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enough oil or gas or other energy prod-
ucts so we can be energy independent. 
All we have to do is start. 

The problem is in this body and the 
other body on the other side of the 
building, they will not move, the ma-
jority will not move on drilling here in 
the United States. We could drill in the 
ANWR in Alaska and get 1 to 2 million 
barrels of oil a day. We could drill off 
the continental shelf and get 1 or 2 mil-
lion barrels of oil a day. We have about 
a 400 or 500 year supply of natural gas. 
And we are not doing anything. We are 
not drilling. 

We are sending $400 or $500 million a 
day over to Saudi Arabia and to Ven-
ezuela and South America for oil that 
we could produce right mere in Amer-
ica. It is costing us jobs, it is costing 
us energy, it is causing food price 
hikes, the price of anything else that 
you buy that is transported by truck in 
this country, and the people going to 
and from work or paying $4 or $5 a gal-
lon or $70 or $80 or $90 for one tankful. 

b 1945 
They can’t survive. The economy will 

continue to go down if we don’t do 
something about these energy prices. 
And we are not going to do it until we 
allow this country to drill, this govern-
ment to drill in places like the ANWR 
and off the Continental Shelf, and use 
the coal shale that we have here in 
abundance to produce our own energy. 
We can do it. The people of America by 
about an 80 percent margin say drill 
now, drill in America, lower those gas 
prices. And we are not doing it. 

We just celebrated our declaration of 
independence from Great Britain. It is 
high time we had a declaration of inde-
pendence regarding our energy. We 
need to drill here in America, we need 
to drill in the ANWR, we need to drill 
offshore and become energy inde-
pendent. It is time. And I hope all of 
my colleagues will sign my good friend, 
Mr. WESTMORELAND from Georgia’s pe-
tition over here that will let everybody 
know in this country, all of their con-
stituents know that they are com-
mitted to drilling in America to get en-
ergy prices down. 

He is going to take a one-hour special 
order here pretty quick telling every-
body why we should be drilling here in 
America. So if I were talking to people 
across this country, Madam Speaker, I 
would say call your Congressman, call 
your Senator, and tell them to sign Mr. 
WESTMORELAND’s petition so we can 
move toward energy independence. It is 
high time. We should do it now. 

f 

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

(Mr. BONNER addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

IRAQ 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, in 
the last 2 days there have been two 
major stories about comments made by 
the prime minister of Iraq. In the first, 
he said that terrorism in Iraq has been 
defeated. In the second, the Iraqi prime 
minister said he wants to negotiate a 
departure date for U.S. troops. 

Yet, because the Defense Department 
has requested more money for Iraq this 
year than any year of the war so far, 
you can rest assured that we will not 
be leaving any time soon. This war has 
always been more about money and 
power than about any real threat to 
the U.S. Saddam Hussein’s total mili-
tary budget was only a little over 2/10 
of 1 percent of ours. 

As the conservative columnist Char-
ley Reese wrote a few years ago: We at-
tacked a country that had not at-
tacked us, that had not even threat-
ened to attack us, and was not even ca-
pable of attacking us.’’ 

Now some are gloating about the suc-
cess of the surge as if this somehow 
justifies all the deaths, all the injuries, 
and all the waste, fraud, and abuse of 
previous years. Well, surely with the 
expenditure of hundreds of billions of 
dollars, there would be a few successes 
along the way. 

It is not criticism of the troops to 
say that this was a very unnecessary 
war that we should never have been in, 
in the first place. This war has meant 
massive foreign aid, huge deficit spend-
ing, and has put almost the entire bur-
den of enforcing U.N. resolutions on 
our taxpayers and on our military. It 
has gone against every traditional con-
servative position I have ever known. 

The Democrats recently passed a 
budget raising our national debt limit 
to $10.5 trillion. We are still borrowing 
staggering amounts of money, and this 
war has been our largest single ex-
pense. The Defense Department, like 
any giant bureaucracy, always wants 
more money, yet we simply cannot af-
ford to keep spending at the rate our 
military leaders want. 

Georgie Anne Geyer, the conserv-
ative foreign policy columnist, wrote a 
few months after the Iraqi war started 
that, ‘‘Americans will inevitably come 
to a point where they have to choose 
between a government that provides 
services at home or one that seeks em-
pire across the globe.’’ 

This war has already become the 
most expensive and wasteful war in 
American history. There has not been 
anything fiscally conservative about 
the war in Iraq. In fact, there has been 
so much waste of money, so much 
fraud, so much excessive and lavish 
spending that fiscal conservatives 
should be the ones most upset about all 
this. 

According to the Government Ac-
countability Office, we already have $53 
trillion to $54 trillion in unfunded fu-
ture pension liabilities on top of our 
national debt, and this figure is going 
up every day. We are now spending at 

the rate of $500 million a day, every 
day, for our military ventures in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. In just a few short 
years we will not be able to pay our So-
cial Security and veterans pensions 
and all the other things we have prom-
ised our own people with money that 
will buy very much. 

Evan Thomas in the June 23 issue of 
Newsweek wrote, ‘‘American politi-
cians have gone to extraordinary 
lengths to be seen as Churchill, not 
Chamberlain, with results that have 
not always been in America’s best in-
terest.’’ 

He wrote that Saddam Hussein and 
Slobodan Milosevic were frequently 
compared to Hitler. ‘‘But,’’ Thomas 
wrote, ‘‘the only real Hitler was Hitler. 
Saddam and Milosevic were murderers, 
but at most local menaces.’’ 

Both parties are falling all over 
themselves trying to prove their patri-
otism, and thus are afraid to question 
any Pentagon expenditure. And the De-
fense Department seems to know that 
no matter how wasteful or inefficient 
it becomes, that Congress will keep on 
giving it huge increases. 

Where are the fiscal conservatives? 
Where are those who will say that, 
since the surge has been successful, we 
need to spend less money in Iraq, not 
more? Where are those who supported 
this war who will not back up the Iraqi 
prime minister and say it is time to 
start bringing our troops home? 

Surely conservatives, who have al-
ways been the biggest opponents of 
world government, are not going to say 
we should keep on running Iraq and 
simply stay there forever regardless of 
how the Iraqis themselves feel. 

At some point we need to start put-
ting our own people first once again. 
At some point, Madam Speaker, we 
need to stop borrowing hundreds of bil-
lions to spend in other countries, and 
take care of our own people. 

f 

BLUE DOG COALITION 

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

Mr. MATHESON. Madam Speaker, I 
am very pleased to be able to organize 
a special order this hour on the part of 
the Blue Dog Coalition. The Blue Dogs 
wanted to take advantage of this op-
portunity tonight to speak about en-
ergy policy issues. 

I think that there is no doubt that 
when it comes to domestic policy 
issues that this country faces, that en-
ergy policy is right at the top of the 
list. I think it is clear that this coun-
try should be looking for a comprehen-
sive balanced energy policy, and I 
think that represents the type of poli-
tics the Blue Dogs in the House of Rep-
resentatives have often supported. 

We have a number of issues that we 
really want to work through tonight, 
and I have a number of my fellow Blue 
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Dog colleagues who are going to join 
me during this hour to talk about var-
ious energy policy issues. And I would 
like to start right now by recognizing 
my colleague from the State of Lou-
isiana, one of the newest Members of 
the House, and someone who is pre-
pared to really contribute on this 
issue, Representative CAZAYOUX from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. CAZAYOUX. Madam Speaker, I 
gladly join Congressman MATHESON in 
our discussion regarding a balanced 
comprehensive energy policy that the 
Blue Dogs such as Congressman 
MATHESON and others support. 

I believe that the high price of gaso-
line is an immediate problem that re-
quires both swift action and long-term 
planning. It is the number one issue 
facing America today. It is one that 
hits home every time that we fill up 
our vehicles to go to work, when we at-
tempt to go on summer vacation, and 
even when we go to the store to buy 
food. 

I support expanding domestic drilling 
in the Outer Continental Shelf and in 
ANWR. This will not only reduce our 
dependence on foreign oil and lower gas 
prices, it will help our economy and 
create jobs. In fact, in Louisiana it was 
recently announced that a new oil 
lease in the Gulf of Mexico would gen-
erate $78 million for Louisiana to re-
store its coast. 

I believe that one of the root prob-
lems of the high price of gasoline is our 
outdated refining capacity. That is 
why I support building new and im-
proved refineries and updating old 
ones. We haven’t had a new refinery 
built since 1972. We have to do a better 
job at allowing companies to build 
these refineries and incentivizing com-
panies to build refineries so that we 
can expand our refinery capacity and 
stop importing refined gas and refined 
oil. 

In addition to the issue of supplying 
gas prices, a strengthening economy 
and subsequently a strengthened dollar 
will also go a long way to improving 
fuel prices. I believe, and the experts 
support this, deficit spending is one of 
the root causes of our reduced dollar, 
and that is playing a huge role, I be-
lieve, in the price of oil and the subse-
quent price of gas in our economy. If 
we can start spending within our 
means in Congress, we believe that the 
dollar will become a stronger dollar, 
we can buy more foreign oil, because 
we are now importing 60 percent of our 
oil, we can do that in a more effective 
way and, therefore, the price of gas 
should go down. 

But the talk of drilling, we should 
not stop there. That approach is a nar-
row approach. It is an approach I sup-
port, but it is not the end all. We have 
to have a multi-pronged approach to 
reach energy independence and secu-
rity in the long term as well as the 
short term. That is why we voted to in-
crease the oil supply by temporarily di-
verting oil shipments from the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve. Experts esti-

mate this will lower gas prices any-
where from 5 cents to 24 cents, and this 
just went into effect this past week and 
hopefully we will see some real lowered 
costs at the pump very shortly. 

Also, I personally voted for an 
amendment to the Congressional Budg-
et Resolution that would open up drill-
ing in ANWR and the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf. 

We as a body passed the Gas Price 
Relief for Consumers Act, and that al-
lows the Justice Department to inves-
tigate foreign oil companies who con-
spire to drive up prices for American 
consumers. 

We passed the Renewable Energy and 
Job Creation Act of 2008, which will 
help reduce our dependence on foreign 
oil by providing tax credits for renew-
able energy, including solar, biomass, 
geothermal, hydropower, and wind. We 
need to be aggressive in making sure 
that we harness the technological en-
ergy of our Nation, and this bill goes a 
long way in doing that. 

We passed the Energy Markets Emer-
gency Act, which directs the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission 
to use all its powers, including emer-
gency powers, to determine whether 
excessive speculation in energy futures 
markets is driving the price of oil up. 

We passed the farm bill, which in-
cluded a strong provision for biofuel 
production. And we know, the experts 
suggest that, without the use of 
biofuels, we would see gas prices 15 per-
cent higher than they are now. 

The bottom line is we need to work 
hard to create energy independence. 
That work must start today. In the 
words of one of my constituents: These 
cars just won’t run on hope. 

So we need to act to continue to in-
crease domestic drilling, to increase 
our ability to harness our techno-
logical energy that America has suc-
ceeded in solving most of our problems 
and all of our problems in the past. 
And so we need to bring relief to hard-
working Americans by reducing gas 
prices now. 

Mr. MATHESON. I thank my col-
league. And I appreciate the fact that 
my colleague from Louisiana high-
lighted the notion that there is not a 
single action that we need to take; 
that in fact we need a comprehensive 
effort, we need to look at a series of 
different opportunities to try to ad-
dress both the supply and the demand 
side. And I appreciate his leadership on 
the issue and want to thank him for 
joining us in the Blue Dog hour. 

Right now I recognize my colleague 
from Kansas, a long-time Blue Dog, 
Congressman MOORE. 

(Mr. MOORE of Kansas asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. MOORE of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Utah, thank you for presiding here. I 
want to talk for just a few moments 
about this energy crisis that our coun-
try faces. 

Madam Speaker, I am the policy co-
chair for a group called the Blue Dog 

Coalition, which is using some of the 
time tonight, and I appreciate my col-
leagues being here to discuss the en-
ergy situation in our country. 

Shortly after the last election when 
in fact there was a change in the ma-
jority in the House and the Democrats 
took control, the cochairs of the Blue 
Dog group and a group called the New 
Democratic Coalition, which I also be-
long to; I am not in the leadership 
there, but I have belonged to that since 
I have been in Congress for my tenth 
year now, we were invited over to 
speak to the President about policy. 
And this was the first time that we had 
been invited over to speak about pol-
icy. We had been invited for several 
other ceremonial things, but not about 
policy. So I really appreciated the op-
portunity to talk with the President. 

In fact, the four leaders of the Blue 
Dog group met up in my office to talk 
about some ground rules since we only 
had a 45-minute meeting with the 
President. So we talked about how long 
we would take each if we had a chance 
to talk at all, and we decided we would 
each take about 2 minutes. And we 
talked and went through our items 
there. 

But when we were leaving after this 
45-minute meeting, the President was 
walking beside me. We were walking 
out the front door of the White House, 
and I said, ‘‘Mr. President, you have an 
opportunity to be a hero to people in 
this country and maybe a few people 
around the world.’’ And he said, ‘‘Well, 
how is that?’’ 

I said, ‘‘Mr. President, do you re-
member, a little more than 30 years 
ago there was a man on television one 
night talking to the American people 
about the long lines at the gas pumps. 
He had a cardigan sweater on sitting in 
front of the fireplace. His name was 
Jimmy Carter.’’ And the President 
said, ‘‘I remember that.’’ I said, ‘‘Mr. 
President, President Carter said what 
we need is a comprehensive energy pol-
icy.’’ 

And, you know, President Carter was 
right then, and I have faulted every 
Democratic and Republican President 
since President Carter for not doing 
what he said we needed to do back 
then, because that was the right thing. 
And what happened was President 
Carter made a few recommendations to 
Congress, and Congress passed a couple 
little things like the solar panels tax 
credit and a few other things. But a few 
months after President Carter talked 
to the American people, the long lines 
at the gas pumps went down, and I 
have said that every American adult in 
this country got attention deficit dis-
order and forgot about what he said. 

b 2000 

And I wish we had done that back 
then, and I wish we had done that and 
had concentrated on that every year 
since then because we’d be in a whole 
different position as a Nation on the 
energy issue right now in this world. 
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I said, Mr. President, if you would do 

what President Carter said and ap-
point, I suggested to him, a commis-
sion, a bipartisan group of House Mem-
bers, a bipartisan group of Senators 
and some experts on energy production 
and challenge them, Mr. President, to 
submit to you within 6 to 8 months a 
written recommendation of a com-
prehensive policy for developing energy 
to make us maybe not totally energy 
independent but to reduce by 60 per-
cent, say, within 8 to 10 years our de-
pendence on foreign oil, Mr. President, 
that would improve our national secu-
rity. Right now, we are so dependent on 
nations in the Middle East to provide 
our security, our energy interests to 
us, that that is a security issue. 

I said, Mr. President, I think drilling 
is an important part of this, but we 
cannot drill our way out of this prob-
lem. We have got to come at this from 
40 different directions. I said, Mr. 
President, Kansas is in the top five 
States in the Nation in terms of poten-
tial for wind energy. We’re not going to 
solve our energy problem by wind en-
ergy alone, but it can be a small part of 
a big solution to this problem. If we 
come at this from 40 different direc-
tions, including conservation, includ-
ing just all kinds of different produc-
tions of energy, we could address this 
for the American people, and you 
would be a hero to people in this coun-
try. 

He said that’s a good idea. I’ll think 
about that. 

Well, unfortunately, he has got about 
4, 5, 6 months left in his administra-
tion. I doubt seriously that anything is 
going to happen there now. He and the 
Vice President have been good friends, 
frankly, to oil companies, so I doubt 
anything is going to happen there now, 
but after this next Presidential elec-
tion, whoever is elected, whether it’s 
OBAMA or MCCAIN, we need to ask him 
to do what President Carter talked 
about 34, 35 years ago. That is to ap-
point a commission. Come back with a 
national plan for reducing our depend-
ence on foreign oil. 

We can drill, but that’s not going to 
solve the problem in itself. If we do 
what I’m talking about here, what 
President Carter talked about, I think 
that would be the right thing for our 
Nation and the right thing for our 
world. 

Mr. MATHESON. Well, I thank the 
gentleman from Kansas for his 
thoughts, and I appreciate again the 
introduction of the notion that we need 
a comprehensive approach. 

There is just not one silver bullet 
that’s going to solve this circumstance. 
It really is consistent with what the 
Blue Dog energy principles that were 
adopted at the start of the 110th Con-
gress say about fuel diversity, the rec-
ognition that long-term U.S. energy 
independence is going to come from 
putting everything on the table, every-
thing from conventional oil and gas 
and from alternative sources such as 
oil shale and tar sands, nuclear, hydro-

electric, geothermal, coal, and biofuels. 
If we’re really going to take this issue 
on, we’ve got to look at it in that com-
prehensive manner. 

Again, the Blue Dogs have adopted a 
set of principles that recognize the 
value of a diverse fuel mix within this 
country as a long-term solution of cre-
ating energy security for this country. 

With that, I now would like to wel-
come another fellow Blue Dog to speak, 
who is a fellow member of the Energy 
and Commerce Committee and who is 
cochair for communications for the 
Blue Dogs in this Congress—Congress-
man ROSS from Arkansas—who has in 
his years in Congress been a real leader 
on trying to address energy issues in 
this country. I welcome him to partici-
pate in this discussion. 

With that, I will yield to him as 
much time as he would like to con-
sume. 

Mr. ROSS. I’d like to thank the gen-
tleman from Utah for leading this dis-
cussion this evening on energy. 

As the gentleman mentioned, I’m for-
tunate to serve on the House Energy 
and Commerce Committee and on the 
Energy and Air Quality Subcommittee. 
Through my work there, I’ve been 
working on ways to reduce our depend-
ence on foreign oil and to address this 
energy crisis facing America and, quite 
frankly, facing the world, and I think 
there are several ways to do it. 

There is no silver bullet. It’s going to 
take a multifaceted approach. As Con-
gress, we can’t control the demand for 
oil in the world, but as a Congress, we 
can make an impact on the supply, and 
that’s what I believe that this Congress 
needs to do. 

Here is what we do know: In the next 
8 years, there will be 100 million new 
cars on the road, 100 million new cars 
on the road in the next 8 years, not 
here but in China and in India. 

Here is the other thing we know: If 
we do not change our current energy 
policy in this country, sometime in the 
next 12 to 20 years, depending on whose 
numbers you want to believe, we will 
go from being 60 percent dependent on 
foreign oil to being 100 percent depend-
ent on foreign oil. 

I’ve got a plan that, I believe, can go 
a long way toward fixing that. While 
we have a gasoline crisis today, in the 
next 35 years, it will be an electricity 
crisis. I’ve got a bill, H.R. 5437. It’s 
called the American-Made Energy Act. 
It’s 155 pages long. It’s a multifaceted 
bill that takes a multifaceted approach 
to this energy crisis. Again, there is no 
silver bullet. Quite simply, my bill 
does this: 

I propose that we drill in ANWR. 
There are 19 million acres in ANWR. 
My bill proposes to drill on 2,000 of 
them—one-sixth the size of the Dulles 
Airport. We’ve already got a pipeline 
going to Alaska, to ANWR, that can 
handle 2 million barrels a day; we’re 
only putting 1 million in it. Let’s fill it 
up and put the other 1 million barrels 
in it. 

Additionally, we can drill off the 
coast. In fact, it was by executive order 

that Bush One chose to shut down drill-
ing near the coast of Florida. That was 
a mistake. They’re drilling much clos-
er to the coast in Alabama than they 
are in Florida today because of an ex-
ecutive order issued by former Presi-
dent Bush, often referred to as Bush 41, 
I believe. 

So this is not a Democrat or a Repub-
lican problem. I think both parties, 
quite frankly, have some blame to 
share here, but we don’t have a Demo-
cratic energy problem or a Republican 
energy problem; we’ve got an American 
energy problem, and we need to fix it 
as a Congress. I think it would be most 
helpful if we did it, quite frankly, in a 
bipartisan way. 

I’m not talking about drilling off the 
coast or in ANWR and utilizing 1940 or 
1950 technology, not even utilizing 1990 
technology. I’m talking about doing it 
while utilizing 21st century technology 
that can allow us to do it, to reduce 
our dependence on foreign oil and yet 
remain good stewards of this environ-
ment, of this land that God has given 
us to care after. 

Then there are the lease and royalty 
payments from drilling in those areas. 
By drilling in those areas, we meet our 
short-term oil needs. We’ve got some 
great ideas. I’ve actually test-driven a 
hydrogen fuel cell car. You can drive 
it. It sounds like an electric golf cart, 
and it runs like a regular car, and when 
you stop, if you jump out and run to 
the tailpipe with a clean glass, in time, 
it’ll pour you a half a cup of water. 
They tell me you can drink it. I didn’t 
try, Madam Speaker, but they say you 
can. 

I mean these are not Star Wars-ish 
ideas. These are not ideas of the next 
century or of the next generation. 
They’re here, but we need an energy 
policy that embraces them and that 
moves them from the science lab to 
every street corner in America where 
you see a gas pump today. 

So my bill does this: It says drill in 
ANWR, utilizing new environmental 
technology. Drill off the coast, uti-
lizing new environmental technology. 
Then the revenue from the lease and 
royalty payments, it’s estimated, will 
total $80 billion. I want to take that $80 
billion and put every dime of it into al-
ternative and renewable fuels to move 
these ideas from the science lab to the 
marketplace. 

This year, this administration will 
spend less than $4 billion on alter-
native and renewable fuels. Now, for a 
country boy from Hope, Arkansas, $4 
billion sounds like a lot of money, but 
to put it in perspective, we will spend 
that amount in Iraq in the next 10 
days. Bill Gates will spend twice that 
amount on research and development 
for Microsoft Corporation alone this 
year. When President Kennedy said he 
was going to put a man on the Moon, 
he didn’t just say it; we invested in it. 
In today’s dollars, it was $90 billion, 
and we did so much more than put a 
man on the Moon. We grew a new gen-
eration of innovators in this country 
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who have created and who have in-
vented a lot of the technologies that 
we’re now beginning to take for grant-
ed. 

It’s time for another President Ken-
nedy ‘‘let’s go to the Moon’’-sized in-
vestment and, this time, with alter-
native and renewable fuels so we can 
reduce our dependence on foreign oil. 
That’s exactly what I try to accom-
plish with the American-Made Energy 
Act, H.R. 5437. 

I’d like to thank the gentleman from 
Utah for allowing me to come and to 
speak on my bill for a few minutes this 
evening, and I appreciate his leadership 
on these energy issues. 

With that, I yield back to him. 
Mr. MATHESON. Well, I thank my 

colleague from Arkansas for spending 
time with us this evening but also for 
trying to take a thoughtful and com-
prehensive approach. That’s really 
what Blue Dogs are about. I think we 
really try to discuss items in the con-
text of policy. 

I’d just like to introduce one other 
factor into this discussion about the 
high gas prices that we face today and 
what we can do in terms of the price of 
oil, and it’s consistent with what Blue 
Dogs talk about a lot. People probably 
didn’t think I’d raise the issue of fiscal 
responsibility relative to oil prices, but 
it turns out that there is a significant 
relationship here. It has to do with the 
fact that, during the current adminis-
tration, so much more money has been 
borrowed. 

When our current President took of-
fice, the national debt was around $6 
trillion. We’re approaching $10 trillion 
now. $4 trillion just in the last 71⁄2 
years. Do you know what that has done 
among many other things? It has cre-
ated a weaker dollar. Now, oil is a glob-
al commodity. It’s traded all over the 
world, and it’s traded under one cur-
rency, and that’s the U.S. dollar. That 
weaker dollar means that oil costs 
even more for us in this country than 
it does for other countries with strong-
er currencies. 

I’ve brought with me tonight this 
chart to graphically demonstrate the 
relationship, according to the Energy 
Information Administration, between 
the lower dollar—the weaker dollar— 
and how much the price has gone up in 
terms of dollars per barrel. It’s pretty 
self-evident that we had a strong dollar 
for a number of years. Then in the 
early part of this decade, as the debt 
started to increase, the value of the 
dollar dropped precipitously, and the 
price of oil went up at the same time. 

It’s not the only factor associated 
with how expensive oil is in the world 
today, but clearly, in all of the discus-
sion that we’ve been having about why 
the oil price is so high in the world, in 
my opinion, this particular issue has 
not received much attention. 

The Blue Dog Coalition has this fun-
damental principle about balancing 
budgets and about living within our 
means. We tell people that you may 
not see the impact of this debt right 

away, but here is an impact because, 
with all of that increased debt, we’ve 
had to borrow so much money as a 
country that we’ve weakened our cur-
rency relative to the rest of the world. 
Therefore, because that’s how it’s trad-
ed all over the world, the price of oil on 
a dollar-per-barrel basis has gone up a 
lot. 

So I wanted to introduce this con-
cept, which is very appropriate within 
a Blue Dog Special Order hour here on 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives, to talk about the linkage be-
tween the need for fiscal responsibility 
and how it affects energy prices, which 
is something that, I think, ought to be 
part of this debate as well. 

With that, I’d like to yield time to 
another one of my fellow Blue Dogs, 
another individual who is very 
thoughtful and measured in his ap-
proach, and that’s the type of approach 
we need for a comprehensive energy 
policy. He is my colleague Mr. SCOTT 
from the State of Georgia. 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Thank you 
very much, Mr. MATHESON. I certainly 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Utah for allowing me to share a few 
thoughts on what, I think, is the most 
urgent issue facing, really, the survival 
of the world, not just that of our coun-
try. I’d like to talk about this from an 
additional perspective. 

This issue is rolling along on about 
four or five major legs. One is supply. 
Another is the weakened dollar, of 
which you spoke. Another is do we do 
more drilling. Then this other of which 
we have not dealt as we should, of 
which I believe is that leg of which we 
have to deal if we are going to really 
address the issue facing the American 
people, is the high price of gasoline. 
That leg is called demand. We’ve got 
speculators who certainly need to be 
reined in, and we’re doing that. 

I serve on the Agriculture Com-
mittee. We’ve had the Commodity Fu-
tures Trading Commission under Chair-
man Lukken to come before our com-
mittee. We want to make sure that we 
give him the resources and all that he 
needs to bring title regulation and 
transparency. We need to look at issues 
like swapping where these traders use 
others’ pension funds to trade among 
themselves with little oversight. We 
need to close the Enron loophole. We 
need to make sure that everything 
trading with oil is done in the light and 
not in foreign exchanges that have 
very little regulation. All of that needs 
to be done. 

b 2015 

Speculation and speculators play a 
vital role as well. So that we have to 
make sure that whatever approach we 
take there, that’s a part of the infra-
structure. And still we’re not address-
ing the issue facing the American peo-
ple until we address the issue of de-
mand. 

The only way we’re going to bring 
down the price of oil, and subsequently 
the price of gasoline, is to reduce our 

demand and our dependency on oil. 
Oil’s not in our future if we’re going to 
have one. If we continue with oil, this 
earth is going to eventually burn up. 
We’re getting to that point now. It is 
the oil and other matters that are 
causing global warming at such an epi-
demic rate that even if you drill for 
more, that creates more demand. And 
drilling is where we are now. That is 
not where we need to go for the future. 

We have got to erase the high de-
mand or else we’re going to be in a 
footrace with China and India. If we 
continue at our pace on our current de-
mand for oil, it will go up 22 percent in 
the next 10 years, China’s will go up 160 
percent, India 110, and developing coun-
tries in the Middle East will go up 125. 
Increase. The more oil you drill for, the 
more the demand, the higher the price. 

Let me tell you something that hap-
pened. Just before we left, in Jidda in 
Saudi Arabia they had a conference. 
And at that conference, Saudi Arabia 
said, Okay. I tell you what. We’re going 
to increase during the month of May 
by 300,000 barrels per day. Then in July 
and June, last month, they added an-
other 200,000 barrels a day, increase, be-
cause we felt the more the supply, then 
we’d lower the price. No, no, no. Less 
than 24 hours. That happened on a Sun-
day. That very Monday, when the first 
market opened in Singapore, the price 
went up from $134 a barrel to $137, and 
now it’s rolling along at $145. Does 
more oil, does more production, does it 
drive it up? It creates the demand. 

So what do we do? We’ve got to move 
forthrightly on getting off of oil, get-
ting off of dependency on it. We’ve got 
a great chance to do that. We have the 
means to do it. There is no country 
that has the technology, that has the 
smarts to be able to get alternative 
sources of energy to survival. 

If Brazil can do it, why can’t we? I 
went down to Brazil last year, spent a 
week down there going into the fac-
tories, into the production plants, and 
85 percent of their automobiles are run-
ning on what is called flex fuel. In 
other words, ethanol made from sugar-
cane. Why can’t we do that? No. We 
blindly want to go with ethanol, but we 
want to go make it on corn. 

For every unit of energy that it 
takes to produce a unit of ethanol from 
sugarcane, they can only yield less— 
they yield 8 units of energy. That’s a 
great yield. With corn, for every energy 
it takes to produce it they can only 
produce less than 2 units of energy. It’s 
not efficient. Plus, it drives up the 
price on food because corn is the basic 
for livestock. So corn ethanol is not 
the future. Nor should it be on any 
basic food. 

But now our technologies say we can 
make ethanol from kudzu, from pine 
straw, from pinecones, and yes, sugar-
cane. 

Now I ask you, here is a question 
that we need to ask and the American 
people need to ask Congress. Why can’t 
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we begin to offset our demand for gaso-
line to run our automobiles, offset, re-
moving our demand bit by bit from im-
porting oil from the Middle East and 
on oil to making up for that by pouring 
in ethanol? And why is it that we have 
a 54 cents-per-gallon tariff on every 
gallon of ethanol we would import from 
Brazil? It doesn’t make sense. Why 
would we not want to import ethanol 
made from sugarcane, the most ener-
getic, the most productive kind of eth-
anol, into this country from Brazil to 
offset the loss from importing oil from 
there as we build up our own capacity 
for ethanol? 

And let me just share with you what 
we’re doing in my great State of Geor-
gia. Georgia is at the leadership—and I 
would like to say, Mr. MATHESON, in 
my own district in Clayton County, for 
example, we have in Clayton County in 
Ellenwood, a plant that makes bio-
diesel fuel. And you know what they 
make it from? Not oil, not petroleum. 
They’re making it from the fatty parts 
that you throw away from the chickens 
and from pork. And they’re taking it. 
And this year, this plant, it’s called the 
BullDog BioDiesel—you can tell we’re 
from Georgia because it’s the ‘‘Bull 
Dog’’—but it’s the BullDog BioDiesel 
plant in Ellenwood. They will produce 
18 million gallons of biodiesel fuel. 

And it is not going to have to go on 
the world market like oil would. That’s 
another thing we need to clarify be-
cause people think if we were to drill 
and get oil, that that oil will come 
straight on back here and it stays in 
this country. No. That goes to the 
world oil market and comes out at $145 
a barrel if it was today. The price is 
there. 

So my point is this: We need to un-
derstand that we are at a critical point 
in our history, quite honestly, as a civ-
ilization, and America must lead in 
this direction, and that leadership 
means cutting this demand and depend-
ency on oil and moving to renewable 
areas. We’re already moving with the 
battery cell automobile. Why can’t we 
put greater emphasis on those things 
and those items? 

And as I said, we certainly have to 
look at ethanol as a future because it 
would make up for the shortfall we 
would get once we are able to cut our 
dependency on oil, especially from the 
Middle East. 

So I think that among all of the 
other things that we’ve got to do, and 
there are many things we’ve got to do, 
but essentially it comes down to the 
bottom line: You want the price of gas-
oline to go down? You want the future 
of the world to go up? Then what you 
do is you’ve got to cut the demand on 
that petroleum as a base of energy and 
move to another base of energy that 
does not threaten our economy or our 
environment. 

Mr. MATHESON. Well, I thank the 
gentleman from Georgia for his 
thoughtful comments tonight. And it is 
no surprise. He’s always been someone 
who tries to understand issues well. His 

comments really reflect a couple of the 
basic principles. You know, as I men-
tioned earlier in my remarks, the Blue 
Dog Coalition published a set of energy 
principles at the start of this Congress, 
and I think my colleague, Mr. SCOTT, 
really touched on two of the important 
components of those principles. 

The first is that the Blue Dogs be-
lieve in the value of technology devel-
opment, and energy policy should build 
on American strengths. One of the 
great things about this country is its 
ability to innovate. Research and de-
velopment capability of this country 
surpasses any place in the world. 
Whenever this country has applied 
itself to solve a problem, it succeeds so 
well. And that type of innovation is 
what is going to allow technology to 
take us to a different place than we are 
today. 

And I think Mr. SCOTT discussed 
some of those potential technologies in 
which he’s familiar, and there is no 
question in the long run, if we are 
going to get to a position where this 
country is not as dependent on foreign 
oil, we need technology to take us to a 
new place in terms of particularly how 
our transportation and infrastructure 
are going to operate. 

And the second Blue Dog energy prin-
ciple I think Mr. SCOTT touched on 
very well is this notion of efficiency. 
You know, if you can do more with 
less, we all win. We use less energy, we 
save money, it’s good for the environ-
ment. Energy-efficient technologies 
and energy conservation are other 
pieces to this puzzle. 

I think an overriding thing we’ve 
said throughout this discussion tonight 
is that there is no single option here. 
There is no silver bullet. We, as Blue 
Dogs, support the furtherance of en-
ergy-efficient technologies. We think 
that we can continue to make progress 
and push the envelope and that, again, 
as a country that leads the world in in-
novation, we can also lead in terms of 
continuing to be more efficient in how 
we use energy. 

Again, I thank Mr. SCOTT for his 
comments. As usual, very consistent 
with Blue Dog principles, and again, it 
helps further this debate about how we 
ought to move ahead in our national 
energy policy. 

With that, I would like to recognize 
another of my fellow Blue Dogs, some-
one who has invested a lot of time and 
effort to develop an understanding of 
the energy issues and is a real sub-
stantive contributor to the policy de-
bate, and that is my colleague from 
South Dakota, Representative 
HERSETH SANDLIN. 

I will yield her as much time as she 
may consume. 

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I thank 
him for his leadership on the Energy 
and Commerce Committee and in other 
capacities and with the Blue Dog Coali-
tion on energy issues. 

And in citing our energy principles 
that the Blue Dogs stand by, we have a 

number of those that have been ad-
dressed already this evening, but fuel 
diversity is certainly one that I think 
deserves emphasis. 

The representative from the State of 
South Dakota, an at-large district, a 
very rural district, as many of the Blue 
Dogs represent rural districts, the im-
pact of these high gas and oil prices are 
having a disproportionate effect in 
many respects on my constituents who 
have to drive great distances to work, 
who have to drive great distances to 
get children to school, who have to put 
nitrogen fertilizer on crops, and who 
have to use great amounts of diesel and 
gasoline to plant and harvest those 
crops to maintain a safe, abundant 
cheap food supply. 

So much has been made in recent 
weeks of high commodity prices. We 
just recently passed the farm bill. 
Overrode the President’s veto twice to 
pass a farm bill that preserves the safe-
ty net. And as people point to those 
high commodity prices and think that 
farmers and ranchers have never had it 
better, one thing that I would hope 
that my colleagues, Madam Speaker, 
would keep in mind is that nitrogen 
fertilizer, which depends on natural 
gas, is an essential ingredient, and the 
high cost of gas and diesel are the 
input costs that are dramatically high-
er than they’ve ever been, that cuts 
into any profits, dramatically, that 
farmers and ranchers may be experi-
encing now that they’re finally getting 
decent commodity prices that are sav-
ing taxpayers dollars because those are 
higher than the target prices and loan 
rates that we’ve set into law. And 
therefore we aren’t making counter-
cyclical payments and loan deficiency 
payments to farmers across the coun-
try because they have another buyer 
for that grain rather than just one 
buyer putting it on the export market 
at a lot less than the cost of produc-
tion. 

That other buyer is the local ethanol 
plant. And as my colleague from Geor-
gia pointed out, we know that we’re 
just maybe less than 2, 3 years away 
from the technology available to make 
commercially available not just corn 
ethanol and the dramatic increases 
we’ve seen in the improvements and 
the production process to make the ef-
ficiencies in the production process 
even better, but cellulosic ethanol. Cel-
lulosic ethanol that can be developed 
in every region of the country given 
biomass sources, given other nonfood 
and feed crops that can be grown in 
every region of the country. And it’s 
the importance of those technologies 
that can only be facilitated by the fi-
nancing and some of the loan guaran-
tees that we’ve recently passed, but the 
financing and the private market that 
are essential. 

Which is why I strongly argue that, 
Madam Speaker, that it’s not corn eth-
anol that should be blamed for high 
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food prices; it is the high cost of en-
ergy, which is the focus of our discus-
sion here tonight, and the transpor-
tation and the production and the mar-
keting of the food to Americans across 
the country. We need corn ethanol as a 
bridge to cellulosic ethanol. And that 
is where the financing will follow, 
that’s where the capital will follow to 
get us to second-generation ethanol 
production. 

And we also have to look at other 
sources that currently aren’t available. 
For example, woody biomass off the na-
tional forests which, in my opinion, 
should be able to be used for cellulosic 
ethanol production. It not only reduces 
the wildfire hazard based on the haz-
ardous fuels that are lining the bot-
toms of our forests, but it is a proven 
technology for a use for cellulosic eth-
anol. If we don’t use it, it sits there and 
rots and releases methane into the at-
mosphere, which is worse than carbon, 
or it burns and releases carbon into the 
atmosphere. 

b 2030 

So the bottom line—and I think this 
is back to the Blue Dog principle of di-
versity of fuels—we shouldn’t be so 
quick to take energy sources available 
domestically off the table. We 
shouldn’t be reluctant to reevaluate 
long-held positions on a particular en-
ergy source in light of new tech-
nologies that can help us extract re-
sources in an environmentally sound 
way; new technologies that can facili-
tate wind energy development, biofuels 
development, a whole host of other 
technologies on the electricity side, 
whether it’s clean burning coal, hydro-
electric power, solar power; and of 
course, in the transportation side, with 
vehicle technology and engine tech-
nology for flex-fuel vehicles and hybrid 
vehicles. 

Already this Congress we’ve taken a 
number of important steps, not the 
least of which is the renewable fuel 
standard that we passed in December 
that, by many analyses, shows that is 
moderating the price of gasoline at 15 
percent less than it would be otherwise 
without that increased biofuels produc-
tion. So biofuels production is saving 
consumers money at the pump. 

But obviously, we know that con-
sumers are suffering with $4 gasoline, 
higher in some areas. We know that 
there are ways that we need to get at 
speculation that may exist in the mar-
ketplace for oil and other commodities, 
that we have the weak dollar that my 
colleague from Utah pointed out at the 
top of the hour that is affecting the in-
creased costs per barrel of oil. 

We, in addition to the renewable fuel 
standard, passed CAFE standards that 
go to the heart of conservation energy 
efficiency and the additional tech-
nologies that we know exist to help 
maximize those efforts. 

We have passed legislation to ensure 
that the President no longer adds oil to 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, and 
we know that that Strategic Petro-

leum Reserve is yet another tool that 
we need to consider using as we move 
forward to give some relief to con-
sumers at the pump. 

We passed a bill that looks at the 
issue of how many leases are currently 
outstanding and how many millions of 
acres perhaps where there is natural 
gas and oil where we can facilitate pro-
duction of those sources on public 
lands. 

But we also know, as I stated, that 
we can’t be taking energy sources off 
the table, and we have to be looking at 
where else, whether it’s in the deep-
water gulf or other parts of the Outer 
Continental Shelf, elsewhere on public 
lands, where it can make sense both 
economically and from an environ-
mental perspective to be able to ex-
tract those resources, particularly nat-
ural gas, which does not pose the same 
types of environmental problems in 
drilling on the OCS. Although I think 
that technology, again, has brought us 
to a point that can minimize those 
types of spills. The oil shales that we 
know exist in a number of States, 
whether it’s in Utah, Wyoming, Colo-
rado, and of course, the other States, 
working with our trading partners and 
allies to our north in Canada as it re-
lates to a natural gas pipeline, as it re-
lates to oil pipelines that are being 
sited and under construction across 
South Dakota, to be able to get more 
oil into the Midwest where we often-
times are at a disadvantage in being at 
the end of the line. 

So I think that it’s important to-
night that we focus on not only what 
we’ve already done but what more we 
are prepared to do to enhance the di-
versity of fuels, to enhance the diver-
sity of options both in the transpor-
tation sector and the electricity sector 
to make us less dependent on foreign 
oil, to create jobs, to enhance tech-
nologies that create the jobs for the fu-
ture, for the young men and women 
that are looking into careers in science 
and environmental engineering and 
mechanical engineering and a whole 
host of opportunities it affords to every 
region of the country, if we take the 
steps that we need to take, reevaluate 
those long-held positions, look at infor-
mation with a fresh look and glance, 
and be willing to take some risks be-
cause that’s what it’s going to require 
to do right by our constituents. 

And I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. 

Mr. MATHESON. Well, I want to 
thank my colleague from South Da-
kota who is always a very substantive 
participant in any public policy discus-
sion we have here in Congress, and I 
know she’s invested a lot of time and 
effort when it comes to the energy 
issue. I really appreciate her partici-
pating in this Blue Dog discussion. 

There are a couple of points that 
were raised by my colleague from 
South Dakota that I think merit one 
more mention. The discussion of what 
we’ve done in this Congress, there have 
been some actions that have been 

taken, and one of them is going to bear 
fruit in the long run. We’re not going 
to see a result right now. It’s a process 
that came out of the Science Com-
mittee, of which I’m a member. 

The chairman of that committee, Mr. 
GORDON, another Blue Dog, pursued a 
really aggressive effort to invest in 
basic research, in R&D, tried to put 
Federal funding out there to really get 
things going in a more aggressive way 
than it has in the past. He created a 
program called ARPA–E. It’s designed 
after a previously created program 
within the Defense Department that’s 
called DARPA, which created a lot of 
research that’s helped us with tech-
nology advancements in the defense 
arena. And this legislation created a 
comparable effort in the energy policy 
arena, and our Blue Dog colleague, Mr. 
GORDON, has been a real leader on that. 
And that is another action this Con-
gress has taken that is an important 
step to take. And I know we’re frus-
trated by $4 gas today, and that pro-
gram, the ARPA–E program, is not 
going to reduce the price of gas next 
month. I understand that. 

But the point is there are a series of 
steps we need to take. There’s some 
short-term, some mid-term, some long- 
term strategies, but we need to put 
them all on the table now. We need to 
do what we can do to make progress on 
this issue. 

The second point that my colleague 
from South Dakota said—and I just 
want to emphasize—is she talked about 
opportunities and activities that we 
can work with our partners, including 
in Canada. When she mentioned Can-
ada, it reminded me of the fact that as 
a country Canada has placed a tremen-
dous emphasis on developing their tar 
sands resources. 

Now, I represent the State of Utah 
and a significant amount of the oil 
that is refined in refineries located 
right in the Salt Lake City area comes 
from Canada. It comes from the tar 
sand resource in Canada, and it is piped 
to the United States. 

Now, we can do that here, too. We 
can maybe take a page out of the Cana-
dian book on how they, as a country, 
made efforts to develop that resource. 
It’s an unconventional resource, and 
they took the steps and they made a 
significant commitment. It has not 
been without costs. It has not been 
without setbacks. There are lessons to 
be learned there, too, which we as a 
country should do. 

And I understand that the tar sand 
resource we have in the United 
States—and we have it in my own 
State of Utah—is a little bit different 
composition than the Canadian tar 
sands. I understand that there are dif-
ferences, but there’s so much that we 
can learn from that, and it’s a viable 
source of production today in Canada. 

And so I appreciate the mention of 
how we can learn from others and learn 
from our partners, and I don’t know if 
you had something you wanted to add 
to that point. 
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Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Well, not 

specifically to that point, but I did 
want to mention—and I know you have 
the gentleman from Georgia who wants 
to make another point, too, so I will be 
quick. 

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
SCOTT) and I are both on the Agri-
culture Committee, and you may have 
mentioned this. One of the bills that 
we’ll be taking up tomorrow is a bill 
that you have introduced, and so I 
think it’s important for our constitu-
ents who, understandably, don’t feel 
like they’re getting a fair shake every 
time they go up and fill up their vehi-
cle, that they understand that we are 
doing something here in Washington. 

We are having a set of three different 
hearings in the Agriculture Committee 
this week. There are other committees 
having hearings. This is a complicated 
issue, and we are determined to get it 
right and to do what we can to get the 
speculation out of the market and to 
give the Commodities Futures Trading 
Commission the authority it needs and 
to understand this problem, whether 
it’s over-the-counter, whether it’s 
swaps, whether it’s what’s going on 
with the foreign exchanges, the issue of 
transparency, and your bill is one of 
those that we’ll be taking a look at 
which we think makes an important 
step in addressing that issue. 

Mr. MATHESON. I appreciate that. 
I’d like to hear from Mr. SCOTT. 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Absolutely. 
And I just wanted to complement what 
my colleague from South Dakota, Ms. 
HERSETH, has said because I serve on 
the Agriculture Committee with Ms. 
HERSETH. 

And this agricultural farm bill, in my 
estimation, in my 6 years here I’ve 
dealt with many bills, but as far as our 
future and our domestic and inter-
national needs, this farm bill is by far 
one of the absolute, most impactful 
bills we’ve had that touches on this. 
And I think we would do well to share 
with the American people—and you 
have alluded to so much of that al-
ready, very eloquently I might add— 
but let me just also point out that 
what’s in this bill because this is so im-
portant. 

We’ve mentioned ethanol, but it’s so 
important that the people of America 
know that we have $4.2 billion in loan 
guarantees in this bill for the construc-
tion of ethanol plants, and we are put-
ting the emphasis, as you said, on cel-
lulosic. This is why it’s particularly, in 
my part of the Nation, in Georgia, we 
are so excited about this bill. We not 
only have the biodiesel plant in 
Ellenwood in Clayton County, but over 
in south Georgia, in Soperton we have 
a cellulosic ethanol plant that is pro-
ducing energy off of wood chips, just 
what you talked about. 

We have scientists and engineers and 
chemists working right now at the Uni-
versity of Georgia and Georgia Tech 
fine-tuning how we extract cellulosic 
ethanol from pine straw and pine trees. 
I mean, these are renewable areas, and 
we’re putting the incentives in. 

Also in the farm bill what we’ve 
done, we recognize, as she spoke so elo-
quent, too, about the corn pressure, 
that we wanted to also give some em-
phasis to the cellulosic ethanol. So we 
have increased the tax credits for eth-
anol made from cellulosic means, while 
we slightly decreased it from corn to 
take some of that pressure off. 

So I did want to talk for a moment 
about the leadership of the Agriculture 
Committee in the future of our energy 
needs, particularly when it comes down 
to our renewable fuels, but I also want-
ed to talk for a moment about this is a 
world issue, and it’s a complex issue. 

The question that I’m pondering with 
and I think we all should is this one. 
Fifteen years ago, just 15 years ago, 
the price of oil was less than $15 a bar-
rel. Now here we are, 15 years later, 
and it’s busting at about $150 a barrel. 
Somewhere, somehow we need to ask 
the question, how and why, because 
clearly if we’re going to find our way 
out of this mess we have got to exam-
ine how we got into this mess. 

Well, I did a little bit of examining, 
and it comes down to this. Right now, 
the world uses 85.4 million barrels of 
oil per day. Now, I ask Mr. MATHESON, 
you might want to know, that’s good, 
well, how much does the world 
produce? They produce 85.6 million bar-
rels per day. And as I mentioned ear-
lier, Saudi Arabia just like that said 
we can increase production just like 
that, 500 barrels a day. 

Now, what I’m talking about here is 
that a lot has happened, but one of the 
most significant things that has hap-
pened has been China and India and the 
underdeveloped world that is putting 
tremendous pressure here and an OPEC 
cartel that tends to want to play like 
Russian roulette with us. 

So this is why I am saying and I am 
concerned that if we move towards 
drilling, wherever it may be, I am just 
one voice here. There are all areas of 
leadership, and my leadership is going 
to be in trying to get alternative ener-
gies on the market, trying to bring 
down the 54-cent tariff that we have for 
keeping ethanol out so that we can 
have some competition. 

Even as we’re speaking, I believe the 
world is listening, and they’re listening 
to what America is saying. And if 
America is saying we’re making moves 
to get you out of the back pockets of 
the American people and we’re going to 
move into a situation where we don’t 
need you, we’re going to bring that 
price down. You watch what we say. If 
it takes drilling, if it takes a threat of 
drilling, if it takes moving it and get-
ting the oil companies finally to move 
on the 68 million acres that we’ve al-
ready leased to drill on—and that is 
the other question, Mr. MATHESON. Not 
only the other question about what 
happened in the 15 years, but why is it 
that we’ve given the oil companies 68 
million acres to drill on and everybody 
is saying drill, drill, and not one drill 
has hit the ground in those 68 million 
acres? 

b 2045 
The American people ought to get an 

answer to that. If they want more drill-
ing, why haven’t the oil companies 
drilled on the 68 million acres that’s 
there to drill? Those are some very se-
rious questions that I think we need to 
ask and examine thoroughly. 

But I will say this, this Congress is 
speaking with a loud, precise voice. 
And I believe the more energetic we 
speak with this voice, the more precise 
we speak with it, the more action-ori-
ented we speak with it, both Demo-
crats and Republicans, all of us speak 
in a loud voice together, saying enough 
of this, we’re not going to take it any-
more and move forward with some al-
ternatives, that will get these oil folks 
out of our back pockets. That’s what 
the American people want. And that’s 
what is going to bring down these oil 
prices, shaking the demand. 

Mr. MATHESON. I again thank my 
colleague for his comments. I think 
that he has helped describe the global 
picture. We haven’t discussed that 
enough about we’re part of a global 
market. And it’s important for us to 
take the lead and develop fuel diversity 
and try to develop some level of great-
er independence, because outside of 
that, in some respects our actions are 
the tail wagging the dog. And we need 
to get beyond that as a country. That’s 
not a comfortable position for this 
country to be in. 

The first sentence of the Energy 
Principles Document that the Blue 
Dogs created at the start of this Con-
gress is that energy independence is a 
matter of national security and eco-
nomic security. This country faces so 
many great opportunities if technology 
does take us to a new place. We will be 
in such a better position in terms of 
our economy, in terms of our foreign 
policy, in terms of our position in the 
world. And we can make the world a 
better place with that technology de-
velopment, too. That’s the exciting op-
portunity for beyond our borders as 
well. 

Blue Dogs supports promotion of a 
forward-looking, market-based com-
prehensive national energy strategy. 
As we’ve discussed many times to-
night, there are short-term, mid-term 
and long-term issues. It’s a com-
plicated issue. In fact, each of the sub- 
issues on their own are complicated in 
their nature. And sometimes in the 
world of politics the rhetoric gets real-
ly simple. But on this one, it’s time for 
us to roll up our sleeves and act in a 
way this body is supposed to act, in a 
deliberative, thoughtful way to gen-
erate comprehensive legislation that 
truly tries to solve problems and 
achieve progress. That’s what we’re 
elected to do. I think the Blue Dog Co-
alition approaches most issues in that 
way. I think we really don’t care about 
if it’s a Democratic idea or a Repub-
lican idea, we’re trying to make 
progress. 

And so as I close this hour and this 
discussion of energy issues, I suspect 
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that we will be back talking about this 
again. This issue is not going away. It’s 
something that we all need to learn 
more about and we all need to work to-
gether. None of us have all the an-
swers, but we need to work together as 
a Congress to try to find solutions as 
best we can. 

With that, I thank all of my Blue 
Dog colleagues for joining me tonight. 

f 

ENERGY CRISIS 

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

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam 
Speaker, Lord, I don’t even know 
where to start. I’ve sat here for the last 
45 minutes and listened to the Blue 
Dogs. And I appreciate them very much 
because there’s about 40 or so of them, 
I think, and they could do a lot to help 
us, Madam Speaker, with the energy 
problem. I just hope that they will 
stand fast. 

I listened to my colleague from Ar-
kansas (Mr. ROSS). And I’m on his bill 
because it brings about more energy 
independence for this country, Madam 
Speaker. And it’s interesting that the 
Blue Dogs talked a lot about all the 
things that we have done thus far, at 
least that the Democrats have done 
thus far, the majority, Madam Speak-
er. And I don’t even know how to start 
to unravel some of the facts that have 
been laid out here tonight. There were 
some facts that I agree with, but there 
are some facts that are very, very mis-
understood, and hopefully during this 
hour sometime, Madam Speaker, we 
can put some truth into it. 

It’s interesting that I heard some of 
the Blue Dogs talking about increasing 
oil production. And I know that in May 
of 2007 there was an amendment that 
we passed that prohibits us from drill-
ing shale oil, where there’s two trillion 
barrels of oil. Two of the speakers here 
tonight voted for that amendment to 
keep us locked out of that acreage out 
west where the shale oil is. 

And Madam Speaker, if people could 
see this chart, May of 2007 is when the 
biggest spike in the oil prices hap-
pened. And I think that’s a time when 
the speculators saw that this Congress 
was not going to do anything about our 
own oil production. We refused to do it. 
And I think the speculators took great 
advantage of this and said this is a 
country that’s not going to look to 
their own resources, they’re going to 
be totally dependent on foreign oil, so 
we’ll do with them as we wish. 

What has happened over the past, I 
guess, 3 or 4 weeks is people have been 
calling our office and calling me, 
Madam Speaker, and asking me if I had 
signed a petition; there have been sev-
eral of them on the web page about 
‘‘drill here, drill now, lower prices.’’ 
There’s petitions on there from the Si-
erra Club and other environmental 

groups about not allowing people to 
drill. And as I got these petitions, and 
especially when I was at home, Madam 
Speaker, one day and I saw a petition 
on the counter of a gas station, and I 
guess the owner of the station had it 
there to give people something to do 
rather than talk bad to him about the 
price of gas, but it was a petition that 
said, ‘‘Sign here if you want to lower 
gas prices.’’ And so I came up with an 
idea that what I would do is start a pe-
tition, Madam Speaker, in this House 
where the American people could know 
how their Congress person felt about 
increasing the oil production in this 
country to lower their price that they 
were paying for gas at the pump. And 
so we came up with this very simple 
thing. In fact, there is no legislation 
attached to this, there is no discharge 
petition, there is just a simple state-
ment where Members of Congress can 
make a statement to their constitu-
ents, Madam Speaker, much like our 
constituents have been making their 
thoughts known to us by signing these 
petitions online and at local conven-
ience stores. This simply says, ‘‘Amer-
ican energy solutions for lower gas 
prices. Bring onshore oil online. Bring 
deep water oil online. And bring new 
refineries online.’’ 

And I put everybody’s district, all 435 
and the seven delegates that we have 
that represent territories of the United 
States. It gave people the opportunity 
to sign. And it simply says, ‘‘I will vote 
to increase U.S. oil production to lower 
gas prices for Americans.’’ And I don’t 
care if it’s the production of biodiesel 
fuel, biomass, oil, whatever it is, to 
make us less dependent on foreign oil. 

And we’ve listened to a lot of the 
Blue Dogs tonight, but none of those 
Blue Dogs have signed this petition. 
And Madam Speaker, I have often 
learned in life that your walk has to 
match your talk. And some people say, 
well, this is just a political statement. 
It’s not a political statement at all. 
We’ve had some Republicans sign it, 
we’ve had some not sign it. We’ve had 
some Democrats sign it, we’ve had 
some Democrats not sign it. 

If you want to know if your Member 
has signed it, you can go to House.gov/ 
westmoreland. And on that page we 
have those that have signed it and 
those that have refused to sign it. If 
you don’t see their name in either spot, 
then we’re going to take it that they 
did want to sign it, we’ve just not had 
a chance to talk to them personally, 
Madam Speaker. 

But we believe that your walk should 
match your talk. And so we do have 
some Democrats on there, some peo-
ple—NEIL ABERCROMBIE from Hawaii, a 
great leader, we have Mr. CAZAYOUX 
from Louisiana, Mr. MELANCON from 
Louisiana, some from Texas—that are 
on here because they believe that we 
need to increase our oil production to 
lower the gas prices, and we do. That’s 
just a fact. We heard about all these 
biodiesel plants, and those are great. 
But you know what? Until we start 

using our own natural resources—we 
see what the speculators did when we 
voted not to. 

Now, oil came down $4 a barrel. It 
came down, and I understand one of the 
reasons it came down is because Ms. 
PELOSI, the Speaker of the House, 
Madam Speaker, sent a letter to the 
President saying we need to get into 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. The 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve is a re-
serve of our petroleum that we have, 
millions of barrels of oil that we would 
have in an emergency, in a crisis, in a 
disaster. She wants to release that, 
which means to me, Madam Speaker, 
that she realizes that we need more oil, 
we need more production. But because 
of the radical environmentalists that 
have controlled the majority, or at 
least influenced the majority greatly, 
they cannot afford to do what we need 
to do politically; it’s not politically 
correct for them. 

I think that the American people, 
Madam Speaker, are tired of us in this 
body being politically correct. They 
just simply want us to do what’s right, 
the things that we swore, took an oath 
that we would do, and that is to pro-
tect the American people. 

And as the Blue Dogs said tonight, 
this is not just an economic policy, 
this is a national security interest that 
we have. And we’ve got to own up to 
our responsibility and make sure that 
we live up to the challenges that our 
constituents have given us by electing 
us to this body. We have got to act. 
We’ve got to get out of the fetal posi-
tion, and we’ve got to act and do some 
things that will bring about some relief 
at the pump. 

A lot of them in the past 45 minutes 
or the last hour or so have talked 
about all the great things we’ve done. 
Well, with all the bills that have been 
passed, I haven’t noticed the price of 
gas coming down one dime. It’s almost 
like putting lipstick on a pig. You can 
make it look good, but it’s only going 
to be a pig. So we can make things 
look good, we can make things look 
like we’re doing something, but all 
we’re doing is just making a nice win-
dow for people to view at. It’s time 
that we got down to some hard deci-
sions. And there are some hard deci-
sions that have got to be made. 

And there are things that we are 
doing. We have put up discharge peti-
tions—and I say ‘‘we,’’ I’m talking 
about the minority party—but they’re 
there for everybody to sign. The week 
of June 9, we put a discharge petition, 
‘‘No More Excuse Energy Act of 2007.’’ 
What that would do is it would reduce 
the price of gasoline by opening new 
American oil refineries, investing in 
clean energy sources such as wind, nu-
clear, capturing carbon dioxide, and 
making available more home-grown en-
ergy through environmentally sen-
sitive exploration of the Arctic Energy 
Slope and America’s deep-sea energy 
reserves. Now, what that takes is 218 
Members to sign that discharge peti-
tion. We hear a lot of talk, but we 
don’t see a walk. 
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