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I think the energy companies who
have been blessed by the safety and se-
curity of this Nation owe to the United
States and to its people a consensus
discussion and a friendly discussion on
how we can move this country forward.

With that, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman.

Mr. LAMPSON. I thank the
gentlelady for joining us and for her
thoughtful comments. A couple of the
things that you said, one particularly
comes to mind, on weatherization.
Mayor Bill White in Houston Texas
tried a pilot project that was an over-
whelming success by helping those peo-
ple who could make small change,
couldn’t afford to make them but the
city chose to make them on their own,
and got back several times the value
that was invested in those homes to
bring them up to currency. Those are
the kinds of things that we need and
want to do with this legislation.

The wind energy about which you
spoke, we need also not just to have
the better technology with the strong-
er, lighter materials to have the blades
of the windmills, but we also need the
materials that will give us the bat-
teries to store the energy that is cre-
ated when those turbines are turned.

Dow Chemical. Unfortunately, we
could have seen a significant increase
in the facility of Dow Chemical right
there in our backyard in southeast
Texas. Yet, they chose to go to another
country because it was access to alter-
native sources of materials that they
could use. In that case, they were try-
ing to continue to make plastics, and
they are making plastics from biomass.

Those are the kind of things that are
addressed in this legislation. It’'s a
matter of using, strategically using,
the strategic petroleum reserve effec-
tively, and strategically, if I can repeat
that word yet again, to include our
overall energy supply. We truly are. We
are reaching an emergency situation.
Leaving the strategic petroleum re-
serve alone exactly the way it is now,
if we had to turn to it if we lost our
sources of oil coming into the country
and going into those refineries, we
would see an 11 percent decline of gaso-
line production immediately and we
would see a 35 decline in diesel fuel im-
mediately just because of a lack of
modernization.

So if we act and allow some part of
this reserve to contain heavy crude, as
opposed to light, we would see a lesser
change in conversion of being able to
rely on those strategically placed oil
reserves. This is a good piece of legisla-
tion. It’s one that has been thoughtful
to draw in Members from different
places in the country, to pull in Mem-
bers from both parties, Democrat and
Republican.

We think that there are significant
opportunities for us to do a couple of
things. One, as I said earlier, we would
have a short-term benefit because we
would very likely see a decline in the
price of oil, the price of gasoline be-
cause of dumping significant quantities
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of oil into the market in a strategic
way. Once we have the resources gen-
erated from the differential in light
crude and heavy crude, we will be able
to invest those very sources very effec-
tively in already authorized research
projects that have passed this Congress
already.
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So Members, Democrat and Repub-
lican, want these projects to be funded
and to be put into place. This is the
way to make that happen.

I am proud of this legislation. I am
proud of Mr. HALL from New York for
joining us and Ms. JACKSON-LEE from
Houston, Texas, for joining us tonight
to talk about it. I look forward to
working with our colleagues to make it
yet stronger and achieve the real bal-
ance that we want to achieve for en-
ergy for the security of the United
States of America. I thank you for
joining me.

———

ENERGY POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BoYDA of Kansas). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of January 18, 2007,
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I
thank you for recognizing me to ad-
dress you here on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

As a means of transition, and in fact
it is not normal practice, but I would
ask the gentleman from Texas if he
might still be available to perhaps
enter into a colloquy. If the gentleman
from Texas would be interested in en-
tering into a colloquy, I would be
happy to ask him if he would yield for
a question. I have been interested in
listening to the presentations by the
folks here, and I would ask if the gen-
tleman from Texas would be willing to
enter into a short colloquy just as a
matter of clarification on our energy
position?

Mr. LAMPSON. I absolutely would.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you. And I
know you have been here on the floor
talking about energy for the last hour.
Just as a matter of transition, I would
just ask a few clarifying questions.

The first one is, as I heard discussion
about the Outer Continental Shelf, is
there a nuance there? Are you for or
against drilling on the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf for more energy?

Mr. LAMPSON. I personally am not
opposed to drilling. I think that drill-
ing is only one of many solutions to
our problem. What I am trying to con-
centrate on is a whole host of research
projects that have already been passed
by the Congress.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time then, drilling the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf is part of the solution. We
would agree on that?

Mr. LAMPSON. I would say that ev-
erything we can think of is a part of
the solution. We shouldn’t take any-
thing off of the table. We are in an en-
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ergy crisis and we must be considering
every opportunity that we possibly
have facing us.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I appreciate that
response from the gentleman from
Texas. So as we go down through this
list of things that we might do, drilling
the Outer Continental Shelf would be
on the table. Drilling ANWR is on the
table?

Mr. LAMPSON. I say everything
needs to be on the table for discussion,
yes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Let me just if I
could then thank the gentleman and go
through a list of things that I think
that we should engage expand the sup-
ply of energy. Drill the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf, gas and oil. Drill ANWR.
Open up nuclear. Drill non-national
park public lands. Expand ethanol, bio-
diesel, solar, wind, clean burning coal.
And then out of this whole piece of the
energy pie, then add another slice to
that, which I presume you have talked
about tonight, and that would be the
slice called conservation.

Would that be the picture you are
looking at that I think I heard as I lis-
tened to your presentation tonight?

Mr. LAMPSON. Most of what you
just mentioned is in this legislation.

Mr. KING of Iowa. So for those rea-
sons I asked for those clarifications,
that helps me in my transition as I go
into the presentation that I hope to
make tonight on energy. I just want to
make those clarifications, because it
does provide for a transition for us, and
it also identifies some common ground
that we have.

I would state to the gentleman from
Texas that my view is that the free
market does prevail and that more
Btus of energy on the market will help
to hold down the increase in prices,
and, if all goes well, to actually reduce
those prices of energy. That is the ap-
proach that we should be able to arrive
at in a bipartisan fashion. If the gen-
tleman would agree?

Mr. LAMPSON. Absolutely. If the
gentleman would yield, that is pre-
cisely what I have been working on
since November to get Members to join
us with on this. We have taken any
number of suggestions to change this
legislation to accommodate different
Members and different Members’
thoughts about how we go about mak-
ing this bipartisan, and the successful
way to greatly expand the diversity of
what we are using for energy this coun-
try.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Would
the gentleman yield for just a moment?

Mr. KING of Iowa. I would yield to
the gentlewoman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. As I in-
dicated on the floor, I am an oil and
gas lawyer and obviously have a broad-
ened perspective. But I would like to
just say that I hope that even as you
are presenting your presentation, that
you heard what I said, which is I think
that the energy leaders of the respec-
tive multinational companies that are
in the United States need to sit down
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with all of us and refine an energy pol-
icy.

I will just limit my remarks, since I
was on the floor, and just say that my
support of the Outer Continental Shelf
is in this way: Limited to the areas
that the constituencies have been used
to it, have seen it work environ-
mentally, and that would be, in my
perspective, and I have done work on
that and legislation on that, the Gulf
of Texas and Louisiana.

I think if you have a model and show
how it works, you may be able to bring
your other colleagues on. Because I
want you to note, and I think you
would note, that the opposition to the
Outer Continental Shelf is bipartisan
on the coast, bipartisan a lot on the
coast of California, both Democrats
and Republican opposition; in Florida
it is Democrats and Republicans; and I
assume up the coast of New York.

So I think maybe we can be used as
a model. Those of us from Texas, and
you are not, you are from way up Mid-
west, but from those of us from Texas
and Louisiana, we have seen it. The
point I made is even after Hurricane
Katrina, we saw the survival of an en-
vironmentally safe water system where
those rigs did not fall because we have
understood the construction and we
also understand the environment.

I would yield back, but I just wanted
to say I think we have to educate, and
I am ready to show how it works in the
Gulf. And that is where I limit my sup-
port of the Outer Continental Shelf,
where it has been done, where it can be
proven it can be done right.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, I thank the gentleman from
Texas and the gentlewoman from
Texas. I know it is a little bit irregular
to engage the people that have just
completed a special order, but I think
it is important for us to engage across
the aisle.

I will transition to the things I came
here to say, but I will be looking at the
proposals that you have made here to-
night and the language that you have.
And I have been relatively aggressive
on this energy issue, and I think we
need to be very aggressive on this en-
ergy.

In fact, as we look across the spec-
trum of all of the components of en-
ergy, I wouldn’t make anything off
limits. I want to drill the entire Outer
Continental Shelf, and I know of no
natural gas spill that has affected the
environment in a negative way. In fact,
I don’t know an Outer Continental
Shelf oil drill that has affected the en-
vironment in any lasting negative way.

We did see a lot of stability in the
Katrina hurricane and the subsequent
hurricane that came after that. There
was one oil platform that was broken
loose in the Gulf, and it was pushed 60
miles and came upshore down by Mo-
bile, Alabama. However, there wasn’t a
significant spill. We can do this.

Mr. LAMPSON. If the gentleman
would yield for just a very short quick
30 second story or point to make, off of
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the coast of Florida we are saying that
we should not be drilling. But let’s
look at the other way around. We won’t
get permission to drill within 200 miles
of the Florida coast or any of the coast
in the United States. However, Cuba is
drilling within 45 miles of Florida’s
coast. So there is another country that
is drilling within our boundaries that
we are prohibiting our own people from
being able to drill in. It does not make
sense.

Clearly we have plenty of work to do,
and I think it is wonderful if we have
the opportunity to work across this
magic aisles of ours and get it done for
the American people.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time, I appreciate the gentleman’s re-
marks from Texas. I believe also that,
at the very minimum, we ought to go
out there and tack some wells in right
up against those Chinese Cuban wells
that are going in within 45 miles of Key
West. I am all for that. And let’s at
least build a little barrier and get our
share of that well and start pipelining
it back in here if we can. I would be
significantly aggressive on all of this.

I would say on the upside too, Madam
Speaker, and to the American people,
there are a couple of good things going
on in America. One is that we have the
structure put together where we can
produce the first refinery since 1975.
There will be a vote that comes up, it
will be primary night, June 3rd, and if
the people in Union County, South Da-
kota, decide they want to have a refin-
ery in their Hyperion refinery, then
very likely that will be the biggest
roadblock for a large refinery to come
in that would deal with the pipeline
coming down from I call it the tar
sands in Northern Alberta, a tremen-
dously large oil supply up there. A
pipeline would come down, and the
crude oil would be refined there and
then distributed across the area in a
network of pipelines. That is some-
thing that we will find out here in a
few weeks, if that is going to happen.

Another thing that America doesn’t
seem to know is that there is a nuclear
plant that is being constructed—
thanks again to the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. LAMPSON—there is a nuclear
plant that is being constructed in
South Carolina. I am not certain when
that goes on line, Madam Speaker. But
those are two large milestones that are
being driven by the market and by the
need.

It is not being driven by this Con-
gress. It is not being driven by this
Congress, because this Congress has
not taken any action to open up oppor-
tunities for refineries or open up oppor-
tunities for nuclear power plants or
any other kind of power plant to be
built.

This is happening because market
forces are driving them, and the regu-
latory resistance is being overcome by
very high energy prices. It is not be-
cause Congress reduced the regula-
tions. It is not because Congress pro-
vided incentives. It is because the costs
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of energy are so overpowering that it is
now starting to roll over the top of the
prohibitory regulations that have been
put in by this Congress and signed by
more than one President.

So, the overall picture, Madam
Speaker, is this: This is what I call the
energy pie. It is a pie chart, and this is
energy consumption 2007: 101.6 quadril-
lion Btus. Now, I could explain what all
that is. That is a lot of Btus. It is im-
portant to look at it proportionately.
Let’s just say that is 100 percent of the
energy consumption by British Ther-
mal Unit in the United States.

This pie chart represents the percent-
ages of their consumption that comes
from each of these sources of energy.
Natural gas, 23.3 percent of our energy
consumption in the United States is
natural gas. We use that for heating
energy and for production energy and a
lot of other ways. Natural gas is clean
burning and it is environmentally fair-
ly friendly. Also the coal is 22.4 per-
cent. So coal and natural gas comprise
about equal amounts, very equivalent
amounts of energy consumption in the
United States.

Then we go to nuclear. It is larger
than most people will think. Even
though we haven’t built a nuclear
plant since 1975, 8.29 percent of our en-
ergy consumption in the United States
is produced by nuclear. That is a piece
that in France, for example, their elec-
trical generation is produced by nu-
clear. 78 percent of their megawatts of
electricity are produced by nuclear. If
the French can do that and do that
without incident, do that without fear,
do that without concern, we can
produce a lot more energy by nuclear
here in the United States. Now, that is
environmentally friendly. It is clean
burning. It is the safest form of elec-
trical energy that we have, and we
have been remiss in not continuing to
develop our engineering capability to
produce nuclear.

That slice of the energy pie could get
a lot larger. It could take up some of
this going to coal, it could take up
some of this going to natural gas, be-
cause there is electrical production
generation in each of these, natural gas
and coal, and actually a lot of it, and
the nuclear could be a bigger piece of
this pie.

As we go around the chart, the hy-
droelectric is 2.4 percent. That is prob-
ably not going to get any bigger. That
requires we build more dams. There are
a lot of regulators in the way that
don’t want to see that happen.

As we go around the chart, you can
see small pieces, geothermal, wind,
solar, all less than 1 percent of the en-
ergy consumption. Fueled by ethanol is
almost 1 percent is all. We would think
that would be a lot more, Madam
Speaker. 1 percent, but a growing num-
ber. Biodiesel is a tiny .06 percent of
the energy there. Biodiesel is a fledg-
ling part right now, and it may well be-
come significant. Today it is a small
piece. Wooden waste is bigger than we
would think.
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Then we get to gas, 16.9 percent, and
diesel and heating oil, et cetera, is 8.84,
and jet fuel, 3.31, and other petroleum
projects, asphalt and heavy oils and
those, 10 percent. That is the energy
consumption. 101 quadrillion Btus of
energy consumed in the United States.

Now, if we are going to look at how
we address this energy situation,
Madam Speaker, we need to look at it
from the whole pie chart perspective.
So often we are here debating on
whether we should be drilling in ANWR
or whether we should drill the Outer
Continental Shelf or whether we ought
to grow ethanol from corn or maybe
grow ethanol from cellulosic, which is
a big part of what is in the farm bill
that maybe we will see again tomor-
row.

What do we do with solar? There is
plenty of solar power that cooks the
United States, especially in the sum-
mertime and especially in the South-
west. Can we collect that and turn that
into energy? Perhaps.

But as we have this debate, we can
debate the relative merits of these
sources of energy. But what I am not
hearing the Members do or the leader-
ship do or the American people or the
business world in America, no one is
out there pitching the big picture,
pitching this picture that we had the
conversation with Mr. LAMPSON, and
that is the entire picture of energy, the
holistic picture of energy, this energy
pie. What is our solution? No one
thing.
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No one thing is the solution. And
there are some parts that need to be
bigger on this pie chart and there are
others that need to be a little smaller
on this pie chart. But maybe, maybe
our solution instead is let’s make all of
these pieces of pie a little bit bigger
and let’s produce more BTUs of energy
out of every source that we can.

As that happens and as market forces
dictate, we will see, I believe, fuel from
ethanol get up above 1 percent. I think
actually from a gasoline standpoint we
can take it to 13, 14, or maybe even 15
percent of the energy that today is
being consumed by vehicles that burn
gasoline or that burn generally a 10
percent blend of ethanol. So maybe
this 1 percent here of the overall can
become as much as 15 percent of the
gasoline component, say 15 percent of
this, 16 or 17 percent of the BTUs which
is in gasoline today. That is one of the
ways that it might change in propor-
tion.

And so then another way that we can
look at this is if we can produce a little
more biodiesel, we can take a bigger
piece out of the diesel fuel on this side.
If we can increase nuclear, as I men-
tioned, then we can take a bigger bite
out of the electrical production. And if
we can produce more electricity with
nuclear, then the pressure comes on
natural gas and comes on coal to give
up a little bit of that market share to
nuclear. When that happens, it puts the
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coal and the gas in different areas and
different markets, and perhaps keeps
the price from going up or maybe even
can get us a little bit lower price on
our energy.

I think this: If we are consuming
101.6 quadrillion BTUs of energy and we
are producing—this is the chart behind
here, this is the energy that we are ac-
tually producing here in the United
States—T71.7 quadrillion BTUs of en-
ergy.

And so, Madam Speaker, just roughly
speaking, we are producing about 72
percent of the energy in the United
States that we are consuming here in
this country, 72 percent of the energy.
The balance of it presumably is im-
ported.

Now, we can import it from Canada,
we can import it from Venezuela, we
can import it from Saudi Arabia and
the Middle East; in fact, we do that
from all of those places. But when we
do that, it does a number of things to
us. It makes us vulnerable and depend-
ent upon Middle Eastern oil, for exam-
ple, and makes us also dependent on
Venezuelan o0il and energy, and it
makes us dependent upon the Cana-
dians. Which is the least of my con-
cerns. I am very happy to be doing
business with the Canadians. If we are
going to be importing energy from the
western hemisphere or anyplace on the
planet, I think from the Canadians is
as good a place as there is. And we do
import some oil from Mexico as well.

But if we are only producing 72 per-
cent of the energy that we are con-
suming, that means then that we, just
by simple math, are importing 28 per-
cent of the energy that we are con-
suming. And I believe that we are im-
porting 61 percent of the oil and gas or
the crude oil, the products that we are
using here in the United States, 61 per-
cent of that imported. And as you see,
we are producing I think all or very
close to all of our own coal, we are pro-
ducing a percentage of our natural gas.
Not all of it, because a fair amount of
that is imported into the TUnited
States. If you look at the hydro-
electric, we are producing all of that,
the geothermal, all of that. There are a
number that we are doing, wind, solar,
ethanol, as it goes around the corner.
We are producing most of that.

But these other energies, the ones
that we are most dependent on, Middle
Eastern oil, 61 percent of our crude oil
products imported, much of that from
the Middle East. We are very dependent
upon it, and that needs to change,
Madam Speaker.

So my policy is this. And I don’t
know, I haven’t identified the distinc-
tions between my approach and the
gentleman from Texas who spoke in
the previous hour. But my policy is
this. Take this pie chart that we have,
let’s produce a lot more natural gas.
Let’s go offshore, drill the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf. Let’s drill everywhere off-
shore in the United States. Let’s first
rush down there and set up our drill
rigs right up against those Chinese
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drill rigs 45 miles from Key West and
tack those wells in there and start
pulling that oil out and work our way
back. We will build a fence between us
and them of oil wells right there on
that line between Key West and Ha-
vana.

There is a lot of natural gas on the
Outer Continental Shelf. And in that
region from the gulf coast around Flor-
ida and back again, there are known
reserves of at least 406 trillion—that is
trillion with a T—cubic feet of natural
gas that can be tapped offshore down
that way. And there is a lot of gas in
the gulf coast altogether.

We can produce a lot more natural
gas. We can punch holes around the
Outer Continental Shelf. We can do
that offshore almost anywhere in the
United States. There is natural gas al-
most everywhere offshore in the United
States. But we need to expand that
where we can develop the fields and be
able to transport that gas effectively
and efficiently. And the most prom-
ising region is offshore in the Outer
Continental Shelf of Florida.

Now, I have a growing list of Florida
Members of Congress who are willing
to support drilling offshore in the
Outer Continental Shelf, because they
understand that this Nation is vulner-
able to other countries for energy sup-
ply. And they are understanding more
and more that if they are going to
build generating plants in Florida, and
they increasingly want to build them
as natural gas fire generating plants,
that they are going to have to go along
with the idea of tapping into the re-
sources that they have offshore in
Florida itself.

So, they are concerned that people
sitting on the beach might see an oil
rig out there and not come back to the
beach and sit down in the sunshine.
Beautiful State, beautiful beaches. I
don’t think they are matched any-
where. But if you cannot see an oil well
200 miles offshore, you can’t see a gas
well 200 miles offshore.

To give an example, somebody in the
Midwest that might think like me, if I
am sitting down between Iowa and Mis-
souri on the Missouri line, on the State
line at say Lineville, for example, a lit-
tle town right there on the Missouri
line and Iowa, and I am sitting in my
lawn chair gazing off to the north up to
the Minnesota border, roughly 200
miles, maybe a little less, that is about
what we are talking about. If we are
worried about drilling offshore in Flor-
ida, 200 miles offshore in Florida,
roughly the equivalent of sitting on
the Iowa-Missouri border and won-
dering about whether you are going to
have something mess up the scenery
that is going to be a drill rig that
would be up on the Minnesota border
that far away and perhaps even a little
further away, as I say, a growing num-
ber of the members of the Florida dele-
gation willing to tap into this.

But truthfully, I say this to the good
members of Florida, both Republicans
and Democrats, those resources that
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are offshore are American resources,
not Florida resources, not Alabama or
Mississippi or Louisiana or Texas re-
sources. These are American resources,
the resources that were claimed by
President Reagan on the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf out to that 200 mile limit,
I think the year was 1983. It seems as
though Jimmy Carter made a move in
that direction, too, and I can’t remem-
ber exactly what he did, but I believe
President Reagan declared our influ-
ence and declared the mineral rights
out to the 200 mile limit. It wasn’t a
declaration of the Governor of Florida
or the Governor of any other State
that is a coastal State. It was a dec-
laration by the President of the United
States that claimed those resources for
all the people in the United States.

And so as much as I like to see coali-
tions and like to see us get along and
cooperate with each other, Madam
Speaker, I will submit that the good
people in Florida and the rest of the
way around the coast, really, let’s
bring them into the dialogue. But this
is an American situation, not a Florida
or a Louisiana or a Texas situation,
and we need to make a decision for
America. I am increasingly hearing the
Florida delegation make such decisions
and take such stands.

If push comes to shove, I am going to
say that it is America that will decide;
it needs to be this Congress that de-
cides. We need a President that will
help us decide to do that, drill the
Outer Continental Shelf. If we do that,
natural gas gets more plentiful, and
the law of supply and demand Kkeeps
these gas prices from going up and in
fact pushes them down. If we can put a
lot more natural gas into the market-
place, that means Florida can have the
electricity that it needs to run its air
conditioners, and it means that they
can have the natural gas that they
need to generate their electricity, and
that natural gas can be delivered to the
rest of the country, heat our homes,
run our generating plants that we need,
too.

But, Madam Speaker, I would submit
this. Let’s put more natural gas into
this marketplace. Let’s put a lot more
natural gas into the marketplace. But
let’s not turn a lot of it into electrical
generation. Let’s use this for the
things we need it for. Let’s use it for
industrial production, plastics, for ex-
ample. Mr. PETERSON from Pennsyl-
vania has given speech after speech on
those necessities.

But let’s also use the natural gas for
fertilizer production, because that fer-
tilizer is what is necessary in order to
provide food for the American people
and the people of the world. You sim-
ply can’t produce food without nitro-
gen, the nitrogen that either is drawn
from the air naturally through a crop
or nitrogen that is put into the ground
through the fertilizer. And 90 percent
of the cost and of the feedstock that
goes into the production of nitrogen
fertilizer is natural gas itself. And so
more natural gas available on the mar-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ketplace means that we will come back
and rebuild the fertilizer production in-
dustry in the United States, and it
frees up a lot more gas for the produc-
tion of the things that we need as far
as industrial production is concerned.
Home heating is another way we can
use natural gas.

And if we increase the production of
the natural gas and we start taking
away from the generation of electricity
by natural gas and replace that with
nuclear, you can start to see how the
pieces of this pie will shift. American
production can increase for natural
gas, but actually the share of the over-
all consumption of energy could actu-
ally diminish even though we increased
it because we will have more energy on
the marketplace and more energy in
the form of nuclear, which is here; the
11.73 percent of our production of en-
ergy is nuclear. But if we are down to
the other chart, then it is 8.29 percent
of our consumption is nuclear. That
gives a sense of what we can do with
this energy, grow the size of the energy
pie.

Madam Speaker, this chart, this is
energy consumption, 101.6 quadrillion
BTUs of energy consumed in the
United States, which tells us that
about 28 quadrillion BTUs of energy is
imported into the United States. So
this energy pie that I just sat down
here on the floor needs to be at least
matched by the production energy pie
chart here. And another thing that we
can do is add another slice to this pie
called energy conservation, so that on
this consumption side we can replace
some of that consumption of energy
with the conservation of energy, effi-
cient homes, efficient vehicles, and ef-
ficient generating plants, efficient
plants of all kinds.

That is the view of the energy situa-
tion here in the United States, Madam
Speaker.

And then I have another bar graph
right here that helps lay out the pro-
portionality of the different kinds of
production that we have. I started on
the bottom. For petroleum, it is 39.14
percent of our production. So we are
dependent upon petroleum products
significantly. It is almost 40 percent.

We go to natural gas. That is another
well product, another petroleum hydro-
carbon product, 23.25 percent of natural
gas. These two things of course come
out of the ground, deep wells, not quite
of deep of wells as a rule. And coal.
Coal has traditionally been a big part
of our energy consumption here in the
United States. And you see how, as we
go to nuclear with 8.27 percent energy
consumption, now it goes down 2.5 per-
cent, hydroelectric about the same,
ethanol less than 1 percent. And it gets
down to where these other pieces, bio-
diesel, solar wind, geothermal and that
are all tiny in comparison.

Another way to look at this is as we
grow fuel by ethanol, that bar gets
longer. Hydroelectric probably stays
the same. And wind can get bigger,
solar can get bigger, biodiesel can get
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bigger. But we are in the early stages
of this, Madam Speaker. We have a lot
to do, and we have a lot to do to ex-
pand each one of these kinds of energy
that we have.

We are a Nation, we are a Nation
that is sitting on a significant amount
of natural gas. We actually have a
wealth of natural gas. And I recall a
statement made into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD by a Member of Con-
gress from Colorado about 3 or 4 years
ago, and that is that we have enough
natural gas in the United States under-
neath the non-national park public
lands that if we would drill that nat-
ural gas in the known reserves, there is
enough there to heat every home in
America for the next 150 years, Madam
Speaker, 150 years of heating every
home in America just with the gas that
is underneath the non-national park
public lands, Bureau of Land Manage-
ment lands, primarily.

And why can’t we do that? Why can’t
we open up all those areas to drilling?
We have do so in an environmentally
friendly fashion; We have done so with-
out spillage in a significant way with-
out any Kkind of permanent environ-
mental damage. And we need to open
up our non-national park lands for
drilling and for distribution. We can’t
be shutting people out of there by shut-
ting off roads and not allowing them an
ability to deliver the product. We have
got to open this up and get the energy
into the marketplace.

We do that, drill our non-national
park public lands and we drill the outer
continental shelf for gas and oil and we
drill ANWR. And ANWR is the piece
that I asked the gentleman from Texas
about. I have long been an advocate for
drilling in ANWR. I took a trip up
there a few years ago because I had lis-
tened to the rhetoric about ANWR.
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And the constant statement was that
this is a natural, beautiful arctic wil-
derness. It’s a place that wildlife needs
to be able to roam without being dis-
turbed by man, pristine wilderness
area.

And so I remember seeing commer-
cials on television that showed a beau-
tiful alpine forest, a beautiful alpine
forest represented as Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. And so I'm sitting
there, like any American would be,
thinking, boy, if we go up there and
bulldoze those trees and start putting
roads in and pipelines in and drilling
into that beautiful alpine forest, it’ll
never be the same.

And I wasn’t really totally shocked
or surprised when I got up there, but I
started to put all the pieces together. I
was looking around for trees. And as
we flew north, it was a long flight from
where I saw the last tree out the win-
dow of the plane before we got to the
place up there in ANWR where they
want to drill. In fact, it’s about 700
miles from the most northerly tree ap-
proaching the Arctic circle. It’s about
700 miles south of the area they want
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to drill in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge, and then in a region with that
Eskimo town called Kaktovik. That’s
about 250 to 300 people that live up
there right on the Arctic Ocean.

So as we flew over that area, we flew
over the north slope of Alaska, which
had the pipeline. The Alaska pipeline
was built beginning in 1972. And the
wells were drilled up there beginning
about that same period of time. And so
for all these years we’ve watched crude
oil be pumped down out of the north
slope of Alaska into that pipeline and
down to the Port Valdez, where it’s
been loading tankers, and the tankers
have then gone down to the refineries
along the West Coast.

Madam Speaker, the question con-
tinues, and that is that comments con-
tinually come to my office about alle-
gations that that crude oil from Alaska
is being exported to places like Japan.
And once again, I looked into that.
Once again I got the answer back that
says no, that oil is going to the United
States. It goes down for United States
production.

BEarly on there were some market
forces that sent some of that oil across
over to Japan. It has been a long, long
time since any of that oil has gone
anywhere except into the U.S. market-
place. So I think we can be confident
that the oil that would come out of
ANWR would also come into the U.S.
marketplace. In fact, it would go into
the same pipeline.

And as the oil wells in the north
slope start to wind down and start to
slow in their production, we need to
ramp up production next door in
ANWR to bring that oil on-line and
keep that Alaska pipeline full. If we
fail to do that, the line will corrode on
the inside and, as it starts to, it’ll take
a fair amount of renovation work to
get it back up to speed again if we
don’t keep it working most of the time.

And so, as I looked at the ANWR re-
gion, and flew over that 19.6 million
acres, I was looking for caribou herds
that would be scattered out all over
the place, and perhaps a lot of musk
oxen and birds and polar bears, et
cetera.

But, Madam Speaker, as much as we
flew over that area and looked, from
end to end, out and back, as low as we
could safely fly, all of us looking out
the window, the pilot finally spotted
four musk oxen, four oxen standing out
there in 19.6 million acres. And I'm
sure we missed some animals. We
didn’t see them all. They were standing
there with their head down, doing
nothing, just standing there, four of
them all in a little group. And we saw
that, and two big white birds. I don’t
know what kind they were. That’s all
we saw for wildlife across that whole
region.

But what we know is this, that there
is not a native caribou herd in ANWR,
in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
It is a kind of a maternity ward where
caribou migrate in from Canada in the
spring, starting perhaps a week or 10
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days into May, and they have their
calves in there in that region around
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
And once those calves get big enough,
then they migrate back to Canada mid
June or the latter part of June. That’s
the extent of the caribou herd.

Now, if we’'re worried about caribou,
we ought to look and see what hap-
pened to the caribou herd on the north
slope of Alaska where we have about,
let’s say, 36 years of experience up
there building pipe lines, drilling oil
wells and delivering oil onto the mar-
ketplace of the world.

And so the caribou herd that was
7,000 head of caribou back in 1970 today
is over 28,000, and the herd is growing.
That doesn’t tell me that the work
that’s been done on the north slope has
been detrimental at least to the car-
ibou herd which is more than four
times what it was back in 1970 when
they first began the operations. Court
injunction shut it down for 2 years, and
then the work really began in 1972, as I
recall.

But from 7,000 caribou to 28,000 car-
ibou on the north slope, I don’t think
we ought to worry about the caribou, if
that’s our issue, and any kind of envi-
ronmental reason that they might
come up with on the other side of the
aisle not to drill. So all the indications
are that the caribou are going to do
just fine with the pipeline running
through them and some oil rigs that
are drilling.

We think, somehow, that wildlife just
simply is not compatible with man and
not compatible with machines, not
compatible with oil drilling or pipe-
lines or road construction or popu-
lations. So Madam Speaker, I would
submit that there are a number of ex-
amples that would beg otherwise, and
that would be—

Well, one of those easy examples
would be, let’s see, I get my days right.
Night before last, as my wife and I
were walking down the street at about
let me see, pretty close to Sixth and
Pennsylvania Avenue Southeast, there
a furry raccoon ran down the sidewalk
on the other side of the street, almost
in the heart of downtown Washington,
D.C. And a raccoon figured out how to
live inside Washington, D.C. It’s the
first one I've seen running around on
the streets. I was quite surprised, but
there he was.

Another example, Madam Speaker,
would be, I recall my wife and I were
doing a little road trip. We had driven
up to the end of the road in northern
Ontario. And there’s a paved highway
that goes up to a city by the name of
Red Lake, Ontario, actually a fairly
small town but along the shore of the
lake there, a beautiful region. And it’s
vast and it’s wild, and it’s open wilder-
ness.

But I'd always been concerned about
how the eagle would adapt to human-
ity. And I recall working on a job in
Southwest Iowa where the Department
of Natural Resources, in a heavy tim-
ber, discovered one of the earliest eagle
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nests in modern times in the State of
Iowa. And this would be back in, I be-
lieve, 1986. The game warden told me
about the eagles nest, but would not
tell me where it was because he said
that if I would walk down there I would
scare the eagle off the nest and the
eagle would fly away and the eggs
wouldn’t hatch. That was the concern
about scaring an eagle out of their re-
production operation. And that was
things we heard many times, that
these animals do not, and they’re not
very compatible with humanity.

Well, Madam Speaker, I don’t know
what happened to that eagle out in
that heavy timber in Southwest Iowa. I
presume she hatched out her eaglets
and they flew away, because we’ve got
a lot of eagles living in the country
side now, these 22 years later.

But what I did see up there in North-
ern Ontario were the highway, a paved
highway that actually has a reasonable
amount of traffic going north and
south. It’s two lanes. But it’s split
around a high line pole, a big tall high
line pole that was perhaps over 100 feet
high. And as we drove by, we had the
top down, and I looked up on top of
that pole and there was an eagle nest
with an eagle sitting in it, keeping an
eye on all the traffic that was buzzing
by right directly underneath its nec-
essary.

Now, that tells me that animals are
fairly compatible. All of them maybe
are not. And the argument about the
spotted owl, I don’t have quite the per-
sonal experience rebuttal to that. But
we do know that peregrine falcons live
pretty well in the city if they can prey
on the pigeons that also live pretty
well in the city.

And so time after time we find out
that animals adapt to their environ-
ment, and a lot in the same way that
people do. They will find a way to find
some feed and find some shelter and re-
produce and hatch some little ones out.
The caribou found out how to do that
in the north slope.

There’s not a problem in ANWR. No
one can create an environmental sce-
nario that tells me that we should go
without energy in America.

But we do have the situation where
the Secretary of the Interior has put
the polar bear on the threatened spe-
cies list. Now, this polar bear that has
watched its population over the last 2
decades go from about 7,000, maybe as
low as 5,000 polar bear, now up to about
25,000 polar bear. That would be the
world population of polar bear. We've
watched polar bear numbers that are
blossoming, anywhere from 3% to five
times the population of polar bear that
it was 20 years ago.

And yet, for the first time in the his-
tory of the country, the Secretary of
the Interior has put an animal on the
threatened species lists because of the
predictions from the global warming
enthusiasts of what will happen to its
environment if they are right.

Now, Madam Speaker, I will submit
that that polar bear will become the
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tool and the pawn and the toy of litiga-
tion after litigation after litigation
that will be designed to shut down the
development of energy exploration and
production in all of those regions
where the polar bear might roam or
might have roamed. That’s what we
can expect coming, because this debate
isn’t really about the well-being of the
polar bear.

This debate is about people on that
side of the aisle, not all of them, but I
do Dbelieve the majority of them,
Madam Speaker, that really in their
heart of hearts don’t mind seeing ex-
pensive energy. They don’t mind seeing
$4 gas. In fact, I don’t think they’d
mind seeing 6, 8 or $10 gas because they
believe that the higher the cost of en-
ergy, the less of it we will use.

If gas goes to six bucks or 10 bucks,
more people will park their car, more
people will ride their bicycle, more
people will walk, more people will take
mass transit, and more people will stay
home. If all of that happens, their cal-
culus is that we’ll use less energy per
capita, instead of more energy per cap-
ita, and the net result will be that, in
their mind, that they saved the planet
from global warming.

Well, this is a long ways from subtle
science, and we should not be handi-
capping the economy of the United
States of America for the purposes of
people who believe we should have a
more expensive energy policy.

So in spite of what I heard the gen-
tleman from Texas say, and I don’t dis-
count his word, nor do I challenge his
integrity. I will submit that his party
has only brought energy issues to this
floor of Congress that have raised the
cost of energy by making it more
scarce.

They’ve tried to bring windfall prof-
its taxes on the energy companies.
They’re the ones that are keeping our
energy at least as low as it is today.
They’re slowing the increase in prices,
companies like Exxon, for example,
that are putting billions of gallons of
gasoline out there in the marketplace.

If they stop producing because we
punish them, gas is going to go up, not
down. We don’t get cheaper gas prices
by punishing energy companies, and we
don’t get cheaper gas prices by taxing
companies after the fact in windfall
profit taxes, Madam Speaker, because
what will happen is they’ll sit around
the boardroom and they’ll decide, wait
a minute. We paid our royalties to the
Federal Government for the energy
that was there. We entered into these
agreements in good faith. We’re an effi-
cient company, an efficient company
that drilled and explored the leases
that they paid for, put that energy on
the marketplace for a fair market price
and paid the royalties to the Federal
Government for that.

Now, how do we come in and change
the deal?

How do we say, if you don’t renego-
tiate those lease agreements with the
Federal Government, we’re not going
to let you enter into another lease
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agreement. We’re going to hold a gun
to your head and make you capitulate
and change. The deal’s not a deal, ac-
cording to some folks on this side of
the aisle, and a lot of them are driving
the agenda.

And so, Madam Speaker, I submit
this, that a deal must be a deal. And we
can’t be penalizing energy companies
that are out there exploring, risking
billions of dollars in capital, and put-
ting gas and diesel fuel and oil and ker-
osene and jet fuel and asphalt for our
roads all out there on the marketplace,
keeping the price as low as possible.

They’re competing in this market-
place. And yes, they are making some
money. But if their Board of Directors
are listening, they’re hearing what this
Congress is saying to demonize the peo-
ple that are producing the energy, and
they’re starting to wonder, shouldn’t I
take some of that billions in profit and
invest that in some other industry
someplace where Congress isn’t going
to come in and tax me after the fact?

If they play by the rules, every com-
pany that plays by the rules should be
able to count on the Federal Govern-
ment keeping their part of the bargain.
And whatever the tax structure is when
they enter into the agreement should
be the tax structure that they comply
with, at least for that year that
they’ve entered into and the corporate
tax and the royalties that are designed
to be part of it.

I've spent my life in the business
world, 28 years meeting payroll, doing
construction work, entering into con-
tracts, some written, many written ac-
tually, many more verbal contracts,
sometimes a hand shake, sometimes we
didn’t bother, sometimes it was over
the phone, sometimes it was just sim-
ply eye contact, nod, and we have the
kind of relationship where we know
we’ll each keep our deal.
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I respect a contract. I respect a deal
and an agreement. That’s what makes
the economic world go round. People
that have integrity that understand
that a deal is a deal are what keeps
this world going. And we have verbal
agreements that go on up into the hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, and in the
end, we’re evaluating the character of
the people that are entering into those.

I would also submit that one of my
favorite energies here on this chart,
the energy production, which is the
fuel by ethanol, this .94 of a percent
here, is getting a bit of a bad rap. And
it’s getting a bit of a bad rap by the
folks who just simply don’t like the
competition of ethanol. I think it’s be-
come a political argument rather than
a rational scientific argument.

I know a couple of scientists in this
Congress who are working and tracking
the three laws of thermodynamics, and
I hope they’re paying attention when I
make this argument, Madam Speaker,
and that is this: according to Argon
Labs out of Chicago—first the argu-
ment that comes from ethanol’s critics
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is it takes more energy to produce eth-
anol than you get out of it. Madam
Speaker, I submit that’s factually in-
correct.

If ethanol from corn can only be cal-
culated if you take a bushel of corn and
you say, All right, now I have this
bushel of corn here sitting here at the
ethanol plant, I want to convert it into
ethanol. How much energy does it take
to convert this bushel of corn into eth-
anol compared to how much energy do
I get out of this bushel of corn? And if
you’re going to be fair about it, if we're
comparing it to gasoline, we have to
also measure how much energy it takes
to refine the same amount of energy
from crude oil into gasoline, because it
takes energy to do that, too.

Here are the numbers, Madam Speak-
er. To produce one Btu of energy in the
form of ethanol from corn, you will
consume, according to Argon Labs, .67
Btu as the energy that it takes to get
an entire Btu out of corn in the form of
ethanol from shell corn sitting at the
gates of the ethanol plant. That’s the
equation.

But if you go down to the oil refin-
ery, let’s just say in Texas, and you
have a barrel of crude oil sitting at the
gates of the oil refinery of Texas, how
much energy does it take to get a Btu,
a British thermal unit of energy in the
form of gasoline out of that crude 0il?
That, Madam Speaker, is 1.3 Btu’s; .67
to get one out of corn ethanol, 1.3 Btu’s
to get one out of gasoline refined from
crude oil. Almost twice as much energy
to craft gas out of crude as it is to con-
vert corn into ethanol, Btu to Btu.

Another way to look at that is a gal-
lon of gasoline is, for round purposes, is
100,000 Btu’s of energy. Let’s just say it
takes a little bit more of a gallon in
the form of ethanol, but let’s say we
had two jugs sitting here, one has eth-
anol in it and one has gasoline in it,
each are 100,000 Btu’s. Well, to produce
100,000 Btu’s of ethanol it took 67,000
Btu’s of energy to convert corn into
ethanol. 67,000 Btu’s to get 100,000. And
to convert crude oil into 100,000 Btu’s,
roughly a gallon of gasoline, it takes
130,000 Btu’s to get your 100,000, rough-
ly a gallon’s worth.

So there’s your answer, about twice
as much energy to convert gas from
crude oil as it is to convert corn into
ethanol.

Those are laboratory scientific facts,
Madam Speaker, and those are facts
that ethanol’s critics cannot get
around. And so let me take us to an-
other level.

Since it doesn’t take more energy
than you get out of it, .67 Btu’s to get
one full Btu of energy out of corn,
since it doesn’t take more energy, it
does for gasoline, it doesn’t for eth-
anol, then the only other argument
that remains is well, food versus fuel,
Madam Speaker.

And the argument that we’re using
this corn for fuel instead of feeding the
world population, well, we have a lot of
folks who think we take field corn and,
I suppose, set it on our plates and cook
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it up and feed it. Now, that may well be
how we make grits. I don’t know that.
We don’t make any grits in Iowa, but I
do have a little sack on my shelf. And
other than that, our corn goes to about
some 300 products, maybe a little bit
more than that. Corn sweetener and a
whole variety of products including, I
think, the forks, knives, and spoons at
the Longworth cafeteria are today now
made from corn.

But we produced 13.1 billion bushels
of corn last year in the United States.
Now, that’s the annual crop for the 2007
crop, 13.1 billion bushels of corn. Now,
if we’re going to argue that food prices
went up, I'm going to take that argu-
ment away also from ethanol’s critics,
and here’s how it is. We produce 13.1
billion bushels of corn. We exported
more corn than ever before. We ex-
ported 2.5 billion bushels of corn. And
so more corn exported than ever before,
and you subtract that 2% billion from
the overall crop of 13.1, you end up
with 10.6 billion bushels of corn left
over after we exported more than ever
before.

Then we converted 3.2 billion bushels
of corn into ethanol, roughly 9 billion
gallons of ethanol, 3.2 billion.

So remember, we were at 13.1 billion
bushels, overall production, minus 2%
billion bushels for export, leaves us 10.6
billion. Then from that we subtract 3.2
billion that went to ethanol. That
takes us down to 7.4 billion bushels of
corn left over for domestic consump-
tion.

Now, that happens to be the exact
number that is the average of our corn
that’s available for domestic consump-
tion for all of the other years of this
decade is 7.4 billion bushels of corn.

So one would say by this argument
we didn’t really take any corn out of
the availability for food for domestic
consumption in the United States be-
cause we still have 7.4 billion bushels
left over after we exported 2% billion
bushels after we converted 3.1 billion
bushels into ethanol, we still end up
with 7.4 billion. But additionally, we
have to add back in half of the bushels
that we converted to ethanol because
at least half, Madam Speaker, of that
corn has a retained feed value in the
protein that we did not use, the protein
that goes back in livestock feed in the
form of DDG, dried distiller’s grain.

So you add 1.6 billion bushels back
in, and that says last year, 2007 crop,
the average annual domestic corn crop
for the decade is 7.4 billion, but the 2007
year, there’s 9 billion bushels of corn
that were available for domestic con-
sumption. That says the supply for do-
mestic consumption went up, not
down. If the supply went up, then we
can’t be arguing that the food-versus-
fuel argument, although I will say that
if you dump 3.2 billion bushels of corn
into the domestic market, and it would
push the price, and that would be a lot
better for our livestock producers, es-
pecially our pork producers.

But that’s not the case. It’s 9 billion
bushels available where 7.4 normally
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are available. I think that takes that
argument away that the high costs
that are there today that are putting
so much pressure on our pork pro-
ducers are at the burden of ethanol,
yes, it’s part of it. It’s part of it.

But, Madam Speaker, I will submit
that the low dollar is a bigger part of
it. And according to some financial ex-
perts that I have met with, people
whom I respect, their judgment is
sound and they’re well respected in the
country, the cheap dollar has more to
do with high grain prices and high gas
prices than most people will calculate.

So, for example, if about 35 percent of
the value of our commodities, such as
crude oil, is wrapped up in the cheap
dollar, we could take $129 crude oil and
say well, about two-thirds of that is
where oil would be today if our dollar
were shored back up and it was more
traditional values than it is right now.
And I know that some think that we
should try to encourage the European
Union to devalue their Euro. I don’t
know that that can be done from the
United States any more effectively
than we can convince the Saudis to put
more crude oil out on the marketplace.

But we can shore up the value of the
dollar, Madam Speaker. We can and we
should shore up the value of the dollar.
And we ought to take some dollars out
of circulation. We ought to make an
announcement that we’re going to hold
a tighter money supply and push the
value of the dollar up. If that happens,
and we can get the dollar back to its
traditional values, the gas that we’re
looking at today that on the streets to-
morrow or by next week will be $3.80 a
gallon, would only be, with a more tra-
ditional value of our dollar, about $2.47
a gallon. That’s still too high in my
view, Madam Speaker.

So the combination of these things,
the combination of the speculators
that expect that energy is going to be
more scarce in the future, is driving up
the price of energy, the intimidation
effect of windfall profit taxes and high-
er regulations and the constant beating
that the energy supply companies take
here on the floor of this Congress
pushes up the energy prices.

The bill that passed today that was
debated yesterday, the NOPEC bill, the
bill that says it’s unlawful for the or-
ganization, the petroleum export com-
panies, OPEC, the bill that says it’s un-
lawful for OPEC to exist and grants the
authority to the Department of Justice
to sue those OPEC countries, and if
they successfully bring suit, one could
presume that they could freeze the ac-
counts of the investments of those oil
companies here in the United States,
at least the sovereign wealth accounts
that they might have invested in U.S.
products. It is a move that drives up
more energy prices.

The Middle Eastern countries that
are part of OPEC, because when we
passed NOPEC here in this Congress,
they are not going to produce more en-
ergy to get Congress off their back be-
cause they know Congress doesn’t
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know how much energy they produce.
They know this, that the oil that sits
underneath their land is their oil, and
they will market it in a way that
serves their interest best. That’s the
bottom line. That’s free market cap-
italism. And even though a lot of those
countries don’t have the level of free-
dom that we have, they do understand
the market system.

So if we say to them that we’re going
to turn the attorney general loose, cre-
ate a task force to study this and then
give the attorney general the author-
ity, the Department of Justice the au-
thority to bring suit against the OPEC
countries, I'll submit this, Madam
Speaker, they’re not going to produce
more energy; the best we could hope
for is they produce the same amount of
energy, and we have to hope that they
don’t reduce that energy supply, and
we have to hope that they don’t pull
their capital out of the United States
out of fear that their assets could po-
tentially be frozen in the aftermath of
a suit that could be brought by the at-
torney general.

Only bad things can come from the
NOPEC bill that passed the floor of
this Congress. It’s going to make en-
ergy either the same or more scarce.
Just like every other piece of energy
legislation that’s been brought in this
Pelosi Congress that’s made energy
more scarce, more expensive, provided
more regulations and more intimida-
tion, more taxes on our energy pro-
ducing companies. That’s wrong.

And what we have been doing is
growing an industry. We’ve been grow-
ing the corn-based ethanol industry.
This piece right here. This probably, by
now, exceeded 1 percent of our overall
energy consumption in the United
States.

We need to, Madam Speaker, grow
the size of the energy pie. This is the
energy production chart, 71.7 quadril-
lion Btu’s of energy produced from all
of these sources, and they come with
crude oil, liquefied petroleum, natural
gas, coal, nuclear, hydro-electric, geo-
thermal, ethanol, biodiesel, solar,
wind, all of these sources. This is the
energy production chart, 71.7 quadril-
lion Btu’s. This is the energy pie that
we need to grow.

We need to grow this energy pie to
the size of this energy pie, Madam
Speaker. This one that is 101.6 quadril-
lion Btu’s. Now this circle should be
bigger in proportion to the one behind
it. We will get our graphics down a lit-
tle better later on, Madam Speaker,
but this is what we need to do: grow
the size of the energy pie so the en-
ergy-consumption chart, which is be-
hind here, excuse me, the energy-pro-
duction chart, which is behind here,
equals or exceeds the size of the energy
consumption chart which is this omne
here, the 101.6 quadrillion Btu’s.

If we do that, we will see energy
prices go down in America, we will see
gas at a price that a working man and
woman can afford it again, and we will
see ourselves become significantly less
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dependent, in fact independent from
foreign sources of energy and oil and,
and if we do that, the prospects for
America’s balance of trade, the pros-
pects for the stability of our currency,
the prospects for the future of the
United States of America, of our chil-
dren and grandchildren and each suc-
ceeding generation, gets greater and
greater.

That is our responsibility, Madam
Speaker. It is our responsibility to ad-
vance the American dream. Advance it
for our children and advance it for our
grandchildren. We need to do that with
a comprehensive approach to the big
picture in every way that we can. We
cannot do it by increasing the cost of
energy by making it more scarce and
intimidating our energy-producing
companies. That’s the theme that the
American people understand.

And I will submit, Madam Speaker,
that the clearest thing for the Amer-
ican people to understand is drill
ANWR. Drill in ANWR, drill now, drill
as fast as we can. It doesn’t take any 10
years to get that energy on the mar-
ketplace.

0 2145

How can we, on the one hand, how
can we say, well, there’s only enough
energy up there to last for 5 years and
we can’t get it into the marketplace
for 10? That doesn’t make sense to me,
not in a Nation that can have a Man-
hattan Project that can, in a few very
short years, produce an atom bomb and
deliver it, or in a few very short years,
from the time John F. Kennedy said
we’re going to the moon, by 1969 we
were on the moon.

A Nation that can produce a nuclear
weapon in the fashion that we did, a
Nation that can go to the moon in the
fashion that we did has got to get the
regulations and the taxes out of the
way so that we can produce the energy
that we need in the form of ethanol and
biodiesel and wind and solar and nu-
clear and hydroelectric. And the list
goes on and on and on, including coal,
gas, diesel fuel, et cetera.

Madam Speaker, it’s commonsense to
the American people. Let’s first drill
ANWR and send that message that this
Nation is finally ready to produce en-
ergy. Let’s do that, and let’s take it a
step at a time, or all at once if we can,
but whatever we do, we owe it to our
children and grandchildren to grow the
size of the energy production pie in the
United States of America.

With that, Madam Speaker, I appre-
ciate your indulgence. It’s a privilege
to address you.

————

INTERNATIONAL FOOD CRISIS AND
HAITI

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BoyDA of Kansas). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of January 18, 2007,
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
CLARKE) is recognized for 60 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. CLARKE. Madam Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
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may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on the sub-
ject of this Special Order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.

Ms. CLARKE. Madam Speaker, mov-
ing from food for fuel to food for food,
we come to the floor tonight to talk
about the international food crisis.
We’re going to look at the causes and
effects and possible solutions. We’re
also going to take a closer look at the
situation in Haiti, a country that is
only approximately 400 miles off our
coast, our neighbor in the Western
hemisphere, a country that is arguably
one of the worst off in this global food
crisis.

There are many causes of the food
crisis that we face now. Some of the
causes are recent developments and
others have been developing for years.

This year we saw lower crop yields
because of weather and global climate
change. There is increased demand for
processed foods from countries with
growing middle classes like China and
India. There’s an increased demand for
biofuels like ethanol, which is pri-
marily made from corn. And in re-
sponse to high commodity prices, a
number of countries introduced export
bans to preserve food for their own pop-
ulations, while decreasing the world’s
supply.

This graph illustrates the record-
high food prices that brought on this
crisis: Wheat prices up 81 percent in
2007; soybean prices up 71 percent in
2007. Rice, which feeds almost one-half
of the world’s population, its price in-
creased 144 percent since January of
this year. Corn prices shot up 24 per-
cent since January of 2008, and the rise
came right after this Congress passed a
landmark energy bill requiring in-
creased use of ethanol.

The effects of this food crisis. We
know that in the industrialized coun-
tries, food purchases accounts for 10 to
20 percent of consumer spending. How-
ever, in developing countries, that fig-
ure is more like 60 to 80 percent of con-
sumer spending.

People in poor countries already
spend a much greater percentage of
their incomes on food, and now they
are forced to spend even more on food.

This food crisis is pushing people into
poverty and worsening the situation of
those already living in poverty. The
World Bank estimates that more than
100 million people will be pushed into
poverty because of rising food prices.

Rising food prices have led to food
riots around the world, across Africa,
Asia, Latin America and the Middle
East. In Pakistan and Thailand, troops
are guarding farmers’ crops. In Egypt,
troops are baking bread for the thou-
sands of people waiting in bread lines.

The situation in Haiti. Haiti has the
lowest, poorest standard of living in
the Western hemisphere. About 80 per-
cent of the Haitian population cur-
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rently survives on less than $2 a day
and survives on one meal a day. Most
of Haiti’s basic food commodities are
imported, leaving the country espe-
cially vulnerable to fluctuating world
commodity prices.

Late last month, the perfect storm of
high energy and oil costs and com-
modity expenses erupted in what has
been described as food riots.

Haiti’s poorest have resorted to sell-
ing mud cakes, a mixture of mud, oil
and sugar that quiets rumbling, hungry
stomachs.

Rising food prices threaten security
in Haiti. Protests over the rising costs
of food last month turned violent with
six people killed, including a TU.N.
peacekeeper.

High food costs in Haiti in part also
led to political unrest, with the dis-
missal of Prime Minister Jacques
Edouard-Alexis just recently.

As we look at what is happening in
Haiti today, it’s a reminder to us that
the economic climate of the United
States, our ability and capacity to in-
fluence and impact commodities
around the world have a ripple effect,
and that what we do in the U.S. to se-
cure ourselves, we must keep an eye to
our neighbors in more vulnerable cir-
cumstances, such as the Nation of
Haiti.

We here in the U.S. Congress recently
had a codel sponsored in part by the
CBC to Haiti, and while there, we had
an opportunity to talk about what we
need to do to be supportive of our
neighbor in the Western hemisphere.

And one of the major concerns for me
in this trip was just some of the issues
and concerns that we as Americans
have not been as educated about. For
instance, were you aware that the av-
erage age in Haiti is under 50 years old;
that the mortality rate is extremely
high; that the age for mortality for
most women is 56 years of age and for
men, 52 years of age; that the average
Haitian eats only one meal a day?
These are issues that need to be of con-
cern to us.

Why is that? It needs to be of concern
to us because certainly, as one of our
closest neighbors, one of the demo-
cratic allies of the Western hemi-
sphere, these conditions, if sustained
over a long period of time, speak to a
humanitarian crisis, speak to desta-
bilization, not only of Haiti but of the
entire region, which includes a border
that is 400 miles away from the U.S.
border.

And so we here are looking at con-
gressional action that will address this
food crisis. One of the things that we
have quickly moved to do in the Demo-
cratic Caucus is an emergency supple-
mental appropriation which was passed
just last week which included $1.86 bil-
lion in funding for food aid in PL 480
programs, administered by the
U.S.D.A. and USAID; $200 million in de-
velopment assistance; $400 million for
disaster assistance; and $20 million for
the World Food Programme.

The farm bill passed just last week
also included provisions allowing the
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