
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13505October 29, 2003
emissions. Anthropogenic is the term 
meaning ‘‘man-made.’’ We keep hear-
ing the Senator from New York talking 
about the man-made gases. It does not 
exist. These are 4,000 scientists. Look 
at some of the scientists we are talking 
about. They are on this list. It is too 
many to delineate at this time. The 
bottom line is that the science just flat 
is not there. 

Ninety percent of the science—in 
fact, 100 percent of the science I have 
heard the other side talk about tonight 
is all science that they allege hap-
pened, but it was all before 1999. What 
we are talking about are things that 
have happened since then. There has 
been a turnaround. 

Last July 8, James Schlesinger—we 
all remember him; he certainly is no 
Republican—the Energy Secretary to 
former President Carter, said:

There is an idea among the public that the 
science is settled. That remains far from the 
truth.

He goes on to talk about the fact 
that the science is not sound behind 
the myth, the hoax of global warming. 

It is important to realize that the 
IPCC, which is the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change, came from 
the United Nations with the idea that 
they are making the recommendations. 
The lead scientist behind that was a 
scientist named Dr. Michael Mann. 

What we have done here is talk about 
what has happened in terms of the 
science that has come from this recent 
2003 science, as opposed to what came 
under Michael Mann or the the Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate 
Change. One is the detail, less hemi-
spheric, and the information that they 
used, the age of the data. Under Mi-
chael Mann it was older, 1999 or before. 
The newer is after the IPCC. This is all 
new stuff. I will submit this for the 
RECORD because it is all very self-ex-
planatory. 

Several times reference was made by 
the distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut to MIT and what MIT is say-
ing to us. I would like to quote Dr. 
Richard Lindzen, an MIT scientist and 
a member of the National Academy of 
Sciences. Both of these—MIT and Na-
tional Academy of Sciences—were used 
to fortify the case that this hoax called 
greenhouse gas is a reality. This is 
what Dr. Rich Lindzen said. He has spe-
cialized in the climate issue for over 30 
years. He told the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works, the com-
mittee I chair:

There is a definite disconnect between 
Kyoto and science. Should a catastrophic 
scenario prove correct, Kyoto would not pre-
vent it.

These are new discussions that are 
coming from scientists whose creden-
tials cannot be questioned. Again, it is 
MIT science—we heard that a few min-
utes ago—and the National Academy of 
Sciences. 

Dr. David Legates is director of the 
Center for Climatic Research at the 
University of Delaware. This is going 
back to Michael Mann, the guy who is 

the scientist behind the IPCC, all this 
stuff that we have been hearing. Dr. 
Legates said:

Although [Mann’s work] is now widely 
used as proof of anthropogenic global warm-
ing, we’ve become concerned that such an 
analysis is in direct contradiction to most of 
the research and written histories available. 
Our paper shows this contradiction and ar-
gues that the results of Mann . . . are out of 
step with the preponderance of the evidence.

Preponderance of the evidence, we 
keep hearing the other side say the 
science there. No one is going to ques-
tion it. We are all questioning it. 

This is from a publication called 
‘‘Energy and Environment,’’ and this 
was November 15, last week. It starts 
talking about the flaws in the logic 
that were used by the Mann study. The 
flaws all come out. I will show the 
greatest flaw of all. 

Let me hold this piece of paper up to 
this side. This is what Dr. Mann has 
been talking about. He referred to the 
famous hockey stick. Here is the hock-
ey stick. The shaft goes along here and 
all of a sudden that is the hockey stick 
part. That is supposed to be where it is 
getting so warm. What he failed to do 
was to go back to the 1400s. If you look 
at this, the Earth was much warmer, 
the temperatures were much warmer 
back then than they are today by a 
long ways. So it is just leaving out 
these little convenient things that 
causes the truth to be distorted. 

I think this is probably the most im-
portant chart. It shows you what the 
other side does. They will cover up the 
part that disclaims everything they are 
saying and come out and use it as evi-
dence to promote it. I am saying that 
the temperatures on the Earth’s sur-
face were higher in the 1400s than they 
are today. 

One of the most recent things that 
came out just in March was the Har-
vard Smithsonian study. This was the 
most far-reaching study ever made on 
climate change. It examined the re-
sults of more than 240 peer-reviewed 
papers published by thousands of re-
searchers over the past four decades. 
The study covers a multitude of geo-
physical and biological climate indica-
tors. They came to the conclusion that 
climate change is not real, that the 
science is not accurate. We will be 
coming back to that from time to time, 
probably tomorrow also. 

This is the range of climate proxies 
that were used to come up with the 
conclusions of the Harvard Smithso-
nian study. If you read them all, it 
starts with borehole data, cultural 
data, glacier advance and retreats, 
geomorphology, all these things were 
used. Primarily what was used by Dr. 
Mann were the tree rings. And this cov-
ers every known type of a proxy that 
could be used. All of this was in the 
Harvard Smithsonian study. 

So I think if you go back one more 
time to the chart that we had up here 
that shows how they are misrepre-
senting the data, if you stop and think 
about it, just use logic on things that 

we know. What is incontrovertible? 
What do we know right now that no 
one can question? What we know is 
that there was a medieval warming pe-
riod. That period was around from 800 
A.D. to about 1300. Then there was the 
little ice age that came along. The lit-
tle ice age went from 1300 to 1900. Then 
we went into another warming period 
that endured from 1900 until 1940. 

Something significant happened in 
1940. In 1940, we started going into an-
other cooling period. But wait a 
minute. The 1940s was the decade when 
the surge came in CO2 emissions. That 
was during the time when more people 
were driving, and it happened right 
after the war. So we had the greatest 
increase in releases of CO2 during that 
time, an 80-percent increase. 

What did that do? Did that cause 
warming? It did not. It precipitated a 
cooling period that endured through 
the 1970s. I think if you look at that, I 
don’t know how anyone can say that 
the science is at all favoring—and cer-
tainly not recent science—the concept, 
I call it a hoax, of global warming. 

Since I gave a speech on the floor 
when I used these charts, which I may 
not have time to do tonight, there have 
been a lot of things that have come 
out. The University of Colorado re-
searched the Arctic Circle information. 
To do that, they actually went down 
beneath the snowpack in the Colorado 
Rockies, and the scientists discovered 
fungi emitting large quantities of car-
bon dioxide in methane. Of course, this 
is totally unrelated to manmade emis-
sions. That is not man-made. They are 
talking about man-made emissions. 
That is something that was there that 
was never considered until it was dis-
covered about a month ago. They said 
in an article in the Washington Post, 
quoting the scientist:

Indeed, scientists said, if other regions of 
the world have similar fungal communities 
thriving under the winter snows, as seems 
likely, climatologists will have to revise 
their models of global warming to accommo-
date fungi surprisingly massive role in the 
winter production of greenhouse gases, such 
as carbon dioxide.

It went on to say—these are the sci-
entists now, after this discovery just a 
month ago:

The global warming models can no longer 
ignore fungi in snowy regions and seasons as 
they had, scientists said, especially because 
about 40 percent of the landmass is covered 
with snow for at least part of the year.

We will revisit this issue, but there is 
no question that the science refutes ev-
erything the alarmists we have heard 
about have been trying to promote. I 
think something that would be more 
meaningful to the Members of this 
body would be, so what, there is. There 
is a preacher named Lon Solomon. On 
the rare occasions I am here on Sun-
day, I will go out to the McLean Bible 
Church. Right in the middle of his ser-
mon he says: So what. 

We have gone through all this, the 
science is flawed, it doesn’t exist. So 
what. What is the big deal? The big 
deal is the economic harm that would 
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come to this country. Let’s examine it 
for a moment. 

Later on I will go over all of the let-
ters, but here is what the teamsters, 
boilermakers, electrical workers, and 
others wrote me in a letter on Sep-
tember 9—this past September 9. This 
is not in 1999. They write:

Mandatory reduction requirements for car-
bon dioxide and other greenhouse gases 
would create much higher energy prices for 
consumers and put the economic recovery at 
risk, while providing little or no tangible 
benefit for the global environment. We, 
therefore, urge you to vote against S. 139, 
the Climate Stewardship Act.

CBO, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice—we depend on them for scoring, 
for coming up with numbers we use to 
make economic decisions in this body. 
They said it best:

The price increases resulting from a carbon 
cap would be regressive. That is, they would 
place a relatively greater burden on lower in-
come households than on higher income 
households.

A minute ago we heard Senator 
VOINOVICH from Ohio. During one of our 
committee hearings, a guy named Tom 
Mullen, who is the president of Catho-
lic Charities, testified before our com-
mittee and said:

The overall impact on the economy in 
northeast Ohio would be overwhelming, and 
the needs that we address at Catholic Char-
ities in Ohio with the elderly and poor would 
be well beyond our capacity and that of our 
current partners in government and the pri-
vate sector.

You heard about the harassment he 
has been subjected to because he 
cares—sincerely, genuinely cares—
about these older people. 

What about minorities? According to 
a study by the National Black Chamber 
of Commerce and the United States 
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, if the 
United States ratifies Kyoto or passes 
domestic climate policies—that is what 
we are talking about, effectively imple-
menting the treaty; that is their goal—
the result would ‘‘disproportionately 
harm America’s minority commu-
nities, and place the economic ad-
vancement of millions of U.S. Blacks 
and Hispanics at risk.’’ 

That was the Center for Energy and 
Economic Development doing a study 
for the Black Chamber of Commerce 
and the Hispanic Chamber of Com-
merce. 

It gets down to being more specific. 
We find out from this study that the 
Kyoto issue we are talking about right 
now would cost 511,000 jobs by Hispanic 
workers and 864,000 jobs held by black 
workers. Poverty rates for minority 
families will increase dramatically, 
and because Kyoto will bring about 
higher energy prices, many minority 
businesses would be lost. 

Here is a chart that shows the unem-
ployment rate this study revealed. This 
study was sanctioned by the Black and 
Hispanic Chambers of Commerce be-
cause of their concern. Keep in mind 
all these things will happen to them, 
and yet there is no science or logic be-
hind those decisions. 

This information came from Pennsyl-
vania State University. They did a 
study. In this study, they break it 
down by State as to how many jobs are 
going to be lost. I will point out a cou-
ple of States. 

Illinois would lose, if we were to pass 
S. 139, 159,000 jobs. I hope the Senators 
from Illinois are watching right now 
because 159,000 jobs is not what they 
would want. Ironically, in Indiana, 
they would lose 194,000 jobs. In Michi-
gan—and that is a big auto State—they 
would lose 133,000 jobs. They tell you 
we are going to carve out a special deal 
for the autos. Look, this is the nose-
under-the-tent concept. They now say 
if we adopt this, our policy is the 
science is real and global warming, in 
fact, exists. 

In Pennsylvania—and I am sure the 
Pennsylvania Senators are very sen-
sitive to this—they would lose, if we 
pass this bill, 178,000 jobs. In the State 
of West Virginia, it will be 126,000 jobs; 
in Wisconsin, 113,000 jobs; for the inter-
est of the Senator presiding, over 
100,000 jobs in the State of Minnesota. 

Something was stated by the Senator 
from Connecticut concerning farms. He 
said we are going to carve out farmers 
and agriculture, that nothing is going 
to happen there. Standard & Poor’s 
Data Resource International did a 
study—again, a very recent study. 
They talked about what is going to 
happen. 

Let me share with my colleagues 
what will happen to the agricultural 
families in America, according to 
Standard & Poor’s. You can discredit 
Standard & Poor’s, but I don’t think 
you will get by with it. They are legiti-
mate. 

Fewer small family farms: Higher en-
ergy costs, together with the reduced 
domestic and export demand, would 
lead to a severe decline in agricultural 
investment and a sharp increase in 
farm consolidations. The number of 
small farms likely would decline much 
more rapidly than under business-as-
usual conditions. 

Higher production costs: Production 
costs would increase by up to $16 bil-
lion, an increase of almost 9 percent, 
and would be difficult for agriculture 
to pass on to the consumers. These 
higher production costs include a $13 
billion increase in manufactured 
input—that is fuel, fertilizer, and 
chemicals—expenditures, and $1.6 bil-
lion increase in farm origin. 

Lower demand for agricultural prod-
ucts: Weaker demand for agricultural 
products results both from the 1.6 per-
cent decline in GDP and 2.4 percent de-
crease in consumers’ disposable in-
come. It goes on and on. 

Higher food program costs: If you are 
not sensitive to the farmer, you ought 
to be sensitive to the people who have 
to eat in this country. For example, 
USDA spends more than $39 billion for 
six food assistance programs, including 
the Food Stamp Program—there are a 
lot of people interested in that pro-
gram—and child nutrition programs. 
We talk about that every day. 

For these programs alone, emission 
controls from the protocol would add 
500,000 persons to the food stamp rolls 
and increase program costs up to 5 per-
cent annually. 

Again, this is not Senator JIM INHOFE 
talking. I am not qualified to make 
these assessments. This is a study 
made by a Standard & Poor’s research 
group. 

Getting back to the MIT joint pro-
gram, since they have been used quite 
a bit, the MIT Joint Program on 
Science and Policy of Global Change, 
the average crop yield is 30 percent 
higher in a CO2-enhanced world.

That is what the Senator from Utah 
was talking about. 

I inquire from the Chair as to our re-
maining time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
minutes and thirty seconds. 

Mr. INHOFE. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. I am anxious to hear from 
the Senator from Connecticut and the 
Senator from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, dev-
astating fires across California fueled 
by unusual drought conditions have al-
ready claimed the lives of 18 people, de-
stroyed nearly 2,000 homes, consumed 
nearly 600,000 acres roughly the size of 
Rhode Island, and caused over $2 bil-
lion in damages. Glaciers in Glacier 
National Park have dwindled from 150 
more than a century ago to about 35 
today. Some scientists estimate that 
the park will have no glaciers in 30 
years. An ice-dammed lake drained re-
cently when the Ward Hunt Ice Shelf, 
which a century ago rimmed the entire 
northern coast of Ellesmere Island, 
broke up along the coast of northeast 
Canada. NASA has confirmed that part 
of the Arctic Ocean that remains fro-
zen year-round has been shrinking at a 
rate of 10 percent per decade since 1980. 

We can talk about the impact of the 
Kyoto Treaty, as Senator INHOFE just 
did. I call the attention of my col-
leagues to this picture. Here is the Arc-
tic Sea ice boundary in 1979. There it is 
today. I am sure that that will be nat-
ural causes and have nothing to do 
with man-made activity, human activi-
ties, but the fact is, as the Senator 
from New York showed, Kilimanjaro is 
now without snow. 

At a conference in Iceland in August, 
scientists told senior government offi-
cials that the Arctic is heating up fast, 
disclosing disturbing findings from a 
massive study of polar climate change. 
Dr. Robert Corell, who heads the Arctic 
Climate Impact Assessment team, said: 
If you want to see what will be hap-
pening in the rest of the world 25 years 
from now, just look at what is hap-
pening in the Arctic. 

Look at what is happening in the 
Arctic. The destruction of 70 percent of 
heat-sensitive coral reefs due to in-
creases in water temperatures places 
reef fisheries in jeopardy, increases 
coastal damages from hurricanes, and 
hurts local economies supported by 
tourism. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 04:56 Oct 30, 2003 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00084 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G29OC6.168 S29PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13507October 29, 2003
Researchers at the University of 

Texas, Wesleyan University and Stan-
ford University earlier this year re-
ported in the journal Nature that glob-
al warming is forcing species around 
the world, from California starfish to 
Alpine herbs, to move into new ranges 
or alter habits that could disrupt eco-
systems. 

The end result of these changes could 
be substantial ecological disruption, 
local losses in wildlife, and even ex-
tinction of certain species. 

From an article in the July 2003 
Journal of Hydrology: The winters in 
New England are getting shorter. Ac-
cording to U.S. Geological Survey sci-
entists, northern New England winters 
have receded by 1 or 2 weeks in length 
over the last 30 years. 

The list of what is happening goes on 
and on. 

The chair of the Climate Research 
Committee of the National Academy of 
Sciences stated very clearly during an 
October 1, 2003, hearing before the 
Commerce Committee: The planet has 
a fever, and it is time to be taking ac-
tion. 

I caution my colleague from Okla-
homa about statements that he at-
tributes to certain members of the sci-
entific community. Specifically, I am 
referring to two scientists that he re-
ferred to before, Dr. Wigley and Dr. 
Schneider. Dr. Wigley has written to 
Senators FRIST and DASCHLE about the 
misrepresentation of his work by Sen-
ator INHOFE. He writes a long letter: 
Senator INHOFE urges that Congress 
should put stock in scientists who rely 
on the most objective scientific data. 
He characterizes me as someone whose 
credentials cannot be trusted. 

Mr. INHOFE. May I interrupt for a 
question? 

Mr. MCCAIN. Yes, but not to take my 
time. 

Mr. INHOFE. I do not believe I men-
tioned Dr. Wigley in my remarks. It 
must have been somebody else. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Pardon me? 
Mr. INHOFE. I do not believe I men-

tioned Dr. Wigley in my remarks. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Dr. Wigley was men-

tioned by the Senator in his statement 
on the floor. 

He goes through several misrepresen-
tations. Perhaps the most serious one, 
and this is a quote from his letter: the 
third representation made by Senator 
INHOFE concerns the observed record of 
global mean temperature changes over 
the past 100 years. This data show a 
warming to about 1940, little change 
from 1940 to the mid-1970s, and then 
further warming. Senator INHOFE im-
plies that these changes are incon-
sistent with the global warming hy-
pothesis and with climate models. This 
is categorically incorrect. In order to 
understand these observed changes, it 
is necessary to consider all likely caus-
al factors, both human-induced and 
natural. Human-induced factors in-
clude the warming effects of green-
house gases and the cooling effects of 
sulfate aerosols. Natural factors in-

clude changes in the output of the sun, 
effects of explosive volcanic eruptions 
like Mount Pinatubo in 1991. When all 
these factors are considered, models 
give an expected pattern of 20th cen-
tury temperature changes that is in re-
markable agreement with the observa-
tions, and the models clearly show the 
three phases as noted above, in par-
ticular the leveling off, the warming 
trend over 1940 to 1975, turns out to be 
explained largely by the cooling effects 
of sulfate aerosols, temporarily offset-
ting the warming due to increasing 
concentration of greenhouse gases, 
something which was first pointed out 
in the paper of mine published in Na-
ture in 1989, which has been clearly 
stated in a subsequent IPCC report. 
This remarkable agreement shows 
quite clearly that human factors have 
been the dominant cause of global 
scale climate change over the past 50 
years, contrary to the assertion by 
Senator INHOFE that all observed 
changes are merely manifestations of 
natural viability. 

For his part, Dr. Schneider had the 
following to say about Senator 
INHOFE’s statement: It is misrepre-
senting my views to characterize them 
as even implying that IPCC is exagger-
ated or failed to describe the state of 
the science fairly at the time the as-
sessment reports were completed in the 
year 2000. 

So Dr. Wigley and Dr. Schneider take 
some exception to how their views were 
characterized on the floor of the Sen-
ate. 

I want to point out again that the 
17,000, or whoever they were, scientists 
or those who claimed to be scientists—
and there are some interesting signa-
tures to that—were in opposition to 
the United States signing the Kyoto 
Treaty. 

I know that my colleague, the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, would like to 
say a few words, but I again want to 
read a letter from 1,010 preeminent sci-
entists who write:

DEAR SENATORS FRIST AND DASCHLE: Two 
years have elapsed since the publication of 
the reports by the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change and the National Re-
search Council on the state of the science of 
climate change and its impacts on the 
United States and the rest of the world. As 
scientists engaged in research on these sub-
jects, we are writing to confirm that the 
main findings of these documents continue 
to represent the consensus opinion of the sci-
entific community. Indeed, these findings 
have been reinforced rather than weakened 
by research reported since the documents 
were released. In brief—

And he goes through a number of as-
pects of it. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE STATE OF CLIMATE SCIENCE: JULY 2003—

A LETTER FROM U.S. SCIENTISTS 

JULY 29, 2003. 
U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS FRIST AND DASCHLE: Two 
years have elapsed since the publication of 

the most recent reports by the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and 
the National Research Council (NRC) on the 
state of the science of climate change and its 
impacts on the United States and the rest of 
the world. As scientists engaged in research 
on these subjects, we are writing to confirm 
that the main findings of these documents 
continue to represent the consensus opinion 
of the scientific community. Indeed, these 
findings have been reinforced rather than 
weakened by research reported since the doc-
uments were released. 

In brief, the findings are that: 
(1) Anthropogenic climate change, driven 

by emissions of greenhouse gases, is already 
underway and likely responsible for most of 
the observed warming over the last 50 
years—the largest warming that has oc-
curred in the Northern Hemisphere during at 
least the past 1,000 years; 

(2) Over the course of this century the 
Earth is expected to warm an additional 2.5 
to 10.5°F, depending on future emissions lev-
els and on the climate sensitivity—a sus-
tained global rate of change exceeding any in 
the last 10,000 years; 

(3) Temperature increases in most areas of 
the United States are expected to be consid-
erably higher than these global means be-
cause of our nation’s northerly location and 
large average distance from the oceans; 

(4) Even under mid-range emissions as-
sumptions, the projected warming could 
cause substantial impacts in different re-
gions of the U.S., including an increased 
likelihood of heavy and extreme precipita-
tion events, exacerbated drought, and sea 
level rise; 

(5) Almost all plausible emissions sce-
narios result in projected temperatures that 
continue to increase well beyond the end of 
this century; and, 

(6) Due to the long lifetimes of greenhouse 
gases in the atmosphere, the longer emis-
sions increase, the faster they will ulti-
mately have to be decreased in order to 
avoid dangerous interference with the cli-
mate system. 

Evidence that climate change is already 
underway includes the instrumental record, 
which shows a surface temperature rise of 
approximately 1°F over the 20th century, the 
accelerated sea level rise during that cen-
tury relative to the last few thousand years, 
global retreat of mountain glaciers, reduc-
tion in snow cover extent, earlier thawing of 
lake and river ice, the increase in upper air 
water vapor over most regions in the past 
several decades, and the 0.09°F warming of 
the world’s deep oceans since the 1950’s. 

Evidence that the warmth of the Northern 
Hemisphere during the second half of the 
last century was unprecedented in the last 
1000 years comes from three major recon-
structions of past surface temperatures, 
which used indicators such as tree rings, cor-
als, ice cores, and lake sediments for years 
prior to 1860, and instrumental records for 
the interval between 1865 and the present. 

On the subject of human causation of this 
warmth, the NRC report stated that, ‘‘The 
IPCC’s conclusion that most of the observed 
warming of the last 50 years is likely to have 
been due to the increase in greenhouse gas 
concentrations accurately reflects the cur-
rent thinking of the scientific community on 
this issue.’’ Indeed, computer simulations do 
not reproduce the late 20th century warmth 
if they include only natural climate forcing 
such as emissions from volcanoes and solar 
activity. The warmth is only captured when 
the simulations include forcings from 
human-emitted greenhouse gases present in 
the atmosphere. 

In summary, the main conclusions of the 
IPCC and NRC reports remain robust con-
sensus positions supported by the vast ma-
jority of researchers in the fields of climate 
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change and its impacts. The body of research 
carried out since the reports were issued 
tends to strengthen their conclusions. 

Sincerely, 
Richard J. Abitz, Ph.D., Director, Fluor 

Fernald, Inc., Cincinnati, OH. 
Vincent J. Abreu, Ph.D., Research Sci-

entist, University of Michigan, Department 
of Atmospheric, Oceanic, and Space 
Sciences, Ann Arbor, MI. 

Ilse Ackerman, M.S., Doctoral Candidate, 
Cornell University, Department of Crop and 
Soil Sciences, Ithaca, NY. 

Leslie M. Adams, Ph.D., University of New 
Hampshire, Department of Plant Biology, 
Durham, NH. 

Steven M. Adler-Golden, Ph.D., Principal 
Scientist, Spectral Sciences, Inc., Bur-
lington, MA. 

David D. Ainley, Ph.D., Senior Ecologist, 
Harvey and Associates, San Jose, CA. 

Neela Malati Akhouri, Ph.D., Information 
Manager, University of Toledo, Lake Erie 
Center, Oregon, OH. 

Becky Alexander, Ph.D., Post-Doctoral 
Fellow, Harvard University, Department of 
Earth and Planetary Sciences, Cambridge, 
MA. 

J. David Allan, Ph.D., Professor, Univer-
sity of Michigan, School of Natural Re-
sources and Environment, Ann Arbor, MI.

Mr. MCCAIN. The letter further 
states:

Over the course of this century, the Earth 
is expected to warm an additional 2.5 to 10.5 
degrees Fahrenheit, depending on future 
emissions levels and on the climate sensi-
tivity—a sustained global rate of change ex-
ceeding any in the last 10,000 years. 

Temperature increases in most areas of the 
United States are expected to be consider-
ably higher than these global means because 
of our nation’s northerly location and large 
average distance from the oceans. 

Almost all plausible emissions scenarios 
result in projected temperatures that con-
tinue to increase well beyond the end of this 
century, and 

Due to the long lifetimes of greenhouse 
gases in the atmosphere—

Those are the ones that cause no 
harm in the view of the opponents of 
this legislation.

the longer emissions increase, the faster 
they will ultimately have to be decreased in 
order to avoid dangerous interference with 
the climate system. 

Evidence that climate change is already 
underway includes the instrumental record, 
which shows a surface temperature rise of 
approximately 1 degree Fahrenheit over the 
20th century, the accelerated sea level rise 
during that century relative to the last few 
thousand years, global retreat of mountain 
glaciers, reduction in snow cover extent, ear-
lier thawing of lake and river ice, the in-
crease in upper air water vapor over most re-
gions in the past several decades, and the 
0.09 Fahrenheit warming of the world’s deep 
oceans since the 1950s. 

Evidence that the warmth of the Northern 
Hemisphere during the second half of the 
last century was unprecedented in the last 
1,000 years comes from three major recon-
structions of past surface temperatures, 
which used indicators such as tree rings, cor-
als, ice cores, and lake sediments for years 
prior to 1860, and instrumental records for 
the interval between 1865 and the present. 

On the subject of human causation of this 
warmth, the NRC report stated that the 
IPCC’s conclusion that most of the observed 
warming of the last 50 years is likely to have 
been due to the increase in greenhouse gas 
concentrations accurately reflects the cur-
rent thinking of the scientific community on 
this issue.

What the Senator from Connecticut 
and I are doing is an incredibly modest 
proposal to try to at least stop the in-
crease of greenhouse gases. The over-
whelming majority of the scientific 
community in the United States of 
America agrees that climate change is 
taking place. How serious that is, how 
significant it is, and how longlasting 
its effect could be the subject of sig-
nificant debate and discussion. 

But the fact is that the loss of jobs, 
which I do not believe is accurate, is an 
issue that needs to be addressed. But 
what about the loss of our environ-
ment? What happens if the coral reefs 
die? What happens if the Arctic icecap 
melts? What happens if we continue to 
see increased temperatures? 

I don’t know all the answers as to 
what happens. I leave that in the hands 
of people who are smarter than I am. 
But if this picture doesn’t concern you, 
then nothing will. I hope we will be 
able to pass this legislation as a very 
modest and a very humble beginning to 
addressing the issue of climate change. 

I assure my colleagues of one thing. I 
will talk about this again tomorrow. 
We will be back on this issue, just as 
we were back on the issue of campaign 
finance reform. We will be back on it 
because this is not stopping. This is 
not stopping. More and more evidence 
will be accumulated and more and 
more people will become concerned be-
cause we love this great country of 
ours and we love this world and we do 
not want to see it destroyed. 

The overwhelming body of scientific 
evidence indicates we are placing our 
globe in jeopardy and the lives and fu-
tures of our children and our grand-
children. We may have lived in a very 
nice time in the history of the world. 
Our children and grandchildren may be 
condemned to a much less happy world. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. MCCAIN. As sponsors of the 

amendment, traditionally, we speak 
last. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Would the Chair 
advise us how much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-
main 23 seconds for the proponents of 
the measure and 3 minutes 23 seconds 
for the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Since it was called to 
our attention that tradition would 
have it you wrap up, you may have the 
last 23 seconds. Let me say to my good 
friend from Arizona—and he is a good 
friend—you can talk about these peo-
ple. He talked about 1,010 scientists. I 
talked about over 20,000 scientists who 
have agreed with this, looked at this, 
and said it doesn’t really exist. I have 
talked about sources that cannot be 
impugned by anyone. I am talking 
about the Smithsonian, Harvard, 
Standard & Poor’s, and others. 

Let me just mention I have saved, I 
think, the best for last because, yes, we 
are concerned about jobs. That is the 
biggest concern we have in America 
now. Wharton Econometric Fore-

casting Associates came out with 
something that delineated exactly the 
damage that would be done to America 
and that it would cost 2.4 million U.S. 
jobs. That is why the labor unions are 
involved in this. It would reduce GDP 
by 3.2 percent, or about $300 billion, 
which is more than we spend on pri-
mary and secondary education com-
bined. 

They said because of Kyoto, Amer-
ican consumers would face higher med-
ical, food, and housing costs. Tomor-
row I will delineate exactly how much 
that is. At the same time, an average 
household of four would see its real in-
come drop by $2,700 by 2010, and each 
year thereafter. 

They go on to say—this is the Whar-
ton School of Economics:

Under Kyoto, energy and electricity prices 
would nearly double and gasoline prices 
would go up an additional 65 cents a gallon.

I know I am almost out of time. 
Since it was brought up by the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut 
about the farmers, let me tell you who 
is frantically trying to stop us from de-
stroying the American farmer: the 
International Dairy Foods Association, 
the National Association of Wheat 
Growers, National Cattle and Beef As-
sociation, National Food Processors 
Association, National Grange, the Na-
tional Oilseed Producers, the American 
Farm Bureau, the National Corn Grow-
ers Association. The list goes on and 
on, because these people are very much 
concerned about the competitive dis-
advantage in which they would find 
themselves. 

I would also have to say I invite my 
very good friend from Arizona to go 
back and search the record of my re-
marks, the 40-minute talk I made a few 
minutes ago. Nowhere in that talk are 
the two names—what were they, 
Wigley and Schneider?—who were men-
tioned during that time. Tomorrow 
there will be ample opportunity to ad-
dress that issue. 

We are talking about a big deal. You 
wonder what the motivation is? I will 
quote a couple of people. If the science 
is not real, if it inflicts all this damage 
on America, then what could possibly 
be the motivation? I think maybe 
Jacques Chirac, the President of 
France, the other day was correct when 
he said, ‘‘Kyoto is not about climate. It 
is the first component of an authentic 
global governance.’’ 

Do we really want to have France 
dictating policies to us? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Oklahoma 
have an additional 3 minutes. 

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

Mr. INHOFE. Let me just say I will 
yield the remainder of my time. I think 
it would be only fair if I get an addi-
tional 3 minutes, that they get an addi-
tional 3 minutes, too, and I don’t want 
that to happen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
express my appreciation to all who 
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have engaged in this debate tonight. I 
wish we had more time. This press of 
end-of-year business prevents us from 
doing so. We will be revisiting this 
issue. I congratulate the Senator from 
Oklahoma for an articulate presen-
tation of his views. I look forward to 
our additional 2 hours together tomor-
row. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
that there now be a period of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 
OF 2003 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I speak 
about the need for hate crimes legisla-
tion. On May 1, 2003, Senator KENNEDY 
and I introduced the Local Law En-
forcement Enhancement Act, a bill 
that would add new categories to cur-
rent hate crimes law, sending a signal 
that violence of any kind is unaccept-
able in our society. 

I describe a sad and reprehensible dis-
play of intimidation that took place in 
Peoria, IL, on July 6, 2001. That day, 
Forest Hatley and Charles Lambert de-
cided to burn a cross at a home in 
Macomb, IL, where an interracial cou-
ple lived. The two men constructed a 7-
foot by 3-foot cross and doused it with 
gasoline. Shortly after midnight, the 
two men transported the cross to the 
victims’ yard, planted it in front of the 
home, and ignited it. Lambert and 
Hatley each admitted this action was 
taken to intimidate the couple because 
of the male’s race and because he was 
living with a person of another race. 

I believe that Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement 
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can 
become substance. By passing this leg-
islation and changing current law, we 
can change hearts and minds as well.

f 

NOMINATION FOR THE EQUAL EM-
PLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COM-
MISSION 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
nomination of Naomi Churchill-Earp to 
be a member of the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission in the De-

partment of Labor was approved today 
by the Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions Committee, despite concerns 
about her ability to fairly apply em-
ployment laws. 

Many of us in the committee have 
strong reservations about her record. A 
Commissioner of the EEOC must have 
a record of conduct that supports and 
promotes equality in the workplace. 
Ms. Churchill-Earp has served as an 
equal employment manager at a num-
ber of Federal agencies and while serv-
ing in these positions, a number of dis-
crimination complaints have been filed 
against her. African Americans, in par-
ticular, say that she has created a hos-
tile working environment by making 
disparaging remarks about African-
American employees. The NAACP and 
Blacks in Government oppose her nom-
ination, and many of us share their 
concerns. 

The committee did not hold a hear-
ing on this important nomination, and 
we did not have the opportunity to 
question her about her qualifications 
and positions. Unless we have an oppor-
tunity to resolve these concerns, I in-
tend to oppose this nomination when it 
reaches the full Senate.

f 

NOMINATION FOR COMMISSIONER 
OF EDUCATION STATISTICS 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
nomination of Robert Lerner to be 
Commissioner of Education Statistics 
in the Department of Education was 
approved today by the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions Committee 
despite concerns about this nominee’s 
qualifications. 

The Commissioner of Statistics must 
conduct the activities of that office in 
a manner that is ‘‘objective, secular, 
neutral and non-ideological’’ and ‘‘free 
of partisan political influence and ra-
cial, cultural, general or regional 
bias.’’ The Commissioner must also 
have ‘‘substantial knowledge’’ of the 
programs assisted by the National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics. 

Many of us feel that Dr. Lerner does 
not meet these requirements. He has 
clearly been an advocate for partisan 
ideological causes, and his advocacy 
does not seem to be compatible with a 
non-partisan role as Commissioner. His 
published writings raise questions 
about his ability to set aside his ideo-
logical views in dealing with statistical 
analysis. 

Previous nominees for this important 
position have come from academic 
backgrounds and with experience in 
dealing with statistical analysis. Dr. 
Lerner has no such experience or aca-
demic background. 

The Committee did not have a hear-
ing on this important nomination and 
we did not have the opportunity to 
question Dr. Lerner regarding his 
qualifications and past advocacy. Un-
less we have an opportunity to resolve 
these concerns, I intend to oppose this 
nomination when it reaches the full 
Senate.

NATIONAL CEMETERY EXPANSION 
ACT OF 2003 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, today the House passed impor-
tant legislation that has already 
unanimously passed the Senate and au-
thorizes the construction of six new na-
tional veterans cemeteries. By passing 
this bill, we ensure that America’s vet-
erans and their families have access to 
the burial honors they have earned. 

The brave men and women who 
fought for our nation are a population 
that is aging rapidly. In 2002, America 
lost 646,264 veterans. Projections show 
that this rate will continue to climb 
through the year 2008, when we are ex-
pected to lose over 700,000 veterans. 

By the end of 2004, only 64 of the 124 
veterans national cemeteries will be 
available for both casketed and cre-
mated remains. As cemetery service 
capabilities decrease, veterans in areas 
near cemeteries that are at capacity 
will lose access to burial options with-
in a reasonable distance of their 
homes. In order to ensure that burial 
options are provided for veterans and 
their family members, we must develop 
new cemeteries and expand existing 
cemeteries. This process must start as 
soon as possible because the construc-
tion of a new cemetery takes an aver-
age of seven years. 

In anticipation of veterans’ future 
needs, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs conducted a study that identifies 
veteran population centers not served 
by an open national or state veterans 
cemetery. The report, ‘‘Future Burial 
Needs,’’ was initially released in May 
2002 and has been recently revised 
using veteran population estimates 
from the 2000 census. The report identi-
fied 31 locations as areas where ceme-
teries would need to be established. 

Recognizing that it would not be 
practicable to establish national ceme-
teries in all 31 locations, especially in 
areas where state cemeteries could 
meet the needs of smaller veterans’ 
populations, VA established guidelines 
to determine the neediest areas. In lo-
cations that had more than 170,000 vet-
erans residing more than 75 miles from 
an open state or national cemetery, VA 
would establish or expand national 
cemeteries. Based on revised popu-
lation estimates and the new guide-
lines, VA identified 11 locations that 
required either a new national ceme-
tery or an expansion of an existing na-
tional cemetery. Of these locations, 
five will be served by an already-
planned state cemetery funded through 
VA’s State Cemetery Grants Program 
or by expanding existing national 
cemeteries. This bill directs the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs to con-
struct veterans cemeteries six cities: 
Jacksonville, Florida; Sarasota, Flor-
ida; Birmingham, Alabama; Bakers-
field, California; Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania; and Columbia, South Caro-
lina. 

We cannot afford to wait any longer 
to fulfill this commitment to our na-
tion’s veterans. Mr. President, I am 
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