(No response as of July 23, 2005)

November 5, 2004

Representative Tom Davis,

Congratulations on your reelection.  

Thank you for your response to my e-mail of May 16, 2004.

Rather than have you refer to previous e-mail I will respond to your identified, in bold, paragraphs. 

(Sections below are from your e-mail of 11.01.04 and my response.)

November 1, 2004


Mr. Byron Wine
8227 Depot Place
Manassas, VA 20112


Thank you for your letter regarding the United States' dependence on foreign oil and the role more fuel efficient vehicles could play. I apologize for the delay in responding, but appreciate hearing from you on this issue. 

As you state in your letter, "efforts to develop ultra-efficient vehicles have been ongoing for quite some time. The oil crisis of the 1970's provided a strong impetus to divorce ourselves from dependence on fossil fuels; however, these efforts faded once the oil market stabilized. The instability in much of the oil-producing world and the accompanying spike in crude oil prices have once again focused attention on how we might reduce, if not eliminate, our dependence on oil." 

If we are to believe the finding of government and private groups that we will run out of oil in XX years and the 1929 Colliers article (on the CD previously provided) that we would run out of oil by 1939.  There should never have been a reduction in the development of fuel-efficient vehicles.  Isn't one of the jobs of government to anticipate problems?  I wonder who is minding the store, the owners of the oil wells? 


I do not doubt that extremely fuel efficient vehicles currently exist. The challenge is to make such vehicles commercially viable. The federal government does provide tax incentives for the purchase of electric and hybrid vehicles. In some states, such vehicles are given HOV exemptions. While electric vehicle sales have languished, hybrids have become popular with consumers in recent years, as evidenced by their proliferation on our roadways. 

There should be no doubt in your mind that fuel-efficient vehicles exist and are commercially viable.  The CD has documentation for several production vehicles that were available in Europe but not available here.  From a manufacturing stand point it makes no sense to produce a fuel-efficient vehicle and then not have that vehicle available to the largest economy in the world.  I believe the only reason those vehicles were not available is that our government prevented entrance to this country. The EPA guide for 2005  (http://www.fueleconomy.govs//fegs/FEG2005.pdf) does not list the 94-mpg VW/Audi or 104-mpg Toyota vehicles.  Additionally, BMW will offer for sale, 2005, (http://fuelcellsworks.com/Supppage68.html) a Model 745h, a duel fuel gasoline/hydrogen vehicle that uses a conventional internal combustion engine and also a fuel cell.  The estimated cost of this vehicle is 3% more than the standard Model 745.  A Google search for "BMW hydrogen" returned more 66,000 hits.  I wonder why the EPA ignored this vehicle. 

Fuel cell vehicles hold great promise in terms of energy efficiency; however, cost is a significant barrier at present. A fuel cell stack comparable to a conventional gasoline engine would cost approximately $35,000 to produce. As research and development efforts on fuel cells continue, it is hoped that fuel cell costs will ultimately drop 90 percent, thus making these vehicles more of a realistic option. That said, the use of such vehicles would also be dependent on the development of a hydrogen distribution infrastructure, something our country currently lacks.

I can't understand why additional research is need for fuel cells.  Hasn't NASA used fuel cells in the space shuttle for years?  Why are we trying to "reinvent the wheel"?  There is a $25 million contract (http://www.fuelcelltoday.com/FuelCellToday/IndustryInformation/IndustryInformationExternal/NewsDisplayArticle/0,1602,5171,00.html}firm) to develop a fuel cell to power a navy destroyer.  This fuel cell will run on hydrogen extracted from Diesel oil.  The article states "The system converts diesel fuel into a 30 percent hydrogen mixture. By using the diesel to run a fuel cell instead of burning it, the system produces twice the energy output, without sulfur or nitrous oxide pollution."  This makes absolutely no sense at all, unless you own oil wells, to use Diesel fuel as a source of hydrogen when the destroyer is floating in a 66 percent hydrogen mixture.  Why not just drop a hose into the water?  There are other ways of extracting hydrogen for use as a fuel. (http://jlnlabs.imars.com/bingofuel/html/aquagen.htm) has an analysis of Aquafuel, from water, that shows this gas to have hydrogen content of 46.4%.  I can't think of any rational reason for a navy vessel to carry Diesel fuel to produce 30% hydrogen when a process using seawater will produce 46.4 percent hydrogen.  I may still have videotape sent by the Aquafuel inventor showing four people in a closed room breathing the exhaust from an engine burning Aquafuel.  A Google search for Aquafuel lists 660 hits.  The CD that you have list several patents for engine mounted devices that extract hydrogen from water for use as a fuel.  Use of these devices requires no hydrogen distribution infrastructure.  In President Carter's inaugural parade there was a dual fuel gasolines/hydrogen Cadillac (Documentation on the CD).  How long must the public wait for implementation of these devices? 


Regardless of the inherent obstacles to fuel cell vehicles, it is an area of great interest at the federal level. As you may be aware, the President's Hydrogen Fuel Initiative and FreedomCar are two complementary government-industry research and development (R&D) initiatives that promote the development of hydrogen fuel and fuel cell vehicles. Coordinated by the Department of Energy, these initiatives aim to make mass-market fuel cell and hydrogen combustion vehicles available at an affordable cost within 10 to 15 years.  

Do you know of any logical reason for DOE to promote extracting hydrogen from fossil fuel when a 66% mixture of hydrogen falls from the sky? 

I believe the government does have a role to play in the development of fuel efficient vehicles. Despite my recent support of increased CAFE standards, I am cautious about relying on government mandates to achieve these goals. I would rather provide government assistance with research and development costs and provide consumers with incentives to defray the additional cost of buying fuel efficient vehicles.
Good idea. 

I understand this to be an area of great interest to you, and would therefore welcome any additional input you may have. I apologize once again for the delay in responding, and hope to hear from you on the future. 
Thank you for asking for my input.  I am not the only person who is discouraged by the actions of those in our government who continue to disregard existing technology.  A web search will find many others. 

If I had the resources of our government and wanted to reduce our dependence on fossil fuel, I would:

1. Contact the USPTO and ask what practical engine-mounted patents to convert water into fuel exist.

2. Contact the owners of these patents and offer to fund the development of the devices.  If the patent owners do not want to develop these devices, confiscate the patents and offer to fund any person who will develop the devices.  (In the late 50's, I knew a retired professor from a Florida college who said he had a patent for a device to run an engine on water.  The professor said that the government had classified his patent and he had been prohibited from developing the device.)  

3. Contact technical representatives from every embassy and inquire what is the mpg of vehicles sold in your country.

4. For every vehicle that exceeds the current CAFÉ standard and is not available in the USA, ask the manufacturer why this vehicle is not available in the USA.  If the vehicle will not be available in the USA, pass a law to impose a 100% tariff on all vehicles from that manufacturer. 

5. Read foreign newspaper vehicle advertisements to learn of vehicle improvements.  (This is how I learned of the 72-mpg Peugeot offered for sale in 1983 and of the 104-mpg Toyota and 94-mpg VW/Audi vehicles available in England in 2002.)

6. Contact the USPTO office and inquire what patents for generating electricity exist that do not use fossil fuel.  To insure development use #2 above.  There are many unconventional devices that generate electricity.  Tom Moray, in the late 20's had a device that extracted electricity from the field around the earth, (http://www.keelynet.com/energy/indmoray.htm ), has additional information.  Moray published a book "The sea of energy in which the earth floats" about his device.  A Google search has 107 hits for this book.  This book was not found in a search of the Library of Congress files.  The Bearden patent (http://www.prahlad.org/pub/bearden/patent_meg.htm) is an electric generator with no moving parts.  A Google search has 805 hits for the Bearden Patent # 6,362,718.  Joe Newman has an energy machine that about 200 others and I witnessed in operation putting energy back into the power grid while doing work.  Google list 10,660 hits for Joe Newman.  There are many other "energy machines", Google list 10,100 hits.  With all this information available there must be at least one device that will reduce our dependence on fossil fuel.  Why don't we implement this technology?   
Mr. Davis, with all the information available to anyone researching devices to reduce our dependence on fossil fuel and our government pushing devices that use fossil fuel, there is something very wrong with our government.  If I were in your position my first inquiry would be the competency of some government researchers and the agenda of others.  

What will you do to implement decades old technology for the benefit of the general public?


Regards,

Byron Wine

Voter

(End of comment to above paragraph.)

Another matter:

The configuration of the House mail server prevents direct response to your e-mail.  This message was received after my attempt to respond:

Your message

To: Cong. Tom Davis
Subject: Re: Responding to your message
Sent: Fri, 5 Nov 2004 10:04:27 -0500

did not reach the following recipient(s):

Cong. Tom Davis on Fri, 5 Nov 2004 09:05:59 -0500
The message could not be delivered because you do not have create
permissions on this folder or it is only available to folder owners at this
time


The configuration of the form on your House web page makes it difficult to respond directly to your e-mail in a logical manner, i.e., bold, underlined, webs site identification and italic responses are prohibited.  A citizen should not have to go to so much trouble to respond to e-mail from their Member of Congress.

From conversations with your local office I learned that web address are prohibited due to the fear of computer failure.  This is an issue for your IT staff and should not prevent a citizen from sending a web link.  This computer has a forty-dollar firewall that prevents this problem.

