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An honest debate is long overdue, yet 

we see an attempt to shut down the de-
bate. So what are the issues which need 
to be addressed in an honest debate? I 
mentioned a few already. First and 
foremost, my colleague in the other 
Chamber, JIM INHOFE, has pointed out 
that man-made global warming theory, 
especially the part concerning CO2 and 
the so-called ‘‘tipping point,’’ is all 
based on computer models. And com-
puter models are often changed to fit 
the theory. So let’s take a look at the 
facts, get off of the computer models, 
and take a look at the facts. Does in-
creased CO2 come from warming, or is 
it the other way around? By the way, 
what I’m told is that the solar activity 
heats the ocean water somewhat; and 
cooler ocean water absorbs CO2, warm-
er ocean water means that there will 
be more CO2 in the air. And if that’s 
not the case, let’s debate it, let’s find 
out. 

Let’s examine the issue of warming 
itself. The man-made global warming 
advocates claim that there is a 1.3 de-
gree rise in global temperature since 
1850. Yet it’s widely known, and right 
in the hearings on the Science Com-
mittee they bring in their charts. 
Here’s the thing in 1850. And here you 
see up here it’s 1.5 degrees warmer now, 
150 years later, than it was in 1850. 

Well, it is widely known that 1850 
marked the end of a 500-year decline in 
the Earth’s temperatures known as the 
‘‘Mini Ice Age.’’ So if one uses 1850 as 
a low point, as a baseline, isn’t that to-
tally dishonestly magnifying the im-
portance of a 1.3 degree rise in tem-
perature? Right? We’re starting from 
the lowest base. And, by the way, 
again, that needs to be addressed. I’ve 
asked this question numerous times. 
Global warming alarmists never will 
confront any of the basic scientific 
challenges to what they’re saying and 
instead go to ad homonym attacks. 
Well, people can mention that they 
think somebody’s looney, that’s fine, 
that’s all right, as long as we couple it 
with here is where we disagree, and 
let’s talk about where we disagree. In-
stead, we’ve heard, he’s looney, case 
closed. Don’t talk about it, shut up, 
and accept what we have to say. 

So, what about the process that col-
lected and analyzed the data which we 
now are being told supports and proves 
the man-made global warming theory? 
The Select Committee on Economic Af-
fairs under the British Parliament had 
much to say about the methodology 
about the much-heralded U.N.’s Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate 
Change, or the IPCC, on which much of 
the man-made global warming theory 
has been resting on their supposed find-
ings. And the Parliament Commission 
in Britain said, ‘‘We have some con-
cerns,’’ the parliamentary committee 
reported, ‘‘about the objectivity of the 
IPCC process, with some of its emis-
sions scenarios and summary docu-
mentation apparently influenced by 
political considerations.’’ Shortly after 
this criticism, Edward Wegman from 

George Mason University found several 
problems with the statistical method 
and peer review process of the IPCC. 

At this time, I will place my remain-
ing remarks in the RECORD and I would 
hope that my colleagues or anyone lis-
tening who would like to read this 
would look into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD and read the rest of this pres-
entation. 

With that said, I appreciate the Chair 
granting me this hour to talk directly 
to my colleagues and to the American 
people, through the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

Then, a February 2008 report by Kesten 
Green and J. Scott Armstrong for the National 
Center for Policy Analysis found glaring prob-
lems in the IPCC’s 2007 report. 

At a minimum, the IPCC ignored just under 
half of widely accepted forecasting principles. 
At worst, they violated over 3⁄4 of those prin-
ciples. Sterling Burnett of the Washington 
Times probably sums it up the best: ‘‘Several 
assessments of the IPCC’s work have shown 
the techniques and methods used to derive its 
climate predictions are fundamentally flawed.’’ 
How are we supposed to take them seriously 
in the face of such lunacy? This isn’t science. 
It’s comedy. 

The National Policy Center was similarly 
distressed. Its reports on the IPCC found un-
reliable data and forecasting models, as well 
as politically motivated forecasters. Peer re-
viewers of the study were few in number and 
often had ties to the original authors of the 
IPCC study. Any academic will tell you that is 
unacceptable. But nevertheless we are told to 
sit down and shut up, case closed, game over. 

And Al Gore’s movie isn’t the only example 
of docudrama presented as gospel truth. As 
recent as May 5 of this year, the public was 
treated to yet another example of intentionally 
distorted visions. I am referring to an NBC 
program that included a view of the North Pole 
and the melting of the ice caps. As the re-
porter speaks, the camera pans over the ice 
as penguins cling to a small ice patch in the 
middle of the water. Touches your heart, 
doesn’t it? Well, there is a problem. There are 
no penguins at the North Pole. Penguins live 
exclusively in Antarctica, that is the South 
Pole. But maybe we should give NBC the ben-
efit of the doubt, maybe the penguins moved 
north. After all, climate change is happening in 
the South Pole too, except that there the ice 
is growing, not shrinking. Hmm. Well, that’s 
why we call it ‘‘climate change’’ and not ‘‘glob-
al warming,’’ I suppose. I might add that NBC 
has removed the scene from its online video 
feed. 

Carbon dioxide is, in fact, like the penguins. 
It’s being falsely pictured. It is being portrayed 
as a pollutant; in fact, it makes things grow, 
and it is not toxic to humans. After all, we ex-
hale it with every breath. In the distant past 
the earth had much more CO2 in the air, per-
haps as a result of volcanoes, but at that time 
we had abundant animal life, dinosaurs and 
lots of plants for them to eat. CO2 is today 
pumped into greenhouses to make tomatoes 
grow bigger and better. Nevertheless, we are 
now presented with such loony ideas like se-
questration or carbon credits that only enrich 
the alarmists. This is only possible with a pub-
lic that has been frightened into accepting to-
tally false information about CO2. Let me state 
that I do support efforts that reduce pollution, 

particulates that do have a negative impact on 
the environment and human health. I support 
technologies that reduce these materials. If we 
are to have a debate on saving the environ-
ment, that is what we should be focusing on. 

Mr. Speaker, this old world has had many 
cycles of warming and cooling, probably the 
result of solar activity, perhaps in the distant 
past volcanoes, the ice caps on Mars and Ju-
piter go back and forth, just as glaciers have 
gone back and forth. But such a powerful and 
mysterious force as the weather can be fright-
ening. We need not be frightened, hoodwinked 
into giving authority to our own government, 
much less the U.N. or a global power—the 
power to control our lives in the name of man-
made global warming, or climate change, or 
whatever they want to call it. Let us not let the 
alarmists take this country down the wrong 
path. Let’s let the children of this country and 
planet have the freedom and prosperity we 
enjoyed, and not give it away to hucksters 
who would frighten us into giving up our birth-
right in the name of saving the planet. Sounds 
noble, but it’s just a trick, a hoax. The greatest 
hoax of all. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. ELLISON (at the request of Mr. 

HOYER) for today after 2 p.m. 
Mr. FATTAH (at the request of Mr. 

HOYER) for today on account of family 
medical reasons. 

Mr. EHLERS (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today after 1:30 p.m. 
through June 9 on account of an illness 
in the family. 

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. BALDWIN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

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

quest of Mr. POE) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, June 12. 
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. TANCREDO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, June 12. 
Mr. PENCE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California 

for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. BACHMANN, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 
House reports that on June 3, 2008 she 
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