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HASTERT regarding H.R. 5689, making tech-
nical corrections to SAFETEA–LU 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, September 29, 2006. 
Hon. DENNIS J. HASTERT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: On June 28, 2006 the 
House passed H.R. 5689, making technical 
corrections to the Safe, Accountable, Flexi-
ble, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA: LU). Yester-
day, I introduced a bill that revises H.R. 5689 
to incorporate changes that the Senate has 
asked us to include (H.R. 6233). These 
changes are necessary to ensure that all poli-
cies, programs and projects embodied in last 
year’s long-term highway, transit, and high-
way safety authorization bill are imple-
mented as intended by the Congress. 

On September 14, 2006 the House passed H. 
Res. 1000, instituting a new standing order of 
the House with regard to earmarks in au-
thorization, appropriations, and tax meas-
ures. H. Res. 1000 provides that, in order to 
consider a bill, the committee of jurisdiction 
must list all earmarks included in the bill 
and committee report along with the names 
of Members requesting the earmarks. 

The bi-partisan bill that I introduced yes-
terday has not been reported by the Com-
mittee, so there is no report or list of ear-
marks. In reading the standing order, I con-
cluded that the requirement that a list ap-
pear with this bill does not apply because the 
point of order described in section 1(c) of H. 
Res. 1000 does not lie against a bill consid-
ered under suspension of the rules. I intend 
to move to suspend the rules of the House to 
pass H.R. 6233. 

This bill does not increase the amount of 
funding that is designated for projects in 
SAFETEA: LU. There are changes to the de-
scriptions of projects that are currently in 
SAFETEA: LU and there are some projects 
to replace projects in SAFETEA: LU that 
cannot be executed or implemented. In this 
correction bill, however, the total amount of 
funding designated for projects is identical 
to the amount that was designated in 
SAFETEA: LU. 

Where this bill does provide funding (which 
is offset by a rescission of contract author-
ity), the legislative sections providing such 
funding do not meet the earmarking defini-
tion, because no entity is named as the in-
tended recipient of the funds. Where this bill 
does designate specific entities, or amend 
underlying project designations in 
SAFETEA: LU, it does not provide new fund-
ing. In addition this bill provides for no new 
outlays. In fact, the Congressional Budget 
Office has scored the bill as reducing con-
tract authority by $4 million over five years. 

Thank you for your consideration of this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
DON YOUNG, 

Chairman 

f 

IN HONOR OF JOHN SIMPSON 

HON. JERROLD NADLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, September 29, 2006 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
congratulate John Simpson on the occasion of 
his retirement from public service. John has 

worked as Director of Constituent Services 
and Senior Issues in the office of Manhattan 
Borough President Scott M. Stringer since 
January 2006. Prior to this position, Mr. Simp-
son served as Director of Constituent Services 
for then Assemblymember Scott M. Stringer 
on the Upper West Side of Manhattan since 
1993. John has assisted hundreds of constitu-
ents throughout Manhattan in landlord-tenant 
disputes, consumer issues, and every other 
problem in the spectrum. 

Mr. Simpson came to work in government 
after 40 years in private industry at the Hallen 
Construction Corporation where he worked 
after serving our country. He served in the 
United States Air Force from 1951–1955 and 
was recognized officially for Superior Effi-
ciency as the Head of the Morning Report 
Unit. 

On the Upper West Side, Mr. Simpson is a 
leader in our community. He is an active 
member of the Church of the Blessed Sac-
rament on West 71st Street, where he is a co- 
leader in one of the soup kitchen teams. He 
is also a Vice Chairman of Community Serv-
ices and member of the Board of Directors of 
the Ansonia Democratic Club. In 1999, the 
West Side Spirit named Mr. Simpson a ‘‘Hero 
of the West Side’’ for his work towards social 
justice. 

For his commitment to his community and 
his City, it is my privilege to congratulate John 
Simpson on his distinguished record of service 
and his retirement. 

f 

MELANIE LOMAX 

HON. DIANE E. WATSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, September 29, 2006 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise with great 
sadness to announce the untimely passing of 
my good friend Melanie Lomax. 

The City of Los Angeles, California, and our 
Nation have lost one of the strongest advo-
cates for civil rights. Attorney Melanie Lomax 
was a dedicated leader and committed fighter 
for the rights of the poor and voiceless. 

When Melanie witnessed injustice towards 
others she spoke out vociferously regardless 
of who was involved. She was especially de-
termined to hold the LAPD accountable for 
acts of excessive force and brutality while 
serving as President of the Los Angeles Police 
Commission. 

Bright, articulate and focused, Melanie, god-
daughter to former Los Angeles Mayor Tom 
Bradley, never wavered in her mission to help 
others. She felt deeply and emotionally about 
defenseless people and often found herself 
isolated while fighting unpopular causes. But 
she would always forge ahead in the cause of 
justice. 

Melanie’s untimely death is a substantial 
loss to all of us. It is hard to imagine anyone 
else stepping into the void she leaves with the 
same gusto, vigor, and fervor. She will be 
sorely missed. 

RECOGNIZING THE 15TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF AZERBAIJAN’S INDE-
PENDENCE 

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, September 29, 2006 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, as Co-Chair of the 
Azerbaijan Caucus, I rise to congratulate one 
of our key democratic allies—the Republic of 
Azerbaijan—as it prepares to celebrate the 
15th Anniversary of its independence on Octo-
ber 18. 

Azerbaijan is one of the United States’ lead-
ing allies on the war against terrorism, with the 
distinction of being among the first to offer our 
nation unconditional support; providing air-
space and airport use for Operation Enduring 
Freedom in Afghistan. And, AzerbaIjan was 
also the first Muslim nation to send troops to 
Iraq. Though bilateral cooperation on terrorism 
issues between the United States and Azer-
baijan predates September 11, 2001, our rela-
tions were strengthened following their imme-
diate, and heretofore unwavering, support 
against the war on terrorism. 

Azerbaijan cooperates with the United 
States within international and regional institu-
tions including the UN, Organization for Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and 
NATO’s Partnership for Peace program. Re-
gionally, Azerbaijan works together with the 
United States within the framework of the Or-
ganization for Democracy and Development— 
GUAM which is comprised of Azerbaijan, 
Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine. GUAM was 
created as a political, economic and strategic 
alliance in order to collaboratively address 
common risks and threats and thereby 
strengthen the independence and sovereignty 
of its member states. 

The Republic of Azerbaijan is a standout 
nation among the South Caucasus countries, 
with a population of 8 million people and an 
ambitious economic policy. During the last 
decade Azerbaijan has been implementing 
structural reforms and adopting numerous 
laws and legislative changes, paving the way 
toward further integration with in the global 
economy. The nation has been moving toward 
a more diversified economy to achieve sus-
tainable growth and to meet the social and de-
velopment needs of its population. 

Diversification of the economy and ensuring 
the development of non-oil sectors is a priority 
for the government. This policy includes imple-
mentation of projects and programs that cre-
ate favorable conditions for development of 
private entrepreneurship, attracting investment 
in non-oil sectors, creating new jobs, evalua-
tion of potential industries and markets and 
development of infrastructure in the regions. 

The last 15 years of independence has not 
been without challenges, but the country has 
grown stronger with each new challenge it 
faces. Let us today commend the Republic of 
Azerbaijan on their forthcoming 15th Anniver-
sary celebrations. And, let us also commit our-
selves to their continued development as a 
global partner against the terrorism, toward 
economic growth, diversification of energy re-
sources, and strengthening stability and secu-
rity in the region. 
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A BLUEPRINT FOR LEAVING IRAQ 

NOW 

HON. JAMES P. McGOVERN 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, September 29, 2006 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, former Sen-
ator George McGovern and William R. Polk, 
founder and director of the Center for Middle 
Eastern Studies at the University of Chicago, 
have co-authored a new book, Out of Iraq, 
that is being released in October 2006 by 
Simon & Schuster. 

I would like to share with my colleagues an 
excerpt published in the October edition of 
Harper’s Magazine. 

THE WAY OUT OF WAR 
(By George S. McGovern and William R. 

Polk) 
A BLUEPRINT FOR LEAVING IRAQ NOW 

Staying in Iraq not an option. Many Amer-
icans who were among the most eager to in-
vade Iraq now urge that we find a way out. 
These Americans include not only civilian 
‘‘strategists’’ and other ‘‘hawks’’ but also 
senior military commanders and, perhaps 
most fervently, combat soldiers. Even some 
of those Iraqis regarded by our senior offi-
cials as the most pro-American are deter-
mined now to see American military per-
sonnel leave their country. Polls show that 
as few as 2 percent of Iraqis consider Ameri-
cans to be liberators. This is the reality of 
the situation in Iraq. We must acknowledge 
the Iraqis’ right to ask us to leave, and we 
should set a firm date by which to do so. 

We suggest that phased withdrawal should 
begin on or before December 31, 2006, with 
the promise to make every effort to com-
plete it by June 30, 2007. 

Withdrawal is not only a political impera-
tive but a strategic requirement. As many 
retired American military officers now 
admit, Iraq has become, since the invasion, 
the primary recruiting and training ground 
for terrorists. The longer American troops 
remain in Iraq, the more recruits will flood 
the ranks of those who oppose America not 
only in Iraq but elsewhere. 

Withdrawal will not be without financial 
costs, which are unavoidable and will have to 
be paid sooner or later. But the decision to 
withdraw at least does not call for additional 
expenditures. On the contrary, it will effect 
massive savings. Current U.S. expenditures 
run at approximately $246 million each day, 
or more than $10 million an hour, with costs 
rising steadily each year. Although its fig-
ures do not include all expenditures, the 
Congressional Research Service listed direct 
costs at $77.3 billion in 2004, $87.3 billion in 
2005, and $100.4 billion in fiscal year 2006. 
Even if troop withdrawals begin this year, 
total costs (including those in Afghanistan) 
are thought likely to rise by $371 billion dur-
ing the withdrawal period. Economist Joseph 
Stiglitz and Linda Bilmes, a former assistant 
secretary of commerce, have estimated that 
staying in Iraq another four years will cost 
us at least $1 trillion. 

Let us be clear: there will be some damage. 
This is inevitable no matter what we do. At 
the end of every insurgency we have studied, 
there was a certain amount of chaos as the 
participants sought to establish a new civic 
order. This predictable turmoil has given 
rise to the argument, still being put forward 
by die-hard hawks, that Americans must, in 
President Bush’s phrase, ‘‘stay the course.’’ 

The argument is false. When a driver is on 
the wrong road and headed for an abyss, it is 
a bad idea to ‘‘stay the course.’’ A nation af-
flicted with a failing and costly policy is not 
well served by those calling for more of the 
same, and it is a poor idea to think that we 
can accomplish in the future what we are 
failing to accomplish in the present. We are 
as powerless to prevent the turmoil that will 
ensue when we withdraw as we have been to 
stop the insurgency. But we will have re-
moved a major cause of the insurgency once 
we have withdrawn. Moreover, there are 
ways in which we can be helpful to the 
Iraqis—and protect our own interests—by 
ameliorating the underlying conditions and 
smoothing the edges of conflict. The first of 
these would be a ‘‘bridging’’ effort between 
the occupation and complete independence. 

To this end, we think that the Iraqi gov-
ernment would be wise to request the tem-
porary services of an international stabiliza-
tion force to police the country during and 
immediately after the period of American 
withdrawal. Such a force should itself have a 
firm date fixed for its removal. Our estimate 
is that Iraq would need this force for no 
more than two years after the American 
withdrawal is complete. During this period, 
the force could be slowly but steadily cut 
back in both personnel and deployment. Its 
purpose would be limited to activities aimed 
at enhancing public security. Consequently, 
the armament of this police force should be 
restricted. It would have no need for tanks 
or artillery or offensive aircraft but only 
light equipment. It would not attempt, as 
have American troops, to battle the insur-
gents. Indeed, after the withdrawal of Amer-
ican troops, as well as British regular troops 
and mercenary forces, the insurgency, which 
was aimed at achieving that objective, would 
almost immediately begin to lose public sup-
port. Insurgent gunmen would either put 
down their weapons or become publicly iden-
tified as outlaws. 

We imagine that the Iraqi government, and 
the Iraqi people, would find the composition 
of such a force most acceptable if it were 
drawn from Arab or Muslim countries. Spe-
cifically, it should be possible under the 
aegis of the United Nations to obtain, say, 
five contingents of 3,000 men each from Mo-
rocco, Tunisia, and Egypt. Jordan and Syria 
might also be asked to contribute personnel. 
If additional troops were required, or if any 
of these governments were deemed unaccept-
able to Iraq or unwilling to serve, applica-
tion could be made to such Muslim countries 
as Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Indonesia. 
Other countries might be included if the 
Iraqi government so wished. 

It would benefit both Iraq and the United 
States if we were to pay for this force. As-
suming that a ballpark figure would be $500 
per man per day, and that 15,000 men would 
be required for two years, the overall cost 
would be $5.5 billion. That is approximately 
3 percent of what it would cost to continue 
the war, with American troops, for the next 
two years. Not only would this represent a 
great monetary saving to us but it would 
spare countless American lives and would 
give Iraq the breathing space it needs to re-
cover from the trauma of the occupation in 
a way that does not violate national and re-
ligious sensibilities. 

The American subvention should be paid 
directly to the Iraqi government, which 
would then ‘‘hire’’ the police services it re-
quires from other governments. The vast 
amount of equipment that the American 
military now has in Iraq, particularly trans-
port and communications and light arms, 

should be turned over to this new multi-
national force rather than shipped home or 
destroyed. 

As the insurgency loses its national jus-
tification, other dangers will confront Iraq. 
One of these is ‘‘warlordism,’’ as we have 
seen in Afghanistan, and other forms of 
large-scale crime. Some of this will almost 
certainly continue. But the breakdown of 
public order will never be remedied by Amer-
ican forces; it can only be addressed by a na-
tional police force willing to work with 
neighborhood, village, and tribal home 
guards. Ethnic and regional political divi-
sions in Iraq have been exacerbated by the 
occupation, and they are unlikely to dis-
appear once the occupation is over. They are 
now so bitter as to preclude a unified organi-
zation, at least for the time being. It is 
therefore paramount that the national police 
force involve local leaders, so as to ensure 
that the home guards operate only within 
their own territory and with appropriate ac-
tion. In part, this is why Iraq needs a ‘‘cool-
ing off’’ period, with multinational security 
assistance, after the American withdrawal. 

While the temporary international police 
force completes its work, the creation of a 
permanent national police force is, and must 
be, an Iraqi task. American interference 
would be, and has been, counterproductive. 
And it will take time. The creation and so-
lidification of an Iraqi national police force 
will probably require, at a rough estimate, 
four to five years to become fully effective. 
We suggest that the American withdrawal 
package should include provision of $1 bil-
lion to help the Iraqi government create, 
train, and equip such a force, which is rough-
ly the cost of four days of the present Amer-
ican occupation. 

Neighborhood, village, and tribal home 
guards, which are found throughout Iraq, of 
course constitute a double-edged sword. In-
evitably, they mirror the ethnic, religious, 
and political communities from which they 
are drawn. 

Insofar as they are restricted each to its 
own community, and are carefully monitored 
by a relatively open and benign government, 
they will enhance security; allowed to move 
outside their home areas, they will menace 
public order. Only a central government po-
lice and respected community leaders can 
possibly hope to control these militias. 
America has no useful role to play in these 
affairs, as experience has made perfectly 
clear. 

It is not in the interests of Iraq to encour-
age the growth and heavy armament of a re-
constituted Iraqi army. The civilian govern-
ment of Iraq should be, and hopefully is, 
aware that previous Iraqi armies have fre-
quently acted against Iraqi civic institu-
tions. That is, Iraqi armies have not been a 
source of defense but of disruption. We can-
not prevent the reconstitution of an Iraqi 
army, but we should not, as we are currently 
doing, actually encourage this at a cost of 
billions to the American taxpayer. If at all 
possible, we should encourage Iraq to trans-
fer what soldiers it has already recruited for 
its army into a national reconstruction 
corps modeled on the U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers. The United States could assist in 
the creation and training of just such a re-
construction corps, which would undertake 
the rebuilding of infrastructure damaged by 
the war, with an allocation of, say, $500 mil-
lion, or roughly the cost of two days of the 
current occupation. 

Withdrawal of American forces must in-
clude immediate cessation of work on U.S. 
military bases. Nearly half of the more than 
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