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House of Representatives

The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, October 29, 2007, at 12:30 p.m.

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable SHEL-
DON WHITEHOUSE, a Senator from the
State of Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
opening prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain, Dr. Philip J. Parker.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

Lord of our lives, I stand before You
this day in the presence of those who,
along with our President and House of
Representatives, are responsible for the
governance of our Nation and, to a
large extent, the welfare of our world.
I am acutely aware, dear Lord, that
they are grappling with momentous
issues in these challenging times at
home and abroad.

As on previous occasions throughout
our Nation’s history, O Lord, I believe
that we stand in need of Your divine
guidance. We need the kind of insight
and wisdom that comes from on high.
We need minds and hearts that are in
tune with Your spirit. We need a re-
newed sense of purpose, which is found-
ed upon those divinely ordained prin-
ciples that were established by our
forefathers.

So come now and guide the Members
of this Senate in their deliberations
this day. May their words and their ac-
tions reflect the mind and the heart of
the One who loves us and who has re-
deemed us through His Son in whose
Name we pray. Amen.

Senate

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 26, 2007

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable SHELDON WHITEHOUSE
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, October 26, 2007.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable SHELDON WHITEHOUSE,
a Senator from the State of Rhode Island, to
perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
——
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this morn-
ing we will return to the Amtrak legis-

lation. I am not certain the managers
have that many amendments to deal
with, so I don’t think we will be in ses-
sion for a long time working on this
bill, but we are open for business.
While no rollcall votes will occur
today, the majority manager, working
with Senator LOTT, is expected to be
here to work with any Members who
want to offer amendments.

I am going to shortly file cloture on
this bill. This cloture vote will occur
during Tuesday’s session, and it is the
expectations of the managers it can be
concluded during Tuesday’s session.
Let me say, this is a rare cloture peti-
tion. It is signed by Democrats and Re-
publicans in equal numbers. This is an
extremely important bill for our coun-
try, and the Senate realizes that. I am
hopeful and quite confident that we
will not need cloture, but if we do, we
can go ahead and do that. If we don’t,
that will save us some time. We have
lots to do here that is so important.

I am also going to—unless something
untoward comes—move to the farm bill
a week from Monday or thereabouts.
The reason for that is this is a bill we
need to do every 5 years. While I, like
many, think the bill could be better, 1
think the committee did a tremen-
dously good job. There are a lot of re-
forms in this bill. For some there are
not enough, but for the farm bill, I
have seen a number of them come
through here. It is certainly an im-
provement. I look forward to having
the managers work through it in the
quickest time possible. I congratulate
the committee. They worked very hard
to come up with this bill.
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As previously announced, there will
be no rollcall votes on Monday, but
Members should be here Monday to
offer amendments on Amtrak if they so
desire.

————

MEASURES PLACED ON THE CAL-
ENDAR—S. 2233, S. 2234, H.R. 505,
H.R. 3963

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding there are four bills at the
desk due for a second reading.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will read the titles of
the bills for the second time.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (8. 2233) to provide a permanent de-
duction for State and local general sales
taxes.

A bill (S. 2234) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the deduction for
qualified tuition and related expenses.

A bill (H.R. 505) to express the policy of the
United States regarding the United States
relationship with native Hawaiians and to
provide a process for the recognition by the
United States of the native Hawaiian gov-
erning entity.

A bill (H.R. 3963) to amend Title XXI of the
Social Security Act to extend and improve
the Children’s Health Insurance Program,
and for other purposes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I object to
any further proceedings with respect to
these bills, and I do so en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.

The bills will be placed on the cal-
endar.

——————

PASSENGER RAIL INVESTMENT
AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2007

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
294, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 294) to reauthorize Amtrak, and
for other purposes.

Pending:

Lautenberg (for Carper) amendment No.
3454 (to amendment No. 3452), of a perfecting
nature.

Allard amendment No. 3455, to strike the
provisions repealing Amtrak’s self-suffi-
ciency requirements.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send a
cloture motion to the desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The cloture motion having been
presented under rule XXII, the Chair
directs the clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on Calendar No.
158, S. 294, AMTRAK Reauthorization.

Frank R. Lautenberg, Trent Lott, Joe
Lieberman, Benjamin L. Cardin, S.
Whitehouse, Robert Menendez, Daniel
K. Inouye, Susan M. Collins, Mike
Crapo, Larry E. Craig, John Warner,
Byron L. Dorgan, Gordon H. Smith,
Max Baucus, Bill Nelson, Robert P.
Casey, Jr., Harry Reid.
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, normally
we waive the reading of the names, but
I thought it was so refreshing to hear a
cloture motion with Democrats and
Republicans on it that I wanted to hear
them. I am almost anxious to have the
clerk do it again, but I think that is
sufficient.

I ask unanimous consent that the
vote on the motion to invoke cloture
on S. 294 occur on Tuesday, October 30
at a time determined by the majority
leader—I will certainly consult with
the Republican leader—and that the
mandatory quorum rule under rule
XXII be waived.

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

Mr. REID. I now ask unanimous con-
sent that Members have until 3:30 p.m.
Monday to file any germane first-de-
gree amendments to S. 294.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I note the
absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
with cloture filed, we are hopeful we
will be able to move with dispatch to
the support and approval of S. 294, the
Amtrak bill.

I wish to start this morning by
thanking our colleague and my cospon-
sor and longtime Amtrak supporter,
Senator TRENT LoTT, for the oppor-
tunity to work together to move this
bill along. His support is essential, and
I know he is pleased with the progress
we have made this morning up to this
point. Today is our third day on the
bill. Yesterday we made very good
progress. We were able to work through
a number of amendments, some of
which we were able to agree to and
some of which we disposed of with
votes. Now, this morning, cloture has
been filed, which should put us on a
schedule to finish this bill early next
week. It is very important that we do
so for the future of America’s transpor-
tation systems.

Whether it is to reduce congestion on
our roads or at our airports, or to re-
duce greenhouse gas emissions that
puts us at risk of global warming—our
society and our world—or to give peo-
ple another safe mode of transpor-
tation during an emergency, rail is
critical. We cannot neglect the con-
tribution it makes in the event of a ca-
lamity or disaster, whether it comes
from a terrorist attack or from an er-
ratic act of nature such as a storm or
forest fires, and all of the things we see
that call at times for evacuation.

Our bill, by authorizing $2 billion a
yvear for Amtrak in the States over the
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next 6 years, will make all of that
much easier for America to deal with
the problem of a decaying infrastruc-
ture. It provides funding for Amtrak’s
capital needs as well as State grants
for passenger rail.

While Amtrak had record ridership
and revenues last year, our bill re-
quires changes at Amtrak to make sure
these funds will help the railroad to
continue moving in the right direction.
It would require Amtrak to reform its
operations, to reduce its Federal oper-
ating subsidy by over 40 percent over
the life of the bill.

We worked very hard to forge this bi-
partisan compromise plan. Last Con-
gress, our plan was approved by the
Senate as an amendment to the budget
bill by a vote of 93 to 6. I hope that
early next week we will get a strong
vote in support of our bill so we can be
one step closer to making it law.

I note the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3467, 3468, 3469, AND 3470 EN

BLOC

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to temporarily set aside
the pending amendment and call up
amendments Nos. 3467, 3468, 3469, and
3470 en bloc, on behalf of Senator
DEMINT.

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

The clerk will report.

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. Bond], for

Mr. DEMINT, proposes amendments num-
bered 3467, 3468, 3469, and 3470 en bloc.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 3467

(Purpose: To require Amtrak to disclose the
Federal subsidy of every ticket sold for
transportation on Amtrak)

At the end of title II, add the following:

SEC. 224. DISCLOSURE OF PER PASSENGER FED-
ERAL SUBSIDIES.

Amtrak shall publicly disclose all the costs
incurred for each Amtrak route that are sub-
sidized by the Federal Government, includ-
ing costs for maintenance, depreciation, and
operations. The specific per-passenger Fed-
eral subsidy on each route shall be displayed
on every ticket purchased for that route and
on Amtrak’s publicly accessible website.

AMENDMENT NO. 3468

(Purpose: To increase competition in the
American rail system by allowing any
qualified rail operator or transportation
company to compete for passenger rail
service)

On page 33, strike line 22 and all that fol-
lows through page 34, line 5, and insert the
following:

‘(1) any qualified rail operator or transpor-
tation company
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AMENDMENT NO. 3469

(Purpose: To clarify the level of detail to be
included in the modern financial account-
ing and reporting system required under
section 203)

On page 15, line 21, strike ‘‘(b)”’ and insert
the following:

(b) CATEGORIZATION OF REVENUES AND EX-
PENSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out subsection
(a), the Amtrak Board of Directors shall sep-
arately categorize routes, assigned revenues,
and attributable expenses by type of service,
including long distance routes, State-spon-
sored routes, commuter contract routes, and
Northeast Corridor routes.

(2) NORTHEAST CORRIDOR.—Amtrak reve-
nues generated by freight and commuter
railroads operating on the Northeast Cor-
ridor shall be separately listed to include the
charges per car mile assessed by Amtrak to
other freight and commuter railroad enti-
ties.

(3) FIXED OVERHEAD EXPENSES.—Fixed over-
head expenses that are not directly assigned
or attributed to any route (or group of
routes) shall be listed separately by line
item and expense category.

(©)

AMENDMENT NO. 3470

(Purpose: To require the Performance Im-
provement Plan to address reaching finan-
cial solvency by eliminating routes and
services that do not make a profit)

On page 31, strike line 21 and insert the fol-
lowing:

‘(T reaching financial solvency by elimi-
nating routes and services that do not make
a profit; and

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that those amendments
be temporarily set aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3464

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 3464, which is at the
desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3464.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

(Purpose: To amend section 24101 of title 49,
United States Code, to clarify Amtrak’s
mission)

On page 10, between lines 12 and 13, insert
the following:

SEC. 200. MISSION.

Section 24101 is amended by striking sub-
section (c¢) and inserting the following:

‘“(c) MISSION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The mission of Amtrak
is to provide efficient and effective intercity
passenger mobility in those travel markets
in which passenger rail offers a trip-time and
service quality competitive or complemen-
tary travel option consistent with the goal
of continual reduction in Federal operating
subsidies required to provide such service.

‘(2) PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT.—AIl
measurements of Amtrak performance, in-
cluding decisions on whether, and to what
extent, to provide operating subsidies, shall
be based on the Amtrak’s ability to carry
out the mission described in paragraph (1).”.

On page 33, line 3, strike ‘“‘may’’ and insert
“shall”.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise to
offer an amendment to S. 294, the Am-
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trak reauthorization bill. I applaud the
authors of the bill for their hard work
in putting this legislation together. As
one who hopes to see a robust, efficient
passenger rail service, I have long been
a supporter and rider on Amtrak. As
Governor of Missouri, I started the
State support of Amtrak to run trains
between Kansas City and St. Louis. As
I have watched Amtrak over the years,
I have been increasingly concerned
about the rising costs and relatively
stagnating ridership. As I look at this
bill, I do not believe it includes all the
needed reforms that are crucial to the
success of Amtrak.

While there are many positive as-
pects of the bill, the fundamental prob-
lem with Amtrak is that it has no
clearly defined mission. Is it supposed
to provide only those services where it
can make a profit? Is it supposed to
supplement air service in specific mar-
kets regardless of cost? Is it supposed
to serve rural markets regardless of
cost? Is it supposed to provide tourist
travel regardless of cost? All of these
have been held out from time to time
as reasons to subsidize Amtrak and as
excuses for why it should not be held
accountable for the effective use of the
taxpayers’ money. However, those are
empty excuses. The money continues
to flow out, and I believe strong re-
forms are necessary.

While Amtrak’s revenue, ridership,
and cash operating loss numbers im-
proved this year, this improved finan-
cial performance reflects labor costs
held low by the absence of a labor set-
tlement. Once a settlement is reached,
Amtrak’s costs will jump up, reflecting
the pay raises that have largely been
deferred during the past 7 years during
which time there has not been a labor
contract.

Amtrak has made no significant
progress in restructuring its operations
to become less reliant on Federal
funds. The pace of Amtrak’s reform
savings has slowed from $61 million in
fiscal year 2006 to a planned $46 million
in fiscal year 2008. There is little
chance Amtrak will achieve anywhere
near the $500 million in annual reform
savings it promised when it adopted its
2005 plan.

GAO reports consistently cite that
Amtrak has lost the focus of its statu-
tory mandate to be operated and man-
aged as a for-profit company.

Just last year, over 10 percent of Am-
trak’s operating subsidy was spent on
food and beverages and a like amount
subsidized first-class service. There is
no critical public purpose associated
with such expenditures. Yet there are
some who assume they are OK because
that is what Amtrak has always done.

S. 294, I regret to say, will not change
this deplorable system. While section
208 would have FRA and Amtrak de-
velop performance metrics, there is no
clear statement of Amtrak’s mission
on which to base these metrics.

After 36 years, we should not miss
the opportunity to finally and clearly
state Amtrak’s mission. It is for that
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reason that I offer as an amendment to
S. 294 the establishment of Amtrak’s
mission. That mission should be:

To provide efficient and effective intercity
passenger rail mobility in those travel mar-
kets where passenger rail offers a trip-time
and service quality competitive travel op-
tion consistent with the goal of continual re-
duction in Federal operating subsidies re-
quired to provide service.

With this mission clearly established,
then FRA and Amtrak can establish
meaningful performance measures that
hold Amtrak accountable for accom-
plishing that mission. Obviously,
meaningful benchmarks will help both
Amtrak and those of us in Congress
measure its efforts at reform. In fact,
failure to meet benchmarks will be a
good reason to lessen or terminate
these excessive subsidies.

My colleagues may say that the bill
contains benchmark reforms under sec-
tion 208, Metrics and Standards. The
section reads:

Within 180 days . . . develop new or im-
prove existing metrics and minimum stand-
ards for measuring the performance and
service quality of intercity passenger train
operations, including cost recovery, on-time
performance and minutes of delay, ridership,
on-board services, stations, facilities, equip-
ment, and other services. Such metrics, at a
minimum, shall include the percentage of
avoidable and fully allocated operating costs
covered by passenger revenues on each route,
ridership per train mile operated, measures
of on-time performance and delays incurred
by intercity passenger rail.

Exactly what reforms are contained
within these metrics and standards?
There is no mission, no goals, and no
benchmarks for operating subsidies
and, as I said, quite frankly, no reform.

If the authorizers were truly offering
operating metrics, they would have
year-over-year improvement on
metrics applied on a route-by-route
business line or corporate basis on
some of the following:

Operating ratio—operating revenues
relative to operating costs, excluding
depreciation to measure improvements
in cost recovery; two, cash operating
loss—would measure revenue expense
improvements; three, savings from re-
form initiative—while the operating
loss includes these savings, monitoring
these savings allows for tracking the
implementation of structural reform
improvements; four, cash operating
loss for passenger mile—an overall effi-
ciency measure; five, labor produc-
tivity—passenger mile per employee;
and finally, six, equipment reliability—
percent of units out of service.

The other thing missing from Am-
trak oversight has been real teeth. So
I propose changing the language in sec-
tion 210 from being permissive, which
says the FRA ‘“may” withhold grants
from trains that don’t measure up, to
being mandatory, to say that FRA
“‘shall” withhold grants from trains
that don’t measure up.

Today, the Secretary of Transpor-
tation has the ability to discontinue
service on specific routes, but none
have been proposed for elimination be-
cause perhaps there is no mission
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statement for Amtrak on which to
make a determination for closure.

This measure I propose does not push
Amtrak off the cliff, but it recognizes
we cannot afford for Amtrak to be all
things to all people. It requires Amtrak
to take a degree of responsibility that
has been lacking in the use of the tax-
payers’ money. It would require Am-
trak to improve efficiency and effec-
tiveness of its service, to reduce the de-
mands it makes of our taxpayers, in-
cluding, where appropriate, recognizing
that passenger rail is not the best op-
tion in all places.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the period
for morning business be delayed until
we finish this discussion.

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
wish to respond to Senator BOND’S
amendment, but I first ask the Senator
from Missouri whether the delay he ex-
perienced this morning was due to con-
gestion on the highways?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, that is
what we all live with, I assure my
friend from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I just wanted to
see whether there was any personal di-
rect experience with congestion on the
roads. I don’t think there is a city or a
town in this country, a highway that
doesn’t experience incredible pressure
from its expanded use; will the Senator
agree?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I agree
with that. Of course, I would agree in
some areas there are no rail lines avail-
able to relieve that congestion. While
many metropolitan areas do have rail
lines, they are definitely an efficient
alternative. In many areas of the coun-
try, people do not have rail service, ex-
isting rails. So rails cannot solve all of
our transportation congestion prob-
lems.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri for
his suggestion that we expand rail
service all across this country.

Mr. BOND. I didn’t say that, no.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That was the in-
terpretation. The Senator said there
wasn’t rail service available in lots of
places. I take the positive side of that
statement and say let’s get on with our
task of providing service.

While I appreciate the Senator’s per-
spective, I believe there is no need for
this amendment. It covers some of the
same debate we have already voted on
as part of the discussion. This amend-
ment establishes a new mission for
Amtrak and sets a new standard by
which Amtrak and operating subsidies
for Amtrak services should be judged.
While I can agree with the general
principles of the mission statement, it
largely covers issues already contained
in existing Federal law related to Am-
trak and is, therefore, redundant.
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We have seen Amtrak getting ex-
panded use, but we have to look at
what has happened in our society, what
the conditions are that have put so
much pressure on Amtrak. When we
look at the growth in population alone,
since Amtrak became a quasi-govern-
ment corporation, the population of
this country has expanded by 100 mil-
lion people in barely over 35 years. It
was never thought that our aviation
system would be so strained because of
inadequate infrastructure, and what-
ever the reasons, that it cannot be re-
lied upon. One out of four flights is
late, appointments are missed, crowd-
ing is standard, our highways are
jammed. Maybe in some parts of the
country we don’t see the congestion we
see in many of the metropolitan areas.
But highways are notoriously slow-
moving now because of expanded traf-
fic.

So Amtrak has been under the same
pressure. And thank goodness we have
Amtrak in existence. We have seen
more rapid service from Amtrak and
more riders—over 26 million passengers
in the last year. So when we look at
Amtrak’s performance, we have to con-
sider under what conditions it oper-
ates. I think it is fair to say that Am-
trak was never financed at the level it
should have been to be an up-to-date,
modern railroad in this country.

I have had the opportunity, as we
know, to ride one of the French trains,
TGV, in which a trip of just over 200
miles from Paris to Brussels, where our
NATO headquarters exists, is 1 hour 20
minutes. If anything similar to that
could ever be achieved with Amtrak,
we would reduce the congestion in the
sky substantially. It is so crowded in
the air these days, separations are nar-
rowed, and we are expecting over 5,000
new light jets into our system in the
next 10 years.

We have to look at the expectations
Amtrak has had to live with over this
period of time. Insufficient capital,
that is where it all started, and it has
continued to make it very difficult for
Amtrak to produce the kind of service
we want. I believe they ought to be re-
sponsible for maintaining the quality
of service, for providing the data that
is required on what progress has been
lacking. Current law already requires
Amtrak to minimize Government sub-
sidies and provide high-quality rail
service.

I believe the real goal of this amend-
ment is to reduce or eliminate Federal
operating support for long-distance
routes and other services where cur-
rent infrastructure problems or ontime
performance limits the service quality.
Of course, as I said earlier, these prob-
lems resulting from insufficient capital
expenditures and also hosting freight
railroad delays are addressed by this
bill.

Most of the accountability Senator
BOND desires is already in our bill
through requirements of a 5-year plan,
through the reduction of the operating
subsidy by 40 percent. Our bill calls for
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changes that are significant as we at-
tempt to put them in place. That is
where we are going.

While the Senator’s amendment also
requires the Secretary to eliminate
funding for any route not meeting Am-
trak’s long-distance plan required
under the bill, S. 294 already gives the
Secretary this authority. But our bill
preserves some flexibility for the Sec-
retary to continue a long-distance
route if Amtrak could not implement a
plan or did not meet the goals of a plan
for legitimate reasons or events beyond
Amtrak’s control. Heaven forbid if we
have another serious hurricane or ter-
rorist attack. The Secretary should
have the ability to take these situa-
tions into consideration when judging
whether Amtrak meets the require-
ments demanded under the law.

I look forward to debating this
amendment further. I certainly am
open to discussion with the Senator
from Missouri on his amendment. But
as it is currently drafted, I urge my
colleagues to oppose it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I wish to
respond to my friend from New Jersey
and point out that while I may have
had some operating delays coming into
downtown Washington this morning
because of the rain, I am not the only
one. Service reliability continues to
plague Amtrak. Amtrak systemwide in
2007 had ontime performance through
August at only 68 percent and long-dis-
tance ontime performance was only 40
percent.

The Senator points out that there are
constraints on Amtrak. With the ex-
ception of Connecticut, which I believe
has its lines, most of the Amtrak lines
run on lines established, bought, and
paid for by freight railroads. For the
lines to be kept operating, they have to
continue to use freight.

If the chairman of the subcommittee
is proposing that we build a national
network of passenger rails—buy the
land, buy the equipment, install the
rails—I will be happy to take a look at
the numbers that would be involved,
whether they are billions or trillions,
but I question whether we could make
that investment.

What I have stated only in this
amendment is that we should come to
an agreement on what the mission of
Amtrak is. What is it supposed to do?
If you don’t know where you are going,
it is hard to tell when you have gotten
there. Yes, we put money into a capital
operating plan, a 5-year plan in 2005.
There were supposed to be operating
savings. The operating savings are not
being realized. What I propose is sim-
ply good management techniques.

My colleague has run a successful
business, and I assume to run a busi-
ness he had to have a mission and he
had to have standards and goals by
which to judge the achievement of that
mission. S. 294 talks about all Kinds of
metrics, but it doesn’t say there are
any goals. How do you know if you
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have gotten there? Where are you
going? You don’t know.

Maybe I have missed it, but I don’t
think any of us are clear on the clearly
stated mission of Amtrak and any
standards by which the achievement of
that mission should be judged. I would
be happy to have a discussion—and this
is the appropriate place to do it—on
what should be the mission of Amtrak.
Maybe for my edification, I ask my
friend from New Jersey to cite to me
what the written mission of Amtrak is
because I will have to admit, I am not
familiar with that specific mission
statement and the standards and goals
by which Amtrak and the FRA and we
in Congress can judge the effective ac-
complishment of the objectives within
the parameter of that mission.
Through the Chair, I ask my friend
from New Jersey to enlighten me.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Missouri for
asking this question at this moment
because I have here existing law, which
is continued in S. 294. Here, in existing
law, it says the purpose of the manage-
ment is:

By using innovative operating and mar-
keting concepts, Amtrak shall provide inter-
city and commuter rail passenger transpor-
tation that completely develops the poten-
tial of modern rail transportation to meet
the intercity and commuter passenger trans-
portation needs of the United States.

The first goal is to:

use its best business judgment in acting to
minimize the U.S. Government subsidies, in-
cluding—

And it lists a number of these things
which I will submit for my colleague
and friend to take a look at and see if
these questions are not already dealt
with.

Yes, we have to be more diligent.
There is no doubt we have to fill the
board of Amtrak’s open positions. We
have not done that. We want to expand
the board to a more significant body of
opinion. We are doing all Kinds of
things.

I have an affection for the State of
Missouri, having been a soldier there
many years ago and trying to dig fox-
holes in the Ozark Mountains. We
know what steels the spine of those
people who live in Missouri now. It is
the depth and the quality of the rock
upon which most of Missouri is built.
That is why the railroad contributes so
much, for instance, from Chicago to St.
Louis, Kansas City to Kansas City.

But in the final analysis, I think it is
important to note a significant dif-
ference between business operations. I
was fortunate enough to run a fairly
large company; but business to busi-
ness. However, it is clearly stated that
Amtrak is a not-for-profit organiza-
tion. When we look at what happens
with good business operations and
think of the subsidy that has been
given to the airlines—it was as a result
of a terrible calamity in American his-
tory, 9/11—but over $20 billion has been
given to the airlines, for-profit busi-
nesses. They are doing very well right
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now, I might add, and still getting sub-
sidies.

I think, in fairness, we will have a
chance to look at this further. We are
pressed by several things, not the least
of which is that there are others who
would like to be included in the debate.
I will be happy to loan the Senator
from Missouri my copy of the existing
law, if he would like to borrow it for a
while.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Missouri is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, if I may re-
spond, I don’t see any clearly defined
mission. If my colleague doesn’t agree
that Amtrak should be providing effi-
cient and effective passenger service in
those travel markets in which pas-
senger rail offers a trip time and serv-
ice quality, competitive or complemen-
tary travel option consistent with the
goal of continuing to reduce Federal
operating subsidies—we are not saying
it should be a for-profit company, but
it certainly should not be a continual
growing loss operation.

I believe we must have some dis-
cipline that I do not see in the law and
particularly saying ‘‘best business
practices’’—best business practices to
do what?

I hope we can continue this discus-
sion, and I thank the Chair and my col-
leagues for the time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
understand we are ready to go to morn-
ing business.

——
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now proceed to a period of
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak up to 10 minutes each.

The Senator from North Dakota is
recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I had
previously requested the right to speak
for 30 minutes in morning business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That had been granted.

———
AMERICA’S PRIORITIES

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I wish
to talk this morning about the Presi-
dent’s request for $190-plus billion in
emergency funding for the war in Iraq
and for activities in Afghanistan.

Before I do that, however, I wish to
mention the subject of Iran. I notice in
the paper this morning, and I noticed
the other day in a press conference by
President Bush, he made a reference to
world war IIT in a description of the
issues with Iran. I am very concerned
about what I hear from this adminis-
tration. This administration has had a
history of describing for us how they
see the world. Many of us have spent a
lot of time in classified, top-secret
briefings with members of this admin-
istration, some of whom are now
speaking out now about Iran. They in-
clude Secretary of State Condoleezza
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Rice, Vice President DICK CHENEY, and
others. We have had plenty of experi-
ence in top-secret briefings with them
in which they described circumstances
with respect to the country of Iraq.

It turns out what we were told in top-
secret briefings about Iraq was not ac-
curate. No one has done the in-depth
investigation to find out why that was
the case. It appears to me, in some
cases that which was described to us by
top-level folks in this administration
about Iraq prior to the Iraq war—in
some cases, it turns out they either
should have known, and in some cases
may have known, that what they were
saying to the Congress and to the
American people was not accurate.

My point is this. I think there is pre-
cious little credibility on the part of
the administration on these issues. I do
not—I would say most of my colleagues
feel the same—do not want this admin-
istration moving off precipitously
based on information they have, to
take military action of any type
against another country. They cer-
tainly cannot in my judgment do that
without the consent of Congress. I be-
lieve they would have a very difficult
time getting the consent the Congress,
given the lack of credibility in this ad-
ministration on many of these issues.

These are important issues. Pre-
venting the country of Iran from ac-
quiring a nuclear weapon is a very im-
portant mission, in my judgment. But
we will best accomplish that through
diplomatic means with other countries,
particularly with the Europeans and
the Russians and many others. I must
say my own view is that the foreign
policy of this administration—I regret
to say it—has largely been an inept and
a clumsy foreign policy at best. We
face, as a result of it, very substantial
challenges around the world. My hope
is that we see much more action on di-
plomacy and negotiation and working
to form alliances and much less front-
page headlines by members of this ad-
ministration.

Now I wish to talk about priorities. I
wish to talk about the President’s re-
quest for $196 billion in emergency
funding, none of it paid for. But first I
want to talk about this little girl. This
little girl, her name is Ta’Shon Rain
Littlelight. Ta’Shon Rain Littlelight is
from the Crow Nation in Montana. She
loved to dance, as you can see—spar-
kling, beautiful eyes, 5 years old, loved
to dance the Indian dances.

Ta’shon’s grandmother testified at a
hearing I held at the Crow Reservation
in Montana, with my colleague, Sen-
ator TESTER. Her grandmother told us
a story about Ta’Shon Rain
Littlelight. Ta’Shon died, by the way.
This little girl with the bright eyes and
the love of dancing isn’t with us any-
more. Ta’Shon had health problems.
Last year she was taken, many times,
to the Crow Indian Health Service clin-
ic. They were treating her—after they
had diagnosed various things—they
were treating her for depression. It
turned out this little girl didn’t have
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depression, this little girl had a can-
cerous tumor, terminal cancer.

At one point, her grandfather, who
was with her at the clinic, pointed out
the bulbous condition of her fingertips
and toes and said to the health care
folks that it appeared to him this re-
flected a lack of oxygen to the body
and they ought to check on what was
causing that. That concern was dis-
missed.

On another visit, her grandmother
asked the doctor to eliminate the pos-
sibility that this child was suffering
from cancer or leukemia, but the fam-
ily’s concerns went unheeded. In Au-
gust of 2006, Ta’Shon was rushed from
the Crow clinic to the St. Vincent Hos-
pital in Billings, MT, airlifted to the
Denver Children’s Hospital, diagnosed
with an untreatable, incurable form of
cancer. Ta’Shon Rain Littlelight lived
3 more months after the tumor was dis-
covered, in what the grandmother said
was unmedicated pain, and then died.

I show you this picture of this beau-
tiful young girl because her family said
it was all right for me to use her image
to describe the serious problem of
health care on American Indian res-
ervations. Ta’Shon Rain Littlelight
didn’t get the health care we would ex-
pect, and she died. We had, on the floor
of the Senate, a bill that would have
provided 3.8 million American kids who
do not now have health insurance cov-
erage—it would have provided them
health insurance coverage. But the
President says that is not the priority,
so he vetoed the bill. I am trying to
bring a bill to the floor of the Senate
right now that extends and reauthor-
izes the Indian Health Care Improve-
ment Act. It has been 8 years, and I am
likely to have to have a cloture motion
filed on the motion to proceed to it, be-
cause for some it may not be a pri-
ority, apparently.

This ought to be a priority. Yes, for
this little girl, her memory, and the
health of other children similar to her,
it ought to be a priority in this coun-
try. I hope this Senate will make it a
priority. We certainly did on the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program, and
we came up short in the House of being
able to override the President’s veto.
But we will try again.

Isn’t this something most of us be-
lieve represents an urgency? As I have
said before, I don’t know what is in sec-
ond, third or fourth place in what is
important in people’s lives, but I know
what is in first place. It is their chil-
dren and their children’s health.

Having said that about priorities and
values and about someone looking at
what we spend our money on 100 years
from now, looking back, the historians,
through the rearview mirror, will say:
What was that group of people—what
were they doing? What was their value
system? What were they about? They
said they didn’t believe—at least some
of them didn’t believe covering chil-
dren with health insurance was the
most significant priority. They didn’t
believe that adequate funding for the
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Indian Health Service was the most
significant priority. Nobody knew that
Ta’Shon Rain Littlelight lived several
months in unmedicated pain, lived
many months before that in an
undiagnosed condition, with a terminal
illness; nobody knew that, so that
wasn’t a priority.

So let’s look at the priorities. The
President has proposed to us, in this
year, that we spend $196 billion in
emergency funding to continue in Iraq
and Afghanistan. By my calculation,
that is nearly $16 billion a month, $4
billion a week, and not one penny of it
is paid for. The President said: I de-
clare an emergency. Put it on top of
the debt.

Then the President went to Arkan-
sas, at exactly the same time, and held
a press conference at a political rally
and said: I am going to be the fiscally
responsible President, and I am going
to stop this profligate spending.

I don’t know, maybe he thinks people
are not paying attention, people are
not reading what is going on. Here is
what the Congressional Budget Office
says. They estimate a $2.4 trillion long-
term war cost.

The U.S. wars in Iraq and Afghanistan
could cost taxpayers a total of $2.4 trillion
by 2017 when counting the huge interest
costs because combat is being financed with
borrowed money, according to the . . . the
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office.

We are borrowing the money because
the President wants to spend the
money, but he doesn’t want to ask any-
body to pay for it. Here is what this
war is costing, all of it borrowed. The
soldiers fight at the order of the Com-
mander in Chief, and when they come
back, they and their children can pay
the bills. That is not a value system
that makes much sense to me.

Now, the President says: I want an-
other $196 billion, and, by the way, if
you do not agree with that, you do not
support the troops. He says: We will see
who supports the troops.

Let me make another construct here.
This is in some ways about supporting
the troops, but it is much more than
that. It is about supporting the con-
tractors, because a substantial portion
of this war is contracted out. I want to
go through with my colleagues about
whom we are supporting with this
money as well, contractors for whom
there is no oversight.

The Secretary of State was up here
yesterday answering questions about
that. I hope the Secretary of State is
properly chastened, reading the stories
and finally understanding what these
contractors have been doing, with no
oversight and virtually no account-
ability.

Let me go through a list of these con-
tract issues so that people understand,
and the President would understand.
This is not just about ‘‘are you sup-
porting the troops,” it is about are you
supporting the contractors with vir-
tually no oversight.

This is from September 21, 2007, the
New York Times:

October 26, 2007

Military officials said that contracts worth
$6 billion to provide essential supplies to
American troops in Kuwait, Iraq and Afghan-
istan, including food, water and shelter were
under review by criminal investigators. In
addition, $88 billion in contracts and pro-
grams, including those for body armor for
American soldiers and material for Iraqi and
Afghan security forces, are being audited for
financial irregularities.

So when the President says: Are you
supporting the soldiers? My question is
this: Are you watching the contrac-
tors? Because the American taxpayer is
getting fleeced. This does not support
soldiers, this undermines the soldiers.
Of $6 billion in contracts reviewed, the
Pentagon says: The Army reported
that it had 78 cases of fraud and cor-
ruption under investigation, had ob-
tained 20 criminal indictments, and
had uncovered over $15 million in
bribes. That is from the same article.

Contract abuse. Of the enormous ex-
penditures of American and Iraqi
money on the Iraq reconstruction pro-
gram, at least $40 billion overall has
been criticized for reasons that go well
beyond the corruption cases that have
been uncovered so far.

Weak oversight, poor planning, and
endless security problems have contrib-
uted to many of the program’s failures.
Some $40 billion has been spent. No,
this is not in support of troops. This is
in support of the administration’s mis-
sion by which they hire contractors
and shovel the money in their direc-
tion.

Most of us have read the stories
about this, but they are pretty unbe-
lievable. We sent 185,000 AK—47s to Iraq;
185,000. They can only account for
75,000 of them, so 110,000 AK-4Ts,
bought and paid for by the American
taxpayers, are missing. Some undoubt-
edly will land in the hands of the insur-
gents being aimed at American troops.
We sent 170,000 pistols; 80,000 of them
are missing. That is unbelievably inept
on the part of those whom we ought to
expect to be accountable and to make
certain the taxpayers’ money is spent
wisely, No. 1; No. 2, that if you are
sending weapons to Iraq, they end up in
the right hands, not the wrong hands.

It is unbelievable that we have a cou-
ple hundred thousand AK-47s and pis-
tols that we sent to Iraq, we do not
have the foggiest idea where they are,
yet we know some of them end up in
the wrong hands.

We have trained about 360,000 police
and soldiers for security in the armed
forces and the police forces. We have
trained 360,000 of them. We believe
there are somewhere around 180,000 to
273,000 still around, but no one knows.
Absenteeism is up around 50 percent.
There is no official document in the
Federal Government that tells us how
many exist in the security forces at the
moment; and, by the way, today we are
only training about one-third of the
number of Iraqis as we were training
before the surge. So we have reduced
by two-thirds the number we are now
training, even as we are losing a sub-
stantial portion of the 360,000 who have
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already been trained for security,
which begs the question: When we
leave Iraq, and we will, is it up to the
Iraqis to provide for their own secu-
rity? After you have trained 360,000
people to do so, have you not trained
enough Iraqis, so if the Iraqis have the
will to provide for their own security,
they can do that? One would expect so.

Between April of 2003 and June of
2004, $12 billion of U.S. currency was
hauled to Iraq in C-130s on big pallets.
It was disbursed by what was called the
Coalition Provisional Authority, which
we created.

At least $9 billion of that is missing.
Some have said: So what? It does not
matter. This money was Iraq’s own
money. This was the oil money we had
for safekeeping. So if we lost the
money that came from Iraq oil, so
what?

Well, here is the ‘‘so what.” Retired
ADM Dayvid Oliver, then the CPA’s di-
rector of management and budget,
when asked by a BBC reporter about
the cash that they airlifted.

I have no idea. I can’t tell you wheth-
er the money went to the right things
or didn’t, nor do I actually think it’s
important.

Tuesday, October 23, that is this
week, an independent oversight agency
said it could not complete an audit of
a $1.2 billion contract to train Iraqi po-
licemen because the records kept by
the State Department and by DynCorp
International, the contractor, were in-
accurate and in disarray. . . . The doc-
uments were not sufficient in order for
us to do an audit.

The Secretary of State is up here this
week testifying. I do not know whether
she was asked about this. But this is
under her stewardship, her responsi-
bility.

The State Department paid $43.8 mil-
lion for manufacturing and temporary
storage of a residential camp that has
never been used. The State Depart-
ment’s payment of $36.4 million for
weapons and equipment, including
body armor, armored vehicles, and
communications equipment could not
be accounted for.

This week again: Among the prob-
lems identified before the audit was
suspended were duplicate payments,
the purchase of a never used $1.8 mil-
lion x-ray scanner, and payments of
$387,000 to DynCorp officials in hotels
rather than other available accom-
modations.

I should have brought a towel that
Henry Bunting brought to a hearing I
held last year to show you symboli-
cally what has been fundamentally
wrong. Henry Bunting was a purchaser
for Halliburton or Kellogg, Brown and
Root, a subsidiary of Halliburton. He
said: I worked in Kuwait. I was sup-
posed to buy the equipment and so on.
They wanted towels, hand towels for
the troops. So I made out an order for
hand towels, because Halliburton was
furnishing the towels for the troops.
My supervisor said: No, you cannot
order that particular hand towel, you
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have to order a hand towel with a logo
on it that was embroidered that says
KBR. We want the logo of our company
on the hand towel.

Bunting said: But it will triple the
price. The supervisor said: It doesn’t
matter. The taxpayer is paying for
this. This is a cost-plus contract. Then
Bunting went on to tell us about $7,600
a month for leasing an SUV, about pay-
ing $40 or $45 a case for Coca-Cola. He
went on to tell us all these stories: It
does not matter, the taxpayer is paying
for it. ¢

It is unbelievable, if you take the lid
off this and smell a little bit about
what is happening with these con-
tracts.

The President says: I want $196 bil-
lion in additional funding. I want it as
an emergency. I do not want anybody
to pay for it. I want to put it on top of
the debt. That is almost $16 billion a
month this year, $4 billion a week, and
I do not want any questions about it,
and we are going to see, he says, who
supports American troops.

Well, that money is also going to
support the same kind of incompetence
in contracting that has been facing the
American taxpayer now for about 4
years. I think hard questions need to
be asked, yes, of the President, the
Vice President, the heads of agencies
who are responsible for this: How do
you justify this? How do you justify in-
sisting that this Congress come up
with $196 billion and then tell us that
we cannot afford, we do not have
enough money to care for Ta’Shon
Rain Littlelight? She died because the
health care did not exist for her. That
is not a priority for this administra-
tion. The President says we cannot af-
ford it, despite the fact that the bill
was fully paid for, Children’s Health In-
surance. We cannot afford sufficient
money for the Indian health care sys-
tem, so Ta’Shon died.

What is the value system here? What
are the priorities? Once again the
President says: Well, the priorities are
we need the $196 billion. It is an emer-
gency. If you do not support it, you do
not support the troops. The fact is, this
entire Senate supports our troops. We
have demonstrated it time and time
and time again. But it is also time for
us to tell the President: We do not sup-
port a strategy that says: Let’s keep
spending money and not paying for it.
We do not support a strategy that has
us in the middle of a civil war, going
door to door in Baghdad, when Osama
bin Laden last week sent us another
tape. Osama bin Laden is the one who
boasted about attacking our country.
He is the one who boasted about killing
innocent Americans. Our National In-
telligence Estimate of July of this year
says the greatest threat to our country
is al-Qaida and its leadership, and they
are reconstituting themselves and de-
veloping new training camps, and re-
building. They are in a ‘‘secure’’ or safe
hideaway in northern Pakistan. There
ought not be one acre of ground on this
planet that is secure or safe for those
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who murdered innocent Americans.
But instead of dealing with the great-
est threat to this country, and that is
eliminating the leadership of al-Qaida,
this administration has us going door
to door in Baghdad, in the middle of a
civil war, and now says—they say they
want $196 billion in additional funding,
and they want it as emergency funding,
$4 billion a week for the next year.

I think there is something horribly
wrong with what is going on here. I
think this Congress has to tell this
President that change is on the way.

I want to mention something that re-
lates to this, because I do not know
what this Congress is going to do with
all of these funding requests. But I
know the next time we vote on emer-
gency funding requests by the Presi-
dent, I am going to offer a couple of
amendments. They may be out of
order, they may be blue slipped, they
may be whatever, but we are going to
vote on them one way or the other.
That is, we need to start paying for
that which we are spending money on.

The President can go to a political
rally down in Arkansas and say: This is
a new George W. Bush, and now I am
going to be fiscally conservative. But
the fact is, he has recommended all of
this spending, the highest amount of
spending in the history of our country
from this administration. He now sug-
gests that we continue to spend but not
pay for it.

I want to talk about a couple of pay-
fors. My colleagues have often heard
me speak about this, but I am going to
offer this again the next time we have
an emergency funding bill.

There is an enterprising reporter
named David Evans from Bloomberg.
David Evans went to the Cayman Is-
lands, and he went to this little place
on Church Street, a quiet little five-
story building, and reported that there
are 12,748 corporations living here in
this little four-story white building.

They are not there. This is a legal
fiction created by lawyers so compa-
nies could avoid paying taxes. Well, 1
have got some legislation that would
stop that dead in its tracks. You can-
not move an address for the purpose of
not paying U.S. taxes you rightfully
owe. If you are not doing your central
business there, you cannot claim this
is where you are; we tax you as if you
never left. I intend to offer that as an
amendment to what the President
would suggest we spend money for, and
not pay for. I would suggest that: Let’s
begin paying for some of this.

Runaway manufacturing plants, that
is another one. I have a piece of legisla-
tion I have introduced on runaway
manufacturing plants.

We actually pay somebody, if they
close their American manufacturing
plant, fire their workers, move the jobs
to China, we say: Good for you. We
want to give you a tax cut.

That is totally nuts. I have tried four
times to close it down. There are over
50 Senators who actually support this
perverse tax break. About 44 Senators
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have supported me, and I am going to
keep pushing this until we have a deep
reservoir of common sense that says it
is crazy for us to say, if you close your
plant in our country and ship your jobs
overseas to China, Bangladesh, Sri
Lanka, and Indonesia, we will give you
a tax break for doing so. That makes
no sense at all.

Third, I have a bill I have introduced
ending Dbenefits of abusive foreign
cross-border leasing transaction. The
most pernicious of all of the things
going on is American companies buy-
ing foreign assets belonging to foreign
governments. Let me give an example.
Wachovia Bank, formerly First Union,
one of the big banks, entered into a
sale in-lease out transaction to pur-
chase a sewer in Bochum, Germany.
Why would an American bank want to
buy a sewer—not a sewer in America, a
German city sewer system? Because
they want to take ownership and be
able to get large depreciation on prop-
erty that otherwise would not be depre-
ciated because it is owned by a govern-
ment. So they lease the sewer back to
the city which will continue to use the
sewer system as if they still own it, but
that financial transaction turns out to
be about a $175 million tax savings to
an American bank. Of all of the unbe-
lievably pernicious tax cuts that exist,
this is it. The Finance Committee has
taken some action. Good for them.
They need to take more action. I testi-
fied a couple of weeks ago. I say shut it
off, even retroactively. There is no
sense supporting something that was
fundamentally wrong. No one can jus-
tify this nonsense.

I am going to offer these three and
several other provisions to anything we
have on the floor of the Senate that
calls for emergency funding. The emer-
gency funding request in itself needs to
be inspected carefully. Is there a
change of course in Iraq? If not, why
not? Is this support of the troops, or is
it to support contractors?

A young woman named Bunnatine
Greenhouse had the courage to give her
job up because she was willing to stand
up and say: This is the most blatant
contract abuse I have witnessed as an
employee of the Federal Government.
She was the highest ranking civilian
official in the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers. They are the ones who monitor
and approve the contracts. She stood
up to the old boys network and said:
What you are doing is wrong. It is the
most blatant abuse. She is talking
about contracts that were worth bil-
lions of dollars, many of them awarded
sole source to Halliburton; Kellogg,
Brown & Root; and other companies.
She blew the whistle. She paid for it
with her job. She was an outstanding
public official. She had the courage
that was necessary to speak out.

We need to have similar courage. We
need to say to the President: This $196
billion is not about demonstrating
whether one supports the troops. All of
us support the troops. A substantial
portion of this money is also going to
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go to contractors for which there has
been no oversight. There is the great-
est waste and fraud and abuse in the
history of this country in recent years
under this administration’s con-
tracting out virtually everything,
much of it sole-source, very large, no-
bid contracts. This Congress needs to
weigh in on these issues.

With respect to the value system, the
President says we can’t afford to cover
3.8 more children who don’t have
health insurance with a bill that we
fully pay for. He says: We can’t do
that. That is not important. I am not
willing to sign that. I will veto it. I
will stop it.

Then he goes to Arkansas and says: I
am a fiscal conservative. I want to
shape everybody up.

Then the next day he sends us a $196
billion request. Give me some emer-
gency money, $16 billion a month, $4
billion a week, none of it paid for, piled
on top of the debt.

That is not a fiscal conservative
where I come from. That is not what
they call those kinds of actions. All of
us want this country to succeed. All of
us want this country to do well. We
need to put this country on track. Yes,
we need fiscal responsibility, abso-
lutely. We also need a foreign policy
that makes sense. We need to change
course in Iraq. We need to describe our
values at home through the legislation
we pass that represents the best of
what America can do. Yes, that in-
cludes providing health insurance for
children who don’t have it, so that
young girls such as Ta’Shon have a
chance at life.

There is so much debate these days
that is thoughtless rather than
thoughtful at a time when we so des-
perately need thoughtful discussion
about so many important issues that
deal with America’s future. My hope is
that in the coming weeks, we can en-
gage in some very thoughtful discus-
sion about public policy and how to ad-
vance this country’s interests. All of us
want the same thing. We want this
country to succeed, to provide ex-
panded opportunity for people. But we
face enormous challenges. Those chal-
lenges will not be met and resolved by
the kind of sloganeering we hear too
often these days and by chaining our-
selves to certain public policies that we
already know do not work. We must
force change.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have
some comments I want to make about
the FISA legislation. But before doing
so, I commend my colleague from
North Dakota. I have joined with him
on so many occasions in the past. Once
again, his eloquence and passion about
these issues is evident this morning.
We have worked together. We have
sponsored legislation on a number of
matters. I will join him in the efforts
he raised today. He has described a sit-
uation that most Americans find hor-
rific.
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As to the point he makes on the issue
of supporting our troops, I find it offen-
sive that anyone would suggest, be-
cause we disagree with the policy, we
are somehow putting our soldiers, sail-
ors, marines, and airmen at risk. I
strongly suggest, as does my colleague
from North Dakota, that our con-
tinuing policy in Iraq has made us less
safe, less secure, more vulnerable,
more isolated in the world and, in fact,
the very soldiers, sailors, airmen, and
marines we admire are in greater jeop-
ardy because of a continuation of this
policy. I will be joining with him and
others as we try to bring this to a halt,
not in 2009 or 2013 but hopefully this
year. I commend him for his com-
ments.

————

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE FOR-
EIGN INTELLIGENCE SURVEIL-
LANCE ACT

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, for 6 years
the President has demonstrated time
and again that he doesn’t respect the
role of Congress, nor does he respect
the rule of law. It is the latter point
that I want to address this morning be-
cause it is the rule of law which draws
us all together, regardless of politics,
ideology, or party. It is the rule of law,
not of men, which we swear to uphold
when we take the oath of office in this
Chamber, as Members do in the other
Chamber, and certainly as the Presi-
dent does on January 20 every 4 years.

For 6 years this President has used
scare tactics to prevent the Congress
from reining in his abuse of authority.
A case in point is the current direction
in which this body appears to be head-
ed as we prepare to reform and extend
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Act.

Many of the unprecedented rollbacks
to the rule of law by this administra-
tion have been made in the name of na-
tional security.

The Bush administration has relent-
lessly focused our Nation’s resources
and manpower on a war of choice in
Iraq. That ill-conceived war has broken
our military, squandered our resources,
and emboldened our enemies.

The President’s wholesale disregard
of the rule of law has compounded the
damage done in Iraq, made our Nation
less secure, and as a direct consequence
of these acts, we are far less secure, far
more vulnerable, and certainly far
more isolated in the world today.

Consider the scandal at Abu Ghraib,
where Iraqi prisoners were subjected to
inhumane, humiliating acts by U.S.
personnel charged with guarding them.

Consider Guantanamo Bay. Rather
than helping to protect the Nation by
aggressively prosecuting prisoners at
Guantanamo Bay, these individuals
have instead become the symbol of our
weakened moral standing in the world.
Who would have ever imagined it?

Consider the secret prisons run by
the Central Intelligence Agency and
the practice of extraordinary rendition
that allows them to evade U.S. law re-
garding torture.
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Consider the shameful actions of our
outgoing Attorney General who politi-
cized prosecutions in the U.S. Attor-
ney’s Office, who was more committed
to serving the President who appointed
him than laws he was sworn to uphold
as Attorney General.

Consider the Military Commissions
Act, a law that allows evidence ob-
tained through torture to be admitted
into evidence.

It denies individuals the right to
counsel.

It denies them the right to invoke
the Geneva Conventions.

And it denies them the single most
important and effective safeguard of
liberty man has ever known, the right
of habeas corpus, permitting prisoners
to be brought before a court to deter-
mine whether their detainment is law-
ful.

Warrantless wiretapping, torture, the
list goes on.

BEach of these policies share two
things in common.

First, they have severely weakened
our ability to prosecute the global war
on terrorism, if for no other reason
than they have made it harder, if not
impossible, to build the kind of inter-
national support and cooperation we
absolutely need to succeed in our ef-
forts against stateless terrorism.

And second, each has only been pos-
sible because the U.S. Congress has not
been able to stop the President in his
unprecedented expansion of executive
power, although, I might add, some in
this body have certainly tried.

Whether these policies were explic-
itly authorized is beside the point. In
every instance, Congress has been un-
able to hold this administration to ac-
count for violating the rule of law and
our Constitution. In each instance, Re-
publicans in the Congress have pre-
vented this body from telling this ad-
ministration that a state of war is not
a blank check.

And those are not my words. Those
are the words of Supreme Court Justice
Sandra Day O’Connor, nominated by
President Ronald Reagan.

And today, it appears that we are
prepared to consider the proposed re-
newal of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act, a law that whatever
form it eventually takes will almost
certainly permit the Bush administra-
tion to broadly eavesdrop on American
citizens.

Legislation, as currently drafted,
that would grant retroactive immunity
to telecommunications companies that
helped this administration violate the
civil liberties of Americans and the law
of this Nation.

While it may be true that the pro-
posed legislation is an improvement
over existing law, it remains fun-
damentally flawed because it fails to
protect the privacy rights of Ameri-
cans or hold the Executive or the pri-
vate sector accountable if they choose
to ignore the law.

That is why I will not stand on the
floor of the Senate and be silent about
the direction we are about to take.
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It is time to say: No more.

No more trampling on our Constitu-
tion.

No more excusing those who violate
the rule of law. These are fundamental,
basic, eternal principles. They have
been around, some of them, for as long
as the Magna Carta.

They are enduring.

What they are not is temporary. And
what we do not do in a time where our
country is at risk is abandon them.

My father served as executive trial
counsel at the Nuremberg trials of Nazi
war criminals in 1945 and 1946.

What America accomplished at those
historic trials was not a foregone con-
clusion. It took courage. When Joseph
Stalin and even a leader as great and
noble as Winston Churchill wanted to
simply execute the Nazi leaders, we
didn’t back down in this country from
our belief that these men, as terrible as
they were—some of the worst violators
in the court of history of mankind—
ought to have a trial. We did not give
in to vengeance.

As then, the issue before us today is
the same.

Does America stand for all that is
still right with our world or do we re-
treat in fear?

Do we stand for justice that secures
America or do we act out of vengeance
that weakens us?

I am well aware this issue is seen as
political. I believe Democrats were
elected to help strengthen our Nation,
elected to help restore our standing in
the world.

I believe we were elected to ensure
that this Nation adheres to the rule of
law and to stop the administration’s
assault on our Constitution.

But the rule of law is not the prov-
ince of any one political party. It is the
province of each and every one of us as
American citizens, on our watch and
our generation, to make sure we are
safer because of its inviolable provi-
sions.

Mr. President, I know this bill has
not been reported out of the Judiciary
Committee yet.

But I am here today because if I have
learned anything in my 26 years in this
body, particularly over the last 7 years,
it is that if you wait until the end to
voice your concerns, you will have
waited too long. That is why I have
written the majority leader informing
him that I will object to any effort to
bring the legislation to the Senate
floor for consideration.

I hope my colleague, chairman of the
Judiciary Committee, Senator LEAHY
is able to remove this language from
the FISA bill. PAT LEAHY is as strong a
defender of the Constitution as any
Member of this body.

But if he is unable to do so, I am pre-
pared to filibuster this bill.

President Bush is right about omne
thing: The debate is about security but
not in the way he imagines it.

He believes we have to give up cer-
tain rights to be safe.

I believe the choice between moral
authority and security is a false
choice.
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I believe it is precisely when you
stand up and protect your rights that
you become stronger, not weaker, as a
nation.

The damage that was done to our
country on 9/11 was stunning. It
changed the world forever.

But when you start diminishing our
rights as a people, you compound that
tragedy. You cannot protect America
in the long run if you fail to protect
our Constitution. It is that simple.

History will likely judge this Presi-
dent harshly for his war of choice and
for fighting it with a disregard for our
most cherished principles.

But history is about tomorrow. We
must act today and stand up for the
Constitution and the rule of law.

Mr. President, this is the moment. At
long last, let us rise up to it.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
this effort.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized as
in morning business for such time as I
shall consume.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate is in morning busi-
ness.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

———
GLOBAL WARMING

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, a phrase
has been used recently called ‘‘the tip-
ping point.” The American people will
very soon be asked to support a type of
global warming cap-and-trade bill, leg-
islation that has already had a hearing
in the Environment and Public Works
Committee. There are a couple other
bills in the background.

These bills come at a time when the
science is overwhelmingly taking away
the basis for alarm. I am going to use
terms this morning. The alarmists are
the ones who are mostly out in Cali-
fornia, the far-left extremists, the Hol-
lywood elitists, and others who feel
this is a great alarm, the world is com-
ing to an end—the same ones who said
that another ice age was coming back
in the middle 1970s. So we need to know
what terms we are using.

An abundance of new peer-reviewed
studies, analyses, and data-error dis-
coveries in the past several months
have prompted scientists to declare
that fear of catastrophic manmade
global warming—I am using their
terms now, the scientists’ terms—
“bites the dust” and the scientific
underpinnings for alarm are ‘‘falling
apart.”

I have addressed this subject on this
floor about a dozen times since 2003.
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But I want to talk to you today about
something that is really kind of un-
precedented; that is, to talk only about
things that have happened this year, or
mostly in the last 7 months, that peo-
ple are just not aware of.

The media is very much opposed to
the idea there might be another side to
the global warming story. So we are
going to be talking about a ‘‘tipping
point” in a little different relationship
than you have been hearing about it re-
cently. I will detail how even com-
mitted leftwing scientists now believe
the environmental movement has been
‘“‘co-opted” into promoting global
warming as a ‘‘crisis,” and I will ex-
pose the manufactured facade of ‘“‘con-
sensus.”’

The interesting thing is that every-
thing I am going to be using is going to
be what has happened just in the last 6
months. I will also address the eco-
nomic factors of the so-called solutions
to global warming and how they will
have no measurable impact on the cli-
mate. But these so-called solutions will
create huge economic harm for Amer-
ican families and the poor residents of
the developing world who may see de-
velopment hindered by unfounded cli-
mate fears.

We are currently witnessing an inter-
national awakening of scientists who
are speaking out in opposition to
former Vice President Al Gore, the
United Nations, the Hollywood elitists,
and the media-driven ‘‘consensus’ on
manmade global warming.

We have witnessed Antarctic ice
grow to records levels since satellite
monitoring began in the 1970s. We have
witnessed NASA temperature data er-
rors that have made 1934—instead of
1998—the hottest year on record in the
United States. We have seen global av-
erage temperatures flat line since 1998
and the Southern Hemisphere cool in
recent years.

When they talk about global warm-
ing, I have always conceded that the
Northern Hemisphere is going through
a warming period, as it did a cooling
period back in the 1970s. But the
Southern Hemisphere actually has
been getting colder. This is all new
stuff, as I say, in the last few months.
These are new developments. They are
but a sample of the new information
coming out that continues to debunk
the United Nations, former Vice Presi-
dent Al Gore, and the media-promoted
‘“‘consensus’ on global warming. But
before we delve into these dramatic
new scientific developments, it is im-
portant to take note of our pop culture
propaganda campaign aimed at chil-
dren, the most vulnerable of all of us.

In addition to Gore’s entry last year
into Hollywood fictional disaster films,
other celebrity figures have attempted
to jump into the game. Hollywood ac-
tivist Leonardo DiCaprio decided to
toss objective scientific truth out the
window in his new scarefest ‘“The 11th
Hour.” DiCaprio refused to interview
any scientists who disagreed with his
dire vision of the future of the Earth.
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In fact, his film reportedly features
physicist Steven Hawking making the
unchallenged assertion that:

The worst-case scenario is that Earth
would become like its sister planet, Venus,
with a temperature of 250 degrees centigrade.

I guess these worst-case scenarios
pass for science in Hollywood these
days. It also fits perfectly with
DiCaprio’s stated purpose of the film.
DiCaprio said on May 20 of this year:

I want the public to be very scared by what
they see. I want them to see a very bleak fu-
ture.

While those who went to watch
DiCaprio’s science fiction film may see
his intended ‘‘bleak future,” it is
DiCaprio who has been scared by the
bleak box office numbers, as his film
has failed to generate any significant
audience interest.

Children are now the No. 1 target of
the global warming fear campaign.
DiCaprio announced his goal was to re-
cruit young, eco-activists to the cause.
“We need to get kids young,” he said,
in a September 20 interview with USA
Weekend.

Hollywood activist Laurie David,
who is Vice President Gore’s copro-
ducer of ‘““An Inconvenient Truth,” re-
cently coauthored a children’s global
warming book with Cambria Gordon
for Scholastic Books, entitled ‘‘The
Down-To-Earth Guide to Global Warm-
ing.” David has made it clear that her
goal is to influence young minds with
her new book when she recently wrote
an open letter to her children stating:
“We want you to grow up to be activ-
ists.” Apparently, David and other ac-
tivists are getting frustrated by the
widespread skepticism on climate as
reflected in both the United States and
the U.K., according to the latest polls.
It appears the alarmists are failing to
convince adults to believe their in-
creasingly shrill and unscientifically
unfounded rhetoric, so they have de-
cided to go after the kids.

But David should worry less about re-
cruiting young activists and more
about scientific accuracy. A science
group found what it called a major
‘‘scientific error’” in David’s new kids’
book on page 18. According to a
Science and Public Policy Institute re-
lease on September 13—and I am going
to quote right now—+this is very signifi-
cant:

The authors (David and Gordon) present
unsuspecting children with an altered tem-
perature and CO, graph that reverses the re-
lationship found in the scientific literature.
The manipulation is critical because David’s
central premise posits that CO, drives tem-
perature, yet the peer-reviewed literature is
unanimous that CO, changes have histori-
cally followed temperature changes.

That is the reverse of the reality.

David has now been forced to pub-
licly admit this significant scientific
error in her book.

A Canadian high school student
named McKenzie was shown Gore’s cli-
mate horror film in four of her classes.
Her response was:

I really don’t know why they keep showing
it. It scares me.
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In June, a fourth grade class in Port-
land, Maine’s, East End Community
School issued a dire climate report:
“Global warming is a huge pending
global disaster” read the elementary
school kids’ report, according to an ar-
ticle in the Portland Press Herald on
June 14 of 2007. Remember, these are
fourth graders issuing a dire global
warming report.

This agenda of indoctrination and
fear aimed at children is having an im-
pact.

Nine-year-old Alyssa Luz-Ricca was
quoted in the Washington Post, on
April 6 of 2007, as saying: ‘I am worried
about it because I don’t want to die.”

The same article explained: ‘‘Psy-
chologists say they’re seeing an in-
creasing number of young patients pre-
occupied by a climactic Armageddon.”

I was told by the parent of an ele-
mentary school kid last spring—this is
kind of interesting because we had a 3-
hour discussion with Al Gore, and
afterwards, after it was over, a lady
came up to me and she was from Mary-
land. She was a mother of an elemen-
tary school student, and she said they
were required to actually watch this
film, ‘““An Inconvenient Truth’ about
once a month at school, and her child
would come home and have nightmares
about drowning in the film’s predicted
scary sea level rise.

The Hollywood global warming docu-
mentary ‘‘Arctic Tale” ends with a
child actor telling kids: “If your mom
and dad buy a hybrid car, you’ll make
it easier for polar bears to get around.”

Unfortunately, children are hearing
the scientifically unfounded doomsday
message loudly and clearly. But the
message Kids are receiving is not a sci-
entific one, it is a political message de-
signed to create fear, nervousness, and
ultimately recruit them to liberal ac-
tivism.

There are a few hopeful signs. A
judge in England has ruled that schools
must issue a warning before they show
Gore’s film to children because of sci-
entific inaccuracies and sentimental
mush. This is a court. It is a judge in
the U.K. Before they see it, they have
to sign a disclaimer. In addition, there
is a new kids’ book called ‘“The Sky’s
Not Falling! Why It’s OK to Chill
About Global Warming.”” The book
counters the propaganda from the pop
culture.

The chart here shows ‘““The Sky’s Not
Falling!”

Objective, evidence-based science is
beginning to crush hysteria. My speech
today and these reports reveal that re-
cent peer-reviewed scientific studies
are totally refuting the ‘‘Church of
Manmade Global Warming.”

Meteorologist Joseph Conklin, who
launched the skeptical Web site
climatepolice.com in 2007, recently de-
clared the ‘‘global warming movement
is falling apart.” All the while, activ-
ists such as former Vice President Al
Gore repeatedly continue to warn of a
fast-approaching climate “tipping
point.”
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I agree with Gore in this respect.
Global warming may have reached a
“tipping point.”” The manmade global
warming fear machine crossed the tip-
ping point in 2007—this year. That is
the reason today I am talking about
things that are happening this year,
things in the last 6 months. I am con-
vinced the future climate historians
will look back on 2007 as the year the
global warming fears began to crumble.
The situation we are now in is very
similar to where we were in the late
1970s, when the coming ice age fears
began to dismantle. Remember, it was
Newsweek magazine which in the 1970s
first proclaimed that meteorologists
were almost unanimous in their view
that a coming ice age would have nega-
tive impacts. It was also Newsweek in
1975 which originated the eerily similar
“tipping point’—they called it a tip-
ping point at that time—rhetoric they
are using today, except it was an ice
age at that time.

Newsweek wrote on April 28, 1975,
about coming ice age fears. They said:

The longer the planners delay, the more
difficult will they find it to cope with cli-
matic change once the results become grim
reality.

Of course, Newsweek essentially re-
tracted their coming ice age article 29
years later in October of last year, 2006.
People don’t see the retractions, they
get the hysteria of the moment.

Today, the greatest irony is that the
U.N. and the media’s climate hysteria
grows louder as the case for alarmism
fades away. While the scientific case
grows weaker, the political and rhetor-
ical proponents of climate fear are
ramping up to offer hefty tax and regu-
latory solutions, both internationally
and domestically, to solve the so-called
crisis.

Skeptical climatologist Dr. Timothy
Ball, formerly of the University of Win-
nipeg in Canada, wrote about the cur-
rent state of the climate change debate
earlier this month. This is a quote, I
say to my colleagues:

Imagine basing a country’s energy and eco-
nomic policy on an incomplete, unproven
theory—a theory based entirely on computer
models in which one minor variable (CO,) is
considered the sole driver for the entire glob-
al climate system.

How minor is that manmade CO,
variable in the atmosphere?

Meteorologist Joseph D’Aleo, the
first director of Meteorology at the
Weather Channel and former chairman
of the American Meteorological Soci-
ety’s Committee on Weather Analysis
and Forecasting, explained in August
how minuscule mankind’s CO, emis-
sions are in relation to the Earth’s at-
mosphere. This is what he said, and
keep in mind we are talking about a
guy who was the first director of mete-
orology at the Weather Channel.

If the atmosphere was a 100 story building,
our annual anthropogenic CO, contribution
today would be equivalent to the linoleum
on the first floor.

We use terms such as ‘‘anthropo-
genic’—and many Members of this
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body are not sure that manmade gases
are anthropogenic gases—and those
who want to blame man for all of these
problems that they try to make us be-
lieve are happening are saying anthro-
pogenic gases are the problem.

Here are scientists who are totally
debunking this.

Now, there are four essential compo-
nents to debunking climate fears. De-
bunking catastrophic manmade global
warming fears can be reduced to four
essential points. Now, what I am going
to do is read these points and go back
and elaborate on each one.

First, recent climate changes on
Earth lie well within the bounds of nat-
ural climate variability. Even the New
York Times concedes this. U.N. tem-
perature data shows that the late 20th
century phase of global warming ended
in 1998; new data for the Southern
Hemisphere shows that a slight cooling
is underway.

By the way, when we talk about
IPCC, that is the United Nations; they
are synonymous. That is where all this
stuff started. A lot of things come from
the United Nations. Currently, we are
looking at a treaty called the Law of
the Sea Treaty. It started in the
United Nations—not in America’s best
interests. But the first thing we are
going to do is talk about the recent cli-
mate changes on Earth, and we are
going to talk about how they lie within
natural variability.

The second thing we will talk about
is almost all current public fear of
global warming is being driven by
unproven and untestable computer
model fears of the future, which now
even the United Nations concedes that
the models—these are computer mod-
els; that is what all this stuff is based
on—they do not account for half of the
variability in nature and, thus, their
predictions are not reliable. Even the
United Nations agrees with that.

The third thing is debunking the re-
lationship that the more CO, you have,
the warmer the world is. That is very
simplistic and it is untrue. Scientists
are reporting in peer-reviewed lit-
erature that increasing CO, in the at-
mosphere will not have the cata-
strophic impact doomsters have been
predicting. In fact, climate experts are
discovering that you cannot distin-
guish the impact of human-produced
greenhouse gases from natural climate
variability. That is extremely signifi-
cant and something that has come
around in the last 6 or 7 months.

The fourth thing we will talk about
is consensus. We hear so much about
consensus. The more things that come
out of science, where the scientists are
saying, wait a minute, we were wrong.
In a minute, I will be naming names of
scientists who were marching the
streets with Al Gore 10 years ago who
now say they were wrong. When you
talk about that today, those who are
promoting this type of fear from the
left, they use the word ‘‘consensus.”
The climate change ‘‘consensus’ ex-
ists. Well, it does not exist. Instead,
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the illusion that it does has been care-
fully manufactured for political, finan-
cial, and ideological purposes.

These four basic points form the
foundation of the rational, evidence-
based approach to climate science that
has come to be called global warming
skepticism.

Let’s talk about the first one, essen-
tial point No. 1, that the Earth’s cli-
mate is within the natural variability.
On April 23, 2006, the article in the New
York Times by Andrew Revkin stated—
and I am quoting now from the New
York Times:

Few scientists agree with the idea that the
recent spate of potent hurricanes, European
heat waves, African drought and other
weather extremes are, in essence, our fault—

Manmade gases.

There is more than enough natural varia-
bility in nature to mask a direct connection,
scientists say.

The Times is essentially conceding
that no recent weather events fall out-
side the range of natural climate varia-
bility. On a slightly longer time scale,
many scientific studies have shown the
medieval and earlier warm periods
were as warm or warmer than the
Earth’s current temperature—when
there were no influences that were due
to manmade gases. There were no
SUVs around at that time.

Now, everything is blamed on global
warming. Right now, the fires that are
finally subsiding out in California, the
disaster that has taken place, the first
thing they say is it is due to global
warming. It has nothing to do with
global warming. When Al Gore made
his global warming speech a year ago
in February in New York—and coinci-
dentally, it was on a day that set a new
cold record for all time throughout the
history of New York—a 2006 National
Academy of Science, NAS, report dis-
credited the now infamous ‘‘hockey
stick” temperature graph. The study
was created by the U.N. IPCC lead au-
thor Michael Mann. They took the
temperatures in the Northern Hemi-
sphere and showed that they were flat
for 1,000 years. They then started spik-
ing in the 20th century and causing
them to go up. On this graph, this is
the blade of the hockey stick.

The problem is, they didn’t take into
consideration things such as the Medie-
val Warm Period and the Little Ice
Age. The NAS found evidence of both
the Medieval Warm Period and the Lit-
tle Ice Age, which is on the lower
chart. It also expressed little con-
fidence in Mann’s conclusion that the
1990s were the hottest decade of the
last millennium, and even less con-
fidence that 1998 was the hottest year.
In fact, we will show in a minute that
NAS has come around and said we were
wrong, that 1998 wasn’t the hottest
year; 1934 was.

There have been recent studies refut-
ing claims that the 20th century has
seen unprecedented warmth. A June 29,
2007, paper by Gerd Burger of Berlin’s
Institute of Meteorology in the peer-re-
viewed Science Magazine challenged a
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2006 study that claimed the 20th cen-
tury had been unusually warm.

Ivy League geologist, Dr. Robert
Giegengack, the chair of the Depart-
ment of Earth and Environmental
Science at the University of Pennsyl-
vania, noted on May 27, 2007 that ex-
tremely long geologic timescales re-
veal that “‘only about 5 percent of that
time has been characterized by condi-
tions on Earth that were so cold that
the poles could support masses of per-
manent ice.”

Giegengack added:

For most of Earth’s history, the globe has
been warmer than it has been for the last 200
years. It has rarely been cooler.

That is the chair of the Department
of BEarth and Environmental Science at
the University of Pennsylvania. These
guys know what they are talking
about, and they have been ignored.

Greenland has actually cooled since
the 1940s. In fact, the current tempera-
tures in Greenland—a ‘‘poster boy’’ for
climate change alarmists—are cooler.
It wasn’t too long ago that there was a
delegation from the Senate that went
to Greenland. They came back with all
these statements, but I cannot figure
out where they came from because that
is not what the facts show. Even
though Greenland has been a ‘‘poster
boy”’ for climate alarmists, it is now
cooler there than the temperatures
were in the 1930s and 1940s. It is cooler
there now. You heard correctly.

Greenland reached its highest tem-
peratures in 1941, according to a peer-
reviewed study published in the June
2006 issue of the Journal of Geophysical
Research. Keep in mind that 80 percent
of the manmade CO, came after these
high temperatures. Eighty percent
came after the 1940s. That is a very in-
teresting thing because, if you look at
it, you would say if 80 percent of the
CO, came after the 1940s, would that
not precipitate a warming period—if
they are right—in terms of CO, affect-
ing warmer climate change? That
didn’t happen. That precipitated a
cooler period.

According to a July 2007 survey of
peer-reviewed literature on Greenland:

Research in 2006 found that Greenland has
been warming since the 1880s, but since 1955,
temperature averages at Greenland stations
have been colder than the period of 1881-1955.
Another 2006 peer-reviewed study concluded
the rate of warming in Greenland from 1920
to 1930 was about 50 percent higher than the
warming from 1995 to 2005.

That is the time they say this crisis
is taking place.

One 2005 study found Greenland gaining ice
in the interior higher elevations and
thinning ice at the lower elevations. In addi-
tion, the often media promoted fears of
Greenland’s ice completely melting and a
subsequent catastrophic sea level rise are di-
rectly at odds with the latest scientific stud-
1es.

That is not me saying this; these are
scientists. These are scientific facts
you will not hear from the U.N. sci-
entists, Gore, or the hysterical liberal
left.

Yet despite all of this evidence, the
media and many others still attempt to
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distort the science in order to create
hysterical fears about Greenland.

Environmental activist Robert
Corell, who works for Teresa Heinz
Kerry’s foundation, the Heinz Center,
recently tried to stir alarm by stating:

I spent four months on the [Greenland] ice
cap in 1968 and there was no melting at all.

If Corell, a former fellow with the
American Meteorological Society, had
desired to give a balanced historical
view, he would have noted that Green-
land in the 1930s and 1940s was much
warmer. This is typical of how many
activists mislead the public by pre-
senting utterly meaningless bits of in-
formation and avoiding inconvenient
facts. Corell is also on record for giving
former Vice President Gore’s 2006
science fiction film two thumbs up for
accuracy.

Keep in mind, he is paid by the Heinz
Foundation.

Corell’s assertion in a September 8,
U.K. Guardian article that the earth-
quakes triggered by melting ice are in-
creasing in Greenland was rebuffed by
the University of North Carolina’s Jose
Rial. Rial is a prominent climatologist/
seismologist working on glacial seis-
mic activity in Greenland.

Corell’s erroneous claim prompted
Rial to take the unusual step of writ-
ing a letter to the U.K. Guardian:

I also know there is no evidence to suggest
that these quakes ‘‘are happening far faster
than ever anticipated.” [As Corell claimed].

Rial wrote that in a September 13
letter. He criticized the newspaper for
presenting a ‘‘sky-is-falling’’ alarmist
perspective, and he added:

It will take years of continued surveying
to know whether anything here [in Green-
land] is ‘‘accelerating’ toward catastrophe,
as the article [featuring Corell] claims.

So much for Greenland. Let’s look at
Antarctica for more evidence on the
Earth’s current climate. It is not
changing in an alarming manner, and
you need to look no further than the
South Pole.

Scientists monitoring ice in Antarc-
tica reported on October 1 that the ice
has grown to record levels since 1979,
when satellite monitoring began. So
the ice levels have grown to record lev-
els since that time, according to an an-
nouncement by the University of Illi-
nois Polar Research Group Web site.

The Southern Hemisphere sea ice area has
broken the previous maximum of 16.03 mil-
lion square kilometers and is currently at
16.26 million square kilometers.

There is more. A February 2007 study
reveals Antarctica is not following pre-
dicted global warming temperature or
precipitation models. This is a quote
from the scientists studying that:

A new report on climate over the world’s
southernmost continent shows that tempera-
tures during the late 20th century did not
climb as had been predicted by many global
climate models.

The study was conducted by David
Bromwich, professor of atmospheric
sciences in the Department of Geog-
raphy, and research with the Byrd
Polar Research Center at Ohio State
University.
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How inconvenient that the two post-
er children of alarmism—Greenland
and Antarctica—trumpeted by Al Gore
and the climate fear mongers have de-
cided not to cooperate with the com-
puter models.

There is much more evidence that
the Earth is currently well within nat-
ural climate variability.

The Southern Hemisphere is cooling,
according to U.N. scientist, Dr. Madhav
Khandekar. Keep in mind this is a U.N.
scientist, a retired environmental Ca-
nadian scientist, and an expert IPCC
reviewer in 2007. He explained this on
August 6, 2007, and these are all new
scientific findings:

In the Southern Hemisphere, the land-area
mean temperature has slowly but surely de-
clined in the last few years. The city of
Buenes Aires in Argentina received several
centimeters of snowfall in early July, and
the last time it snowed in Buenos Aires was
in 1918. Most of Australia experienced one of
its coldest months in June of this year. Sev-
eral other locations in the Southern Hemi-
sphere have experienced lower temperatures
in the last few years. Further, the sea sur-
face temperatures over world oceans are
slowly declining since mid-1998, according to
a recent worldwide analysis of ocean surface
temperatures.

I don’t think many people would dis-
agree. The Southern Hemisphere is
part of the globe, and it has been get-
ting cooler over the past few years.

The media would not report on the
historical perspective of Greenland, the
ice growing in Antarctica, or the
Southern Hemisphere cooling. Instead,
the media’s current fixation is on
hyping Arctic sea ice shifts.

What the media is refusing to report
about the North Pole is that according
to a 2003 study by an Arctic scientist,
Igor Polyakov, the warmest period in
the Arctic during the 20th century was
the late 1930s through the early 1940s.
We are talking about the Northern
Hemisphere now. Many scientists be-
lieve if we had satellite monitoring of
the Arctic back then, it may have
shown less ice than today.

According to a 2005 peer-reviewed
study in the Geophysical Research Let-
ters by an astrophysicist, Dr. Willie
Soon, solar irradiance appears to be
the key to Arctic temperatures. The
study found Arctic temperatures follow
the pattern of increasing or decreasing
energy received from the Sun. That is
a unique thought—that the Sun is
causing warmth.

In another 2005 study published in the
Journal of Climate, Brian Hartmann
and Gerd Wendler linked the 1976 Pa-
cific climate shift to a very significant
one-time shift upward in Alaskan tem-
peratures. These evidence-based sci-
entific studies debunk fears of man-
made warming in the Arctic and in
Alaska.

I have covered the latest science on
both poles. In the Southern Hemi-
sphere, scientists are finding nothing
to be alarmed about. It is important to
point out that the phase of global
warming that started in 1979 has itself
been halted since 1998, which is nearly
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a decade. In other words, the warming
that took place, which I believe is from
natural causes, stopped in 1998. It is
not getting warmer anymore. You can
almost hear my critics skeptical of
that assertion.

According to the temperature data
that the U.N. relies on, paleoclimate
scientist Dr. Bob Carter, who testified
before the Senate Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works, noted this
on June 18 of this year, and this is sig-
nificant:

The accepted global average temperature
statistics used by the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change show that no
ground-based warming has occurred since
1998. Oddly, this eight-year-long temperature
stability has occurred despite an increase
over the same period of 15 parts per million
(or 4 percent) in atmospheric CO,. Second,
lower atmospheric satellite-based tempera-
ture measurements, if corrected for non-
greenhouse influences, such as El Nino
events and large volcanic eruptions, show
little if any global warming since 1979, a pe-
riod over which atmospheric CO, has in-
creased by 55 parts per million (17 percent).

Yet it is true that 1998 was influenced
by the warming effect of particularly
strong El Nino. But lest you think Dr.
Carter somehow misinterpreted the
data, I have more evidence to bury any
skepticism.

The U.K. Met Office, the British
version of our National Weather Serv-
ice, was finally forced to concede the
obvious in August of this year: Global
warming has stopped.

After the U.K. Met Office—a group
fully entrenched in the global warming
fear movement—was forced to ac-
knowledge this inconvenient truth in
August, they could not help but whip
up a way to continue stoking manmade
climate alarm.

How can you do that if you are say-
ing it is no longer warming? This is
how they did it.

Their response was to promote yet
more unproven dire computer model
projections of the future. They now
claim climate computer models predict
“global warming will begin in earnest
in 2009 because greenhouse emissions
will then overtake natural climate var-
iability.

What he is saying is, they are admit-
ting—it hurts them to do this—that
the warming has stopped. But they say,
well, it is going to start again in 2009.

Hyping yet more unproven computer
models of the future in response to in-
convenient real-world, evidence-based
data is the only thing they have left
for promoters of manmade climate
doom. But it is a bit refreshing to hear
climate doomsters be forced to utter
the phrases such as ‘‘natural climate
variability,” something they do not
like to talk about and never have.

Meteorologist Joseph Conklin re-
cently weighed in on these new devel-
opments.

Conklin wrote in August:

A few months ago, a study came out that
demonstrated global temperatures have lev-
eled off. But instead of possibly admitting
that this whole global warming thing is a
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farce, a group of British scientists concluded
the real global warming won’t start until
2009.

Here is somebody else talking about
it.

This new claim that ‘‘global warming
will begin in earnest in 2009’ sounds
like the reverse of the 1930s Great De-
pression slogan of ‘‘Prosperity is just
around the corner.” Only in this in-
stance the wording has been changed,
“A climate catastrophe is just around
the corner.”

Again, I was quoting meteorologist
Joseph Conklin.

This is not to say that global average
temperatures may not rise again—
change is what the Earth naturally and
continually does, and part of this is
temperatures fluctuating both up and
down. However, the awkward halting of
global warming since 1998 despite ris-
ing emissions is yet another indication
that CO, levels and temperature are
not the simple relationship many
would have us believe.

Another key development in 2007 is
the research led by metrologist An-
thony Watts of surfacestation.org
which has revealed massive U.S. tem-
perature collection data errors biasing
thermometers to have warmer read-
ings.

Meteorologist Conklin explained on
August 10—a couple months ago—2007:

The (U.S.) National Climate Data Center is
in the middle of a scandal. Their global ob-
serving network, the heart and soul of sur-
face weather measurement, is a disaster. Ur-
banization has placed many sites—

Measuring sites he is talking about—
in unsuitable locations—on hot black as-
phalt, next to trash burn barrels, beside heat
exhaust vents, even attached to hot chim-
neys and above outdoor grills. The data and
approach taken by many global warming
alarmists is seriously flawed. If the global
data were properly adjusted for urbanization
and station siting, and land use change
issues were addressed, what would emerge is
a cyclical pattern of rises and falls with
much less of any background trend.

That is all a quote by meteorologist
Conklin.

Adding to the further chilling of
warming fears is a NASA data error
correction that made 1934 the warmest
year, and not 1998. Always before, they
had been talking about 1998. Now
NASA has come back—and no one
seems to be refuting this—and said it
was 1934 that was the hottest year.

Perhaps the most humorous reaction
to this inconvenient correction came
from NASA’s James Hansen who tried
to minimize the data error in August
when he wrote:

No need to read further unless you are in-
terested in temperature changes to a tenth
of a degree over the U.S.

This comment was particularly out-
landish, given that Hansen has become
a media darling in recent years by
hyping temperature differences of
“tenth of a degree’” to any reporter
within ear shot.

I now move to central point No. 2,
the unproven computer models that are
driving climate fears.
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It is hard to describe what a com-
puter model is. But anytime you try to
make a projection into the future, you
try to have a model you can rely on in-
stead of relying on data that is current
and accurate. Even the New York
Times has been forced to acknowledge
the overwhelming evidence that the
Earth is currently well within natural
climate variation. This inconvenient

reality means all the climate
doomsdayers have to back up their
claims, their climate fears are

unproven computer models predicting
future doom. Of course, you can’t prove
a prediction of the climate in 2100
wrong today, which reduces the models
to speculating on what could or might
or may happen 50 or 100 years from
now.

But prominent U.N. scientists pub-
licly questioned the reliability of com-
puter models.

Again, only a few months ago, in
June of this year, in a candid state-
ment, IPCC scientist—this is a U.N.
scientist—Dr. Jim Renwick, a leading
author of the U.N. IPCC 4th Assess-
ment Report, publicly admitted that
climate models may not be so reliable
after all.

Renwick stated:

Half of the variability in the climate sys-
tem is not predictable, so we don’t expect to
do terrifically well.

Let me say that again. A U.N. sci-
entist admitted ‘‘half the variability in
the climate system is not predictable.

In June, another high profile U.N.
IPCC lead author, Dr. Kevin Trenberth,
echoed Renwick’s sentiments about the
climate models by referring to them as
nothing more than ‘“‘story lines.”’

Climate models made by unlicensed
software engineers are of great concern
to a lot of people. A leading scientific
skeptic, meteorologist Dr. Hendrik
Tennekes, a scientific pioneer in the
development of numerical weather pre-
diction and former director of research
at The Netherlands’ Royal National
Meteorological Institute, recently took
the critique of climate computer mod-
els one step further.

Tennekes said in February of 2007:

I am of the opinion that most scientists
engaged in the design, development, and tun-
ing of climate models are, in fact, software
engineers. They are unlicensed, hence un-
qualified to sell their products to society.

Meteorologist Augie Auer of the New
Zealand Climate Science Coalition,
former  professor of atmospheric
sciences at the University of Wyoming,
agreed, describing models this way:

It’s virtual science, it’s virtual reality.

Auer joked:

Most of these climate predictions are mod-
els, they are about a half a step ahead of
PlayStation 3.

I guess that is some kind of kid’s
video game.

They’re really not justified in what they
are saying. Many of the assumptions going
into [the models] are simply not right.

Auer said this in May of 2007 in New
Zealand in a radio interview.
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Predictions simply cannot happen.
Prominent scientist Professor Nils-
Axel Morner also denounced computer
models in August of 2007, saying:

The rapid rise in sea levels predicted by
computer models simply cannot happen.

They are not going to happen.

Morner is a leading world authority
on sea levels and coastal erosion who
headed the Department of Paleogeo-
physics & Geodynamics at Stockholm
University. Morner, who was president
of the Commission on Sea Level
Changes and Coastal Evolution from
1999 to 2003, has published a new book-
let refuting climate model claims of
catastrophic sea level rise.

Physicist Dr. Syun-Ichi Akasofu, the
former director of both the University
of Alaska Fairbanks’ Geophysical In-
stitute and International Arctic Re-
search Center, told a congressional
hearing in 2006 that highly publicized
computer models showing a dis-
appearing Arctic were nothing more
than ‘‘science fiction.” Akasofu has
twice been named one of the ‘1,000
Most Cited Scientists.”

It gets kind of boring and hard to un-
derstand when I talk about the quali-
fications of these scientists. I have to
say it because the other side is using
people who are not of this caliber. This
is what the real scientists are saying
today.

Geologist Morten Hald, an Arctic ex-
pert at the University of Tromso in
Norway, has also questioned the reli-
ability of computer models that pre-
dict a future melting of the Arctic. He
says:

The main problem is that these models are
often based on relatively new climate data.
The thermometer has only been in existence
for 150 years and information on temperature
which is 150 years old does not capture the
large natural changes.

Hald, who is participating with a
Norwegian national team in Arctic cli-
mate research, made this statement in
May of 2007.

Physicist Freeman Dyson, professor
emeritus of the Institute for Advanced
Study at Princeton, called himself a
“heretic’> on global warming and
slammed computer models as unreli-
able. Keep in mind, I am talking about
a professor emeritus at the Institute of
Advanced Study at Princeton Univer-
sity. These are smart guys. ‘““The fuss
about global warming is grossly exag-
gerated,” writes Dyson in his 2007 book
called ‘‘Many Colored Glass: Reflec-
tions on the Place of Life in the Uni-
verse’’ published in August.

Dyson is a fellow of the American
Physical Society, a member of the U.S.
National Academy of Sciences, and a
fellow in the Royal Society of London.

Dyson focuses on debunking climate
model predictions of climate doom.
There is no one more qualified than the
man I just described. He said:

They do not begin to describe the real
world that we live in. The real world is
muddy and messy and full of things that we
do not yet understand. It is much easier for
a scientist to sit in an air-conditioned build-
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ing and run computer models than to put on
winter clothes and measure what is really
happening outside in the swamps and the
clouds. That is why the climate model ex-
perts end up believing their own models.

Gore was recently challenged to a bet
on climate model accuracy. Inter-
nationally known forecasting pioneer,
Dr. Scott Armstrong of the Ivy League
University of Pennsylvania’s Wharton
School—that is the Wharton School of
Economics—challenged Gore to a
$10,000 bet in June over the accuracy of
climate computer model predictions.
Armstrong and his colleague, Professor
Kesten Green of Monash University’s
business and economic forecasting unit
in Australia, found ‘‘claims that the
Earth will get warmer have no more
credence than saying it will get cold-
er.”” According to Armstrong, the au-
thor of ‘‘Long-Range Forecasting,”’” the
most frequently cited book on fore-
casting methods, ‘‘of 89 principles [of
forecasting], the [UN] IPCC violated
72.”” That is the United Nations. They
violated 72 of the 89 principles of fore-
casting.

Internationally renowned scientist
Dr. Antonino Zichichi, president of the
World Federation of Scientists, has
also taken climate models to task.

According to an April 27, 2007 article,
Zichichi, who has published over 800
scientific papers, said:

The mathematical models used by the
[United Nations] IPCC do not correspond to
the criteria of the scientific method.

IPCC reviewer and climate re-
searcher Dr. Vincent Gray of New Zea-
land, an expert reviewer on every sin-
gle draft of the IPCC reports going
back to 1990, ridiculed the United Na-
tions process as ‘‘dangerous scientific
nonsense.” Gray, the author of ‘“‘Green-
house Delusion: A Critique of Climate
Change 2001,” explained on April 10,
2007:

My greatest achievement was the second
[U.N.] report where the draft had a chapter
‘““Validation of Climate Models.” I com-
mented that since no climate model has ever
been ‘‘validated” that the word was inappro-
priate. They changed the word to ‘“‘evaluate”
50 times, and since then they have never
“predicted” anything. All they do is make
‘“‘projections’ and ‘‘estimates.”’

In fact, so much of climate computer
modeling is based on taking tempera-
ture data from a very short timeframe
and extrapolating it out over 50 or 100
years or more and coming up with ter-
rifying, scary scenarios. There is often
no attempt to look at the longer geo-
logic record.

But much of this type of modeling
has about as much validity as me tak-
ing my b-year-old granddaughter’s
growth rate from the last 2 years and
using that to project her height when
she is 25. My projections may show she
will be 12 feet high at that time. Yet
that is exactly how many of these com-
puter model fears of the future are gen-
erated for sea level rise estimates on
ice melt projections in places such as
Greenland and the Arctic and other lo-
cations.

Once again, computer model pre-
dictions are not evidence.
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Earlier this month, yet another re-
port was issued based on future com-
puter models finding that polar bear
populations are allegedly going to be
devastated by 2050 due to global warm-
ing. The report was issued as part of
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service con-
sideration of listing the polar bear
under the Endangered Species Act.

This is a classic case of reality versus
unproven computer model predictions.
The Fish and Wildlife Service esti-
mates that the polar bear population is
currently at 20,000 to 25,000 bears,
whereas in the fifties and sixties, esti-
mates were as low as 5,000 to 10,000
bears. We currently have an estimated
four or five times more polar bears
than 50 years ago.

We have a 2002 U.S. Geological Sur-
vey of wildlife in the Arctic Refuge
Coastal Plain that noted the polar bear
populations ‘“‘may now be near historic
highs.”

Top biologists and wildlife experts
are dismissing unproven computer
model concerns for polar bears. Yet we
still see the polar bears out there. Ev-
erybody feels sorry for the polar bears.
There are some 13 populations of polar
bears and all but 2 of them are thriv-
ing, many increasing rapidly.

In 2006, Canadian biologist Dr. Mitch-
ell Taylor, the director of wildlife re-
search with the Arctic government of
Nunavut, dismissed these fears with
evidence-based data on Canada’s polar
bear populations.

“Of the 13 populations of polar bears
in Canada, 11 are stable or increasing
in number. They are not going extinct,
or even appear to be affected at
present,”’” Taylor said, noting that Can-
ada is home to two-thirds of the
world’s polar bears.

In other words, they are in Canada
under his jurisdiction.

Of the 13 populations of polar bears in Can-
ada, 11 are stable or increasing in number.
They are not going extinct, or even appear to
be affected at present.

He added:

It is just silly to predict the demise of
polar bears in 25 years based on media-as-
sisted hysteria.

In September, Taylor further de-
bunked the latest report hyping the
fears of future polar bear extinctions.
He said, ‘I think it is naive and pre-
sumptuous,” referring to the recent re-
port on the U.S. Government warning
that computer models predicted a dire
future for the bears due to projected
ice loss.

Taylor also debunked a notion that
less sea ice means less polar bears by
pointing out that southern regions of
the bears’ home with low levels of ice
are seeing booming bear populations.
He noted that in the warmer southern
Canadian region of Davis Strait with
lower levels of ice, a new survey will
reveal that bear populations have
grown from an estimated 850 bears to
an estimated 3,000 bears. And despite
the lower levels of ice, some of the
bears measured in this region are
among the biggest ever on record.
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“Davis Strait is crawling with
bears.” I am quoting him again. ‘It is
not safe to camp there. They are fat.
The mothers have cubs. The cubs are in
good shape,” he said, according to a
September 14, 2007 article.

He added, ‘‘That’s not theory. That’s
not based on a model. That’s just ob-
servation of reality.”

Other biologists are equally
dismissive of these computer model-
based fears. Biologist Josef Reichholf,
who heads the Vertebrates Department
at the National Zoological Collection
in Munich, rejected climate fears and
asserted any potential global warming
may be beneficial to both humans and
animals.

In a May 8, 2007 interview, Reichholf
asked, ‘“How did the polar bear survive
the last warm period?’’ Reichfolf also
debunked the entire notion that the
warmer world will lead to a mass spe-
cies extinction.

Warming temperatures promote biodiver-
sity. The number of species increases expo-
nentially from the regions near the poles,
across the moderate latitudes and to the
equator. To put it succinctly, the warmer
the region is the more diverse are its species.

Botanist David Bellamy—this is kind
of interesting because David Bellamy
used to be on the other side. He was a
famous U.K. environmental cam-
paigner and former lecturer at Durham
University and host of a TV series on
wildlife. He also dismissed fears of a
global warming driving polar bear de-
mise.

Keep in mind, this is David Bellamy
of the U.K., who was at one time
marching down the streets hand in
hand with Al Gore, saying the world is
coming to an end.

Why scare the families of the world with
tales that polar bears are heading for extinc-
tion when there is good evidence that there
are now twice as many of these iconic ani-
mals . . . than there were 20 years ago?

Bellamy asked on May 15. There are
twice as many as there were 20 years
ago.

Bellamy concluded:

The climate change people have no proof
for their claims. They have computer models
which do not prove anything.

The bottom line is that the attempt
to list the polar bear under the Endan-
gered Species Act is not based on any
evidence that the polar bear popu-
lations are declining or in trouble. It is
based on computer models fraught with
uncertainties. I hope we made that
point very clear. The truth is we clear-
ly don’t know enough about polar bear
populations to make an argument
about their listing. What we do know is
their populations have dramatically in-
creased over the past 30 or 40 years. It
is about trying to bring about climate
change regulation using the most pow-
erful, development-stopping law of the
land, the Endangered Species Act.
Polar bears are being used to achieve
long-sought leftwing environmental
regulatory policies.

We had four essential points. The
third essential point is debunking the
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relationship that the more CO,, a
warmer world. The third critical point
on global warming is to debunk the no-
tion that the more CO,, the warmer the
world as simplistic. Scientists and
peer-reviewed scientists are increas-
ingly revealing that catastrophic cli-
mate fears of rising CO, are simply
unsustainable.

In May 2007, the ‘‘father of meteor-
ology,” Dr. Reid Bryson, the founding
chairman of the Department of Meteor-
ology at the University of Wisconsin,
dismissed the rising CO, fears very
bluntly. He said:

You can go outside and spit and have the
same effect as doubling carbon dioxide.

Bryson has been identified by the
British Institute of Geographers as the
most frequently cited climatologist in
the world. He explained that one of the
reasons climate models are failing is
because they overestimate the warm-
ing effect of CO, in the atmosphere.

Climatologist Dr. Ball described how
COy’s warming impact diminishes. A
quote from Dr. Timothy Ball:

Even if CO, concentration doubles or tri-
ples, the effect would be minimal. The rela-
tionship between temperature and CO, is like
painting a window black to block the sun-
light. The first coat blocks most of the light.
The second and third reduce very little more.
The current CO, levels are like the first coat
of black paint, Ball explained in June of 2007.

Environmental economist Dennis
Avery, co-author with climate scientist
Dr. Fred Singer of the new book
“Unstoppable Global Warming Every
1500 years,” details how solar activity
is linked to the Earth’s natural tem-
perature cycles. These two scientists
are quoted as saying, in their book:

The Earth has warmed only a net of .2 de-
grees centigrade of net warming since 1940.
Human-emitted CO, gets blamed for only
half of that—

Even those who are the hysterical

people say only half of that would go to
manmade gases, anthropogenic gases,
CO,, methane, as we talked about ear-
lier.
—or one tenth of 1 degree centigrade of
warming in 65 years. We’ve had no warming
at all since 1998. Remember, too, each added
unit of CO, has less impact on the climate.
The first 40 parts per million of human-emit-
ted CO, added to the atmosphere in the 1940s
had as much climate impact as the next 360
parts per million.

Perhaps the most inconvenient fact
for the promoters of climate doom is
the abundance of new peer-reviewed pa-
pers echoing these many more sci-
entists’ skeptical views. Keep in mind,
these are new studies, the debunking of
alarmism that have been published
since 2007.

That is this year, I say to the distin-
guished occupier of the chair, that we
have been talking about, just what has
happened in the last 6 or 7 months.

A new Dpeer-reviewed study by
Brookhaven National Lab scientist
Stephen Schwartz, accepted for publi-
cation in the Journal of Geophysical
Research, finds that even a doubling of
atmospheric carbon dioxide would not
have the previous predicted dire im-
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pacts on global temperatures. In fact,
this paper implies that we have already
seen almost all of the warming from
CO, that mankind has put into the at-
mosphere.

The study is in agreement with the
views of the 60 prominent scientists
who advised the Canadian Prime Min-
ister to withdraw from Kyoto in 2006.
The 60 scientists noted global climate
changes all the time due to natural
causes and the human impact still re-
main impossible to distinguish from
this natural ‘‘noise.”

Astronomer Dr. Ian Wilson pro-
claimed in August of 2007 that the new
Schwartz study means ‘‘Anthropo-
genic—that is man-made global warm-
ing—bites the dust.”

Those are their words, not mine.

American Enterprise Institute sci-
entist Joel Schwartz also agreed. He
said:

Along with dozens of other studies in the
scientific literature, this new study belies Al
Gore’s claim that there is no legitimate
scholarly alternative to climate
catastrophism. Indeed, if [this study’s] re-
sults are correct, that alone would be enough
to overturn, in one fell swoop, the United
Nations scientific consensus—I say in
quotes—the ‘‘environmentalists’” climate
hysteria, and the political pretext for the en-
ergy-restriction policies that have become so
popular with the world’s environmental reg-
ulators, elected officials, and corporations.
The question is, will anyone in the main-
stream media notice?

This is all a quote by the scientist.

A former Harvard physicist, Dr.
Lubos Motl, said the new study has re-
duced proponents of manmade climate
fears to ‘‘playing the children’s game
to scare each other.”

Now, just look at a sampling of the
recent peer review studies debunking
the issues. There are many others I
could talk about, but I am just going
to name a few here, things all hap-
pening this year, 2007.

No. 1, an August 2007 peer-reviewed
study Published in Geophysical Re-
search Letters finds global warming
over last century linked to natural
causes. Excerpt: The study, by sci-
entists at the University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, was entitled “Syn-
chronized Chaos: Mechanisms For
Major Climate Shifts.”” The author’s
found that “By studying the last 100
years of these [natural] cycles’ pat-
terns, they find that the systems syn-
chronized several times.”” The authors
show that this mechanism explains all
global temperature tendency changes
and El Nino variability in the 20th cen-
tury.”

No. 2, a September peer-reviewed
study counters global warming theory,
by finding carbon dioxide did not end
the last Ice Age. The study found:
“Deep-sea temperatures rose 1,300
years before atmospheric CO,, ruling
out the greenhouse gas as driver of
meltdown. The lead author geologist
Lowell Stott, explained: ‘“The climate
dynamic is much more complex than
simply saying that CO, rises and the
temperature warms.”’
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No. 3, an October 2007 study by the
Danish National Space Center Study
concluded: ‘““The Sun still appears to be
the main forcing agent in global cli-
mate change.”” This study was au-
thored by Physicist Henrik Svensmark
and Eigil Friis-Christensen.

No. 4, a Belgian weather institute’s
August 2007 study dismissed the deci-
sive role of CO, in warming. Here is an
excerpt about the study: ““CO, is not
the big bogeyman of climate change
and global warming. This is the conclu-
sion of a comprehensive scientific
study done by the Royal Meteorolog-
ical Institute, which was published this
past summer. Climate scientist Luc
Debontridder explained: ‘“Not CO,, but
water vapor is the most important
greenhouse gas. It is responsible for at
least 75 percent of the greenhouse ef-
fect. This is a simple scientific fact,
but Al Gore’s movie has hyped CO, so
much that nobody seems to take note
of it.”

No. 5, an August peer-reviewed study
finds clouds may greatly reduce global
warming. Paragraph No. 2, a new peer-
reviewed—

I use ‘“‘peer reviewed” quite often to
show these are documented. These are
studies that have been reviewed by the
peers, by other scientists, and found to
be true.

No. 5, an August peer-reviewed study
finds clouds may greatly reduce global
warming: Here is an excerpt about the
study: ‘“This study published on August
9, 2007 in the Geophysical Research
Letters finds that climate models fail
to adequately take into account the ef-
fects of clouds. The study shows that
tropical rainfall events are accom-
panied by a decrease in high ice clouds,
thus allowing more infrared heat radi-
ation to escape to space. Author Dr.
Roy Spencer of the University of Ala-
bama Huntsville said: ‘At least 80 per-
cent of the Earth’s natural greenhouse
effect is due to water vapor and clouds,
and those are largely under the control
of precipitation systems. Until we un-
derstand how precipitation systems
change with warming, I don’t believe
we can know how much of our current
warming is manmade. Without that
knowledge, we can’t predict future cli-
mate change with any degree of cer-
tainty.”

Spencer, formerly a senior scientist
for climate studies at NASA’s Marshall
Space Flight Center where he received
NASA’s Exceptional Scientific
Achievement Medal, believes that the
Earth self-regulates its own tempera-
ture.

In fact, for the amount of solar energy
available to it, our climate seems to have a
“preferred’” average temperature, damping
out swings beyond one degree or so. I believe
that, through various negative feedback
mechanisms, the atmosphere ‘‘decides’ how
much of the available sunlight will be al-
lowed in, how much greenhouse effect it will
generate in response, and what the average
temperature will be.

No. 6, a new peer-reviewed study
finds that the solar system regulates
the earth’s climate—The paper, au-
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thored by Richard Mackey, is published
August 17, 2007, in the Journal of
Coastal Research. Here is an excerpt
about the paper: ‘‘According to the
findings reviewed in this paper, the
variable output of the sun, the 31 sun’s
gravitational relationship between the
earth (and the moon) and earth’s vari-
able orbital relationship with the sun,
regulate the earth’s climate.”

No. 7, Chinese scientists Lin Zhen-
Shan, and Sun Xian’s 2007 study, pub-
lished in the peer-reviewed Meteor-
ology and Atmospheric Physics, noted
that CO, impact on warming may be
‘“‘excessively exaggerated.” Here is an
excerpt: ‘“The global climate warming
is not solely affected by the CO, green-
house effect. The best example is tem-
perature obviously cooling however at-
mospheric CO, concentration is ascend-
ing from 1940s to 1970s. Although the
CO, greenhouse effect on global cli-
mate change is unsuspicious, it could
have been excessively exaggerated. It
is high time to reconsider the trend of
global climate change,” the two sci-
entists concluded.

No. 8, a Team of Scientists Question
The Validity of a ‘‘Global Tempera-
ture”—The study was published in
Journal of Non-Equilibrium Thermo-
dynamics. A March 18, 2007 article in
Science Daily explained: ‘‘Discussions
on global warming often refer to ‘glob-
al temperature.” Yet the concept is
thermodynamically as well as mathe-
matically an impossibility, says Bjarne
Andresen, a professor at The Niels
Bohr Institute, University of Copen-
hagen.

“It is impossible to talk about a sin-
gle temperature for something as com-
plicated as the climate of Earth”,
Bjarne Andresen says, an expert of
thermodynamics. According to
Andresen: ‘““The Globe consists of a
huge number of components which one
cannot just add up and average. That
would correspond to calculating the av-
erage phone number in the phone book.
That is meaningless.”

No. 9, an April 2007 study revealed
the Earth’s climate ‘‘seesawing’ dur-
ing the last 10,000 years, according to
Swedish researchers at Lund Univer-
sity. An excerpt of the study states:
“During the last 10,000 years climate
has been seesawing between the North
and South Atlantic Oceans. As revealed
by findings presented by scientists at
Lund University in Sweden, cold peri-
ods in the north have corresponded to
warmth in the south and vice verse.
These results imply that Europe may
face a slightly cooler future than pre-
dicted by IPCC, the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change.

No. 10, a new peer-reviewed study on
Surface Warming and the Solar Cycle
published in Geophysical Research Let-
ters by scientists from the University
of Washington claims to be ‘‘the first
to document a statistically significant
globally coherent temperature re-
sponse to the solar cycle,’”” according to
an August 2, 2007 Science Daily article.
The paper found ‘‘that times of high
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solar activity are on average 0.2 de-
grees C warmer than times of low solar
activity.” Despite the fact that one of
the co-author’s protests this study
being used to chill climate fears, this
paper is an important contribution to
establishing the solar climate link.

No. 11, in 2007, even the alarmist UN
IPCC reduced its sea level rise esti-
mates significantly, thus reducing
man’s estimated impact on the climate
by 25 percent. Meanwhile, a separate
UN report in late 2006 found that cow
emissions are more damaging to the
planet than all of the CO, emissions
from cars and trucks. Stating it in a
different way, the gasses released by
stock actually exceed the CO, in the
atmosphere from all the cars and
trucks in the transportation sector.

No. 12, the UN Climate Panel has
been accused of possible research fraud.
Here is an excerpt: Douglas J. Keenan,
a former Morgan Stanley [finance man]
and current independent mathematical
researcher, accused the UN of ‘‘fabrica-
tions” and ‘‘discovered that the
sources used by the Intergovernmental
Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) have
disregarded the positions of weather
stations.” Keenan has accused the UN
of “intentionally using outdated data
on China from 1991 and ignoring revised
data on the country from 1997.”

No. 13, a study in the summer 2007
American Association of Petroleum
Geologists publication debunked global
warming fears. The study by Geologist
C. Robert Shoup, was entitled ‘‘Science
Under Attack.” It concluded: ‘“The hy-
pothesis of Anthropogenic Global
Warming does not yet meet the basic
scientific standards of proof needed to
be accepted as a viable hypothesis,
much less as accepted fact.”

Again, I stress that these research
studies are but a sampling of the new
science flowing in that is starting to
overwhelm the fear campaigns of the
global warming alarmists.

I frequently get asked by warming
activists whether I can name a single
peer-reviewed study disagreeing with
Gore or the UN Summary for Policy-
makers.

As you can see, the skeptic’s cup
overflows with recent scientific stud-
ies.

Everything I mentioned refutes that.

In addition to the above recent sam-
pling of new studies, I also refer to the
more than 100 scientific studies by
more than 300 coauthors that are cited
in the new book ‘“‘Unstoppable Global
Warming Every 1500 Years’ by the cli-
mate scientist Dr. Fred Singer and
Dennis Avery. The book details exten-
sive research going back decades to re-
veal how solar activity is linked to the
Earth’s natural climate cycle. Again,
we are talking about the sun, we are
talking about natural variants.

Geophysicist Dr. David Deming, asso-
ciate professor of arts and sciences at
the TUniversity of Oklahoma—very
proud of him—explained in January of
this year:

No one has ever died from global warming.
What kills people is cold, not heat. For more
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than 150 years, it has been documented in
the medical literature that human mortality
rates are highest in the winter when tem-
peratures are the coldest.

Perhaps the most scathing indict-
ment of the ‘“more CO, equals a warm-
er world” simplicity comes from Ivy
League geologist Dr. Robert
Giegengack, the chair of the Depart-
ment of Earth and Environmental
Science at—I call to the attention of
the Presiding Officer—the University
of Pennsylvania. Giegengack voted for
Gore in 2000, says he would do so again.
He is a Gore fan, but he is appalled by
Gore’s ignorance of climate science.
Here is a guy who—he voted for him,
and he would vote for him again. He
says to his undergraduates: Every sin-
gle one of you knows more about global
warming than Al Gore.

This is the chair of the Department
of Earth and Environmental Science at
the University of Pennsylvania, a very
fine, well-known institution.
Giegengack said:

Gore claims that temperature increases
solely because more CO, in the atmosphere
traps the sun’s heat. That’s just wrong. It is
a natural interplay. It’s hard for us to say
that CO, drives temperature. It’s easier to
say temperature drives CO,.

He said:

The driving mechanism is exactly the op-
posite of what Al Gore claims, both in his
film and in that book. It’s the temperature
that, through those 650,000 years, controlled
the CO;; not the CO, that controlled the tem-
perature.

I do not think anyone refutes that
anymore. If I said this a year ago, ev-
eryone would be up in arms. But now
all of them are agreeing. It is the tem-
perature that is controlling the CO,.

Now, this might be a bit technical,
but what Giegengack is saying here is
that it is temperatures that control
CO,. This is crucial to the under-
standing of the reason why the sci-
entific underpinnings of manmade
global warming fears are utterly col-
lapsing and the climate models are
continuing to fail.

Let me repeat a Kkey point Dr.
Giegengack makes. He said: If we re-
duced the rate at which we put carbon
into the atmosphere, it will not reduce
the concentration in the atmosphere;
CO, is just going to come back out of
these reservoirs.

There are various natural reservoirs
such as oceans, soils, permafrost, et
cetera. Giegengack is explaining the
heart of the scientific skepticism about
CO2’s role in the Earth’s climate sys-
tem.

He is not finished. He said:

In terms of global warming’s capacity to
cause human species harm, I don’t think it
makes it into the top 10. [Giegengack said in
an interview in the May/June 2007 issue of
the Pennsylvania Gazette.]

So it is entirely appropriate that a
man who supports Gore politically may
be putting the final nail in the coffin of
manmade global warming fears.

The global warming scare machine is
now so tenuous that other liberal envi-
ronmental scientists and activists are
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now joining Giegengack and con-
demning the entire basis for manmade
global warming concerns.

This is kind of interesting. I am
going to be quoting Denis Rancourt, a
professor of physics and an environ-
mental science researcher at the Uni-
versity of Ottawa. He believes that the
global warming campaign does a dis-
service to the environmental move-
ment. He is a big environmentalist. He
wants people to be concerned about the
environment. He says: But they are a
doing a disservice.

Rancourt wrote, on February 27, 2007:

Promoting the global warming myth trains
people to accept unverified, remote, and ab-
stract dangers in the place of true problems
that they can discover for themselves by be-
coming directly engaged in their workplace
and by doing their own research and observa-
tions. It trains people to think lifestyle
choices, in relation to CO, emission, rather
than to think activism in the sense of exert-
ing an influence to change societal struc-
tures.

Rancourt believes that global warm-
ing:

Will not become humankind’s greatest
threat until the sun has its next hiccup in a
billion years or more in the very unlikely
scenario that we are still be around.

He also noted that even if CO, emis-
sions were a grave threat, Government
action and political will cannot meas-
urably or significantly ameliorate
global climate in the present world.

Most significantly, however,
Rancourt, a committed leftwing activ-
ist and scientist—that is whom we are
talking about—he believes environ-
mentalists have been duped into pro-
moting global warming as a crisis. This
is a far leftwing environmentalist type.
He said:

I argue that by far the most destructive
force on the planet is profit-driven corpora-
tions and their cartels backed by military
might; and that the global warming myth is
a red herring that contributes to hiding this
truth. In my opinion, activists who, using
any justification, feed the global warming
myth have effectively been co-opted, or at
best neutralized. Global warming is strictly
an imaginary problem for the First World
middleclass.

Again, this is a very well-known far
leftwing scientist by the name of
Rancourt.

Finally, Rancourt asserted that in a
warm world, life prospers.

There is no known case of a sustained
warming alone having a negative impact on
an entire population. As a general rule, all
life on earth does better when it is hotter.
Compare ecological diversity and biotic den-
sity, or biomass, at the poles and at the
equator.

Indeed, 2007 has turned into the ‘‘tip-
ping point” for unsubstantiated fears
and gross distortion of science by ac-
tivists who have committed decades
trying to convince the world it faced a
manmade climate crisis. Rancourt so
eloquently describes the entire move-
ment as one featuring unverified, re-
mote, and abstract dangers.

Perhaps the biggest shock to the
global warming debate was the conver-
sion of the renowned French geo-
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physicist Dr. Claude Allegre from a be-
liever in the dangerous manmade
warming fears to a skeptic just last
year. This is a guy—Dr. Claude Allegre,
former French Socialist Party leader
and a member of both the French and
the U.S. Academies of Science—who
was one of the first scientists around
to sound global warming fears 20 years
ago. Now, this is a guy who was walk-
ing down the streets with Al Gore 10
years ago holding hands, saying: The
world is coming to an end, the heat is
upon us now, and we are going to have
to do something. That was the 20 years
ago and 10 years ago. But he now says—
this is as of this year, 2007—the cause
of climate change is unknown. He ridi-
culed what he termed the ‘‘prophets of
doom of global warming” in a Sep-
tember 2006 article.

Allegre has authored more than 100
scientific articles and written 11 books
and received numerous scientific
awards, including the Goldschmidt
Medal from the Geochemical Society of
the United States. He now believes the
global warming hysteria is motivated
by money.

The ecology of helpless protesting has be-
come a very lucrative business for some peo-
ple.

I find it ironic that a free market
conservative Member of the Senate
such as myself and a French Socialist
scientist both apparently agree that
sound science is not what is driving
this debate; it is money.

I just say bravo for the growing sci-
entific dissent. It is not easy for these
guys who took a hard position just a
few years ago to change their minds.
You do not have to believe me. In Octo-
ber, Washington Post staff writer Ju-
liet Eilperin conceded the obvious,
writing that the climate skeptics “‘ap-
pear to be expanding rather than
shrinking.”

These are the people, the climate
science skeptics, those individuals who
believed that global warming was caus-
ing all of those problems, that man-
made gases, methane, CO,, were caus-
ing climate change. They are on the
other side now.

Washington Post’s Eilperin wrote—
and, of course, the Washington Post is
not known to be a very conservative
publication:

In late May, Michael Griffin, Adminis-
trator of NASA, which conducts considerable
amounts of climate research, told National
Public Radio that he was not sure climate
change was a problem we must wrestle with
and that it was rather arrogant to suggest
that the climate we have now represents the
best possible set of conditions.

Alexander Cockburn, a maverick
journalist who leans left on most top-
ics, lambasted the global warming con-
sensus last spring on the political Web
site counterpunch.org, arguing that
there is no evidence yet that humans
are causing the rise of global tempera-
ture.

These are liberals we are talking
about, in fairly liberal publications.

Leftwing professor David Noble of
Canada’s York University has joined
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the growing chorus of disenchanted lib-
eral activists. Noble now believes that
the movement has ‘‘hyped the global
climate issue into an obsession.” Noble
wrote a May 8 essay entitled ‘‘Cor-
porate Climate Coup’” which details
how global warming has ‘‘hijacked”
the environmental left and created a
‘“‘corporate climate campaign’ which
has ‘‘diverted attention from the rad-
ical challenges of the global justice
movement.”’

Finally, I would say that world lead-
ers such as Czech President Vaclav
Klaus and former German Chancellor
Helmut Schmidt have been outspoken
in their climate skepticism. Schmidt
said on June 4 of this year that fears of
global warming were ‘‘hysterical” and
““overheated.” He called efforts to con-
trol the earth’s temperature ‘‘idiotic.”

Former Vice President Gore’s biggest
worry is now coming true; previously
committed believers in manmade glob-
al warming are now converting to

skeptics after reviewing the new
science.
Well, the new science is changing

minds. The 60 prominent scientists,
many of whom advised the Canadian
Prime Minister—I mentioned this be-
fore. This is very significant. These are
the guys in the 1990s who were advising
the Prime Minister. These 60 scientists
advised the Prime Minister to ratify
Kyoto, the treaty we did not ratify,
and now they have come back and said:

Significant scientific advances have been
made since the Kyoto protocol was created,
many of which are taking us away from a
concern about increasing greenhouse gases.
If, back in the mid 1990s, we knew what we
know today about climate, Kyoto would al-
most certainly not exist, because we would
have concluded it is not necessary.

These are the 60 scientists who ad-
vised the Prime Minister; they have all
changed their minds. They are now ad-
vising him not to sign on any successor
treaties to Kyoto.

The climate skeptics have welcomed
many scientists from around the world
into the fold recently, including pre-
viously noted Claude Allegre. There are
others. If you go to my Web site, you
can see some of the rest of them. But
in addition to Claude Allegre, you have
the top Israeli astrophysicist Nir
Shaviv, Australian mathematician
David Evans, Canadian climate expert
Bruno Wiskel, paleoclimatologist Ian
D. Clark, environmental geochemist
Jan Veizer, and climate scientist Chris
de Freitas of New Zealand—the list
goes on and on—just to name a few.

Please go to epw.senate.gov for a full
report and stay tuned to the upcoming
blockbuster Senate report detailing
the hundreds of scientists who have
spoken out recently to denounce man-
made global fears. The list is unending.
It is larger every day. These people
were all on the other side of this issue,
vocally, with all their scientific back-
ground. They have now come over.
They are skeptics now. Skeptics mean
that there is no conclusive proof. In-
stead of that, it is national variances,
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within national wvariability, I would
add.

We come now to the last point, the
central point No. 4, debunking the con-
sensus. The fourth and final essential
point deals with how the media and the
climate doomsters insist that there is
an overwhelming scientific consensus
of manmade global warming. The no-
tion of a consensus is carefully manu-
factured for political, financial, and
ideological purposes. Its proponents
never explain fully what consensus
they are referring to. Is it a consensus
that future computer models will turn
out correct? Is it a consensus that the
Earth has warmed? Proving that parts
of the Earth have been warming
doesn’t prove that humans are respon-
sible.

While it may appear to the casual ob-
server that scientists promoting cli-
mate fears are in the majority, that is
because most of the media wants to be-
lieve this. By the way, this sells pa-
pers; we all know that. Evidence con-
tinues to reveal this is an illusion. Cli-
mate skeptics, the emerging silent ma-
jority of scientists, receive much
smaller shares of university funds.
They don’t get university research
funds, foundation funds.

You think the Heinz Foundation is
going to give funding to somebody un-
less they agree with their hysteria?
Climate skeptics also receive smaller
shares of Government grants and are
not plugged into the well-heeled spe-
cial interest lobby. If you are part of
that lobby, you get all these funds. If
you are not, they will not play with
you. On the other side of the climate
debate, you have a comparatively well-
funded group of scientists, the activists
who participate in the U.N. con-
ferences, receiving foundation moneys,
international government support, and
fawning media treatment. The number
of skeptics at first glance may appear
smaller, but the skeptics are increas-
ingly becoming vocal and turning the
tables on the Goliath that has become
the global warming fear industry.

Key components of the manufactured
consensus, as they keep saying, fade
under scrutiny. We often hear how the
National Academy of Sciences and the
American Meteorological Society
issued statements endorsing the so-
called consensus view that man is driv-
ing global warming. What you don’t
hear is that both the NAS and the AMS
never allowed member scientists to
vote on these climate statements be-
cause they know that if it doesn’t come
out this way, they will not get the
money they would otherwise get. Es-
sentially, only two dozen or so mem-
bers on the governing boards of these
institutions produced the consensus
statements. It appears that the gov-
erning boards of these organizations
caved in to pressure from those pro-
moting the politically correct view of
the United Nations and Gore-inspired
science. The Canadian Academy of
Sciences reportedly endorsed a con-
sensus global warming statement that
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was never even approved by its gov-
erning board.

Rank-and-file scientists are now
openly rebelling. James Spann, a cer-
tified meteorologist with the AMS,
openly defied the organization when he
said in January he does not know a sin-
gle TV meteorologist who buys into
the manmade global warming hype. In
February, a panel of meteorologists ex-
pressed unanimous climate skepticism,
and one panelist estimated 95 percent
of his profession rejects global warm-
ing fears.

This is big, a survey of recent peer-
reviewed studies. This is something
you better get ready for because it is
something you don’t know about yet.
It hasn’t been revealed yet, but it will
be.

In August 2007, a comprehensive
study of peer-reviewed scientific 1lit-
erature from 2004 to 2007 revealed less
than half of all published scientists en-
dorse global warming theory. “Of 539
total papers on climate change, only 38
or 7 percent gave an explicit endorse-
ment of the consensus.” That con-
sensus being that manmade anthropo-
genic, CO,, methane gases are causing
climate change. Only 7 percent of these
539 total papers since 2004.

In addition, a September 26, 2007, re-
port from the international group In-
stitute of Physics finds no consensus
on global warming. Here is an excerpt:

As world leaders gathered in New York for
a high-level UN meeting on climate change,
a new report by some of the world’s most re-
nowned scientists urged policymakers to
keep their eyes on the ‘‘science grapevine”
arguing that the understanding of global
warming is still far from complete. The IOP
is also urging world leaders to remain alert
to the latest scientific thought on climate
change.

In May the United Nations special
climate envoy, Dr. Harlem Brundtland,
declared ‘‘it’s completely immoral,
even, to question’” the U.N.’s alleged
global warming consensus.

Let’s examine whether immorality
plays a role in this process. There are
frequently claims that the U.N. IPCC
“Summary for Policymakers’” is the
voice of hundreds or even thousands of
the world’s top scientists, but such
claims do not hold up even to the light
of scrutiny. According to the Associ-
ated Press, during the United Nations
“Summary for Policymakers’—after
they have their process, which is a pub-
lication that comes out, then it is
many months after that that scientists
get to say something.

According to the Associated Press,
during the IPCC ‘‘Summary for Policy-
makers’”’ meeting in April of 2007, the
most recent, only 52 scientists partici-
pated. The April 9, 2007, AP article by
Seth Borenstein reported:

Diplomats from 115 countries and 52 sci-
entists hashed out the most comprehensive
and gloomiest warning yet about the pos-
sible effects of global warming, from in-
creased flooding, hunger, drought and dis-
eases to the extension of species.

Many of the so-called hundreds of sci-
entists who have been affiliated with
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the U.N. as expert reviewers are, in
fact, climate skeptics. They are on our
side. Skeptics such as Virginia State
climatologist Dr. Patrick Michaels,
Alabama State climatologist Dr. John
Christy, New Zealand climate re-
searcher Dr. Vincent Gray, former head
of the Geological Museum at the Uni-
versity of Oslo Tom V. Segalstad, and
MIT’s Dr. Richard Lindzen have served
as IPCC expert reviewers but were not
involved in writing the alarmist sum-
mary. These are the people who were
part of this process but were excluded
from talking about the summary. The
summary is put together by politi-
cians.

An analysis released in September of
2007 on the United Nations scientific
review process by climate data analyst
John McLean revealed that the U.N.
peer-review process is an illusion. A
new study found that very few sci-
entists are actively involved in the
U.N. peer-review process. The report
contained devastating revelations to
the central IPCC assertion that ‘it is
very highly likely that greenhouse gas
forcing has been the dominant cause of
the observed global warming over the
last 50 years.”

What do the real scientists say about
this statement? According to the anal-
ysis by McLean:

The IPCC leads us to believe that this
statement is very much supported by a ma-
jority of reviewers. The reality is that there
is surprisingly little explicit support for the
key notion. Among the 23 independent re-
viewers just 4 explicitly endorsed the chapter
with its hypotheses, and one other endorsed
only a specific section. Moreover, only 62 of
the TPCC’s 308 reviewers commented on the
chapter at all.

Only four out of 23 endorsed the
statement that manmade gasses are
the primary cause of global warming.
Let me repeat the key point, only four
U.N. scientists in the U.N. peer-review
process explicitly endorsed the Kkey
chapter blaming mankind for warming
the past 50 years, according to recent
analysis. This analysis was echoed by
U.N. scientist Dr. Madhav Khandekar.
He is a retired Environment Canada
scientist. In an August 13, 2000, letter,
Khandekar lashed out at those who
‘““‘seem to naively believe that the cli-
mate change science exposed in the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change documents represents scientific
consensus.’”’ He said:

Nothing could be further from the truth.
As one of the invited expert reviewers for the
2007 IPCC documents, I have pointed out the
flawed review process used by the [United
Nations] scientists in one of my letters. I
have also pointed out in my letter that an
increasing number of scientists are now
questioning the hypotheses of Greenhouse
gas induced warming on the earth’s surface
and suggesting a stronger impact of solar
variability and large-scale atmospheric cir-
culation patterns on the observed tempera-
ture increase than previously believed.

Khandekar concluded:

Unfortunately, the [United Nations] IPCC
climate change documents do not provide an
objective assessment of the earth’s tempera-
ture trends and associated climate change.
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Keep in mind, the IPCC, the United
Nations, are the ones who brought all
this to start with.

Paul Reiter, a malaria expert for-
mally of the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention, participated in
the past U.N. IPCC process and now
calls the concept of consensus on glob-
al warming a sham. Reiter, a professor
of entomology and tropical disease
with the Pasteur Institute in Paris,
had to threaten legal action to have his
name removed from the IPCC. They
were not even letting him withdraw be-
cause he disagreed scientifically with
what they are coming up with. He
called it a sham. People who are going
to review what I am saying here today
will call it a sham. I am not calling
anything a sham. That is what the sci-
entist called this last report. ‘“That is
how they make it seem that all top sci-
entists are agreed,” he said in 2007. He
said: “‘It’s [just] not true.”

Hurricane expert Christopher
Landsea of NOAA’s National Hurricane
Center was both an author and a re-
viewer of the IPCC’s second assessment
report back in 1995 and the third as-
sessment report in 2001 but resigned
from the fourth assessment report
after charging the U.N. with playing
politics with hurricane science.
Landsea wrote a January 17, 2005, pub-
lic letter detailing his experience with
the U.N. Keep in mind, he is one of the
top scientist on hurricanes.

I am withdrawing [from the U.N.] because
I have come to view the part of the IPCC to
which my expertise is relevant as having be-
come politicized. In addition, when I have
raised my concerns to the IPCC leadership,
their response was simply to dismiss my con-
cerns. I personally cannot in good faith con-
tinue to contribute to a process that I view
as both being motivated by pre-conceived
agendas and being scientifically unsound.

The IPCC’s own guidelines explicitly
state that the scientific reports have to
be ‘‘changed” to ‘‘ensure consistency
with”’ the politically motivated ‘‘Sum-
mary for Policymakers.”” We have al-
ready said that the ‘“Summary for Pol-
icymakers’’—that is the political arm,
not the scientific but the political arm.
In addition, the IPCC more closely re-
sembles a political party’s convention
platform battle, not a scientific proc-
ess. During an IPCC ‘‘Summary for
Policymakers’ process, the political
delegates and international bureau-
crats squabbled over the scientific
wording of a phrase or assertion.

Steve McIntyre, one of the individ-
uals responsible for debunking the infa-
mous hockey stick theory temperature
graph, slammed the IPCC ‘“‘Summary
for Policymakers’ process in January
of 2004.

So the purpose of the three-month delay
between the publication of the (IPCC) Sum-
mary for Policy-Makers and the release of
the actual [Working Group 1] is to enable
them to make any ‘‘necessary’ adjustments
to the technical report to match the policy
summary. Unbelievable. Can you imagine
what securities commissions would say if
business promoters issued a big promotion
and then the promoters made the ‘‘nec-
essary’” adjustments to the qualifying re-
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ports and financial statements so that they
matched the promotion. Words fail me.

That is the scientist, not me.

As you continue to scratch beneath
the surface of the alleged global warm-
ing consensus, more discoveries await.
Alabama’s State climatologist Dr.
John Christy of the University of Ala-
bama in Huntsville served as a U.N.
IPCC lead author in 2001 for the third
assessment report and detailed how he
personally witnessed U.N. scientists at-
tempting to distort the science for po-
litical purposes.

This guy, keep in mind, was a sci-
entist who participated in that process.
He said:

I was at the table with three Europeans,
and we were having lunch. And they were
talking about their role as lead authors. And
they were talking about how they were try-
ing to make the report dramatic that the
United States would just have to sign that
Kyoto Protocol.

That is what Christy told CNN on
May 2, 2007, just this year.

Former Colorado State climatolo-
gist, Dr. Roger Pielke, Sr., also de-
tailed the corruption of the U.N. IPCC
process. This is what he said on Sep-
tember 1—just a month ago—2007:

The same individuals who are doing pri-
mary research in the role of humans on the
climate system are then permitted to lead
the [IPCC] assessment! There should be an
outery on this obvious conflict of interest,
but to date either few recognize this conflict,
or see that since the recommendations of the
IPCC fit their policy and political agenda,
they chose to ignore this conflict. In either
case, scientific rigor has been sacrificed and
poor policy and political decisions will inevi-
tably follow.

This is Dr. Pielke.

He added:

We need recognition among the scientific
community, the media, and policymakers
that IPCC process is obviously a real conflict
of interest, and this has resulted in a signifi-
cantly flawed report.

What we have been talking about is
the United Nations at work.

Politics appear to be the fuel that
runs this process—the U.N. process we
have been talking about—from the sci-
entists to the bureaucrats to the dele-
gates, and all the way to many of the
world leaders involved in it.

What is the motivation of these dis-
tortions? I am often asked, if we know
that the costs are going to be so great,
and we know the science is now flawed,
and people are now waking up to it,
what is the motivation? I would have
to say there is a lot of motivation over-
seas on things like this.

Former French President Jacques
Chirac stated in 2000 that as to Kyoto,
we are not talking about climate
change. He said Kyoto represents ‘‘the
first component of an authentic global
governance.”’

These growing critiques of the politi-
cized IPCC process have been echoed by
the U.K.’s Lord Nigel Lawson. He is
former Chancellor of the Exchequer
and a member of the House of Lords
Committee that reviewed the IPCC
process. Lawson called for the abolish-
ment of the U.N.’s IPCC process. He
said:
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I believe the IPCC process [U.N. process] is
so flawed, and the institution, it has to be
said, so closed to reason, that it would be far
better to thank it for the work it has done,
close it down, and transfer all future inter-
national collaboration on the issue of cli-
mate change [to something else].

This is a statement he made in 2005.

The huge organizational and funding
advantage that proponents of climate
alarmism enjoy over scientific skeptics
has led to a pretty elaborate and im-
pressive facade of ‘‘consensus.” Many
climate skeptics have been excluded
from key roles in the politicized IPCC
process and largely ignored by the
media unless they are being demonized
as ‘‘flat BEarthers’ or accused of being
part of a well-funded industry cam-
paign. But in reality, it is the climate
fear peddlers who enjoy an over-
whelming funding advantage over
skeptics.

Since the late 1980s, when global
warming fears rose out of the scorched
frost of the 1970s coming ice age scare—
the same ones, I might add—an inter-
national organized effort and tens of
billions of dollars have been spent pro-
moting the warming fear gravy train.

Paleoclimate scientist Bob Carter es-
timates proponents of global warming
fears worldwide have received over $50
billion from international sources and
the United States over the last two
decades. This is what he said:

In one of the more expensive ironies of his-
tory, the expenditure of more than [50 billion
U.S. dollars] on research into global warm-
ing since 1990 has failed to demonstrate any
human-caused climate trend, let alone a dan-
gerous one.

That was a quote from him on June
18, 2007.

The U.S. alone spends over $5 billion
a year on research directly or indi-
rectly related to global warming. Add-
ing to these totals of funding manmade
climate fears are large foundations
such as the Heinz Foundation, inter-
national governments, the United Na-
tions, worldwide universities, the Pew
Foundation, and individuals such as
billionaires Richard Branson and
George Soros.

In fact, if you want to get a study
funded today on anything from suicide
to butterflies, researchers are finding
they better somehow link the issue of
global warming, and it will increase
their chances of securing funding auto-
matically.

James Spann is a meteorologist, cer-
tified by the American Meteorological
Society. He suggests scientific objec-
tivity is being compromised by the
““big cash grab’” for money flowing to
proponents of manmade climate fears.
I previously noted that NASA’s James
Hansen received a $250,000 award from
the Heinz Foundation.

It is kind of interesting. One of my
favorite liberals—and I think he is kind
of the darling on the left on CNN—is
Miles O’Brien. We are fellow pilots. We
have a lot in common, so I enjoy being
on his program. I have been on many
times.

He asked me the last time I was on:
Well, how do you respond to the asser-
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tions that NASA’s James Hansen made
these statements, and they must be
true?

I said: Because he was given $250,000
in cash by the Heinz Foundation, and I
think he would say anything they
wanted him to say.

Spann explained:

Billions of dollars of grant money are flow-
ing into the pockets of those on the man-
made global warming bandwagon. No man-
made global warming, the money dries up.
This is big money, make no mistake about
it. Always follow the money trail and it tells
a story.

That is what Spann wrote in January
of this year.

The imbalance of money between the
promoters of climate fears and skeptics
is so large that one 2007 U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture grant of $20 mil-
lion to study how ‘‘farm odors’ con-
tribute to global warming exceeded all
of the money the groups skeptical of
climate fears allegedly received from
ExxonMobil over the past two decades.

The money is clearly coming from
the far left environmental extremists,
from the Hollywood elitists.

Later this fall, my EPW Committee
will also release a report detailing the
hundreds of scientists—many of them
affiliated with the U.N. Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change proc-
ess—who have spoken out recently to
oppose climate alarmism. The report
will feature the scientists—many of
them who have finally had it with
claims that ‘“‘all scientists agree”’—in
their own words. The report will be
complete with the scientists’ biog-
raphies and Web links for future read-
ing.

Keep in mind that is in addition to
the names we have identified today.
Look at them all, as shown on this
chart. Those are many of the scientists
now—and not even a complete list.

This new research and the hysteria
created by the U.N. and by Gore and
the media have prompted frustrated
scientists to finally fight back in the
name of a rational approach to science.

Climate rationalists or skeptics do
not need to engage in smoke and mir-
rors to state their case, and we will be
offering the world a chance to read and
decide for themselves, unfiltered from
the increasingly activist and shrill lens
of media outlets such as NBC, News-
week, Time, CBS, ABC, and CNN.

I have stood on the floor for years de-
tailing all the unfolding science that
has debunked climate alarmism. These
scientific developments of 2007 are the
result of years or decades of hard work
by scientists skeptical of manmade cli-
mate fears. Finally reaching the point
where we can watch the alarm crumble
is very satisfying.

All these scientists have come up
with the same response.

Despite the massive scientific shift
in favor of skeptics, proponents of cli-
mate fears are increasingly attempting
to suppress dissent by skeptics. During
Gore’s Live Earth concert—which was
a dismal failure, I might add—that he
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had in July, environmental activist
Robert F. Kennedy, Jr., said of climate
skeptics:

This is treason. And we need to start treat-
ing them as traitors.

I have been personally attacked by
Anderson Cooper. It is taking place
right now, even this week, calling me
every Kkind of name, all kinds of
threats. This is what—you people say:
Why don’t more Members of the House
and the Senate tell the truth about cli-
mate change? This is the reason. This
is what we are subjected to. I have a
big family at home who has to watch
all this.

Heidi Cullen of the Weather Chan-
nel—she is a lovely girl—but she called
on the American Society of Meteorolo-
gists to deny certification of any of the
scientists or any of the Weather Chan-
nel people or the meteorologists who
do not agree with her.

In August, NASA’s resident alarmist,
James Hansen—whom we already
talked about—he called skeptics ‘‘de-
ceitful” and ‘‘court jesters.” This is
the same activist Hansen who conceded
in a 2003 issue of Natural Science that
the use of ‘‘extreme scenarios” to
dramatize global warming ‘‘may have
been appropriate at one time’ to drive
the public’s attention to the issue—a
disturbing admission by James Hansen.
In other words, he is saying: Exag-
gerate this. Scare people.

Other climate fear promoters have
called for Nuremberg-style trials for
those expressing manmade global
warming skepticism.

In September, the Virginia State cli-
matologist skeptical of global warming
lost his job after a clash with the Gov-
ernor. Dr. Patrick Michaels claims he
was censored by the Governor because
he held a different view of climate
science.

Michaels said:

I was told that I could not speak in public
on my area of expertise, global warming, as
state climatologist.

He was fired. If the advocates for cli-
mate change alarm are so confident,
why are they so afraid of the debate?
Why do they resort to such low-brow
name calling and intimidation?

The reason is obvious. The latest sci-
entific findings are refuting climate
fears and prompting many global
warming activists to try desperate
measures to silence the debate. When
they do agree to debate the scientific
facts, the alarmists lose, and lose
badly.

In March—this is really significant—
in March of this year, an audience of
several hundred in the New York City
area were persuaded to the view that
global warming was not a ‘‘crisis’ fol-
lowing a public debate with scientists
on both sides.

Now, what we are saying here is, we
had several hundred people just off the
street, people in New York City; and
most of them, when they were surveyed
at the beginning of this—like 75 per-
cent of them—said: We believe man-
made gases are causing climate
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change. Then, after the debate took
place, it reversed, and a majority of
them said that was not true. So peo-
ple—when they hear the debate and lis-
ten to the science on both sides, there
is a wake-up call.

When I became chair of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee—
that was 4% years ago—I vowed to
make science one of the cornerstones
of my agenda to ensure policy based on
sound science. And as I continue on as
the ranking member, I have continued
this goal.

I think it is probably fair to say that
no other Federal legislator has devoted
so many hours addressing Congress
about the science of climate change. I
have spent this time because sound pol-
icy requires understanding, and what
climate policy direction we choose will
have enormous consequences not only
for our Nation but for the world.

I would like now to address a ques-
tion that I am asked repeatedly: Sen-
ator INHOFE, what if you are wrong and
the alarmists are right? Isn’t it better
to adopt carbon restrictions to stop
carbon dioxide emissions, just in case?
My answer is always the same: What if
I am right, and there is no response to
that?

But let me address their question.
Let’s assume for a moment that the
alarmists are right, which, of course,
they are not, but let’s assume for the
sake of discussion they are. It still
makes absolutely no sense to join
Kyoto or any successor treaty or to
adopt climate restrictions on our own.
Not only does it not make economic
sense, it does not make environmental
sense.

Let me explain that.

First, going on a carbon diet, for us,
would do nothing to avert climate
change. After the United States signed
the Kyoto Protocol in 1997—it was
never ratified, but we signed it—Al
Gore’s own scientist—this is what hap-
pened to Al Gore when he was Vice
President of the United States. His own
scientist, Tom Wigley of the National
Center for Atmospheric Research, cal-
culated—he said: Let’s assume we
signed on to the Kyoto treaty—this is
back in 1997—and all other developed
nations—not China, not Mexico, just
the developed nations—signed on to it
and lived by the emission require-
ments. How much would it lower the
temperature in 50 years? His answer
was 0.07 degrees Celsius by the year
2050.

Mr. President, 0.07 degrees is not
even measurable, and that is if we took
all these drastic steps, and we are not
going to be doing that.

Of the 15 original European Union
countries, only two are on track to
meet their targets. One of these is
Great Britain, and they are starting to
increase their emissions again, not de-
crease them.

Similar calculations have been done
to estimate other climate bills. The
Climate Change Stewardship Act that
was defeated 38 to 60 last year in this
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Chamber would have only reduced tem-
peratures by 0.03 degrees Celsius, and
another bill modeled on the National
Commission on Energy Policy report
would have only reduced temperatures
by 0.008 degrees Celsius. That is right—
that is less than 1 percent of 1 degree.

Now, I think when we come to the
significant part of this—and that is the
lesson on economics—the high costs
that would be borne under carbon con-
straints are unjustifiable to achieve
minuscule temperature reductions, and
that is if the alarmists are right about
the science. How much more unjustifi-
able would it be if I and the growing
number of skeptical scientists are
right, which I believe we are?

The fearmongering about global
warming has turned common sense on
its head. In its December 7, 1998, issue,
Time magazine named Henry Ford one
of the 20th century’s 100 most influen-
tial builders. Yet, just this month,
“Time” named the 1909 Model-T car
the worst environmental product of the
century. ‘Time” acknowledges that
the car supercharged the American
economy and put it on its wheels but
states: ‘“That’s just the problem, isn’t
it?”” The consequences keep piling up,
it says. In short, “Time’” now endorses
the view that our world would be bet-
ter off if we had never advanced tech-
nologically and if we were still depend-
ent upon the horse and the cart as we
were in 1909.

Now, most people don’t agree with
such extremist views, but at the core of
the question: ‘““‘Shouldn’t we do some-
thing just in case’—that is the ques-
tion they ask—the same calculus is at
work. What if Henry Ford had not cre-
ated the Model-T out of fear of un-
known consequences, just in case?

It isn’t just that our major cities
don’t each have to deal with the sani-
tation disposal issues of tens of mil-
lions of pounds of horse manure—one of
the many real environmental problems
a century ago that the automobile
eliminated. It extended to every aspect
of life.

When the Model-T first rolled off the
assembly lines near the beginning of
the 20th century, the average Ameri-
can’s life expectancy was 53 years.
Today, the average American’s life ex-
pectancy is 78 years, or 256 more than it
was a century ago. We are not just liv-
ing longer lives but healthier and more
secure lives. The average American’s
real standard of living climbed from
$5,300 a year in 1913 to $33,000 a year in
2005. That is an enormous jump. The
carbon-based society is responsible for
that.

Advances in medicine and food pro-
duction, building construction, serv-
ices, and the manufacturing of cloth-
ing, furniture, and other goods have all
been made possible by the mobility
brought about by the transportation
sector and the electricity provided by
our powerplants.

The advances over the last century
are not simply interesting historic
facts, they show us not only why we
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are a prosperous nation, but a roadmap
to a prosperous future. Threats to pros-
perity have real consequences and for
how well and how long Americans will
live. Whatever actions we take today,
we must also safeguard the well-being
of America’s families now and into the
future.

The Senate acknowledged this when
it passed two similar resolutions on the
floor right here in the Senate Chamber.
In 1997, the Byrd-Hagel sense of the
Senate passed 95 to nothing, a resolu-
tion that the United States should not
be a signatory to any kind of a treaty
that reduced—that had the result of
costing a lot of money for the United
States and that did not involve the de-
veloping nations. In other words, some-
thing that involved us and the devel-
oping nations but left Mexico and India
and China and these countries alone.
That was passed 95 to nothing. Simi-
larly, the Bingaman sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution passed in 2005 resolved
that the United States should address
global warming as long as it will not
significantly harm the United States
economy and encourages comparable
action by other nations that are major
trading partners and key contributors
to global emissions.

Neither the Kyoto protocol nor a sin-
gle bill before Congress meets these
criteria. They range from costly to ru-
inous. But they all fail to meet the re-
quirement of Byrd-Hagel and Binga-
man.

Both the Energy Information Admin-
istration—that is the EIA—and the
Wharton Econometric Forecasting As-
sociates—that is the Wharton School of
Economics—analyzed the cost of Kyoto
when it was signed and the costs were
staggering. For instance, EIA found
that the annual cost would be up to
$283 billion a year. That is in 1992 con-
stant dollars. Wharton put the cost
even higher—more than $300 billion a
year. Now, that equates out to an in-
crease in taxes $2,700 a year for every
family of four in the United States.

The estimated costs to comply with
carbon legislative proposals in the
United States would be unreasonable.
The NCEP approach would do nothing
to lessen global warming, even accord-
ing to the alarmists. But according to
the EIA, it would still cost more than
118,000 American jobs simply to make
this symbolic gesture.

As I recall from our debate, I say to
the Presiding Officer, the highest job
loss was actually in the State of Penn-
sylvania if we had passed that bill 2
years ago.

According to the MIT study—this is a
different study than the one we just
talked about—the Sanders-Boxer bill
would cost the energy sector con-
sumers an amount equal to $4,500 per
American family of four. This is a bill
that is now pending in the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee.
The same study found the Lieberman-
McCain bill would cost consumers
$3,5600 per family of four. Similarly, the
ETA found that it would have a cost of
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1.3 million jobs. A new EPA analysis
shows the Lieberman-McCain bill
would also cost up to a half a trillion
dollars by 2030, and $1.3 trillion by 2050.

Let me in all fairness say it is no
longer called the Lieberman-McCain
bill; it is the Lieberman-Warner bill
now.

So the environmentalists will now
tell you that is OK. Dan Lashof of the
National Resource Defense Council
says the EPA’s analysis of the
Lieberman-Warner bill shows it is af-
fordable, although EPA finds that fuel
will increase by 22 percent, because he
calls fuel impacts ‘‘pretty modest.”” Ac-
tivists inside the Beltway may think
that big jumps in gas prices is not a big
deal, but I doubt people living in the
real America would agree.

What few Americans realize is that
the impact of these policies would not
be evenly distributed. The Congres-
sional Budget Office recently looked at
the approach taken by most global
warming proposals in Congress, known
as cap and trade—cap and trade the
CO, emissions—that would place a cap
on carbon emissions, allocate how
much everyone could emit, and then
let them trade those emissions. Let me
quote from the CBO report:

Regardless of how the allowances were dis-
tributed, most of the cost of meeting a cap
on CO, emissions would be borne by con-
sumers, who would face persistently higher
prices for products such as electric and gaso-
line. Those price increases would be regres-
sive in that poor households would bear a
larger burden relative to their income than
wealthier households would.

Think about that. Even relatively
modest bills would put enormous bur-
dens on the poor. The poor already face
energy costs much higher as a percent-
age of their income than the wealthy.
While most Americans spend about 4
percent of their monthly budget on
heating homes and energy needs, the
poorest one-fifth of Americans spend 19
percent of their budget on energy. Why
would we adopt polices which dis-
proportionately force the poor and
working class to shoulder the higher
costs?

To put this in perspective as to what
the costs would be, we go back—on this
chart we show that these right here
represent the last four of the largest
tax increases in this country. This one
right here, a $32 billion tax increase,
was the Clinton-Gore tax increase of
1993. You remember that: Increased
marginal rates, corporate rates af-
fected all of the capital gains tax and
all that. I came down here and stood at
this podium in outrage trying to fight
that tax increase of 1993. By contrast,
the Kyoto protocol would actually be
10 times greater. So it is a tax increase
10 times greater than the largest tax
increase in recent history.

Carbon caps would also fundamen-
tally alter the way we live. Take the
case of the cement industry and its re-
lationship to our daily lives. Cement is
experiencing a tremendous growth in
daily demand with new jobs that are
created. Cement is essential to the
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maintaining and revitalization of our
aging infrastructure. Highways,
bridges, water and sewer systems are
built with cement. Already, our ability
to meet our energy needs is under tre-
mendous stress due to the cost. I think
we understand that. I have several
things I will put in the RECORD talking
about how that is going to hurt the
economy.

But I wish to move on here and say
that many times I have heard America
is the biggest emitter of carbon diox-
ide. They have been saying this up
until a month ago. They said that
America is the biggest emitter of car-
bon dioxide, and thus, we are the prob-
lem. That is no longer true. Earlier
this year, China surpassed the United
States as the world’s largest emitter of
carbon. Only 6 years ago, it was esti-
mated that China’s emissions would
still lag those of the United States in
2040. China’s emissions growth is explo-
sive and climbing upward.

To put things in perspective, the
United States did not build a single
new coal-fired powerplant in the last 15
years, up until 2006—not one—although
there are now some efforts underway to
change that. By comparison, according
to the New York Times, China last
year built 117 government-approved
coal-fired powerplants at a rate of
roughly 1 every 3 days according to of-
ficial figures. So they are putting up 1
every 3 days and we crank out none in
15 years. You talk about the main
motivator of that. India’s emissions in-
creases are not far behind China, and
Brazil is not far behind them. The fact
is if these countries do not curb their
rapidly accelerated emissions growth,
then embracing a carbon diet and slug-
gish economic growth by developed
countries will accomplish nothing.
Moreover, many of the carbon reduc-
tions achieved through most manufac-
turing jobs in developing countries are
simply emitted elsewhere, as jobs are
created to make the same product in
countries that don’t ration energy. The
U.S. emissions as a measure of produc-
tivity are far lower than China. Ce-
ment manufacturing is a perfect exam-
ple. Every job sent there will increase
emissions, not lower them.

What we are talking about here is
they don’t have all these safe terms—
the technologies in China—that we
have to lower the emissions. So if we
force them overseas to China, emis-
sions will have a net increase.

China is growing at such a rate that
even if the United States, Europe, and
the rest of the developing world were
to eliminate every ton of its emissions
and become zero emitter countries
within a few decades—a clearly ruinous
goal—emissions would still be higher
than today because of rapidly growing
emissions in the developing world. We
are talking about China and other
countries.

Some will say we simply need to edu-
cate the developing countries, but the
fact is they understand all too well
that there are more important prior-
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ities. As the Director General of Chi-
na’s Office of Global Environmental Af-
fairs said in October 2006:

You cannot tell the people—

Talking about his Chinese people—
who are struggling to earn enough to eat
that they need to reduce their emissions.

The Secretary of India’s Environ-
mental Ministry expressed the same
sentiment when he said:

Removal of poverty is the greater imme-
diate imperative.

These views are consistent with the
findings of the Copenhagen Consensus.
In 2004, a Danish environmentalist who
believes global warming is a serious
problem got together eight of the
world’s leading economists, including
four Nobel laureates and 30 specialists
on many of the world’s leading prob-
lems. They analyzed the world’s big-
gest issues and ranked them on the
cost-effectiveness of directing societal
wealth or resources toward these prob-
lems. Of the 17 issues studied, HIV/
AIDS, malnutrition, malaria and sani-
tation topped the list as the best in-
vestments, while climate came in dead
last. It was ranked as a bad use of re-
sources.

So what is the path forward? I cat-
egorically will oppose legislation or
initiatives that will devastate our
economy, as well as those that will
cost jobs simply to make symbolic ges-
tures to the far left.

I believe such measures would be de-
feated because the approach is politi-
cally unsustainable. We are seeing the
first signs of that in Europe right now.
Even if the alarmists were right on the
science—which they are mnot—their
command and control approaches sow
the seeds of their own failure. As long
as their own policies put national econ-
omy in the crosshairs, they will stoke
the fires of opposition and eventually
collapse under their own weight.

Stabilizing emissions cannot happen
in 20, 40, 60 years because our world in-
frastructure is built on fossil fuels and
will continue to be so for a long time
to come. The powerplants and other fa-
cilities being built now and in the fu-
ture will emit carbon for half a century
once they are complete. Quite simply,
the technology does not exist to cost-
effectively power the world without
emitting carbon dioxide. I and many
others who reject the climate
alarmism or ineffective yet expensive
solutions will block efforts to imple-
ment mandatory carbon restrictions.

I find it unfortunate that so many
politicians and climate advocates focus
on trying to resurrect a mandatory
carbon policy in the face of its dem-
onstrated failure in practice in the
countries that have adopted it. In the
process, they are ignoring the best
path forward.

There is only one approach so far I
have seen that will work, which is
called the Asia-Pacific Partnership on
Clean Development and Climate. Why
is this? It is because this approach
serves multiple purposes. There are
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some real pollutants out there. CO, is
not a pollutant; it is a fertilizer. But
there are real pollutants out there,
SOx, NOx, and mercury. By working
with our partners, the Asia-Pacific
partners, we can expand our energy
supply, increase trade, and along with
these other goals, reduce greenhouse
gases as a byproduct, along with reduc-
ing real pollutants such as SOx, NOx,
and mercury. Others might put this
list together differently in terms of pri-
ority, but my point is that the Asia-
Pacific Partnership meets the criteria
for success.

It is a politically and economically
sustainable path forward that address-
es multiple issues in the context of
their relation to other issues. Perhaps
other approaches in the future will
meet this criteria as well, but this
partnership is currently the only one
that does.

Any international post-Kyoto agree-
ment the United States enters into
must make the concepts embodied in
the APP a cornerstone of that agree-
ment.

Let me conclude. I point out that cli-
mate alarmism has become a cottage
industry in this country and many oth-
ers. But a growing number of scientists
and the general public are coming
around to the idea that climate change
is natural and that there is no reason
for alarm. It is time to stop pretending
the world around us is headed for cer-
tain doom and that Kyoto-style poli-
cies would save us—when, in fact, the
biggest danger lies in these policies
themselves. Again, new studies con-
tinue to pile up and debunk alarm and
the very foundation for so-called solu-
tions to warming.

I know this has been a long speech. I
want the real people—not the money-
driven liberals and the Hollywood
elitists but the real people out there
raising their families and working hard
and paying taxes for all the stuff we
are doing in Washington—we want to
tell them that help is on its way and
that all the U.N.- and media-driven
hype to sell America down the river
will fail.

During the past 2 hours, I have
named hundreds of scientists who were
Al Gore followers in the past and now
who are skeptics; and they realize this
issue is driven by money and the far
left. The truth is coming out loudly
and clearly.

As Winston Churchill said:

Truth is incontrovertible, ignorance can
deride it, panic may resent it, malice may
destroy it, but there it is.

Why am I willing to subject myself to
the punishment by the alarmists and
elitists? It is because of this. My wife
and I have 20 kids and grandkids who
are living in this world. I don’t want
them to have to pay a tax 10 times
greater than they should because of
something that is based on flawed
science and contrived science. It is for
them that we are doing it.

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER
CASEY). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, let me
make an inquiry. What is the Senate’s
current posture?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in a period of morning business.

——
LAW OF THE SEA TREATY

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I will
speak for a couple of minutes. If some-
body else comes to the floor and wants
to be heard, I will yield at that time.

I think it is very important we real-
ize something else is looming out
there. As everyone knows, I am a con-
servative Republican. I have seen a
thing called the Law of The Sea Trea-
ty. It is coming at us again. This start-
ed back in the 1960s and 1970s. During
the Reagan administration, President
Reagan was able to stop it.

What this treaty would do, in one
sentence, is this: It would relinquish
our sovereignty to over 70 percent of
the world—again, it is another United
Nations initiative—to a superagency
that will have the ability to tax glob-
ally.

During the last 2 years, I have talked
about the problems we are having with
the hyped global warming debate. It all
came from the U.N. That is where a lot
of these things come from. The U.N. is
less and less accountable to any of the
member countries than they were at
one time.

One of the things we have done, and
I have done personally, is every time
we have had a problem where the U.N.
is coming out with a policy not in the
best interest of the United States,
since the United States pays for 25 per-
cent of the budget of the U.N., I have
been able to pass a resolution that says
that if the U.N. doesn’t back down
from this program, we will hold back 50
percent of our dues. It is the only le-
verage we have. Of course, they are
outraged.

The people running the U.N. do not
want to be accountable to anyone. The
reason and the motivations of the Law
of the Sea Treaty is to set up this
superagency that does have taxing
powers—global taxing powers. Their
goal has been stated that if they are
able to pass this, and they can run the
U.N. on a global tax, then they don’t
have to be accountable to anyone. Here
we are paying for 25 percent of it now.
But we would not be at that time. It
would be paid for independently.

I believe that of all of the bad things
coming from this treaty, that is the
worst. I think that is the motive of
many of them. There are many other
problems. By giving up the authority
of over 70 percent of the Earth’s sur-
face, it has huge military risks. It puts
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us into a position where if we in the
United States know there is a ship on
the high seas that has a terrorist
aboard or has a weapon of mass de-
struction, we could no longer stop and
search and try to seize it. It states
there are only four conditions under
which we could stop a ship, and none
have to do with national security.

It does say it should not affect the
military, but there is no defining term
of military effort. Instead, that would
be determined by this new high court
that would be established—this high
court that would be established by the
U.N.

I know many people in this Chamber
will say: Of course, it is coming from
our Republican administration and the
military says they want it. I question
that when I go back and study what
happened during the 1980s and see what
the consequences could be. It is now a
popular thing. We are saying we have
made all the corrections and every-
thing is satisfied now, and if President
Reagan were here, he would sign off on
it. That is not true. He had five objec-
tions to it. Not one of the five has been
met.

So I suggest we have something very
serious coming. I don’t know why it is
that the majority of Members of this
body, the Senate, think that no idea is
a good idea unless it is made by some
big multinational organization, that
nothing is good unless it is something
that addresses a problem from a multi-
national perspective.

When I go back to Oklahoma, they
ask me: What happened to sovereignty
in America? I have to say I don’t know,
but we are going to try to keep it as
much as possible. The best way to do
that is to not ratify the treaty called
the Law of the Sea Treaty. It is going
to be a tremendous effort for us to get
a number of Senators—34—to sign a
letter saying we would oppose this
treaty. It takes two-thirds to pass a
treaty.

I think this is coming, and I want
America to be ready for it.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

——
SUDAN

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I have
repeatedly come to the floor to speak
about one of the worst human trage-
dies in recent memory—the crisis in
Darfur.

For 4 long years the world has
watched this tragedy. We have wit-
nessed the killing of hundreds of thou-
sands of innocent civilians, the
torching of entire villages, rape, tor-
ture, and untold human suffering.
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Many of us on both sides of the aisle
and in the international community
have repeatedly called for greater U.S.
and global action.

Upon taking office in January of this
year, U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki-
moon said that ending the violence in
Darfur was going to be one of his top
priorities. President Bush has rightly
called the situation in Darfur genocide.
British Prime Minister Gordon Brown
has said that, ‘“‘Darfur is the greatest
humanitarian crisis the world faces
today.”

Today, I speak once again about this
crisis.

Quite simply, we are at a critical
juncture in Sudan.

The situation in Darfur has become
increasingly complex. Rebel groups are
jockeying for power and fighting
amongst themselves. Banditry and law-
lessness are on the rise and humani-
tarian workers remain at great risk. In
late September, a rebel group brutally
killed ten African Union peacekeepers
in a surprise raid.

Just last week, reports surfaced of a
new, appallingly violent massacre in
southern Darfur. According to reports,
more than 30 civilians were killed, in-
cluding a young boy who was shot in
the back while trying to run away.

And now the peace agreement be-
tween North and South Sudan—a U.S.
brokered accord that might have
formed a blueprint for a political set-
tlement in Darfur—appears increas-
ingly in jeopardy.

Sadly, without action, Sudan may be
on the verge of even greater instability
and human misery.

Yet thanks in part to the tireless
work of Secretary General Ban, we also
have two critical opportunities to
bring about a long-term resolution to
this crisis.

First, in late July the U.N. Security
Council voted to implement a signifi-
cantly increased U.N./African Union
peacekeeping force.

This peacekeeping force is des-
perately needed and the United States
should work with the U.N. and the
global community to make sure it is
deployed as soon as possible.

I commend the White House for in-
cluding funding for this urgent mission
in its supplemental appropriations re-
quest.

But the peacekeepers are only one
important step. Sudan also needs a
long-term political agreement. As Sec-
retary General Ban said recently in
Sudan, ‘‘There must be a peace to
keep.”

This weekend in Tripoli, a first round
of peace talks between the various fac-
tions and the Sudanese government
will begin.

The peacekeeping forces and the
Tripoli negotiations are two critical
steps toward ending the violence, and
they deserve our strongest support.

We must make it clear that we ex-
pect all factions to stop the violence
and participate in good faith in the
peace talks.
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We must demand that China and Rus-
sia immediately halt the sale of weap-
ons in Sudan. That’s right, two perma-
nent members of the U.N. Security
Council are the primary arms suppliers
in Sudan. Global leaders have a respon-
sibility to halt such sales.

But ultimately, we must hold the Su-
danese government accountable. Its
culpability in the years of violence and
stonewalling of international efforts is
well known.

Sudanese President Bashir must be
held to his commitment to allow
peacekeepers in the country and to
participate in the peace talks. He must
also work to ensure the North-South
peace agreement does not collapse.

Early statements by his government
said that it would ‘‘contribute posi-
tively to secure the environment for
the negotiations” and ‘‘facilitate the
timely deployment’ of the 26,000 mem-
ber peacekeeping force.

Sadly, we have every reason to be
skeptical of the regime’s intentions.

It is therefore critical that we main-
tain pressure on the Sudanese govern-
ment to honor its commitments. The
administration should continue its dip-
lomatic efforts and we in Congress
should consider tightening economic
sanctions if the Sudanese government
does not cooperate with the peace-
keepers or the upcoming peace negotia-
tions.

The stakes are too high, and the hu-
manitarian crisis has dragged on too
long to allow any more delay in Sudan.

————

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)

DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE
CONGO

e Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, today,
President Bush is meeting with Presi-
dent Joseph Kabila of the Democratic
Republic of the Congo, DRC.

This meeting is very important. The
DRC symbolizes the hope that so many
Africans have for the future of their
continent. The country is also emblem-
atic of so many of the challenges facing
Africa.

Stabilizing the DRC and fostering de-
mocracy are high priorities for Amer-
ican objectives in Africa. Given the
country’s size, efforts at political and
economic reform, and wealth of natural
resources, it is imperative that we sup-
port the Congolese Government to end
more than a decade of warfare and sev-
eral decades of unaccountable and non-
transparent government.

For this reason, I attached an amend-
ment to the 2006 Iraq supplemental ap-
propriations bill, together with Sen-
ator LEAHY, that provided $13.2 million
to the Congo, including $8.2 million for
military reform and $5 million to sup-
port free and fair elections. In Decem-
ber 2006, the Democratic Republic of
the Congo Relief, Security, and Democ-
racy Promotion Act passed into law. I
was proud to have introduced this leg-
islation, which authorized $52 million
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in U.S. assistance for the Congo, called
for a special envoy to resolve ongoing
violence, and urged the administration
to strengthen the U.N. peacekeeping
force.

Unfortunately, the administration
has ignored the call by Congress to ap-
point a special envoy, and it has done
little to strengthen the U.N. peace-
keeping force which is working to sta-
bilize the eastern part of the Congo.

Over the past several months, there
have been reports of the mobilization
of military forces in the eastern Congo.
These reports are deeply disturbing. It
is my hope that all Congolese leaders
will recommit themselves to the search
for peace in this part of the country.
The pursuit of military solutions in the
eastern part of the country will inevi-
tably prove elusive and will only yield
more bloodshed and misery for the ci-
vilian population.

The seriousness of the situation in
eastern Congo was recently highlighted
by a devastating report about the esca-
lation of sexual violence against
women in the region. For this reason, I
wrote a letter to Secretary of State
Rice earlier this month to express con-
cern about the escalation of sexual vio-
lence in eastern DRC. Specifically, I
asked the Secretary to respond to nine
questions concerning steps that the ad-
ministration is taking to help end the
sexual violence and make the perpetra-
tors accountable. To date, I have not
received a reply to my letter. For the
DRC’s transition to democratic govern-
ance to be successful, the U.S. and its
partners will have to intensify their
commitment to work with the Congo-
lese Government to enhance security,
resolve conflicts, and spur the coun-
try’s social and economic reconstruc-
tion.

Despite the success of last year’s
elections, the first in 40 years, the
international community must be ac-
tively engaged in the country for the
foreseeable future not only to bring an
end to the conflict in the east but to
assist in the emergence of institutions
that will ensure accountability and
economic development. It is a sobering
fact that nearly 80 percent of the coun-
try’s 56 million people live in absolute
poverty and more than 70 percent are
undernourished.

At the same time, the Kabila govern-
ment must be encouraged to adopt in-
clusive and transparent political proc-
esses, involving opposition parties and
civil society organizations. Moreover, 1
welcome the return of American inves-
tors to the DRC, to help develop and
add value to the country’s natural re-
sources. It is imperative, however, that
American businesses, as well as inves-
tors from every other country, espe-
cially China, commit to a zero toler-
ance for corruption while imple-
menting effective measures to preserve
the nation’s environment.e

———

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

ANNIVERSARY OF THE
SACRAMENTO PUBLIC LIBRARY

e Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to recognize the 150th anniver-
sary of the Sacramento Public Library
in Sacramento, CA.

The Sacramento Library opened on
November 8, 1857, for members who
paid dues equivalent to $300 a year
today. It served 260 members with an
annual circulation of 4,234 books. On
June 14, 1879, the city of Sacramento
assumed ownership of the library and
residents were given the opportunity to
utilize the library at no cost. In 1914,
with the help of a grant from the Car-
negie Corporation, the original build-
ing for the current Sacramento Central
Library was built with a volume collec-
tion of 65,000.

In addition to serving the reading
needs of the community, the Sac-
ramento Public Library also provides
other important educational tools. It
provides access to books on tape, learn-
ing exhibits, computers, and college
and career counselors. The library also
offers literacy services and has staff
available to answer questions seven
days a week.

The Central Library has come a long
way since its beginning; it had a multi-
story building addition in 1992 and now
houses over 300,000 volumes, 1,000 peri-
odical subscriptions and a garden read-
ing area for an outdoor reading envi-
ronment. Over the years, the Sac-
ramento Public Library added loca-
tions in 11 other cities in Sacramento
County, with 27 total branches and
bookmobiles now serving over 1 million
residents.
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As the community and staff gather
to celebrate the Sacramento Public Li-
brary’s sesquicentennial, I would like
to congratulate the whole community
on this wonderful achievement and
wish them luck on another 150 years of
successful learning.e

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his
secretaries.

———

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

—————

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bills were read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar:

H.R. 505. An act to express the policy of the
United States regarding the United States
relationship with Native Hawaiians and to
provide a process for the recognition by the
United States of the Native Hawaiian gov-
erning entity.

H.R. 3963. An act to amend title XXI of the
Social Security Act to extend and improve
the Children’s Health Insurance Program,
and for other purposes.

S. 2233. A bill to provide a permanent de-
duction for States and local general sales
taxes.

S. 2234. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the deduction for
qualified tuition and related expenses.
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MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME

The following bill was read the first
time:

S. 2247. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the de-

preciation classification of motorsports en-
tertainment complexes.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mrs. BOXER, from the Committee on
Environment and Public Works, without
amendment:

S. 635. A bill to provide for a research pro-
gram for remediation of closed methamphet-
amine production laboratories, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 110-207).

By Mr. DORGAN, from the Committee on
Indian Affairs, without amendment:

S. 1347. A bill to amend the Omnibus In-
dian Advancement Act to modify the date as
of which certain tribal land of the Lytton
Rancheria of California is deemed to be held
in trust and to provide for the conduct of
certain activities on the land (Rept. No. 110-
208).

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER, from the Select
Committee on Intelligence, without amend-
ment:

S. 2248. An original bill to amend the For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978, to
modernize and streamline the provisions of
that Act, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
110-209).

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
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and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. COLEMAN (for himself and
Mrs. LINCOLN):

S. 2246. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to extend eligibility for
Federal TRIO programs to members of the
reserve components serving on active duty in
support of contingency operations; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. ROBERTS:

S. 2247. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the de-
preciation classification of motorsports en-
tertainment complexes; read the first time.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:

S. 2248. An original bill to amend the For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978, to
modernize and streamline the provisions of
that Act, and for other purposes; from the
Select Committee on Intelligence; placed on
the calendar.

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. CLINTON, and
Mr. SANDERS):

S. 2249. A bill to establish the Northern
Border Economic Development Commission,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

By Mr. CRAPO:

S. 2250. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to modernize payments
for ambulatory surgical centers under the
Medicare Program; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr.
LoTT, and Mr. COCHRAN):

S. 2251. A bill to ensure that individual
homeowners that were not previously re-
quired to purchase flood insurance that are
now required to do so because of the updat-
ing of flood insurance program rate maps re-
ceive a discount for the purchase of such in-
surance; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

———

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, Mr. DORGAN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
Mr. BoOND, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr.
BUNNING, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
INHOFE, Ms. SNOWE, Ms. KLOBUCHAR,
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. CASEY,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. TESTER, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
FEINGOLD, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr.
HAGEL, Mr. VITTER, Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
Mr. KERRY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. COLEMAN,
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. DoDD, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. STEVENS,
Mr. THUNE, and Mr. BURR):

S. Res. 357. A bill designating the week of
November 11 through November 17, 2007, as
‘‘National Veterans Awareness Week’ to em-
phasize the need to develop educational pro-
grams regarding the contributions of vet-
erans to the country; considered and agreed
to.

—————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 702

At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name
of the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
702, a bill to authorize the Attorney
General to award grants to State
courts to develop and implement State
courts interpreter programs.
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S. 790
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DoDpD) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 790, a bill to amend the Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act to
permit the simplified summer food pro-
grams to be carried out in all States
and by all service institutions.
S. 1160
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1160, a bill to ensure an abundant
and affordable supply of highly nutri-
tious fruits, vegetables, and other spe-
cialty crops for American consumers
and international markets by enhanc-
ing the competitiveness of TUnited
States-grown specialty crops.
S. 1299
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1299, a bill to establish on
behalf of consumers a fiduciary duty
and other standards of care for mort-
gage brokers and originators, and to
establish standards to assess a con-
sumer’s ability to repay, and for other
purposes.
S. 1382
At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
CARPER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1382, a bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide the establish-
ment of an Amyotrophic Lateral Scle-
rosis Registry.
S. 1512
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1512, a bill to amend part
E of title IV of the Social Security Act
to expand Federal eligibility for chil-
dren in foster care who have attained
age 18.
S. 1734
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1734, a bill to provide for pros-
tate cancer imaging research and edu-
cation.
S. 2156
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2156, a bill to authorize and facili-
tate the improvement of water man-
agement by the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, to require the Secretary of the In-
terior and the Secretary of Energy to
increase the acquisition and analysis of
water resources for irrigation, hydro-
electric power, municipal, and environ-
mental uses, and for other purposes.
S. 2227
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
his name was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2227, a bill to provide grants to
States to ensure that all students in
the middle grades are taught an aca-
demically rigorous curriculum with ef-
fective supports so that students com-
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plete the middle grades prepared for
success in high school and postsec-
ondary endeavors, to improve State
and district policies and programs re-
lating to the academic achievement of
students in the middle grades, to de-
velop and implement effective middle
school models for struggling students,
and for other purposes.
S.J. RES. 22

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of
S.J. Res. 22, a joint resolution pro-
viding for congressional disapproval
under chapter 8 of title 5, United
States Code, of the rule submitted by
the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid
Services within the Department of
Health and Human Services relating to
Medicare coverage for the use of
erythropoiesis stimulating agents in
cancer and related neoplastic condi-
tions.

S. RES. 346

At the request of Mr. COLEMAN, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. COBURN) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 346, a resolution expressing
heartfelt sympathy for the victims of
the devastating thunderstorms that
caused severe flooding during August
2007 in the States of Illinois, Iowa, Min-

nesota, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Wis-
consin, and for other purposes.
————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself,
Mr. LOTT, and Mr. COCHRAN):

S. 2251. A bill ensure that individual
homeowners that were not previously
required to purchase flood insurance
that are now required to do so because
of the updating of flood insurance pro-
gram rate maps receive a discount for
the purchase of such insurance; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today on behalf of myself and Sen-
ators LOTT and COCHRAN to introduce
legislation that will help make flood
insurance more affordable for working
families across the country.

This bill makes a substantial change
to the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram by reducing flood insurance pre-
miums for those living near recently
decertified levees.

This is critical in California and the
Gulf States, where several levees no
longer meet national certification
standards.

Here is how the bill works: If a na-
tional flood map update results in the
decertification of a levee, those living
nearby will be required to purchase
flood insurance. This legislation makes
those now required to pay flood insur-
ance eligible for a 50 percent discount
on premiums for 5 years. Levee decerti-
fication will force some homeowners to
pay upwards of $1,000 per year for new
flood insurance policies from the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program; ac-
cording to FEMA premium estimates
for high-risk residential areas.
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This bill will save most families in a
newly zoned high-risk residential area
more than $500 each year, or roughly
$40 each month.

The goal of the 5-year reprieve is to
give the responsible agencies time to
bring the levees up to standard.

When the levees are strong again, the
homeowners will no longer be required
to purchase flood insurance. The finan-
cial burden would be lifted.

This grace period helps those who
need it most and softens the harsh and
expensive consequences that accom-
pany FEMA’s Map Modification proc-
ess.

Additionally, the 5-year limit allows
this legislation to accomplish these ob-
jectives in a manner that is fiscally re-
sponsible.

Our colleagues in the House recently
passed legislation H.R. 3121, that seeks
to ensure the continued viability of the
National Flood Insurance Program.

My colleague in the House of Rep-
resentatives, Congressman DENNIS
CARDOZA, authored an amendment
similar to this legislation, which
passed by voice vote and is now in-
cluded in the House’s proposed
changes.

The House bill encourages broader
participation, increases financial ac-
countability, and eliminates unneces-
sary rate subsidies.

Additionally, the bill makes the up-
dating and modernization of flood maps
a priority, and requires a thorough re-
view of the Nation’s flood protection
systems.

Under the new requirements, FEMA
will work in conjunction with the
Army Corps of Engineers and local
communities to inventory their flood
control systems and reassess their lev-
els of protection.

However, as FEMA remaps and reex-
amines flood threats, many households
will find that they are no longer as safe
as they thought.

In California alone there are more
than 136 communities that contain at
least one levee that will be impacted
by the deaccreditation process.

These communities contain levees
that will be, or may have already been,
remapped and decertified for not pro-
viding protection from the 1 percent
annual chance flood.

Many of the families in these im-
pacted communities have lived in their
homes for years, and believed that the
levees in their backyards protected
them from the threat of dangerous and
costly flooding.

As a result of the changing risk,
homeowners who were previously ex-
empt from mandatory flood insurance
may now be required to purchase flood
insurance.

That is why I believe this bill is nec-
essary. The Homeowners Flood Insur-
ance Protection Act lightens this bur-
den.

For nearly 40 years, the National
Flood Insurance Program has been in-
strumental in making flood insurance
readily available to all Americans:
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Communities have partnered with the
Federal Government to adopt and en-
force floodplain management and, in
turn, receive federally-backed insur-
ance policies; and through the develop-
ment of effective floodplain manage-
ment strategies, millions of families
have been protected from flooding and
saved from the devastating costs asso-
ciated with flood damage.

But today, the program is in danger.

After the record-breaking losses of
nearly $20 billion suffered as a result of
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005, it
is clear that the program needs to be
updated.

This expansive project will allow
communities to formulate responsible
floodplain development plans and pre-
pare for catastrophic flooding. The
project will also ensure that the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program
charges fair rates for their flood insur-
ance premiums.

Now, I support the National Flood In-
surance program and recognize the im-
portance of mandatory purchase re-
quirements.

The problem is that homeowners who
have paid their taxes and helped to pay
for the upkeep of these levees, will now
find themselves forced to pay an addi-
tional insurance premium because of a
failing levee.

Many of these individuals in my
State and across the country are low-
income earners and this increasing bur-
den threatens to break the bank.

Coupled with rising energy, health
care and home mortgage costs, the un-
expected additional expense of flood in-
surance may be too much for some
families.

That is why we need to offer this as-
sistance.

We must act soon to overhaul our
Nation’s flood insurance program.

However, it is also our responsibility
to mitigate the impact of the levee de-
certification process on thousands of
unsuspecting families across the coun-
try.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 2251

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Home-
owner’s Flood Insurance Protection Act of
2007,

SEC. 2. 5-YEAR DISCOUNT OF FLOOD INSURANCE
RATES FOR FORMERLY PROTECTED
AREAS.

Section 1308 of the National Flood Insur-
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015) is amended—

(1) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘and sub-
section (g)”’ before the first comma; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘(g) 5-YEAR DISCOUNT OF FLOOD INSURANCE
RATES FOR FORMERLY PROTECTED AREAS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law relating to chargeable
risk premium rates for flood insurance cov-
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erage under this title, in the case of any area
that previously was not designated as an
area having special flood hazards because the
area was protected by a flood protection sys-
tem and that, pursuant to any updating, re-
viewing, or remapping of flood insurance pro-
gram rate maps under this Act or any other
subsequent Act, becomes designated as such
an area as a result of the decertification of
such flood protection system, during the 5-
year period that begins upon the initial such
designation of the area, the chargeable pre-
mium rate for flood insurance under this
title with respect to any property that prior
to the date of enactment of the Homeowner’s
Flood Insurance Protection Act of 2007 was
located within such area shall be equal to 50
percent of the chargeable risk premium rate
otherwise applicable under this title to the
property.

‘“(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—For purposes
of paragraph (1), any new property or struc-
ture developed, constructed, or otherwise
built after the date of enactment of the
Homeowner’s Flood Insurance Protection
Act of 2007 on any property described in such
paragraph shall not be eligible for the
chargeable premium rate discount under
such paragraph.’.

———

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 357—A BILL
DESIGNATING THE WEEK OF NO-
VEMBER 11 THROUGH NOVEMBER
17, 2007, AS ‘“NATIONAL VET-
ERANS AWARENESS WEEK” TO
EMPHASIZE THE NEED TO DE-
VELOP EDUCATIONAL PRO-
GRAMS REGARDING THE CON-
TRIBUTIONS OF VETERANS TO
THE COUNTRY

Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, Mr. DORGAN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
BoND, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. BUNNING, Mr.
CRAIG, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. INHOFE, Ms.
SNOWE, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. BAUCUS,
Mr. ALLARD, Mr. CASEY, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. TESTER, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. VITTER,
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
GREGG, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. BINGAMAN,
Mr. DoDpD, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. CRAPO,
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THUNE, and Mr.
BURR) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed
to:

S. RES. 357

Whereas tens of millions of Americans
have served in the Armed Forces of the
United States during the past century;

Whereas hundreds of thousands of Ameri-
cans have given their lives while serving in
the Armed Forces during the past century;

Whereas the contributions and sacrifices of
the men and women who served in the Armed
Forces have been vital in maintaining the
freedoms and way of life enjoyed by the peo-
ple of the United States;

Whereas the advent of the all-volunteer
Armed Forces has resulted in a sharp decline
in the number of individuals and families
who have had any personal connection with
the Armed Forces;

Whereas this reduction in familiarity with
the Armed Forces has resulted in a marked
decrease in the awareness by young people of
the nature and importance of the accom-
plishments of those who have served in the
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Armed Forces, despite the current edu-
cational efforts of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs and the veterans service orga-
nizations;

Whereas the system of civilian control of
the Armed Forces makes it essential that
the future leaders of the Nation understand
the history of military action and the con-
tributions and sacrifices of those who con-
duct such actions; and

Whereas in each of the years 2000 through
2006 the Senate has recognized the need to
increase the understanding of the contribu-
tions of veterans among school-aged children
by approving a resolution rcognizing the
week containing Veterans Day as ‘‘National
Veterans Awareness Week’’: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates the week of November 11
through November 17, 2007, as ‘‘National Vet-
erans Awareness Week” for the purpose of
emphasizing educational efforts directed at
elementary and secondary school students
concerning the contributions and sacrifices
of veterans; and

(2) encourages the people of the United
States to observe National Veterans Aware-
ness Week with appropriate educational ac-
tivities.

————

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 3471. Mr. REID (for Mr. COLEMAN) pro-
posed an amendment to the resolution S.
Res. 346, expressing heartfelt sympathy for
the victims of the devastating thunder-
storms that caused severe flooding during
August 2007 in the States of Illinois, Iowa,
Minnesota, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Wisconsin,
and for other purposes.

———
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 3471. Mr. REID (for Mr. COLEMAN)
proposed an amendment to the resolu-
tion S. Res. 346, expressing heartfelt
sympathy for the victims of the dev-
astating thunderstorms that caused se-
vere flooding during August 2007 in the
States of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota,
Ohio, Oklahoma, and Wisconsin, and
for other purposes; as follows:

Amend the title to read as follows: “Ex-
pressing heartfelt sympathy for the victims
of the devastating thunderstorms that
caused severe flooding during August 2007 in
the States of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, and Wisconsin, and for other pur-
poses.”

———
CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSURANCE
PROGRAM REAUTHORIZATION

ACT OF 2007—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that it be in order to
move to proceed to Calendar No. 450,
H.R. 3963.

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

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
proceed to H.R. 3963 and send a cloture
motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
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CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Cal. No. 450, H.R. 3963,
Childrens’ Health Insurance Program Reau-
thorization Act of 2007.

Max Baucus, Harry Reid, Benjamin L.
Cardin, S. Whitehouse, Robert Menen-
dez, Daniel K. Inouye, Jack Reed, Bar-
bara Boxer, Patrick J. Leahy, Bernard
Sanders, Ken Salazar, Kent Conrad,
Ron Wyden, Byron L. Dorgan, Debbie
Stabenow, Bill Nelson, Robert P.
Casey, Jr.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the mandatory
quorum as required under rule XXII be
waived.

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

Mr. REID. I now withdraw the mo-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is withdrawn.

————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to executive session to consider the fol-
lowing nominations: Calendar Nos. 336
through 356; that the nominations be
confirmed, the motions to reconsider
be laid upon the table, the President be
immediately notified of the Senate’s
action, and the Senate then return to
legislative session.

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

The nominations considered and con-
firmed are as followed:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

George E. Pataki, of New York, to be a
Representative of the United States of Amer-
ica to the Sixty-second Session of the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations.

Kelly G. Knight, of Kentucky, to be an Al-
ternate Representative of the United States
of America to the Sixty-second Session of
the General Assembly of the United Nations.

Rodger D. Young, of Michigan, to be an Al-
ternate Representative of the United States
of America to the Sixty-second Session of
the General Assembly of the United Nations.

MILLENNIUM CHALLENGE CORPORATION

William H. Frist, of Tennessee, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of the Mil-
lennium Challenge Corporation for a term of
three years.

Kenneth Francis Hackett, of Maryland, to
be a Member of the Board of Directors of the
Millennium Challenge Corporation for a
term of two years. (Reappointment)

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

David T. Johnson, of Georgia, a Career
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class
of Minister-Counselor, to be an Assistant
Secretary of State (International Narcotics
and Law Enforcement Affairs).

Robin Renee Sanders, of New York, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service,
Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Federal Re-
public of Nigeria.

Barry Leon Wells, of Ohio, a Career Mem-
ber of the Senior Executive Service, to be
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Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America
to the Republic of The Gambia.

Mark M. Boulware, of Texas, a Career
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Islamic Re-
public of Mauritania.

James D. McGee, of Florida, a Career Mem-
ber of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of
Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Republic of
Zimbabwe.

Ronald K. McMullen, of Iowa, a Career
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to the State of Eritrea.

P. Robert Fannin, of Arizona, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the Domini-
can Republic.

Christopher Egan, of Massachusetts, to be
Representative of the United States of Amer-
ica to the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development, with the rank of
Ambassador.

Louis John Nigro, Jr., of Florida, a Career
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Republic of
Chad.

Paul E. Simons, of Virginia, a Career Mem-
ber of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of
Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Republic of
Chile.

Gail Dennise Mathieu, of New Jersey, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service,
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the Republic
of Namibia.

Dan Mozena, of Iowa, a Career Member of
the Senior Foreign Service, Class of Min-
ister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to the Republic of Angola.

Eunice S. Reddick, of New York, a Career
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Gabonese
Republic, and to serve concurrently and
without additional compensation as Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the Demo-
cratic Republic of Sao Tome and Principe.

Daniel V. Speckhard, of Wisconsin, a Ca-
reer Member of the Senior Executive Serv-
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to Greece.

Thomas F. Stephenson, of California, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America
to the Portuguese Republic.

Vincent Obsitnik, of Virginia, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to the Slo-
vak Republic.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, one of the
nominations we approved is Dr. Wil-
liam H. Frist to be a member of the
board of directors of the Millennium
Challenge Corporation for a term of 3
years. This is Bill Frist who worked
with us in the Senate for 12 years, who
was majority leader and somebody
with whom I worked very closely. He is
a very fine man, a great reputation. He
entered public service for the right rea-
son. He was a prominent surgeon. He is
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a man who was one of the pioneers in
transplant surgery.

I have such fond memories of work-
ing with him. We had our battles, but
he was always a gentleman. I wish him
well with his job. I know he will do a
very good job.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
return to legislative session.

MEASURES INDEFINITELY POST-
PONED—H. CON. RES. 172 AND
H.R. 1154

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that Calendar Nos. 241 and 409 be in-
definitely postponed, en bloc.

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

NATIONAL VETERANS AWARENESS
WEEK

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to S. Res. 357.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 357) designating the
week of November 11 through November 17,
2007 as ‘‘National Veterans Awareness Week”’
to emphasize the need to develop educational
programs regarding the contributions of vet-
erans to the country.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, today I
am submitting a resolution expressing
the sense of the Senate that the week
that includes Veterans Day, cor-
responding this year to November 11-
17, 2007, be designated as ‘‘National
Veterans Awareness Week”. This
marks the eighth year in a row that I
have introduced such a resolution,
which has been adopted unanimously
by the Senate on all previous occa-
sions.

The purpose of National Veterans
Awareness Week is to serve as a focus
for educational programs designed to
make students in elementary and sec-
ondary schools aware of the contribu-
tions of veterans and their importance
in preserving American peace and pros-
perity. This goal takes on particular
importance and immediacy this year as
we find ourselves again with uniformed
men and women in harm’s way in for-
eign lands.

Why do we need such an educational
effort? In a sense, this action has be-
come necessary because we are victims
of our own success with regard to the
superior performance of our Armed
Forces. The plain fact is that there are
just fewer people around now who have
had any connection with military serv-
ice. For example, as a result of tremen-
dous advances in military technology
and the resultant productivity in-
creases, our current armed forces now
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operate effectively with a personnel
roster that is one-third less in size
than just 15 years ago. In addition, the
success of the all-volunteer career-ori-
ented force has led to much lower turn-
over of personnel in today’s military
than in previous eras when conscrip-
tion was in place. Finally, the number
of veterans who served during previous
conflicts, such as World War II, when
our military was many times larger
than today, is inevitably declining.

The net result of these changes is
that the percentage of the entire popu-
lation that has served in the Armed
Forces is dropping rapidly, a change
that can be seen in all segments of so-
ciety. Whereas during World War II it
was extremely uncommon to find a
family in America that did not have
one of its members on active duty, now
there are numerous families that in-
clude no military veterans at all. Even
though the Iraqi war has been promi-
nently discussed on television and in
the newspapers, many of our children
are much more preoccupied with the
usual concerns of young people than
with keeping up with the events of the
day. They just don’t ‘‘feel” the war
like many earlier generations did
through both World Wars and the Ko-
rean and Vietnam conflicts. As a con-
sequence, many of our youth still have
little or no connection with or knowl-
edge about the important historical
and ongoing role of men and women
who have served in the military. This
omission seems to have persisted de-
spite ongoing educational efforts by
the Department of Veterans Affairs
and the veterans service organizations.

This lack of understanding about
military veterans’ important role in
our society can have potentially seri-
ous repercussions. In our country, ci-
vilian control of the armed forces is
the key tenet of military governance.
A citizenry that is oblivious to the ca-
pabilities and limitations of the armed
forces, and to its critical role through-
out our history, can make decisions re-
garding our military involvement that
may have unexpected and unwanted
consequences. Even more important,
general recognition of the importance
of those individual character traits
that are essential for military success,
such as patriotism, selflessness, sac-
rifice, and heroism, is vital to main-
taining these key aspects of citizenship
in the Armed Forces and even through-
out the population at large.

The failure of our children to under-
stand why a military is important, why
our society continues to depend on it
for ultimate survival, and why a suc-
cessful military requires integrity and
sacrifice, will have predictable con-
sequences as these youngsters become
of voting age. Even though military
service is a responsibility that is no
longer shared by a large segment of the
population, as it has been in the past,
knowledge of the contributions of
those who have served in the Armed
Forces is as important as it has ever
been. To the extent that many of us
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will not have the opportunity to serve
our country in uniform, we must still
remain cognizant of our responsibility
as citizens to fulfill the obligations we
owe, both tangible and intangible, to
those who do serve and who do sacrifice
on our behalf.

The importance of this issue was
brought home to me several years ago
by Samuel 1. Cashdollar, who was then
a 13-year-old seventh grader at Lewes
Middle School in Lewes, DHE. Samuel
won the Delaware VFW’s Youth Essay
Contest that year with a powerful pres-
entation titled ‘““How Should We Honor
America’s Veterans’”? Samuel’s essay
pointed out that we have Nurses’ Week,
Secretaries Week, and Teachers’
Week, to rightly emphasize the impor-
tance of these occupations, but the
contributions of those in uniform tend
to be overlooked. We don’t want our
children growing up to think that Vet-
erans Day has simply become a syn-
onym for a department store sale, and
we don’t want to become a nation
where more high school seniors recog-
nize the name Britney Spears than the
name Dwight Eisenhower.

National Veterans Awareness Week
complements Veterans Day by focusing
on education as well as commemora-
tion, on the contributions of the many
in addition to the heroism and service
of the individual. National Veterans
Awareness Week also presents an op-
portunity to remind ourselves of the
contributions and sacrifices of those
who have served in peacetime as well
as in conflict; both groups work
unending hours and spend long periods
away from their families under condi-
tions of great discomfort so that we all
can live in a land of freedom and plen-
ty. It can also remind us of the impor-
tance of our country keeping its prom-
ises to our veterans and providing
them with the proper support services.

Last year, my resolution designating
National Veterans Awareness Week
was approved in the Senate by unani-
mous consent. Responding to that reso-
lution, President Bush issued a procla-
mation urging our citizenry to observe
National Veterans Awareness Week. I
ask my colleagues to continue this
trend of support for our veterans by en-
dorsing this resolution again this year.
Our children and our children’s chil-
dren will need to be well informed
about what veterans have accom-
plished in order to make appropriate
decisions as they confront the numer-
ous worldwide challenges that they are
sure to face in the future.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the resolution be agreed to, the
preamble be agreed to, the motion to
reconsider be laid on the table, en bloc,
and any statements be printed in the
RECORD.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

357) was
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S. RES. 357

Whereas tens of millions of Americans
have served in the Armed Forces of the
United States during the past century;

Whereas hundreds of thousands of Ameri-
cans have given their lives while serving in
the Armed Forces during the past century;

Whereas the contributions and sacrifices of
the men and women who served in the Armed
Forces have been vital in maintaining the
freedoms and way of life enjoyed by the peo-
ple of the United States;

Whereas the advent of the all-volunteer
Armed Forces has resulted in a sharp decline
in the number of individuals and families
who have had any personal connection with
the Armed Forces;

Whereas this reduction in familiarity with
the Armed Forces has resulted in a marked
decrease in the awareness by young people of
the nature and importance of the accom-
plishments of those who have served in the
Armed Forces, despite the current edu-
cational efforts of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs and the veterans service orga-
nizations;

Whereas the system of civilian control of
the Armed Forces makes it essential that
the future leaders of the Nation understand
the history of military action and the con-
tributions and sacrifices of those who con-
duct such actions; and

Whereas in each of the years 2000 through
2006 the Senate has recognized the need to
increase the understanding of the contribu-
tions of veterans among school-aged children
by approving a resolution rcognizing the
week containing Veterans Day as ‘‘National
Veterans Awareness Week’: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates the week of November 11
through November 17, 2007, as ‘‘National Vet-
erans Awareness Week” for the purpose of
emphasizing educational efforts directed at
elementary and secondary school students
concerning the contributions and sacrifices
of veterans; and

(2) encourages the people of the United
States to observe National Veterans Aware-
ness Week with appropriate educational ac-
tivities.

————

NATIONAL BE BEAR AWARE AND
WILDLIFE STEWARDSHIP MONTH

EXPRESSING SYMPATHY FOR THE
VICTIMS OF THUNDERSTORMS IN
ILLINOIS, IOWA, MINNESOTA,
OHIO AND WISCONSIN

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed en bloc to the
consideration of the following Calendar
items: No. 444 and No. 445.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the resolutions by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 347) designating May
2008 as ‘‘National Be Bear Aware and Wildlife
Stewardship Month”’.

A resolution (S. Res. 346) expressing heart-
felt sympathy for the victims of the dev-
astating thunderstorms that caused severe
flooding during August 2007 in the States of
Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wis-
consin, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolutions.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment to the resolution,
where applicable, be agreed to; that the
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resolutions, as amended, if amended, be
agreed to en bloc; the amendment to
the preamble, where applicable, be
agreed to; the preambles, as amended,
if amended, be agreed to, en bloc; that
the title amendment to S. Res. 346 be
agreed to and the motions to recon-
sider be laid on the table, en bloc, the
consideration of these items appear
separately in the RECORD, and any
statements be printed in the RECORD.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 347

Whereas wildlife and wildlife viewing en-
rich the shared outdoor heritage of the peo-
ple of the United States;

Whereas it is possible to enjoy wildlife in a
way that is prudent, safe, and educational
and that has minimal adverse effects on
wildlife;

Whereas the people of the United States
should be aware of the potential for conflict
between humans and wildlife;

Whereas the people of the United States
should learn the safety and stewardship
techniques that can prevent such conflicts;

Whereas some groups, such as the Center
for Wildlife Information and State and Fed-
eral wildlife associations, in cooperation
with State and Federal wildlife and land
management agencies, have taken important
proactive steps to create educations toolkits
and design programs to educate outdoor en-
thusiasts; and

Whereas educational efforts can raise
awareness of the potential for such conflict,
help minimize such conflict, and promote
the responsible enjoyment of wildlife: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate designates May
2008 as ‘‘National Be Bear Aware and Wildlife
Stewardship Month’’.

347) was

S. RES. 346
The Senate proceed to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 346) expressing

heartfelt sympathy for the victims of
the devastating thunderstorms that
caused severe flooding during August
2007 in the States of Illinois, Iowa, Min-
nesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin, and for
other purposes, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on the Ju-
diciary with an amendment and an
amendment to the preamble.

[Strike the preamble and insert the
part printed in italic]

S. REsS. 346

[Whereas, during August 2007, severe
thunderstorms were responsible for
bringing as much as 18 inches of tor-
rential rain to parts of the States of Il-
linois, Iowa, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wis-
consin, resulting in devastating floods;

[Whereas these storms tragically
took the lives of 14 people;

[Whereas these storms injured count-
less other people, damaged or de-
stroyed thousands of homes, and dev-
astated businesses and institutions;

[Whereas, on August 21, 2007, the
Governor of Minnesota declared Fill-
more, Houston, Steele, Olmsted,
Wabasha, and Winona Counties, Min-
nesota, to be in a state of disaster as a
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result of these storms, and subse-
quently Dodge and Jackson Counties,
Minnesota, received a Federal major
disaster declaration as well;

[Whereas, on August 20 and 21, 2007,
the Governor of Wisconsin declared
Crawford, La Crosse, Richland, Sauk,
and Vernon Counties, Wisconsin, to be
in a state of disaster as a result of
these storms;

[Whereas, on August 22, 2007, and in
the days following, the Governor of
Iowa declared Allamakee, Appanoose,

Boone, Calhoun, Cherokee, Davis,
Humboldt, Mahaska, Montgomery,
Palo Alto, Pocahontas, Union, Van

Buren, Wapello, Wayne, Webster, and
Winneshiek Counties, Iowa, to be in a
state of disaster as a result of these

storms;
[Whereas, on August 22, 2007, the
Governor of Ohio declared Allen,

Crawford, Hancock, Hardin, Putnam,
Richland, Seneca, Van Wert, and Wy-
andot Counties, Ohio, to be in a state
of disaster as a result of these storms;

[Whereas, on August 24, 2007, and in
the days following, the Governor of Il-
linois declared Cook, DeKalb, DuPage,
Grundy, Lake, LaSalle, Kane, Knox,
McHenry, Warren, and Will Counties,
Illinois, to be in a state of disaster as
a result of these storms;

[Whereas President Bush declared 8
counties in Minnesota, 8 counties in
Ohio, 14 counties in Wisconsin, 6 coun-
ties in Illinois, and 14 counties in Iowa
to be major disaster areas as a result of
these storms, and individuals and fami-
lies, State and local Governments, and
certain private nonprofit organizations
in these areas became eligible for indi-
vidual or public Federal disaster assist-
ance or both;

[Whereas numerous individuals and
entities have selflessly and heroically
given of themselves and their resources
to aid in the disaster relief efforts; and

[Whereas the catastrophic injury,
death, and damage in Illinois, Iowa,
Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin would
have been even worse in the absence of
local relief efforts: Now, therefore, be
it]

Whereas, during August 2007, severe thunder-
storms were responsible for bringing as much as
18 inches of torrential rain to parts of the States
of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Ohio, Oklahoma,
and Wisconsin, resulting in devastating floods;

Whereas these storms tragically took the lives
of at least 20 people;

Whereas these storms injured countless other
people, damaged or destroyed thousands of
homes, and devastated businesses and institu-
tions;

Whereas, on August 20, 2007, the Governor of
Oklahoma declared Blaine, Caddo, Canadian,
Cleveland, Comanche, Cotton, Custer, Dewey,
Grady, Jefferson, Kingfisher, Kiowa, Lincoln,
Logan, McClain, Muskogee, Okfuskee, Okla-
homa, Okmulgee, Pontotoc, Pottawatomie, Semi-
nole, Stephens, and Washita Counties, Okla-
homa, to be in a state of emergency as a result
of these storms;

Whereas, on August 21, 2007, the Governor of
Minnesota declared Fillmore, Houston, Steele,
Olmsted, Wabasha, and Winona Counties, Min-
nesota, to be in a state of disaster as a result of
these storms, and subsequently Dodge and Jack-
son Counties, Minnesota, received a Federal
major disaster declaration as well;
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Whereas, on August 20 and 21, 2007, the Gov-
ernor of Wisconsin declared Crawford, La
Crosse, Richland, Sauk, and Vernon Counties,
Wisconsin, to be in a state of disaster as a result
of these storms;

Whereas, on August 22, 2007, and in the days
following, the Governor of Iowa declared
Allamakee, Appanoose, Boone, Calhoun, Cher-
okee, Davis, Humboldt, Mahaska, Montgomery,
Palo Alto, Pocahontas, Union, Van Buren,
Wapello, Wayne, Webster, and Winneshiek
Counties, Iowa, to be in a state of disaster as a
result of these storms;

Whereas, on August 22, 2007, the Governor of
Ohio declared Allen, Crawford, Hancock, Har-
din, Putnam, Richland, Seneca, Van Wert, and
Wyandot Counties, Ohio, to be in a state of dis-
aster as a result of these storms;

Whereas, on August 24, 2007, and in the days
following, the Governor of Illinois declared
Cook, DeKalb, DuPage, Grundy, Lake, LaSalle,
Kane, Knox, McHenry, Warren, and Will Coun-
ties, Illinois, to be in a state of disaster as a re-
sult of these storms;

Whereas President Bush declared 8 counties
in Minnesota, 8 counties in Ohio, 22 counties in
Oklahoma, 14 counties in Wisconsin, 6 counties
in Illinois, and 14 counties in Iowa to be major
disaster areas as a result of these storms, and
individuals and families, State and local Gov-
ermments, and certain private nonprofit organi-
zations in these areas became eligible for indi-
vidual or public Federal disaster assistance or
both;

Whereas numerous individuals and entities
have selflessly and heroically given of them-
selves and their resources to aid in the disaster
relief efforts; and

Whereas the catastrophic injury, death, and
damage in Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, and Wisconsin would have been
even worse in the absence of local relief efforts:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) expresses heartfelt sympathy for the
victims of the devastating thunderstorms
that caused severe flooding during August
2007 in the States of Illinois, Iowa, Min-
nesota, Ohio, [Oklahoma,] and Wisconsin;

(2) conveys gratitude to the local, State,
and Federal officials and emergency per-
sonnel who responded swiftly to the crisis,
including emergency management teams in
each of the affected States, Michael Chertoff,
Secretary of Homeland Security, and David
Paulison, Administrator of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency;

(3) recognizes the generous and selfless
support of citizens, local businesses, the
American Red Cross, the United Way, Catho-
lic Charities, and the Salvation Army; and

(4) reaffirms support for helping the vic-
tims of the flooding rebuild their homes and
lives.

The amendment (No. 3471) was agreed
to, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3471
(Purpose: To amend the title of the
resolution)

Amend the title to read as follows: ‘“Ex-
pressing heartfelt sympathy for the victims
of the devastating thunderstorms that
caused severe flooding during August 2007 in
the States of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, and Wisconsin, and for other pur-
poses.”

The resolution (S. Res.
amended, was agreed to.

The amendment to the preamble was
agreed to.

The preamble,
agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, with its
preamble, as amended, reads as follows:

(The resolution will be printed in a
future edition of the RECORD.)

346), as

as amended, was
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MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—S. 2247

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I under-
stand that there is a bill at the desk
due for its first reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 2247) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the de-
preciation classification of motor sports en-
tertainment complexes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for a
second reading, and in order to place
the bill on the calendar under the pro-
visions of rule XIV, I object to my own
request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The bill will be read for
the second time on the next legislative
day.

The

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, OCTOBER
29, 2007

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it stand
adjourned until 3 p.m., Monday; that
on Monday, 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 reserved for their use later in
the day; that there then be a period of
morning business for 90 minutes, with
Senators permitted to speak for up to
10 minutes each; with Senator BOXER
in control of the first 60 minutes, and
the remaining 30 minutes under the
control of the Republicans; that fol-
lowing morning business, the Senate
resume consideration of Calendar No.
158, S. 294, Amtrak authorization.

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

————

PROGRAM
Mr. REID. Mr. President, as a re-
minder to Members, the cloture motion
has been filed on Amtrak. Germane
first-degree amendments need to be
filed by 3:30 p.m. on Monday.

———————

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY,
OCTOBER 29, 2007, AT 3 P.M.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before the
Senate, I ask unanimous consent the
Senate stand adjourned under the pre-
vious order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 1:47 p.m., adjourned until Monday,
October 29, 2007, at 3 p.m.

—————

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate:
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
JOHN H. GIBSON, OF TEXAS, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SEC-

RETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, VICE MICHAEL
MONTELONGO, RESIGNED.
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

STEVEN R. CHEALANDER, OF TEXAS, TO BE A MEMBER
OF THE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
FOR A TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 31, 2012. (REAPPOINT-
MENT)

MARK V. ROSENKER, OF MARYLAND, TO BE CHAIRMAN
OF THE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
FOR A TERM OF TWO YEARS. (REAPPOINTMENT)

——
CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate Friday, October 26, 2007:
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

GEORGE E. PATAKI, OF NEW YORK, TO BE A REP-
RESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO
THE SIXTY-SECOND SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEM-
BLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS.

KELLY G. KNIGHT, OF KENTUCKY, TO BE AN ALTER-
NATE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA TO THE SIXTY-SECOND SESSION OF THE GEN-
ERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS.

RODGER D. YOUNG, OF MICHIGAN, TO BE AN ALTER-
NATE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA TO THE SIXTY-SECOND SESSION OF THE GEN-
ERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS.

MILLENNIUM CHALLENGE CORPORATION

WILLIAM H. FRIST, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE A MEMBER
OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE MILLENNIUM
CHALLENGE CORPORATION FOR A TERM OF THREE
YEARS.

KENNETH FRANCIS HACKETT, OF MARYLAND, TO BE A
MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE MILLEN-
NIUM CHALLENGE CORPORATION FOR A TERM OF TWO
YEARS.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

DAVID T. JOHNSON, OF GEORGIA, A CAREER MEMBER
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER-
COUNSELOR, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF
STATE (INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS AND LAW ENFORCE-
MENT AFFAIRS).

ROBIN RENEE SANDERS, OF NEW YORK, A CAREER
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF NIGERIA.

BARRY LEON WELLS, OF OHIO, A CAREER MEMBER OF
THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE, TO BE AMBASSADOR
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF THE
GAMBIA.

MARK M. BOULWARE, OF TEXAS, A CAREER MEMBER
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER-
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF MAURITANIA.

JAMES D. MCGEE, OF FLORIDA, A CAREER MEMBER OF
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER-
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE REPUBLIC OF ZIMBABWE.

RONALD K. MCMULLEN, OF IOWA, A CAREER MEMBER
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF COUN-
SELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE STATE OF ERITREA.

P. ROBERT FANNIN, OF ARIZONA, TO BE AMBASSADOR
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE DOMINICAN REPUB-
LIC.

CHRISTOPHER EGAN, OF MASSACHUSETTS, TO BE REP-
RESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO
THE ORGANIZATION FOR ECONOMIC COOPERATION AND
DEVELOPMENT, WITH THE RANK OF AMBASSADOR.

LOUIS JOHN NIGRO, JR., OF FLORIDA, A CAREER MEM-
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MIN-
ISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF CHAD.

PAUL E. SIMONS, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEMBER OF
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER-
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE REPUBLIC OF CHILE.

GAIL DENNISE MATHIEU, OF NEW JERSEY, A CAREER
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF NAMIBIA.

DAN MOZENA, OF IOWA, A CAREER MEMBER OF THE
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER-COUN-
SELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE REPUBLIC OF ANGOLA.

EUNICE S. REDDICK, OF NEW YORK, A CAREER MEMBER
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER-
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE GABONESE REPUBLIC, AND TO SERVE CONCUR-
RENTLY AND WITHOUT ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION AS
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE DEMO-
CRATIC REPUBLIC OF SAO TOME AND PRINCIPE.

DANIEL V. SPECKHARD, OF WISCONSIN, A CAREER
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE, CLASS OF
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA TO GREECE.

THOMAS F. STEPHENSON, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AM-
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE PORTUGUESE
REPUBLIC.

VINCENT OBSITNIK, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AMBASSADOR
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE SLOVAK REPUBLIC.

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT
TO THE NOMINEES' COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE.
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