
barrels of oil in Colorado. In Utah, we 
have about 800 million barrels of oil 
and Wyoming about 500 million barrels 
of oil. Those are millions. We’re not 
talking about a lousy 225 million bar-
rels in all of our other resources. We’re 
talking about 2.6 trillion barrels of oil 
that are available to America today in 
oil shale. 

Now, let’s pull up the map, if we can 
here. This is a map of Utah. Idaho is 
over in the corner, southeast Wyoming 
and northeast Colorado, and you can 
see the dark green are areas with more 
intense reserves of oil shale and that 
the lighter green are areas where you 
have not quite as dense oil shale. And 
these are the areas that have the oil 
that we were just talking about, 1.2 
trillion barrels in Wyoming, 800 million 
barrels in Utah. These reserves are dif-
ferent, and the way to get them out, 
the way to get the oil out is going to 
differ between those. 

Let’s talk for just a moment about 
why we can be actually talking about 
producing oil out of shale today where-
as it did not work in the past. 

In the old days, and over here you see 
on the side it says ‘‘past oil shale ef-
forts,’’ we used heat to convert ker-

ogen. We broke the shale up and put it 
into a rotary kiln, and then heated it 
up. The problem is you needed enough 
heat in that rotary kiln to get the ker-
ogen out, but at the same time, that 
was hot enough so that the rock melt-
ed into itself; and so you would have to 
shut the operation down occasionally 
and go in with sledge hammers, lit-
erally, and knock the rock out that 
had melted into itself. 

Today you use chemistry and mini-
mal heat to convert the kerogen to oil. 

That’s a profound difference, and 
there are about six different compa-
nies, four large companies and two 
small companies, that are using dif-
ferent kinds of technology to get with 
a smaller amount of heat to convert 
that kerogen to take it out of the 
shale. Kerogen, by the way, is a lot like 
diesel fuel and comes out of the sys-
tem, very close to that. Needs to be 
cleaned up a little bit. It’s like JP–8 
diesel fuel. 

In the old days, we mined this. We 
had a strip mine or room and pillar 
mining, and then we brought the shale 
to the surface to be processed. Today, 
the focus is on in situ recovery and 
conversion. 

Back in the day, low-quality energy, 
intensive product, or low-quality en-
ergy, intensive product to refine; that 
is you had to put a lot of energy in it 
and it was hard to refine. And today 
you have high-quality value product 
with minimal cost to refine, and then 
we were focused on the resource back 
then, and now we’re focused on bal-
anced environmental, technical, and 
economically sustainable methods. 

The fact is we’ve transformed the 
way we work technologically in the 
world today, and we can get these re-
sources out of the ground much more 
cheaply. 

Let’s talk just for a moment about 
the reserves that we have—or what we 
use imported to the United States and 
the world’s reserves. 

The Saudi Arabians have about 264 
billion barrels of reserves that we know 
about. Canada has about 179 million or 
billion barrels of oil, Iran has 138, Iraq, 
115, and Kuwait 102. And the people 
that supply this oil are Mexico, and 
these are average barrels per day that 
we import. 

So from Canada we import about 2.43 
million barrels of oil, from Mexico 1.53, 
from Saudi Arabia 1.49, from Venezuela 
1.36, and from Nigeria 1.13, and then we 
import a great deal more from other 
countries who export lesser amounts to 
us as we go. 

These are not exactly the kind of 
people that we want to be relying on 
except with the exception of Canada 
perhaps and also to some degree Mex-
ico, and that’s improving. 

And in the last couple minutes we 
have before we finish this, let me just 
say that this is complicated. The nat-
ural resources is complicated and the 
technology is complicated, but we’ve 
advanced dramatically in our knowl-
edge and understanding of how to do 

that. We have now, today, for the first 
time in 30 years a commercial test 
going on here in eastern Utah of how to 
get oil shale out of—oil out of shale, 
and we think that test will be done 
about September 15, and the projection 
is we will be able to get oil out of shale 
for $30 a barrel. 

Now consider this: Trillions of bar-
rels of oil at about $30 a barrel. That’s 
profound. I think that cost is going to 
actually go lower than $30 a barrel, and 
I’m about to introduce a bill that will 
allow the President to cut through the 
permitting processes and allow us to 
develop our oil shale at a reasonable 
time using reasonable understanding of 
the technology and the environmental 
impacts so that we can actually bring 
that shale to market, bring down the 
cost of oil, stop funding our enemies in 
Iran and Saudi Arabia and Venezuela, 
and start producing oil in America. 

f 

b 1945 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 6049, RENEWABLE ENERGY 
AND JOB CREATION ACT OF 2008 

Mr. ARCURI, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 110–660) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 1212) providing for consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 6049) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide 
incentives for energy production and 
conservation, to extend certain expir-
ing provisions, to provide individual in-
come tax relief, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 5658, DUNCAN HUNTER NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2009 

Mr. ARCURI, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 110–661) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 1213) providing for consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 5658) to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2009 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for fiscal year 2009, 
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. CON. 
RES. 70, CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION ON THE BUDGET FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2009 

Mr. ARCURI, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 110–662) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 1214) providing for consideration 
of the conference report to accompany 
the Senate concurrent resolution (S. 
Con. Res. 70) setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
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