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Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. No, it is not, 

and more of the same means this, Mr. 
SCHIFF: this is the latest report on ter-
rorism, what the facts are. On 9/11, 
more than 5 years ago, there was an es-
timated number of al Qaeda numbers 
worldwide, and on 9/11/2001 it was 20,000. 
Now, the estimated number of al Qaeda 
numbers worldwide is 50,000. Then on 9/ 
11/2001, the number of al Qaeda ter-
rorist attacks in the 5 years before 9/11, 
three. 

The number of al Qaeda attacks in 
the 5 years since 9/11, 30. The number of 
days Osama bin Laden has been at 
large since U.S. military operations 
commenced in Afghanistan, 1,784 days 
and counting. What do we have to show 
for that? 

If we look again at the 2,600 Amer-
ican soldiers that we have loss in this 
war on terror, good brave soldiers, 
where we score the more of the same, 
no more of the same, no more of this 
staying the course on this course. We 
have got to correct the course and stay 
and fight the war on terror, deal with 
the situation in Iraq, but do it smartly 
with the resources we have. 

f 
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NATIONAL SECURITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PRICE of Georgia). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 4, 2005, 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is 
recognized for half the remaining time 
before midnight. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. I appreciate the privilege and 
honor to address you here on the floor 
of the United States Congress. I am 
pleased to be back in Washington, D.C., 
where we can join together and work 
together to resolve the issues that are 
in front of us between now and the 
election and after the election. 

As I awaited this opportunity to ad-
dress you, Mr. Speaker, and I listened 
to the remarks made by my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle, I have to 
say that it is a bit depressing to listen 
to that litany, but as I look back 
across these Presidents that have done 
such a fantastic job, I think in terms of 
who was in charge when we got into 
those wars that were ended when they 
were in charge, it is the same person. 

I don’t take a great issue with the 
way the Second World War was con-
ducted by FDR. In fact, I am quite 
proud of the way Harry Truman had 
enough vision and courage to do what 
he did to end the Second World War. 
But as I listened through the rest of 
that, who was in charge when the war 
in Vietnam began, and the first troops 
were sent over there by John F. Ken-
nedy, who was in charge at the Bay of 
Pigs when air power was taken off to 
protect the lives of the Cuban freedom 
fighters who were caught out in the 
open and slaughtered in the Bay of 

Pigs, that was John F. Kennedy who 
decided not to provide the air cover 
that he had guaranteed them. They 
went in there thinking they had air 
cover, they didn’t have air cover, and 
Castro has been in power ever since 
down there in Cuba. 

I would go further. Not only did Ken-
nedy send the first troops into Viet-
nam, but Johnson accelerated the oper-
ations that were there. As I listened 
along throughout some of these Presi-
dential candidates, and I am just sim-
ply giving the balance on the other 
side, Mr. Speaker. I didn’t come here to 
make a case to denigrate any of our 
proud Presidents that we have, just to 
put some balance in this perspective 
that we have here and hopefully I can 
get that done and then move on to 
some other subjects that I came here 
to talk about. 

But the Johnson administration got 
to the point where Lyndon Johnson 
would not run for a second term of of-
fice. Those of us that were here remem-
ber that. He knew he couldn’t win. The 
streets were full of demonstrators. 
Things had melted down in Vietnam to 
the point and melted down in this 
country to the point that he had lost 
confidence, and he came to the Amer-
ican people and said I will not be a can-
didate for a second term for President. 

So that some characterize as a failed 
Presidency, and I just point this out to 
bring some balance to the reality of it 
all. 

I also recall what happened in the 
aftermath of the issue that nobody is 
proud of, and that is the Watergate 
break-in. That put political power in 
the hands of the people on the other 
side of the aisle. And what was the first 
thing that they did with it? They 
passed legislation that said there won’t 
be a dollar spent in Vietnam helping 
anybody defend anybody from the 
North Vietnamese. There won’t be a 
dollar spent for a meal or a bullet or a 
tank or a gallon of fuel for air cover to 
protect the people that we pledged to 
protect. 

And in a matter of a few months, the 
North Vietnamese stormed through 
South Vietnam. And you wonder why 
they couldn’t defend themselves. They 
didn’t have munitions to work with. 
They didn’t have air cover support 
which we had pledged them. And there 
were hundreds of thousands, in fact, 
millions that died in the aftermath be-
cause we made a commitment and 
didn’t keep that commitment because 
of political fighting here in Congress. 
Not because of the lack of the will of 
the American soldier or the lack of the 
will of the South Vietnamese soldier, 
for that matter, at least during that 
era. 

And as we move forward throughout 
history and we bring ourselves up to 
the Clinton era, I just have a little 
note in my pocket from a speech that 
I gave a couple of nights ago. In fact, it 

was last night. Someone remarked in 
that meeting that I was at that they 
knew what the meaning of the word 
‘‘is’’ is. Well, all I have to do is say 
that, Mr. Speaker, and I think it brings 
back to mind all kinds of images of 
things that went on through the 8 
years of the Clinton administration. 

I didn’t notice that there were some 
strong remarks there, but I do remem-
ber the remarks that were made with 
regard to Sandy Berger, the proud ad-
viser to the Clinton administration, 
and how he had provided for a strong 
military. 

Mr. Speaker, there is something 
about the image of Sandy Berger with 
his socks full of secret documents at 
the National Archives that just belies 
any kind of image of Sandy Berger con-
tributing to a strong military. In fact, 
on his watch, and on the watch of Bill 
Clinton, we saw our military be re-
duced from 2.4 million military down 
to about 1.4, perhaps even 1.3 million in 
our military. Now, that is not what 
you call contributing to a stronger 
military. That is reducing the mili-
tary. That is what they called the 
peace dividend. 

If you remember when the Wall went 
down on November 9, 1989, most of the 
people in the mainstream media 
thought that had to do with a family 
reunion between East and West Berlin 
families. But what it was, when that 
wall went down, the Iron Curtain came 
crashing down at the same time and 
peace echoed across Europe almost 
bloodlessly in what I would consider to 
be nearly a historical miracle. 

But in that period of time after a 
couple of years and that soaked in and 
we got around to the 1992 elections, 
people in Congress then coupled with 
the President decided, and that would 
be President Clinton, decided we have 
this great peace dividend. Now the So-
viet Union is no more. There is no evil 
empire out there. Of course, they 
wouldn’t have called it an evil empire. 
That was Ronald Reagan that defined 
our enemy there. But the evil empire 
had fallen apart and been separated 
into its parts. And, of course, it wasn’t 
equal to the sum of its parts. Each part 
was separate. They didn’t pull together 
anymore. And the threat from a super-
power from without diminished sub-
stantially. 

When that happened, the decision 
was made here, Mr. Speaker, in this 
Congress, to dramatically reduce our 
military and take the savings and 
spend them on growing government 
programs. That is what was going on 
during the reign of Sandy Berger. I 
don’t know how he was the guide that 
propped up and beefed up our military. 

There are compliments that we can 
lay into every administration and crit-
icism that we can lay into every ad-
ministration, but it is pretty difficult 
to lay out a clear perspective that is 
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subjective because all of us have a dif-
ferent viewpoint. We have that dif-
ferent viewpoint. It has driven us to 
come here to help serve the American 
people. 

But out of this Congress needs to 
come a consensus that can help direct 
the American people, Mr. Speaker. It 
doesn’t serve us well to be tearing 
down our effort of our military when 
they are overseas, when their lives are 
on the line for our safety, for our free-
dom, to win this global battle and this 
war on terror and provide an oppor-
tunity for freedom for the Iraqi and the 
Afghani people. 

And who knows what might be next. 
Who knows what people might be next. 
Who knows who might be attacked 
next. But we are on the eve of the fifth 
anniversary of September 11, 2001, and 
I am standing tonight on the floor of 
Congress listening to a lamentation of 
sadness and despair because the resolve 
to finish this appears to not be there 
with some of my esteemed colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle. I regret 
that, and it saddens me. 

But I ask: if they say staying the 
course is not a plan, and I am looking 
for some direction that can resolve this 
thing more quickly myself, Mr. Speak-
er, but if they say staying the course is 
not a plan, I have to tell you, it is no 
plan to tear down the effort. You had 
better have a positive message. You 
better have a way to resolve this issue. 
Or it works against the American peo-
ple and it works against the American 
soldier to stand on the floor of this 
Congress and say, This is not a plan. 
We’re going to take a new direction. 
We will fight the war wiser than Presi-
dent Bush fights the war. But we’re not 
going to tell you how. We’re going to 
keep that classified. 

That would be one of the few things 
kept classified that had to do with 
military, but that is because there is 
nothing to uncover. There is not an 
idea. There is not a plan. They don’t 
have a way to fight the war smarter 
than it is being fought now, or they 
would tell you. They would surely tell 
you between now and the elections in 
November. But that seems to be still a 
secret. 

So I say to them, gentlemen, what is 
your plan? Please tell the American 
people what is your plan. How would 
you resolve the issue in Iraq? How 
would you resolve the issue across the 
world where about 1.3 million Muslims 
have within them, maybe 10 percent 
that are sympathetic to, or actively 
supporting, al Qaeda? How would you 
resolve this issue? 

And if as some of the people on the 
other side of the aisle say, Mr. Speak-
er, and that would include the minor-
ity leader, that Iraq was a diversion, 
that it really didn’t have anything to 
do with the global war on terror, that 
the terrorists weren’t in Iraq, that they 
weren’t operating in there. Saddam 

Hussein, they claim, was not harboring 
terrorists and he was not fomenting 
any kind of terror. He was essentially a 
benign dictator that just tortured and 
murdered, in mass fashion, with weap-
ons of mass destruction, his own peo-
ple. That is the argument, Mr. Speak-
er. 

I would submit this, then: If Iraq was 
a diversion and didn’t have anything to 
do with the global war on terror, why 
did you vote for military operations to 
go in there? Don’t tell me that you 
were duped by the intelligence of the 
United States, that you were given 
misinformation. That was the intel-
ligence that all the world had, that all 
the world concurred with. This was the 
intelligence of America and the United 
Nations and Great Britain and Israel, 
and probably the intelligence that Sad-
dam Hussein had as well. 

We made a decision based upon the 
very best information that was avail-
able, all of us together. And now you 
want to say, No, it was a diversion. It 
was a distraction. We should have been 
somewhere else. Where? Well, any-
where else. 

If Iraq could have been taken off the 
map, and I would challenge you on 
this, as a nation that didn’t threaten 
us and didn’t foment terror and didn’t 
have weapons of mass destruction, all 
these things we know did happen, they 
are true, but you want to argue that 
they are not. If you could have taken 
Iraq off the map and wouldn’t have had 
to worry about Iraq, what other coun-
tries out there, gentlemen, would you 
name that are nice and safe and we can 
cozy up to and we can take them out of 
the equation as a nation that might 
harbor terrorists, breed terrorists, fo-
ment terror, fund them or sympathize 
with them or have the kind of habitat 
that breeds them? Who can we take off 
our list? 

Could it be Syria? I don’t think so. 
Iran? No, I don’t believe so. 
Even Saudi Arabia? Well, there are a 

lot of Saudis that were here 5 years ago 
in the air, came in to blow up Ameri-
cans. So I don’t think so. 

Pakistan? There are thousands of 
madrassas teaching hatred there. Even 
though Musharaf has been doing a very 
good balancing job within Pakistan 
and he is making progress there, but 
we can’t turn our back and conclude 
that the Pakistanis are all our friends. 
A lot of them are. They have done a 
good job of working with us. But there 
are elements from within. 

What about Great Britain, speaking 
of elements from within? Can we take 
them off the list? It would have been a 
foolish mistake to do so, Mr. Speaker, 
as we found out just a few weeks ago as 
a plan was foiled to blow up as many as 
10 or more airliners across the Atlantic 
Ocean that would have flown out of 
Great Britain towards the United 
States. That plot was put together and 
led by, some of them, born citizens of 

the United Kingdom, second generation 
people, who were taught hatred in their 
home and in their schools that didn’t 
assimilate into the society. 

So the argument that Iraq was a di-
version just simply does not hold up, 
Mr. Speaker, because you could not 
have taken Iraq out of that equation 
any more than you could take Syria or 
Iran out of the equation today. 

It is a false and specious argument 
and the American people know it, Mr. 
Speaker. The more it gets repeated by 
the other side of the aisle, the broader 
the margins of victory are going to be 
for the Republicans in November, be-
cause at least we have a rational proc-
ess of thinking. We are a reasonable 
people. Even though we disagree, we 
understand a logical and rational argu-
ment, and we understand when one is 
not logical and it is not rational. It is 
not rational to argue that we didn’t 
have to worry about Iraq if you can’t 
name a country that we don’t have to 
worry about today. You didn’t have the 
vision then, you don’t have the vision 
now, and that is where it stands. 

Moving along now, Mr. Speaker, as I 
listened to the argument that we need 
to go to Brazil to figure out what to do 
about our energy crisis here in the 
United States of America, I went down 
to Brazil to take a look at that. I wish 
the gentlemen over there would sit 
down and have a conversation about 
this or maybe just simply, Mr. Speak-
er, tune into C–SPAN and I will fill 
them in on what one can find out in a 
place like that. You can go to Brazil 
believing that they have replaced 100 
percent of their gasoline with ethanol 
that is produced from sugar cane. But 
you can’t go to Brazil and come home 
believing that, because it is simply not 
true. And it is obvious from your first 
moments within the country. 

I can give you some real numbers 
that put this in perspective. Of all of 
the fuel that is burned on the roads in 
Brazil, only 15 percent of it is ethanol. 
Only 15 percent out of the 100 percent 
pie chart, 15 percent is ethanol, of all 
the fuel burned on the roads by all the 
vehicles in Brazil. When you take the 
trucks and the diesel fuel vehicles out 
of there so you are just dealing with 
the ethanol gas market, now the num-
ber goes up to 37 percent. Not 100 per-
cent. Even when you take the diesel ve-
hicles out of it. That is respectable, 
though, I have to say. But it is only a 
little bit more than a third of what 
most people think is the reality in 
Brazil. 

But 37 percent of the gas-burning ve-
hicles that have the option of gas and 
ethanol, 37 percent of the fuel burned is 
ethanol. Then they burn a blend. You 
can either go in, pull in and buy a 100 
percent blend of ethanol, or you can 
buy the blend. 

The blend is actually a 25 percent 
blend. While I was there, they reduced 
it down to 20 percent because they 
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didn’t have enough ethanol to fuel 
their own vehicles. So I don’t think 
Brazil has got the answer for us all 
here. They want $8 billion to build the 
capital to invest in their ethanol pro-
duction because they want to double 
this production that they have, but 
they don’t have the sugar cane to make 
enough ethanol to even blend their fuel 
up to 25 percent. 

b 2230 

I would rather have that capital in-
vested in this country where we can 
build an infrastructure here that is 
going to produce the ethanol that will 
replace the gasoline from the Middle 
East. 

So I would simply submit that there 
is $1 billion worth of private capital 
that is being invested in this construc-
tion year in my little congressional 
district to produce renewable fuels, be-
tween ethanol, biodiesel, and wind, $1 
billion in that sliver, that western 
third of Iowa, and we are kicking up 
our ethanol production. And if you 
want to see how to do it, come out 
there where we are doing it in America. 

I see my esteemed colleague on the 
floor this evening, and I am quite in-
terested to hear what my friend and 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, DUNCAN HUNTER, might 
have to say, and I would be happy to 
yield to him. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my good colleague, Mr. KING, for 
yielding. 

And I listened, as you probably did, 
to some of the Democrat Members who 
were decrying the state of the world 
and ‘‘woe is me’’ and things are going 
terribly, according to them. And as the 
gentleman took the floor, as I watched 
him take the floor, and started talking 
about the Republican legacy in na-
tional security that they were com-
plaining about and the Republican leg-
acy of peace through strength, I was 
reminded about coming here in 1980 
when a guy named Ronald Reagan was 
running for President. And we just fin-
ished with a President who was very, 
very similar to Jimmy Carter, the gen-
tleman who had his tenure in office 
somewhat truncated by Ronald 
Reagan, and that was Bill Clinton. And 
I thought of the fact that the Demo-
crats entered the Clinton administra-
tion with 15 Army divisions, combat di-
visions, and when they walked out of 
the White House and that administra-
tion left, they had cut the United 
States Army by about 40 percent. They 
were down to 10 divisions, and many of 
those divisions were undermanned, and 
then I was reminded that they were the 
same people that complained that we 
didn’t have enough people on the 
ground when we went into Iraq. And 
then I was reminded that, as we are 
talking about Iraq, and today there is 
a big hue and cry to get rid of Sec-
retary Rumsfeld among the Democrats, 

in the Democrat cloakroom, thank-
fully, 6,000 miles away that sentiment 
is not shared by the Americans who are 
reenlisting in the combat zone, in 
places like the Sunni triangle, where 
the 101st is well over 100 percent of 
their expected reenlistment rate. The 
First Marine Division out in the very 
dangerous Anbar Province is up well 
over 100 percent of their expected reen-
listment rate. So the people that serve 
in combat under Don Rumsfeld seem to 
like him. 

But I was reminded, as I listened to 
that ‘‘woe is me’’ discussion by the 
Democrats, that it is the Republican 
Party that is the party of peace 
through strength, and the American 
people rely on us to do that. And I 
think that is one reason they are try-
ing to pull down Secretary Don Rums-
feld. 

And I thought it was interesting 
today, as the President announced that 
Khalid Shaikh Mohammad, the master-
mind of the attack that drove those 
planes into New York, into Wash-
ington, D.C., and into Pennsylvania, 
will soon be coming to a courtroom 
near us in the United States because he 
was captured and he was interrogated 
and others were interrogated in what 
the Democrats call inhumane methods, 
even though our lawyers and all of the 
people who scrutinized the methods of 
interrogation found that they were 
legal methods of interrogation, uncom-
fortable but legal and not torture, and 
that that person and others who joined 
him, his team of terrorists who joined 
him in masterminding the 9/11 attacks 
on America, will be coming to a court-
room near us, soon to be prosecuted, 
truly brought to justice because of the 
leadership of this administration and 
because of some of these methods of in-
terrogation that have been associated 
with Secretary of Defense Don Rums-
feld. And the President laid out today 
how thousands of Americans had their 
lives spared, how we stopped attacks 
and we stopped plots to attack our 
country in mid course, including not 
only attacks that would include explo-
sives but also attacks that would in-
clude things like anthrax, because we 
had a forward-leaning, tough, aggres-
sive posture in this war against terror. 

So as the Democrats sip their lattes 
and find themselves very comfortable 
in what they describe as a very uncom-
fortable world, the reason they are able 
to be here having enjoyed almost 5 
years after the 9/11 attack with no fur-
ther attacks on the United States is 
partly because we had a President with 
an aggressive, forward-leaning policy 
against terrorism; that he went out 
and took them on; that he hunted them 
down in places where they didn’t think 
they would ever be found, with the 
leadership of Don Rumsfeld, and we 
kept them off balance. And because of 
that, because they were kept off bal-
ance, because we penetrated them, be-

cause we were able to get into their 
cells and we were able to discover who 
was masterminding these plots against 
the United States, we were able to keep 
our people safe. 

And I am further reminded that when 
Don Rumsfeld’s military, our military, 
led by General Tommy Franks, was 
driving that iron spearhead up toward 
Baghdad, you already had the Demo-
crats complaining that there were not 
enough troops and that he would get 
bogged down. And as you saw them on 
talk shows, the talk shows in which 
Democrats were complaining that he 
would get bogged down were inter-
rupted by news announcements that 
Tommy Franks had taken yet other 
stronghold of Saddam Hussein. And 
they would seem to be almost dis-
appointed rather than joyous when 
they would hear that American troops 
had, in fact, mowed down another line 
of defense by Saddam Hussein; so they 
stopped criticizing for a while. Then 
after we took Baghdad, the criticism 
started again. And this time the criti-
cism was what I called the ‘‘both ways 
criticism.’’ In the same discussion, a 
Democrat leader would say we need to 
have more troops on the ground and in 
the next sentence he would say we 
want to have an Iraqi face on the secu-
rity apparatus. Well, how do you have 
an Iraqi face on a security apparatus if 
you stuff enough troops into that coun-
try to have a GI on every corner? The 
facts are you cannot have it both ways. 

And then the other criticism was, we 
should have kept the Iraqi military in-
tact. 

The Iraqi military had over 10,000 
Sunni generals. What do you do with 
10,000 Sunni generals? You don’t do 
anything. And that is what the army 
would have done to secure Iraq: noth-
ing. The idea of having that army 
where corruption was the order of the 
day, where you had people who were 
simply following their own political 
agenda and making their own way and 
making their own profits and the idea 
that we would maintain that army as 
the new safeguard or security force in 
Iraq to protect this fledgling, newly 
elected, democratically elected govern-
ment coming up makes no sense at all. 
The smartest thing we ever did was 
starting with scratch with that mili-
tary and teaching the new army the 
chain of command; teaching them re-
spect both up and down the chain of 
command; teaching them to take re-
sponsibility; teaching them to have a 
thing called NCOs, noncommissioned 
officers; teaching them to be decent to 
people; teaching them not to be cor-
rupt. And that is why today the best 
force that we have in Iraq is not the 
police force, is not the security force. 
It is the military. And even people who 
have criticized this administration in 
the way they conducted the war concur 
that there is a strong core in this Iraqi 
army. That is because we built it from 
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scratch, and we didn’t start with 15,000 
Sunni generals. 

Now, the last thing, and I have men-
tioned it, that the administration was 
condemned for and that Don Rumsfeld 
became a lightning rod for was uncom-
fortable interrogation methods. Well, 
you know, the world is a tough place, 
and the people that we are dealing with 
are not made out of cotton candy. And 
the fact that we were able to get infor-
mation from terrorists because they 
are the ones that have the information, 
not Americans, but because the terror-
ists are the ones that have the infor-
mation, the fact that we were able to 
get that information from them and 
use that to stop other actions against 
the United States before they could 
mature, before they could result in 
American casualties accrued to the 
benefit of America’s security. 

So when I look at this ‘‘woe is me’’ 
and we have got the real security plan 
and if we had only taken the other 
road, you will notice that the road not 
taken is always the smoothest one, 
where we had all the Sunni generals, 
that we would have used those to some-
how bring security to Iraq, or if we had 
stuffed enough GIs into Iraq that some-
how there would not be any car bomb-
ings or would not be any violence, or if 
we would just ask people politely to 
give up the names of their co-terror-
ists, they would do that and we 
wouldn’t have to be tough on them in 
interrogations. All those positions, I 
think, define why the American people, 
Democrats and Republicans, rely on 
Republicans for national security. 

And I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman for coming to the 
floor and speaking on behalf of our 
military men and women. And as I lis-
tened to his presentation, it was very 
welcomed from my perspective. 

I wonder if the chairman would yield 
for a question. 

Mr. HUNTER. Absolutely. 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Chairman HUNTER, 

I would ask you, would you care to 
comment on the remarks on the posi-
tion that Iraq is a diversion on this 
global war on terror and it didn’t have 
anything to do with Osama bin Laden 
and al Qaeda? 

Mr. HUNTER. I think that comment 
that somehow this is a neat, tidy pack-
age and if we just confined ourselves to 
Afghanistan, somehow we would win 
the war against terror and we wouldn’t 
have to worry about Iraq is a naive po-
sition. 

The facts are that we learned after 9/ 
11 that if we didn’t change the world, 
the world was going to change us. And 
having an Iraq that has a modicum of 
freedom, that is not an enemy of the 
United States and will not be a spring-
board to future terrorism accrues to 
the benefit of generations of Ameri-
cans. It is not something you can put 

on a bumper sticker, but having some 
change in that part of the world. 

And one manifestation of that 
change that was little noticed was 
when, during the conflict between 
Israel and Hezbollah, Hezbollah sought 
rearmaments from Iran, and Iran, ac-
cording to reports, sent off a plane full 
of new missiles to throw at the defense-
less civilian populations in Israeli cit-
ies, and Iraq would not let them fly 
over. So they said, okay, we will try to 
fly over Turkey. And Turkey said, You 
can come into our aerospace but only if 
you land and we can search your plane. 
And Iran then turned the plane around 
and took it back home and did not de-
liver the missiles. 

Now, that is only a small thing. On 
the other hand, it could be a big thing 
for the people who might have felt the 
impact of those warheads in Israeli cit-
ies. But that was an Iraq whose govern-
ment was not friendly to terrorists. 
That was an Iraq whose government 
was supportive of free people. And that 
was because of the American position 
in Iraq and the fact that we have 
changed the face of Iraq. 

Now, there is something I think all 
American troops should see because 
they are hearing this constant drum-
beat now from the Democrats that the 
casualties have been in vain, that their 
efforts have been in vain, that this is 
all a terrible fiasco. I think that every 
American who serves should be shown 
the excavations that are taking place 
in Iraq right now, those mass graves 
wherein if you watch the History Chan-
nel, you might have seen some of this 
about a month ago where American an-
thropologists and scientists are exca-
vating the mass graves, where Saddam 
Hussein’s people would herd hundreds 
and thousands of people and in many 
cases would shoot the mother holding 
her baby in the back of the head. And 
then when the scientists would exam-
ine the skull of the little baby, they 
would notice it too would have a pistol 
bullet hole in the back of its head. 
Double execution, mother and baby. I 
think all Americans that serve over 
there should see the photos of those 
Kurdish mothers whose bodies are 
strewn out across the hillsides still 
holding their babies, killed in mid 
stride by Chemical Ali. 

And I am reminded of a Democrat 
President who stood on the west steps 
of this Capitol many years ago and 
said, Let the word go out, let friend 
and foe alike know that America will 
bear any burden to support the cause of 
freedom. And I am paraphrasing, of 
course, John Kennedy. What happened 
to those Democrats? What value do 
they place on those thousands of people 
who were pushed into mass graves? 

In fact, I think one farmer testified 
about Saddam Hussein’s executioners 
that they had an execution squad that 
would show up at about 9 o’clock on his 
farm. They had an excavation squad or 

team that would show up with con-
struction equipment, and they would 
dig these big trenches on his farm in 
the morning, and then the execution 
squad would arrive, and then they 
would truck in the unfortunate vil-
lagers who were going to be executed. 
They would line them up and shoot 
them in the back of the head, push 
them into this big cut that they had 
made in the Earth, and then they 
would cover them up with bulldozers. 
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As I recall at one point, the farmer 
said that one day the execution squad, 
the logistics guy did not show up so 
they did not have any bullets. So he 
said, what the heck. They just pushed 
the people in alive and covered them up 
without shooting them. It did not 
make a lot of difference to them. 

Those historical excavations, and 
that record of human suffering and 
human tragedy that was visited on 
those people, that should be shown. Be-
cause that is the work of Saddam Hus-
sein. That should be shown to every GI, 
every marine, every navy corpsman 
that serves out there in that tough 
Fallujah area, and al Ramadi with the 
marines, every airman who flies those 
long lifts, bringing and keeping that 
logistical train going between Amer-
ican bases and that area of operation. 

Every one of them ought to be shown 
the full story of what Saddam Hussein 
did and what he was. And the idea that 
we can turn that country where the 
ruler did that to those people, to a 
country who, when Iran says we want 
to fly these missiles over your air 
space so we can kill people in Israel 
says ‘‘no, we are not going to let you 
do that. Go back’’. 

To me that is a remarkable thing. 
Now, you know, the freedom of the 
Iraqi people is not guaranteed by this 
operation in perpetuity. Nobody’s free-
dom is guaranteed in perpetuity in-
cluding our own. We are developing 
them, a freedom for that country. We 
are giving them a running start at free-
dom. I think it was Ben Franklin one 
time who said, we have our freedom, 
now if we can keep it. It will be up to 
them to keep it. 

But we learned after 9/11 that if we 
did not change the world, the world 
was going to change us. This is far- 
reaching. This is visionary. This is 
going beyond Fortress America that 
somehow we must have said something 
wrong to these extremists to come 
after us and bomb us and do these 
things to us. 

And you know, I have thought about 
this idea that somehow what did we do 
wrong to invite this strike against 
America? I thought about that. I 
thought about the last couple of wars 
we fought. Two wars ago it was the in-
vasion of Kuwait by Saddam Hussein. 
Kuwait is a Muslim country. We saved 
it. 
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And then we went in and we saved 

hundreds of thousands of Muslims in 
the Balkans, in Bosnia. We had that 
record. And the reward that we got 
from the extremists was for them to 
attack the United States of America. 
So what more could we do? So this idea 
of this flagellation of America is some-
thing that is reviving in the Demo-
cratic party. I think you probably no-
ticed that. It is coming to the fore. It 
is, we did something wrong. And it is 
not Khalid Sheikh Mohammad, the real 
devils in this operation, according to 
the Democrats, are not these people 
that we are going after who have tried 
to kill thousands of Americans, it is 
really our leaders. 

Those are the people that they say 
are the bad people. And it is not the 
guys that our great intelligence agen-
cies and military people manage to 
bring to justice that we will soon see in 
a court of justice being tried I believe 
for murder, among other things. 

But it is the methods of these uncom-
fortable methods that were used to get 
them to tell about people that were 
planning to kill Americans and fly 
planes into our country loaded with ex-
plosives and do the other things that 
the President talked about today. This 
blame America first thing is reviving 
on the Democrat side of the aisle. 

I do not think the American people 
are going to buy it. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. I would take this to another 
level of this vision too. Before I do 
that, I would point out that I some-
times have some opportunities to sit 
down and talk to people who were 
raised in Iraq. Some of them are refu-
gees that have found their way here. 
There is just a certain bond and affin-
ity between Iraqi and Americans today 
because they understand and they ap-
preciate the sacrifice and the commit-
ment that has given them now an op-
portunity. 

I recall a conversation with a young 
lady who was raised in the north up 
near Kirkuk. And she said that no one 
admitted that they had any boys in the 
family. The houses in that town all had 
hidden compartments in them. If they 
had a boy they had hidden compart-
ments. So when Saddam’s men came to 
town, those boys crawled into those 
hiding places within those homes to 
hide from the military recruiters. 

They would pick those young men up 
and haul them off to the military and 
they would never know where they 
went and they would never see them 
again. The girls could go out and play, 
but the boys could not. They had to be 
kept in hiding, like young little Anne 
Frank hiding in their home and grow-
ing up and trying to make a happy life 
out of this. 

But I would take this image, that we 
had Iowa Guard troops on the ground 
in Afghanistan helping to guard the 
routes to and those polling places that 

were there. The first time in the his-
tory of the world that those people had 
ever voted on that place in the planet. 

And we have seen the Iraqi people go 
to the polls, and three times pull off a 
successful election, when the naysayers 
on the other side of the aisle said it 
cannot be done, there is too much vio-
lence, and the Iraqi people really can-
not handle this Democratic process. 

Think about what this means. The 
inspiration that Afghanistan is today, 
and the inspiration that Iraq is becom-
ing. I see those two nations as the 
loadstar for the world of Islam. And if 
Islam can see that they can live in 
compatibility with freedom and pros-
per and turn their focus, as Benazir 
Bhutto, the former prime minister of 
Pakistan told me shortly after Sep-
tember 11, she came to Buena Vista 
University in Storm Lake, Iowa, and 
gave an outstanding speech. 

And we sat down afterwards one on 
one and had a conversation. And I 
asked her a couple of questions, that I 
remember, at least. And one of them 
was, what percentage of the Muslims 
are really inclined to be supportive of 
or sympathetic to al-Qaeda? And her 
answer was, not very many, perhaps 10 
percent. A very quick answer which 
told me that she had thought about it. 

Daniel Pipes used the number 15 per-
cent in his book Radical Islam, I think, 
Visits America or something very close 
to that. 15 percent. So when you think 
about what that means, I said how can 
we get to this point? How do we define 
victory, and how do we achieve vic-
tory? 

And she said, you have got to give 
them freedom, you have got to give 
them a chance at democracy. And if 
you do that, they will turn their focus 
then from hatred and killing and jeal-
ousy, and the kind of things that moti-
vate people to evil, their focus will be 
to good. 

It will be to build their families and 
build their communities and build 
their countries and make that strong-
er. Take those goals, and now they 
have an opportunity to reach for. But 
today, their energy is being used in ha-
tred and being taught in madrassas to 
hate people that are not like them. 

So when you think about it in terms 
of Iraq and Afghanistan becoming the 
lodestar nations, they are the inspira-
tion for the world of Islam. I want to 
say to the Arab world, but then we 
have got countries like Iran that are 
really not Arab they are Persian. But 
the inspiration for those countries to 
know that they can become free, and 
then index that to that historical mir-
acle that I referenced a little earlier 
about how freedom echoed across east-
ern Europe when the Berlin Wall and 
the Iran Curtain came crashing down, 
that historical miracle can be rep-
licated in the Middle East, probably 
not as fast, certainly not as easy, 
maybe it takes a lot longer, maybe it is 

not as pretty when it is done, but there 
is an opportunity there to find a way to 
finally win. 

Our alternatives become, promote 
freedom as the President has done, 
that is the Bush doctrine. And in that 
freedom, change the habitat that 
breeds terror. And if we go the other 
route, if we go the route to the poor 
me’s, the lamentations, the everything 
is wrong and we would have been 
smarter, we just cannot tell you even 
in hindsight how, and we certainly are 
not going to give you any foresight as 
to how to be smarter, if we go that 
route, then our alternative, and there 
only being two, the first one is the road 
to freedom, to change the habitat that 
breeds terror. 

The other road is for the United 
States of America to curl up in a fetal 
position and guard every bus stop and 
every school and every hospital and 
every football stadium, and still be at-
tacked and still see our families blown 
to bits by people that hate us. We can-
not prevail in this war, this clash of 
these two civilizations by simply play-
ing defense and thinking it is a law en-
forcement mission. It is a matter of de-
fending ourselves militarily, putting 
our resources at the tip of the spear, 
but it is also a matter of changing that 
habitat, so that freedom can grow and 
prosper. 

When that day comes, and I believe 
that freedom burns in the heart of 
every person, and I believe it is in the 
future of everyone on this earth. When 
that day comes, we will be a lot closer 
to freedom than we are today. Free 
people never go to war against other 
free people. 

I particularly appreciate the chair-
man and ask him if he has any other 
remarks to make. 

Mr HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the last thing the gentleman said, and 
I appreciate you letting me come in 
and butt in here and talk a little bit. 
But you know Great Britain has nu-
clear weapons. But we do not fear 
Great Britain because Great Britain is 
free. France has nuclear weapons. We 
do not fear France because France is 
free. 

The Soviet Union, former Soviet 
Union, now Russia has nuclear weap-
ons, residual from their days as the 
center of the Soviet Empire. But they 
are becoming free. They are still a 
fragile country that is trying to move 
in that direction. Still with lots of 
problems. We have less worry about 
them today because they have more 
freedom than they had before. 

So clearly bringing freedom to the 
world is an important part of Amer-
ica’s own future, and an important part 
of our own security. And for those who 
think we can hold back in Fortress 
America and not change the world, and 
not worry about what the rest of the 
world is doing, that is a naive position. 

It is one that politicians had a num-
ber of occasions in the last century, in 
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which 619,000 Americans died on battle-
fields around the world. In many places 
and cases where we had forgotten that 
we achieved peace through strength, 
where we let our guard down, where we 
thought we could pull back into the 
United States and not worry about 
what was going on around the world. 

This president is aggressive. He has 
been tough in the war against terror. 
He has been determined. That is prob-
ably his best quality. He does not read 
the polls every day. He does not check 
the wind every day to see which direc-
tion it is blowing. But his aggressive 
stance against the terrorists, running 
them down in places where they never 
thought that our forces could get to 
them, killing them at 10,000-foot ele-
vation mountains in Afghanistan, tak-
ing them out in safe houses where they 
had no idea that we were on to them, 
going after them and taking them out 
and keeping them off balance is one 
reason that we have had 5 years with-
out attacks on this United States. 

So I thank the gentleman for talking 
about the Republican position on na-
tional security. It is too bad. I think it 
is too bad when we have to politicize or 
put a partisan face on national secu-
rity. But I think it is appropriate when 
the Democratic leadership gets up and 
talks about the Republican position on 
security. 

I think it is appropriate to remind 
them that we rebuilt our national secu-
rity after we had the hollow army of 
the 1970s, we had 1,500 petty officers a 
month leaving the navy because they 
could not make enough money to feed 
their families. We had about 35 percent 
of our ships that could not sail, about 
50 percent of our combat aircraft that 
were not fully mission capable. 

And we rebuilt America from those 
days. We stood up to the Soviet Union 
and we disassembled the Soviet Union 
and we made the world a lot safer be-
cause we did that. We stood up to the 
Communist intrusion in Central Amer-
ica. When on this side of the aisle, the 
Democrats were writing Dear 
Commandante letters and talking 
about appeasement in Central America. 

Because of that, those countries that 
were dictatorships when Ronald 
Reagan came into office are now frag-
ile democracies where people get to 
vote, where they settle things with bal-
lots not bullets. That is the legacy of 
the Republican Party. And it is the Re-
publican party that rebuilt national se-
curity. 

You know, we put $40 billion extra 
into the defense budgets during the 
Clinton years because President Clin-
ton took our defenses down like a rock 
falling off a cliff. As I said, we had over 
15-plus Army divisions when he came 
into office. When he left we only had 
10. When he needed money for other 
things in the budget, he just cut the 
military. We had to rebuild that force 
after that gentleman left office. We did 
it. 

Today we are spending more than 
$100 billion more, not counting the op-
erations in Afghanistan and Iraq than 
we did under the Clinton administra-
tion. 

b 2300 
We still need to spend more. We are 

spending about 4 percent of GDP on de-
fense today. Under John Kennedy, a 
conservative Democrat who believed in 
peace through strength, we were spend-
ing 9 percent of GDP on defense, and 
under Ronald Reagan, we were spend-
ing 6 percent. Probably, we are going 
to need to go up to about 41⁄2 or 5 per-
cent of GDP being spent on defense to 
make sure that we ensure security for 
the coming decades. 

I thank the gentleman for his allow-
ing me to come down and say a word or 
two this evening. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman. It is for a good 
cause, and as I recall, I believe that the 
percentage of our GDP during the Sec-
ond World War was perhaps up to 26 
percent for a period of time there. 
There was a real, real commitment, 
and as those numbers go down and you 
see the numbers in the military shrink, 
our commitment to our military has 
not been as strong as it might have 
been and needs to be stronger again. 

We do not have a real handle on how 
broad and how deep this is going to 
have to be, but we must be ready at 
every quarter, and especially, this 
homeland security side has been for 
these 5 years, it has outstripped the ex-
pectations and the aspirations I think. 
I did not hear anybody say back on 
September 11, 2001, we can go a half a 
decade without an attack in this coun-
try. Everyone believed that there 
would be another attack. Now, heaven 
forbid it happens at this point or be-
yond, but I am grateful for work that 
has been done that has kept us safe to 
this point. 

I would take us to another aspect of 
this issue, too. One of the things that 
this administration decided to do was 
we are not going to touch the oil in 
Iraq, and we set that aside for the Iraqi 
people. Now, that system over there is 
not shaping up the way it might be. 
There is a lot of oil in Iraq. It seeps to 
the top of the ground, and the wells 
they have drilled, there have not been 
new ones in years and years, and a lot 
of the infrastructure has not been re-
built. That needs to all happen and get 
that oil online. 

One of the first things I would do, if 
I were the prime minister of Iraq, 
would be to hold a bidding conference 
and bring in the oil companies and get 
them to inject international capital 
into the development of the fields and 
the development of the infrastructure 
so they can get that cash flow running, 
and if the cash flow runs, capitalism 
will take over. 

I gave a speech in Baghdad a while 
back to the Baghdad Chamber of Com-

merce in the Al Rasheed hotel. As I 
walked in there, they started to intro-
duce me. I said, just a moment, I would 
like to know who my interpreter is be-
fore you introduce me. They said, no, 
you do not have an interpreter. I said, 
but I do not speak Arabic. They said, 
you do not need to; these business-
people speak English. There were 57 
members there of the Iraqi Chamber of 
Commerce, and you could tell by the 
way they laughed and smiled and ap-
plauded, it was all timed just right. 
They understood English. 

Afterwards we had a great gathering 
over on the side of the room, handing 
out business cards like frantic busi-
nessmen in a way. They wanted to ex-
change information and ideas. They are 
ready to do business in that country, 
and they are doing business in that 
country. The more dollars can come in 
and the faster that can get turned over, 
the closer they are to their own solu-
tion in Iraq. So I am optimistic that we 
get a solution out of there that bodes 
well when judged by history. 

Sometimes we lose confidence in who 
we are as a Nation. I would take us 
back to a little over 100 years ago, and 
actually in 1898, we sent the military 
over to the Philippines. I recall being 
in this city about 3 years ago in a hotel 
when the President of the Philippines, 
President Arroyo gave a speech. She 
was not speaking to Members of Con-
gress. I was kind of a random dinner 
guest, but she said, speaking of this 
random crowd in a hotel here in Wash-
ington, she said, Thank you America. 
Thank you for sending the Marine 
Corps to the Philippines in 1898. Thank 
you for freeing us. Thank you for liber-
ating us. Thank you for sending the 
priests and the pastors there. Thank 
you for sending 10,000 teachers that 
taught in our schools and you taught 
your language to us and we learned 
your language. We learned your cul-
ture, and today, there are 1.6 million 
Filipinos that go anywhere in the 
world to work and send their money 
back to the Philippines because they 
have the language skills and they have 
the cultural skills that came because 
of the liberation that came from the 
American military. 

How often do we read that in our his-
tory books, Mr. Speaker, that kind of 
an impact that, a century later, the ex-
pressions of gratitude that come from a 
national leader? That was an insur-
gency. That was an insurgency we 
fought in the Philippines and defeated 
at insurgency in the Philippines. That 
does not seem to be part of our na-
tional memory. 

We can often learn from history, and 
we need to understand the economics 
and the sociology and the military tac-
tics and put this all together, but we 
must have faith in who we are as a peo-
ple. We must have faith in what has 
made us great. We must hang on to 
those things that are going to enhance 
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that greatness and move America to 
the next level of our destiny. Once in a 
while we have got to discard some of 
those things that are not assets to us. 

We have got to move into the future 
with technology. We have got to hang 
on to those core things that give us 
strength, and those things I believe are 
free enterprise capitalism, Western civ-
ilization and our biblical values, tied 
together as the three pillars that make 
America great. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the 
privilege to address this chamber and 
address you tonight. I especially appre-
ciate the chairman coming down to 
stand up for American fighting men 
and women, and the job that you have 
done to lead us through these difficult 
years from September 11 and on into 
the future, and I will stand with you 
and our military men and women when 
one day hopefully it will be us, and if it 
will not, it will be our children and 
grandchildren that realize there has 
been a victory in this global war on 
terror and the face of the world will 
have changed and the world will be a 
freer place. A freer place is a safer 
place, and that is the goal and that is 
the call of the trumpet for us in this 
country. 

f 

OMISSION FROM THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF THURSDAY, 
JULY 27, 2006, AT PAGE 16173 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on July 27, 2006, she pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, for his approval, the following 
bills. 

H.J. Res 86. Approving the renewal of im-
port restrictions contained in the Burmese 
Freedom and Democracy Act of 2003, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 4019. To amend title 4 of the United 
States Code to clarify the treatment of self- 
employment for purposes of the limitation 
on State taxation of retirement income. 

H.R. 5865. To amend section 1113 of the So-
cial Security Act to temporarily increase 
funding for the program of temporary assist-
ance for United States citizens returned 
from foreign countries, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. DOYLE (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today and September 7 on 
account of personal matters. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California (at 
the request of Mr. BOEHNER) for today 
and September 7 on account of illness. 

Mr. NUNES (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of attending the 
funeral of former Representative Bob 
Mathias. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today and September 7 on 
account of illness. 

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:) 

Mrs. MCCARTHY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SKELTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ETHERIDGE, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BURGESS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. RAMSTAD, for 5 minutes, today 
and September 7. 

Mr. OSBORNE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, today and 

September 12 and 13. 
Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

today and September 7. 
Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 

Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 466. An act to deauthorize a certain por-
tion of the project for navigation, Rockland 
Harbor, Maine; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

S. 843. An act to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to combat autism through re-
search, screening, intervention and edu-
cation; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

S. 1899. An act to amend the Indian Child 
Protection and Family Violence Prevention 
Act to identify and remove barriers to reduc-
ing child abuse, to provide for examinations 
of certain children, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Resources, in addition 
to the Committee on the Judiciary for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

S. 2068. An act to preserve existing judge-
ships on the Superior Court of the District of 
Columbia; to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

S. 2694. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to remove certain limitations 
on attorney representation of claimants for 
veterans benefits in administrative pro-
ceedings before the Department of Veterans 
Affairs, to make certain improvements in 

the area of memorial affairs, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, in addition to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

S. 3613. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
2951 New York Highway 43 in Averill Park, 
New York, as the ‘‘Major George Quamo Post 
Office Building’’; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

S. 3836. An act to reauthorize the United 
States Advisory Commission on Public Di-
plomacy; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mrs. Haas, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled bills of 
the House of the following titles, which 
were thereupon signed by the Speaker 
pro tempore, Mr. TOM DAVIS of Vir-
ginia. 

H.R. 4. An act to provide economic secu-
rity for all Americans, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 4646. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 7320 Reseda Boulevard in Reseda, Cali-
fornia, as the ‘‘Coach John Wooden Post Of-
fice Building’’. 

H.R. 4811. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 215 West Industrial Park Road in Har-
rison, Arkansas, as the ‘‘John Paul Hammer-
schmidt Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 4962. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 100 Pitcher Street in Utica, New York, as 
the ‘‘Captain George A. Wood Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 5104. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1750 16th Street South in St. Petersburg, 
Florida, as the ‘‘Morris W. Milton Post Of-
fice’’. 

H.R. 5107. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1400 West Jordan Street in Pensacola, 
Florida, as the ‘‘Earl D. Hutto Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 5169. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1310 Highway 64 NW. in Ramsey, Indiana, 
as the ‘‘Wilfred Edward ‘Cousin Willie’ Sieg, 
Sr. Post Office’’. 

H.R. 5440. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 217 Southeast 2nd Street in Dimmit, 
Texas, as the ‘‘Sergeant Jacob Dan Dones 
Post Office’’. 

f 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reports that on July 26, 2006, she pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, for his approval, the following 
bills. 

H.R. 3549. To designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 210 
West 3rd Avenue in Warren, Pennsylvania, as 
the ‘‘William F. Clinger, Jr. Post Office 
Building’’. 

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
also reports that on August 2, 2006, she 
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