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Whereas missing breakfast and the result-

ing hunger has been shown to harm the abil-
ity of children to learn and hinders academic 
performance; 

Whereas students who eat a complete 
breakfast have been shown to make fewer 
mistakes and to work faster in math exer-
cises than those who eat a partial breakfast; 

Whereas implementing or improving class-
room breakfast programs has been shown to 
increase breakfast consumption among eligi-
ble students dramatically, doubling and in 
some cases tripling numbers of participants 
in school breakfast programs, as evidenced 
by research in Minnesota, New York, and 
Wisconsin; 

Whereas providing breakfast in the class-
room has been shown in several instances to 
improve attentiveness and academic per-
formance, while reducing absences, tardi-
ness, and disciplinary referrals; 

Whereas studies suggest that eating break-
fast closer to the time students arrive in the 
classroom and take tests improves the stu-
dents’ performance on standardized tests; 

Whereas studies show that students who 
skip breakfast are more likely to have dif-
ficulty distinguishing among similar images, 
show increased errors, and have slower mem-
ory recall; 

Whereas children who live in families that 
experience hunger are likely to have lower 
math scores, receive more special education 
services, and face an increased likelihood of 
repeating a grade; 

Whereas making breakfast widely avail-
able in different venues or in a combination 
of venues, such as by providing breakfast in 
the classroom, in the hallways outside class-
rooms, or to students as they exit their 
school buses, has been shown to lessen the 
stigma of receiving free or reduced-price 
school breakfasts, which sometimes prevents 
eligible students from obtaining traditional 
breakfast in the cafeteria; 

Whereas, in fiscal year 2006, 7,700,000 stu-
dents in the United States consumed free or 
reduced-price school breakfasts provided 
under the National School Breakfast Pro-
gram; 

Whereas less than half of the low-income 
students who participate in the National 
School Lunch Program also participate in 
the National School Breakfast Program; 

Whereas almost 17,000 schools that partici-
pate in the National School Lunch Program 
do not participate in the National School 
Breakfast Program; 

Whereas studies suggest that children who 
eat breakfast take in more nutrients, such as 
calcium, fiber, protein, and vitamins A, E, D, 
and B-6; 

Whereas studies show that children who 
participate in school breakfast programs eat 
more fruits, drink more milk, and consume 
less saturated fat than those who do not eat 
breakfast; and 

Whereas children who do not eat breakfast, 
either in school or at home, are more likely 
to be overweight than children who eat a 
healthy breakfast on a daily basis: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the importance of the Na-

tional School Breakfast Program established 
under section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773) and the positive impact 
of the Program on the lives of low-income 
children and families and on children’s over-
all classroom performance; 

(2) expresses strong support for States that 
have successfully implemented school break-
fast programs in order to alleviate hunger 
and improve the test scores and grades of 
participating students; 

(3) encourages all States to strengthen 
their school breakfast programs, provide in-
centives for the expansion of school break-
fast programs, and promote improvements in 
the nutritional quality of breakfasts served; 
and 

(4) recognizes the need to provide States 
with resources to improve the availability of 
adequate and nutritious breakfasts. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2709, S. 2710, S. 2711, S. 
2712, S. 2713, S. 2714, S. 2715, S. 2716, 
S. 2717, S. 2718, S. 2719, S. 2720, S. 
2721, and S. 2722 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I un-
derstand there are 14 bills at the desk, 
and I ask for their first reading en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bills by title en 
bloc. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2709) to increase the criminal 

penalties for illegally reentering the United 
States and for other purposes. 

A bill (S. 2710) to authorize the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to use an em-
ployer’s failure to timely resolve discrep-
ancies with the Social Security Administra-
tion after receiving a ‘‘no match’’ notice as 
evidence that the employer violated section 
274A of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act. 

A bill (S. 2711) to improve the enforcement 
of laws prohibiting the employment of unau-
thorized aliens and for other purposes. 

A bill (S. 2712) to require the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to complete at least 700 
miles of reinforced fencing along the South-
west border by December 31, 2010, and for 
other purposes. 

A bill (S. 2713) to prohibit appropriated 
funds from being used in contravention of 
section 642(a) of the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996. 

A bill (S. 2714) to close the loophole that 
allowed the 9/11 hijackers to obtain credit 
cards from United States banks that fi-
nanced their terrorists activities, to ensure 
that illegal immigrants cannot obtain credit 
cards to evade United States immigration 
laws, and for other purposes. 

A bill (S. 2715) to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to declare English as the na-
tional language of the Government of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

A bill (S. 2716) to authorize the National 
Guard to provide support for the border con-
trol activities of the United States Customs 
and Border Protection of the Department of 
Homeland Security, and for other purposes. 

A bill (S. 2717) to provide for enhanced Fed-
eral enforcement of, and State and local as-
sistance in the enforcement of, the immigra-
tion laws of the United States, and for other 
purposes. 

A bill (S. 2718) to withhold 10 percent of the 
Federal funding apportioned for highway 
construction and maintenance from States 
that issue driver’s licenses to individuals 
without verifying the legal status of such in-
dividuals. 

A bill (S. 2719) to provide that Executive 
Order 13166 shall have no force or effect, and 
to prohibit the use of funds for certain pur-
poses. 

A bill (S. 2720) to withhold Federal finan-
cial assistance from each country that de-
nies or unreasonably delays the acceptance 
of nationals of such country who have been 

ordered removed from the United States and 
to prohibit the issuance of visas to nationals 
of such country. 

A bill (S. 2721) to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to prescribe the binding 
oath or affirmation of renunciation and alle-
giance required to be naturalized as a citizen 
of the United States, to encourage and sup-
port the efforts of prospective citizens of the 
United States to become citizens, and for 
other purposes. 

A bill (S. 2722) to prohibit aliens who are 
repeat drunk drivers from obtaining legal 
status or immigration benefits. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I now 
ask for a second reading and, in order 
to place the bills on the calendar under 
the provisions of rule XIV, I object to 
my own request, all en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—S. 2663 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate resumes consideration of S. 2663, 
the Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion legislation, the Senate then re-
sume consideration of the Vitter 
amendment No. 4097, with 15 minutes 
of debate prior to a vote in relation to 
the amendment, with the time equally 
divided and controlled between Sen-
ators PRYOR and VITTER or their des-
ignees; that upon the use or yielding 
back of time, the Senate proceed to a 
vote in relation to the amendment 
with no amendments in order to the 
amendment prior to the vote. 

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

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, 

MARCH 6, 2008 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand adjourned until 9:30 a.m. tomor-
row, Thursday, March 6; that following 
the prayer and pledge, the Journal of 
proceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day; that the Sen-
ate proceed to a period of morning 
business for up to 1 hour with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the ma-
jority controlling the first half and the 
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Republicans controlling the final half; 
that following morning business, the 
Senate resume consideration of S. 2663, 
a bill to reform the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission, and that the man-
datory quorum required under rule 
XXII be waived. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, this 
evening we were able to reach an agree-
ment to have a vote in relation to the 
Vitter amendment regarding attor-
ney’s fees. Senators should be prepared 
to vote as early as 10:50 a.m. tomorrow. 

Today the leader filed cloture on the 
bill. However, it is our intention to 
complete action on the bill tomorrow 
evening. Therefore, rollcall votes are 
expected to occur throughout the day 
in relation to the remaining amend-
ments to the bill. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it stand adjourned under the 
previous order following the remarks of 
Senator THUNE. 

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

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CASEY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

BENEFITS OF RENEWABLE FUEL 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, this last 
year, Americans sent almost half a 
trillion dollars, almost $500 billion, 
overseas to purchase imported oil from 
other countries around the world. 
Think about that massive transfer of 
wealth and what that means for our na-
tional security because, in many re-
spects, a lot of those dollars being used 
to purchase imported fuels are going to 
countries that are not favorable toward 
the United States. Of course, some say 
it is a world market, let the market 
work. 

The difference is that most of our 
trading partners around the world are 
people we consider to be at least 
friends, allies, folks we do business 
with. They are not countries that are 
funding organizations that are trying 
to kill Americans. Regrettably, what 
we end up doing is funding both sides of 
the war on terror, because we send al-

most half a trillion dollars annually to 
foreign countries, petro dictators 
around the world who use those dollars 
to fund terrorist organizations that are 
designed to kill Americans, and then 
we end up having, of course, to fund 
our military to go fight the very same 
terrorists. It seems like a very mis-
guided policy. 

I make that point because I think we 
have a dangerous dependence on for-
eign energy. Today, 65 percent of our 
petroleum comes from outside of the 
United States. As most of us know, the 
fuels in this country are mostly petro-
leum based. The reason I say all that is 
I think we have an important decision 
to make in this country about whether 
we are going to continue to subsidize 
foreign governments, petro dictators 
who use those dollars that transfer 
wealth out of this country to fund ter-
rorist organizations that attack Amer-
icans, or whether we are going to make 
an investment in the United States 
that provides benefits to the economy 
in America and provides jobs for Amer-
icans. I think that is an important de-
cision we have to make. 

For the past several years, this Con-
gress as a matter of policy has tried to 
put into place incentives to increase 
the production of renewable energy, 
and with some degree of success. If you 
look at last year and this year, by the 
end of this year, we will be at about 7.5 
billion gallons of ethanol produced in 
the United States. There are some 160, 
I think, ethanol biorefineries in this 
country. If you look at it, 22 States are 
home to some of those, with a collec-
tive capacity of over 7.5 billion gallons. 
There are sixty biorefineries under con-
struction and several plants are in the 
process of expansion. That is a great 
story for America and for our agricul-
tural economy. It is also a great story 
for our national security, in my view. 

Lately, we have had a lot of attacks 
launched on the ethanol industry, and 
on renewable fuels generally. Many of 
them have been, again in my view, very 
misguided and misleading in terms of 
the reporting that has been done re-
garding food prices. If you look at sev-
eral editorials recently, the New York 
Times went out of their way to dis-
count the impact of high energy prices 
and worldwide demand for protein as 
reasons for food price increases. Rath-
er, they decided to blame ethanol by 
stating, ‘‘The most important reason 
for the price shock is the rich world’s 
subsidized appetite for biofuels.’’ The 
editorial board claims, ‘‘The benefits of 
this strategy are dubious.’’ 

A February Washington Post article, 
entitled ‘‘The Problem With Biofuels,’’ 
leads the public to believe that biofuels 
will only serve to starve people. The 
article quotes a university study and 
states, ‘‘By putting pressure on global 
supplies of edible groups, the surge in 
ethanol production will translate into 
higher prices for both processed and 
staple foods around the world.’’ 

The food versus fuel debate is an im-
portant debate to have. However, it has 
to be based upon facts and not anti- 
renewable fuel rhetoric. 

It is a fact that energy prices have a 
2-to-1 greater impact on food prices rel-
ative to the price of inputs such as 
corn. 

Last year, John Uranchuck of LECG 
issued a report detailing the impact of 
rising energy prices on the price of 
food. According to that study, 

Increasing petroleum prices have about 
twice the impact on consumer food prices as 
equivalent increases in corn prices. A 33 per-
cent increase in crude oil prices—the equiva-
lent of $1 per gallon over current levels of re-
tail gasoline prices—would increase retail 
food prices measured by the CPI for food by 
0.6 to 0.9 percent. An equivalent increase in 
corn prices—about $1 per bushel over current 
levels—would increase consumer food prices 
only 0.3 percent. 

In December 2007, Informa Economics 
issued a report called ‘‘Marketing 
Costs and Surging Global Demand for 
Commodities Are Key Drivers of Food 
Price Inflation.’’ This report also con-
cluded that the price of raw commod-
ities is not the leading component of 
the Consumer Price Index for food. 
Rather, this report correctly identified 
rising energy and transportation costs 
as leading causes of food inflation. 

To place the blame for food inflation 
on biofuels and the rising prices of cer-
tain commodities is simply misguided. 
According to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, costs of food inputs only 
account for a fraction of food prices. 
Specifically, labor, packaging, trans-
portation, advertising, and profits ac-
count for 68 cents of every dollar a con-
sumer spends on food. 

The long-term outlook for corn 
prices under the expanded renewable 
fuels standard is somewhere in the $3.25 
to $3.50 per bushel range. To put that 
into perspective, so the average person 
around the country can understand 
what I am talking about, the average 
box of corn flakes contains about 10 
ounces or one ninetieth of a bushel of 
corn. Even at $4 corn—$4 a bushel 
corn—that amounts to 5 cents of corn 
in a box of corn flakes. Think about 
that. A box of corn flakes. Everybody 
assumes the farmer, because of high 
corn prices, is cutting a fat hog, but 5 
cents of that goes back into the farm-
er’s pocket. Attributing food inflation 
to biofuels and corn-based ethanol is 
simply untrue. 

Now, with respect to climate change, 
because we have heard a lot of discus-
sion as well and criticism of the eth-
anol industry with regard to how it im-
pacts that debate, critics of renewable 
fuels have also started blaming climate 
change on renewable energy. I find that 
hard to believe, as well, because the 
purpose of biofuels is to replace petro-
leum as a fuel source. For years, envi-
ronmentalists have decried petroleum 
as a major emitter of harmful carbon 
emissions. Today, we have a home-
grown alternative that is displacing 
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