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approve normal trade relations with 
China. I wrote articles in Ohio maga-
zines. In fact, I gave a copy of an arti-
cle to Premier Wen to prove to him I 
am not a protectionist, I am a free 
trader. 

But I also believe in fair trade. It rep-
resents a huge potential market for our 
exports. If we want to have trade with 
China, though, China must be a better 
trading partner, starting with its ex-
change rate policies. Furthermore, if 
we want to have a free and fair global 
trading system, China must take ac-
tions to move toward a flexible ex-
change rate. I, therefore, believe 
Wednesday’s vote was a responsible 
step aimed at advancing global trade 
and, in particular, America’s long-term 
trading relationship with China. 

I say to the Presiding Officer, as you 
know, there was an agreement made 
that it would be pulled down from the 
foreign relations authorization bill, 
and this is going to be considered 
again. There is an agreement, in the 
form of a UC, that we will be bringing 
it up again. I hope before the Senate 
considers voting on that amendment 
with an up-or-down vote the adminis-
tration will get the message that they 
have to do something to show a little 
bit of spirit and indicate to us that 
they understand and know that the 
Senate and the House of Representa-
tives are serious about moving forward 
to deal with this problem. 

I also think the vote on this par-
ticular amendment sends a strong sig-
nal, a signal to Premier Wen and to 
President Hu that we are concerned 
about this issue. I know they are con-
cerned about jobs. We are concerned 
about jobs. They have to understand 
that. I am hoping instead of the admin-
istration looking at this as some kind 
of a negative action on the part of the 
Senate, that they will see that we are 
helping them communicate the mes-
sage to the people over there that we 
are serious about a problem. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS). 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the quorum call be rescinded.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, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized for up to 30 minutes as in morn-
ing business. 

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

f 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, today I 
continue my series of talks on the four 
pillars of climate alarmism. Last week 
I showed the first pillar, the 2001 cli-
mate change report by the National 
Academy of Sciences. It was really a 

farce, and we documented it very well. 
The same is true of the 2001 report of 
the IPCC. That is the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change. It 
supposedly provides irrefutable evi-
dence of the global warming consensus. 
Simply put, it does not, as my speech 
today will demonstrate. 

The media greeted the release of the 
IPCC’s Third Assessment Report with 
the predictable hysteria with which 
they normally respond to things such 
as this. From the Independent news-
paper of London: 

In a report published today by the United 
Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC), hundreds of the world’s lead-
ing scientists give their unqualified support 
to the view that global warming is real and 
that the release of manmade greenhouse 
gases is largely responsible. 

It continues: 
The latest three-volume report, amounting 

to 2,600 pages of detailed analysis, leaves the 
reader in little doubt that the scientific un-
certainties of the previous decade are being 
resolved in favor of an emerging, and in-
creasingly pessimistic consensus. 

The preceding quotes, and many that 
followed in the Independent’s report, 
came from the Third Assessment’s 
‘‘Summary for Policymakers.’’ In fact, 
the media based much, if not all, of its 
reporting on the summary itself. It did 
this even though in some respects the 
summary distorted the actual context 
of the full report. 

The National Academy of Sciences, 
in its 2001 report, criticized both how 
the summary was written and how the 
media portrayed it, as in this chart No. 
1: 

The IPCC Summary for Policymakers 
could give an impression that the science of 
global warming is settled, even though many 
uncertainties still remain. 

This clearly contradicts the claim of 
the Independent that there is little 
doubt that the scientific uncertainties 
in the previous decade are settled. 

Another claim the media featured 
prominently was that temperature in-
creases over the last century are un-
precedented, at least when considered 
on a time scale of the last 1,000 years. 
According to the IPCC, the 1990s were 
the warmest decade on record, and 1998 
was the warmest year since tempera-
ture records began in 1861. The basis 
for this claim is a so-called hockey 
stick graph, shown in chart No. 2. This 
is an interesting one because this plots 
out the temperatures over a period of 
time and then shows the blade, when it 
gets to be the 19th century, coming up. 

The graph was constructed by Dr. Mi-
chael Mann of the University of Vir-
ginia and his colleagues using a com-
bination of proxy data and modern 
temperature records. The hockey stick 
curve showed a gradual cooling period 
around 1400 A.D., which is the hockey 
stick handle—that is the horizontal 
line—then a sharp warming starting 
about 1900, the hockey stick blade. Its 
release was revolutionary, overturning 
widespread evidence adduced over 
many years confirming significant na-
tional variability long before the ad-

vent of SUVs. The IPCC was so im-
pressed that the hockey stick was fea-
tured prominently in its Third Assess-
ment Report of 2001. 

As Dr. Roy Spencer, the principal re-
search scientist at the University of 
Alabama, noted: 

This was taken as proof that the major cli-
mate event of the last 1,000 years was the in-
fluence of humans in the 20th century. One 
of its authors, Dr. Michael Mann, confidently 
declared in 2003 that the hockey stick ‘‘is the 
indisputable consensus of the community of 
scientists actively involved in the research 
of climate variability and its causes.’’ 

The hockey stick caused quite a stir, 
not just in the scientific community 
but also in the world of politics. It gal-
vanized alarmists in their push for 
Kyoto. It is supposedly ironclad proof 
that manmade greenhouse gas emis-
sions are warming the planet at an 
unsustainable degree. But here again, 
one of the essential pillars of the 
alarmists appears to be crumbling. 

Two Canadian researchers have pro-
duced the most devastating evidence to 
date that the hockey stick is bad 
science. Before I describe their work, I 
want to make a prediction. The alarm-
ists will cry foul, saying this critique is 
part of an industry conspiracy. And 
true to form, they will avoid discussion 
of the substance and engage in personal 
attacks. That is because one of the re-
searchers, Stephen McIntyre, is a min-
eral exploration consultant. Dr. Mann 
already has accused them of having a 
conflict of interest. This is nonsense. 

First, Stephen McIntyre and his col-
league, Ross McKitrick, an economist 
with Canada’s University of Guelph, re-
ceived no outside funding for their 
work. They are both very well recog-
nized professional people. Second, they 
published their peer-reviewed critique 
in geophysical research letters. This is 
no organ of big oil, but an eminent sci-
entific journal, the same journal, in 
fact, which published the version of Dr. 
Mann’s hockey stick that appeared in 
the IPCC’s Third Assessment Report. 
Apparently the journal’s editor didn’t 
see much evidence of bias. The remarks 
of one editor are worth quoting in full: 

S. McIntyre and R. McKitrick have written 
a remarkable paper on a subject of great im-
portance. What makes the paper significant 
is that they show that one of the most wide-
ly known results of climate analysis, the 
‘‘hockey stick’’ diagram of Mann [and com-
pany], was based on a mistake in the applica-
tion of a mathematical technique known as 
principle component analysis. 

Further, he said: 
I have looked carefully at the McIntyre 

and McKitrick analysis, and I am convinced 
that their work is correct. 

What did McKitrick and McIntyre 
find? In essence, they discovered that 
Dr. Mann misused an established sta-
tistical method called principal compo-
nents analysis, PCA. As they ex-
plained, Mann created a program that 
‘‘effectively mines a data set for hock-
ey stick patterns.’’ In other words, no 
matter what kind of data one uses, 
even if it is random and totally mean-
ingless, the Mann method always pro-
duces a hockey stick. After conducting 
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some 10,000 data simulations, the result 
was nearly always the same. ‘‘In over 
99 percent of cases,’’ McIntyre and 
McKitrick wrote, ‘‘it produced a hock-
ey stick shaped PCI series.’’ Statisti-
cian Francis Zwiers of Environment 
Canada, a government agency, says he 
agrees that Dr. Mann’s statistical 
method ‘‘preferentially produces hock-
ey sticks when there are none in the 
data.’’ Even to a non-statistician, this 
looks extremely troubling. 

But that statistical error is just the 
beginning. On a public web site where 
Dr. Mann filed data, McIntyre and 
McKitrick discovered an intriguing 
folder titled ‘‘BACKTOl1400– 
CENSORED.’’ What McIntyre and 
McKitrick found in the folder was dis-
turbing: Mann’s hockey stick blade was 
based on a certain type of tree—a 
bristlecone pine—that, in effect, helped 
to manufacture the hockey stick. 

Remember, the hockey stick shows a 
relatively stable climate over 900 
years, and then a dramatic spike in 
temperature about 1900, the inference 
being that man-made emissions are the 
cause of rising temperatures. So why is 
the bristlecone pine important? That 
bristlecone experienced a growth pulse 
in the Western United States in the 
late 19th and early 20th centuries. How-
ever, this growth pulse, as the spe-
cialist literature has confirmed, was 
not attributed to temperature. So 
using those pines, and only those pines, 
as a proxy for temperature during this 
period is questionable at best. Even 
Mann’s co-author has stated that the 
bristlecone growth pulse is a ‘‘mys-
tery.’’ 

Because of these obvious problems, 
McIntyre and McKitrick appropriately 
excluded the bristlecone data from 
their calculations. What did they find? 
Not the Mann hockey stick, to be sure, 
but a confirmation of the Medieval 
Warm Period, which Mann’s work had 
erased. 

This is very interesting because the 
chart will show, if you would include 
the calculation—what we refer to as 
the Medieval Warm Period which, as 
everybody now understands, is a re-
ality—then temperatures at that time 
exceeded the temperatures in the blade 
of the hockey stick. In fact, when I was 
over in Milan, Italy, at one of the big 
meetings, I pointed this out as evi-
dence it was done, and done inten-
tionally. Why would he start with the 
year when you have a level line going 
for 900 years and totally ignore the Me-
dieval Warming Period, at which time 
the temperatures of the Earth exceeded 
the temperatures in this century? 

As the CENSORED folder revealed, 
Mann and his colleagues never reported 
results obtained from calculations that 
excluded the bristlecone data. This ap-
pears to be a case of selectively using 
data—that is, if you don’t like the re-
sult, remove the offending data until 
you get the answer you want. As McIn-
tyre and McKitrick explained, ‘‘Imag-
ine the irony of this discovery . . . 
Mann accused us of selectively deleting 

North American proxy series. Now it 
appeared that he had results that were 
exactly the same as ours, stuffed away 
in a folder labeled CENSORED.’’ 

McIntyre and McKitrick believe 
there are additional errors in the Mann 
hockey stick. To confirm their sus-
picion, they need additional data from 
Dr. Mann, including the computer code 
he used to generate the graph. But Dr. 
Mann refuses to supply it. As he told 
the Wall Street Journal, ‘‘Giving them 
the algorithm would be giving in to the 
intimidation tactics that these people 
are engaged in.’’ 

What we are talking about is he re-
fused to give him the necessary com-
puterized data to come to the conclu-
sion. There is no way of analyzing it. 

Who are ‘‘these people’’? And what 
‘‘intimidation tactics’’? Mr. McIntyre 
and Mr. McKitrick are trying to find 
the truth. What is Dr. Mann trying to 
hide? 

For many scientists, McIntyre and 
McKitrick’s work is earth-shattering. 
For example, Professor Richard Muller 
of the University of California at 
Berkeley recently wrote in the MIT 
Technology Review that McIntyre and 
McKitrick’s findings ‘‘hit me like a 
bombshell, and I suspect it is having 
the same effect on many others. Sud-
denly the hockey stick, the poster- 
child of the global warming commu-
nity, turns out to be an artifact of poor 
mathematics.’’ Dr. Rob van Dorland, of 
the Royal Netherlands Meteorological 
Institute, and an IPCC lead author, 
said, ‘‘The IPCC made a mistake by 
only including Mann’s reconstruction 
and not those of other researchers.’’ He 
concluded that unless the error is cor-
rected, it will ‘‘seriously damage the 
work of the IPCC.’’ 

Or consider Dr. Hans von Storch, an 
IPCC contributing author and inter-
nationally renowned expert in climate 
statistics at Germany’s Center for 
Coastal Research, who said McIntyre 
and McKitrick’s work is ‘‘entirely 
valid.’’ In an interview last October 
with the German Newspaper Der Spie-
gel, Dr. von Storch said the Mann 
hockey stick ‘‘contains assumptions 
that are not permissible. Methodologi-
cally it is wrong: rubbish.’’ He stressed 
that, ‘‘it remains important for science 
to point out the erroneous nature of 
the Mann curve. In recent years it has 
been elevated to the status of truth by 
the U.N. appointed science body, the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, IPCC. This handicapped all 
that research which strives to make a 
realistic distinction between human in-
fluences and climate and natural varia-
bility.’’ 

If McIntyre and McKitrick’s work 
isn’t convincing enough, consider the 
recent paper published in the February 
10 issue of Nature. The paper, authored 
by a group of Swedish climate re-
searchers, once again undercuts the 
scientific credibility of the Mann hock-
ey stick. The press release for the 
study by the Swedish Research Council 
says, ‘‘A new study of climate in the 

Northern Hemisphere for the past 2000 
years shows that natural climate 
change may be larger than generally 
thought.’’ 

According to the paper’s authors, the 
Mann hockey stick does not provide an 
accurate picture of the last 1,000 years. 
‘‘The new results,’’ they wrote, ‘‘show 
an appreciable temperature swing be-
tween the 12th and 20th centuries, with 
a notable cold period around AD 1600. A 
large part of the 20th century had ap-
proximately the same temperature as 
the 11th and 12th centuries.’’ 

In other words, here’s evidence of the 
Medieval Warm Period and the Little 
Ice Age, demonstrating that climate, 
long before the burning of fossil fuels, 
varied considerably over the last 2,000 
years. The researchers note that 
changes in the sun’s output and vol-
canic eruptions appear to have caused 
considerable natural variations in the 
climate system. ‘‘The fact that these 
two climate evolutions,’’ they contend, 
‘‘which have been obtained completely 
independently of each other, are very 
similar supports the case that climate 
shows an appreciable natural varia-
bility—and that changes in the sun’s 
output and volcanic eruptions on the 
earth may be the cause.’’ 

Another important development 
chipping away at the so-called sci-
entific consensus has to do with eco-
nomics and statistics, and how both 
are used by the IPCC. 

To determine how man-made green-
house gases might affect the climate 
over the next century, the IPCC had to 
predict 100 years’ worth of greenhouse 
gas emissions. Predicting emissions 
rates depends on several factors, in-
cluding population growth, techno-
logical advances, and future economic 
growth rates in developed and devel-
oping countries. 

Based on these and other factors, the 
IPCC’s Third Assessment Report pro-
jected an average global temperature 
increase by 2100 ranging between 1.4 to 
5.8 degrees Celsius, which is about 2.7 
to 10.4 degrees Fahrenheit. This tem-
perature range was determined from 
several different emission scenarios. In 
each of those scenarios, the IPCC arbi-
trarily assumed that incomes in poor 
countries and rich countries would con-
verge by the year 2100. According to 
Warren McKibbin of Australia National 
University’s Center for Applied Macro-
economics and the Brookings Institu-
tion, this assumption is unwarranted. 
Even if it were to happen, McKibbin 
and his colleagues write: 

The empirical literature suggests that the 
rate of convergence in income per capita 
would be very slow. 

Even the IPCC agrees, stating: 
It may well take a century (given all the 

other factors set favorably) for a poor coun-
try to catch up to [income] levels that pre-
vail in the industrial countries today, never 
mind the levels that might prevail in afflu-
ent countries 100 years in the future. 

Nevertheless, the IPCC assumed poor 
and rich countries would achieve par-
ity by the end of the century. To meas-
ure that growth over time, the IPCC 
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had to compare what income levels 
look like today. It did that by using 
market exchange rates, but this raises 
a major problem. Relying on exchange 
rates fails to account for price dif-
ferences between countries. This has 
the effect of vastly overstating dif-
ferences in wealth. ‘‘This comparison is 
valid,’’ says Ian Castles, formerly head 
of Australia’s National Office of Statis-
tics, now with the National Center of 
Development Studies at Australian Na-
tional University. 

Castles and his colleague David Hen-
derson, former chief economist for the 
Organization of Economic Cooperation 
and Development, now of the West-
minster Business School, discovered 
the IPCC’s error last year and have 
published their findings in the distin-
guished scientific journal Energy and 
Environment. 

Castles and Henderson note that 
using exchange rates is invalid because 
it is based on the assumption that ‘‘[a] 
poor Bangladeshi family has converted 
the whole of its income into foreign 
currency, and spent it on goods and 
services at average world prices rather 
than [at much lower] Bangladeshi 
prices.’’ 

Through the use of exchange rates, 
the IPCC concluded the average income 
of rich countries right now is 40 times 
higher than the average income in de-
veloping countries in Asia and 12 times 
higher than the average income in 
other non-Asian developing countries. 

As my colleagues can see, there is a 
huge gap, which raises a significant 
point. If the initial income gap is large, 
then poor countries will have to grow 
incredibly fast to catch up. According 
to the IPCC, the greater the economic 
growth, the greater the emissions re-
leased into the atmosphere, and hence 
higher temperatures. 

The IPCC, as the Economist Maga-
zine wrote, is simply wrong. They said: 

The developing-country growth rates yield-
ed by this method [market exchange rates] 
are historically implausible, to put it mildly. 
The emissions forecasts based on those im-
plausibly high growth rates are accordingly 
unsound. 

Castles and Henderson have shown 
convincingly that the IPCC’s tempera-
ture range rests on a majority of major 
economic error and, therefore, is wildly 
off the mark. Because of this error, 
even the IPCC’s low end emission sce-
nario is implausible. As the Economist 
Magazine wrote: 

But, as we pointed out before, even the sce-
narios that give the lowest cumulative emis-
sions assume that incomes in the developing 
countries will increase at a much faster rate 
over the course of the century than they 
have ever done before. 

The Economist continued: 
Disaggregated projections published by the 

IPCC say that—even in the lowest-emission 
scenarios—growth in poor countries will be 
so fast that by the end of the century Ameri-
cans will be poorer on average than South 
Africans, Algerians, Argentines, Libyans, 
Turks and North Koreans. 

And I do not think any of us are 
ready to accept that. 

Let us get a better sense of why that 
is odd. Under the IPCC’s low-end sce-
nario, the amount of goods and services 
produced per person in developing 
countries in Asia would increase 70-fold 
by 2100, and increase nearly 30-fold for 
other developing countries. To put that 
in perspective, the United States only 
achieved a 5-fold increase in per capita 
income growth in the 19th century, and 
Japan achieved a nearly 20-fold in-
crease in the 20th Century. 

The IPCC’s mistakes are fatal. Jacob 
Ryten, a leading figure in the develop-
ment, evaluation, and implementation 
of the United Nations International 
Comparisons Programme, said the 
IPCC suffers from ‘‘manifest ignorance 
of the conceptual and practical issues 
involved in developing and using inter-
country measures of economic prod-
uct.’’ 

The Economist said that the IPCC’s 
method proved it was guilty of dan-
gerous economic incompetence. 

Castles and Henderson, along with 
the Economist and other scientists, 
have pressed the IPCC to abandon its 
use of market exchange rates in its up-
coming Fourth Assessment Report. 
They say this is essential to provide a 
more accurate projection of future 
emissions. Thus far, the IPCC has ig-
nored their request, but this is no sur-
prise. The IPCC has become politicized 
and appears more intent on pursuing 
propaganda over science. 

Consider the case of Dr. Christopher 
Landsea, the world’s foremost expert 
on hurricanes. Dr. Landsea accepted an 
invitation to provide input on Atlantic 
hurricanes for the IPCC’s Fourth As-
sessment Report due out in 2007. But 
over time, Dr. Landsea realized that 
certain key members of the IPCC were 
bent on advancing a political agenda 
rather than providing an objective, 
fact-based understanding of climate 
change. As a result, he resigned from 
the IPCC process. 

Dr. Landsea was outraged that Dr. 
Kevin Trenberth, the lead author of ob-
servations for the upcoming Fourth As-
sessment, and other scientists partici-
pated in a politically charged press 
conference at Harvard University on 
the supposed causal link between glob-
al warming and extreme weather 
events. The press conference was pro-
moted this way: 

Experts to warn global warming likely to 
continue spurring more outbreaks of intense 
hurricane activity. 

In other words, they were trying to 
blame these catastrophes that come up 
on what they consider to be global 
warming. 

As Dr. Landsea explained, the topic 
was bogus. It has no scientific basis, 
and none of the scientists who partici-
pated had any expertise in the matter. 

In his resignation letter, Dr. Landsea 
wrote: 

To my knowledge, none of the participants 
in that press conference had performed any 
research on hurricane variability, nor were 
they reporting on any new work in the field 
. . . It is beyond me why my colleagues 

would utilize the media to push an unsup-
ported agenda that recent hurricane activity 
has been due to global warming. 

What is the real state of the science 
on this topic? 

All previous and current research in the 
area of hurricane variability has shown no 
reliable, long-term trend in the frequency or 
intensity of tropical cyclones, either the At-
lantic or any other basin. 

Dr. Landsea wrote, and this is in the 
chart: 

Moreover, the evidence is quite strong and 
supported by most recent credible studies 
that any impact in the future from global 
warming upon hurricanes will likely be quite 
small. 

Dr. Landsea noted that the most re-
cent science shows that ‘‘by around 
2080 hurricanes may have winds and 
rainfall about 5 percent more intense 
than today. It has been proposed that 
even this tiny change may be an exag-
geration as to what may happen by the 
end of the 21st Century.’’ 

Dr. Landsea concluded that because 
the IPCC process has been com-
promised, resigning was his only op-
tion. He said: 

I personally cannot in good faith continue 
to contribute to a process that I view as both 
being motivated by preconceived agendas 
and being scientifically unsound. 

As with Castles and Henderson, the 
IPCC leadership has brushed off Dr. 
Landsea’s concerns. This is outrageous. 
In doing so, the IPCC is seriously un-
dermining its credibility. 

One can only hope that the IPCC will 
change its ways. Otherwise, we can ex-
pect yet another assessment report 
that is unsupported by facts and 
science. 

It is no surprising that alarmists 
want to fabricate the perception that 
there is consensus about climate 
change. We know the costs of this 
would be enormous. Wharton Econo-
metrics Forecasting Associates esti-
mates that implementing Kyoto would 
coast an American family of four $2,700 
annually. Acknowledging a full-fledged 
debate over global warming would un-
dermine their agenda. And what is that 
agenda? Two international leaders 
have said it best. Margot Wallstrom, 
the EU’s Environment Commissioner, 
states that Kyoto is ‘‘about leveling 
the playing field for big businesses 
worldwide.’’ French President Jacques 
Chirac said during a speech at the 
Hague in November 2000 that Kyoto 
represents ‘‘the first component of an 
authentic global governance.’’ 

Look at this and you realize what is 
motivating these people. People ask 
me if science is not behind this and 
there is that much damage that can be 
effected, what is the motive? That is 
what the motive is. 

Facts and science are showing that 
the catastrophic global warming con-
sensus does not exist. The IPCC has 
been exposed as a political arm of 
U.N.’s Kyoto Protocol, with a mission 
to prop up its flawed scientific conclu-
sions. 

The Mann hockey stick, the flagship 
of the IPCC’s claims that global warm-
ing is real, has now been thoroughly 
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discredited in scientific circles. Projec-
tions of future carbon emissions— 
which drive temperature model conclu-
sions—have been proven to be based on 
political decisions that, by the end of 
the century, countries like Bangladesh 
will be as wealthy, or wealthier, than 
the United States. 

A world renowned scientist has just 
resigned from the IPCC because it is 
too politicized, saying that the IPCC 
plans to make claims that contradict 
scientific understanding. Increasingly, 
it appears that the scientific case for 
catastrophic global warming is a house 
of cards that will soon come tumbling 
down. 

Despite this, there are still some who 
choose to ignore science. 

After I spoke about this last week, 
Duke Energy CEO Paul Anderson advo-
cated a tax on carbon dioxide and other 
greenhouse gases. In doing so, the com-
pany has seemingly bought into the 
spurious notion that the science is set-
tled. But perhaps it is not. Unfortu-
nately, to some global warming advo-
cates, the science is irrelevant. 

As Myron Ebell of the competitive 
Enterprise Institute says: 

Duke Energy has now admitted that the 
costs will be significant. But the fact is it 
will only be expensive for their competitors. 
Nuclear plants don’t emit carbon dioxide and 
Duke is already one-third nuclear genera-
tion. Moreover, the company has announced 
plans to build even more nuclear plants, giv-
ing it an even bigger competitive edge. 

This is a lot of scientific stuff. I have 
said several times since I became 
chairman of the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee that the first 
thing we did was study this because it 
was assumed that global warming is 
taking place and anthropogenic gases 
are causing it, methane and CO2, only 
to find out that is not the case. Vir-
tually all the science since 1999 has re-
futed these assertions. I think we have 
an obligation to recognize these far- 
left environmentalist extremist groups 
are huge contributors to campaigns 
and they have a lot of political power, 
but in the long run we have to be more 
concerned about America than we are 
about political campaigns. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

The Senator from Kentucky is recog-
nized. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent there now be a 
period of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

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

GOLDEN GAVEL AWARD 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 30, 2004, I had the pleasure to 
announce that Senator GORDON SMITH 
was the latest recipient of the Senate’s 
Golden Gavel Award, marking his 100th 
hour of presiding over the Senate. 

The Golden Gavel Award has long 
served as a symbol of appreciation for 
the time that Senators contribute to 
presiding over the Senate—a privileged 
and important duty. Since the 1960s, 
Senators who preside for 100 hours have 
been recognized with this coveted 
award. 

On behalf of the Senate, I extend our 
sincere appreciation to Senator SMITH 
for presiding during the 108th Congress. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DOUG FERTIG 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a dedicated 
member of the Senate family, Doug 
Fertig, Human Resources Director of 
the Senate Sergeant at Arms office, 
who passed away on April 2, 2005, at the 
age of 54. 

Doug Fertig came to the Sergeant at 
Arms in 1996 facing a formidable chal-
lenge to standardize processes, estab-
lish pay bands and job classifications 
and a leave accountability system to 
comply with the Congressional Ac-
countability Act. Doug Fertig’s dedica-
tion, knowledge and compassion to the 
Senate Sergeant at Arms organization 
turned the Human Resources Depart-
ment into the professional organiza-
tion it is today. 

Doug Fertig was born in Columbus, 
OH, received his B.A. from Oberlin Col-
lege in 1972, and held Masters Degrees 
from Stanford University and Ohio 
State University. Doug Fertig was a 
dedicated family man who was very 
proud of his wife Susan, daughter 
Emily, and son Andrew. He was pas-
sionate about education and any sport 
involving Ohio State University. 

During his tenure with the Senate 
Sergeant at Arms, Doug Fertig was 
faced with many challenges, including 
anthrax in October 2001 and ricin in 
February 2004. 

Because of Doug’s experience and 
calm demeanor, the challenges of relo-
cating the Human Resources operation 
and continuing to serve the Senate 
community were met with calm leader-
ship and competent direction and sta-
bility. 

Today we honor Doug for his dedica-
tion to the Senate, his love for his fam-
ily, his compassion for the staff in the 
Human Resources department and the 
Senate Sergeant at Arms organization. 
His passing leaves the Senate commu-
nity with a profound sense of loss. I 
hope it is of comfort to his family that 
so many people share their loss at this 
sad time. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO TOM STONEBURNER 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to recognize the life and work of Tom 

Stoneburner, a Nevada labor leader 
who passed away on February 21, 2005. 

A veteran of the U.S. Marine Corps, 
Tom served as a deputy sheriff in Mono 
County, CA, before moving to Nevada 
in 1969. During his 36 years in Nevada, 
he became one of the most effective 
labor leaders in the State, fighting 
tirelessly on behalf of the working peo-
ple of Nevada. As a casino security 
guard, he successfully organized union 
elections for guards at two Reno hotel 
casinos and later went on to serve as 
president of the United Plant Guard 
Workers. 

Tom was dedicated to helping all of 
Nevada’s workers. That is why in 1997 
he formed the Alliance for Workers 
Rights, an organization expressly com-
mitted to advocating on behalf of 
workers in Nevada who had no union 
representation. Through his leadership 
of this organization, Tom successfully 
lobbied for strengthened State safety 
protections after several workers died 
in industrial accidents in 1998 and 2001. 

His passion and determination in pro-
tecting the rights of Nevada’s workers 
belied the soft-spoken and mild-man-
nered nature that many close to him 
have recalled since his passing. Tom’s 
example has undoubtedly inspired 
many others who will carry on his 
work, including his wife Kathy who 
will continue his important work at 
the Alliance for Worker’s Rights. 

Mr. President, please join me in rec-
ognizing Tom Stoneburner’s contribu-
tions to Nevada workers and in sending 
condolences to Tom’s family for their 
loss. 

f 

THE DEATH OF POPE JOHN PAUL 
II 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, with 
the passing of Pope John Paul II, I 
take this opportunity to pay homage 
to one of the great spiritual leaders of 
our time. He was a truly gifted reli-
gious leader who touched people all 
over the world: young and old, rich and 
poor, the powerful and the underprivi-
leged, Catholics and non-Catholics. 

Pope John Paul II defied political la-
bels and was constant in his beliefs. 
For him, defending life included oppos-
ing capital punishment and recourse to 
war as well as opposing abortion. De-
fending families meant a commitment 
to faith and moral uprightness, but it 
also meant standing up for just wages 
and a social safety net. These beliefs 
and convictions made him a respected 
leader all over the world. 

One of John Paul’s strengths was 
reaching out to young adults. World 
Youth Day was established by the Pope 
on Palm Sunday, 1984. He invited the 
Youth of Rome to celebrate the Holy 
Year of Redemption with him at Saint 
Peter’s Square. It was a great success. 
Building upon this success and its pop-
ularity, the Pope held this worldwide 
event every 3 years. 

Over the last 20 years, millions of 
young people from hundreds of coun-
tries have participated in World Youth 
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