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opinion, since they are in effect safe from
challenge in November. It shifts the com-
petition from the general election to the pri-
mary, where candidates of more extreme
views can hope to attract support from pas-
sionately ideological voters and exploit the
low turnouts typical of those primaries.

Gerrymandered, one-party districts tend to
send highly partisan representatives to the
House or the legislature, contributing to the
gridlock in government that is so distasteful
to voters.

These are familiar complaints in academic
and journalistic circles. And this week, an-
other count was added to the indictment
with a report from the Democratic Leader-
ship Council titled ‘‘Gerrymandering the
Vote.”

It makes the point that these rigged dis-
tricts have the effect of suppressing the vote.

The numbers are startling. In both 2002 and
2006, voter turnout in districts where the
winner received at least 80 percent of the
votes struggled to reach 125,000. Turnout in
the districts where the margin was 20 per-
cent or less exceeded 200,000.

If there were some other device that was
reducing voter turnout by almost 40 percent,
you could be sure it would be the chief target
for reformers. The ballot anomalies and the
‘“‘voter suppression” tactics that marked the
Florida election of 2000 affected far fewer
people than that.

The study by the DLC’s Marc Dunkelman
found big variations among the states in the
competitiveness of their House districts. The
average margin in Massachusetts in 2006 was
almost 75 percent. Next door in New Hamp-
shire, it was under 5 percent.

Dunkelman calculated the potential turn-
out increase for individual states, if their
district lines were redrawn to emphasize
competitiveness. The gains ranged as high as
59 percent for Louisiana and 49 percent for
New York. Other states that could experi-
ence much higher participation with redrawn
districts include West Virginia, Virginia,
California, North Carolina, Alabama, New
Jersey, Mississippi, Georgia, Hawaii and New
Mexico.

Dunkelman estimates that competitive
districts might attract 3 million more voters
in California and almost 2 million more in
New York. Overall, 11 million more Ameri-
cans might show up at the polls, decreasing
our chronically low voting participation
rates.

How to change the lines? Two states—Iowa
and Washington—have instituted non-
partisan or bipartisan redistricting systems,
and they have been rewarded with much
more competitive House races. So it can be
done.

But the politicians are unlikely to do it on
their own. Only if the voters demand reform
is there a chance it will come.

———
REPUBLICAN ENERGY POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALTMIRE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HENSARLING) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, we
come here tonight to talk about an
issue that is clearly the number one
issue challenging families all across
America, and that is the high cost of
energy at the gas pump. In fact, Mr.
Speaker, I was just ending what we call
a tele-town hall meeting talking with
the good folks of the Fifth Congres-
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sional District of Texas that I have the
privilege of representing in the House
of Representatives, and I would say out
of, oh, I don’t know, 15 or 20 questions
that I was able to take, I would say
probably three-quarters of them had to
do with what is Congress going to do to
help bring down the cost of gasoline at
the pump.

All across America, Mr. Speaker,
families are going to their local con-
venience stores and they are having to
decide, do I buy a gallon of gas, or do
I buy an a gallon of milk? I can’t an af-
ford to do both. At roughly $4 a gallon,
working families in America cannot
make ends meet.

You would think on something of
this national import that this institu-
tion, that this great deliberative body,
that the people’s House would act. You
would think maybe we would act in
concert, Mr. Speaker, but at least we
would act. Instead, we don’t see it, Mr.
Speaker. We don’t see it. What we see
is the Democrat majority saying, well,
maybe we can somehow sue our way
into lower gas prices. Let’s sue OPEC.
I don’t know what we are going to do,
Mr. Speaker. Are we going to send a le-
gion of trial lawyers to the Middle East
to sue OPEC? Is that somehow going to
solve our problems with the price of
gas at the pump?

Well, that didn’t work, so they came
up with the idea, the Democrats, let’s
tax the oil companies. Nobody likes
them. Well, that is something that was
tried in the seventies, and guess what?
When you tax something, they will put
it in the price and it raises the price to
you. What we found in the seventies is
that we became even more dependent
upon foreign oil when we did that.

Now their latest idea, Mr. Speaker, is
let’s somehow say we are going to try
to outlaw investment. They call it
‘“‘speculation.” I thought in a capital-
istic economy investment was a pretty
good thing.

But the reason the price is going up
is when we see that demand increases
and there is no commitment to supply
in the U.S., Congress, try as they may,
cannot repeal the laws of supply and
demand, Mr. Speaker. It can’t be done,
anymore than we can say that the sun
no longer rises in the east.

So Republicans have a different plan.
Actually, Republicans have a plan, the
American Energy Act. And what we
want to do is do all of the above. We
want to support renewable energy.

Prior to coming to Congress, 1
worked for a renewable electricity
company. I was very proud of the work
that was done in the area of solar en-
ergy, in the area of wind power, in the
area of biomass. It was an important
part of my passion and my professional
life, and Republicans support renew-
ables.

We want to do more work in alter-
native energy, particularly in, for ex-
ample, coal-to-liquids. We are the
Saudi Arabia of coal, Mr. Speaker, but
somehow the Democrats won’t let us
use it. They won’t allow the Federal
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Government, for example, to enter into
long-term supply contracts for these
alternative fuels, oil shale, tar sands,
coal-to-liquids.

Conservation is a very important
part of the mix as well. But, Mr.
Speaker, so is producing our oil and
gas resources that we have in America.
Why can’t we produce American energy
in America for Americans? And that is
what the American Energy Act, sup-
ported by Republicans in the House, is
all about.

All we ask for, Mr. Speaker, is in the
people’s House, can’t we have a vote?
But Speaker PELOSI will not allow a
vote. She simply says, no, we are not
even going to vote on it. The people
don’t even have a choice.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, recently the
Washington Post, not exactly a bastion
of conservative thought, said, ‘“Why
not have a vote on offshore drilling?”’
They recognize that Speaker PELOSI
won’t even allow a simple up-or-down
vote. Let me continue to quote from
their op-ed of July 25th: ‘““When they
took the majority, House Democrats
proclaimed that bills should generally
come to the floor under a procedure
that allows open, full and fair debate
consisting of a full amendment process
that grants the minority the right to
offer its alternatives.”
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Why not on drilling, the Washington
Post says? Why not on drilling?

But again, as people are suffering in
the small businesses, in the homes, in
the coffee shops of East Texas that I
represent, maybe they are not suffering
in the salons of San Francisco rep-
resented by Speaker PELOSI and maybe
that is why she doesn’t necessarily un-
derstand the pain that people are feel-
ing. And that is why it is so critical,
Mr. Speaker, so critical that we get an
up or down vote in producing some sup-
ply.
For all intents and purposes, Mr.
Speaker, 85 percent of our offshore re-
sources are illegal to develop. For all
intents and purposes, Mr. Speaker, 75
percent of our onshore resources of oil
and gas are illegal to develop.

Recently Brazil found a huge offshore
find of energy, and the whole Nation
celebrated. It seems like, in America,
when we find energy it is some kind of
point of shame and we want to cover it
up and we want to make sure that no-
body knows about it and nobody devel-
ops it. We appear to be the only indus-
trialized nation in the world that won’t
develop its own energy. Again, Mr.
Speaker, it is all of the above. We have
got to do it all to bring down the price
of gas at the pump.

So Mr. Speaker, I am very happy
that I have been joined by some other
colleagues who are real leaders in this
institution in trying to create more
American energy for Americans, in
America, and help those families who
are having to commute to work every
day, who are trying to help take an el-
derly parent to the doctor, who are try-
ing in just a couple of weeks taking
their kids to school.
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I just had a person tell me this week-
end that they now are spending 1%
days a week just to pay to commute to
work. Out of a five-day work week,
they are spending 1'% days just paying
to commute so they can get the 3%
days of pay. That is just not right, Mr.
Speaker. It is just not right.

And so again, I am glad I am joined
by a couple of my colleagues here. And
at this time I would be very happy to
yield to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
CONAWAY) to get some of his com-
ments.

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank the gen-
tleman for his comments and for
hosting our hour tonight.

We have been talking about this
issue of energy and America’s need for
energy and America’s supply of energy
for quite some time now, and I hope we
are making progress with certainly the
American people, Mr. Speaker. I don’t
know that we are making much
progress with our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle as we continue
to talk about American-sourced en-
ergy. Whether that is American-
sourced o0il production, American-
sourced natural gas production, Amer-
ican-sourced coal, coal to liquids,
American nuclear, American hydro-
power, American wind, American solar,
American all of the above. And it
seems lost on some of my colleagues
that there is something inherently bad
about American production.

Crude oil as an example is a world-
wide commodity that nations around
the world produce and nations around
the world use. And the price is set in
the world market, it is not set here in
the United States, and the players in
the world market pay for that crude oil
and there is a big issue with supply and
demand.

There is a relatively thin difference
between total world supply and the
total world demand. Currently, the
supply is just barely in excess of the
demand. And when you have got that
thin a margin, disruptions or potential
disruptions that are threats to pro-
ducing areas cause the markets to get
anxious about the delivery and the ul-
timate supply of the crude oil. So, con-
sequently, you see a run-up of prices
like we have seen recently, you see a
decrease in prices.

It makes the price very volatile when
the world produces about 86 million
barrels a day and uses about 85 million
barrels a day, that much of a disrup-
tion in any of the major suppliers will
cause great anxiety among those folks
who have to buy crude oil to run their
refineries, those folks who have to buy
that product, making sure they have
got to it to keep their work in process
moving and their production flow
going.

Recently, Mr. Speaker, we have had
an interesting phrase that has been
thrown about that I think trivializes
and ignores the true depth of this
issue, and that is the Use It Or Lose It
bumper sticker that served as the in-
depth analysis of the problem that we
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face from some of my colleagues across
the aisle. They throw out a figure of 68
million acres that is currently under
lease by oil and gas companies as some-
how being evidence that we are doing
all we can to produce American-
sourced crude oil and natural gas. We
have got a series of questions that I
would like them to answer for us about
that 68 million since they seem to have
come up with the number and know the
most about it.

I would like them to analyze that 68
million to tell us how much of that 68
million was leased within the last 2
years. Certainly, no one rationally ex-
pects any oil company to be able to go
through the bureaucratic exercises
that they all have to go through in
order to get all of the permissions from
some up to 29 Federal agencies that
they have to walk the tight ropes to
get permission to drill in less than 2
years.

I would also like to know the amount
of acreage that is currently in the bu-
reaucratic morass that we put in place
for all Federal leases, how of much
that acreage is simply waiting on a de-
cision from some bureaucrat deep in
the bowels of the Department of En-
ergy, deep in the bowels of EPA, deep
in the bowels of Washington, wherever
they are, to simply make a yes or no
decision on a particular permit. Be-
cause I think there is a significant
layer of that 68 million acres that is
hung up with the bureaucrats waiting
on their decision. In some instances it
is a good-faith delay on the part of the
bureaucrats, but I think in many in-
stances it is just simply business as
usual to slow play, to not make expedi-
tious decisions on the applications to
drill, the applications to conduct seis-
mic, the applications for access, all
those kinds of things that go on.

A third layer, Mr. Speaker, would be
those acreage that cannot be developed
because they are currently tied up in
lawsuits. The experience of many folks
who get a Federal lease one day is to be
sued by the Sierra Club and others the
next day just on general principles, be-
cause the environmentalists don’t want
us exploring on Federal lands, and so
they will file frivolous lawsuits in most
instances that continue to tie up acres
for extended amounts of time, and
don’t allow these o0il companies to
move forward with the progress that
they would want to.

I think a fourth layer, Mr. Speaker,
of the 68 million acres would be those
acres on which we are actually con-
ducting drilling operations. There are
some 1,800 drilling rigs working in the
United States, many of those on Fed-
eral leases and offshore, and so there is
a significant section I would believe of
that 68 million that is actually being
worked on and drilled right now that
they are trying to determine if crude
oil is there in commercial quantities,
and we need to know what that is.

And then the final layer, Mr. Speak-
er, or next to the final layer would be
those acres on which drilling has been
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conducted, commercial quantities of
oil and gas that have been found, and
the operator is simply waiting on those
final bureaucratic permissions to run
the flow lines, to build the roads, to
build the infrastructure needed to
move the crude oil and natural gas
from the wellhead into markets.

And then that final layer, Mr. Speak-
er, would be those acres that compa-
nies have looked at, they are still with-
in the primary term, and they are not
actively seeking production on those
but they have paid the lease bonus on
all of those acres as a permission to
take that time, the 10 years on Federal
offshore leases, to make their decision.
And since they paid the piper, they
ought to be able to maintain those
leases through their primary term. And
so to the extent that we voted that
down in the last couple of weeks on
this use it or lose it thing, I hope we
can put it to bed in its final form.

We hear comments from time to time
from our colleagues across the aisle
that these o0il and gas companies are
sitting on production and holding it off
the market in hopes of, I guess, getting
a higher price. That begs the question
of: How do oil and gas companies make
money? They have onshore hundreds of
thousands and millions of dollars in-
vested, offshore billions of dollars in-
vested of their shareholder money and
equity capital and in many instances
debt that they have invested in these
oil and gas leases, and the only way
they get any money back, the only way
they get a return on those investment
dollars is if they produce the crude oil
and natural gas that they are exploring
or set up to produce.

So there is actually no incentive for
them to withhold production from the
market in hopes of getting I guess a
higher price, because the longer they
take to produce the crude oil natural
gas and sell it, the longer it takes for
them to get their money back on the
original investment, the lower the re-
turn on investment, and it is just bad
business to try to do something like
that.

It is an interesting concept that pro-
ducers would withhold production from
the market and that they get accused
of doing that, when in fact if you look
at the policies of this democratic ma-
jority, most or all of their policies do
just that. The Democrats withhold
American-sourced crude oil, American-
sourced natural gas from the market;
and particularly with respect to Amer-
ican-sourced crude oil, they are with-
holding that off of the market, holding
that out of the worldwide supply, they
are directing contributing to these
higher prices that my colleagues are
talking about and the higher prices
that result in higher gasoline costs,
diesel costs, and ultimately home heat-
ing costs this fall.

Let me leave you with this one
thought, Mr. Speaker. I don’t think
anybody rationally thinks that we
won’t be using crude oil in 10 years. So
as we look at America’s potential for
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production of crude oil over the next 10
years, why is it not good enough reason
to do that simply to replace barrels of
oil that we import from countries like
Venezuela, like the Middle East, other
places where the countries are at best
maybe not our allies or in the instance
of Venezuela an avowed opponent, why
does it not make sense to replace pro-
duction that we buy from bad guys
with production that is produced here
in the United States? Because the
American production creates American
jobs. American refineries create Amer-
ican jobs. So even if that is the only
thing we are able to accomplish with
all of this effort is to reduce the num-
ber of barrels that we buy from other
folks, it helps balance the trade, it will
strengthen the dollar. It does a lot of
good and, to my view, it does limited,
if any, harm to produce American
crude oil and natural gas.

So as we conduct this debate, we do
it on a lot of levels, but on one level it
simply should say: Look, if we are im-
porting crude oil and natural gas from
other parts of the world while we have
domestic crude oil that could be pro-
duced, we are making a foolish decision
and a foolish allocation of resources to
do that.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
drop the partisan rhetoric, drop the
issue of just simply trying to maintain
who gets elected in November, and let’s
deal responsibly with this issue of high
crude oil prices and the resulting high
gasoline prices that come with that.

So I want to thank my colleague
from Texas for allowing me this time
to speak.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for his leadership in this insti-
tution, particularly on the piece of leg-
islation that we are working together
on in trying to repeal something
known as section 526, that disallows
the Federal Government from entering
into long-term supply contracts for al-
ternative fuels to help jump-start that
needed industry.

The gentleman from Texas brought
up a number of good points in his com-
ments. And, again, you would think
this would not be particularly con-
troversial.

Just last week, the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve stated: A one percent
increase in supply could lower prices
by 10 percent. Now, that is the Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve. Supply
matters. And yet, our friends from the
other side of the aisle, the Democrat
majority, refuses; not only do they
refuse to produce any more American-
made oil and gas, not only do they
refuse to do that, Mr. Speaker, they
won’t even let us have a vote.

So, Mr. Speaker, if there is one thing
that the American people could do to-
night that would help bring down the
cost of energy at the pump is go to
their computers, go to their tele-
phones, contact their Members of Con-
gress and say, at least let’s have a
vote. Let’s have a vote on the Amer-
ican Energy Act.
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Survey after survey after survey
shows that three-quarters, 80 percent
of Americans want more supply and
they want it now. We have to start
today, Mr. Speaker. And it is just abso-
lutely ludicrous when families are suf-
fering, like the Gardner family of Dal-
las, Texas, that I have the pleasure of
representing who wrote to me that, “In
order to afford to send our youngest to
camp, we have had to cancel the family
vacation due to the increased cost of
fuel.”

Family vacations all across America
are getting cancelled because the Dem-
ocrat majority will not allow more
American energy to be produced in
America. Since they have taken over,
the energy policy in this Nation 18
months ago, the cost of gas has gone
from roughly $2.50 a gallon to roughly
$4 a gallon. Now, I am not saying it is
all their fault, but they are moving
this country in the complete wrong di-
rection.

And now, Mr. Speaker, again I am
very pleased that I have been joined by
a number of my colleagues who have a
lot of expertise on this issue of energy,
and one of the great leaders we have on
this side of the aisle is the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS). I yield to
him at this time.
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Mr. SHIMKUS. I thank my colleague
for the time, and I thank Mike
Conaway for his great comments. And
it is important that we are here to-
night, and it is important that we con-
tinue to push this issue, especially as
we are coming close to the time when
we adjourn for what we call our dis-
trict work period, which is for lay-
man’s term it is really the month of
August, and it will go to the first week
of September. We will be back in our
district. Members will be traveling
around the world on the congressional
delegation tours and events.

But one of the main premises that we
are trying to address this week is just
stating the position that we should not
leave. We should not adjourn and leave
Washington until we have at least one
vote on increasing supply.

We have been talking about bringing
on supply as part, not the totalitarian
solution, but as part of the solution,
and we have been down here 3 months
straight pretty much and continue to
drive the message. And in the People’s
House, the House of Representatives,
this is the body that you are supposed
to hear the outcry of the citizens. You
are supposed to hear the pain and the
agony, as my colleague from Texas
stated. And you are supposed to trans-
form those cries for help from the citi-
zenry to at least a debate on the floor
and hopefully a vote to address these
issues.

I too did a tele-town hall meeting
last night, and an independent trucker
called me up. And you know what he
was saying. He is saying, I can’t make
it. I can’t make ends meet. I used to be
able to make a good income for my
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family and provide for them. But now
with the doubling of the cost of diesel
fuels, I don’t know, we need help. And
his response, and I think we have been
helpful in moving the debate nation-
ally, is we need to bring on more sup-
ply.

So I would like to just go back to the
basics real quick, where we came from,
where we are at and where we are head-
ed. And because my debate has been
over a period of months, I have soft-
ened the debate as far as the real par-
tisan rancor and just talked about the
facts.

So I go back to when President Bush
got sworn in. The price of a barrel of
crude oil was $23. Now, when I came in,
elected in 1996, came in 1997/1998 we
were worried that the price of a barrel
of crude oil was so low that it was
going to close the margin wells in
Southern Illinois. It was down to about
$10 a barrel.

So here we are at $23. The new major-
ity comes in January 2006. The price of
a barrel of crude oil is $58.31. And
today, I think this is correct. If it is
not, it is close. $123.67.

And then the basic of this chart is
just to say, you know, the trend line is
not good. It doesn’t matter if you start
in January 2001, it doesn’t matter if
you start back in January of 1997, Jan-
uary 2001, January 2006, or today, this
trend line is not good, and it is not sus-
tainable for the people that we ought
to be standing up for on the floor of the
House here, and that is the middle in-
come, lower middle income individuals
who are disproportionately hurt by
high energy prices.

The poor, they are not going to go
out to the new car dealer and buy the
Toyota Prius. If they are lucky, they
are going to scrape some money to-
gether, they are going to go to the used
car lot, and they are going to get what-
ever they can afford to get them to
work. That is what the poor are going
to do.

And when we cause this increase in
the price of a barrel of crude oil, which
translates into an increase in gasoline
costs, we hurt the people that we are
trying to protect, which is the poor,
the middle class, and in my aspect of
my district, rural America.

Rural America is disproportionately
harmed greater because in rural Amer-
ica you have to drive many miles to
get to your schools. You have to drive
many miles to get to your health care.
You have to drive many miles to get to
your job, and so that is the difficulty.

Now, here is the problem. Here are
some solutions. And part of that solu-
tion is what my colleague from Texas
said, Americans for American energy.
American energy translates into Amer-
ican jobs. In a time of low economic de-
velopment, wouldn’t it be great to use
our own resources to create American
jobs using American energy?

So we have a couple of things here.
Of course, parochial interests are al-
ways important. We have 250 years
worth of recoverable coal in the United
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States. We have as much Btu, British
thermal units, of coal in the Illinois
coal basin as Saudi Arabia has in oil.
We use coal; 50 percent of all of our
electricity is generated by coal in this
country. But we can also use coal to
turn it into liquid fuels.

Wouldn’t it be great to have a com-
petitor at the pump to gasoline, based
upon crude oil, so that there is some
competition between the liquid fuels
competing for lower prices, better
quality, better service?

And we do that by taking a coal field,
American jobs, building a coal to liquid
refinery, American jobs to build the re-
finery, American jobs to operate the
refinery, a pipeline, American jobs to
build the pipeline, to the airports of
the world. You can take coal, you can
turn it into jet fuel.

Why do we have four budget airlines
have gone broke? Why is American Air-
lines charging $15 a bag? Why are our
airline tickets going up? It is all be-
cause of the high price of fuel. And if
we incentivize coal using fissure trope
technology into jet fuel, we would not
have the loss of these aviation jobs
that we have today. And that is a
trickle-down aspect, because when peo-
ple are unemployed they are not going
to the store. They are not going to go
to the movie theater. As my colleague
from Texas says, they are going to
make decisions whether to go to vaca-
tion or send people to camp or just
stay at home.

Mr. HENSARLING. Would the gen-
tleman yield on that point?

Mr. SHIMKUS. I would be happy to
yield.

Mr. HENSARLING. We know that
America has an incredible amount of
coal reserves. And the solution, the
partial solution the gentleman is sug-
gesting makes imminent sense. What is
it that is preventing people in America
from doing this now? I will yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Well, the answer is it
is the extreme environmental left that
hates coal. The leader of the other
body, Senator REID said, ‘‘Coal will kill
you.” That is his direct quote. And so
that is the leadership is saying that
coal is bad.

I am here to say that coal is good. It
can address our concerns. It could
bring on more supply. We can do it
cleanly, we can create jobs, and it is
part of the solution. Our part of the de-
bate is American energy, all-of-the-
above. Part of that all-of-the-above is
the great use of a great resource. We
have more recoverable coal in this
country than any country in the world
and we ought to take advantage of it.

Mr. GINGREY. Will the gentleman
from Illinois yield on that point for a
second? It is my understanding, and
correct me if I am wrong, that in this
country there are Kknown resources,
veins of coal in the amount of 1.5 tril-
lion tons, and it is suspected that there
may be that much more that is not for
sure. But 1.5 trillion tons of coal. And
I think we utilize about 22 billion tons
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a year in this electricity generation.
So I just want to make the point that
there is so much more of this resource,
whether it is in West Virginia or Ken-
tucky or in Illinois, and to not utilize
it, as the gentleman says, makes no
sense at all.

Mr. SHIMKUS. And part of the de-
bate is, you know, we are one of the
few major—it doesn’t have to be a
major country. Most countries, when
they see a great resource that they
have available, they say, yahoo. We
have a strategic advantage because we
can create low cost power which will
help our manufacturing base, which
will help create jobs.

We see a national asset like coal and
we say, we have an environmental dis-
aster here. And there is no way we are
going to use this. And that is the fal-
lacy, not just in coal, but it really in-
volves any of the fossil fuel arena,
whether it is our OCS, or Outer Conti-
nental Shelf, whether it is the billions
of barrel of oil, the trillions of cubic
feet, it is the inability to look at that
as a strategic national advantage and
look at it like an environmental haz-
ard, by the Democrat leadership, both
here in this House and in the other
body, that is stopping our ability to
take advantage of the resources we
have involved in this country.

And the country is now awakened,
and they know that we have these re-
sources, and they are really confused
as to why we are not taking advantage
of them.

Mr. HENSARLING. If the gentleman
would yield again, isn’t it true that we
have several hundred years’ worth of
coal in our country today? Is that cor-
rect? I yield back to the gentleman.

Mr. SHIMKUS. That is correct.

Mr. HENSARLING. And if the gen-
tleman would yield again, I had asked
the question earlier, what is preventing
us from taking advantage of American
resources on American soil?

Isn’t it also true that recently the
Democrat majority passed legislation
known as Section 526, that prevents the
Federal Government from entering
into long-term energy contracts, some-
thing I believe the United States Air
Force wanted to do to wean itself away
from foreign oil and develop coal to liqg-
uids on American soil; but yet our
friends on the other side of the aisle, I
believe, have prevented our Pentagon
or our United States Air Force from
doing that. Is that correct?

Mr. SHIMKUS. Well, that is true. Let
me just give you a—for every dollar in-
crease in a barrel of crude oil it costs
our United States Air Force $60 mil-
lion. That is $60 million of our tax-
payers dollars that has to go just to
fuel the aviation fleets of our, the de-
fense of our country.

And you mentioned the Democrat
majority. I know it is the Democrat
leadership. I am hoping, I know I have
got a lot of great Democrat friends in
those coal areas that are just looking
for the right time. We are just here
trying to encourage them to seize the
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day, seize the moment and help bring
supply on.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. If the gen-
tleman from Illinois would yield.

Mr. SHIMKUS. I would be happy to
yield.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Well, isn’t it
my understanding as well that tech-
nology has long existed to turn our
vast resources of coal into super clean
liquid fuels, the type, because you al-
ways think of coal will help lower your
utility bills at home, but the truth of
the matter is the technology since the
1940s in Germany converted coal to die-
sel fuel, the type we use in our cars and
trucks. And today some of our African
countries are using coal, converting it
to diesel for almost a third of all their
transportation needs.

I recently talked to our major re-
search company, the Woodlands Hunts-
man, to talk about coal and its conver-
sion and could it be done. And their re-
searchers just laughed. They said, are
you kidding? Of course we can do this.

My understanding is the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. HENSARLING, has intro-
duced legislation to use the purchasing
power of our Air Force, to use the pur-
chasing power of our own government
to accelerate that type of research and
bring it into the marketplace so we can
develop those super clean liquid fuels
coming from an abundant resource
that will be less dependent on foreign
countries for our energy needs.

Mr. SHIMKUS. I have no disagree-
ment with that. We have an all-of-the-
above strategy. We have an American
energy, you know, meet the American
needs. It is all of the above. It is high-
lighting the great abundance of coal
that we have in this country, and tak-
ing advantage of it.

We get it. We are going to do it in an
environmentally safe and sound way.
But we want to bring other commodity
products to help make our energy
needs. We want to thrust them in a
competitive market with other sources
of energy so they compete at the pump,
so that we have lower prices. It is the
American way, and we ought to en-
courage it.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. If the gentleman
will yield, first of all, I thank you for
your leadership on the issue, because
we all appreciate it, those of us in Re-
publican Study Committee, and the Re-
publican Conference, and I think the
American people appreciate the leader-
ship and the insight that you have
brought to this issue.

Of course, at Energy and Commerce
Committee I have had the opportunity
to watch your leadership, even going
back as we were working on the 2005
Energy Policy Act.

And I would imagine that some of
our constituents who are at home and
watching us carry out this colloquy
and this discussion here on the floor
are thinking, they are talking about
coal. Now, I thought coal was a dirty
fuel, and I sometimes will hear people
talk about carbon emissions and not
wanting to use coal because of the
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emissions that go into the air and not
wanting to use that natural resource.

Now, we all know that there are
clean coal technologies that will pre-
vent that. But I think that those who
are sharing this discussion with us to-
night would appreciate hearing just a
little bit about some of the clean coal
technologies that would allow the use
of this vast supply of coal.

You know, most people refer to the
United States as the Saudi Arabia of
coal. We have got more than anyone
else. And we have good, bright engi-
neers and innovators who are using
those skills and gifts to figure out
ways to use this coal in an environ-
mentally friendly way. And I would
love to hear the gentleman’s comments
on that.
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Mr. SHIMKUS. I will just be brief.
And I thank you for the question.

And there was a time when you just
grabbed the coal and threw it in and
you burned the coal. Pretty dirty, pret-
ty sooty emissions, and that goes back
to the advance of the industrial age.

Then they developed crushing and
pulverizing the coal and sweeping it up
in oxygen to burn it a little more thor-
oughly. It still has, if you’re a climate
change person and carbon person, that
still you have the carbon emissions.

Now, the carbon emissions are not
toxic. It’s not like nitrous oxide, it’s
not like SO,. It’s not like particulate
matter. It’s not an issue where people
are going to point the finger and say,
Oh, you’re causing a disease by these
emissions. Carbon, it’s naturally occur-
ring, but there are some people who
have problems with that.

So the best way to address that is to
go back to technology that was devel-
oped in World War II. It’s Fischer-
Tropsch. Franz Fischer and Hans
Tropsch. It’s almost like kind of a
joke. It’s Hans and Franz, Fischer and
Tropsch, who developed the technology
to take coal, synthetically, and gasify
it or turn it into liquid fuel. And when
you gasify it and you burn it, you burn
it cleanly. And in that extreme, you
can pull off the carbon in a more eco-
nomic manner.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. If the gentleman
will yield.

You always make this point so beau-
tifully. And the point is the tech-
nologies are there and available and
ready to be used that would allow for
clean coal usage.

So it really adds to the point that we
all make, all-of-the-above: Short, mid-
range, and long-range projects. That’s
what we need to address the energy
issue. Making good use, being wise
stewards of all of our natural re-
sources, whether it is oil or gas or coal,
whether it is switchgrass and waste
that we can use for biodiesels and re-
newables. Whether it is the engineers
and their ability to develop new nu-
clear that is safe and will help power
our electric power. Looking at wind,
looking at hydroelectric, depending on
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what those God-given natural re-
sources are that we have at our dis-
posal to you.

Mr. SHIMKUS. I have got a lot of
other colleagues that want to talk. I
will finish with my last poster here.

We’ve talked about the coal-to-lig-
uid. But here is what the current de-
bate here is on the floor. What about
the Outer Continental Shelf? We have
all of these available locations. We
only explore off of 15 percent of our
Outer Continental Shelf. That means 85
percent is off limits by a legislative
fiat by us.

If we explore there and when we re-
cover oil and gas, those companies pay
royalties to us, and those royalties can
go to solar and wind, they can go into
renewable fuels. My colleague from
Tennessee mentioned cellulosic and the
debate on biofuels.

What we want is American-made en-
ergy creating American jobs, an all-of-
the-above position, so that these en-
ergy events compete, and that’s what I
like about it. They compete for our at-
tention based upon offering lower
prices. When you have a one-fuel policy
like we have today, you have no com-
petition. You’re held hostage to the
imported barrel crude oil, and we need
to break away from that.

I want to thank my colleague from
Texas and make sure that my other
colleagues have plenty of time.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois. Clearly he is one
of the great leaders in this institution
in allowing the people to know that
American energy developed in America
for Americans can make a huge dif-
ference.

Now I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) for
his comments on that.

Mr. GINGREY. This really gives me
an opportunity to segue into what the
gentleman from Illinois was just talk-
ing about in regard to the American
Energy Act and, of course, he started
his discussion about coal liquefaction
and some of the many things we can do
as part of that bill, a comprehensive
approach.

But in concluding his remarks, he
talked about the fact that we have this
resource of natural gas and petroleum
off the coast of our country, both east
and west coast, Outer Continental
Shelf, eastern part of the Gulf of Mex-
ico, that 10 billion barrels of fuel is es-
timated in ANWR, the Arctic National
Wildlife Reserve.

I took an opportunity, Mr. Speaker,
today to write a letter, an e-mail, to
my constituents in the 11th District of
Georgia, northwest Georgia, both the
Republicans and Democrats. Now, I
won my last election with about 71 per-
cent of the votes. So it’s a highly Re-
publican district. But listen to what I
said to them and the response that
they gave.

“For months now I have spoken on
the House floor almost daily in a con-
certed effort to convince the Demo-
cratic leadership to bring forward leg-
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islation that would allow us to drill
here and drill now so that we could all
pay less at the pump. Last week, I
joined my House Republican colleagues
to introduce the American Energy Act,
a comprehensive bill which would in-
crease our domestic energy supply
while also harnessing renewable and al-
ternative energy technologies and im-
proving conservation and efficiency.
However, as Congress prepares to ad-
journ for a b-week recess, Speaker
PELOSI continues to prevent a vote on
increasing the amount of domestic oil
produced in this country from reaching
the House floor.

““As I work to represent your interest
in Washington, it is vital that I know
your feelings on this issue. Would you
take a moment to quickly answer the
survey question on the right of this
page so that I can take your opinions
to Speaker PELOSI and the Democratic
leadership and let them know how you
feel about this crucial issue.

‘‘Sincerely, PHIL GINGREY.”

Here is the question: Do you think
Congress should adjourn for a 5-week
recess even if no vote is taken to allow
offshore drilling on our Outer Conti-
nental Shelf for oil and natural gas?

Mr. Speaker, so far, with several hun-
dred responses already in, the results
are overwhelming: 94 percent do not
support Congress adjourning for recess
without legislation that would allow
increased drilling. 94 percent.

Now, as I say, I won my last election
with 71 percent. This tells you that a
lot of good, red-blooded, conservative,
hardworking Democrats in my district
feel the exact same way we do tonight,
Mr. Speaker, as we do this hour in this
colloquy. And I know that there are a
lot of my colleagues on this floor, Mr.
Speaker—and you do, too, I would
imagine, who, given the opportunity to
have a bill to vote to increase our do-
mestic source and end our dependency
on these foreign countries that hate us,
would gladly vote. And maybe they
will stay here with us come Thursday
or come Friday, a sit-in, and say, ‘“We
are not going home until we have a bill
to vote on.”

With that, I yield back to my col-
league from Texas who is managing the
time.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia for his leadership
on this issue, his leadership on health
care issues, his contribution to the Re-
publican Study Committee which is
sponsoring this special order, Mr.
Speaker.

Again, this is the number one issue,
Mr. Speaker, that our constituents
write about, call about. They’re con-
cerned about. I hear from them every
day.

I just recently, Mr. Speaker, heard
from the Forist family in Mesquite,
Texas, that I have the honor of rep-
resenting in Congress. And they have a
small business. They wrote in.

“My husband is an owner operator
and the cost of fuel is $1600 a WEEK.
We're not making a profit. We can’t
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continue to operate this way. We have
now cancelled our life insurance poli-
cies, cancelled our cable, scaled down
our automobile insurance, and buy the
necessities at the grocery store.”

Mr. Speaker, I'm getting letters like
this every single day, and yet the Dem-
ocrat majority will not support legisla-
tion to produce more American energy
in America for Americans.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we agree with the
Democrats on many things. We believe
that there should be more conserva-
tion, and most Republicans have sup-
ported the various tax provisions that
do that. Mr. Speaker, we agree on re-
newable energy. I was an officer in a
renewable energy company prior to
coming to Congress. There are very ex-
citing technologies, and most Repub-
licans have supported those programs.

But where we go in different direc-
tions, Mr. Speaker, is that the Demo-
crats want to make illegal the produc-
tion of energy in 85 percent of our off-
shore resources and, effectively, 75 per-
cent. They don’t believe that producing
more oil and natural gas has anything
to do with the cost of price at the
pump. They’re trying to repeal the
laws of economics.

Well, in fact, Mr. Speaker, what the
Speaker of the House has said recently,
““This call for drilling in areas that are
protected is a hoax. It’s an absolute
hoax on the part of the Republicans
and this administration.”” Speaker
NANCY PELOSI

Well, Mr. Speaker, for those who are
listening to this special order, they
may have a different opinion. Public
opinion policy shows that 85 percent of
Americans want to produce more
American energy in America for Amer-
icans. Maybe they may want to call
202-224-3121 and register their opinion
with the Speaker of the House.

Now, again, I don’t know how they
feel about the high cost of energy in
the salons of San Francisco, but I can
tell you in the small businesses and the
farms and ranches of the Fifth District
of Texas, those people are hurting.

And now, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to yield time to another great Member
of this institution who has been a lead-
er on the issue as well, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BRADY).

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I thank the
gentleman from Texas, Mr.
HENSARLING, for his leadership on this
issue and his legislation, including
leadership in the American Energy Act
just introduced last week to try to
force this Congress to finally get seri-
ous about taking responsibility for our
own energy needs in this country.

I have been in Congress a while, but
one of the best decisions my wife and I
made was not to move to Washington.
We live at home in Texas with our two
young boys, six and nine years old. I
commute to work each week here in
Washington. We do that so I can stay
closer to the families and neighbor-
hoods in Texas that I represent.

Flying up today to Washington, I just
was glancing at some of the headlines
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in our local papers. They read like this:
Fuel costs forcing county to rethink
current budget; county gives food
banks a break at gas because they’re
getting fewer and fewer volunteers who
just can’t afford those high prices;
trash companies increase rates to cover
fuel costs so families will pay more for
their trash pick up; fuel costs cause
schools to raise food prices. So our
children and the parents of children
will be paying more for school lunches
because of energy costs.

I just met with a number of our law
enforcement agencies, our constables
and Sheriffs and police forces, and they
are not cutting their emergency re-
sponse but they are cutting back on
their community policing. They’re pa-
trolling within our neighborhoods to
try and stretch their fuel budgets.
Frankly, their fuel budgets are gone
for the year. Small businesses, so many
are telling me that they are working
essentially for nothing these days.

What has this Congress done about
it? Nothing really but gimmicks. I call
it the Democrats’ Jed Clampett Energy
Plan. They shoot at a bunch of targets
and hope that energy is going to come
bubbling up from the ground just like
old Jed found.

And look at the gimmicks they pro-
posed. Democrats in Congress have
said, “Let us sue OPEC and we will
lower your gas prices.” Well, has any-
one seen their gas prices lowered? They
said, ‘“‘Let’s force companies to use it
or lose it,” which frankly, every inde-
pendent geological group in America
just started laughing at. Did you see
your gas prices go down?

They said, ‘“‘Let’s stop filling the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve,”” our
nest egg for a rainy day in energy. Did
your prices go down? Last week they
said, ‘““Well, it’s drawn some of that
down.” Of course, gas prices aren’t
going down significantly, certainly not
because of these gimmicks.

The truth of the matter is as the
speaker tonight, Mr. SHIMKUS, the gen-
tlemen from Texas, Mr. HENSARLING
and Mr. GOHMERT, have talked about is
that three-legged stool of energy: more
conservation, because we can all be
more efficient in our homes in our
daily use; bring those renewables on
line—renewable energy not from food
but from non-food sources; and then, of
course, the third leg, we’ve had votes
on conservation and we’ve done it. We
have had votes on renewable energy,
and we are achieving it. We’ve just not
had a single vote on more exploration,
more American-made energy.

Now, I think the first goal America
should set is that we are going to take
responsibility for two-thirds of our
daily energy needs. Today we rely upon
the rest of the world for that. We ought
to take more responsibility for what
we need here in America, and to do
that is what the speakers in the Repub-
lican party are talking about tonight,
all-of-the-above.
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Let’s explore offshore and those deep
ocean waters that hold so much poten-
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tial, proven reserves for us. Let’s tap
responsibly into ANWR. Let’s convert
coal to super clean liquid fuels, and
let’s tap the oil shale in America. Let’s
begin creating more American-made
energy and more American-made jobs
because, at the end of the day, even a
hillbilly isn’t going to buy the thought
that we can just gimmick our way out
of this problem, not with families and
with small businesses paying what
they do today. We’ve got an abundant
supply of energy. We need more supply
in America. We need to take more re-
sponsibility for our own energy needs.
The good news is that we’re capable of
it.

So all we ask, and all of us tonight
are asking one thing of our Speaker.
Just give us a vote. Just let the will of
the American people prevail. Let the
little guy in the door for once. Give
him a voice, Mr. Speaker. Tell the spe-
cial interest lobby to stand aside. Let
the little guy’s voice be heard. He
doesn’t have lobbyists. He probably
hasn’t made campaign contributions to
you. He’s just paying the freight on en-
ergy prices he can’t afford and that his
family can’t afford anymore. We need
to let that voice be heard.

Before we leave in August, give us a
vote, just a single vote. Let the Amer-
ican public’s and let the little guy’s
voices be heard in Congress again so we
can develop more American-made en-
ergy here in America. That will lower
prices.

With that, I yield back.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding and for helping re-
mind this body—and I think everybody
in this body agrees—that we need more
conservation. Everybody in this body
believes that we should have more re-
newable energy and that it’s the key to
our children’s future. Where we depart
with the Democrat majority, Mr.
Speaker, is we believe that, when 50
percent of our proven resources—petro-
leum resources—in Alaska are illegal
to develop, there’s a problem, that
when 85 percent of our offshore re-
sources are illegal to develop, there’s a
problem.

We have decades and decades and
decades of American energy laying un-
tapped that we could bring to the mar-
ket to help bring down the cost of en-
ergy. Yet the Speaker of the House,
NANCY PELOSI, has said, as this quote
shows, that she believes that it’s all a
hoax. The American people, I believe,
Mr. Speaker, disagree, and perhaps
they might be interested in calling
(202) 224-3121 and in just saying,
“Speaker PELOSI, at least allow a vote.
As, supposedly, the most Democratic
institution in the history of mankind,
at least allow the voices of the people
to be heard, and let there be a vote.”

In speaking of voices to be heard, Mr.
Speaker, as one of the great voices in
this institution, I want to yield now to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BUR-
GESS).

Mr. BURGESS.
tleman for yielding.

I thank the gen-
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You know, it seems like, this late at
night, all that’s left are gentlemen
from Texas, but I'm happy to be here
as part of this august group.

The gentleman from Georgia men-
tioned that we’re about to go home on
a b-week vacation. You know, I'd like
to say it has been a tough summer and
that we’ve been working away on our
appropriations bills, but the fact is
we’ll have our very first appropriations
bill on the floor of the House tomor-
row, the Military Construction bill. I'm
glad to see it. I'm glad we’re going to
have it, but we’re actually not going to
have an open amendment process, and
part of the reason is that the Demo-
cratic leadership is afraid to have the
open amendment process for fear that
we’ll actually bring up something that
might expand the availability of en-
ergy in this country.

So, Mr. Speaker, there are not a lot
of bright spots out there when it comes
to energy. We’ve got record high prices.
We’ve got alternative energy sources
that aren’t quite ready for prime time.
Our refining capacity is limited be-
cause we haven’t built a refinery since
1976. Supplies are tight, and there’s an
enormous demand. It paints a fairly
grim picture, but dwelling on the nega-
tive is not the American way. Explor-
ing the possibilities and capitalizing on
realities, that’s the American way.

So, today, as we are in a very tough
energy environment, let’s act like
Americans. Let’s make lemonade out
of lemons. We can start by seizing the
opportunity to find and produce home-
made American energy. We’ve heard a
lot about exploring and drilling for
American sources of energy hands
down. Hands down, Americans agree on
this point. I did two town halls over
the weekend—one in Keller, Texas and
one in Frisco, Texas. There was unani-
mous opinion that we need to be pro-
ducing more American energy domesti-
cally.

Polls show that the vast majority of
Americans favor offshore drilling for
oil and natural gas and, in fact, even in
ANWR. In my districts back in
Tarrant, Denton and Cooke Counties,
the numbers are sky high. Without
question, if we want to produce Amer-
ican energy, we should drill domesti-
cally.

You know, we need to refine domesti-
cally also, and we can start by pro-
viding our Nation’s largest energy con-
sumer, the military, with the infra-
structure to do just that. As one of the
Nation’s largest energy consumers, the
United States Department of Defense is
straining under record high prices. We
heard Mr. SHIMKUS from Illinois ad-
dress this just a moment ago.

In 2007, with operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan, the United States Armed
Services consumed 16 gallons of fuel
per soldier per day, about $3 million
worth of fuel. That’s a lot of gas, but
it’s not just regular gasoline. All mili-
tary planes, vehicles and heavy equip-
ment use avgas, or jet petroleum, to
avoid carrying different fuel grades or

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

to avoid accidentally putting the
wrong kind of fuel in the equipment.
It’s a specialized fuel that’s produced
in the same refineries that produce fuel
for commercial sale.

Right now, global refineries are oper-
ating at very tight capacity. This, in
turn, limits the quantities of gasoline
and other products that they can
produce. The squeeze impacts the con-
sumers, and it impacts the military as
the cost of refining compromises 10 to
20 percent of the price we pay at the
pump. It means taxpayers are hit with
higher costs twice, and it also leaves
supplies vulnerable to disruptions
ranging from terrorist attacks to polit-
ical unrest to—oh, by the way, did we
mention it’s hurricane season?

Then there’s the question of import-
ing refined products rather than pro-
ducing them here in America. Because
domestic refining capacity has declined
as industry operates with lower inven-
tories of crude oil and of gasoline in
order to cut their costs, these con-
straints mean a greater proportion of
gasoline demand has to be met with
imported goods, with imported goods.
We hear it over and over again. We're
buying the supplies from people who in
the world don’t exactly like us. We are
funding both sides on the war on ter-
ror.

Four out of five of the top suppliers
for military fuel are, in fact, foreign
suppliers. This poses a serious threat
to our national economy and to our na-
tional security, and it has to be
stopped. Investing in critical infra-
structure and protecting the Nation
are some of the Federal Government’s
top responsibilities.

So, tomorrow, on the Military Con-
struction appropriations bill—and we
will finally be hearing our first Appro-
priations bill here on the House floor—
I plan to offer an amendment, the
Joint Defense Energy Production
amendment. It provides Federal fund-
ing for the construction and for the de-
sign of one refinery for each branch of
the military, combining these two crit-
ical roles for the public good.

Prices are high and so is demand.
Let’s try to solve both sides of the en-
ergy equation. The amendment would
provide $400 million to build refineries
that would produce the specialized
types and grades of fuel that are used
by each branch of the Service for their
equipment. The refineries will be lo-
cated on existing or on former bases
under the control of the Department of
Defense, and they will represent the
first refineries built in the United
States of America in 31 years.

Again, let me stress this is a win-win
for America. These military-specific
refineries could produce and protect
specialized military fuels from capac-
ity limitations that squeeze supply and
that increase prices for almost every-
one. They would free up commercial re-
fining capacity and would ensure that
we’re not forced to outsource a signifi-
cant portion of our refining needs to
foreign countries. Additionally, they
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would help ensure a supply chain that
would help protect from supply chain
disruptions whether from manmade or
from natural disasters like those we’ve
experienced in the past.

There’s a military saying: Bullets
don’t fly without supply. The Air Force
is not going to have a fleet of plug-in
hybrid fighter jets, and our Navy is not
going to be relying on a solar-powered,
wind-blown vessel. They need a stable
and secure fuel supply, plain and sim-
ple. Our national defense and our eco-
nomic security are simply too impor-
tant to risk on shortages of refinery
capacity or on natural disasters. We
have the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.
We have a strategic oil supply, but
what good is that if there is no way to
strategically refine that supply?

So, tomorrow, I hope other Members
will join me in supporting the Joint
Defense Energy Production amendment
that I plan on offering on the Military
Construction appropriations bill to-
morrow. It’s high time we got to our
appropriations bills, and it’s highly ap-
propriate that, particularly on the
Military Construction bill, we offer
amendments to increase the energy
supply for our Nation’s military.

I'1l yield back to the gentleman from
Texas, and I appreciate the time.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas. I appreciate his
leadership. I look forward to voting on
his amendment.

Again, Mr. Speaker, it’s a very sim-
ple matter. If you believe in more
American energy in America for Amer-
icans, you will tell Speaker PELOSI:
Allow there to be a vote on the Amer-
ican Energy Act.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I thank my
fellow colleagues from the Republican
Study Committee for participating in
this Special Order.

I yield back the balance of my time.

ENERGY

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

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker. I appreciate the privilege and
the honor to address you on the floor of
the United States House of Representa-
tives.

This is one of these evenings that is
a hot and sultry night here in Wash-
ington, D.C. It strikes me as the Kkind
of day that actually was in August
when the first hearings happened out
here in Washington that were address-
ing the global warming issue. They had
a Dr. Hansen—he happens to be from
my hometown—who testified before
that first hearing. The temperature
was, oh, approaching 100 degrees; the
humidity was, oh, approaching 100 de-
grees, and it wasn’t an air-conditioned
office about 20 or more years ago,
maybe 25 years ago. It wasn’t an air-
conditioned hearing room, I should say,
committee room.

As the first testimony unfolded, Mr.
Speaker, about global warming, it was
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