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These are the three questions that 

apply to business. These are the three 
questions I think apply to our govern-
ment, and I’m happy to say what we’ve 
been working on here in the 110th Con-
gress, all three of these questions have 
been asked and answered, and we’re 
doing the right thing for America. 
We’re really moving it in a very posi-
tive direction. 

Mr. ELLISON. I would say, and we 
have about maybe 5 or 6 more minutes 
to go tonight. I just want to say it’s al-
ways a pleasure to be on the floor with 
the difference makers, the majority 
makers. It’s an honor to be able to 
stand in front of the American people 
and to project a progressive vision that 
includes us all, that allows us to share 
in a common good and a common 
wealth together and also allows us to, 
you know, embrace the fact that we 
are an economy, that our society em-
braces the free market as well, that we 
look at these two things as com-
plementary and not one superior to the 
other, that we see them as something 
that enhances our life together. 

b 2215 

And I just want to say, as you men-
tioned, Mr. YARMUTH, that I don’t 
think Americans want to be under a 
corporatocracy. I think we like our na-
tional identity. 

And I’ll say that you should know 
that before the 1870s, the corporate en-
tity was nothing close to what it is 
today. As a matter of fact, you 
couldn’t even own one unless the char-
ter was issued by the State, the same 
as it is today. That’s the thing; we 
think of these things as somehow nat-
ural or inevitable, but corporations are 
creatures of the State. Without a State 
charter, they don’t exist. And we 
should say that corporations should 
ask, does it work, does it make money, 
and is it the right thing to do? That is 
a perfectly legitimate question. And I 
look forward to the day when that 
question is asked by all of us. 

So with that, I again thank you two 
gentlemen, and also salute the major-
ity makers. And I look forward to a 
day when we have a cooperative and 
productive relationship with the execu-
tive. 

Mr. YARMUTH. That will be a nice 
day. And, you know, just following up 
a little bit on that thought, the image 
that I get in my mind when I look out 
over the economic landscape some-
times is that we have a lot of very 
wealthy, very powerful people who are 
just playing Monopoly with America, 
that this is just a game for them. And 
there are the little houses and the lit-
tle trains and all the little pieces that 
are on the Monopoly board, and it’s 
funny money. Unfortunately, it’s funny 
money that many people are being de-
prived of because of the great con-
centrations of wealth in this country. 

And I don’t want to sound like some-
body who’s saying, oh, we’ve got to re-
distribute the wealth, we’ve got to 
make sure everybody has the same 

thing. That’s not what any of us are 
talking about. But as Mr. ELLISON 
pointed out before, we have seen the 
greatest separation of wealth, disparity 
in wealth in this country than we’ve 
seen in almost 100 years. And we’ve let 
the pendulum swing much too far to 
one side so that we’ve allowed the very 
wealthiest people to become incredibly 
wealthy, and almost everybody else has 
been treading water. 

As we said, we have not been floating 
everybody’s boat; in fact, we’ve been 
drowning a lot of people. And we’ve got 
to make sure that everybody has a 
boat. And I think that’s one of the 
things that this Congress is committed 
to. 

So I would like to yield to my friend, 
Dr. KAGEN, for some closing remarks as 
we wind down this version of the ma-
jority makers. 

Mr. KAGEN. Well, I would close by 
thanking you for the opportunity. It’s 
been a long day, another 15-hour day 
for both of us. And I want to thank the 
American people for tuning in tonight. 
And you can guarantee one thing, that 
we’re working hard for you. We’re on 
your side. We’re going to protect our 
country. We’re going to grow our econ-
omy, expand the middle class, and de-
fend our planet against global climate 
change. And on that positive note, I 
yield back my time. 

Mr. YARMUTH. Thank you, Dr. 
KAGEN. It’s wonderful to be here with 
you tonight, and also with Mr. 
ELLISON. 

And one of the things, I guess if I 
could capsulize what we’ve said tonight 
and what the majority makers feel 
more than anything else, that in this 
country every person matters. Every 
individual matters, and every indi-
vidual deserves our attention, our con-
cern, and our action. And that’s what 
we’ve been doing for 16 months and 
pledge to be doing for the rest of our 
tenure in office. 

So with that, once again, thank you 
for joining me tonight. 

f 

MAN-MADE GLOBAL WARMING 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SPACE). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 18, 2007, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
preface my remarks with a personal 
statement that, while I am opposed to 
the advocates of man-made global 
warming theories, I am committed to a 
clean and healthy environment, to pu-
rifying our air, our water, and our soil; 
all of this for the sake of the people of 
this planet, including my three chil-
dren, Anika, Tristan and Christian. I 
do this not because of some paranoid 
theory that humans are changing the 
climate of the world, but instead, I am 
very concerned about the health of the 
people of the world and, thus, com-
mitted to clean air, clean soil, and 
clean water. 

Thus, we have, today, to take a look 
at the issues of global warming and 

pollution that confront our society be-
cause there are enormous implications 
to this whole discussion of what has 
been called ‘‘man-made global warm-
ing.’’ 

Only 18 months ago the refrain ‘‘Case 
closed: Global warming is real,’’ was 
repeated as if the mantra from some 
religious zealots. It was pounded into 
the public consciousness over the air-
waves, in print, and even at congres-
sional hearings, ‘‘Case closed.’’ Well, 
this was obviously a brazen attempt to 
end open discussion and to silence dif-
fering views by dismissing the need for 
seriously contrary arguments and seri-
ously listening to both sides of an ar-
gument. And rather than hearing both 
sides of the argument, this was an at-
tempt to dismiss arguments even 
though the person making the argu-
ments might have a very impressive 
credential or might be a very educated 
scientist or someone else who should be 
listened to. 

And yes, there are dozens, if not hun-
dreds, of prominent scientists and me-
teorologists, the heads of science de-
partments at major universities, and 
others, who are highly critical of the 
man-made global warming theory. 
There is Dr. Richard Lindzen of the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
He has been adamant in his opposition, 
as has a Bjarne Andresen of the Univer-
sity of Copenhagen, Adreas Prokoph, a 
professor of earth sciences at the Uni-
versity of Ottawa, Dr. William Gray, a 
famous hurricane expert and former 
President of the American Meteorolog-
ical Association, and Dr. Kevin 
Trenberth, the head of the Climate 
Analysis Section at the National Cen-
ter of Atmospheric Research. All of 
these are respected scholars, all skep-
tical of the unwarranted alarmism that 
we are being pressured to accept. 

But their views and those of so many 
more prominent scholars and scientists 
don’t matter. The debate is over. Al 
Gore has his Nobel Prize, and the film, 
‘‘An Inconvenient Truth,’’ its Academy 
Award. So shut up and get your mind 
in lockstep with the politically correct 
prevailing wisdom, or at least what the 
media tells us is the prevailing wisdom. 
And no questions, please, the case is 
closed. We heard that dozens and doz-
ens of times. 

So what is this theory that now is so 
accepted that no more debate is needed 
or even tolerated? The man-made glob-
al warming theory may be presented as 
scientific truism, but it is not. It is a 
disturbing theory that the Earth began 
a warming cycle 150 years ago that dif-
fered greatly from all the other warm-
ing and cooling cycles in the Earth’s 
past. This warming cycle of 150 years 
ago, we keep being told, is tied directly 
to mankind’s use of fossil fuels, basi-
cally oil and coal, which, of course, oil 
and coal and these fuels, these so- 
called fossil fuels, have powered our in-
dustries and made modern civilization 
possible. 

Fossil fuels, we are told, puts an 
ever-increasing so-called level of green-
house gases into the atmosphere, and 
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the most prevalent of these gases, of 
course, being carbon dioxide, CO2. This 
increase in CO2 causes the warming 
that we are supposedly experiencing 
today. This man-made warming cycle, 
according to the theory, is rapidly ap-
proaching a tipping point when the 
world’s temperatures will abruptly 
jump and accelerate with dire and per-
haps apocalyptic consequences for the 
entire planet. 

For skeptics of this hypothesis, the 
consequence of accepting this theory, 
the consequences are far more dire 
than any of the consequences we’re 
supposed to be suffering out of a pre-
dicted rise in temperature. And by the 
way, that rise in temperature, of 
course, isn’t really happening, which 
we will discuss a little bit later. 

If one accepts this as fact rather than 
theory, this idea that man-made global 
warming is overwhelming our planet, 
then one would be expected to also ac-
cept controls, regulations, taxation, 
international planning and enforce-
ment, mandated lifestyle changes, low-
ering expectations, limiting consumer 
choice, as well as personal and family 
sacrifices that are all going to be nec-
essary for us to save the planet from— 
well, from us. 

It really takes a lot to frighten peo-
ple into accepting such personally re-
strictive mandates that would result 
from implementing a global warming- 
based agenda. People’s lives will 
change if we decide to implement a 
global warming-based agenda. Yes, peo-
ple’s lives will change, but not for the 
better if we have to end, for example, 
discount airline tickets and cheap trav-
el. 

Most people who listen to the global 
warming advocates don’t understand 
that the global warming advocates be-
lieve that jet planes are some of the 
worst CO2 polluters, and thus they have 
to be restricted, according to the the-
ory. So how many people really do 
want to end the cheap airline tickets 
that can be had over the Internet? 

Obviously one of the goals will be to 
severely restrict the use of private 
automobiles. Sure. Now, we know that. 
The fact that the automobile has been 
targeted for the last 20 years certainly 
suggests that automobiles are on the 
hit list. But don’t worry, we may have 
to give up our automobiles, but the 
rich and the government officials will 
still have their private jets, their 
Suburbans, and even their limousines. 
But the rest of us, of course, will be 
relegated to public transportation. And 
we will have very limited travel rights 
unless we can, of course, afford the 
higher and higher prices. 

Global warming predictions appear 
designed to strike fear into the heart of 
those malcontents who just won’t will-
ingly accept the mandates in their life-
style changes that are needed in order 
to save the planet. These people, of 
course, won’t accept things like higher 
food prices, which will come with an 
implementation of global warming 
mandates. And of course they certainly 

won’t accept less meat in their diet. 
That’s right, part of the manmade 
global warming theory and how we’re 
going to solve this is to wean mankind 
away from meat. 

A 2006 report entitled ‘‘Livestock’s 
Long Shadow’’ to the United Nations 
mentions livestock emissions and graz-
ing, and it places the blame for global 
warming squarely on the hind parts of 
cows. Livestock, the report claims, ac-
counts for 18 percent of the gases that 
supposedly cause the global warming of 
our climate. Cows are greenhouse- 
emitting machines. Fuel for fertilizer 
and meat production and transpor-
tation, as well as clearing the fields for 
grazing, produce 9 percent of the global 
CO2 emissions, according to the report. 
And also, cows produce ammonia, caus-
ing acid rain, of course. 

Now, if that’s not bad enough, all of 
these numbers are projected in this re-
port to double by the year 2050. Well, 
not only are we then going to have to 
cut personal transportation, which will 
keep us at home, but when we stay at 
home, we can’t even have a bbq. And 
heck, they won’t even let us have a 
hamburger. 

I would like to point out that before 
the introduction of cattle, millions 
upon millions of buffalo dominated the 
Great Plains of America. They were so 
thick you could not see where the herd 
started and where it ended. I can only 
assume that the anti-meat, manmade 
global warming crowd must believe 
that buffalo farts have more socially 
redeeming value than the same flatu-
lence emitted by cattle. Yes, this is ab-
surd, but the deeper one looks into this 
global warming juggernaut, the weird-
er this movement becomes and the 
more denial is evident. 

Ten years ago, for example, the 
alarmists predicted that by now we 
would be clearly plagued by surging 
temperatures. In testimony before Con-
gress 20 years ago, now, says James 
Hansen, a man who has repeatedly 
challenged people who simply want to 
make sure that his views are balanced 
off at NASA, but NASA’s James Han-
sen 20 years ago predicted CO2 would 
shoot up and global temperatures 
would shoot up by more than one-third 
of a degree Celsius during the 1990s. 

So a rise in temperature was pre-
dicted, and it would lead to what? Ris-
ing sea levels. In the end, we’ll have 
rising sea levels, perhaps even cities 
under water, droughts and famines, and 
of course an increase in tropical dis-
eases. Yes, tropical diseases. Some-
times it’s difficult for me to hear it 
when certain environmentalists use 
that as an example, considering the 
fact that tropical diseases, namely ma-
laria, has killed millions of children in 
the Third World because the environ-
mentalists have been successful in ban-
ning DDT. But that’s another issue. 
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But the point is there are serious 
consequences, perhaps unintended con-
sequences to following nonsensical ex-

tremism in the arena of the environ-
ment. 

So were the predictions of global 
heating correct? Forget ‘‘case closed.’’ 
The question needs to be answered. 
Were all of these predictions correct? 
Mr. Hansen said it would rise by a 
third of a degree just a little over a 
decade ago. And the answer is that the 
predictions of a decade ago have turned 
out to be dramatically wrong. Tem-
peratures during that decade rose only 
one-third of the jump predicted by 
Hansen, a modest 0.11, one-third of 
what he had predicted. 

Furthermore, numerous and powerful 
hurricanes that were forecast by the 
National Hurricane Center, for exam-
ple, at NOAA and others, well, by now 
we haven’t seen such a trend, and by 
now we were led to believe there would 
be a drought and a melting of the ice 
caps would be clearly upon us. My 
beautiful Sierra Nevada Mountains in 
California were due to heat up, dry up, 
brown up, and burn, burn, burn. Yep, 
during the entire Clinton administra-
tion, we heard these predictions over 
and over again. During the Clinton ad-
ministration, we saw scientists produce 
study after study predicting the hor-
rific impact of the unstoppable on-
slaught of man-made global warming, 
which we were led to believe would be 
overwhelming us right now. Right now. 
Of course, if there was even a hint that 
the conclusion of their research 
wouldn’t back up the theory of man- 
made global warming, these scientists 
wouldn’t have seen one red cent from 
the Federal research pool during the 
Clinton administration. 

In a September, 2005, article from 
Discovery Magazine, Dr. William Gray, 
now an emeritus professor of atmos-
pheric science at Colorado State Uni-
versity and a former president of the 
American Meteorological Association, 
was asked if funding problems that he 
was experiencing and has been experi-
encing could be traced to his skep-
ticism of man-made global warming. 
His response: ‘‘I had NOAA money for 
30 years, and then when the Clinton ad-
ministration came in and Gore started 
directing some of the environmental 
stuff, I was cut off. I couldn’t get any 
money from NOAA. They turned down 
13 straight proposals from me.’’ This 
man is one of the most prominent hur-
ricane experts in the world, cut off dur-
ing the Clinton-Gore administration 
because he had been skeptical of global 
warming. 

In fact, Al Gore’s first act as Vice 
President was to insist that William 
Harper be fired as the Chief Scientist 
at the Department of Energy. Now, 
why was that? Well, that’s because Wil-
liam Harper had uttered words indi-
cating that he was open minded to the 
issue of global warming. So off with his 
head. They didn’t want someone who 
was open minded. They wanted some-
one who was going to provide grants 
based on people who would verify this 
man-made global warming theory. 
Now, that was 1993 when Mr. Harper 
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was relieved, the first year of the Clin-
ton-Gore administration. So for over a 
decade, all we got was a drumbeat of 
one-sided research, setting the stage 
for the false claim that there is a sci-
entific consensus about whether or not 
man-made global warming is real. 

Unfortunately, for all those sci-
entists who went along with the 
scheme, now, over a decade later, there 
is a big problem. Contrary to what all 
those scientists living on their Federal 
research grants predicted, the world 
hasn’t been getting warmer. In fact, for 
the last 7 years, there has been no 
warming at all, which has been verified 
even by, for example, Michel Jarraud 
of the World Meteorological Organiza-
tion. He’s their Secretary General. He 
reluctantly admitted that global tem-
peratures have not risen since 1998, ac-
cording to a BBC article. Global snow-
fall is at record levels and there are 
fewer, not more, hurricanes. 

Furthermore, there is some melting 
in the Arctic. We all know that there is 
some melting in the Arctic because we 
hear about it over and over again. In 
fact, NBC did some special on the melt-
ing of the Arctic and how bad it is and 
showed the pictures of penguins sitting 
on a diminishing piece of ice in the 
Arctic. Except there was a problem 
with that story. You see, penguins 
don’t live in the Arctic; they live in the 
Antarctic. There are no penguins in the 
Arctic. So NBC had it wrong. Some-
body must have told them that the 
penguins from the Arctic were being 
victimized by global warming. In fact, 
in the Antarctic, where the penguins 
are, there is a buildup of ice. It is get-
ting cooler. And in the Arctic, of 
course, we do recognize there has been 
a warming in the Arctic, likely due to 
ocean currents that have changed in 
the last few years and not due to CO2 
that comes from somebody’s SUV. 

After hearing about the extinction of 
the polar bear, which has been 
drummed into our heads, we now hear 
that—and by the way, just today the 
polar bear was put on an endangered 
species list. But are the polar bears 
really disappearing? We now hear from 
Dr. Mitchell Taylor from the Depart-
ment of the Environment under the Ca-
nadian territory of Nunavut and other 
experts, I might add, who suggest, yes, 
all but one or two species of the polar 
bears are flourishing. Yes, of the twen-
ty-odd species, there are perhaps one or 
two that are suffering and not doing 
well, but all the rest of the species of 
polar bear are expanding. In fact, we 
don’t have a situation with fewer polar 
bears; we’ve got more polar bears. Yet 
our government is putting the polar 
bear on an endangered species list, say-
ing that if the ice cap melts, the polar 
bears will all be going away because 
their habitat has been destroyed. 

Unfortunately, the debate on this 
case is not closed. So explaining 
emerging obvious differences between 
the reality and the theory needs to be 
addressed by the people who have been 
advocating global warming. The case is 

not closed. The gnomes of climate the-
ory now have to come up with expla-
nations for us of why it was predicted 
that the weather would be this way at 
this time and it is not. Why is it that 
basically we’ve had stable weather, if 
not a little cooler weather, for the last 
8 years? 

The first attempt to basically cover 
their tracks about this noticeable di-
chotomy in what they predicted and 
what was happening happened a few 
years ago, and it went very slowly but 
very cleverly. The words ‘‘climate 
change’’ have now replaced the words 
‘‘global warming.’’ Get that? Every 
time you hear it now, half the time 
they are going to be using the words 
‘‘climate change’’ where those very 
same people were so adamant about 
‘‘global warming’’ only 4 or 5 years 
ago. So no matter what happens now, 
now that they’ve changed it to ‘‘cli-
mate change’’ rather than global 
warming, whatever happens to the 
weather pattern, whether it’s hotter or 
cooler, it can be presented as further 
verification of human-caused change. If 
you just had ‘‘human-caused warm-
ing,’’ it would have to be at least 
warming for them to actually have any 
verification of what they were trying 
to say. But right now by using ‘‘cli-
mate change,’’ they can bolster their 
right to be taken seriously upon rec-
ommending policies, even though no 
matter what direction the climate 
goes, it is justified by how they are la-
beling themselves. 

I’m sorry, fellows. Do you really 
think the world is filled with morons? 
When it comes to bait and switch, used 
car salesmen are paragons of virtue 
compared to this global warming 
crowd. Excuse me. It’s not the ‘‘global 
warming’’ crowd now; it’s the ‘‘climate 
change’’ crowd. Of course, they don’t 
want any of us to own automobiles; so 
what the heck. They can act like used 
car salesmen because there will be 
more jobs for them as being advocates 
in the climate change arena. 

We just need to ask ourselves, if a 
salesman gives a strong pitch and 
claims something that is later found to 
be wrong, totally wrong, when does one 
stop trusting that salesman? Then if he 
starts playing word games, changing 
the actual words that he’s using about 
the same product rather than just ad-
mitting an error, isn’t it reasonable to 
stop trusting him? 

Yes, Al Gore and company, we have 
noticed that you are now saying ‘‘cli-
mate change’’ rather than ‘‘global 
warming.’’ I know that people tried to 
slip it in, but we have noticed, and 
there is something behind this that the 
American people should take note of. 
Why has that changed? Well, that’s be-
cause the world has not been getting 
warmer in these last 7 years, as they 
predicted it would be. 

So instead of word games, what these 
advocates need to explain is what is 
happening in the real world today and 
why it doesn’t match what they said 
was going to happen based on their 

‘‘case closed, man-made global warm-
ing is real.’’ They must realize that 
someone is bound to notice that last 
winter was unusually cold and that 
chilly weather seems to be the trend. It 
actually snowed in Denver just less 
than a month ago, and people have 
commented on the chilliness of the 
weather this year. 

So now we see a beehive of activity 
going on. Those federally funded sci-
entists are trying to save some mod-
icum of credibility by adjusting their 
computers and coming up with some 
explanations that keep man-made glob-
al warming as a theory but explains 
away the current dichotomy between 
what they said would happen and what 
is actually happening. Of course, com-
puter models were used to justify their 
hysteria and their hysteric warming 
predictions to begin with. So now the 
computer’s information input is read-
justed and we can see all these things 
coming out of it. 

Well, there’s a lot of questions that 
need to be answered and a lot of things 
that were told to us that obviously are 
not true and are not consistent with 
what’s been going on and what we see 
happening around us today. 

And why is this of such concern to 
us? Why are we concerned that global 
warming as a theory has been pre-
sented and that it’s false, and why 
should we be so concerned that it’s 
being accepted? What could be the neg-
ative results of just accepting it from 
some people who might be very sincere, 
very sincere and concerned about the 
planet? 

Well, what happens in such cases as 
this is that we have situations that 
occur and people then actually come to 
the point where they are focused on as-
pects of what’s going on in the world 
that will not make it better but in-
stead have terrible consequences in and 
of themselves. 

For example, a deadly cyclone just 
brought death and destruction to 
Burma, and it was a horrible thing. 
Burma is a country that is run by a vi-
cious dictatorship, and after the cy-
clone went through Burma, the dicta-
torship wouldn’t even permit our sup-
plies to be given to those people of 
Burma. Well, Al Gore is so committed 
to this idea of global warming, which, 
of course, most people call ‘‘climate 
change,’’ that when commenting on 
Burma, instead of talking about the 
monstrous nature of the Burmese re-
gime, instead he had to say, ‘‘The trend 
toward more category five storms—the 
larger ones and the trend toward 
stronger and more destructive storms 
appears to be linked to global warming 
and specifically to the impact of global 
warming on higher ocean temperatures 
in the top couple of hundred feet of the 
ocean, which drives convection energy 
and moisture into these storms and 
makes them more powerful.’’ 

What should Al Gore’s reaction have 
been? Well, what it should have been 
was ‘‘The Burmese regime is des-
picable. The Burmese people are suf-
fering. They are dying by the hundreds 
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of thousands. It is despicable for this 
dictatorship not to permit our aid in.’’ 
But instead that was ignored, and what 
Al Gore did focus on ‘‘This is a chance 
for me to explain global warming,’’ as 
the quote I just gave suggested. 

b 2245 

Well, the Burmese cyclone hit 
Burma. If you take a look at what Al 
Gore’s words were, he is trying to say 
that it is because of the warming of the 
water. I have in front of me, which I 
will submit as part of the RECORD, a 
satellite image of ocean temperatures 
taken by NOAA on May 5 which sug-
gests the ocean in the area of the Bur-
mese cyclone is one of the coldest 
water areas on Earth. 

So what the heck is Mr. Gore talking 
about? What is all this mumbo jumbo? 
Again, he is warning about global 
warming because he is grasping at an 
attempt to try to verify in some way 
his predictions that have been all 
wrong for the last 5 years. 

Dr. William Gray, for example, as I 
mentioned, the former chairman of the 
American Meteorological Association, 
a pre-eminent hurricane expert, has 
noted ‘‘there is no reliable data avail-
able to indicate increased hurricane 
frequency or intensity in any of the 
globe’s seven tropical cyclone basins.’’ 
So hurricanes and cyclones are not a 
product of global warming. Dr. Gray, I 
think, has more credentials than Mr. 
Gore. But most convincingly, the most 
convincing part of this is that no mat-
ter what Al Gore says about the warm-
ing of this water, that is not what we 
are hearing from other sources. 

I will now submit for the RECORD in-
dications that actually the water tem-
perature is not warming and is ex-
pected to cool, especially in the north-
ern areas of the world. 

So what is really important here is 
that we take a look and we see that the 
world is not warming and that those 
people who have been advocating this 
are grasping to try to find a way out of 
the fact that they are telling us that 
we need to adopt the policies that they 
want for our country, yet their pre-
dictions on the weather were wrong. 

What is happening is, and the articles 
that I will submit for the RECORD show, 
is that some of the organizations that 
were predicting that we would be in 
global warming now are telling us that, 
yes, there will be global warming. We 
are not giving it up. But it is going to 
be 10 to 15 years from now and not in 
the last 10 years, as was predicted. 

In fact, as I said, we actually have 
this article that suggests that the sea 
around Europe and North America will 
cool slightly during the next decade, 
and the Pacific will be about the same. 
And the article suggests that it will be 
a ‘‘10-year time-out for global warm-
ing.’’ This is based on studies that were 
conducted by organizations that only a 
few years ago were predicting that 
global warming would be so evident to 
us today. Well, they have to say some-
thing I guess. 

To understand all of this nonsense, 
you have to go back and look at the 
basic assumptions that are being used 
by global warming alarmists. They be-
lieve that excessive amounts of man-
made CO2 are being deposited into the 
air which causes a greenhouse effect 
that warms the atmosphere. They call 
this the ‘‘carbon footprint.’’ That is 
what we are led to look for. We don’t 
want to look in Burma for this vicious 
dictatorship causing the death of hun-
dreds of thousands of people because of 
the repression. They won’t even let our 
supplies in. We have to blame it on 
global warming causing a cyclone 
which hit Burma. No. I don’t think so. 
But carbon footprinting is now what 
we should look at. 

The global warming analysts want us 
to judge everything by its carbon foot-
print. What that means is how much 
CO2 is being released because of that 
activity, because they believe it is CO2 
that causes the planet to warm. 

This concept, just like these other 
extrapolations that we get from com-
puters, is wrong. It is dead wrong. A 
rise in CO2 comes after global tempera-
ture increases, not before. This has 
been observed in ice cores by promi-
nent scientists, yet ignored by those 
screaming their warnings at us. That’s 
right. Ice cores indicate that there 
have been periods, many periods, of 
warming and cooling in the history of 
the world. But the warming that has 
happened preceded the increase in the 
level of CO2 in the world. That is why 
we have warming. That is why we can’t 
say that if we control CO2 that it is 
going to prevent the climate from 
warming. 

Obviously, if the CO2 increase comes 
as a result of the warming, by changing 
that, the warming is still going to be 
with us. Well, that is getting things to 
the core. And I don’t mean a pun by 
that in terms of the ice core, but the 
fact is that this evidence is confirmed 
by ice cores. 

So take note that the very argument 
upon which global warming is built has 
been proven to be false and that man-
made global warming advocates will 
not address that issue. I have been in 
hearing after hearing. I have been in-
volved with debates on this thing. 
When you tell them ‘‘no,’’ and you 
name several scientists, and I will be 
happy to do that for the RECORD, who 
are indicating that the CO2 increases 
come after the warming of the planet, 
well, that issue just isn’t addressed. 

After all, the case is closed. We don’t 
need to discuss any of those type of de-
tails. To cite one example of experts’ 
findings on this, by the way, is Tom 
Scheffelin of the California Air Re-
sources Board who stated on November 
5, 2007, that ‘‘CO2 levels track tempera-
ture changes between 300 to 1,000 years 
after the temperature has changed. CO2 
has no direct role in global warming; 
rather, it responds to biological activ-
ity, which responds to climate 
changes.’’ 

The fact is that the global warming 
community is jumping through hoops 

and bending over backwards struggling 
to find one little glint of new informa-
tion to cover their arrogant attempt to 
stampede humankind into draconian 
policies and to cut off the debate and 
dismiss the debate without addressing 
the issues. The government-financed 
propaganda campaign to convince us 
that manmade global warming has 
been and continues to be a major 
threat, this propaganda is a cacophony 
of gibberish presented as a scientific 
explanation. 

Go back and look at what Mr. Gore’s 
words were about that cyclone. That 
same sort of putting together of pseu-
doscience wording in order to impress 
people is seen time and again. There 
are facts now evident, of course, that 
this can’t be ignored. And Mr. Gore’s 
mumbo jumbo notwithstanding, the 
predictions have been wrong. And the 
CO2 premise is wrong. The method-
ology that has been used has been 
wrong. The observations have been 
wrong. And the attempt to shut up 
those people who disagree has been 
wrong. 

I remember Al Gore labeling me a 
Stalinist because when I chaired the 
subcommittee on Research and Science 
Education, I insisted that both sides be 
presented. There was a study on re-
search and the environment, a sub-
committee of the Science Committee. 
And I insisted when I was chairman of 
the committee that expert witnesses 
on both sides be present at hearings 
and that they address each other’s con-
tentions. Well, to him, that is Sta-
linism. Well, I would suggest that the 
propaganda campaign of the manmade 
global warming alarmists has far more 
in common with Stalinism than does 
insisting that both sides of an argu-
ment be heard. 

One has to really believe that he or 
she has a corner on the truth to make 
such a complaint as the one that he 
was making against me. He must feel 
really safe in saying that he knows the 
truth and that is in order to justify not 
having both sides of an argument pre-
sented at a hearing. Of course, Mr. 
Gore’s documentary, ‘‘An Inconvenient 
Truth’’ by its own title suggests that it 
should be taken as the truth. And I 
won’t go into the numerous debatable 
points and outright errors that are pre-
sented in the film. Something far worse 
has recently emerged concerning the 
fundamental veracity and truthfulness 
of Vice President Gore’s film. 

In the film, there are numerous film 
segments of climate and environmental 
incidents to add credibility to the al-
leged scientific points that were being 
documented in the film. However, what 
we see is not necessarily what we are 
getting. The audience is being given 
questionable information and question-
able views because what they are see-
ing is not necessarily a documentary 
view but, instead it is a special effects 
creation in an attempt to convince the 
viewers that they are watching an ac-
tual occurrence of something. 

Specifically, let me note that the 
film portrays a huge cracking and 
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breaking away of a large portion of the 
polar ice cap. I have not seen the film, 
but I am told the scene is awesome and 
somewhat overwhelming, leaving the 
audience feeling that they are wit-
nessing a massive occurrence, and this 
massive occurrence, of course, Mr. 
Gore conveniently ties to human activ-
ity, the human activity he wants to 
regulate and of course the human ac-
tivity that he will profit from if we 
have this carbon credit scheme insti-
tuted by the various governments of 
the world. 

Unfortunately, that view of the 
breakaway of the ice there in the Arc-
tic is a total fake. It is not National 
Geographic footage of a huge breaking 
away of a portion of the ice cap. It is 
not firsthand, grand photographic evi-
dence of the ice breaking. Instead, 
what the audience is looking at is an 
example of special effects. It was not 
the ice cap that was being looked at. It 
was Styrofoam. That’s right. 
Styrofoam. 

And the real sin of all of this was not 
only the sin of presenting Styrofoam 
and trying to trick people into think-
ing they are watching something real, 
the ice breaking away, but that we 
haven’t heard about it. I have only 
seen this in one or two publications. 
We haven’t heard about it. 

If such a trick and attempt to de-
ceive was done by a conservative, I 
could tell you that that conservative 
would be tarred and feathered in the 
media. In fact, if there is anything 
wrong, I am sure that one or two points 
that I have in this speech are debat-
able, and I am sure that those will be 
looked at with a microscope. And if I 
am wrong, even a little bit, they will 
try to use that to just say ‘‘don’t listen 
to anything he says.’’ But Mr. Gore can 
present the breaking away of 
Styrofoam and present it to us as if it 
is really happening. And he doesn’t 
even apologize or comment on it when 
it is found out. Al Gore has no com-
ment on this deception. 

Maybe it is inconvenient for him to 
comment because, yes, it might hurt 
his credibility. And after all, the world 
is getting warmer in these last 7 years, 
which is just the opposite of what he 
predicted. And of course, maybe his 
predictions were based on a Styrofoam 
computer model. But we will go into 
that later. 

Well, the first time I met President 
Gore was during my first term in Con-
gress back in 1989 and 1990. Al Gore 
then was a United States Senator. And 
he marched into the Science Com-
mittee room followed by a platoon of 
cameras and reporters. He sat in front 
of the Science Committee, and he de-
manded that President Bush, that is 
George W.’s father, declare an ozone 
emergency. And he waved in his hand a 
report of evidence that an ozone hole 
was opening up over the Northeast 
United States. 

A few days later, the report touted by 
the Senator was found to have been 
based on faulty data, data collected by 

one so-called researcher flying a single- 
engine Piper Cub with limited tech-
nology and not much expertise. Sen-
ator Gore was demanding emergency 
shutdowns of factories and manufac-
turing plants in the Northeast. It 
would have had dire consequences for 
the American economy and for those 
people who worked in those plants. But 
they be damned, because we are out to 
save the planet. 

Now does anyone here see any type of 
a pattern here, the ozone hole that 
wasn’t there and then we are going to 
have this drastic action in order to 
save the planet? The scare tactics, the 
Chicken Little-ism and all the rest of 
these types of things that are trying to 
create hysteria, this isn’t a new tactic. 

Let’s look at some of the past exam-
ples of the nonsense being portrayed as 
science. 

b 2300 

Cranberries, yes, cranberries, shield 
your children from Ocean Spray. 
That’s right, the cranberry industry 
suffered a loss of nearly $20 million 
back in 1957 when it was determined 
that perhaps cranberries, there was 
something wrong with the cranberries. 
In fact, later on it was admitted to be 
just a mistake. 

But the cranberry industry went to 
hell for 2 or 3 years. But if you are not 
growing cranberries, what do you care 
about cranberry farmers? No, you care 
about people. Many peoples’ lives were 
destroyed because over a 2- or 3-year 
period, cranberries were basically la-
beled as something that they should 
not have been labeled, and it was a ca-
tastrophe for them, just like perhaps 
those people that worked in factories 
that would have been closed up had we 
taken that ozone scare seriously. 

Then there was the scare over cycla-
mate. Cyclamate was used in everyday 
items like soda, jams, ice cream. It was 
a sweetening element, it’s very low in 
calories, that industry, it was a very 
fine product and generated an enor-
mous profit. In the early 1970s, the 
FDA banned cyclamates. I remember 
very well. 

People spent billions of dollars build-
ing this industry. It was a great indus-
try, but it was labeled as a cancer haz-
ard after someone, some kind of a re-
searcher, force-fed rats the equivalent 
of 350 cans of soda a day. By giving 
these rats the equivalent of 350 soda 
cans a day, 8 out of 240 got sick. 

Well, even that was a faulty test, and 
eventually the truth prevailed and 
cyclamates were labeled okay, they 
were given an okay. That was after 
about 10 years. Canada, by the way, 
never banned cyclamates, but in order 
to protect us and save us, and it was a 
terrible situation, yes, the cyclamate 
industry never recovered. 

The damage, however, was done. This 
episode has had serious consequences, 
because when the cyclamates were 
banned, that led to the introduction of 
what, high fructose corn syrup, so, yes, 
and with all of the obesity and prob-

lems that come with high fructose corn 
syrup. That first got its hold in the 
food business at a time when 
cyclamates were thought to be the an-
swer, but they were banned. 

So we have had examples of this over 
and over again, another American in-
dustry that was decimated by a rotten 
theory that had hazardous con-
sequences for implementing. 

The next example of fear mongering, 
of pseudoscience, happened in 1989. 
February 26, 1989, that evening thou-
sands of Americans tuned into ‘‘60 Min-
utes’’ and heard Ed Bradley say the 
most potent cancer-causing agent in 
our food supply is a substance sprayed 
on apples to keep them on the trees 
longer and make them look better. 
That’s the conclusion of a number of 
scientific experts. And who is at risk? 
Children who may someday develop 
cancer. 

That one story, by the way, snow-
balled into a media blitz, a feeding 
frenzy, Meryl Streep testified before 
Congress, spouting off, again, pseudo-
scientific nonsense. Parents tossed ap-
ples out the window, schools removed 
applesauce from the cafeteria and, of 
course, replaced that with much safer 
nutritious substances like ice cream 
and pudding. 

Of course, there was only one prob-
lem, the Alar didn’t cause cancer, the 
apples definitely didn’t and even the 
Alar didn’t. The study was based on 
bad science, and 20,000 apple growers in 
the United States suffered major finan-
cial harm. 

Okay, so by now such alarmism has 
become a political tool that scares peo-
ple to try to get them to do things. 
That’s what we are facing with global 
warming, excuse me, climate change. 

The Three Mile Island incident is an-
other example of this. You remember 
Three Mile Island, a near disaster in 
Pennsylvania which, basically, coupled 
with the movie ‘‘The China Syndrome’’ 
led to a total halt in the development 
of nuclear energy as a means for pro-
ducing energy in the United States. 

The Jane Fonda movie, ‘‘The China 
Syndrome,’’ coupled with a mishap at a 
nuclear power plant, that was, I might 
add, a mishap that no one suffered any 
health consequences, no one died, no 
one was hurt. Yet it was presented to 
the public as this catastrophe, and that 
led to a shutdown of the efforts of 
building any new nuclear power plants. 

Ironically, of course, nuclear power is 
the most effective means of producing 
power with no carbon footprint. Again, 
it was a total con job on the nuclear 
energy industry. 

What about the ozone hole over the 
Antarctic? We are told that it would 
grow and grow for decades, and it was 
totally out of control. 

Well, Boyce Rensberger, Director of 
the Knight Fellowship of Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology says that 
ozone depletion is a cyclical event, ex-
panding and contracting throughout 
the eons of history. Here is a scientist 
from MIT telling us that the current 
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ozone depression has been simply part 
of a reoccurring cycle, not as a result 
of the use of chlorofluorocarbons, 
meaning your aerosol cans. 

So, what we have got is a situation 
where at a gigantic shift of expense, of 
shifting away from aerosol, we have ba-
sically accomplished nothing because 
the ozone hole opens and closes on its 
own. I might add, we know now, of 
course, there have been many cycles of 
warming and cooling, and is this a nat-
ural thing? Well, if you consider the 
sun being natural, yes. 

Instead of saying that CO2 that’s 
coming out of the use of fossil fuels is 
causing our climate to change now, as 
compared to all the other times it 
changed in the past, maybe these peo-
ple should look at the sun, and maybe 
there are natural cycles where you 
have sunspots and it causes warming 
and cooling on the Earth. 

Could that be an explanation? Well, 
let’s think about it. Otherwise, how do 
we explain the fact that on Jupiter and 
Mars we have cooling and warming cy-
cles that seem to be matching some of 
the cycles here on Earth. Well, maybe 
there are some SUVs up there on Mars. 

Well, the last example, one of the 
last examples, of course, that I have in 
my memory of people trying to be 
frightened into supporting policy with 
this kind of alarmism has been acid 
rain. The acid rain was supposed to 
decimate our forests, destroy our fresh 
water bodies and roads, our buildings 
and sidewalks, and, what happened? 
That was just an onslaught that was 
going on, I worked for Ronald Reagan 
at the time, he was just beaten without 
mercy for his unwillingness to take 
costly action aimed at thwarting acid 
rain. He insisted on waiting for an in- 
depth study to be completed. 

While he waited, of course, he was 
vilified as if he doesn’t care about the 
environment, he doesn’t really care 
about whether or not our environment 
is being destroyed by acid rain which is 
being caused by us. Well, a 10-year 
study was going on, Reagan knew 
about it. He waited, as he well should 
have, and there was a study by the Na-
tion Acid Precipitation Assessment 
Project and was submitted to Congress 
in the 1990s. It minimized the human 
impact on the acidity on the water and 
especially the rain in America’s north-
east. The issue died quickly after that 
report, and it just went away. 

After all of the intense attacks on 
Ronald Reagan, once that report was 
in, it just sort of went away. Well, one 
reason it went away, maybe there was 
another alarmist scheme to go to. 

Yes, there was, one was emerging 
about this time, and it was on the 
cover of Time Magazine 30 years ago. 
This was probably the most pitiful of 
all of these alarmist attempts. It was, 
three decades ago, the scientists were 
warning us about global cooling. We 
were told early that we were on the 
edge of another ice age. 

Well, unfortunately, that one went 
away very quickly because the tem-

peratures immediately didn’t do what 
they said it was going to do, and the 
temperatures actually did not go down 
dramatically or freeze. It did get a lit-
tle bit warmer during those days. It 
was one of those warming cycles, it 
went up for a few years and it went 
down. 

It was getting warmer, so even as 
those predictions of frozen gloom and 
doom, they just changed the words, 
those same people were making the 
predictions of frozen gloom and doom 
now were sort of talking about global 
warming gloom and doom. You guessed 
it, so global cooling became global 
warming almost overnight. Now, after 
global warming, climate change comes 
almost overnight. 

So the scare tactics are nothing new. 
It is tied to a tried-and-true method of 
how to try to manipulate people to ac-
cept things they wouldn’t otherwise ac-
cept. Unfortunately, there are long- 
term negative consequences that will 
be very clear to our future generations. 
Of course, they are being lied to all the 
time. 

I often asked students from my dis-
trict, who are here visiting in Wash-
ington, whether they believe the air in 
southern California is better now or 
worse now than when I went to high 
school in southern California 40 years 
ago. A huge percentage, maybe 80 per-
cent of these students, believe that the 
air quality of 40 years ago was dramati-
cally better than today. Of course, 
that’s not just a lie, that’s a big lie. 

This generation has every reason to 
be optimistic about the future, and 
they are being lied to, being told that 
they are poisoned, and things are get-
ting worse and worse. In fact, man- 
made global warming is going to dev-
astate the whole planet any way. No, 
these kids now, when I tell them that, 
no, when I went to high school, the air 
pollution in southern California was 
much worse than it is today, they are 
incredulous. 

What is all this lying about? Why are 
all these children being lied to? Why 
are we all being lied to? 

I remember as a college student, the 
first Earth Day—I am quoting someone 
here—‘‘I remember as a college student 
at the first Earth Day being told that 
it was a certainty that by the year 
2000, the world would be starving and 
out of energy,’’ writes Dr. John 
Christy, a professor of atmospheric 
science at University of Alabama. 

Dr. Christy goes on to say ‘‘Similar 
pronouncements today about catas-
trophes due to human-induced climate 
change sound all too familiar and all 
too exaggerated to me as someone who 
actually produces and analyzes climate 
information.’’ 

So, we are told that polar bears are 
dying, but they aren’t. As we have 
known that we have all of these other 
predictions, we are told that the polar 
ice caps are melting, but now we know 
that the polar ice caps are melting yes, 
only in the Arctic, but in the Ant-
arctic, ice is actually growing. 

Hurricane Katrina, we were told 
would only be the first of many horren-
dous hurricanes to hit the United 
States in the next few years but, of 
course, no hurricane equal or close to 
has been on the horizon. In fact, a hur-
ricane that was just as strong as 
Katrina hit the United States 100 years 
earlier, long before this effective ‘‘glob-
al warming.’’ So when you look at 
facts like this, an honest debate is long 
overdue but yet we see an attempt to 
shut down an honest debate. 

I will submit an advertisement, the 
Hill newspaper from the Environ-
mental Defense Action Fund, and it 
says ‘‘What’s next? The Bond- 
Voinovich Cigarettes Aren’t Addictive 
Act?’’ What they are saying, it’s a cute 
way of saying, anybody who questions 
global warning, it is the equivalent of 
saying that cigarettes aren’t addictive. 
Well, that’s a great way to dismiss 
someone’s arguments without address-
ing them. It says here, ‘‘Some sen-
ators,’’ this is in the add, ‘‘are asking 
you to ignore . . . an international sci-
entific consensus.’’ 

Well, let’s put it this way, we hear 
that, there is a consensus over and over 
again. There is no consensus. The 
world is not getting warmer, and I 
would submit a list of 400 members of 
the scientific community who do not 
agree with a man-made global warming 
theory and, I might add, I quoted nu-
merous very prestigious members of 
the scientific community already in 
this speech. So what we have is 
alarmism at its worst, and the con-
sequences will be very, very severe if 
we let these people get away with this. 

Now, what we have done is we have, 
again, permitted people to make their 
case without having to defend their 
case. This is never more evident than 
in the dealings with the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change, 
which is the United Nations panel. 

I will submit several statements that 
indicate that the IPCC was wrong in its 
approach, in its entire methodology in 
trying to determine whether or not 
global warming, whether there is glob-
al warming and whether or not it is 
caused by man-made activity. 

So with this said, we need to look 
and say, What is the negative impact of 
all of this lack of truthful information? 
What could possibly happen? If some-
one says well, aren’t we all against pol-
lution? So what if someone is making a 
claim that global warming exists and it 
is caused by humankind and in reality 
it is just the pollution that we are both 
trying to get it at. Well, that just 
doesn’t work. 

The fact is if we accept this theory of 
man-made global warming, we will be 
focusing our activities on trying to 
eliminate CO2 rather than eliminate 
toxic substances from our air. If I am 
concerned about my children, my three 
triplets, Christian, Anika and Tristan, 
I am concerned about their health, 
that is something that I think I share 
with every parent. Their health is not 
in any way threatened by CO2. CO2 is 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:17 May 15, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00103 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K14MY7.176 H14MYPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3882 May 14, 2008 
nontoxic. It is threatened by NOX and 
other toxin materials that come out of 
engines in cars and other sources. So if 
we only focus on CO2, we will end up fo-
cusing on the wrong target. 

What we need to do is make sure that 
we develop clean energy sources, not 
because of global warming but because 
of the health of our children. And also, 
we need to be independent of foreign 
sources. The fact is that foreign 
sources of oil, because we are not de-
veloping our own oil resources as a re-
sult of the dynamics created by the 
global warming juggernaut that we 
have been experiencing, the fact is that 
we have not drilled for our own oil. We 
have not focused on real alternatives 
to energy like nuclear energy. The fact 
is that we need to make sure right now 
that we do our very best not to be cap-
tured by this, what I consider to be one 
of the greatest hoaxes that I have seen 
in my lifetime, but instead focus our 
efforts on accomplishing something 
that is real and positive for the people 
of the world and the people of the 
United States of America. We should be 
drilling for oil so that the terrorists 
overseas are denied the revenue when 
we are forced to buy oil from countries 
that are allied with these terrorists. 

We need to make sure that we de-
velop better engines, and make sure 
that those engines are not putting pol-
lutants into the air and forget about 
the CO2, go to the pollutants. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you and I will 
submit these articles for the RECORD. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. CUMMINGS (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today until 1 p.m. 

Ms. RICHARDSON (at the request of 
Mr. HOYER) for May 13, 2008. 

Mrs. SCHMIDT (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today on account of a 
family medical emergency. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois (at the request 
of Mr. BOEHNER) for today before 5:15 
p.m. on account of personal reasons. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. NEAL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HOLT, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Ms. FOXX) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, May 21. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, May 21. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, for 5 

minutes, today. 

Ms. FOXX, for 5 minutes, today. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 11 o’clock and 18 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, May 15, 2008, at 10 
a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

6563. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter on the 
approved retirement Vice Admiral Mark J. 
Edwards, United States Navy, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of vice admiral on 
the retired list; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

6564. A letter from the Deputy Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s notification of payment-in-kind 
compensation negotiated with Germany for 
the return of U.S.-funded improvements at 30 
small sites, pursuant to Public Law 101-510, 
section 2921(g); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

6565. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary for Personnel and Readi-
ness, Department of Defense, transmitting a 
report to Congress on the use of Aviation 
Continuation Pay (ACP) for Fiscal Year 2007, 
pursuant to 37 U.S.C. 301b(i); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

6566. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting Pursuant to Section 27(f) 
of the Arms Export Control Act and Section 
1(f) of Executive Order 11958, Transmittal No. 
04-08 informing of an intent to sign the 
Memorandum of Understanding Between the 
Secretary of Defense on Behalf of the De-
partment of Defense of the United States of 
America and the Department of National 
Defence of Canada Concerning Operation and 
Support of Advanced Extremely High Fre-
quency Military Communications, pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. 

6567. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by Executive Order 13313 of July 31, 
2003 a six-month periodic report on the na-
tional emergency with respect to Burma de-
clared by Executive Order 13047 of May 20, 
1997, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6568. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6569. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
08–31 concerning the Department of the 
Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Australia for defense articles 
and services; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

6570. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting determination and memo-
randum of justification for suspending prohi-
bitions on certain sales and leases, pursuant 
to Public Law 103-236, section 564; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

6571. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six- 
month periodic report on the national emer-
gency with respect to Sudan that was de-
clared in Executive Order 13067 of November 
3, 1997, as required by section 401(c) of the 
National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), 
and section 204(c) of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 
1703(c), and pursuant to Executive Order 
13313 of July 31, 2003; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

6572. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel for General Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting a report 
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform 
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

6573. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting a report pursuant to the 
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6574. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting a report pursuant to the 
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6575. A letter from the White House Liai-
son, Department of Justice, transmitting a 
report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Re-
form Act of 1998; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

6576. A letter from the White House Liai-
son, Department of Justice, transmitting a 
report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Re-
form Act of 1998; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

6577. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Labor Relations Authority, transmitting a 
report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Re-
form Act of 1998; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

6578. A letter from the Deputy General 
Counsel, Office of National Drug Control Pol-
icy, transmitting a report pursuant to the 
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6579. A letter from the Deputy General 
Counsel, Office of National Drug Control Pol-
icy, transmitting a report pursuant to the 
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

6580. A letter from the Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, transmitting the re-
port on the administration of the Foreign 
Agents Registration Act covering the six 
months ended June 30, 2007, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 621; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

6581. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General, Department of 
Justice, transmitting the annual report of 
the Office of Justice Programs’ Bureau of 
Justice Assistance for Fiscal Year 2006, pur-
suant to 42 U.S.C. 3712(b); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

6582. A letter from the Chairman, United 
States Sentencing Commission, transmitting 
a report of amendments to the sentencing 
guidelines, policy statements, and official 
commentary, together with the reasons for 
these amendments, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 
994(o); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

6583. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model DC-8- 
55, DC-8F-54, and DC-8F-55 Airplanes; and 
Model DC-8-60, DC-8-70, DC-8-60F, and DC-8- 
70F Series Airplanes [Docket No. FAA-2007- 
0216; Directorate Identifier 2007-NM-122-AD; 
Amendment 39-15435; AD 2008-06-23] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received May 12, 2008, pursuant to 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:17 May 15, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00104 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K14MY7.178 H14MYPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2022-10-13T12:54:10-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




