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China is rapidly expanding its refining 
capacity. One of the reasons we com-
pete is because we had low cost power. 
We don’t have low cost power anymore. 
Those days aren’t here. Renewable 
fuels aren’t going to fill the gap that 
we have. 

So we have to do, as Zach said, all of 
the above. In a column, Robert Sam-
uelson said, what to do about oil? The 
first thing, start drilling. It’s the easi-
est, quickest thing we can do. Unless 
you want to put up with this. Unless 
you want more, and, you know, you’re 
a rural farm boy in Colorado. 

I try to remind people here that in 
rural America we like big trucks. We 
have to have working trucks. We can’t 
haul a horse trailer with an electric en-
gine, with a four-cylinder engine. It 
won’t go anywhere. We need powerful 
trucks. We need trailers. We need 
working trucks. 

That’s fossil fuels. That’s diesel. We 
can’t pay these gas prices anymore. 
And we’re going to. Don’t get me on 
climate change. All I want is trans-
parency. 

If we’re going to tax the American 
public they need to know they’re going 
to pay 50 cents more a gallon. And my 
charts are way over. 

Why can’t we go here? Why? Why 
can’t we access these areas to get nat-
ural gas? Anhydrous ammonia, the 
Number 1 commodity input, natural 
gas. 

And what has your majority done? 
You put areas off-limits. We’ve got 
areas in your State in the last year we 
put off-limits. We didn’t bring on more 
supply. 

Great solution. China’s doing it, tak-
ing coal, gasifying it. When you gasify 
it you can burn electricity. You can 
capture the carbon. It’s a clean way to 
do it. We can’t do it. 

For every dollar increase in a barrel 
of crude oil, do you know how much 
the taxpayers have to pay to fund the 
Air Force? 60 million additional dol-
lars. Our Air Force is the number one 
jet fuel user in the world. They’re beg-
ging for help. It’s crazy. 

We are relying on imported crude oil. 
Our national security depends on avia-
tion fuel, and we are constrained by 
imported crude oil. Don’t you think 
it’d be better to use our known natural 
resources to help our Air Force to fly 
our planes? 

Coast Guard authorization bill, $1 in-
crease. $1 dollar increase in Coast 
Guard authorization diesel added $24 
million to the cost of the Coast Guard 
to protect our border. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SALAZAR. I just wanted to ask 

the gentleman, what does this have to 
do with the farm bill? 

Mr. SHIMKUS. These are input costs. 
You know the diesel price has doubled. 
I mean, my farmers, when they plant 

the corn, they’re in a tractor. When 
they harvest the corn or the beans, 
they’re in a tractor. It’s run by diesel 
fuel. 

There’s an attack on ethanol today. I 
was in committee today, I mean, 2 days 
ago, let’s stop the RFS. It’s the only 
thing that we have. And why is it 
under attack? Because input cost to 
production of commodity grain has 
gone up because we can’t get low price 
diesel fuel. 

When we harvest the corn we take it 
to a grain elevator. We do that with a 
big diesel truck, a big tractor trailer. 
We have independent truckers striking. 
They drove around here a couple of 
weeks ago, big signs. We can’t afford 
the high cost of diesel. 

And we know costs get passed on. 
What’s some Democrats’ response? Oh, 
we’ve got a great idea. Let’s tax the en-
ergy companies more. 

My challenge is, when have we ever 
raised a tax that’s lowered the price to 
a consumer? And I’ve challenged peo-
ple; give me one example where we 
raised the tax and costs went down. No 
one’s challenged me. And I’m sure peo-
ple will look at that. 

Another thing is let’s demand that 
the people we’re reliant on, pump more 
crude oil. Oh, that helps us not become 
reliant on imported cried oil. Let’s de-
mand that the people who are pro-
viding us oil pump more. That’s why 
I’m so frustrated with this. I hope you 
understand. We need to lower prices. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to instruct. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 2419, FOOD AND ENERGY 
SECURITY ACT OF 2007 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, I have 
a motion to instruct at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Terry moves that the managers on the 

part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 2419 (an 
Act to provide for the continuation of agri-
cultural programs through fiscal year 2012) 
be instructed to recede to the provisions con-
tained in section 12312 subtitle C of title XII 
of the Senate amendment (relating to a cel-
lulosic biofuel production tax credit). 

Mr. TERRY (during the reading). 
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-

sent to waive the reading of the mo-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) and the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SALAZAR) 
will be recognized for 30 minutes each. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today with my motion to instruct to 
make sure that we keep a tax credit 
that the Senate has in its version of 
the farm bill for cellulosic energy and 
the blending. It’s a dollar tax credit, 
and that’s important that we have the 
higher number because cellulosic en-
ergy or cellulosic ethanol, I think, is 
where we are going to move to for our 
midterm energy strategy in this coun-
try, and that we really are at the very 
embryonic stages of its development, 
as I’m going to show here in a few min-
utes, and that because we are at the be-
ginning stages of cellulosic energy, 
taking it literally from the research 
laboratories to the experimental mar-
ket, trying to produce it more than at 
1 gallon at a time, that we will need to, 
more heavily subsidize these beginning 
processes. 

b 1800 

Now, I’m going to build our argu-
ment here of why I feel that cellulosic 
energy or cellulosic ethanol is impor-
tant and why we need the $1 credit 
versus the lower number that was in 
the House version to get to our ulti-
mate goal here, which is energy inde-
pendence. 

And by the way, I define ‘‘energy 
independence’’ as not relying on OPEC 
countries. We will need to use the nat-
ural gas and oil from Canada, and we 
will need to, for a variety of reasons, 
use the oil from Mexico; but wouldn’t 
it be great if we were in a position that 
we didn’t have to use the oil that’s pro-
duced by countries that don’t like us, 
that really hinders, as the gentleman 
from Tennessee, ZACH WAMP, men-
tioned. Our foreign policy, we have to 
counsel, we have to do things for coun-
tries that really are trying to harm us 
economically, like Venezuela is right 
now. 

Now, the bottom line here, the bot-
tom line here is that every citizen of 
the United States is paying higher 
prices at the pump. They are paying 
more of their family budget to get to 
and from work, to and from the gro-
cery store, and they’re upset and right-
fully so. So I am asked frequently, 
what is the plan. Well, the problem is 
there really isn’t a cohesive plan. We 
do know that it is an issue of supply 
and demand. 

Now, we’ve nibbled at the edges in an 
earlier bill this year that was signed by 
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the President in December on the de-
mand part. We did things to help 
incent electric cars, hybrids, battery 
technology; and probably the key com-
ponent or foundation of that demand 
bill or lowering demand of oil was in-
creasing the fuel efficiency of cars and 
light trucks. That was called the Hill- 
Terry bill. So I was one of the co-au-
thors of that bill, and we got that in 
there. And that will increase fuel effi-
ciency by 40 percent, in stages, to 2020, 
where I really see that we’re going to 
end up earlier meeting those goals be-
cause of battery technology and eth-
anol. 

We already have some vehicles out on 
the road today using ethanol blends as 
high as 85 percent that are hybrid. So 
you’re combining ethanol, lowering the 
amount of oil that we have to use and 
refine, and battery technologies at 
lower speeds: for example, the Ford Es-
cape. 

Now, let me broach into an area here 
that I think is important for people to 
understand because our midterm strat-
egy, at least as I envision it, is going to 
involve ethanol. And for some reason, 
ethanol has been blamed for every ill 
that has occurred globally. There has 
been severe droughts that have affected 
rice crops, and yet I read in U.S. papers 
that that’s caused by ethanol. It’s baf-
fling how they make this connection, 
and it’s wrong; but yet it seems like 
ethanol is causing more problems, as 
related by the media, than President 
Bush is. Maybe President Bush is 
happy that ethanol is pushing him off 
the front page. I don’t know. 

All I know is most of what you’re 
reading about ethanol is completely 
bogus. And even people in the Corn 
Husker State are now starting to tell 
me, We can’t rely on ethanol. We’re 
learning that this is bad, because I am 
paying more at the grocery store. My 
eggs are more expensive because of eth-
anol. Huh? Well, okay. Maybe some of 
the grain-related foods have been im-
pacted by ethanol. 

I want to show you a few charts here. 
And by the way, these studies are done 
by the government. They’ve been re-
ported in The Wall Street Journal and 
other major business magazines. 

First of all, the problem with the 
higher prices at the grocery store in 
total is because of increased energy 
costs. The price per barrel of oil closed 
short of a $124 today. It’s grown dra-
matically, and ethanol is actually 
helping with those energy costs. Every 
report that I have seen, and we will use 
this chart, has shown that we would be 
paying much more at the pump today 
if it were not for the ethanol that we’re 
blending. 

Here is a chart that shows today’s av-
erage price at the pump of $3.65. That 
would be $4.20 at the pump today if we 
didn’t have the ethanol to blend. 

Now, you’re saying, well, that’s great 
but, you know, it’s driving up the food 

costs so I’m actually paying more. 
Well, that’s not true, but we’re not 
hearing about it in our media. 

The reality is that today, because of 
ethanol being blended into gasoline and 
that major difference of what you 
would pay at the pump, it would be as 
much as 40 cents more, maybe 60 cents 
more, according to that information. 
So actually the consumer is saving 
around $305 to as much as $420 a year 
because of ethanol. 

Now, every study that I have seen 
has shown that the direct impact of 
ethanol, that part of the corn crop 
that’s diverted from feed or shipped to 
be manufactured into food, impacts 
about 5 cents on a box of cereal. Every 
study that I have seen from Texas 
A&M, the government, University of 
Nebraska has said it is about 3 percent 
on grain-related foods. 3 percent. But 
yet you’re saving 15 to 20 percent at 
the pump, and it is helping you in to-
day’s world. 

Now, let’s talk about cellulosic. Cel-
lulosic is where you take a biofeed 
stock, it can be just about any living, 
growing thing, and you use an extra 
step in the process to take this and 
break down the gluten, kind of the glue 
that holds the cells together, that 
holds the sugars; and when we are able 
to dissolve those, then you can extract 
that and create ethanol. 

Now this type of ethanol, by the way, 
has a higher Btu rating and has more 
energy involved in it. So actually this 
ethanol goes further for us. 

What type of products can we use? 
Well, you can use things like 
switchgrass. You can use wood pulp. 
You can use sweet sorghum. You can 
use anything as long as it’s a living, 
growing organism. You don’t have to 
use food. So that’s why it’s important. 

Now, I’m going to say that ethanol is 
here to stay, but I do believe ethanol, 
based on corn, is going to hit a ceiling; 
and so cellulosic, if we can then use 
these types of bioproducts and create 
more energy or liquid fuel, then that is 
more that we can displace. And we will 
need a complete national energy strat-
egy, and that’s why I was curious when 
ZACH WAMP came up here and talked 
about LAMAR ALEXANDER announcing 
his energy plan using one of our biolabs 
that’s doing work on the cellulosic 
area. And I think their focus in that 
lab has been on switchgrass and wood 
pulp. And so that will be interesting. 

But the beauty of cellulosic is not 
only that it gets us much closer to en-
ergy independence but that every re-
gion of the country has something to 
offer, whether it is wood in the north-
east or northwest, or algae; 
switchgrass, and even in my State you 
can go from switchgrass in the Mis-
souri Valley area where I live to corn 
to sweet sorghum out in the dry parts 
because sweet sorghum grows stalks 12 
feet tall and requires less than 12 
inches of rain. 

Where are we, and I’m getting back 
to my friend from Colorado to why we 
need the higher, the $1, the higher 
amount for the blending credit. 

USDA and Department of Energy are 
partnering together—it’s nice to see 
two of our agencies actually working 
together—to open up several cellulosic 
ethanol plants over the next 2 years. 
They will produce a small amount, 
maybe 10 million gallons to start with, 
but if we can’t use this product in the 
market and blend it, because we all 
know this is first generation so it’s 
going to be expensive. It’s going to be 
about $5.50 a gallon to produce this 
with the first-generation technology. 
They will get it down to $3, but if we 
can’t get past this first generation 
stage, we’re never going to get to sec-
ond, third, fourth generation. So we 
need that higher level of subsidy or 
blending credit to make sure that the 
product that comes out of the new cel-
lulosic ethanol plants is being used 
within the market. 

Now, my expectation is while maybe 
2 to 3 years from now we’re producing 
maybe 50 million, that’s a drop in the 
barrel, by the way, 50 million gallons; I 
really think that with this type of a 
blending credit that we can then dou-
ble and triple and quadruple and maybe 
tenfold that 5 to 10 years later. And 
then we couple that with hybrid and 
electric technology, and man, I really 
am optimistic about the future of our 
country. 

Now, the gentleman from Colorado, I 
have one speaker that would like to 
say a few things. Do you want to take 
some time right now or let us finish up 
and you can have some time and I will 
take 1 minute for close? 

I yield to the gentleman from Colo-
rado. 

Mr. SALAZAR. I appreciate the gen-
tleman. 

Let me just say I agree with you on 
everything that you have said to this 
point. Ethanol is being blamed for the 
high cost of food prices. But what the 
news media forgets to tell you is that 
we’ve had the shortest wheat crop on 
record worldwide for many, many 
years. They also forget to tell you that 
because this country continues to bor-
row money from China, the value of 
the dollar continues to go down, and so 
developing countries, like China and 
India, can now afford American food 
products. So it creates a larger de-
mand. 

The Congressional Research Service 
issued a report that shows that be-
tween 40 and 50 percent of the price of 
food at the grocery store is dependent, 
directly dependent on the cost of trans-
portation. I agree with you on that. 

You also talked about the issue of 
holding the $1 tax credit, which the 
Senate has approved. It is my under-
standing that the Conference Com-
mittee has agreed upon that. As a mat-
ter of fact, what has been created is 
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$1.01 per gallon cellulosic ethanol tax 
credit through 2010. The $1.01 per gallon 
is based on the 56-cents-per-gallon pro-
ducer’s credit, and then the 45-cents- 
per-gallon blender’s credit. This should 
incentivise people to start or compa-
nies to start producing ethanol from 
cellulosic material. 

I believe that the Nation is capable of 
producing a sustainable supply of 
about 1.3 billion tons of biomass per 
year. As you know, across the Western 
States of America, many trees have 
died because of the bark beetle prob-
lems. This is biomass that we can actu-
ally utilize to produce alcohol to fuel 
our vehicles. 

b 1815 
I believe that the 1 billion tons of 

biomass would be sufficient to probably 
displace 30 percent of our country’s 
present petroleum consumption. 

So I do agree with the gentleman. 
Mr. TERRY. Thank you. I do appre-

ciate those comments. It’s good to 
know that that is what is in the report. 
Many of us have not been able to see 
the report language yet to know what’s 
in or what’s not. So I appreciate you 
letting me know that’s in there. 

At this time, I would like to yield to 
the gentlelady from North Carolina 
(Ms. FOXX). 

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding, and I really 
appreciate the good work that was 
done by my colleague from Tennessee, 
ZACH WAMP, and my colleague from Il-
linois, JOHN SHIMKUS, on this issue of 
what do we do about energy independ-
ence, what do we do about ethanol, 
what do we do about the alternatives 
that we have. 

And I think it’s important that we 
continue to point out the problems 
that we’re facing in this country on 
achieving energy independence and to 
point out that we are dealing with ba-
sically a do-nothing Congress in terms 
of this issue. We are not dealing with 
this issue now, and I share the concern 
that my colleague from Nebraska Mr. 
TERRY expressed about how every-
thing’s being blamed on ethanol and 
George Bush. 

The Congress likes to blame George 
Bush for everything, thinking that’s 
the mood of the American people, and 
the leadership thinks it can deflect any 
responsibility for the problem that 
we’re seeing now. 

But I want to point out that right 
now gasoline is $3.64 a gallon on aver-
age. That’s 56 percent higher than 
when Speaker PELOSI was sworn in, and 
it is 745 days after she promised this: 
‘‘Democrats have a commonsense plan 
to help bring down skyrocketing gas 
prices.’’ And that was when gas was 
just about $2 a gallon, not $3.64. 

It’s also 948 days after Majority 
Leader STENY HOYER said, ‘‘Democrats 
believe that we can do more for the 
American people who are struggling to 
deal with high gas prices.’’ 

And it’s 653 days after Democrat 
Whip JIM CLYBURN said, ‘‘House Demo-
crats have a plan to help curb rising 
gas prices.’’ 

All of these statements were made in 
2006 when the Democrats were making 
statements to fool the American people 
on what they could do to make things 
different. 

Well, they got elected. They’re now 
in leadership and what do we have? 
Blaming. We’re looking for this secret 
plan that they have. They’ve never 
brought it forward, and we’re still 
waiting for it, months, years after they 
promised it, 2 years actually after 
Speaker PELOSI promised that they had 
a plan to do this. 

We have all the quotes on this and 
the dates. Again, April 2006, October 
2005, July 2006 are the dates, but what 
they’ve done is they’ve raised taxes 
four times since they’ve been in office 
on energy in this country, and what 
they do then is blame the President. 

Most people know, I think, that the 
President can’t pass laws. All the 
President can do is sign them or veto 
them. It is our responsibility to do 
something about the way this country 
is operated in terms of laws. We oper-
ate under the rule of law, and it’s no 
coincidence that article I of the Con-
stitution is about the Congress and 
about our responsibilities, but the 
Democratic leadership has failed mis-
erably in dealing with those respon-
sibilities. 

I also agree with Congressman WAMP 
that this is a national security issue, 
and that in addition to providing addi-
tional supplies of energy, we must do 
conservation and we must be more effi-
cient. I don’t think anybody on our 
side of the aisle disagrees with that. 
However, we have to do something to 
increase the supply. 

We are dealing with a short-term and 
mid-term and long-term issue, and part 
of the problem that we’re dealing with 
is the fact that in 1995 President Clin-
ton vetoed the bill that would have al-
lowed us to drill in ANWR. We have 
radical environmentalists who basi-
cally believe, if all the human beings in 
the world were to disappear, the world 
would be a better place because we’re 
the ones to blame for all of the prob-
lems that we have in this country and 
in the world. 

I don’t believe that. I believe the 
good Lord gave us the resources that 
we need and the brains to use those re-
sources and extract them. We should be 
drilling in ANWR. I’ve been to ANWR, 
I’ve been to Alaska, I’ve seen what hap-
pens there. The people who are opposed 
to drilling there won’t even go to Alas-
ka to see the situation there. I think 
that’s terribly, terribly shortsighted. 

We could have started doing that 
many years ago, and we wouldn’t be in 
this situation that we’re in now be-
cause that, along with other things 
that we could do, such as drilling in 

the outer continental shelf, such as 
creating other resources, such as cellu-
losic ethanol, would be providing us 
what we need. 

And I also agree, again, with Rep-
resentative WAMP that energy inde-
pendence means to me we are not going 
to be dependent on OPEC countries. We 
don’t want to be dependent on people 
who hate us. We don’t want to help fuel 
the terrorists. One of the things that 
we’re doing is providing money for the 
terrorists to fight us, and we don’t need 
to be doing that. 

We do need to conserve. We do need 
to use every resource available to us in 
this country, and it is time that the 
Democrats exert some leadership in 
this area instead of blaming George 
Bush and blaming others for the prob-
lem that we’re facing. They absolutely 
refuse to take charge of what’s hap-
pening here. 

I heard today on a radio program 
that there is a theory that they want 
to make the American people as miser-
able as they possibly can because 
President Bush is still our President, 
and they are so good at blaming him 
for things rather than accepting re-
sponsibility for their own actions. I 
think that has to be one of the most 
cynical things that anybody could pos-
sibly be doing in this country. It’s our 
responsibility here to do everything 
that we can to help the American peo-
ple, not do everything that we can to 
make them miserable. 

I want to give you a quote from In-
vestors Business Daily from April 29, 
2008. The title of the article is ‘‘Con-
gress vs. You,’’ and one of the quotes, 
‘‘The current Congress, led on the 
House side by a Speaker who promised 
a ‘common sense plan’ to cut energy 
prices 2 years ago, has shown itself to 
be incompetent and irresponsible.’’ 

Again, we have quote after quote 
after quote from business journals and 
from responsible people to show us that 
the problems that we’re facing now are 
not based in our situation with the war 
but is based in the incompetence and 
the do-nothing of this Congress. 

And again, let me point out, Presi-
dent Clinton vetoed H.R. 2491, the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1995, which would 
have allowed environmentally respon-
sible exploration for an estimated 10.4 
billion barrels of oil in a tiny sliver of 
ANWR. Senate Democrats have twice 
blocked energy exploration in ANWR 
via the Energy Policy Acts of 2003 and 
2005. They have voted ‘‘no’’ on the 
American-Made Energy and Good Jobs 
Act which would open ANWR to explo-
ration, over and over again. They’ve 
said no to new refineries. They’ve said 
no to the Energy Policy Act. As others 
have pointed out, they’ve said no use 
to using coal. They’ve said no to using 
nuclear. Everything they’ve done is say 
no, while Republicans have repeatedly 
said yes. Yes to Americans who drive 
to work and school. Yes to gasoline 
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prices that Americans can afford. Yes 
to American oil. Yes to American com-
mon sense in the rules, and yes to an 
American future of abundant, afford-
able energy that working people can af-
ford to buy. 

I don’t think the Democrats are 
going to be able to continue to fool the 
American people that someone else is 
responsible for the problem that we’re 
now facing. They’re squarely respon-
sible. They continue to say no, Repub-
licans continue to say yes, and I think 
the American people are going to un-
derstand that in the short-term and in 
the long-term. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam Speaker, may 
I inquire how much time either side 
has? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
HIRONO). The gentleman from Colorado 
has 30 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from Nebraska has 31⁄2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Is the gentleman pre-
pared to close? 

Mr. TERRY. I have closed, and I will 
probably use my 31⁄2 minutes for clos-
ing. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam Speaker, 
today I couldn’t agree more with many 
of the comments that my friend from 
Nebraska has made. He comes from 
farming country like I do. We under-
stand the value of the fuel that goes 
into your tractors and the value of the 
fuel that goes into your pick-up trucks 
to run a farming operation. 

I believe that ethanol is a temporary 
fix to our energy independence in 
America. We need to start looking at 
new technologies such as cellulosic- 
based technology. We understand that 
relying on corn-based ethanol is only a 
short-term solution. 

Everything that I believe that my 
colleague has in his motion has been 
addressed in what the conference com-
mittee has brought forward, the higher 
$1 per gallon cellulosic ethanol tax 
credit. I think that these are provi-
sions that Mr. TERRY’s motion has. 

I only have one concern, Madam 
Speaker, is that if we were to adopt 
this motion, I believe that it could po-
tentially delay the passage of the farm 
bill, and so I would ask my colleague, 
Mr. TERRY from Nebraska, to consider 
withdrawing his motion. 

Mr. TERRY. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SALAZAR. Yes. 
Mr. TERRY. I plan to mouth those 

words at the end of my ending com-
ments. 

Mr. SALAZAR. I would thank the 
gentleman, and with that, Madam 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Colorado. 

In closing, what we’re faced with is 
restricted supply, ever increasing de-
mand on oil products, on oil and gaso-
line, $124, just shy of $124 per barrel 

today, and my friends, it’s just going 
to keep going up. And we need a plan 
to make sure that we protect our econ-
omy and your budget. 

We know that we can’t continue to 
pay these type of prices at the pump. 
We know that what we’re experiencing 
with our inflation at the grocery store 
is about 80 percent related to those 
high costs of energy. 

We have a solution before us with 
ethanol, corn-based ethanol. Again, 
just in a summary here, the ethanol 
that is blended into the gasoline today 
is actually making it cheaper. That’s 
allowing you to save more. You’re not 
going to be spending as much on gaso-
line if it were not for the blend of eth-
anol in it. 
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The argument that food has in-
creased because of ethanol is not accu-
rate. In fact, these are just several of 
the publications that have gone on 
record, Wall Street Journal, CNN, have 
all said that it’s a fallacy that food 
prices are going up because of ethanol. 

So net, it’s helping our citizens, but 
the future isn’t with corn-based eth-
anol, it’s with cellulosic. Cellulosic is 
going to supplement this ethanol. And 
its potential is immense. 

So I’m proud to learn from the gen-
tleman from Colorado that the dollar 
producers credit—I think I called it 
blenders credit a couple of times dur-
ing the statement—but that 101 pro-
ducers credit, coupled with the blend-
ing credit, is what’s going to lift cellu-
losic ethanol for us into the market 
and make it a viable way that we can 
secure our independence from the 
OPEC producers. 

Knowing that that is in the farm bill 
conference report, I feel comfortable, 
then, not instructing the farm con-
ference, especially since there is no 
more conference. 

I ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
my motion to instruct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 

f 

SUNSET MEMORIAL 

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

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Madam Speaker, I 
stand once again before this House with yet 
another Sunset Memorial. 

It is May 8, 2008, in the land of the free and 
the home of the brave, and before the sun set 

today in America, almost 4,000 more defense-
less unborn children were killed by abortion on 
demand. That’s just today, Madam Speaker. 
That’s more than the number of innocent lives 
lost on September 11 in this country, only it 
happens every day. 

It has now been exactly 12,890 days since 
the tragedy called Roe v. Wade was first 
handed down. Since then, the very foundation 
of this Nation has been stained by the blood 
of almost 50 million of its own children. Some 
of them, Madam Speaker, died and screamed 
as they did so, but because it was amniotic 
fluid passing over the vocal cords instead of 
air, no one could hear them. 

And all of them had at least four things in 
common. First, they were each just little ba-
bies who had done nothing wrong to anyone, 
and each one of them died a nameless and 
lonely death. And each one of their mothers, 
whether she realizes it or not, will never be 
quite the same. And all the gifts that these 
children might have brought to humanity are 
now lost forever. Yet even in the glare of such 
tragedy, this generation still clings to a blind, 
invincible ignorance while history repeats itself 
and our own silent genocide mercilessly anni-
hilates the most helpless of all victims, those 
yet unborn. 

Madam Speaker, perhaps it’s time for those 
of us in this Chamber to remind ourselves of 
why we are really all here. Thomas Jefferson 
said, ‘‘The care of human life and its happi-
ness and not its destruction is the chief and 
only object of good government.’’ The phrase 
in the 14th amendment capsulizes our entire 
Constitution, it says, ‘‘No State shall deprive 
any person of life, liberty or property without 
due process of law.’’ Madam Speaker, pro-
tecting the lives of our innocent citizens and 
their constitutional rights is why we are all 
here. 

The bedrock foundation of this Republic is 
the clarion declaration of the self-evident truth 
that all human beings are created equal and 
endowed by their Creator with the unalienable 
rights of life, liberty and the pursuit of happi-
ness. Every conflict and battle our Nation has 
ever faced can be traced to our commitment 
to this core, self-evident truth. 

It has made us the beacon of hope for the 
entire world. Madam Speaker, it is who we 
are. And yet today another day has passed, 
and we in this body have failed again to honor 
that foundational commitment. We have failed 
our sworn oath and our God-given responsi-
bility as we broke faith with nearly 4,000 more 
innocent American babies who died today 
without the protection we should have given 
them. 

Madam Speaker, let me conclude in the 
hope that perhaps someone new who heard 
this Sunset Memorial tonight will finally em-
brace the truth that abortion really does kill lit-
tle babies; that it hurts mothers in ways that 
we can never express; and that 12,890 days 
spent killing nearly 50 million unborn children 
in America is enough; and that the America 
that rejected human slavery and marched into 
Europe to arrest the Nazi Holocaust is still 
courageous and compassionate enough to 
find a better way for mothers and their unborn 
babies than abortion on demand. 

So tonight, Madam Speaker, may we each 
remind ourselves that our own days in this 
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