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APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2006

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF THE HONORABLE DAVID OBEY

Two issues addressed during Committee consideration of the FY 2006
Defense appropriations measure warrant further discussion.

IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN "BRIDGE FUND*

In May, Congress passed an FY 2005 emergency supplemental funding bill
that provided $75.9 billion for continuing military operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan. Even as that bill was being signed into law, the military let it be
known that additional supplemental funds would be need by October to avoid
severe financial dislocation.

The Republican budget resolution set aside $50 billion to cover the FY 2006
costs of the war. In response to the military's pleas and ~consistent’ with the
Republican budget resolution, this bill included $45.3 billion. At current
expenditure rates, this funding will only cover 6 months worth of the wars’
costs. Thus, the Republican budget resolution fails to accurately account for
the full year's cost of the war, thereby continuing the fiction created by the
Bush Administration surrounding our ongoing military involvement in the
region. Since this bridge funding is only adequate to cover the costs of the
war for half the year, the hard reality is that before the year is over the
Pentagon will have to ask for more money for the war. This likely will ~bust’
the recently passed Republican budget resolution by more than $40 billion.

| offered two amendments related to this bridge funding. The first would
have, in essence, required that the Majority take up a real budget resolution
that included the full cost of the war in Irag and Afghanistan. The second
would have paid for roughly half of the bridge fund by reducing the size of
the tax cuts for people making more than $1 million a year in order to reduce
the amount the deficit will rise when the full annual costs of the war is finally
revealed. The Committee rejected these amendments.

The purpose of both amendments was to force the Administration and the
Congressional Majority to begin to face up to the full cost of the war in Iraq.
As the Washington Post recently noted its editorial of March 12, 2005:

For the third year in a row, the Bush administration has chosen to fund
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, along with a grab bag of other programs,
outside the normal appropriations process. To call this emergency spending
is farcical. Though the precise cost of military operations was not known,
there was no reason, especially as the war continued, not to budget for most,



if not all, of it in the ordinary course of business. After a single emergency
supplemental, the war in Vietham was financed through regular
appropriations.

Of course, if the Administration requested funds for Iraq and Afghanistan
through the regular appropriations process it would force tradeoffs within the
Federal budget, such as slending cuts or tax increases, to pay for the war.
These are precisely the types of tradeoffs the Administration and the
Congressional Majority have avoided and continue to avoid. Instead of
making the tough choices, the cost of military operations and related
expenses for these two engagements has been added directly to the deficit,
forcing future generations to pay for this Administration's failure to pay the
full price of its Iraq policy.

To date, according the Congressional Research Service, the Defense
Department has received $277.1 billion in “emergency' funding for combat
operations, occupation and support for military personnel or supporting
operations for Iraq, Afghanistan and for enhanced security at military
installations. Nearly 60 percent of these funds--$165.8 billion--were provided
after the President declared an end to major combat operations in Iraq.
Nearly 70 percent of the $277.1 billion provided--$192 billion--is solely for
the Irag war. Should Congress approve this $45.3 billion supplemental, which
will only fund operations in Iraq for half the year, total funding for the Iraq
war will reach nearly $240 billion. And this is not the end. Tens of billions, if
not more, will be required as the Army fully expects to still be in Iraq at least
through January 2007.

To put all this in context--even as Congress prepares to bust the Republican
budget by more than $40 billion to pay for the cost of this misguided war,
the Republican majority is simultaneously slashing the Labor-HHS-Education
bill by $1.6 billion, decimating programs for children and gutting efforts to
protect workers wages, all in the name of fiscal responsibility. The Majority's
brand of fiscal responsibility is farcical at best, duplicitous at worst. It is past
time the Republican Majority comes clean about the full cost of the Iraq
policy. The Congress is being set up to bust the budget by an estimated $40
billion to pay for the remaining costs of the war--an amount more than 20
times larger than the amount they are saving by cutting the Labor-HHS bill.

House Democrats make no apologies for demanding greater accountability
from the Administration about its conduct of the war in Irag. Our efforts,
however, should in no way be construed as criticism of our troops.
Democrats strongly support the men and women of our military. Many of us
worked in the last supplemental to increase the maximum death benefit for
service members. We have also urged the Administration and the Congress
to provide additional resources for the Veterans Administration so that
returning service members receive the health care they deserve.



It is this support for the troops that leads to question the Administration’s
management of the war and to demand greater accountability. The Moran
amendment, which was included in the most recent supplemental, is an
example of the type of oversight Congress must conduct. The Moran
amendment directs the Secretary of Defense to fully evaluate the situation in
Irag and provide Congress measurable, achievable criteria that will provide
an accurate assessment of our progress in the war. If one thing has become
clear through the fog of war, it is that this Administration will not come clean
unless the Congress continues to ask questions. We must keep pressing for
answers.

IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN "BRIDGE FUND®

In May, Congress passed an FY 2005 emergency supplemental funding bill
that provided $75.9 billion for continuing military operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan. Even as that bill was being signed into law, the military let it be
known that additional supplemental funds would be need by October to avoid
severe financial dislocation.

The Republican budget resolution set aside $50 billion to cover the FY 2006
costs of the war. In response to the military's pleas and ~consistent’ with the
Republican budget resolution, this bill included $45.3 billion. At current
expenditure rates, this funding will only cover 6 months worth of the wars'
costs. Thus, the Republican budget resolution fails to accurately account for
the full year's cost of the war, thereby continuing the fiction created by the
Bush Administration surrounding our ongoing military involvement in the
region. Since this bridge funding is only adequate to cover the costs of the
war for half the year, the hard reality is that before the year is over the
Pentagon will have to ask for more money for the war. This likely will ~bust’
the recently passed Republican budget resolution by more than $40 billion.

| offered two amendments related to this bridge funding. The first would
have, in essence, required that the Majority take up a real budget resolution
that included the full cost of the war in Iraq and Afghanistan. The second
would have paid for roughly half of the bridge fund by reducing the size of
the tax cuts for people making more than $1 million a year in order to reduce
the amount the deficit will rise when the full annual costs of the war is finally
revealed. The Committee rejected these amendments.

The purpose of both amendments was to force the Administration and the
Congressional Majority to begin to face up to the full cost of the war in Iraq.
As the Washington Post recently noted its editorial of March 12, 2005:

For the third year in a row, the Bush administration has chosen to fund
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, along with a grab bag of other programs,
outside the normal appropriations process. To call this emergency spending
is farcical. Though the precise cost of military operations was not known,



there was no reason, especially as the war continued, not to budget for most,
if not all, of it in the ordinary course of business. After a single emergency
supplemental, the war in Vietnam was financed through regular
appropriations.

Of course, if the Administration requested funds for Iraq and Afghanistan
through the regular appropriations process it would force tradeoffs within the
Federal budget, such as slending cuts or tax increases, to pay for the war.
These are precisely the types of tradeoffs the Administration and the
Congressional Majority have avoided and continue to avoid. Instead of
making the tough choices, the cost of military operations and related
expenses for these two engagements has been added directly to the deficit,
forcing future generations to pay for this Administration's failure to pay the
full price of its Iraq policy.

To date, according the Congressional Research Service, the Defense
Department has received $277.1 billion in “emergency' funding for combat
operations, occupation and support for military personnel or supporting
operations for Iraq, Afghanistan and for enhanced security at military
installations. Nearly 60 percent of these funds--$165.8 billion--were provided
after the President declared an end to major combat operations in Iraq.
Nearly 70 percent of the $277.1 billion provided--$192 billion--is solely for
the Iraq war. Should Congress approve this $45.3 billion supplemental, which
will only fund operations in Iraq for half the year, total funding for the Iraq
war will reach nearly $240 billion. And this is not the end. Tens of billions, if
not more, will be required as the Army fully expects to still be in Iraq at least
through January 2007.

To put all this in context--even as Congress prepares to bust the Republican
budget by more than $40 billion to pay for the cost of this misguided war,
the Republican majority is simultaneously slashing the Labor-HHS-Education
bill by $1.6 billion, decimating programs for children and gutting efforts to
protect workers wages, all in the name of fiscal responsibility. The Majority's
brand of fiscal responsibility is farcical at best, duplicitous at worst. It is past
time the Republican Majority comes clean about the full cost of the Iraq
policy. The Congress is being set up to bust the budget by an estimated $40
billion to pay for the remaining costs of the war--an amount more than 20
times larger than the amount they are saving by cutting the Labor-HHS bill.

House Democrats make no apologies for demanding greater accountability
from the Administration about its conduct of the war in Irag. Our efforts,
however, should in no way be construed as criticism of our troops.
Democrats strongly support the men and women of our military. Many of us
worked in the last supplemental to increase the maximum death benefit for
service members. We have also urged the Administration and the Congress
to provide additional resources for the Veterans Administration so that
returning service members receive the health care they deserve.



It is this support for the troops that leads to question the Administration’s
management of the war and to demand greater accountability. The Moran
amendment, which was included in the most recent supplemental, is an
example of the type of oversight Congress must conduct. The Moran
amendment directs the Secretary of Defense to fully evaluate the situation in
Irag and provide Congress measurable, achievable criteria that will provide
an accurate assessment of our progress in the war. If one thing has become
clear through the fog of war, it is that this Administration will not come clean
unless the Congress continues to ask questions. We must keep pressing for
answers.

RELIGIOUS FREEDOM AT THE AIR FORCE ACADEMY

The Los Angeles Times reported on April 20, 2005, that an atmosphere
existed on the campus of the U.S. Air Force Academy that appeared to
tolerate disrespectful treatment of persons who were not evangelicals. Air
Force officials have acknowledged the problem, which initially surfaced in
early May 2004 when a survey of present and former cadets revealed that
some students felt that ~“born-again' Christians received favorable treatment
and that persons of faith that did not consider themselves born-again had
been verbally abused.

I am pleased that the Committee responded to these reports by adopting an
amendment condemning coercive or abusive proselytizing at the Academy
and reaffirming that the military must be a place of tolerance for all faiths
and backgrounds. The text of the amendment follows:

SEC. 9012. SENSE OF CONGRESS AND REPORT CONCERNING
INAPPROPRIATE PROSELYTIZING OF UNITED STATES AIR
FORCE ACADEMY CADETS.

(a) Sense of Congress- It is the sense of Congress that--

(1) the expression of personal religious faith is welcome in the
United States military, but coercive and abusive religious
proselytizing at the United States Air Force Academy by officers
assigned to duty at the Academy and others in the chain-of-
command at the Academy, as has been reported, is inconsistent
with the professionalism and standards required of those who
serve at the Academy;

(2) the military must be a place of tolerance for all faiths and
backgrounds; and

(3) the Secretary of the Air Force and other appropriate civilian
authorities, and the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and other
appropriate military authorities, must continue to undertake
corrective action, as appropriate, to address and remedy the
inappropriate proselytizing of cadets at the Air Force Academy.



(b) Report on Plan-

(1) Plan- The Secretary of the Air Force shall develop a plan to
ensure that the Air Force Academy maintains a climate free from
coercive religious intimidation and inappropriate proselytizing by
Air Force officials and others in the chain-of-command at the Air
Force Academy. The Secretary shall work with experts and other
recognized notable persons in the area of pastoral care and
religious tolerance to develop the plan.

(2) Report--Not later than 60 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall submit to the
congressional defense committees a report providing the plan
developed pursuant to paragraph (1). The Secretary shall
include in the report information on the circumstances
surrounding the removal of Air Force Captain Melinda Morton
from her position at the Air Force Academy on May 4, 2005.

There are two things we do not want at any institution of higher learning,
especially the military academies. First, we do not want disrespectful
treatment of any student or cadet by their colleagues on the basis of
religious differences. Second, we do not want this type of conduct from
anyone in positions of authority or in the chain of command. America is
blessed by the Air Force Academy cadets who have volunteered to serve their
nation and defend our freedom. In taking up arms, those cadets are also
agreeing to defend one of America's most cherished rights--religious
freedom.

DAVID OBEY.



Report 108-187 - DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS BILL,
2004

ADDITIONAL VIEWS

The Defense Subcommittee is perhaps the most bipartisan of all of the
Appropriations subcommittees, and the Appropriations Committee is the
most bipartisan committee in the House. It is in that Spirit | raise a matter of
deadly importance--a matter about which many members have raised
concerns and all members should be aware. It involves intelligence,
specifically the intelligence gathering and analysis used in support of
Operation Iraqgi Freedom.

The following discussion is based largely on published reports that
purportedly relied on interviews with intelligence officials and military
officers. While no one on the Committee can know with certainty the extent
to which those reports are accurate--and we do not now have enough
information to reach specific conclusions--the Committee staff's review of
these reports find much of what was reported to be credible.

In addition to the CIA, which is an independent agency, there are four major
intelligence organizations inside the Department of Defense. All of these
entitles are funded in this bill. The press stories referred to above argue that
a group of civilian employees in the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD),
some of whom are political appointees, have long been dissatisfied with the
information produced by the established intelligence agencies both inside and
outside of the Department. This was particularly true with respect to the
situation in Iraq and the reports that these agencies produced regarding
Sadaam Hussein, his regime, and the general political and military situation
in that country.

As a result a special operation was established within the Office of the
Secretary of Defense's Office of Special Plans. This cadre of handpicked
officials was charged with collecting, vetting, and disseminating intelligence
information outside of the normal intelligence apparatus. In fact, it appears
that information collected by this office was, in some instances, not shared
with established intelligence agencies and, further, passed on to the National
Security Council and the President not having been vetted with anyone other
that certain OSD political appointees. Perhaps most troubling of all, the
articles claim that the purpose of this operation was not only to develop
intelligence supporting the cadre’s pre-held views about Iraq, but to
intimidate analysts in the established intelligence organizations to produce
information that supported policy decisions which they had already decided
to propose.



There is considerable discussion regarding the intelligence about weapons of
mass destruction. It would be unfortunate if this issue were subsumed by the
question of whether or not Hussein had such weapons. First, we don't know
at this point, but my personal suspicion is that he did. Second, measuring the
quality of our intelligence operations requires more than simply determining
whether the data collection and analysis on any single issue--like the WMD
issue--was right or wrong. For instance, did we reach the right conclusion
based on good information or by happenstance?

The allegations made in these reports go well beyond the issue of WMD to
the integrity of our intelligence operations overall. To wit: It appears that the
office in question also challenged the intelligence community's estimates on
the number of troops that would be required for a successful invasion. OSD
political appointees maintained regular contact with sources in the lraqi
National Congress who in turn maintained contact with sources inside of Iraq.
Based on information obtained from these sources, the political appointees
argued that the conclusions of the Intelligence Community, the Joint Chiefs
and, in particular, Army Chief of Staff General Eric Shinseki were in error,
and that the invasion could be successfully carried out with fewer than
50,000 troops. While the Chiefs eventually deployed most of the troops they
requested, it appears that the invasion was both lighter than they would
have desired and lighter than what was required: the inability to fully protect
supply lines may have resulted in the loss of life; and, the shortage of
available personnel did in fact leave certain critical sites such as nuclear
facilities unprotected.

This is incredibly serious business. Understanding what we did or did not do
that we should have done in Iraq is important, but it is far more important
with respect to shaping what we will do in the future. How will the
intelligence that the President and Congress will use to make policy decisions
about Korea be assembled? Will the long established mechanisms to collect,
evaluate, and disseminate intelligence be used or will we again fall back on
the ad hoc efforts of this self appointed group of experts?

It is important to note that the Secretary has now established a new office
led by the Undersecretary of Defense for Intelligence. This office will have
more that 100 people and it is widely believed in the intelligence community
that the office was created for the express purpose of pressuring analysts to
produce information that supports predetermined policies. Will this office
stand between our war fighters and the information they need? Will the
Undersecretary compete with the Director of Central Intelligence,
undermining the Director's statutory responsibility to coordinate our foreign
intelligence?

The committee is responsible for approving the funding for these programs--
we should have the answers.



We should remember that the National Security Act of 1946 placed all
intelligence activities under the control of one man, the Director of Central
Intelligence. General Hoyt Vandenberg, who himself served as the DCI,
explained that decision in testimony before Congress.

[The Joint Congressional Committee to Investigate the Pearl Harbor attack
found failures] which went to the very structure of our intelligence
organizations . . . the failure to coordinate the collection and dissemination of
intelligence; the failure to centralize intelligence functions of common
concern to more than one department of the Government, which could more
efficiently be performed centrally.

DAVID R. OBEY.






