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In the 1980s, Saudi Arabia’s donations to 

the Afghan Mujahideen were matched dollar 
for dollar by the U.S. government in our joint 
drive against communism. 

In the 1980s, Washington and Riyadh co-
operated very closely to stop military aggres-
sion by Iran. 

Even at oil embargo times Saudi Arabia fuel 
supplies to the U.S. armed forces never 
stopped. 

In 1990, the U.S. government received com-
plete Saudi cooperation in the war against 
Iraq. 

After Desert Storm and up until today, there 
has been crucial Saudi support in maintaining 
the southern ‘‘no-fly’’ zone in Iraq. 

During our most recent campaign in Afghan-
istan, the Saudis provided access to the com-
mand and control facility at the Prince Sultan 
Air Base. This is an excellent record of alli-
ance. 

When the nay-sayers criticize Saudi Arabia 
for not supporting a war against Iraq because 
the Kingdom wants to use the U.N. sanctions 
and diplomatic solutions to bring Saddam to 
heel and because it has not been shown any 
link between Saddam and 9/11, how is this 
different from the position of Brent Scowcroft 
and Dick Armey or Germany and an array of 
others, inside and outside the U.S.A.? Believe 
me, no one in the Saudi government will shed 
a tear at Saddam’s demise, but Iraq is their 
neighbour and the Saudis are justifiably cau-
tious when asked to commit to such schemes 
which will devastate an innocent Iraqi popu-
lace. 

Not only in Saudi Arabia but in the whole 
world, sentiments run high against U.S. mili-
tary action against Iraq; people are wary that 
it will wreak havoc and destruction on an al-
ready beleaguered people. On the other hand, 
if possession of weapons of mass destruction 
is the motive for such a war you cannot de-
tract people in that part of the world from also 
pointing fingers elsewhere. And we have to 
recognize that. 

Furthermore, it is asserted that we cannot 
trust Saudi Arabia to be a supplier of our en-
ergy needs. This is absolutely absurd. Saudi 
Arabia’s policy for the past 25 years has been 
not to use oil as a political weapon. Saudi pol-
icy makers maintain stable prices and stable 
supplies of oil throughout the world. They 
have often sold their oil at a $4 discount below 
world market price to ensure affordable oil is 
available to the free world. Most oil exporters 
produce as much as they can. However, for 
many years Saudi Arabia has played the role 
of swing producer, increasing or decreasing 
production in order to avoid spikes in the pric-
ing. Most notably Saudi Arabia continued this 
policy even though it could use the extra in-
come due to the expense of the Gulf War in 
1990–1991 which cost them over $60 billion. 
I am not saying the Saudis are angels sacri-
ficing their interests for the sake of consumer 
countries, but I am saying that their energy in-
terests match ours and have done so for 60 
years. To throw the overboard for some pie-in- 
the-sky Russian supply scheme is lunacy. 

Moreover, there are those who claim that 
Saudi Arabia is a stumbling block to peace be-
tween Israel and Palestine. They assert that 
Saudi Arabia fuels terrorist organizations in 
the Occupied Territories. As to the last asser-
tion, the Saudis adamantly deny this. They 
say that their government’s aid to Palestinians 
is humanitarian . . . clothes, food, medicine 

and shelter . . . and assertions to the contrary 
have never been proven. In fact, I believe that 
their attitude toward peace is demonstrated by 
Crown Prince Abdullah’s Peace Plan, which 
many Israelis found very hopeful. Why? Be-
cause it was introduced in a time of immense 
ill-will between Arabs and Israel; because 
Saudi Arabia was always viewed as the least 
likely to ever agree to diplomatic relations with 
Israel; and because the whole Arab World has 
agreed to the plan. The Crown Prince should 
be praised and applauded, not castigated, for 
his effort which is consistent with the U.S. po-
sition and U.N. resolutions, particularly Reso-
lution No. 194, 242 and 338. 

Let us swap positions with the Saudis and 
explore how they, both at the official and pop-
ulace level, see us. And for that purpose, let 
us take the Palestine question—the most in-
flammatory in the region—as a yardstick to 
gauge how our positions diverge or converge. 
The Saudis cannot ignore that we side with 
Israel across the board, providing it with polit-
ical and military cover to the detriment of the 
Palestinians. Is it not true that we vetoed over 
70 U.S. resolutions favouring Palestinians, 
thereby insulating Israel from international 
consensus and even censure? 

On the ground, and as a daily routine, 
Israeli tanks roll into Palestinian territories. 
There, the Arabs see the Israeli army, strong-
est in the region, devastatingly using a U.S. 
supplied sophisticated arsenal against Pal-
estinians, sparing no houses, farmland or civil-
ian lives; lives of civilians who are only seek-
ing their right to self-determination in line with 
the will of the international community. 

How can the Arab on the street reconcile 
himself with this? Even the closest of our 
friends are dismayed and embarrassed at our 
deteriorating credibility. Under such pressure, 
the most moderate regime will only have to 
identify with its people’s sentiments and legiti-
mate concerns; hence the disappointment with 
U.S. policies. 

Historically speaking, we must not forget 
that Saudi Arabia has all along been accused 
by Arab radicals as being the most moderate 
Arab country and the staunchest friend of the 
West. In so far as the Arab-Israeli relationship 
is concerned, what Saudi Arabia is obviously 
after is a lasting and just peace, not a lop-
sided or one-sided one, based on U.N. resolu-
tions. This has been unequivocally highlighted 
in the plan I’ve just referred to and has been 
a standing policy line for Saudi Arabia. 

Despite all pressures, Saudis say, they went 
out of their way to maintain their moderate 
posture. But, have they been immune from 
Israeli provocations? Unfortunately not. Among 
other things, Israel has been making provoca-
tive air sorties over the Saudi air bases and I 
personally know how humiliating this must be. 

Having said that, do we, as lawmakers, ac-
cept to fall for the paradox of calling Saudi 
Arabia a ‘‘stumbling block’’ to peace? 

For the sake of our ally and friend Israel 
and our unwavering commitment to its security 
and longevity, I urge our Administration to-
gether with the U.N. and our allies in Europe 
to work diligently to impose peace in line with 
U.N. resolutions—this will inevitably make the 
world a safer place for us, for our Israeli 
friends and for the rest of humanity. 

Finally, let us look at this purely from a self-
ish perspective. The Saudis have more crude 
oil than anyone else; 25 percent of the world 
oil reserve, a commodity by all accounts that 

is going to be the main source of energy for 
the next two decades at least. They have a 
proven track record of handling this resource 
wisely. Crude oil is strategic. Let’s cooperate 
with them. 

From a security and policy view point the 
question that occurs to me here is how many 
friends do we have in the region with a histori-
cally rooted and abiding relationship as is the 
case with Saudi Arabia? 

Let me conclude by saying that Saudi Ara-
bia is not the enemy. In the recent words of 
our President, ‘‘Saudi Arabia is our eternal 
friend’’. But if we continue to assail, insult and 
threaten them, we will jeopardize the relation-
ship. 

And make no mistake, those that denounce 
the partnership know very well that their 
denunciations can be self-fulfilling. What 
folly . . . . to cast aside a proven friend for 
someone else’s purposes. 

f 

IRAQ WATCH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GARRETT of New Jersey). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
7, 2003, the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. INSLEE) is recognized until mid-
night. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. I thank my friend 
for yielding. Here we are once more 
this evening for the next half hour to 
talk about the situation in the Middle 
East. It seems that we have been doing 
this now for, I think, 15 or 16 months. 
We describe it as the Iraq Watch. I un-
derstand, also, that tomorrow night we 
will be back here shortly before the 
conclusion of the legislative business 
for the day prior to the Vice Presi-
dential debate which is scheduled for 
tomorrow night between Vice Presi-
dent CHENEY and Senator EDWARDS. 

Speaking of the Vice President, I re-
member being somewhat taken aback 
by the continued allegation by the Vice 
President relative to the relationship 
between al Qaeda and Saddam Hussein. 
Of course, just recently I read again 
where the Vice President makes allu-
sions to some sort of link between al 
Qaeda and Saddam Hussein. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Will my friend 
yield for just 10 seconds on that issue 
and then I will leave you alone? 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Yes, I will. Of 
course. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I will be happy 
to provide the 9/11 report. The com-
mittee graphically details from 1990 to 
2000, to when Saddam Hussein was cap-
tured, his linkage with al Qaeda and it 
is in the 9/11 report. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. With all due respect 
to my good friend from California, I 
have read the report. I have read it in 
considerable detail. I agree with the 
chairman of the 9/11 Commission after 
my review of that report that was done 
by an independent commission com-
prised of five Republicans and five 
Democrats. In fact, this past June the 
chairman of the commission, a former 
Governor of New Jersey, Tom Kean, 
had this to say in an interview that 
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was broadcast over one of the net-
works. The report concluded that there 
was no operational link between al 
Qaeda and Saddam Hussein, that it was 
absolutely not borne out by any of the 
evidence that was available to them. In 
fact, the former Governor, and let me 
underscore the fact that he is a highly 
respected member of the Republican 
Party, had this to say. These are his 
words, not my words: 

‘‘We believe that there were a lot 
more active contacts frankly with Iran 
and Pakistan than there were with 
Iraq. Al Qaeda did not like to get in-
volved with states unless they were liv-
ing there. They got involved with 
Sudan. They got involved where they 
lived. But otherwise, no,’’ he said on 
ABC’s ‘‘This Week.’’ I think it is rather 
clear from the 9/11 report that there 
were no links between Saddam and 
Osama bin Laden. But again that does 
not seem to deter the Vice President 
from continuing that fiction. But again 
that does not appear to be unusual for 
the Vice President, because it is clear 
that the Vice President was one of the 
more significant influences in the de-
termination to seek the military inter-
vention with Iraq. 

In a review of the book by Bob Wood-
ward that was posted, by the way, on 
the Bush-Cheney campaign Web site, 
there was a particular excerpt that I 
thought was very informative about 
the role of the Vice President in the ef-
fort to convince the American people 
about the need to go to war in Iraq. 
Again, I am reading from an excerpt 
from that book by Bob Woodward. It 
describes the differences between the 
Secretary of State, Colin Powell, and 
his observations and that of the Vice 
President. I am now reading: 

‘‘Powell thought that Cheney had the 
fever. The Vice President and 
Wolfowitz kept looking for the connec-
tion between Hussein and September 
11. It was a separate little government 
that was out there, Wolfowitz, Libby, 
Under Secretary of Defense Douglas 
Feith and Feith’s ‘gestapo office,’ as 
Secretary Powell privately referred to 
it. Cheney now had an unhealthy fixa-
tion. Nearly every conversation or ref-
erence came back to al Qaeda and try-
ing to nail the connection with Iraq. 
He would often have an obscure piece 
of intelligence. Secretary Powell 
thought that Cheney,’’ he is referring 
to the Vice President obviously, ‘‘took 
intelligence and converted uncertainty 
and ambiguity into fact. Cheney would 
take an intercept and say it showed 
something was happening. ‘No, no, no,’ 
Powell or another would say. ‘It shows 
that somebody talked to somebody else 
who said something might be hap-
pening.’ A conversation would suggest 
something might be happening and the 
Vice President would convert that into 
a ‘we know.’ Secretary Powell con-
cluded we didn’t know and no one 
knew.’’ 

I think it is unfortunate that, to use 
the words of Secretary Powell, that the 
Vice President had the fever, had a fix-

ation about Iraq and some sort of oper-
ational link with al Qaeda when none 
existed. 

b 2340 
And unfortunately, it has been re-

peated over and over and over again so 
that many Americans accept it, despite 
the conclusion reached by the 9/11 Com-
mission. It simply did not exist. 

My friend from California talks 
about 1990 and Iraq, and I would remind 
my friend from California that, back in 
1990, the President’s father, George 
Herbert Walker Bush, made every ef-
fort to forestall sanctions that were 
passed by this House prior to the Gulf 
War that would have been imposed on 
Iraq and the Saddam Hussein regime. 
Not only is there inconsistency here, 
but please do not talk about 1990 and 
prior to the Gulf War when this govern-
ment, the United States Government, 
under the President’s father, George 
Herbert Walker Bush, had what only 
can be described as a special relation-
ship with Saddam Hussein. Saddam 
Hussein was taken off the terrorist list 
in 1984. It was that administration that 
installed an embassy in Baghdad in 
1986. It was that administration that 
provided, if you will, the dual-use tech-
nologies that could be utilized in the 
development of a nuclear weapons pro-
gram to be shipped to Iraq. I mean in-
consistency is not a strong enough 
word. But maybe this is what prompted 
RICHARD CHENEY, the Vice President, 
to be so obsessed and fixated with Iraq. 

The last time we were here, we dis-
cussed the need to be forthright and to 
acknowledge mistakes and not paint a 
picture that is simply not matched by 
the reality on the ground in Iraq. It is 
important to heed the advice of a 
former member of the administration, 
David Kay, who was responsible for 
finding weapons of mass destruction in 
Iraq, who was appointed by the Bush- 
Cheney administration to do so, and 
came back and testified before the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee that 
we were all wrong. Well, we were wrong 
about the weapons of mass destruction. 
We were wrong about links between 
Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda. And it is 
dangerous, let me suggest, to continue 
to attempt, for whatever purpose, and I 
am not impugning the motives or sug-
gesting that there is a political reason 
that the Vice President continues to 
try to maintain that link because far 
be it from me to question his motives, 
but, again, to quote David Kay, former 
member of that administration, when 
told that the Vice President continued 
to suggest that weapons of mass de-
struction might still be found in Iraq, 
said the following, ‘‘what worries me 
about Cheney’s statements is, I think 
people who hold out for a hail Mary 
pass delay the inevitable looking back 
at what went wrong.’’ I believe we have 
enough evidence now to say that the 
intelligence process and the policy 
process that used that information did 
not work. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELAHUNT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from the State of Washington 
(Mr. INSLEE). 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I think it 
is abundantly clear that the Vice 
President has some explaining to do to 
the American people about what hap-
pened and what his participation was 
in starting a war based on false infor-
mation. And there are two people I 
have met in the last 24 hours who I 
think are deserving of an explanation. 
One was a mother whose son-in-law for-
tunately just got back from serving 
proudly in the Army in Iraq, and she 
told me she is just incredibly happy 
that her son-in-law came back healthy 
to the arms of his family and his wife, 
but she is not happy that others have 
not and that the Federal Government 
has not been candid about what hap-
pened in Iraq that got us into this war 
with such devastating consequences. 
That mother-in-law is entitled to an 
explanation from the Vice President of 
the United States about why he made 
repeated statements that are inac-
curate that started a war that has cost 
over 1,000 American lives. 

Today, on the plane flying out here 
from Seattle, which I go home every 
weekend to Seattle, this morning sit-
ting next to me was a major heading 
for Iraq to do an inspection tour. And I 
just tell my colleague that I feel so 
strongly that he and all of the 100,000- 
plus troops in Iraq deserve an expla-
nation from their Federal Government 
of what happened here, and there are 
three questions I would like the Vice 
President to answer. 

Question number one, why on Sep-
tember 14, 2003, did the Vice President 
say this: ‘‘If we’re successful in Iraq, 
then we will have struck a major blow 
right at the heart of the base, if you 
will, the geographic base of the terror-
ists who had us under assault for many 
years but most especially on 9/11’’? 
Vice President CHENEY went to the 
American people and told them that 
Iraq was responsible for the attack on 
9/11, and he wanted the Americans to 
believe that. And there was no evidence 
to that then, as we have seen the intel-
ligence. There was no evidence at the 
time we took the vote, and there is no 
evidence today that that statement 
was true. And a war was started based 
on a statement that this Vice Presi-
dent made to Americans. They deserve 
an explanation why this Vice President 
sold a bill of goods to the American 
people, specifically saying that the 
folks had us under assault but most es-
pecially 9/11? 

And we know exactly what he was 
trying to do, which was create an im-
pression that we were going to attack 
the people who attacked us, which we 
did in Afghanistan, and that is why we 
supported it with a huge consensus in 
this body. The people who attacked us 
were based in Afghanistan. But why did 
this Vice President then gild the lilly 
and stretch the evidence and try to cre-
ate this misimpression? We deserve an 
answer to that question in this debate 
tomorrow night. 
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Second question for the Vice Presi-

dent: Why on August 26, 2002, did the 
Vice President say, ‘‘simply stated, 
there is no doubt that Saddam Hussein 
now has weapons of mass destruction’’? 
We know now, and many of us knew 
then from reading the intelligence, 
that there was massive doubt about 
this issue, that the Vice President 
again gilded the lilly, tried to say there 
was no doubt about this issue, and that 
simply was not an accurate statement, 
and a war occurred as a result. And the 
people serving then and our sons and 
daughters who might have to serve, 
goodness knows how many years if this 
administration continues in authority 
in Iraq, they deserve an answer why 
the Vice President said that when it 
was false. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I just think there is 
a certain level of embarrassment be-
cause the Vice President has been prov-
en conclusively to be wrong, not sim-
ply out of an investigation conducted 
by media, by outside parties, but by an 
independent commission established as 
a result of action in this body here and 
in the body across the hall that, if the 
gentleman remembers, the administra-
tion resisted. 

b 2350 

But to continue to try to justify the 
rationale for the war, he simply refuses 
to acknowledge the reality. If only, if 
only he and others in the administra-
tion would accept the admonition of 
David Kay, who was appointed by the 
President and the Vice President to 
search for weapons of mass destruc-
tion, if he would just simply concur 
with David Kay’s statement that we 
were all wrong, we could then hope-
fully make some progress. But we are 
not going to get that, and we know 
that. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, let me sug-
gest why that is important. It is not a 
matter of culpability. That is not the 
issue. But the fact of the matter is if 
we are going to have a success, we have 
to have people in the administration, 
when you have a failed policy, who are 
willing to evaluate it and change and 
decide they had said some things that 
were not true and admit it and change. 

But this administration refuses to 
accept failure. We continue to have 
simply more of the same, and they 
want to say, well, we are at least cer-
tain, we are at least sure, we are at 
least resolute. 

The best description I had of that is 
resolution is a good thing, certainty is 
a good thing, but it is not a good thing 
to have a firm grip on the wheel if the 
car is heading over the cliff, and this 
administration refuses repeatedly to 
recognize their errors so they can 
change their policy. 

I have a third question the Vice 
President owes Americans an answer 
to. Why did the Vice President on 
March 16, 2003, say, and this is a long 
quote, but I will get to the summation, 

‘‘And we believe he has in fact recon-
stituted nuclear weapons.’’ 

Why did this Vice President want to 
create this massive cloud of fear in 
America about reconstituted nuclear 
weapons, when even the intelligence re-
ports at that time, and they are now in 
the public domain, did not support that 
conclusion? I hate to think it was just 
to sort of support their predetermined 
effort to start a war, but it is very dif-
ficult to reach a different conclusion, 
when no one else was saying that ex-
cept the Vice President. And why, if we 
now find that is inaccurate, why does 
the Vice President not just come clean 
and be candid with the American peo-
ple, so that we can show some willing-
ness to start a new policy in Iraq? 

But they keep clinging to these false-
hoods, clinging to these 
misimpressions, clinging to this false 
information that they have spewed out 
across America. And they have been 
successful in fooling some Americans 
about the connection of Saddam with 
al Qaeda. Something like 40 percent of 
Americans believe that, because they 
want to believe their Vice President. 

We all want to believe our Vice Presi-
dent, but the fact of the matter is, as 
long as they cling to this, it will make 
it more difficult to be a successful pol-
icy in Iraq. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Again, it is either a 
deception to mislead or it could be in-
competence. But I do not believe it to 
be incompetence, because no one has 
ever accused the Vice President of 
being an individual who does not 
thoughtfully analyze information. But, 
again, as Secretary of State Powell 
concluded, if you have the fever, and he 
thought that the Vice President had 
the fever, then you are detached from 
reality. 

For the Secretary of State to use the 
term ‘‘gestapo office’’ as an appro-
priate description of the separate little 
government that was established in the 
office of Undersecretary of Defense 
Douglas Feith, I think says something 
about the inability of some people to 
see the world as it really is, as opposed 
to what you have decided it to be. 

We hear so much about these rosy 
scenarios that the President and other 
members of the administration paint 
regarding Iraq and what is transpiring 
there, and yet when we hear the truth 
as it is reported by individuals who do 
not have a particular ax to grind, such 
as a reporter from the Wall Street 
Journal. 

The gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
INSLEE) is, I am sure, an avid reader of 
the Wall Street Journal. That is a pub-
lication that clearly is pro-administra-
tion, is very conservative. 

But here is what a reporter by the 
name of Farnaz Fassihi says in e-mails 
as recently as the 29th of September. 
‘‘Being a foreign correspondent in 
Baghdad these days is like being under 
virtual house arrest. I leave when I 
have very good reason to and a sched-
uled interview. I avoid going to peo-
ple’s homes, and never walk in the 

streets. I can’t go grocery shopping 
anymore. I can’t eat in restaurants, 
can’t strike a conversation with 
strangers, can’t look for stories, can’t 
drive in anything but a full armored 
car, can’t go to scenes of breaking news 
stories, can’t be stuck in traffic, can’t 
speak English outside, can’t take a 
road trip, can’t say I’m an American, 
can’t linger at checkpoints. There have 
been one too many close calls, includ-
ing a car bomb so near my house that 
it blew out all the windows. I am now 
a security personnel first, a reporter 
second. 

‘‘It is hard to pinpoint when the turn-
ing point actually began. Was it April 
when Fallujah fell out of the grasp of 
the Americans? Was it when Muqtada 
al-Sadr declared war on the U.S. mili-
tary? Was it when Sadr City, home to 
10 percent of Iraqi’s population, became 
a nightly battlefield for the Ameri-
cans? Or was it when the insurgency 
began spreading from isolated pockets 
in the Sunni Triangle to include most 
of Iraq? Despite President Bush’s rosy 
assessment, Iraq remains a disaster. If 
under Saddam it was a potential 
threat, under the Americans it has 
been transformed to an imminent and 
active threat.’’ 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further , I just want-
ed to make one point in response to the 
statement of our friend the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM). 

One of the most telling things in the 
debate of the two presidential can-
didates last night was where the Presi-
dent said that we had to attack Iraq 
because the enemy attacked us, and his 
opponent challenged that and said, 
‘‘Well, no, Osama bin Laden attacked 
us, not Iraq.’’ The President said, ‘‘Of 
course, I know Osama bin Laden at-
tacked us.’’ 

But the problem is this administra-
tion and the Vice President has been 
trying to create a misimpression from 
day one to tie Saddam Hussein to the 
attacks of 9/11. I want to respond to the 
assertion of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) to the con-
trary, to read from the Commission re-
port that says, and the language they 
used was as categoric as you can get, 
there is ‘‘no credible evidence,’’ no 
credible evidence, ‘‘of a link between 
Iraq and the al Qaeda attacks against 
the United States.’’ 

They did not say that the evidence 
was suspect, they did not say the evi-
dence is de minimis, they did not say 
the evidence is debatable. They said 
there is no, zero, zilch, nada, credible 
evidence of a connection that this Vice 
President for the last 2 years has been 
telling about, trying to create the im-
pression that exists. 

He needs to get up in that debate to-
morrow, and the first thing he needs to 
say is, ‘‘You know what? We were 
wrong. Saddam Hussein for all his 
faults and his terrible heinous, terrible 
things he did to Iraqis, Iraq did not at-
tack us on 9/11.’’ He owes that state-
ment to Americans. I will be surprised 
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if we hear it, but I think it would be 
healthy if we did. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I can assure the 
gentleman we will not hear it. Right 
now it is all about trying to paint a 
rosy scenario that is absolutely with-
out any foundation, when the reality is 
it is a disaster. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Mr. FROST (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today on ac-
count of official business in the dis-
trict. 

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Mr. NADLER (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Mr. ORTIZ (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Mr. REYES (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Mr. TAUZIN (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today and October 5 and 6 
on account of medical reasons. 

Mr. BOEHLERT (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of medical rea-
sons. 

Mr. GERLACH (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of family 
commitments. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

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

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

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

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

Mr. COLE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SOUDER, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. OSBORNE, for 5 minutes, October 
5. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
October 5, 6, 7, 8, 9. 

Mr. WELDON of Florida, 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. 2273. An act to provide increased rail 
transportation security; to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

S. 2435. An act to permit Inspectors Gen-
eral to authorize staff to provide assistance 
to the National Center for Missing and Ex-
ploited Children, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

S. 2495. An act to strike limitations on 
funding and extend the period of authoriza-
tion for certain coastal wetland conservation 
projects; to the Committee on Resources. 

S. 2882. An act to make the program for na-
tional criminal history background checks 
for volunteer groups permanent; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. Trandahl, 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: 

H.R. 982. An act to clarify the tax treat-
ment of bonds and other obligations issued 
by the Government of American Samoa. 

H.R. 2408. An act to amend the Fish and 
Wildlife Act of 1956 to reauthorize volunteer 
programs and community partnerships for 
national wildlife refuges, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 2771. An act to amend the Safe Drink-
ing Water Act to reauthorize the New York 
City Watershed Protection Program. 

H.R. 4115. An act to amend the Act of No-
vember 2, 1966 (80 Stat. 1112), to allow bind-
ing arbitration clauses to be included in all 
contracts affecting the land within the Salt 
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Reservation. 

H.R. 4259. An act to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to improve the financial ac-
countability requirements applicable to the 
Department of Homeland Security, to estab-
lish requirements for the Future Years 
Homeland Security Program of the Depart-
ment, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 5105. An act to authorize the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution to 
carry out construction and related activities 
in support of the collaborative Very Ener-
getic Radiation Imaging Telescope Array 
System (VERITAS) project on Kitt Peak 
near Tucson, Arizona. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 1537—An act to direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture to convey to the New Hope Cem-
etery Association certain land in the State 
of Arkansas for use as a cemetery. 

S. 1663—An act to replace certain Coastal 
Barrier Resources System maps. 

S. 1687—An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to conduct a study on the pres-
ervation and interpretation of the historic 
sites of the Manhattan Project for potential 
inclusion in the National Park System. 

S. 1778—An act to authorize a land convey-
ance between the United States and the City 
of Craig, Alaska, and for other purposes. 

S. 2052—An act to amend the National 
Trails System Act to designate El Camino 
Real de los Tejas as a National Historic 
Trail. 

S. 2180—An act to direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture to exchange certain lands in the 
Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests in 
the State of Colorado. 

S. 2363—An act to revise and extend the 
Boys and Girls Clubs of America. 

S. 2508—An act to redesignate the Ridges 
Basin Reservoir, Colorado, as Lake 
Nighthorse. 

f 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ports that on September 29, 2004 he pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, for his approval, the following 
bills. 

H.R. 1308. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax relief for 
working families, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3389. To amend the Stevenson-Wydler 
Technology Innovation Act of 1980 to permit 
Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Awards 
to be made to nonprofit organizations. 

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ports that on September 30, 2004 he pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, for his approval, the following 
bills. 

H.R. 5149. To reauthorize the Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families block grant 
program through March 31, 2005, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 5183. To provide an extension of high-
way, highway safety, motor carrier safety, 
transit, and other programs funded out of 
the Highway Trust Fund pending enactment 
of a law reauthorizing the Transportation 
Equity Act for the 21st Century. 

H.J. Res 107. Making continuing appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 2005, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 4654. To reauthorize the Tropical For-
est Conservation Act of 1998 through fiscal 
year 2007, and for other purposes. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at midnight), under its previous 
order, the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Tuesday, October 5, 2004, at 9 
a.m., for morning hour debates. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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

9928. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Food, Nutrition, and Consumer Services, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule — Food 
Stamp Program: Vehicle and Maximum Ex-
cess Shelter Expense Deduction Provisions of 
Pub. L. 106–387 [Amendment No. 396] (RIN: 
0584–AD13) received August 6, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

9929. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
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