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which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
and that I may include tabular mate-
rial on the consideration of H.R. 2863,
Department of Defense Appropriations
Act, 2006.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

—————

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2006.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 315 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2863.

The Chair designates the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) as chairman
of the Committee of the Whole, and re-
quests the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. BOOZMAN) to assume the chair
temporarily.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2863)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2006, and for other
purposes, with Mr. BOOZMAN (Acting
Chairman) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
the rule, the bill is considered as hav-
ing been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, first I want to say to
the House that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) has been a
partner in this effort from day one in
preparing and presenting this national
defense bill. It is a truly bipartisan ap-
propriations bill to provide for the se-
curity of our Nation and to provide for
the troops who serve our Nation and to
provide them with the equipment and
the technology necessary to accom-
plish their mission and to protect
themselves while they do that. I extend
my thanks to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania. I also thank Chairman
LEwWIS of the Appropriations Com-
mittee for the support that he has
given us as well as the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking
member on the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

This appropriations bill is a good bi-
partisan bill, a nonpartisan bill. There
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are no politics involved at all. It is
simply to provide for maintaining our
security and to provide for our troops.
Copies of this legislation have been
available for several weeks now. There
have been reports distributed to all of
the Members. Although this bill is $3.3
billion less than the budget resolution
provided for us, we were able to use
some skillful oversight and be able to
produce this bill at $3.3 billion less
than the President’s request and less
than the budget had provided.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill.

Mr. Chairman, I'm pleased to come to the
floor to present the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 2006. This
legislation includes $363.7 billion in the base
appropriations bill, of which $363.4 billion is
new discretionary budget authority.

In addition, $45.3 billion is provided in a
bridge fund to support ongoing operations in
Irag and Afghanistan; this is consistent with
authority provided in the budget resolution,
and follows the lead of the Armed Services
Committee, which authorized $49 billion for
this purpose in the House-passed version of
the National Defense Authorization Act.

The Subcommittee allocation for the base
bill is $3.3 billion below the President’s re-
quest. This presented us with some difficult
challenges, but | believe we have made ap-
propriate choices given our allocation.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr.
MURTHA, was a full partner in this process.
This bill was developed with bipartisan support
and deserves bipartisan support.

Let me discuss some of the major funding
highlights in the base bill:

For military personnel, we fully fund the pay
raise of 3.1 percent as requested by the Presi-
dent, and we fully support quality of life and
family-oriented programs.

To support our soldiers and their families,
we have added $30 million for Impact Aid and
increased Family Advocacy programs by $20
million.

In operation and maintenance, the base bill
provides funding for critical training, readiness
and | maintenance activities at roughly the his-
toric level for these programs; the overall in-
crease is $3.2 billion over the 2005 level.

I In the Army acquisition accounts, we fully
fund the request of $882.4 million for 240
Stryker vehicles. We also fully fund the re-
quest of $443.5 million for modifications and
improvements to the M1 Abrams tank, an in-
crease of $326.5 million over the 2005 level.

In Naval aviation we fully fund the request
for 130 aircraft, including 42 F/A—18’s, com-
pared to 115 total aircraft provided in fiscal
year 2005. In addition, 8 aircraft are shifted
back to the Air Force consistent with the res-
toration of the C-130J multiyear procurement
contract.

In shipbuilding we make some significant
adjustments to the President’s request:

We are funding the new construction of 8
ships, as opposed to 4 new ships as proposed
in the budget.

We continue production of an additional
DDG-51 destroyer, which was proposed for
termination in the budget.
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Funds are provided to acquire 2, rather than
just 1, T-AKE ammunition ships, consistent
with the authorization bill.

In addition, we’re providing funds for 3 lit-
toral combat ships, 2 more than were included
in the President’s budget request.

For the Air Force:

We are fully funding the budget request for
procurement of 24 F/A-22 Raptors in 2006,
and advance procurement for 29 aircraft in
2007.

We are restoring funding for the C-130J
multiyear procurement program by transferring
funding from the Navy to the Air Force. The
Air Force will procure 9 aircraft; the Navy will
procure 4 tanker variants.

Full funding is recommended for the pro-
curement of 15 C—17 aircraft, with advance
procurement for 7 additional aircraft in 2007.

In the research and development accounts:

We follow the lead of the Armed Services
Committee in recommending no funds for ad-
vance procurement for the DD(X) destroyer,
but are keeping the program alive by providing
$670 million in R&D.

We are accelerating development of the
CG(X) cruiser, by increasing funding from $30
million to $80 million.

Full funding of $935.5 million is provided for
5 V=XX helicopters.

We provide a total of $4.9 billion, as re-
quested by the President, for research and de-
velopment associated with the Joint Strike
Fighter program.

As | mentioned earlier, the bill also includes
$45.3 billion in fiscal year 2006 funding to sus-
tain the war effort in a bridge fund. The 2006
budget resolution reserves $50 billion for con-
tingency operations in support of the global
war on terrorism. In addition, the Armed Serv-
ices Committee proposed, and the House has
approved, an authorization of over $49 billion
for the same purposes. This bill has slightly
lower levels for the military personnel ac-
counts and the procurement accounts based
on more recent information we have received
from the Department of Defense.

| believe the $45 billion bridge fund in this
bill for contingency operations is the respon-
sible thing to do to support our troops. It will
ensure they face no interruption in funding for
the first six months of fiscal year 2006 as they
face our enemies abroad.

Over 80 percent of the funds in title IX are
provided for military personnel, and operation
and maintenance accounts. In addition, $2.5
billion is for intelligence activities; $2.1 billion
is for fuel and war consumables; and $2.9 bil-
lion is for procurement to replace war losses
and provide force protection for our men and
women in uniform.

Mr. Chairman, this summarizes the major
elements of the recommendations before you.
We have not been able to meet all the needs
identified by the Defense Department and by
Members of Congress. However, within the
budget constraints we faced, | think we struck
a fair balance that deserves the support of the
House.

Mr. Chairman, | urge support for this legisla-
tion.
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FY 2006 (H.R. 2863)
(Amounts in thousands)
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FY 2005 FY 2006 Bill vs. Bi11 vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
TITLE I
MILITARY PERSONNEL
Military Personnel, Army.. ... ... i 26,039,540 24,455,295 24,357,895 -1,681,645 -97,400
Military Personnel, Navy..........c.iiiiunnnienrnon. 20,876,556 19,439,196 19,417,696 -1,458,860 -21,500
Military Personnel, Marine Corps...................... 8,527.529 7.845,913 7.839,813 -687,718 -6,100
Military Personnel, Air Force...........vviiiiinnnnns 21,145 141 20,254,837 20,083,037 -1,062,104 -171,800
Reserve Personnel, Army........c.vvivviniiiiniviernnans 3,373,773 2,938,703 2,862,103 -511,670 -76,600
Reserve Personnel, Navy............ciiiiininnninennn 1,881,750 1,683,061 1,486,061 -395,689 -97,000
Reserve Personnel, Marine Corps........... ... ... .. 584,128 480,592 472,392 -111,736 -8,200
Reserve Personnel, Air Force........... ... ..cciiia.. 1,392,169 1,243,560 1,225,360 -166,809 -18,200
National Guard Personnel, Army.............ocovuvuvunss 5,467,656 4,669,104 4,359,704 -1,107,952 -309,400
National Guard Personnel, Air Force................... 2,326,091 2,051,718 2,028,215 -297,876 -23.500
Total, title I, Military Personnel.............. 91,614,333 84,961,976 84,132,276 -7.,482,057 -829,700
TITLE TI
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
Operation and Maintenance, Army....... ... o oiviiavnnn 23,797,606 23,491,077 22,432,727 -1,364,879 -1,058,350
Operation and Maintenance, Navy....................... 28,353,957 29,414,918 28,719,818 +365,861 -695,100
Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps............... 3,106,145 3,250,966 3,123,766 +17,621 -127,200
Operation and Maintenance, Air Force.................. 26,121,823 29,705,435 28,659,373 +2,537,550 -1,046,062
Operation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide .............. 17,354,619 18,338,069 18,323,516 +968,897 -14,553
Operation and Maintenance, Army Reserve............... 1,789,987 1,783,012 1,781,212 +1,225 +8,200
Operation and Maintenance, Navy Reserve............... 1,164,228 1,182,907 1,178,607 +14,379 -4,300
Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve....... 175,070 189,829 199,929 +24,859 +10,100
Operation and Maintenance, Air Force Reserve.......... 2,189,534 2,445,922 2,485,122 +275,588 +19,200
Operation and Maintenance, Army National Guard........ 4,058,342 4,118,175 4,142,875 +84,533 +24,700
Operation and Maintenance, Air National Guard......... 4,242,006 4,554,300 4,547,515 +305,419 -6,785
Overseas Contingency Operations Transfer Account...... 16,000 20,000 20,000 +10,000 ---
United States Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces... 10,825 11,236 11,236 +411 ---
Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid........ 59,000 61,546 61,546 +2,548 .-
Former Soviet Union Threat Reduction Account.......... 409,200 415,549 415,549 +6,349 .-
Total, title II, Operation and maintenance...... 112,842,432 118,982,941 116,082,791 +3,250,359 -2,890,150
TITLE III
PROCUREMENT
Aircraft Procurement, Army.. ... ....coiiiiininiriiiaean 2,854,541 2,800,880 2,879,380 +24,839 +78,500
Missile Procurement, Army.........c.c.vuieiiuinrnnnnnan 1,307,000 1,270,850 1,239,350 -67,650 -31,500
Procurement of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehicles,

- o I 2,467,495 1,660,149 1,670,849 -796,546 +10,800
Procurement of Ammunition, Army........ .. ... ... ... 0s 1,590,952 1,720,872 1,753,152 +162,200 +32,280
Other Procurement, Army........c..ceiiirnirivinnninnns 4,955,296 4,302,634 4,491,634 -463,662 +189,000
Aircraft Procurement, Navy........ ... . ..o iiiinnn 8,912,042 10,517,126 9,776,440 +864,398 -740,686
Weapons Procurement, Navy....... ... i 2,114,720 2,707,841 2,586,781 +482,061 -111,060
Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and Marine Corps...... 888,340 872,849 885,170 -3,170 +12,321
Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy............. . ....... 10,427,443 8,721,165 9,613,358 -814,085 +892,193
Other Procurement, Navy........ ..ot nenns 4,875,786 5,487,818 5,461,196 +585,410 -26,622
Procurement, Marine Corps....... ..o iiiiirninnns. 1,432,203 1,377,705 1,426,405 -5,798 +48,700
Aircraft Procurement, Air Force.............. .. .. ... 13,648,304 11,973,933 12,424,298 -1,224,006 +450,365
Missile Procurement, Air Force......... ... vviinnnnn 4,458,113 5,490,287 5,062,949 +604,836 -427,338
Procurement of Ammunition, Air Force.................. 1,327,459 1,031,207 1,031,907 -295,552 +700
Other Procurement, Air Force............c..vivuinvo... 13,071,297 14,002,689 13,737,214 +665,917 -265,475
Procurement, Defense-Wide ............................ 2,956,047 2,677,832 2,728,130 -227 ,917 +50,298
National Guard and Reserve Equipment.................. 350,000 .. --- -350,000 ---
Defense Production Act Purchases ..................... 42,765 19,573 28,573 -14,182 +9,000

Total, title III, Procurement................... 77,679,803 76,806,886 -872,917 +171,476
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(Amounts in thousands)
FY 2005 FY 2006 Bi1l vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bil1l Enacted Request
TITLE IV
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Army...... 10,688,989 9,733,824 10,827,174 +128,185 +1,083,350
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy...... 17,043,812 18,037,891 18,481,862 +1,438,050 +443,871
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Air Force. 20,890,922 22,612,351 22,664,868 +1,773,946 +52,517
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation,
Defense-Wide ....... ... it 20,983,624 18,803,416 19,514,530 -1,469,094 +711,114
Operational Test and Evaluation, Defense.............. 314,835 168,458 168,458 -146,377 ..
Total, title IV, Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation. .. ... 69,932,182 69,356,040 71,656,892 +1,724,710 +2,300,852
TITLE V
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS
Defense Working Capital Funds......... .. .oovvnvunninn 1,174,210 1,471,340 1,154,340 -19,870 -317,000
National Defense Sealift Fund: Ready Reserve Force 1,204,626 1,648,504 1,599,459 +394,833 -49,045
Total, title V, Revolving and Management Funds.. 2,378,836 3,119,844 2,753,799 +374,963 -366,045
TITLE VI
OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROGRAMS
Chemical Agents & Munitions Destruction, Army:
Operation and maintenance......................... 1,088,801 1,241,514 1,191,514 +102,713 -50,000
Procurement. . ...t iinn i i e 78,980 116,527 116,527 +37,547 ---
Research, development, test and evaluation........ 205,208 47,786 47,786 -157,423 .
Total, Chemical Agents 1/ ... ... c.ocvvivins 1,372,990 1,405,827 1,355,827 -17,163 -50,000
.Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities, Defense 906,522 895,741 906,941 +419 +11,200
Office of the Inspector General....................... 204,562 209,687 209,687 +5,125 -
Total, title VI, Other Department of Defense
PrOG aMS . <\ttt s s 2,484,074 2,511,255 2,472,455 -11,619 -38,800
TITLE VII
RELATED AGENCIES
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System FUnd. ... ... e 239,400 244,800 244 600 +5,200 ---
Intelligence Community Management Account............. 310,466 354,844 376,844 +66,378 +22,000
Transfer to Department of Justice................. (39,422} (17,000) {39,000) {-422) {+22,000)
National Security Education Trust Fund................ 8,000 --- ... -8,000 ---
Total, title VII, Related agencies.............. 557,866 599,444 621,444 +63,578 +22,000
TITLE VIII
GENERAL PROVISIONS
Additional transfer authority (Sec. 8005)............. (3,500,000) (4,000,000) (4,000,000) (+500,000) .-
Indian Financing Act incentives (Sec. 8018)........... 8,000 --- 8,000 --- +8,000
FFRDCs (Sec. B025) ... ...ttt e -125,000 - -40,000 +85,000 -40,000
Disposal & lease of DOD real property................. 25,000 "= .- -25,000 .o
Overseas Mil Fac Invest Recovery {Sec. 8033).......... 1,000 --- 1,000 .-- +1,000
Rescissions (Sec. 8044) .. ... .. i -779,637 - -833,550 +146,087 -633,550
Shipbuilding & Conv. Funds, Navy...................... .- 18,000 --- .- -18,000
Travel Cards (Sec. 8068)....... ... iy 44,000 45,000 45,000 +1,000 ---
Special needs students ... ... ... .. i, 5,500 e .- -5,500 -
Fisher House {Sec. 8077} ... ...« oot 2,000 .- 2,500 +500 +2,500
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS - FY 2006 (H.R. 2883)
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2005 FY 2006 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bi11 Enacted Request
CAAS/Other Contract Growth (Sec. 8078)................ -300,000 --- -264,630 +35,370 -264,630
Contracted Advisory and Assistance Services (Sec.8079) -500,000 LR ~-167,000 +333,000 -167,000
Aircraft Procurement, Navy ...... ... ... ivnienannn 34,000 .- - -34,000 -
Operation and Haintenance, Defense-wide .............. 40,000 --- --- -403,000 ---
IT cost growth reduction ......... .. v, -197,500 CEE .- +187,500 .
Working Capital Funds Cash Balance (Sec. 8086)........ -316,000 .- -250,000 +66,000 -250,000
Ctr for Mil Recruiting Assessment & Vet Emp(Sec. 8087) 6,000 --- 6,000 --- +6,000
Various grants (Sec. 8089)........ ... . i, 51,425 - 14,400 -37,025 +14 ,400
Assumed management improvements ...................... -711,000 .- --- +711,000 ---
Transportation Working Capital Fund .................. -967,200 -.- -~ +967,200 -
MCAGCC health demonstration program .................. 2,500 .- - -2,500 .-
Contract offsets ...... ... ... .. it nnnn.. -50,000 --- --- +50,000 .-
Budget withholds ........... .. .. .. . i, -350,000 .- wen +350,000 .-
Tanker replacement transfer fund ..................... 100,000 .- .- -100,000 ---
Unobligated balances .......... .. ... i un, -768,100 --- --- +768,100 -
Travel costs (Sec, B100) . ... v ir ity -100,000 . ~-147,000 -47,000 -147,000
Procurement Offsets (Sec. 8101).......... ... .......... .- .- -176,500 -176.500 -176,500
Army Venture Capital Funds (Sec. 8102)................ --- .- 15,000 +15,000 +15,000
Total, Title VIII, General! Provisions........... -4 .845,012 63,000 -1,586,780 +3,258,232 -1,649,780
TITLE IX - ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE--MILITARY
Military Personnel
Military Personnel, Army (contingency operations)..... e .- 5,877,400 +5,877,400 +5,877,400
Hilitary Personnel, Navy (contingency operations)..... L --- 282,000 +282,000 +282,000
Military Personpel, Marine Corps (contingency ops.)... .- .- 667,800 +667,800 +667,800
Military Personnel, Air Force {contingency operations) - B 982,800 +982,800 +982,800
Reserve Personnel, Army (contingency operations)...... --- --- 138,755 +138,755 +138,755
National Guard Personnel, Army {contingency ops.}..... --- --- 67,000 +67,000 +67,000
Total, Military Personnel.................... ... --- --- 8,015,755 +8,015,755 +8,015,755
Operation and Maintenance
Dperation & Maintenance, Army {contingency operations) L “ew 20,398,450  +20,398.450  +20,398,450
Operation & Maintenance., Navy {(contingency operations) ... --- 1,907,800 +1,907,800 +1,807 800
Operation & Maintenance, Marine Corps (conting. ops.). --- --- 1,827,150 +1,827,150 +1,827,150
Operation & Maintenance, Air Force (conting. ops.).... ER .- 3,559,900 +3,558,900 +3,559,900
Operation & Maintenance, Defense-Wide (conting. ops.). --- --- 826,000 +826,000 +826,000
Iraq Freedom Fund (contingency operations)............ - --- 3,500,000 +3,500,000 +3,500,000
Operation & Maintenance, Army Reserve (conting. ops.). --- --- 35,700 +35,700 +35,7G0
Operation & Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve

{contingency operations)..............oiiiirinenn.s. --- --- 23,950 +23,950 +23,950
Operation & Maintenance, Army National Guard

{contingency operations)......... ... .viviiinnnn... PR - 159,500 +158,500 +159,500

Total, Operation and Maintenance................ - “- 32,238,450  +32,238,450 +32,238,450
Procurement
Procurement of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehicles,

Army {contingency operations)...........covvhv.nss .- - 455,427 +455,427 +455, 427
Procurement of Ammunition, Army (contingency ops.}.... --- --- 13,900 +13,900 +13,900
Qther Procurement, Army {contingency operations)...... .- “a 1,501,270 +1,501,270 +1,501,270
Weapons Procurement, Navy {(contingency operations).... .- . 81,686 +81,696 +81,696
Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and Marine Corps

{contingency operations).........coviriniiniinnan.n - .. 144,721 +144 .72 +144,721
Other Procurement, Navy (contingency operations)...... CEE R 48,800 +48,800 +48,800
Procurement, Marine Corps (contingency operations).... --- - 389,900 +389,900 +389,900
Aircraft Procurement, Air Force (contingency ops.}.... ERES .- 115,300 +115,300 +115,300
Other Procurement, Air Force (contingency operations). - --- 2,400 +2,400 +2,400
Procurement, Defense-Wide (contingency operations).... --- .- 103,800 +103,900 +103,900

Total, Procurement.......................uu... --- --- 2,857,314 +2.,857,314 +2,857,314
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS - FY 2006 (H.R. 2863)
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2005 FY 2006 Bill vs. Bil11 vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation
Research, Development, Test & Evaluation, Navy
{contingency operations)............ . s CER --- 13,100 +13,100 +13,100
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation,
Defense-Wide (contingency operations)............... --- --- 75,000 +75,000 +75,000
Total, Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation...... .. .. it EEE CEE 88,100 +88,100 +88,100
Defense Working Capital Funds (contingency operations) ... --- 2,055,000 +2,055,000 +2,055,000
Additional transfer authority (contingency operations) ... - (2,500,000) (+2,500,000) (+2,500,000)
Total, Title IX ... .. .. .. . . ., --- --- 45,254,619  +45,254,619  +45,254 619
Total for the bill (net)................. .. ..... 352,644,514 356,229,910 398,204,382 +45,559,868 +41,974,472
OTHER APPROPRIATIONS
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations for Hurricane
Disaster Assistance Act (emergency) (P.L. 108-324)2/ 897,400 --- --- -897,400 ---
Miscellaneous Provisions and Offsets (Sec. 108)
(Division J, P.L. 108-447).............cciivinvnnn.. 2,000 .- .- -2,000 .-
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations for Defense,
The Global War on Terror, and Tsunami Relief
Act, 2005 (emergency) (P.L. 108-13)............... 73,163,308 .- -.- -73,163,308 ---
Transfer authority (emergency).................. {5,685,000) . E (-5,685,000) .
Net grand total (including other appropriations) 426,707,222 356,229,910 398,204,382 -28,502,840 +41,974 ,472
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RECAP
Scorekeeping adjustments:
Lease of defense real property (permanent)3/..... --- 12,000 12,000 +12.,000 ---
Disposal of defense real property (permanent)3/.. CEE 15,000 15,000 +15,000 .--
Army Venture Capital Funds............... . ccvvnnnn 17,000 -m e -17,000 -
0&M, Army transfer to National Park Service:
Defense function.............................. -1,900 --- -2,500 -800 -2.500
Non-defense function.......................... 1,900 .- 2,500 +800 +2,500
RDT&E, Navy transfer to NOAA:
Defense function........... ... ... ............. -18,000 --- --- +18,000 ---
Non-defense function.......................... 18,000 .- .- -18.000 ---
0&M, Defense-wide transfer to Forest Service:
Defense function...... ... ... ... .. ... .. ovvu.n -40,000 --- --- +40,000 ---
Non-defense function.......................... 40,000 --- --- -4G.000 ---
Tricare accrual (permanent, indefinite auth.) 4/.. .- 10,707,483 10,707,483  +10,707.483 ---
Less emergency appropriations 5/........ ... . ..., -74,060,708 - -45,254,619  +28,806,089 -45,254 ,619
Total, scorekeeping adjustments............... -74,043,708 10,734,483  -34,520,136  +39,523,572  -45,254,618
Adjusted total (includ. scorekeeping adjustments) 352,663,514 366,964,393 363,684,246 +11,020,732 -3,280,147
Appropriations......... ... .o, (353,443,151) (366,964,393) (364,317,796) (+10,874,645) (-2,646,597)
ResCIssSIONS. ..o i e (-779,637) .- (-633,550) (+146,087) (-633,550)
Total (including scorekeeping adjustments}............ 352,663,514 366,964,393 363,684,246 +11,020,732 -3,280,147

Amount in this bill
Scorekeeping adjustments................ .. ... .....

Total mandatory and discrefionary................v ..t
Mandatory. . . ... e e e
Discretionary. .. ... ... i i e

(426,707,222) (356,229,910} (398,204,382) (-28,502,840)
(10,734,483) (-34,520,136)

(-74,043,708)

352,663,514
239,400
352,424,114

366,964,393
244,600
366,719,793

363,684,246
244,600
363,439,646

(+39,523,572)

+11,020,732
+5,200
+11,015,532

(+41,974,472)
(-45,254,619)

-3,280,147

-3,280,147
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS - FY 2006 (H.R. 2863)
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2005 FY 2006 Biil vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Regquest Bil}l Enacted Request
RECAPITULATION
Title I - Military Personnel........ ... .. ... ocn.. 91,614,333 84,961,976 84,132,276 -7,482,057 -829,700
Title II - Operation and Maintenance.................. 112,842,432 118,982,941 116,092,791 +3,250,359 -2,890,150
Title III - Procurement...........viviuinvinnnoneranan 77,679,803 76,635,410 76,806,886 -872,917 +171,476
Title IV - Research, Development, Test and Evaluation. 69,932,182 69,356,040 71,656,892 +1,724,710 +2,300,852
Title V - Revolving and Management Funds.............. 2,378,836 3,119,844 2,753,799 +374,963 -366,045
Title VI - Other Department of Defense Programs....... 2,484,074 2,511,255 2,472,455 -11,619 -38,800
Title VII - Related Agencies...........coviiivavnnnnn 557,866 599,444 621,444 +63,578 +22,000
Title VIII - General Provisions {(net)................. -4,845,012 63,000 -1,586,780 +3,258,232 -1,649,780
Title IX - Additional Appropriations (netj............ - s 45,254,619  +45,254,619  +45,254,619
Total, Department of Defense.................. 352,644,514 356,229,910 398,204,382 +45,559.868  +41,974,472
Other defense appropriations................ 74,062,708 .- - -74,062,708 .-
Total funding available (net)............. 426,707,222 356,229,910 388,204,382 -28,502,840  +41,974,472
Scorekeeping adjustments........................ -74,043,708 10,734,483  -34,520,136  +39,523,572  -45,254 619
Total mandatory and discretionary............... 352,663,514 366,964,393 363,684,246 +11,020,732 -3.280.147
RECAP BY FUNCTION

Mandatory. ... .o 239,400 244,600 244,600 +5,200 ---

Discretionary:

General purpose discretionary:

Defense discretionary........................... 352,364,214 366,719,793 363,437,146  +11,072,932 -3,282,647
Nondefense discretionary........................ 59,5300 .- 2,500 -57,400 +2,500
Total discretionary..................... 352,424,114 366,719,793 363,439,646 +11,015,532 -3,280,147
Grand total, mandatory and discretionary 352,663,514 366,964,393 363,684,246 +11,020,732 -3,280,147

FOOTNOTES:

1/ Inciuded in Budget under Procurement title.

.2/ In FY 2005, excludes $12M ($10M outlays) for
Defense Health Program that is under House Military
Quality of Life and VA Appropriations.

3/ Sec. 8034 of Public Law 108-287.

4/ Contributions to Department of Defense Retiree
Health Care Fund (Sec. 725, P.L. 108-375).

5/ Includes Title IX contingency operations funds.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I say that I agree with the chairman
completely. It is the best we could do
with the amount of money they gave
us. It is completely bipartisan. It takes
care of the troops. It has been distrib-
uted to everybody. We will go right to
the 5-minute rule.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 2 minutes to pay
tribute to a longtime staffer of this de-
fense subcommittee. This is the first
time that I have had the opportunity
to bring a defense appropriations bill
to the floor without having Kevin
Roper sitting here beside me and pro-
viding the staff assistance that he has
provided so eloquently.

He served this committee for 20
years, first as the aide to the then-
ranking member, Congressman Joe
McDade. Prior to the 20 years that he
served this committee in the minority
status and the majority status, he
served 10 years in the United States
Air Force. Kevin Roper is just a very,
very special patriot. His knowledge of
the defense establishment, his knowl-
edge of the defense appropriations bill
is extremely unique. I am just really
proud to call him a friend. I am very,
very heavyhearted to announce that he
is leaving the committee to move on to
spending more time with his family,
his wife, and his children.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to recog-
nize the fact that this Kevin Roper
that I am speaking about, everyone on
the floor should recognize him. He has
been here so long. Kevin Roper, God
bless you for the good work you have
done. Thank you very much. We appre-
ciate you.

Mr. Chairman, this is the first time that |
have brought a Defense Appropriations Bill to
the floor that | haven’t had Kevin Roper by my
side as the Staff Director of the Subcommittee
and as he leaves the Committee staff to pur-
sue other interests, | wanted to let the record
show how much we all have valued his coun-
sel over the years.

Kevin served the Appropriations Committee
for more than 20 years, and he had a distin-
guished career in the Air Force for 10 years
before that. He came to the committee in Au-
gust of 1984 when he served as Congress-
man and Ranking Minority member Joe
McDade’s associate staff for Defense matters.
Joe appointed him to be the Minority staff di-
rector in 1988 when our dear friend George
Allen, his predecessor, passed away during an
official mission overseas.

When the Republicans became the majority
party in 1995, Kevin became the Majority staff
director serving both me and Chairman JERRY
LEwIS for the past 10 years in that capacity.
During that period of time he assisted me and
Chairman LEWIS in the preparation, passage,
and conference of 10 annual Defense Appro-
priation bills and more than 21 Supplemental
and wrap up bills which contained Defense
Chapters.

Kevin to this day loves his work and worked
tirelessly to assist us in providing our men and
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women in uniform the tools they need to carry
out their mission. He joined us when we were
at the height of the cold war and assisted us
in bringing that era to a successful conclusion.
He was at his best when we were at war
through two Gulf Wars, Panama, Somalia,
Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and probably would
have left a couple of years ago had it not
been for the terrorist attacks before and on
September 11th.

Kevin always made great contributions and
we wish him well as he plans a career which
will allow him to spend more time with his
family. He doted on his family and our loss is
the gain of his wife Klytia and his children
Katie, Audrey and Matthew.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, this measure—
the Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year
2006, H.R. 2863—is the most significant com-
ponent of our wartime budget for America. It
funds the bulk of the national defense commit-
ment, particularly the global war against ter-
rorism. As Chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, | am also pleased to report that the
measure is consistent with the levels estab-
lished by the conference report to H. Con.
Res. 95, the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2006.

The budget resolution called for $441.6 bil-
lion in discretionary budget authority for the
national defense function in 2006, and an ad-
ditional $50 billion under a special Exemption
of Overseas Contingency Operations that
would not count against the Defense sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation. In this way the
budget resolution anticipated costs for con-
tinuing operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. A
portion of the budget resolution’s total national
defense funding went toward the recently
passed military quality of life and energy and
water bills.

This bill provides the balance of $363.4 bil-
lion in new discretionary budget authority to-
wards funding the President's February de-
fense budget request. It includes $45.3 billion
that has been designated pursuant to section
401(a) of the budget resolution for Overseas
Contingency Operations which are thereby ex-
empt from the 302(b) allocations. These funds
will, however, be counted against the discre-
tionary totals identified in the budget resolu-
tion.

Excluding the emergency portion, the bill’'s
funding shows a 3.5-percent increase from the
previous year, and it builds on a 5-year aver-
age annual growth rate of 10.5 percent for de-
fense appropriations. The base amount is
equal to the 302(b) allocation to the House
Appropriations Subcommittee on Defense. |
should note that the bill includes rescissions of
prior year funds in the amount of $634 million
which enable it to meet this allocation.

Accordingly, the bill complies with section
302(f) of the Budget Act, which prohibits con-
sideration of bills in excess of an appropria-
tions subcommittee’s 302(b) allocation of
budget authority and outlays established in the
budget resolution.

One factor | wish to note is that the bill re-
duces funding for operations and maintenance
considerably from the President’s February re-
quest. Although there is a widespread belief
that any potential operations and maintenance
shortfall can simply be made up for with sup-
plemental spending, Congress should avoid
making a regular practice of budgeting by sup-
plemental for predictable events. There is also
a risk that cutting Defense spending may lead
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to a commensurate increase in discretionary
non-defense spending. This would be incon-
sistent with the President’s request to put the
Nation’s security first by reducing non-defense
non-homeland security domestic discretionary
growth to less than 1 percent.

With that, | wish to reiterate my support for
H.R. 2863.

Mr. KING of lowa. Mr. Chairman, terrorist
events have brought this point to light, dra-
matically illustrating how the security of the
United States is dependent upon its strength
in the area of foreign language competency. If
the United States is truly committed to con-
tinuing as the leader in the global economic
community, as well as in the on-going fight
against terrorism dictated by the global war on
terrorism, some very serious commitments will
have to be made in support of language study.
Our history, and particularly our recent history,
has repeatedly illustrated the consequences of
not having adequate foreign language exper-
tise available in times of crisis.

In 1988 the satellite communications lan-
guage training activities (SCOLA) became the
first broad-scale provider of authentic foreign
television and today provides this resource
from 75 countries. From the beginning the
Federal Government has recognized the im-
portance of authentic foreign programming as
a tool to help teach foreign languages. By
watching and listening, students are able to
actually experience the foreign culture and de-
velop their language skills in the native real-
life environment. This programming is also a
vital intelligence resource since it provides sig-
nificant insight into the internal happenings of
the various countries.

Throughout its long-time relationship with
the Defense Language Institute (DLI), National
Security Agency (NSA), Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA), State Department, military and
other government sectors, SCOLA has been
particularly responsive to requests for pro-
gramming from specific areas of the world,
with a major portion of its current program-
ming schedule developed as a direct result of
specific requests. In addition SCOLA offered
this resource from regions of the world that
never really had a significant presence in the
United States before.

SCOLA is a unique satellite-based language
training activity that provides television pro-
gramming in a variety of languages from
around the world. Language students and sea-
soned linguists have found this augmentation
of their normal language training to be very
helpful. SCOLA also has an Internet-based
streaming video capability that greatly in-
creases the availability of this training medium
to military and civilian linguists, virtually any-
where they can obtain an Internet connection.
In addition, SCOLA is developing a digital ar-
chive that will allow users anywhere to review
and sort language training information on de-
mand. The development of these capabilities
will make SCOLA training assistance much
more widely available, but requires additional
investment. The committee is concerned that
even after three years of encouragement from
the Congress, and in an operational environ-
ment where the value of language training is
of great importance to the nation, the Depart-
ment of Defense has not fully funded the inno-
vative language training concepts that can
help sustain and significantly improve the skills
of military and civilian linguists in the Depart-
ment.
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Mr. Chairman, the Senate FY 2006 Defense
Authorization, S. 1042, recommends an in-
crease of $6.0 million in Operations Mainte-
nance—Army, for the Defense Language Insti-
tute, for funding of SCOLA related training ac-
tivities. In light of current events, the signifi-
cance of SCOLA’s widespread availability to
the U.S. military and other government users
cannot be overstated.

It is my hope that with the House and Sen-
ate appropriators will ensure that vital funding
for SCOLA is included in the final H.R. 2863—
Department of Defense Appropriations Act for
Fiscal Year 2006.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
recoginize the continuing role that the Govern-
ment of Japan is playing to promote peace
and democracy in Iraq and around the world.
The determination and commitment of Japan,
one of our Nation’s most important allies, is
particularly significant, especially at this time.
We all read news stories about the difficulties
and tensions that the United States has with
our allies and even with coalition partners in
Irag, but we rarely read about the good news.

As the House debates funding for our troops
at home and abroad, | believe it is timely and
important to highlight several recent develop-
ments in Japan’s contributions to these efforts.

IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN

In April, the Government of Japan decided
to extend for an additional 6 months, until No-
vember 1, 2005, the operation of Japan’s Self
Defense Forces (SDF) in support of “Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom (OEF).” As part of
these operations, Japan has dispatched de-
stroyers and supply ships to the Indian Ocean
to provide at-sea refueling to U.S. and other
allied naval vessels in the campaign. As of
March 29, the Maritime SDF has completed
more than 500 refueling operations for those
naval vessels. As a result, Japan supplies
about 30 percent of all fuel consumed by U.S.
and allied naval vessels. Since last November,
the Maritime SDF has begun to supply water
and fuel for helicopters to the allied countries.

Japan has also sent their SDF forces to
Irag. The operations have included ground
troops, naval vessels and aircraft, all involved
in reconstruction and humanitarian projects. At
one point, the total number of Japanese SDF
forces in the Iraq theater was approximately
1,000, including about 600 ground troops.
These are historic operations, the first of their
kind by Japan since the end of World War II.

In addition, the Air SDF of Japan has pro-
vided airlift support to the U.S. Forces with C—
130 transport aircraft and other planes. The
Air SDF has completed more than 400 trans-
port missions both in Japan and overseas in
support of Operation Iragi Freedom and En-
during Freedom.

Further, Japan is the second largest donor
in Iraq after the United States, with over $5
billion dollars for humanitarian, infrastructure
and reconstruction projects. Japan also hosted
a donor’s conference last October, and con-
tinues to play an active role in the core group
of donors.

With respect to the reconstruction for Af-
ghanistan, Japan has committed, in total, $1
billion of assistance, of which about $900 mil-
lion have been disbursed so far.

JAPAN’S EFFORTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS

Japan is actively involved in advancing the
Middle East peace process, including the pro-
vision of assistance to the Palestinians. To
support Palestinians’ peace efforts, Japan an-
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nounced at the summit meeting between
Prime Minister Koizumi and Mr. Abbas, the
President of the Palestinian Interim Self-Gov-
ernment Authority, that it will provide additional
assistance of approximately 100 million U.S.
dollars to the Palestinians for the immediate
future, in addition to the 90 million U.S. dollars
it already provided in the last fiscal year.
BILATERAL SECURITY COOPERATION

It is significant that Secretary of State Rice
and Japanese Foreign Minister Machimura
have already held 3 bilateral meetings, the
most recent being on May 2 here in Wash-
ington. Among the issues discussed were the
creation of a Japan-U.S. strategic dialogue led
by the two ministers, increased security co-
operation, North Korea and United Nations
Reform. During her visit to Tokyo in March,
Secretary Rice cited Japan as a model for po-
litical and economic progress in all of East
Asia and praised Japan’s partnership with the
United States in the global war on terror.

NORTH KOREA

Japan continues to work closely with the
United States on the issue of the North Ko-
rean nuclear crisis and has played an impor-
tant and constructive role in the Six-Party
talks. Japan supports an early resumption of
these talks with an emphasis on the role of
China.

WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (WMD)

Japan is a strong supporter of the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty regime and has reached out
to other countries, especially in Asia, to build
a broader coalition against the spread of
Weapons of Mass Destruction. Last fall, Japan
hosted Australia, France and the United
States (as well as 44 observer countries) in
the first Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI)
Maritime Interdiction exercise. The PSI is a
global effort among governments to prevent
the spread of weapons of mass destruction
and other missiles. Japan again showed its
commitment to the global war on terror by
using its Maritime Self Defense Forces to
counter proliferation in this multinational exer-
cise.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, these initiatives by Japan are
but a few examples of the growing role that
Japan is playing in the maintenance of inter-
national peace and security. And it is a power-
ful reminder of the importance and strength of
the Japan-U.S. security relationship. | believe
it is therefore appropriate that the House of
Representatives recognize these actions and
commend the Government of Japan.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to this Defense Appropriations bill.

| cannot support legislation that throws more
money at President Bush’s quagmire in Iraq
without the Bush Administration providing a
withdrawal date or exit strategy. Even with bi-
partisan Congressional calls for this timetable,
President Bush still has provided no such
strategy.

The Administration also refuses to estimate
the true costs of the war. The war has already
cost $208 billion, including an additional $80.5
billion approved by Congress just this year. In
fact, Congress was forced to add in another
$45.3 billion for the war in Iraq in this bill,
against the President's wishes. While the
funding will only cover 6 months of costs, at
least my colleagues across the aisle are will-
ing to level with the American people as to the
cost of the war even if the leader of their party
is not.
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As we all know, these additional funds are
not helping the situation in Iraq. Insurgents
continue to Kill scores of American soldiers
and lIraqgi civilians and security forces. More
than 1,700 young Americans and more than
20,000 Iragi civilians have been killed. As long
as the United States is in Iraq, the Iraqi insur-
gency will continue to have a justification to
carry out their savage attacks on Iraqi security
forces and American soldiers.

| also oppose provisions in this bill that con-
tinue the Republican tradition of funding
wasteful weapons systems. It appropriates
$7.6 billion on pie-in-the-sky Star Wars missile
defense. This system has been proven to be
inoperable. It seems like the real purpose of
building this system is to provide corporate
welfare to defense contractors rather than to
protect American lives or make the world a
safer place.

The bill provides additional funding to build
ships that the Navy has not requested and
military airplanes that are unnecessary and re-
dundant. For instance, it adds $3.2 billion, on
top of the $40 billion already used, to build 22
F/A—22 Raptors that were justified as nec-
essary in order to compete with a new genera-
tion of Soviet fighters. Since the collapse of
the Russian air force, there is no nation that
has, or is planning to have, fighter jets as
dominant as the ones the U.S. Air Force cur-
rently uses in combat. The recent conflicts in
Iraq, Kosovo and Afghanistan have shown the
superiority of current U.S. fighters to other na-
tion’s combat aircraft. Not only is there no
need for the F/A-22, the GAO adds further ra-
tionale for its demise by reporting that its costs
have ballooned to $1.3 billion more than budg-
eted for by the Air Force.

Finally, this bill wrongly encourages the de-
velopment of nuclear weapons. As we fight
terrorism and nuclear proliferation overseas, it
is reckless to believe that more nuclear bombs
at home will result in fewer bombs abroad. In
fact, expanding our own nuclear capability will
encourage terrorists and nations, like Iran, to
build nuclear programs to match U.S. fire-
power, thus making them more of a threat to
U.S. national security.

| cannot in good conscience vote for a bill
that encourages the proliferation of nuclear
weapons, continues to place our troops in
harms way with no plan to bring them home
and provides billions of dollars in gifts to de-
fense contractors. | urge my colleagues to
vote down this defense bill that does nothing
to keep our Nation safe and, in fact, makes
the world a much more dangerous place.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
to offer my support to H.R. 2863, the Fiscal
Year 2006 Defense Appropriations Bill. | com-
mend the Subcommittee Chair, my good
friend, BILL YOUNG for tackling many impor-
tant, yet difficult issues.

For the past few years, | have been deeply
troubled by the Navy’s shipbuilding budgets.
Each year when the President's Budget is
submitted, the number of ships procured in
that year is always lower than the year before,
however the amount of ships planned for the
out years keeps growing and growing. For ex-
ample in this year's budget, the Navy had re-
quested 4 new ships for a total amount of $6.2
billion, but believes that they can sustain a
shipbuilding budget of $17.7 billion for 12
ships in Fiscal Year 2011. As a man with an
investment banking background, | can tell you
that you can never rely on the certainty of the
out years.
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| believe this budgeting trend will continue
not because the Navy needs fewer ships, but
because our shipbuilding programs have be-
come unaffordable. Unless the Navy makes
some radical changes to the way they budget
and account for new ship construction, our
ship numbers will continue to drop. We talk
about transformational technologies and weap-
onry everyday in Congress, we need to begin
talking about transformational and innovative
accounting.

According to a GAO audit published earlier
this year, simple business accounting prac-
tices such as independent cost estimates and
uncertainty analysis could have saved the
Navy millions in cost growth from a number of
shipbuilding programs, including our most ex-
pensive ship, the nuclear aircraft carrier.

This Committee on Appropriations has rec-
ognized this dangerous trend and the need for
change. In addition to doubling the amount of
ships procured in Fiscal Year 2006 from 4 to
8, the committee report contains strong lan-
guage and direction that will hopefully stop
cost overruns from draining our future ship re-
sources.

| look forward to continuing to work with the
Subcommittee Chairman to see if we, on Ap-
propriations, can begin to transform the way
this Nation builds and procures ships. We will
need innovative thoughts and practices from
corporate America.

| urge my colleagues to support this bill and
its innovative approaches to our national de-
fense.

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Chairman, two long
years have passed since our soldiers left for
Iraq. We all have constituents serving over-
seas now and it's these brave men and
women and their families that | keep in mind
these days.

| wish that we had more people on their way
home, than on their way to Iraq right now.
Last week, soldiers from the Triple Deuce—a
field artillery battalion headquartered in my
district—left home for final training at Camp
Shelby. After that they’ll be sent to Iraq for the
next year.

Members of the Triple Deuce include a
small town mayor, a local fire chief and many
ordinary citizens who—when we are not at
war—make up the fabric of everyday life in
Utah.

These Americans are in the infantry. They'’re
going to serve our country in a dark corner of
the Middle East and I'm very worried about
them. But | do know that they have lots of
loved ones and fellow Utahns back home
thinking about them and praying for them.

| heard that their family and friends lined the
streets of St. George today to say goodbye
and | wish | could have been there too.

This is a good bill—I'm proud to support it.
My vote will go towards more armor, more ve-
hicles, better weapons, and better compensa-
tion for the countless soldiers who are serving
our country.

We all want these brave Americans to re-
turn home as soon as possible. | believe that
we need to accurately measure our progress
in Irag and continue taking care of our troops.

Passage of this legislation demonstrates our
commitment to our brave men and women in
uniform and acknowledges that they need re-
sources in order to accomplish their mission
and return home safely. It also offers support
for the families when a loved one pays the ul-
timate sacrifice in the cause of fighting for
freedom.
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, our highest duty
as Members of this Congress is to ensure our
national security, to protect our homeland and
to defend our people.

We must use every tool in our arsenal—in-
cluding military force—to capture, kill or dis-
rupt international terrorists who are intent on
striking the United States and our interests
overseas. We must do whatever it takes to
prevent the unthinkable—a nuclear, biological
or chemical attack—from occurring on Amer-
ican soil. We must ensure that the American
military remains the finest fighting force in the
history of the world. And, we must succeed in
Irag—for the sake of our own national secu-
rity, the stability of Iraq and the Middle East
region, and our global standing and credibility.

This defense appropriations bill will help us
accomplish most of our national security ob-
jectives, and | will vote for it. It provides $409
billion for defense functions for fiscal 2006, in-
cluding $45.3 billion in so-called emergency
spending for operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan—bringing the total appropriation from this
Congress for these two missions to $314 bil-
lion.

However, even though | support this bill, |
believe it is simply Orwellian to call this new
funding for Irag and Afghanistan an “emer-
gency.” Emergencies are unforeseen events
that are difficult, if not impossible, to plan for.
The idea that this administration cannot pre-
dict and budget for the costs of our on-going
military efforts in both Irag and Afghanistan is
ludicrous.

Furthermore, this budgetary sleight of hand
epitomizes this administration’s failure to level
with the American people on many aspects of
this military action, as well as the unwilling-
ness of this Republican Congress to fulfill its
Constitutional duty to exercise real, effective
oversight on the administration’s policies.

We are simply not asking the tough ques-
tions that voters expect us to ask on national
security. In Iraq, it is obvious that our mission
is not accomplished, let alone succeeding.
More than 1,700 American soldiers have lost
their lives there. Americans account for 85
percent of the coalition forces in Iraq, but rep-
resent 98 percent of the casualties.

And, as Tom Friedman wrote last week in
the New York Times:

Our core problem in Iraq remains Donald
Rumsfeld’s disastrous decision—endorsed by
President Bush—to invade Iraq on the cheap.
From the day the looting started, it has been
obvious that we did not have enough troops
there.

Mr. Friedman added:

Almost every problem we face in Iraq
today . . . Flows from not having gone into
Iraq with the Powell doctrine of over-
whelming force. We cannot even secure the
two miles of highway that separates the
Baghdad Airport and the Green Zone.

Yet, this Congress has not conducted effec-
tive oversight on the administration’s refusal to
heed the advice of senior military officials, who
said more troops would be needed to secure
Irag; on the costs of this action; on the incom-
petent post-war reconstruction effort; or, on
detainee abuses in Iraq, Afghanistan and at
Guantanamo.

Effective Congressional oversight need not
be adversarial. | believe that every American
wants our Nation to succeed in Iraq. But the
truth is, this administration has failed to articu-
late a convincing, compelling success strat-

egy.
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And, even as | vote for this defense appro-
priations bill today, | believe it is imperative
that this Congress embrace its legislative duty,
work with this administration, and ensure that
such a strategy is implemented immediately.
Our troops—and the American people—de-
serve no less.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | would ask that Tom
Friedman’s column from June 15 in the New
York Times be admitted into the record of this
debate.

[From the New York Times, June 15, 2005]

LET’S TALK ABOUT IRAQ
(By Thomas L. Friedman)

Ever since Iraq’s remarkable election, the
country has been descending deeper and
deeper into violence. But no one in Wash-
ington wants to talk about it. Conservatives
don’t want to talk about it because, with a
few exceptions, they think their job is just
to applaud whatever the Bush team does.
Liberals don’t want to talk about Iraq be-
cause, with a few exceptions, they thought
the war was wrong and deep down don’t want
the Bush team to succeed. As a result, Irag
is drifting sideways and the whole burden is
being carried by our military. The rest of the
country has gone shopping, which seems to
suit Karl Rove just fine.

Well, we need to talk about Iraq. This is no
time to give up—this is still winnable—but it
is time to ask: What is our strategy? This
question is urgent because Iraq is inching to-
ward a dangerous tipping point—the point
where the key communities begin to invest
more energy in preparing their own militias
for a scramble for power—when everything
falls apart, rather than investing their ener-
gies in making the hard compromises within
and between their communities to build a
unified, democratizing Iraq.

Our core problem in Iraq remains Donald
Rumsfeld’s disastrous decision—endorsed by
President Bush—to invade Iraq on the cheap.
From the day the looting started, it has been
obvious that we did not have enough troops
there. We have never fully controlled the ter-
rain. Almost every problem we face in Iraq
today—the rise of ethnic militias, the weak-
ness of the economy, the shortages of gas
and electricity, the kidnappings, the flight
of middle-class professionals—flows from not
having gone into Iraq with the Powell Doc-
trine of overwhelming force.

Yes, yes, I know we are training Iraqi sol-
diers by the battalions, but I don’t think this
is the key. Who is training the insurgent-fas-
cists? Nobody. And yet they are doing daily
damage to U.S. and Iraqi forces. Training is
overrated, in my book. Where you have moti-
vated officers and soldiers, you have an army
punching above its weight. Where you don’t
have motivated officers and soldiers, you
have an army punching a clock.

Where do you get motivated officers and
soldiers? That can come only from an Iraqi
leader and government that are seen as rep-
resenting all the country’s main factions. So
far the Iraqi political class has been a dis-
appointment. The Kurds have been great.
But the Sunni leaders have been short-
sighted at best and malicious at worst, fan-
tasizing that they are going to make a come-
back to power through terror. As for the Shi-
ites, their spiritual leader, Ayatollah Ali al-
Sistani, has been a positive force on the reli-
gious side, but he has no political analog. No
Shiite Hamid Karzai has emerged.

“We have no galvanizing figure right now,”
observed