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crimes legislation that would add new 
categories to current hate crimes law, 
sending a signal that violence of any 
kind is unacceptable in our society. 
Likewise, each Congress I have come to 
the floor to highlight a separate hate 
crime that has occurred in our coun-
try. 

On November, 9, 1996, Alan Fitzgerald 
Walker was murdered in his home in 
Fayetteville, AR. The tires on his car 
were slashed and anti-gay notes were 
written on the doors of the vehicle. 
Prosecutors say Adam Blackford and 
Yitzak Marta met Walker outside of a 
gay night club and murdered him. 
Marta testified at Blackford’s trial 
that the motivation for this crime was 
the victim’s sexual orientation. 

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

f 

GLOBAL WARMING 
Mr. INHOFE. This past Monday, I 

took to this floor for the eighth time 
to discuss global warming. My speech 
focused on the myths surrounding glob-
al warming and how our national news 
media has embarrassed itself with a 
l00-year documented legacy of coverage 
on what turned out to be trendy cli-
mate science theories. 

Over the last century, the media has 
flip-flopped between global cooling and 
warming scares. At the turn of the 20th 
century, the media peddled an upcom-
ing ice age—and they said the world 
was coming to an end. Then in the 
1930s, the alarm was raised about dis-
aster from global warming—and they 
said the world was coming to an end. 
Then in the 1970s an alarm for another 
ice age was raised—and they said the 
world was coming to an end. And now, 
today, we are back to fears of cata-
strophic global warming—and again 
they are saying the world is coming to 
an end. 

Today I would like to share the fas-
cinating events that have unfolded 
since my floor speech on Monday. 

This morning, CNN ran a segment 
criticizing my speech on global warm-
ing and attempted to refute the sci-
entific evidence I presented to counter 
climate fears. 

First off, CNN reporter Miles O’Brien 
inaccurately claimed I was ‘‘too busy’’ 
to appear on his program this week to 
discuss my 50-minute floor speech on 
global warming. But they were told I 
simply was not available on Tuesday or 
Wednesday. 

I did appear on another CNN program 
today—Thursday—which I hope every-
one will watch. The segment airs to-
night on CNN’s Headline News at 7 p.m. 
and repeats at 9 p.m. and midnight 
eastern. 

Second, CNN’s O’Brien falsely 
claimed that I was all ‘‘alone on Cap-

itol Hill’’ when it comes to questioning 
global warming. 

Mr. O’Brien is obviously not aware 
that the U.S. Senate has overwhelm-
ingly rejected Kyoto-style carbon caps 
when it voted down the McCain-Lieber-
man climate bill 60 to 28 last year—an 
even larger margin than its rejection 
in 2003. 

Third, CNN’s O’Brien, claimed that 
my speech earlier contained errors re-
garding climate science. O’Brien said 
my claim that the Antarctic was actu-
ally cooling and gaining ice was incor-
rect. But both the journals Science and 
Nature have published studies recently 
finding—on balance—Antarctica is 
both cooling and gaining ice. 

CNN’s O’Brien also criticized me for 
saying polar bears are thriving in the 
Arctic. But he ignored that the person 
I was quoting is intimately familiar 
with the health of polar bear popu-
lations. Let me repeat what biologist 
Dr. Mitchell Taylor from the Arctic 
Government of Nunavut, a territory of 
Canada, said recently: ‘‘Of the 13 popu-
lations of polar bears in Canada, 11 are 
stable or increasing in number. They 
are not going extinct, or even appear to 
be affected at present.’’ 

CNN’s O’Brien also ignores the fact 
that in the Arctic, temperatures were 
warmer in the 1930s than today. 

O’Brien also claimed that the ‘‘Hock-
ey Stick’’ temperature graph was sup-
ported by most climate scientists de-
spite the fact that the National Acad-
emy of Sciences and many independent 
experts have made it clear that the 
Hockey Stick’s claim that the 1990s 
was the hottest decade of the last 100 
years was unsupportable. 

So it seems my speech struck a nerve 
with the mainstream media. Their only 
response was to cherry-pick the science 
in a failed attempt to refute me. 

It seems that it is business as usual 
for many of them. Sadly, it looks like 
my challenge to the media to be objec-
tive and balanced has fallen on deaf 
ears. 

Despite the traditional media’s failed 
attempt to dismiss the science I pre-
sented to counter global warming 
alarmism, the American people by-
passed the tired old traditional media 
by watching CSPAN or clicking on the 
Drudge Report and reading the speech 
online. 

From the flood of overwhelming posi-
tive feedback I received, I can tell you 
the American people responded enthu-
siastically to my message. 

The central theme was not only one 
of thanks, but expressing frustration 
with the major media outlets because 
they knew in their guts that what they 
have been hearing in the news was false 
and misleading. 

Here is a brief sampling: 
Janet of Saugus, MA: ‘‘Thank you 

Senator INHOFE. Finally someone with 
the guts to stand up and call it what it 
is—a sham. I think you have taken 
over Toby Keith’s place as my favorite 
Oklahoman.’’ 

Al of Clinton, CT: ‘‘It’s about time 
someone with a loud microphone spoke 

up on the global warming scam. You 
have courage—if only this message 
could get into the schools where kids 
are being brow-beaten with the fear 
message almost daily.’’ 

Kevin of Jacksonville, FL, writes: 
‘‘I’m so glad that we have leaders like 
you who are willing to stand up against 
the onslaught of liberal media, Holly-
wood and the foolish elected officials 
on this topic. Please keep up the 
fight.’’ 

Steven of Phoenix, AZ, writes: ‘‘As a 
scientist, I am extremely pleased to see 
that there is at least one Member of 
Congress who recognizes the global 
warming hysteria for what it is. I am 
extremely impressed by the Senator’s 
summary and wish he was running for 
President.’’ 

Craig of Grand Rapids, MI, writes: 
‘‘As a meteorologist, I strongly agree 
with everything you said.’’ 

My speech ignited an Internet 
firestorm; so much so, that my speech 
became the subject of a heated media 
controversy in New Zealand. Halfway 
across the globe, a top official from the 
New Zealand Climate Science Coalition 
challenging New Zealand’s television 
station to balance what he termed 
‘‘alarmist doomcasting’’ and criticized 
them for failing to report the views of 
scientists in their own country that I 
cited here in America. 

As the controversy in New Zealand 
shows, global warming hysteria has 
captured more than just the American 
media. 

I do have to give credit to one publi-
cation here in America, Congressional 
Quarterly, or CQ for short. On Tuesday, 
CQ’s Toni Johnson took the issues I 
raised seriously and followed up with 
phone calls to scientist-turned global 
warming pop star James Hansen’s of-
fice. CQ wanted to ask Hansen about 
his partisan financial ties to the left-
wing Heinz Foundation, whose money 
originated from the Heinz family 
ketchup fortune. But he was unavail-
able to respond to their questions, 
which is highly unusual for a man who 
finds his way into the media on an al-
most daily basis. Mr. Hansen is always 
available when he is peddling his in-
creasingly dire predictions of climate 
doom. 

The reaction to my speech keeps 
coming in: Just this morning, the 
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review newspaper 
wrote an editorial calling my speech 
‘‘an unusual display of reason’’ on the 
Senate floor. 

I have been engaged in this debate for 
several years and believe there is a 
growing backlash of Americans reject-
ing what they see as climate scare tac-
tics. And as a result, global warming 
alarmists are becoming increasingly 
desperate. 

Perhaps that explains why the very 
next day after I spoke on the floor, 
ABC News’s Bill Blakemore on ‘‘Good 
Morning America’’ prominently fea-
tured James Hansen touting future 
scary climate scenarios that could, 
might, possibly happen. 
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The segment used all the well-worn 

tactics from the alarmist guidebook— 
warning of heat waves, wildfires, 
droughts, melting glaciers, mass 
extinctions unless mankind put itself 
on a starvation energy diet and taxed 
emissions. 

But that is no surprise—Blakemore 
was already on the record that there 
was no scientific debate about man-
made catastrophic global warming. 

You have to be a pretty poor investi-
gator to believe that. Why would 60 
prominent scientists this last spring 
have written Canadian Prime Minister 
Harper that ‘‘if, back in the mid-1990s, 
we knew what we know today about 
climate, Kyoto would almost certainly 
not exist, because we would have con-
cluded it was not necessary.’’ 

I believe it is these kinds of stories 
which explain why the American public 
is growing increasingly skeptical of the 
hype. Despite the enormous 2006 media 
campaign to instill fear into the pub-
lic, the number of people who believe 
that weather naturally changes is in-
creasing. 

A Los Angeles Times/Bloomberg poll 
in August found that most Americans 
do not attribute the cause of recent se-
vere weather events to global warming, 
and the portion of Americans who be-
lieve that climate change is due to nat-
ural variability has increased over 50 
percent in the last 5 years. And that, 
my fellow Senators, is why the Holly-
wood elitists and the rest of the liberal 
climate alarmists are starting to panic. 

I hope my other colleagues will join 
me on the floor and start speaking out 
to debunk hysteria surrounding global 
warming. This issue is too important 
to our generation and future genera-
tions to allow distortions and media 
propaganda to derail the economic 
health of our Nation. 

f 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT WORKS 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I would 
like to discuss the urgent need for this 
legislation. The Nation’s wastewater 
treatment works—POTWs—provide a 
vital service to our Nation. They en-
sure that municipal and industrial 
waste is cleaned to a level safe enough 
to be released back into the Nation’s 
waterways. 

After the tragic events of September 
11, 2001, much more focus was placed on 
the Nation’s water and wastewater fa-
cilities. POTWs not only release treat-
ed effluent into the Nation’s waters but 
also consist of miles of pipes that run 
underground and are often large 
enough for someone to stand in. They 
are literally underground roadways. 

In the 107th Congress, the House of 
Representatives passed by voice vote 
legislation—H.R. 5169—to provide 
POTWs with the resources they needed 
to conduct vulnerability assessments 
and secure their facilities. The bill, 
H.R. 866, was again introduced in the 
108th Congress and passed by a vote of 
413–2, with every Democrat who voted 
supporting the bill. I was pleased to in-

troduce the companion to this legisla-
tion, S. 1039 with my colleague and 
then subcommittee Chairman, MIKE 
CRAPO. Last year, despite reporting the 
bill on a bipartisan vote of 13 to 6, 
members of the Senate minority ob-
jected to Senate consideration of S. 
1039. 

S. 2781 is a variation of S. 1039 with 
some important improvements, like 
the addition of site security plans and 
a more streamlined grantmaking 
progress. Senator LINCOLN CHAFEE, 
chairman of the Fisheries, Wildlife and 
Water Subcommittee and Senator LISA 
MURKOWSKI, a distinguished member of 
the EPW Committee joined me in spon-
soring S. 2781. 

Our bill passed the EPW Committee 
on a voice vote. Unfortunately, once 
again, my colleague from Vermont has 
objected to consideration of waste-
water security legislation by the full 
Senate. 

My colleagues in the minority argue 
that my bill is insufficient because it 
does not impose on POTW’s unfunded 
federal mandates and because it does 
not assume that local officials are ig-
noring the security of their facilities. 

POTWs are arms of local govern-
ment. They are largely owned and op-
erated by the Nation’s cities and 
towns. In 1995 Congress passed the Un-
funded Mandates Reform Act in which 
we pledged not to impose costly regu-
latory burdens on our partners in local 
government. Just as it is our obliga-
tion as U.S. Senators to serve the pub-
lic good, preserve the public trust and 
protect the citizenry, so it is the obli-
gation of locally elected, appointed and 
employed officials. 

Why do so many of my colleagues as-
sume that we at the Federal level care 
more about the citizens of the Nation’s 
towns than the locally elected officials 
do? Why do so many of them assume 
that they know more about how to 
evacuate citizens, secure local treat-
ment plants and protect local citizens 
than the very people who live in those 
towns whose jobs it is to protect them? 

S. 2781 would simply provide towns 
with resources to conduct vulnerability 
assessments and to secure their facili-
ties. It provides funds to research the 
means to secure the collection systems 
that are made up of the miles of under-
ground pipes. There are logistical and 
financial problems with trying to se-
cure these systems that need to be ad-
dressed, particularly before imposing 
an unfunded Federal mandate on the 
Nation’s towns. My bill would support 
the already ongoing activities of many 
of the national wastewater associa-
tions and the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, EPA, to develop assess-
ment tools and industry security 
standards as well as conduct security 
trainings. The national water associa-
tions make up the Security Coordi-
nating Council and regularly meet with 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
the Agency charged with overseeing se-
curity at POTWs. The SCC and EPA 
are developing a sector security plan 

to, among other things, establish meas-
ures of security improvements. 

My colleagues will argue that this is 
not enough. Local governments cannot 
be trusted to proceed on their own with 
a little Federal guidance because to 
date, they really have not done any-
thing to secure their facilities. How-
ever, one need look no further than a 
March 2006 GAO report to see how 
much in fact they are doing. According 
to GAO, 74 percent of the largest 206 
treatment works had completed or 
were in the process of completing a 
vulnerability assessment. Further, the 
majority of treatment works had made 
significant improvements to the phys-
ical security of their facility. They did 
so after careful review of their indi-
vidual communities’ needs. Most im-
portantly, they have done so out of 
concern for their citizens, not in re-
sponse to a Federal mandate. 

My colleagues will also turn this dis-
cussion not into one about security but 
one about chlorine. Chlorine is by far 
the most effective disinfectant avail-
able and it is the least expensive. Dur-
ing these times of aging systems, grow-
ing Federal regulations and limited re-
sources, cost is an important consider-
ation. Washington, DC’s treatment 
works, Blue Plains, spent $12.5 million 
to change technologies. San Jose, CA, 
spent $5 million to switch from gaseous 
chlorine to sodium hypochlorite. The 
city of Wilmington, DE, spent $160,000 
to switch. However, there is much 
more to their story than that cost fig-
ure. Wilmington already had in place a 
sodium hypochlorite system that was 
serving as backup to its gaseous chlo-
rine system. Further, Wilmington will 
spend hundreds of thousands of dollars 
more each year in operations and 
maintenance costs. 

There are other considerations that 
must be factored in as well, such as 
downstream effects of a chlorine alter-
native. For example, the switch from 
chlorine to chloramines in Washington, 
DC’s drinking water system was found 
to cause lead to leach out of service 
pipes and into the faucets of homes and 
businesses. Thus, decisions about chlo-
rine must be fully evaluated and must 
be site-specific. Many POTWs are al-
ready undergoing these evaluations. 
After careful review of cost, technical 
feasibility and safety considerations, 
and without the presence of a Federal 
mandate on technology, 116 of the 206 
largest POTWs do not use gaseous chlo-
rine: According to the GAO report, an-
other 20 plan to switch to a technology 
other than chlorine. To sum, nearly 
two-thirds of the Nation’s largest 
POTWs are not using or will soon stop 
using chlorine. Those who continue to 
use chlorine have taken steps to ensure 
the chlorine is secure. My bill would 
provide POTWs who decide for them-
selves to switch treatment tech-
nologies with grant money to make the 
switch. However, my bill maintains 
trust in local officials who know best 
their water, the community and their 
security needs. 
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