May 15, 2008

programs are shipped freely across
State lines and to our trading partners.

If a State can inspect these products
sufficiently for international distribu-
tion, they can certainly continue to do
so for our more standard meat and
poultry products. In the nearly 30 years
that the USDA has reviewed State pro-
grams, the Department has never uni-
laterally found that a State inspection
program should be discontinued due to
an inability to meet Federal food safe-
ty regulations.

In Utah, we have 32 meat plants
under our State inspection program.
These establishments, like the nearly
2,000 similar plants nationwide, are
mostly small businesses. Generally
speaking, they cater to the needs of
small, family-run farms and ranches.
The outdated ban on interstate ship-
ment of State-inspected meats clearly
disrupts the free flow of trade, restricts
access to the market, and creates an
unfair advantage for big businesses.

Let’s not forget that meat inspected
in 34 foreign countries can be shipped
anywhere in the U.S. because the
USDA has certified that the foreign in-
spection programs are equivalent to
the Federal program, yet our domestic
products inspected by States cannot.
This is a ridiculous situation, and it is
well past time to remedy it.

So I am very pleased that the farm
bill will remove the outdated and un-
just ban that puts our small businesses
at such a disadvantage. Removing this
prohibition will increase competition
and innovation. It will provide farmers
and ranchers an increased opportunity
to innovate and compete to serve their
consumers.

I am also very pleased that the farm
bill includes a provision by Senator
MAX BAUCUS, which I cosponsored, that
will set up a disaster program for the
livestock industry. In Utah, we have
agricultural disasters almost every
year. Farmers in my State never know
what Mother Nature may send their
way, and my goal is to provide them
greater stability. I am grateful that
this farm bill will provide our livestock
producers the security and certainty
they have sought for so long.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

———————

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 634

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on May 15,
2008, at 3 p.m., in executive session, to
conduct a markup of the following: an
original bill entitled ‘‘The Federal
Housing Finance Regulatory Reform
Act of 2008’; H.R. 634, ‘““‘American Vet-
erans Disabled For Life Commemora-
tive Coin Act” and an original bill to
make technical corrections to title II
of the SAFETEA-LU bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, the
bill the chairman of the Banking Com-
mittee, the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut, is speaking about is over
400 pages long. It has been amended
verbally numerous times over the past
week. We are going to have a meeting
at 3 o’clock today. None of us has seen
the bill. None of us has seen the
amendments.

I have tremendous respect for the
chairman of this committee. He is, to
me, one of the best Senators in this
body to work with. I respect the rank-
ing committee member. I know time is
of the essence, if you will, as to ad-
dressing some of the issues that are in
this bill. I am very disappointed that
today at 3 we are going to be going
through a very technical bill many
Senators in this body, candidly, may
not ever take the time to look at be-
cause of the technicalities that exist
and the specialties that will be ad-
dressed, if you will, by this bill.

I am very tempted to object to this,
not because it is taking place today at
3, but because of the fact that we do
not have any of the documentation re-
garding the agreements that have been
made.

Out of my respect for this chairman
and out of my respect for the ranking
member, I will not object at this time.
But I will say, in the future I hope for
a technical bill such as this that is
more than a few lines—something that
is over 400 pages long—there will be
time to actually go through the bill
prior to a very strenuous markup. I in
no way assert any negativity toward
the Senator. I know he is doing the
best he can to hold this bill together. I
know there are a lot of competing in-
terests. It is actually out of respect for
him trying to do the job he is doing
today, in order to move something for-
ward in this body, that I will not ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I ap-
preciate the Senator not objecting, but
let me, for the purpose of the record,
inform him that the committee print
has not been changed. There were no
verbal agreements. The bill was avail-
able a week ago for anyone to read. It
was in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. It
has been on a Web page as well so the
public at large could read it here.

It is a long involved process, an in-
volved process. The only reason we are
meeting at 3 today is because of the re-
quest of the ranking member to delay
the markup this morning. I am here to
work out some additional provisions. I
want to let my colleague know that. I
appreciate my colleague very much. He
is a very active and constructive mem-
ber of the Banking Committee, but this
is a product that has been available for
people to review almost for a week
now, before the markup actually was
to occur this morning.
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I appreciate his not objecting. We
will see how things progress. Nonethe-
less, we will keep working at it, but his
involvement will be critical.

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, I
wish to say that portions—while no
doubt we have the original text, it is
my understanding negotiations were
taking place throughout the night. I
was getting e-mails at 1:30 in the morn-
ing regarding the negotiations, and yet
I have seen no written copies of any of
the agreements that have been made. I
would say that would be nice to see
prior to a markup of this type, but
again out of respect I will not object,
and thank you very much for this col-
loquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
we now proceed to a period of morning
business for 1 hour with Senators being
allowed to speak therein for a period
up to 10 minutes each.

I tell all Members the reason for this
is we are going to move to the budget,
appointing of conferees, with Senator
CONRAD and Senator JUDD GREGG hav-
ing some issues they need to work out
prior to that. I think it would be in the
best interests of us all if that consent
agreement were confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I would
amend that to have the time equally
divided between the majority and mi-
nority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
we have 30 minutes on the Republican
side. I would like to proceed to use
probably most of that. I may not use
all of it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a unanimous consent agreement that
speakers are limited to 10 minutes
each.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous
consent to proceed for a longer period
of time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

SCAPEGOATING OF ETHANOL

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
come to the floor to rebut the
scapegoating of ethanol, which is part
of the food versus fuel debate.

I do not do it for a one-way conversa-
tion. I hope I can encourage conversa-
tion on this subject among my col-
leagues so we can look at this from a
scientific and economic point of view
and avoid scapegoating.



S4244

For almost 30 years, I have been lead-
ing an effort with many of my col-
leagues to promote policies to grow a
domestic renewable fuels industry. We
have promoted homegrown renewable
fuels as a way to lessen our dependance
on foreign oil and to improve our air
quality.

For all these years, we have hardly
heard anything negative about these
policies. Now, ethanol and other
biofuels are being made a scapegoat for
a whole variety of problems. Never be-
fore in 30 years has the virtuous bene-
fits of ethanol and renewable fuels been
so questioned and so criticized.

The problem is, none of these criti-
cisms are based on sound science,
sound economics, or for that matter
even common sense. I had the oppor-
tunity to hear an intelligent discussion
of this, maybe it only lasted a couple of
minutes, on a program on Fox News
Saturday night called, ‘“‘The Beltway
Boys.”” And these people are very intel-
ligent people.

I heard Mort Kondracke, a veteran
journalist, falling prey to some of the
same erroneous talking points that I
have heard over and over for the past
couple of weeks.

Mr. Kondracke is one-half of that in-
telligent duo on Fox News that I re-
ferred to as ‘‘The Beltway Boys.”
Maybe Mr. Kondracke has spent too
much time inside the beltway and
could use a little real world expla-
nation from a family farmer like me
from the Midwest.

Some of my colleagues in the Senate
have also gotten involved in this misin-
formation campaign, and that is why I
did not come to the floor to speak; I
come to the floor to encourage dia-
logue with my colleagues on this sub-
ject because it seems there is a ‘‘group-
think” mentality when it comes to
scapegoating ethanol for everything
from high gas prices, global food short-
ages, global warming, and even defor-
estation.

But, as was recently reported, this
anti-ethanol campaign is not a coinci-
dence. It has been well thought out,
well programmed, and that program is
going on. It turns out that a $300,000, 6-
month retainer of a beltway public re-
lations firm is behind the smear cam-
paign against ethanol. And they have
been hired by a trade association re-
ferred to as the Grocery Manufacturers
Association. They have outlined their
strategy of using environmental, hun-
ger, and food aid groups to dem-
onstrate their contrived crisis. And it
is right here in a 26-page document put
out by the Glover Park Group, called
“The Food and Fuel Campaign.” They
enlist the support of these other non-
profit groups that are involved with en-
vironment and hunger.

I think it is important for policy-
makers and the American people to
know who is behind this effort. Accord-
ing to reports, downtown DC lobbyists,
the Glover Park Group, and the Dutko
Worldwide are leading the effort to un-
dermine and denigrate the patriotic
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achievements of American farmers to
reduce our dependence on foreign oil,
while also providing a safe and afford-
able food environment.

The principal leaders behind the
Glover Park Group’s proposal reads
like a who’s who of Democratic
operatives. The effort is led by former
President Clinton’s Press Secretary,
Joe Lockhart. Another is 8-year vet-
eran of the Clinton-Gore White House,
Michael Feldman.

Other leaders in this misinformation
campaign include Carter Eskew, Mike
Donilon, Joel Johnson, and Susan
Brophy, all of which proudly display
their ties to the Clinton-Gore White
House and their credentials of helping
elect Democratic candidates.

This campaign against ethanol is
more sophisticated than anything I
have seen put on by big oil over the
last 30 years, as big oil has been a con-
stant fighter. I will show you how this
is a well-sophisticated political oper-
ation and public relations effort. For
instance, the media relations public af-
fairs responsibility comes under the
partners in charge, Joe Lockhart and
Michael Feldman. The advocacy and
image advertising comes under the
leadership of partners in charge, Carter
Eskew and Mike Donilon. The legisla-
tive affairs part of it is directed by
partners in charge, Joel Johnson and
Susan Brophy.

Now, these people are outstanding
people. They are going to be able to de-
liver what they have said they could
do. That is why we have to take it very
seriously.

I suggest that Democrats in the Sen-
ate who claim to support our Nation’s
drive toward energy independence
should be alarmed by this group’s
planned campaign and the tactics being
used.

I happen to be one who fought Presi-
dent Clinton during his 8 years in office
at every turn when he tried to under-
mine our renewable fuels industry. The
outstanding example I remember is
when California made application to
the EPA for a waiver under the Clean
Air Act at the very time that MTBE
was being outlawed because it was poi-
soning the groundwater. The only oxy-
genate that you could use in gasoline
then was ethanol. California sought an
exemption. We were able to win that by
the Clinton administration not allow-
ing it. Now, of course, we find ourselves
fighting President Clinton’s former
staff and staff who worked for the Gore
and Kerry Presidential campaigns,
leading an effort for the grocery manu-
facturers to smear ethanol, after 30
yvears of developing an industry be-
cause people called for more renewable
energy. They wanted renewable, clean-
burning energy. They didn’t want to be
reliant upon dirty-burning petroleum.
They didn’t want to be relying upon
importing so much.

I imagine that they are leading this
effort partly because they are being
paid well for doing so, but they maybe
can’t stand the fact that President
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Bush has proved to be the best friend
the renewable fuels industry has had.
Because their old boss failed miserably
at crafting policies to promote ethanol,
they are doing everything they can to
tear down the success President George
W. Bush has helped foster.

There are a lot of intelligent people
who have been misled by this campaign
and are simply wrong. They are using
in their speeches a lot of the rhetoric
that comes out of this effort. The facts
don’t back up the argument. I invite
my colleagues to look at the facts,
challenge me, have a dialog on this
subject so we can use science as a basis
for what we are doing, and economics
as well.

It is time to dispel the myths perpet-
uated by Mr. Kondracke, one of the
Beltway boys—he was probably report-
ing this misinformation because he is a
smart person—the Glover Park Group,
and others.

The Grocery Manufacturers Associa-
tion, I have come to the conclusion,
needs an excuse to gouge consumers of
America with higher food prices, and
an easy scapegoat for increasing food
prices is, of course, ethanol. One myth
that pops up again and again is that
ethanol takes more energy to produce
than it ©provides. I heard Mr.
Kondracke say that. Let’s look at the
facts. In 2005, the Argonne National
Laboratory study concluded that it
takes only seven-tenths of one unit of
fossil energy to make one unit of eth-
anol. That is a positive net energy bal-
ance. In comparison, it takes 1.23 units
of fossil energy to make one unit of pe-
troleum gasoline. So why aren’t the
grocery manufacturers of America
bringing up the point that petroleum
processing into gasoline is not energy
positive? Because gasoline requires
more than 1 Btu of energy to deliver 1
Btu to your car. That is a negative net
energy balance.

A 2004 U.S. Department of Agri-
culture study concluded that ethanol
yields 67 percent more energy than is
used to grow and harvest the grain and
to process that grain into ethanol.
These figures take into account the en-
ergy required to not just process grain
into ethanol, it takes into consider-
ation the energy the farmer takes to
plant, to grow, to harvest the corn, as
well as the energy required to manu-
facture and distribute the ethanol.

Of 15 different peer-review studies we
have looked at and that have been con-
ducted on this issue, 12 of the 15 found
that ethanol has a positive net energy
balance. Only a single individual from
Cornell University, who authored the
other three studies, disagrees with this
analysis. The Cornell studies have con-
sistently used old data, some from 1979.
Remember, in 1979, farmers weren’t
producing as much corn per acre as
they do today. Corn yields then were 91
bushels per acre. It was at 137 bushels
per acre in the year 2000. The average
is now up to 150 to 160 bushels per acre.
The flawed studies also rely on 1979 fig-
ures for energy use to manufacture
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ethanol. This energy consumption was
cut in half between the years 1979 and
2000 and continues efficiency gains
every year. I could quantify that better
than just using a broad sweep.

In the early 1980s, we were producing
about 2.3 gallons of ethanol from a
bushel of corn. Today, we are pro-
ducing 2.8 gallons of ethanol per bush-
el. And pretty soon, the industry be-
lieves they might be able to produce 3
gallons per bushel.

So these erroneous Cornell conclu-
sions have been refuted by experts from
entities as diverse as the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Department
of Energy, the Argonne National Lab-
oratory, Michigan State University,
and the Colorado School of Mines. The
fact is, studies using old data overesti-
mate energy use by not taking into ac-
count efficiencies gained in agri-
culture, the greater use of fertilizer,
and ethanol production.

I don’t understand how intelligent
people, then, can continue to argue
that ethanol has a negative net energy
balance. But that is what I heard on
television Saturday night from very in-
telligent people. That is what I hear in
this smear campaign. The net energy
balance of ethanol production con-
tinues to improve because ethanol pro-
duction is becoming more efficient. A
March 2008 study by Argonne National
Laboratory found significant gains just
since 2001. Ethanol production since
2001 has reduced water use by 27 per-
cent, reduced electricity use by 16 per-
cent, and reduced total energy use by
22 percent.

Another myth being perpetuated by
opponents of a renewable fuels effort
and by Mr. Kondracke is that ethanol
harms the environment and contrib-
utes more in greenhouse gases than pe-
troleum. This claim is likewise hog-
wash. Science magazine and Time mag-
azine made wildly erroneous claims
about corn ethanol that are now being
used by these detractors. They claim
that ethanol production is the driving
force behind rain forest deforestation
and grassland conversion to agricul-
tural production. This is an over-
simplification to say the least. How
could intelligent people ignore the ef-
fects of a growing global population?
How can one simply ignore the surging
global demands for food from growing
populations in China and India?
Wouldn’t urban development and
sprawl also be a contributor to the in-
creased demand for arable land?

Secretary of Agriculture Ed Schafer
and Energy Secretary Sam Bodman
stated in a letter to Time magazine,
when they ran this outrageous story
that was based on a Science magazine
article, that it was ‘‘one-sided and sci-
entifically uninformed.” They further
stated that the Science magazine arti-
cle had been ‘‘thoroughly rebutted by
leading scientists at the Department of
Energy’s Argonne National Labora-
tory.” In fact, Dr. Wang at the Argonne
Laboratory stated:

There has been no indication that the U.S.
corn ethanol production has so far caused in-
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direct land use changes in other countries.
No claim can be made that U.S. ethanol pro-
duction leads to the clearing of rain forests.

In fact, since 2002, U.S. corn exports
increased by 60 percent. Even with the
growth in the ethanol industry, our
corn exports have steadily increased,
meeting growing global demands. So
when it comes to the United States and
food, we allow exports to other areas
where they need our overproduction.

But one of the things that is driving
up the price of rice now is a lot of pro-
hibition in countries that produce rice
to exports. So the global trading sys-
tem is not efficiently distributing rice
to where it is needed to feed hungry
people. Think of that as a detraction,
but also think that in the whole world,
95 percent of all grain produced is con-
sumed and not made into something
else.

While some claim that corn ethanol
increases greenhouse gas emissions be-
cause of land use changes around the
globe, they need to think again. Ac-
cording to the U.S. Department of En-
ergy, today’s corn ethanol produces
about 20 percent fewer greenhouse gas
emissions on a life-cycle basis. Ethanol
blended fuel emits cleaner tailpipe
emissions and, unlike petroleum, eth-
anol doesn’t harm the environment or
groundwater the way the petroleum-
based product MTBE did for the 20
years it was used in gasoline as an oxy-
genate, where ethanol can be used as
an oxygenate and it doesn’t do that.

In recent weeks, a new argument has
come forward about the effect of corn
ethanol on domestic and global food
prices. Food prices are going up. Of
course, we all have to be sympathetic
to that, whether it is in America or
abroad. People are struggling with
higher prices for food is not something
we like to hear. But to put all the
blame at the feet of the U.S. ethanol
industry is outrageous and misplaced,
and that is what this smear campaign
is all about, just so the grocery manu-
facturers of America can have an ex-
cuse to increase the price of food here.

Watching the news and listening to
some of my colleagues, there was even
a hearing on this a couple weeks ago in
the Senate. I have even heard expressed
in this hearing that the price of or-
anges was going up because of ethanol.
We have heard that the domestic eth-
anol industry was blamed for shortages
not only in oranges but apples, broc-
coli, rice, wheat, lentils, peppers, even
bananas.

Let’s stop to think about the people
who are saying: You are growing more
corn, SO we are growing less wheat or
rice. We don’t make ethanol out of
wheat or rice. But for people to say
that fruits are going up or bananas are
going up because we are growing more
corn, well, let me assure everybody I do
not know of anybody who is plowing up
and tearing out an apple orchard, an
orange orchard or a banana plantation
to plant corn for ethanol. But that is
the ignorance about the people who are
making those mistakes, trying to
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make the argument that more land is
going into corn and less going into
wheat, so the price of bread is going up.

With regard to wheat, rice, and len-
tils, the global demand for food from a
growing middle class in China and
India have the most impact is what
economists are telling us.

Weather trends, including a 100-year
historic—how to say it—the worst
drought in 100 years in Australia and
poor growing conditions in Southeast
Asia and Eastern Europe have had a
much greater impact on the supply of
rice and wheat.

Many of these countries also have
government production policies that
manipulate production, supply, and
trading of these commodities. Think of
some of the dictators in Africa who
want a cheap food policy. Farmers can-
not make enough producing food, so
the farmers move to town and live in
the slums, when they could be pro-
ducing something back home, if the
governments had policies that would
encourage the production. There is so
much resource in Africa that there is
no reason to have anybody starving in
Africa.

The fact is, the global demand and
price for all commodities has in-
creased. Some of this could even be due
to speculation. You read that in the
business papers in the United States
quite regularly.

One of the biggest culprits behind ris-
ing food prices is the cost of oil at $125
a barrel. We had a recent Texas A&M
study concluding that the biggest driv-
ing force behind the higher food costs
is higher energy costs. So if Texas
A&M is saying that, let’s look at what
the Iowa State University Center for
Agriculture and Rural Development is
saying about ethanol’s impact upon the
price of gasoline and energy to move
food around. They say, without the
ethanol we have, you would be paying
30 or 40 cents more for a gallon of gaso-
line. In turn, then, since Texas A&M
says energy is the biggest reason for
the increased costs of food, you would
have yet higher food prices without
having ethanol.

Joseph Glauber, chief economist at
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, re-
cently testified that rising prices for
corn and soybeans have had little or no
effect on the high price for wheat, rice,
and other food commodities.

Dr. Glauber cited the worldwide eco-
nomic growth—that would be China
and India, as examples of a couple
countries—global weather problems—
that would be the drought in Aus-
tralia—rising marketing costs, and a
weak U.S. dollar as having a greater
role than biofuels in the cost of food
being higher and even being scarce.

A U.N. official has recently referred
to biofuels as ‘‘a crime against human-
ity.” Mr. Ziegler, from the country of
Switzerland, might benefit from a re-
view of European policies that ban or
restrict the growth and import of ge-
netically modified crops.

Let me explain that genetically
modified crops have had a great deal to
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do with the increased production of
corn per acre, from 91 bushels per acre
in 1979, to 107 bushels per acre in 2000,
to 150 to 160 bushels per acre in 2007.

While U.S. farmers are taking great
strides, through the use of genetically
modified grains, to feed the world, Eu-
rope is taking a step backward—the
same Europe that Mr. Ziegler lives in,
who is saying that biofuels is ‘‘a crime
against humanity.”

As a result, you have a ripple effect
of the policies in Europe because Afri-
can countries are reluctant to grow ge-
netically modified grains, even though
their production gains are great, be-
cause European countries might re-
strict their imports from those African
countries.

I might suggest Mr. Ziegler focus
more of his efforts on opportunities
lost as to growing more grains in Eu-
rope and focus on GMOs and their use
in Europe than our biofuels policy.

U.S. farmers responded to these in-
creased demands for grain and pro-
duced a record corn crop in 2007. Now,
we grew more acres of corn in 2007 than
any year since 1944. We produced 2.6
billion more bushels of corn in 2007
than 2006. Now, out of that 2.7 billion
bushels, ethanol only used 600 million
of them. So for all the people com-
plaining about not having enough corn,
are they going to use 2.1 billion bushels
more that we raised in the greatest
acreage since 1944 that was not used for
ethanol? Are they going to take that
into consideration or are they going to
still complain that there is not enough
corn around?

Exports have grown as well. Our U.S.
Department of Agriculture estimates
that this year’s corn exports will be a
record 2.5 billion bushels—up 18 percent
over last year. We are getting that sur-
plus production in the United States
around the world, where it is needed.
One of the places it is needed is in
China. They do not export corn any-
more. In the 1980s, the Chinese were
eating 44 pounds of meat a year; this
year—while I guess the figures are for
a couple years ago—111 pounds of meat.
They are going from rice to value-
added food products. They have to have
some of our corn to do that, and we are
glad to sell it to them.

With these facts, it is hard for critics
to argue that the domestic ethanol in-
dustry is diverting corn from feed or
food markets. Yet that is what this
smear campaign is saying.

It is also important to keep in mind
that a tiny fraction of the cost of retail
food is the result of farm inputs. Would
you think farmers are getting rich be-
cause the price of food is going up?

First of all, let’s look at all the in-
come from farmers. They only get back
19 cents

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
since I do not see any other colleagues
asking for time, I ask unanimous con-
sent for an additional 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. GRASSLEY. Thank you, Madam
President.

Out of $1 that you, as a consumer,
spend for food, the farmer gets 19 cents.
Look at a $5 box of corn flakes. For an
interview here, I bought a $5 box of
corn flakes. I think I had to pay a little
bit more because I bought it on the
Hill. But the family farmer’s share of
that $5 box of corn flakes—and it hap-
pened to be a little bigger box than
normal—was about less than 10 cents. I
think the real figure is about 8 cents.
That is what the farmer gets out of a
box of corn flakes.

Yet the farmer is being blamed for
the high price of food because we grow
some corn to make ethanol because the
American people, 30 years ago, were de-
manding that we go to a renewable,
clean-burning fuel instead of depending
upon dirty-burning petroleum, putting
more CO, into the air. The value of
corn in a pound of beef or pork is about
20 or 30 cents. Yet some have suggested
we should suspend our policies that
promote the use of renewable fuels to
help drive down food prices.

If all the evidence suggests that
biofuels have little, if any, impact on
the rising cost of food, what good can
come from lifting our biofuels policies?
If people look at the facts, how can a
public relations firm of former Clinton
employees get a $300,000 contract from
a very respectable organization such as
the Grocery Manufacturers of America,
whose Members need an excuse to raise
the price of food? How do they get
away with it? Well, they get away with
it because nobody is looking at the
facts.

I was pleased to join 15 of my col-
leagues in signing a letter to the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, express-
ing our opposition to this misguided
idea. We had about that same number
of Senators in this body—some of them
even voting for ethanol in the past
years—sending a letter down to the
same EPA, saying we have to stop eth-
anol, probably some of the very same
people who are complaining about the
dirty air we have or the global warm-
ing.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
a copy of that letter.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 6, 2008.
Hon. STEPHEN JOHNSON,
Administrator, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, Washington, DC.

DEAR ADMINISTRATOR JOHNSON: We’'re writ-
ing to express our strong opposition to any
request to partially or completely waive the
Renewable Fuels Standard. We strongly dis-
agree with the assumption that the renew-
able fuels mandate is harming the U.S. econ-
omy or that it’s primarily responsible for the
global escalation of food costs.

We recognize that global food prices have
seen a significant increase in recent years.
However, waiving the RFS would not cause
an immediate or near term reduction in food
prices. Ed Lazear, Chairman of the Council
of Economic Advisors, recently estimated
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that global food prices have increased 43 per-
cent since last year, and domestic food infla-
tion was 4.5 percent. Importantly, Chairman
Lazear noted that the increased production
of ethanol accounted for only 3 percent of
the 43 percent global increase and only a
quarter of one percent of the 4.5 percent in-
crease in U.S. food prices. This data is evi-
dence that ethanol accounts for less than 3
percent of the increase in global food prices.

There are many factors behind the rise in
food costs. The increased demand in emerg-
ing markets, increased cost of energy inputs,
weather conditions in Australia, China and
Eastern Europe, and export restrictions have
all contributed to the rising costs, according
to Chairman Lazear.

Corn production and consumption in the
United States has very little or no impact at
all on global rice, wheat or lentil markets.
Joseph Glauber, Chief Economist at the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, recently testi-
fied before Congress that rising prices for
corn and soybeans have had little effect on
the high prices for wheat, rice and other food
commodities. He indicated that many fac-
tors have a greater role than biofuels, in-
cluding worldwide economic growth, global
weather problems affecting wheat produc-
tion, rising marketing costs, and the weak
U.S. dollar.

While we’re all sympathetic to those strug-
gling to cope with the higher cost of food
both domestically and internationally, we
must be intellectually honest about the real
causes behind the increases. Waiving the re-
newable fuels mandate will have a negligible
impact on corn and food prices. A recent
Texas A&M study concluded that relaxing
the Renewable Fuels Standard will not re-
sult in significantly lower corn prices.

At a time when a barrel of crude oil costs
nearly $120 and gasoline prices are approach-
ing $4 a gallon, the fuel produced by the U.S.
ethanol industry is helping to extend our
fuel supply and keep prices lower. A Merrill
Lynch analyst recently estimated that oil
and gas prices would be 15 percent higher if
biofuels weren’t added to our nation’s fuel
supply. According to Iowa State University’s
Center for Agriculture and Rural Develop-
ment, ethanol use has lowered gas prices by
30 to 40 cents a gallon, while relaxing the
mandate would reduce corn prices by only 5
percent. The fact is, reducing the amount of
ethanol in our nation’s fuel mix will have lit-
tle if any impact on food prices and will ac-
tually increase prices at the pump for Ameri-
can’s consumers.

As world demand for biofuels and food in-
creases in the coming years, we will need to
continue to develop technologies and feed-
stocks that meet that demand in a sustain-
able manner. We strongly support efforts to
develop alternative feedstocks and tech-
nologies that can satisfy this global demand
in a way that addresses the goals of energy
security and food security.

The U.S. renewable fuels industry has
made tremendous strides to produce a home-
grown, alternative energy that is improving
our environment, reducing our dependence
on foreign oil and increasing our national se-
curity. America’s farmers are continuing to
provide an ample supply of safe, affordable
food for the U.S. and global markets. There-
fore, we strongly urge you to reject any ac-
tion that would reduce the production and
use of domestically produced renewable
fuels.

Sincerely,

Charles E. Grassley ; John Thune; Norm
Coleman; Kit Bond; Tim Johnson; E.
Benjamin Nelson; Amy Klobuchar;
Byron Dorgan; Richard G. Lugar; Ken
Salazar; Kent Conrad; Jon Tester;
Claire McCaskill; Tom Harkin; Debbie
Stabenow; Evan Bayh.
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Mr. GRASSLEY. An investment re-
searcher with UBS recently said that
lifting the biofuels mandate will not
ease corn or food prices because energy
costs and commodity speculation—
speculation—are greater factors. Lift-
ing the renewable fuels mandate will
not drive down the cost of corn or the
price of groceries. But it will increase
our demand for crude oil—dirty-burn-
ing crude oil. Big oil wins.

A Merrill Lynch analyst recently es-
timated that oil and gas prices would
be up 15 percent higher without
biofuels. I have already spoken to the
Iowa State University study: 30 or 40
cents higher for gasoline without hav-
ing the ethanol industry.

Another economist estimated an
even higher price, that gas would go up
$1.40 if we removed 50 percent of the
ethanol scheduled to be used this
year—as these letters from my col-
leagues suggest that we do away with
half the mandate.

It is clear, then, reducing the amount
of ethanol in our Nation’s fuel mix will
have little, if any, impact on food
prices and will actually increase prices
at the pump for all Americans.

So to the critics, let me say loudly
and clearly: Ethanol is not the cause of
all that ails you. While it is easy to
blame, it is intellectually dishonest to
make these claims. It is time for crit-
ics to take an independent look at the
facts. They have a responsibility to
brush aside this sort of ‘‘herd men-
tality’ that is being encouraged by the
Grocery Manufacturers Association. It
eventually gets taken over by the pun-
dits and talking heads on TV who
claim that everything about ethanol is
bad. And it is getting louder. It is not
only bad, but it is bad, bad, bad.

I wish to tell you what is good, good,
good about ethanol because the truth
is, ethanol is reducing our dependence
upon foreign oil. Ethanol has a signifi-
cant net energy balance. The same can-
not be said for gasoline. Ethanol is re-
ducing our greenhouse gas emissions.
Ethanol is not the culprit behind rising
food and feed prices here at home or
abroad. Ethanol is lowering the price of
crude oil and lowering the price of gas-
oline. Ethanol is increasing our na-
tional security, helping our balance of
trade, reducing our dependence upon
Middle East oil and the whims of big
oil.

It is time we clear the air, look at
the facts, and recognize, once again,
that everything about our domestic re-
newable fuels is good, good, good—good
for agriculture; good for the refinery
business, providing jobs in rural Amer-
ica; good for the environment; good for
national defense; good for the balance
of payments—good, good, good.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that ‘‘Ethanol Myths and
Facts” from the U.S. Department of
Energy be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ETHANOL MYTHS AND FACTS

Myth: Ethanol cannot be produced from
corn in large enough quantities to make a
real difference without disrupting food and
feed supplies.

Fact: Corn is only one source of ethanol.
As we develop new, cost-effective methods
for producing biofuels, a significant amount
of ethanol will be made from more abundant
cellulosic biomass sources.

Future ethanol will be produced increas-
ingly from cellulose found in crop residues
(e.g, stalks, hulls), forestry residues (e.g.,
from forest thinning), energy crops (e.g.,
switchgrass, sorghum), and sorted municipal
wastes. Some promising energy crops grow
on marginal soils not suited for traditional
agriculture.

A high-protein animal feed, known as Dis-
tillers Dried Grains with Solubles (DDGS), is
produced in the process of making corn eth-
anol.

The Energy Independence and Security Act
of 2007 (EISA) requires that U.S. transpor-
tation fuels contain at least 36 billion gal-
lons of renewable fuels by 2022. Of that quan-
tity, 16 billion gallons must be cellulosic
biofuels, while ethanol from corn is capped
at 15 billion gallons.

The U.S. Departments of Energy and Agri-
culture’s Billion Ton Study found that we
can grow adequate biomass feedstocks to dis-
place about 30% of current gasoline use by
2030 on a sustainable basis—with only mod-
est changes in land use. It determined that
1.3 billion tons of U.S. biomass feedstock is
potentially available for the production of
biofuels-more than enough biomass to meet
the new renewable fuel standard mandated
by EISA.

Myth: In terms of emissions, ethanol pol-
lutes the same as gasoline or more.

Fact: Ethanol results in fewer greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions than gasoline and is
fully biodegradable, unlike some fuel addi-
tives.

Today, on a life cycle basis, corn ethanol
produces about 20% fewer GHG emissions
than gasoline. With improved efficiency and
use of renewable energy, this reduction could
reach 52%.

In the future, ethanol produced from cel-
lulose has the potential to cut life- cycle
GHG emissions by up to 86% relative to gaso-
line.

Ethanol-blended fuels currently in the
market—whether E10 or E85—meet stringent
tailpipe emission standards.

Ethanol readily biodegrades without harm
to the environment and is a safe, high-per-
formance replacement for fuel additives such
as MTBE.

Myth: More energy goes into producing
ethanol than it delivers as a fuel.

Fact: In terms of fossil energy, each gallon
of ethanol produced from corn today delivers
one third or more energy than is used to
produce it.

Ethanol has a positive energy balance that
is, the energy content of ethanol is greater
than the fossil energy used to produce it—
and this balance is constantly improving
with new technologies.

Over the last 20 years, the amount of en-
ergy needed to produce ethanol from corn
has significantly decreased because of im-
proved farming techniques, more efficient
use of fertilizers and pesticides, higher-yield-
ing crops, and more energy-efficient conver-
sion technology.

Most studies that claim a negative energy
balance for ethanol fail to take into account
the energy contained in the co-products.

Myth: Rainforests will be destroyed to cre-
ate the new croplands required to meet food,
feed, and biofuels needs, thus accelerating
climate change and destroying valuable eco-
systems.
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Fact: Biofuels have the potential to sig-
nificantly reduce global GHG emissions asso-
ciated with transportation, but—as with all
types of development—controls are needed to
protect ecologically important lands.

In Brazil and elsewhere, laws have already
slowed deforestation, and for the past decade
China has converted marginal croplands to
grasslands and forests to control erosion.

Links between U.S. ethanol production and
land use changes elsewhere are uncertain.
We cannot simply assume that increases in
U.S. ethanol production will lead to in-
creased crop production abroad. In fact,
since 2002, during the greatest period of eth-
anol growth, U.S. corn exports increased by
60% and exports of Distillers Dried Grains
(DDGs) also increased steadily. In part, im-
provements in U.S. corn yield (about 1.6%
annually since 1980) have enabled simulta-
neous growth in corn and ethanol produc-
tion.

Greenhouse gas emissions will decrease
dramatically as biofuels of the future are in-
creasingly made from cellulosic feedstocks
and as the associated farming, harvesting,
transport, and production processes increas-
ingly use clean, renewable energy sources.

Myth: Ethanol-gasoline blends can lower,
fuel economy and may harm your engine.

Fact: Most ethanol blends in use today
have little impact on fuel economy or vehi-
cle performance.

While ethanol delivers less energy than
gasoline on a gallon-for-gallon basis, today’s
vehicles are designed to run on gasoline
blended with small amounts of ethanol (10%
or less) with no perceptible effect on fuel
economy.

Flex-fuel vehicles designed to run on high-
er ethanol blends (E85 or 85% ethanol) do ex-
perience reduced miles per gallon, but show
a significant gain in horsepower.

As a high-octane fuel additive and sub-
stitute for MTBE, ethanol enhances engine
performance and adds oxygen to meet re-
quirements for reformulated gasoline.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2009

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate proceed
to the House message to accompany S.
Con. Res. 70, the concurrent budget res-
olution; that the motion to disagree to
the House amendment be agreed to, the
motion to agree to the request of the
House for a conference be agreed to;
and the motion to request the Chair to
appoint conferees be agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing message:

S. CoN. REs. 70

Resolved, That the House insist upon its

amendment to the resolution (S. Con. Res.
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