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equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

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

Mr. KUCINICH. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, this report con-
tains hundreds, if not over a thousand 
pages. Is that my understanding? 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield under his reservation? 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Let me just say that 
this is the conference report that has 
been out there, has been widely avail-
able, and has been written about and 
addressed by the media and Members. 

I know that both the minority and 
the majority are very enthusiastic 
about the prospect of moving this ex-
traordinarily important defense au-
thorization conference report as expe-
ditiously as possible, and I thank my 
friend for yielding. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

VACATING ORDERING OF YEAS 
AND NAYS ON HOUSE RESOLU-
TION 632, WAIVING REQUIRE-
MENT OF CLAUSE 6(a) OF RULE 
XIII WITH RESPECT TO CONSID-
ERATION OF CERTAIN RESOLU-
TIONS 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the House va-
cate the ordering of the yeas and nays 
on adoption of House Resolution 632 to 
the end that the Chair may put the 
question on the resolution de novo. 

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

Mr. KUCINICH. I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I will pro-

pound the request again. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the House vacate the order-
ing of the yeas and nays on adoption of 
House Resolution 632 to the end that 
the Chair may put the question on the 
resolution de novo. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1815, 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2006 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to the order of the House of today, I 

call up the conference report on the 
bill (H.R. 1815) to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2006 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House of today, 
the conference report is considered 
read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see prior proceedings of the 
House of today.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) 
and the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report now under consider-
ation. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
To my colleagues who have labored 

long and hard to get this Defense bill 
to the floor and to get the conference 
to the floor, I want to thank everyone. 
This is a very, very important bill. It 
does wonderful things for our men and 
women in uniform. 

We have a 3.1 percent pay raise 
across the board. We have TRICARE 
expansion. We have an expansion of 
hazardous duty pay and an expansion 
of combat pay. We have a very substan-
tial section devoted, some $76 billion, 
to modernization and some $70 billion 
to research development and testing. 
We have a very substantial military 
construction section that will accrue 
to the benefit of all of our people in 
uniform who are concerned about hav-
ing adequate housing and a good place 
to work. And most important, Mr. 
Speaker, this bill moves lots of ammu-
nition, lots of armor, lots of equipment 
to our people in the warfighting thea-
ters in Iraq and Afghanistan, and it 
provides also for a $50 billion supple-
mental authorization to enable us to 
bridge the time between now and the 
next supplemental that we can see 
coming down the pike next year. 

b 0000 

This answers our call to duty, Mr. 
Speaker, which is to provide the tools 
to our men and women in uniform to 
win the war against terror. And let me 
just say at this point, Mr. Speaker, 
that we could not have done this, espe-
cially in such a short period of time, if 
we did not have such extraordinary 
members on the House Armed Services 
Committee, Democrat and Republican, 

of whom I am very proud; and a won-
derful staff which has worked in some 
cases 16- and 18-hour days to bring this 
bill to fruition and to work this con-
ference report with a very, very short 
time schedule. 

I want to point out, first, my friend, 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON), who is a wonderful friend 
and partner in this endeavor to serve 
our people in uniform. He has just done 
a great job working with me and work-
ing with his members. Our ranking 
members, our chairmen of the sub-
committees all have done a wonderful 
job, as have all of our members right 
down through the entire ranks of the 
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. 

So this is a good bill, Mr. Speaker. It 
provides the tools for our men and 
women to do the job. I also want to 
point out the fact that we have in-
creased 10,000 Army and 1,000 Marine 
active-duty personnel in this bill. That 
is a very important point, Mr. Speaker, 
because we have cut the Army over the 
last 15 years from 18 divisions to only 
10. 

It is important to move additional 
personnel. Right now we have more 
people on the ground under the Presi-
dent’s license to call up more people; 
but we think it is important to move 
the official end strengths, and we have 
done that in this bill. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we have a great bill, 
and I want to thank all the Members 
who have participated. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. SKELTON asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I first 
wanted to ask the chairman a question, 
because I am not sure I heard him a 
moment ago. Does the chairman con-
firm that this conference report is the 
report of the conferees as signed and 
intended to come to the floor as it was 
on 3 p.m. Friday? 

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

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
assure my friend that the report that 
was just filed is the exact precise same 
report, without a comma changed, that 
was in fact signed by all members, 
Democrat and Republican. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman, and I rise in strong sup-
port of this conference report. Once 
again, I am proud to be part of the 
process that delivers our troops the 
support they need. 

Let me take this moment to com-
mend our chairman, Mr. HUNTER, for 
his work on this bill. This is important 
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work, and I applaud all the members of 
the Armed Services Committee on both 
sides of the aisle. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD 
at this point two letters, one signed by 
JOHN WARNER and CARL LEVIN and one 
signed by Erin Conaton on my behalf. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, December 18, 2005. 
Hon. DUNCAN HUNTER, 
Chairman, Armed Services Committee, Chair-

man, National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2006 Conference, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR DUNCAN: On Friday, December 16, we 
joined you and Ike Skelton in conducting the 
final meeting of the conferees along with 
other Members of the Senate and House. 

At the conclusion of the meeting the ‘‘base 
bill’’ was agreed upon and signatures of Re-
publican and Democratic Committee Mem-
bers were requested and affixed to the Con-
ference Report with the expectation that the 
House, following the customary procedure, 
would be the first chamber to file. It was our 
further understanding that this would be 
done Friday evening. 

We are returning to you the signatures of 
the Senate conferees on the condition that 
there are no changes made in the ‘‘base bill’’ 
and Conference Report and that the House 
obtain a Rule which precludes any further 
amendment. 

You have shown strong leadership during 
this very brief and unusual conference period 
and we have confidence that you can achieve 
passage in the House of the ‘‘base bill’’. We 
believe it is in the interest of the Nation aud 
the men and women of the Armed Forces 
that our Conference Report as agreed to on 
December 16 becomes law. 

Sincerely, 
CARL LEVIN, 

Ranking Member. 
JOHN WARNER, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, December 18, 2005. 
On Mr. Shelton’s behalf, I am returning 

the signatures of the House Democratic con-
ferees on the condition that there be no 
changes made in the ‘‘base bill’’ and Con-
ference Report and that we obtain a Rule 
which precludes any further amendment. 
The signatures of the outside Democratic 
conferees remain attached to the conference 
report with the same understanding. Thank 
you very much. 

Sincerely, 
ERIN CONATA, 

Minority Staff Director. 

As most of you know, this conference report 
was ready to be filed Friday at 5 o’clock. The 
attempt to insert new and unrelated material 
into this defense authorization bill was wrong. 
It would have jeopardized the many good 
things in this package for the troops. I am very 
pleased that the Republican leadership recon-
sidered and I thank the Chairman for his ef-
forts to restore the conference report to its 
original form. 

This is a good bill. There are many things 
in this bill about which we all can be proud. I 
have long argued that we need more troops, 
and this bill raises end strength for the Army 
by 30,000 and for the Marine Corps by 4,000. 
It delivers our service members a well-earned 
3.1% pay raise. We can never put a value on 
the service of those who pay the ultimate price 
in defense of our freedom, but this conference 
report increases the death gratuity for all ac-

tive and activated service members to 
$100,000, retroactive to October 7, 2001. And 
for the first time ever, all reservists who agree 
to continue service in the Selected Reserves 
will have an opportunity, depending on their 
status, to buy into a government subsidized 
TRICARE Standard health care program for 
themselves and their families. 

While much of our attention is focused on 
the current wars we’re fighting, we must not 
lose sight of other security challenges that 
loom across the globe. With those in mind, I 
am also pleased to say that this bill requires 
the Navy to maintain 12 aircraft carriers. It 
also authorizes them to buy five more ships, 
but it does so in a way that will limit the ramp-
ant cost growth in the acquisition process. 

Those are just a few examples of the good 
work in this bill. I commend all of the Chair-
men and Ranking members of the Armed 
Services’ subcommittees for the excellent 
work they have done on this conference report 
and throughout the year. 

Finally, I’d like to address an issue to which 
much attention has been paid, and rightly so— 
the question of the treatment of detainees. 
These critical matters suffered the most from 
the lack of meaningful process and debate. 

I am extremely pleased that Senator 
MCCAIN’S amendment involving the prohibition 
on torture and uniform standards for interro-
gating detainees has passed. This is a won-
derful step to help us regain our rightful place 
on the summit of the moral high ground. 

However, I am concerned that Senator 
MCCAIN’s language could be undercut by the 
Graham-Levin Amendment. This amendment 
was negotiated largely in a closed process by 
the White House and a select few Majority 
members. It addresses many aspects of the 
Combatant Status Review Tribunals and mili-
tary commissions in Guantanamo Bay but 
there are serious questions about the proce-
dures and they are currently being challenged 
in federal court. There are also questions 
about the Amendment’s impact on our judicial 
system and law that’s been in existence since 
the founding of our nation. I expect the courts 
will have a real challenge interpreting the 
Amendment’s meaning. At the very least—the 
Graham-Levin Amendment should not apply 
retroactively or to any pending cases. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, this is not a per-
fect bill, but it does great things for our troops. 
I again congratulate Chairman HUNTER and 
urge its adoption. 

For the past two days, the future of the De-
fense Authorization bill has been held hostage 
for an unrelated and controversial piece of leg-
islation that had no connection to defense. My 
colleagues and I expressed our deep concern 
with this, and I am truly pleased to see this bill 
in its original form come before the House to-
night. 

In a time of war, it is essential that we pro-
vide our men and women in uniform with the 
resources and equipment they need to suc-
ceed, and I am pleased that the leadership of 
this House finally relented and allowed us to 
do that. Legislation for our men and women in 
uniform should never be put in jeopardy for 
political reasons. 

This legislation provides for the initiation and 
continuation of many important policies that 
will benefit our servicemen and women, as 
well as their families upon its final passage. 
This is a wonderful way to honor them during 
the holiday season for all they have done 
throughout the year. 

I am extremely pleased with this bill, and 
commend all of my colleagues who have 
worked so hard for its passage. 

This statement addresses the provisions re-
garding the treatment of detainees that were 
under consideration for inclusion in the FY 06 
Defense Authorization Conference Report (re-
ferred to as the McCain amendment and 
Graham-Levin amendment provisions, and 
sections 1401–1406). 

First, I am deeply troubled by the lack of 
open and meaningful process and debate in 
the House and Senate on these complex and 
critical matters that affect our troops and intel-
ligence officers—and our national security. 
There are real differences of opinion on these 
matters—and they should have been given the 
fullest debate and vetting because of their im-
plications. Yet, they have been negotiated 
largely behind closed doors by the White 
House and a select few majority Members of 
Congress. 

With respect to the Graham-Levin amend-
ment provisions (section 1405) and other de-
tainee provisions (particularly section 1404), 
there are many unanswered questions and se-
rious concerns about the impact of the provi-
sions on our judicial system and law that has 
been in existence since the founding of our 
Nation—and the final negotiated Conference 
Report language lacks clarity—leaving much 
open to interpretation. 

I expect the courts will have a real chal-
lenge interpreting the meaning of these provi-
sions. I also fear that the provisions do not 
provide our troops and intelligence officers 
with the clear guidance and protection they 
need in combating the war on terror. 

In addition, I am concerned about the poten-
tial for the provisions to significantly undercut 
the effectiveness of the McCain amendment 
(sections 1402 and 1403)—an amendment 
that would help us regain our standing and 
leadership on moral issues; obtain reliable in-
telligence, which is not obtained when torture 
is employed; and protect our troops and intel-
ligence officers, by setting the standard of 
treatment by which we expect them to be simi-
larly treated. 

Although the main professed intent for the 
Graham-Levin amendment provisions and 
other detainee provisions (particularly section 
1404) was to limit lawsuits and protect our 
troops and intelligence officers—I am very 
concerned about the potential for the provi-
sions to do just the opposite. 

Specific concerns with respect to the 
Graham-Levin amendment provisions include 
the following: 

First, the provisions address many aspects 
of the Combatant Status Review Tribunals 
(CSRTs) and military commissions at Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba—yet Congress has not au-
thorized these procedures and their legality is 
currently being challenged in federal court. 
There are concerns that detainees are not 
given a hearing before a CSRT within a rea-
sonable period of time; they do not have ac-
cess to their attorneys or evidence; some 
have not been released from detention after 
being cleared of wrongdoing by a CSRT; and 
there has never been a military commission 
trial, despite the President’s suggestion that, 
given the events of September 11th, it was 
necessary to establish these new commis-
sions so people could be tried immediately. 

Second, the original Graham-Levin amend-
ment would have prohibited CSRTs from using 
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evidence obtained with undue coercion. How-
ever, the final negotiated provisions for the 
Conference Report leave open the possibility 
that CSRTs and military commissions could 
consider coerced evidence. As Senator LEVIN 
has pointed out, this cuts against the cen-
turies-old principle of Anglo-American law, en-
shrined in the 5th Amendment to the Constitu-
tion, that no person shall be compelled to be 
a witness against himself. 

Third, it is not clear what recourse a de-
tainee would have if there is a legitimate claim 
of torture, in part given the limitations on court 
jurisdiction. While the original Graham-Levin 
amendment would have eliminated federal 
court jurisdiction only for habeas corpus ac-
tions, the final negotiated Conference Report 
provisions eliminate ‘‘any other action against 
the United States or its agents relating to any 
aspect of the detention’’ at Guantanamo Bay. 
Further, it is true that the Graham-Levin 
amendment provisions allow for review of 
CSRT and military commission decisions by 
the United States Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Circuit. However, there must 
first be a CSRT or military commission deci-
sion—and as noted above, there are serious 
concerns about the process surrounding these 
decisions. In addition, even after a CSRT or 
military commission decision, the Graham- 
Levin amendment provisions limit access to 
the Court of Appeals and the Court’s scope of 
review—and do not ensure a sufficient factual 
record. 

It is also important to note that we have 
tried and tested military regulations in place 
that are excellent, including Army Regulation 
190–8. These regulations have effectively gov-
erned detention procedures in our past wars— 
and made it unnecessary to file habeas and 
other claims or set up tribunals and military 
commissions, such as those currently oper-
ating at Guantanamo Bay. Many have argued, 
the problem is really that existing military regu-
lations have not been followed. We could have 
simply passed an Amendment that addresses 
this problem going forward and left the courts’ 
jurisdiction alone with respect to existing 
claims. But this was not done and here’s 
where we are. 

At least, as Senator LEVIN has emphasized, 
the Graham-Levin amendment provisions do 
not apply to or alter pending habeas cases. 
The Senate voted to remove language from 
the original Graham amendment that would 
have applied the habeas-stripping provision to 
pending cases, affirming that it did not intend 
such application. Further, under the Supreme 
Court’s ruling in Lindh v. Murphy, 521 U.S. 
320 (1997), the fact that Congress chose not 
to explicitly apply the habeas-stripping provi-
sion to pending cases means that the courts 
retain jurisdiction to consider these appeals. 
Finally, the effective date language in the 
original Graham-Levin amendment, and Sen-
ate passed Defense Authorization Bill (S. 1042 
section 1092), was retained in the final nego-
tiated language for the Conference Report, 
thereby adopting the Senate position that the 
habeas-stripping provision does not strip the 
courts of jurisdiction in pending cases. 

In closing, I emphasize that Congress must 
exercise diligent oversight on detainee matters 
going forward. Such matters must be subject 
to a more open and deliberative process—and 
handled more thoughtfully and responsibly in 
the future. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON), the distin-
guished chairman of the Air, Land Sub-
committee. 

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise tonight to pay tribute 
to our distinguished chairman and the 
distinguished ranking member for such 
a fantastic job under very difficult cir-
cumstances to get this conference re-
port to the floor. This was a very dif-
ficult piece of legislation, but the 
chairman persevered and we are very 
happy to have the legislation here to-
night. 

I know our soldiers all around the 
world are happy that this bill is going 
to be brought forward because there 
are so many positive things in it. I 
have the particular pleasure of serving 
as the chairman of the Air, Land Sub-
committee; and I want to pay tribute 
to my good friend and ranking mem-
ber, Mr. ABERCROMBIE from Hawaii, 
who is not here right now, for the ex-
cellent work that he did. 

In supporting the global war on ter-
rorism in our area, we have included a 
number of additional programs, includ-
ing $450 million for up-armored 
Humvees, $260 million for other ar-
mored tactical vehicles, $450 million 
for small arms, $250 million for ammu-
nition, $30 million for Stryker combat 
vehicle combat losses, $180 million for 
radios, $117 million for blue force 
tracking, $285 million for night vision 
devices, $35 million to counter impro-
vised explosive devices, $108 million for 
countering rockets, artillery, and mor-
tars, $50 million for Hellfire missiles, 
and $180 million for unmanned aerial 
vehicles. 

Mr. Speaker, these are all critically 
important platforms for the troops in 
the ongoing battle against terrorism, 
as well as the theater of operation. 

We have also reinstated the C–130J 
multiyear procurement. We have put 
some language on the future combat 
systems budget. We reduced it by $50 
million to make sure we are giving the 
taxpayers the best possible oversight of 
the SCS program. 

We have also attempted to put some 
more accountability in the DOD acqui-
sition programs and significant lan-
guage in other provisions that we 
think are going to provide the tax-
payers and the warfighter with more 
accountability and more efficiency. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to pay particular 
thanks to the leadership, both Mr. 
SKELTON and Mr. HUNTER, for including 
two very important commissions that 
we worked hard to achieve, the Nuclear 
Strategy Forum and the EMP Commis-
sion. I want to pay particular thanks 
to Mr. ROSCOE BARTLETT, Chairman 
BARTLETT, for his outstanding work on 
this issue. The EMP Commission now 
will have an ongoing process of evalu-
ating our military platforms against 
the threat of an EMP. 

Overall, Mr. Speaker, this process 
has been long. I think this is the latest 
we have ever gone with the Defense au-
thorization bill, and the credit for all 
of this outstanding work goes to my 
distinguished chairman. He is a great 
American. The one thing about Mr. 
HUNTER and the one thing about Mr. 
SKELTON, everything that we do, they 
keep in mind the warfighter, the sol-
dier. Each of them has made trip after 
trip into the theater, into Iraq, into Af-
ghanistan, meeting the troops and 
making sure that we are in fact hold-
ing the Defense Department account-
able to giving our troops the best pos-
sible equipment and technology. 

I am happy to support this con-
ference report. I would ask all of our 
colleagues to give an overwhelming 
vote of support for this. Again I want 
to thank the distinguished chairman 
and ranking member for their leader-
ship. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ORTIZ). 

(Mr. ORTIZ asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to speak today in support of 
the Readiness Subcommittee portions 
of the defense authorization bill. This 
bill represents a lot of hard work and 
bipartisan work on the part of the 
members of this committee. This bill 
provides nearly $126 billion to the De-
partment of Defense for the operation 
and maintenance, the needs of our 
military, and over $12 billion for mili-
tary construction. In addition, the au-
thorization contains some important 
policy direction for the Department of 
Defense. One of the important provi-
sions of the bill would protect the in-
terest of civilian workers in the De-
partment of Defense during public-pri-
vate competition, another that extends 
the reimbursement of equipment pur-
chased by soldiers with their own 
money, and still another will eliminate 
some of the restrictions that keep our 
wounded servicemembers from receiv-
ing gifts and support from Americans 
who want to help these soldiers. 

I am pleased with these outcomes but 
I am very disappointed with how the 
conference on this bill was conducted. 
The majority leadership’s delay on ap-
pointing conferees for this bill until 
after the conference report was com-
pleted is really shameful. This was not 
a conference. Only a few Members had 
a hand in the deliberations and other 
Members who have an interest in this 
bill were shut out of this process. I sin-
cerely hope that this will not be the 
norm for conferencing future defense 
bills. Our national defense deserves a 
more careful, inclusive and delibera-
tive approach. 

The war in Iraq and the global war on 
terror are creating many challenges for 
the readiness of our Armed Forces. The 
services have many pressing needs in 
every area covered by the Readiness 
Subcommittee. It is impossible to fully 
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address those needs, Mr. Speaker, but 
this report reflects a balance of many 
competing demands to ensure that our 
troops are equipped and ready to de-
fend our Nation. I appreciate that the 
Members on both sides of the aisle were 
able to put this bill together and bring 
it to the floor this early in the morn-
ing. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
for a unanimous consent request to the 
distinguished gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. EVERETT), who has done such a 
great job as chairman of the Strategic 
Subcommittee. 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the chairman for the job that 
he has done and the ranking member 
for the job he has done. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to start by recognizing 
the gentleman from California, our Chairman, 
an old-time friend of mine and I think probably 
the most patient chairman I have ever served 
with in my years in Congress. His skill in lead-
ing this committee has been outstanding. 

And we also have the contributions of the 
gentleman from Missouri. Someone I admire 
very much and who has good memories of the 
town I was born in and now live—Dothan, AL. 

I rise in support of the conference report to 
accompany the fiscal year 2006 National De-
fense Authorization Act (H.R. 1815). This leg-
islation supports the administration’s objective 
while making significant improvements to the 
budget request. Moreover, our national secu-
rity investment must continue the development 
of transformational capabilities of future sys-
tems, and this conference report meets that 
goal. 

In the area of military space, the Depart-
ment of Defense has embraced the benefits 
space provides to our warfighter. Unfortu-
nately, the DOD has experienced significant 
acquisition problems on several high-priority 
programs. I look forward to working with the 
DOD to correct areas of concern and ensure 
their success for the future. 

Within the atomic energy defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, the bill funds the 
National Nuclear Security Administration at 
$9.2 billion. The conference report includes 
legislation establishing the objectives of the 
Reliable Replacement Warhead program, a 
program that enjoys bipartisan support to en-
sure our nuclear stockpile remains reliable, 
safe and secure. 

The Conferees have funded defense envi-
ronmental cleanup activities at $6.2 billion. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I 
did not recognize my Ranking Member, the 
gentleman from Texas for his contribution, and 
the remainder of my subcommittee Members 
on both sides of the aisle, and their staff. I 
think we faced some of the most difficult policy 
decisions in the House Armed Services Com-
mittee and I want to express my appreciation 
for their hard work in protecting this Nation’s 
security. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
DICKS) for a colloquy. 

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to engage 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee in a colloquy. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand that the 
conference report does not include the 

language from the House bill pre-
cluding procurements from companies 
that benefit from illegal foreign sub-
sidies. Is that correct? 

Mr. HUNTER. That is correct. As the 
gentleman knows, I have long sup-
ported efforts to protect American 
businesses and workers from illegal 
trade practices. Unfortunately, the 
conferees were unable to come to an 
agreement that would allow us to in-
clude this important language in the 
final conference report. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, for over 30 
years various European governments 
have provided subsidies to the Euro-
pean civil aircraft industry. These sub-
sidies helped the fledgling European 
aircraft industry get started in a high-
ly competitive world market. Now $30 
billion in subsidies later, Europe is the 
world’s largest producer of commercial 
aircraft. Mr. Chairman, would you 
agree that the aircraft production in-
dustry is one of the areas that is of par-
ticular concern with respect to foreign 
subsidies? 

Mr. HUNTER. Absolutely. Foreign 
governments should not be allowed to 
underwrite the risk of corporations in-
volved in developing new airframes, es-
pecially when it is at the expense of 
the American worker. I want to assure 
my friend that the Armed Services 
Committee will continue its oversight 
on this issue, that we are going to re-
visit it next year. 

Let me just leave the formal colloquy 
to say to my friend that my philosophy 
is that the American worker pays the 
taxes that fund these enormously ex-
pensive programs that manifest in this 
bill for $441 billion, that projects Amer-
ican power around the world in defense 
of the free world and provides an um-
brella of freedom for hundreds of coun-
tries. It is only equitable and fair that 
the American taxpayer who pays for 
the defense of the free world should be 
able to involve themselves in making 
the very expensive equipment that we 
utilize. I can assure my friend that I 
will continue to work with him to 
make sure that when those great 
Americans in uniform come home from 
places like Iraq and Afghanistan they 
have some jobs in the American air-
craft industry making the aircraft that 
support the projection of American 
Armed Forces. 

I thank the gentleman for letting me 
edit my colloquy a little bit. 

Mr. DICKS. And I thank Chairman 
HUNTER for sharing his views on this 
important matter and urge support for 
this conference report. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. SNYDER). 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I strong-
ly support this national defense au-
thorization bill. But while I support 
this conference report, I am one of 
many Members very disappointed with 
the process by which the defense bill 
has been brought to the floor. Last 
Thursday the House leadership ap-
proved the conferees to the defense au-

thorization bill nearly 3 weeks after 
the Senate finished consideration of 
their version of the bill. This 3-week 
delay denied Members the opportunity 
to instruct conferees on issues of great 
importance to them in the defense bill. 
Members of the committee, particu-
larly our senior members, should have 
been afforded greater opportunity to 
participate in informal panel meetings 
in order to discuss and debate many of 
the significant provisions that were in 
either the House or Senate bill. In-
stead, the decisions that were made on 
many of the highly contentious issues 
in the bill were made by less than a 
handful of Members. The national secu-
rity of this country benefits from the 
input of many, not the narrow perspec-
tive of a few. A great democracy at war 
must do better. We, my colleagues, can 
do better. Democrat and Republican, 
we can do better. Veteran and non-
veteran, we can do better. Senior Mem-
ber and new Member, we can do better. 

b 0015 
This bill is a good one. It is a bill 

that should bring our country and this 
Congress together united in our sup-
port for our fine men and women in 
uniform, their families and our mili-
tary retirees but the process the past 
few weeks has divided us, divided us so 
deeply that until a few hours ago we 
weren’t even sure we would have a de-
fense bill this year. Our troops deserve 
better. 

I hope that beginning in February, 
the Republican leadership will make a 
concerted effort to abide by the proc-
esses that ensure active and open par-
ticipation for all Members in future de-
liberations. Our troops at all times but 
particularly during a time of war de-
serve our best democratic deliberations 
and our united effort. Having made 
these comments, however, I am aware 
of the great commitment of Chairman 
DUNCAN Hunter and Ranking Member 
Ike Skelton to our troops and to the 
national security of our country. I 
thank Chairman HUNTER for his efforts 
in getting this bill on the floor tonight. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, if you are 
one of the 2.5 million people who wear 
the uniform of the United States, you 
can know that you have got some great 
people working for you on this Armed 
Services Committee. I want to thank 
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. 
SNYDER) who just spoke, and also 
thank and commend a very distin-
guished gentleman from New York (Mr. 
MCHUGH), who works tirelessly to serve 
our people in uniform as well as they 
serve this country, the chairman of the 
Personnel Subcommittee. 

Mr. MCHUGH. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for his kind com-
ments and for the opportunity to 
speak. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a full statement 
that without objection I would like to 
enter into the RECORD in its entirety 
and just make a few brief comments if 
I might. 

The hour is late. Fortunately it is 
not too late. I listened very carefully 
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to the comments of the gentleman 
from Arkansas. I think we could all 
pick any part of any process by which 
any bill comes to the floor of this 
House and have objections. I under-
stand his perspective but I was heart-
ened to hear him say he strongly sup-
ports this bill, as he should. Because 
the bottom line, the most important 
question is, what is the quality of this 
legislation. The gentleman from Ar-
kansas seems to think it is very good. 
I agree with him. I can in fact state 
without hesitation that in my 13 years 
of having the honor of serving on this 
committee, this is the best personnel 
provision package I have seen. If we 
look at the components of it, a 3.1 per-
cent pay raise, the seventh year in row 
we have raised pay, reducing the gap 
between the private sector and our 
hardworking men and women in uni-
form, an increase in the hardship duty 
pay, a doubling in the assignment in-
centive pay. We require that the gov-
ernment pay for the servicemembers’ 
group life insurance when people are 
deployed into theaters like Operation 
Iraqi Freedom and the OEF theater. We 
double the enlistment bonuses. We add 
by $30,000 to the reenlistment bonuses. 
On and on and on. We provide for an ac-
celerated enhancement for concurrent 
receipt payments for 100 percent of dis-
abled veterans. We provide a program 
for the first time that ensures that 
every member of the Guard and Re-
serve has access to some form of 
TRICARE, of the military health care 
program. Benefit after benefit. It is im-
portant that we have a broad range of 
military programs, the best equipment, 
the most modern technology, but at 
the end of the day as in the beginning 
of the day, the key to the success of 
the American military are the men and 
women that put that uniform on and 
today as we speak are serving so brave-
ly. This is a terrific bill for them. 

I want to thank the chairman for his 
great leadership and I certainly urge 
all the Members of the House to 
strongly support it. It is the right 
thing to do for some absolutely amaz-
ing people. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of the 
conference report on H. R. 1815, the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2006. 

The military personnel provisions of H.R. 
1815 address many problems and issues that 
the men and women in uniform have brought 
to us. Additionally, the conference report will 
help to relieve the tremendous pressure being 
placed on the military services—active, guard, 
and reserve. To those ends, H.R. 1815 con-
tains these key initiatives: 

A military pay raise of 3.1 percent. The raise 
is 0.5 percent above private sector raises and 
reduces the pay gap to 4.6 percent from 13.5 
percent in fiscal year 1999 culminating seven 
years of enhanced pay raises. 

We recommend continued growth in Army 
and Marine Corps end strength. Under the 
conference agreement, the Army would in-
crease by 10,000 and the Marine Corps by 
1,000, bringing the Army end strength to 
512,400 and the Marine Corps to 179,000. 

This bill also provides recruiting, retention 
and pay initiatives that would, for active com-
ponent recruiting and retention: 

Increase the maximum active duty enlist-
ment bonus maximum from $20,000 to 
$40,000. 

Increase the maximum active duty reenlist-
ment bonus from $60,000 to $90,000. 

Provide the Army with unprecedented flexi-
bility to initiate new recruiting incentive pro-
grams following 45 days, notice to Congress. 

Authorize the Army—active duty reserve, 
and National Guard—to pay $1,000 to 
servicemembers who refer recruit candidates 
for enlistment and those candidates complete 
technical training. 

Increase the maximum enlistment age from 
35 years of age to 42. 

Authorize the payment of matching contribu-
tions to the Thrift Savings Plan for new re-
cruits. 

For the Reserve Components, the con-
ference agreement would: 

Authorize the same basic allowance for 
housing as active duty members when mobi-
lized for periods greater than 30 days. 

Authorize a critical skills retention bonus 
under the active duty program up to a max-
imum of $100,000 over the course of a career. 

The conference report also provides for an 
expanded death gratuity of $100,000 for all 
military deaths—not just combat-related 
deaths—and two retroactive payments: 

$100,000 for all military deaths that oc-
curred on or after October 7, 2001; and 

$150,000 to survivors of all military deaths, 
not just combat-related deaths, to compensate 
for the increase in Servicemembers’ Group 
Life Insurance coverage from $250,000 to 
$400,000 that became effective for all military 
members on May 11, 2005. 

For wounded servicemembers, the con-
ference agreement would provide a special 
pay of $430 per month while the 
servicemember is in rehabilitation. In addition, 
family members would be provided greater 
travel and transportation allowances to visit 
wounded and injured servicemembers. 

The conference agreement expands eligi-
bility for TRICARE to all members of the re-
serve components, and their families, who 
continue service in the Selected Reserve. 
Under the agreement, there would be three 
eligibility categories: 

Involuntarily mobilized reservists—as in cur-
rent law: 1 year TRICARE eligibility for every 
90 days of mobilized service. 

Persons without employer provided health 
care, unemployed, self-employed, and 

Any person not meeting the above criteria. 
This conference agreement also provides 

enhancements to military justice that would: 
Establish the offense of stalking, and 
Clearly define the offense of rape, sexual 

assault and other sexual misconduct in title 
10, United States Code, and pattern the ele-
ments of the offenses after the Federal stat-
ute. 

All in all, the conference report on H.R. 
1815 is a significant package of legislation di-
rected at providing maximum assistance to the 
men and women who are fighting the Global 
War on Terrorism. I urge all my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on the conference report. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. MARSHALL). 

Mr. MARSHALL. I rise today for the 
purpose of engaging the gentleman 

from California (Mr. HUNTER) in a col-
loquy. 

Mr. HUNTER. I would be happy to 
join with my colleague from Georgia in 
a colloquy. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, the 
portions of this bill governing the 
treatment of detainees can serve as a 
welcome clarification for the rest of 
the world that America condemns tor-
ture in the strongest terms. These 
changes should help the world to see 
that America respects freedom when it 
fights for freedom. I would appreciate 
the chairman’s thoughts on this. 

Mr. HUNTER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MARSHALL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I agree that the lan-
guage contained in the conference re-
port can both be flexible enough to 
allow our personnel to protect Amer-
ica’s security interests and fair enough 
to protect our personnel without plac-
ing themselves in legal jeopardy when 
they employ the means any reasonable 
person would in a given interrogation. 

If I might depart from the colloquy 
just for a bit to explain to my col-
leagues in the House, the Senate in-
jected the straight Senate detainee 
language about humane treatment and 
the House injected and insisted on a 
section called personnel protections 
which gave defenses to uniform and 
nonuniformed personnel in detainee ac-
tions. It also provided for counsel to be 
employed or provided by the govern-
ment. That was the essence of the pro-
visions that were injected into the con-
ference on the House side. 

I thank the gentleman for letting me 
expand. 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, is it 
your understanding that the bill’s lan-
guage referencing the Senate’s 1994 res-
ervation to the United Nations’ Con-
vention Against Torture is intended to 
prohibit conduct that shocks the con-
science, the standard adopted by the 
United States Supreme Court in 
Rochin v. California? 

Mr. HUNTER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MARSHALL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. That is my under-
standing. 

Mr. MARSHALL. And, Mr. Chairman, 
is it also your understanding that the 
bill does not extend constitutional 
rights to noncitizens of the United 
States? 

Mr. HUNTER. That is my under-
standing. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I thank the gen-
tleman for his clarification. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to yield at this time to the gentleman 
who chairs the Projection Forces Sub-
committee, the wonderful gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT), who 
lives on the Monocacy River and 
spends so much of his time and has 
spent a lot of time this last year work-
ing on the issues of shipbuilding and 
power projection of maritime forces 
and he has done a wonderful job. 
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(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked 

and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to commend Chairman 
HUNTER and Ranking Member SKELTON 
for completing the impressive task of 
this conference report in such a short 
period of time. I also want to thank my 
subcommittee ranking member, Mr. 
TAYLOR, for his tireless efforts and 
dedication to the preparation of this 
report while simultaneously coordi-
nating Hurricane Katrina relief efforts 
in Mississippi. The intense work in-
volved in preparing the conference re-
port has been accomplished only with 
the assistance of our able and hard-
working staff and I really want to com-
mend their efforts and the quality of 
the work they have so diligently done. 

Mr. Speaker, this conference agree-
ment provides the men and women in 
our Armed Forces the tools to effec-
tively project our Nation’s power and 
influence throughout the globe. Initia-
tives within this bill to build the Navy 
of the future, authorize advance pro-
curement funding for the Navy’s next 
generation platforms while continuing 
development and buildout of the Lit-
toral Combat Ship and Virginia Class 
attack submarine fleet. 

I am also pleased that this con-
ference report takes steps to improve 
our U.S. shipbuilding industry to make 
it more efficient and commercially 
competitive in the future. Only by ap-
plying downward pressure on ship-
building costs will we be able to afford 
a fleet of sufficient size to meet the na-
tional security needs and global com-
mitments of tomorrow. 

This agreement authorizes multiyear 
contract authority for additional C–17 
aircraft if procurement is consistent 
with the results of the Quadrennial De-
fense Review. Furthermore, we encour-
age the Secretary of the Air Force to 
evaluate options for maintaining C–17 
production capability until results of 
the C–5 modernization programs are 
available. 

This conference agreement is an im-
portant milestone in making our coun-
try more secure. The National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2006 
is critical in meeting the challenges 
and demands placed upon our Armed 
Services today, supplying a foundation 
on which to build well into the future. 
I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting our soldiers, sailors, airmen 
and Marines by voting for the Fiscal 
Year 2006 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR). 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, let me first start by thanking 
my good friend Roscoe Bartlett for his 
tremendous help this year. The bill au-
thorizes five ships, more than the ad-
ministration asked for, unfortunately 
not as many as I would like to build, 
but very, very great help of the gen-
tleman from Maryland on the part of 

adding an LHA(R) for the Marine Corps 
to the ship; getting the next generation 
destroyer, the DDX, started; and add-
ing a Virginia Class submarine to the 
fleet. 

Again at five ships, if you figure the 
typical 30-year life of a ship, we are 
cruising toward a 150-ship Navy. That 
is entirely too small, despite Navy pro-
jections that they think they can get 
the fleet up to about 313 by 2013. But 
again these are important steps in the 
right direction. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Maryland for his help in making 
that happen. There are a lot of people 
who have a lot of things they want to 
say. 

I want to yield what remains of my 
time to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. MARSHALL). 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I 
would simply add to what my friend 
from Mississippi has said and others 
have said that this bill is the culmina-
tion of months of work by the com-
mittee in a bipartisan way to give the 
men and women that we have in uni-
form, particularly those men and 
women in harm’s way what we believe 
they need in order to carry on their 
duty on behalf of the United States. I 
think everybody on the committee 
agrees with me that everything that 
we can possibly do to support them we 
are going to do. I want to compliment 
the chairman, the ranking member, 
and other members of the committee 
for a job well done. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEK-
STRA), the distinguished chairman of 
the Intelligence Committee. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the conference report, al-
though I am concerned about provi-
sions of the bill that have the potential 
to create a chilling effect that would 
harm the ability of the intelligence 
community to gather vital information 
to protect our country. I want to first 
thank Chairman HUNTER for his out-
standing personal efforts to safeguard 
our Nation’s intelligence capabilities 
and our intelligence personnel. 

b 0030 

I appreciate his close coordination 
with me and with the Intelligence 
Committee during the negotiations on 
this bill. 

Let me be crystal clear: The United 
States does not engage in torture, and 
the United States abides by its treaty 
obligations with respect to cruel, inhu-
man, and degrading treatment. The 
principles of the conference report re-
lating to cruel and inhuman and de-
grading treatment should not be con-
troversial or even remarkable. As the 
President said earlier this week, we 
should make it clear to the world that 
we do not engage in torture. 

But I want to record my substantial 
discomfort that this bill could be read 
more broadly than intended and have a 
detrimental effect on our national se-

curity. After the 9/11 attacks, we 
learned the hard way that excessive re-
strictions on our intelligence agencies 
such as the Deutch Doctrine and the 
‘‘wall’’ between intelligence and law 
enforcement often had a chilling effect 
on operations that was far broader 
than intended and significantly hurt 
our intelligence gathering capabilities. 
I want to reinforce Chairman HUNTER’s 
efforts to make very clear that this 
conference report does not create new 
criminal liabilities and does not create 
any private right of action with respect 
to interrogation practices. It also does 
not modify the substantive definition 
of cruel, inhuman, and degrading treat-
ment that applies to the United States 
under its existing treaty obligations. 

Despite those concerns I fully sup-
port this agreement because of the pro-
visions of this bill. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve that Chairman HUNTER’s efforts 
has significantly improved this legisla-
tion, clarified its intent; so I will vote 
for the conference report and I encour-
age my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). 

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, we have handled, the 
conference has handled, leadership has 
handled, and the staff, a record number 
of amendments in a record period of 
time. And while I have some problems 
with the process, I commend them for 
the end result. It is a good piece of 
work. 

There are many good features to it. 
We retained intact the McCain lan-
guage which prohibits the United 
States from engaging in torture of pris-
oners. There are a number of very fine 
personnel improvements here which 
our service personnel dearly deserve. 

We have given the impetus to start 
up something called a caps reliable re-
placement warhead program but at the 
same time put it within reasonable and 
restrictive bounds, which I think is 
smart. And I could go on and on. There 
are some good features to this bill. 

I am not criticizing anyone in par-
ticular when I say that I find fault with 
the process, but I have been on this 
committee for 23 years, all the time I 
have served here. And, unfortunately, 
given the time restraints, which were 
largely the result of the fact that the 
Senate put us on abbreviated schedule, 
they were late getting their bill done, 
we have had to do this with much too 
much haste. 

Here is the bill right here that we are 
about to consider, and we only saw it 
really in final form on Friday after-
noon. We were appointed at one hour, 
and at the very next hour we were 
meeting for our first and only formal 
meeting. I hope this will not become a 
precedent for the process in the future, 
and that is why I express this concern 
now. The bill itself I support. 
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I am also very concerned about what 

is happening to the defense appropria-
tions bill, and I do not want to see it 
happen to our defense authorization 
bill. We do not want our bill to become 
a must-pass piece of legislation to 
which other bills, other wholly unre-
lated legislation, gets attached because 
ours is must-pass legislation, a moving 
vehicle. That could have happened to 
this very bill, and it is the reason we 
are standing here at 12:30 at night in-
stead of dealing with it yesterday 
afternoon with much more leisure than 
we are giving to the bill right now be-
cause it was almost hijacked by some-
thing totally extraneous. And I would 
say to the chairman I am glad that this 
did not happen, glad that we have got 
a clean bill, and glad that we can vote 
on it without having these extraneous 
matters to consider and weigh. 

Once again, congratulations on a job 
well done. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, in the 
last few minutes, I have gone through 
a few hundred pages of this bill, which 
I think it is instructive to know that $1 
billion for a so-called Iraqi Freedom 
Fund is being authorized. We do not 
know what that is. There is $2.5 billion 
for classified ops in Iraq. We do not 
know what that is, certainly. 

On the issue of alleged clandestine 
detention facilities for individuals cap-
tured in the global war on terrorism, 
here is what it says: ‘‘Conferees deter-
mined the amendment was outside the 
jurisdiction of the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. So we still 
do not know whether or not this House 
has any authority to rein in the admin-
istration’s rendition policies. 

I would ask the gentleman from Cali-
fornia a question. I have just read a 
couple hundred pages. I have not seen 
the whole bill. Could the gentleman 
tell me if there is a provision in this 
bill that permits drilling in the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge? 

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

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. No. As the gentleman 
knows, the ANWR position is not in 
this bill. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, could 
the gentleman explain what the Iraqi 
Freedom Fund is about? 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, the 
Iraqi Freedom Fund is a fund that in-
cludes money for body armor and lots 
of other equipment. It is a fund that we 
supply each year. It is a revolving fund 
that we keep money in so that the war- 
fighting commanders can buy what 
they need immediately when they need 
it. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s explanation. 

Could the gentleman clarify this re-
port language on page 210 that says 
that the amendment was outside the 
jurisdiction of the Committees on 
Armed Services in the Senate and the 
House with respect to alleged clandes-
tine detention facilities? 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would further yield, let me 
just say to the gentleman that is a 
classified portion that is within the ju-
risdiction of the Intelligence Com-
mittee. 

Mr. KUCINICH. So it is not covered 
in this report is what he is saying? 

Mr. HUNTER. That is correct. 
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for his explanation. 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, in the combination of institu-
tional incompetence and ideological 
extremism that has us contemplating 
this bill at this hour with further im-
portant legislation to go, all kinds of 
stuff gets put in and the regular proc-
ess gets degraded. 

I just want to call attention to one 
wholly irrelevant provision, irrelevant 
to the defense. The Boy Scouts of 
America have been found by States and 
cities to be violating their anti-dis-
crimination policies with regard to 
both sexual orientation and religion, 
and some cities have said that they do 
not want anyone who fails to follow 
their State or city’s policy getting free 
facilities. That I suppose can be de-
bated or not as to whether it is right or 
wrong, but it does not seem to me that 
there is any argument for having it in 
the Armed Services authorization bill 
in a Congress run by supposed States 
rights conservatives, a provision that 
says to every city in America you will 
let the Boy Scouts use your facilities 
for free whether or not you think they 
violate the law against discrimination 
based on religion or sexual orientation. 

Now, that is probably going to be 
found unconstitutional, but I find that 
to be way beyond the scope of this bill 
and an example of the degradation of 
the legislative process that it is in 
here. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR). 

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, for all 
the meritorious provisions of this bill 
dealing with national defense, there is 
one that has nothing to do with na-
tional defense, and that is the provi-
sion on Peotone Airport, Illinois. The 
language would make it a requirement 
of Federal law that the governing body 
of South Suburban Airport in Will 
County, Peotone Airport, Illinois, be 
comprised of a majority of local resi-
dents of the county. 

There was an effort to stick this lan-
guage in our surface transportation, 
SAFETEA-LU, last summer. I vigor-

ously objected. It has nothing to do 
with surface transportation. It has 
nothing to do with the substance of 
that bill. So now here it reappears. And 
this is a total contradiction to the 
often professed Republican stance that 
the Federal Government should not 
tell local governments how to run their 
business. It is an unprecedented change 
in the longstanding policy of the De-
partment of Transportation and the 
FAA that State and local governments 
determine the structure of airport or-
ganization and management and the 
Federal Government regulates airport 
safety. This is objectionable. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to 
the provision on Peotone Airport, which was 
inserted into this conference report at the last 
minute. The amendment would make it a fed-
eral requirement that the governing body of 
the South Suburban (Peotone) airport in Will 
County, Illinois be comprised of a majority of 
local residents of the county. 

Insertion of this provision in the Conference 
Report is but the latest example of the abuse 
of the conference process to enact a legisla-
tive provision, which couldn’t be passed on its 
merits, as a separate bill. The provision was 
never considered by the Committee of jurisdic-
tion, the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee. Last summer, there was an un-
successful, last minute effort to add this provi-
sion to the Transportation bill, SAFETEA–LU. 
Now the provision appears again in a Con-
ference Report that has nothing to do with 
aviation, or transportation. The provision was 
not in either of the defense bills that went to 
conference. It is now protected against points 
of order. Regrettably, this type of abuse of the 
process seems to happen every time a major 
conference report comes before the House. 

In addition to the abuse of process, the pro-
vision is bad policy. It is an unprecedented 
change in the longstanding policy that state 
and local governments determine the structure 
of airport organization and management, while 
the federal government regulates airport safe-
ty. The FAA is a safety organization, and its 
highest priority is to ensure the safe and effi-
cient operation of the airport and airway sys-
tem, not to arbitrate disputes between local 
authorities. The State of Illinois should deter-
mine what body will govern and develop the 
Peotone airport and how that body should be 
structured. 

Mr. Speaker, I deeply regret that the con-
ference process has been abused to pass this 
undesirable provision. 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 1063. AIRPORT CERTIFICATION. 

For the airport referred to in paragraph (1) 
to be eligible to receive approval of an air-
port layout plan by the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, such airport shall ensure and 
provide documentation that— 

(1) the governing body of an airport built 
after the date of enactment of this Act at 
site number 04506.3*A and under number 17– 
0027 of the National Plan of Integrated Air-
port Systems is composed of a majority of 
local residents who live in the county in 
which such airport is located; and 

(2) the airport complies with sections 303, 
303A, and 303B of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (41 
U.S.C. 253–253b) as implemented by the Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulation issued pursuant 
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to section 25 of the Office of Federal Procure-
ment Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 421) regarding 
land procurement and developer selection. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). 

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding me this time. 

I rise in support of the conference re-
port, and I express my appreciation 
that this report affirms the principle 
that a great power should not need to 
resort to inhuman tactics to pursue its 
objectives. The anti-torture language 
that is in this conference report is en-
tirely appropriate. 

I also appreciate the fact that it 
strikes the proper balance between an 
affirmation of our principles and an un-
derstanding that our intelligence 
agents must act with discretion and 
flexibility when dealing with the very 
difficult job that we have given them. 
This is an important affirmation that 
strengthens our country, that improves 
our intelligence, and makes us safer. 

I commend the chairman, the rank-
ing member for making sure the provi-
sion is in here. I would urge a ‘‘yes’’ 
vote on the conference report. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the 
Graham-Levin amendment language 
contained in this bill. This provision 
restricts the jurisdiction of the Federal 
courts to consider habeas corpus peti-
tions from detainees at Guantanamo or 
complaints about their treatment. It 
also would require military tribunals 
to ‘‘weigh the value of the intelligence 
gained from an interrogation against a 
judgment on whether the statement 
was coerced.’’ 

In other words, even if the bill says 
they cannot torture, it also says they 
can use the information they obtain by 
torturing people if the military tri-
bunal concludes the statement itself 
was not coerced. 

These two provisions taken together, 
Mr. Speaker, make the anti-torture 
provision of this bill unenforceable. 
They cannot complain about it through 
habeas corpus. They cannot get into 
the Federal courts to complain about 
it, and the military tribunal can use 
the coerced evidence. 

That is not right. This is un-Amer-
ican, and this language ought to have 
been stricken from the bill. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BOOZMAN). The Chair will remind Mem-
bers to refrain from wearing commu-
nicative badges while under recogni-
tion. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas 
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the ranking member 
very much for his leadership and the 
chairman. 

As we all know, all of us have con-
stituents in the U.S. military. Texas 
has some of the largest numbers of 
military in the United States, living in 
Texas. 

I rise to compliment some of the as-
pects of this bill, such as the increase 
in the death gratuity and the 
TRICARE increase for the military and 
their families. I see the impact on my 
constituents for improved health care. 
I also applaud the avian flu provision 
and as well the issue dealing with the 
Department of Energy that will not al-
lowed the DOE to increase our nuclear 
warheads but will only allow the DOE 
to study the effectiveness of existing 
warheads. 

Finally the conferees agreed that our 
that our values do not support torture 
practices, however, I am certainly dis-
appointed that the habeas has been 
taken away from so called enemy com-
batants. And I might also add that here 
we go again with ‘‘Star Wars,’’ and pro-
gram doubtful in value. 

But it is important that the Goode 
amendment was not included. We do 
not need to use the military at the bor-
der. We are a country of laws as we are 
a country of immigrants. And I might 
say as well that the 527 campaign re-
form legislation belongs somewhere 
else, not in the Defense bill. 

Our soldiers need the funding re-
sources. They need our help. They need 
an increase in compensation. They 
need better health care. And their fam-
ilies, tragically, when they die in the 
line of duty, the least we can do is to 
provide their dependents with a decent, 
livable opportunity to survive. 

I hope that we will have a better 
process the next time, but I say on be-
half of my constituents that I hope we 
will move this legislation forward. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Just one or two points, Mr. Speaker. 
Again in the detainee legislation, the 
House inserted protections for Amer-
ican uniform personnel and nonuniform 
personnel. 

The other point that was mentioned 
by the gentleman from New York was 
on probative value of evidence that 
might have been obtained under coer-
cion. We all know that we have an ex-
clusionary rule in this country domes-
tically, and that means, as in Davis v. 
Mississippi, which is one of the thresh-
old cases, the fact that the person did 
have his fingerprints on the threshold 
of the grandmother that he murdered, 
was picked out of an unconstitution-
ally developed lineup; and therefore we 
said, as a matter of disciplining our 
process, we would let people go even 
though we knew they had committed 
the crime. 

This is a different situation, Mr. 
Speaker. This is a situation where a 

person may have been interrogated and 
may have disclosed, for example, a 
cache of weapons with which he was 
going to use to destroy American sol-
diers on the battlefield, the idea that 
in our review when we determine 
whether we are going to free him and 
send him back, having seen some of the 
people that we freed at Guantanamo 
show back up on the battlefield intent 
on killing American soldiers, that we 
felt we could not go that far. We could 
still take the probative value, and if 
that interrogation developed that 
cache of weapons, we would look at the 
cache of weapons and say the person 
who maintained that was in fact a 
combatant and it is not fair to our sol-
diers to put him back where he can 
shoot at them again. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say one last 
thing before my great colleague winds 
up on his side. The gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) is our cham-
pion on the Armed Services Committee 
for military education. That is an area 
in which he has more expertise than 
anybody else in this body. And I 
thought, as we move toward the con-
clusion of this bill, that it was only ap-
propriate that as a gentleman who 
knows more history than the rest of us, 
and, in fact, I went over a book that we 
were going to get him and I found out 
he was already reading that book, I 
wanted to dedicate to him and to give 
to him a book from the committee 
signed by all the members of the com-
mittee, and the ones that have not 
come to the floor yet will have their 
opportunity. It is the ‘‘Battle of Vicks-
burg.’’ And for a gentleman who knows 
every battle that was fought in Amer-
ica and knows it very well, I thought 
that this would be an interesting trib-
ute to us for a gentleman who really 
guides us, Democrats and Republicans, 
in this very important area of military 
education. 

b 0045 

So to the great gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON), I hope you have 
good reading, and let me know the high 
points. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
chairman, Chairman HUNTER, flatters 
me. It is rather interesting, and it is 
important for me to point out that my 
late wife, Susie Skelton, went to All 
Saints High School, which is in the 
middle of the Vicksburg, Mississippi 
battlefield. And because of that, that 
has special meaning to our family and, 
Mr. Speaker, I am most appreciative. 

This is an excellent bill. It includes 
language regarding detainees, pay 
raises, and medical help. I hope that 
this does not set a pattern on process. 
I realize that there was a time problem 
with the Senate passing the bill so 
late, and with the Thanksgiving recess 
coming up. But I hope that the panels 
will be able to meet fully, explore each 
of the issues, and as we are not able to 
do that as nearly as fully as we should, 
we had to rely on our wonderful staff, 
and they did an outstanding job. 
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Toward the last, Mr. Speaker, this 

was a rather torturous procedural ef-
fort. We jumped two major hurdles to-
ward the end; and at the end of the day, 
the bill is an excellent one for those in 
uniform and for those who defend our 
country. 

So with that I thank all of the mem-
bers of the committee. Chairman 
HUNTER, thank you especially for your 
help, your leadership, and to each 
member on our committee for the tre-
mendous work that they did. Hours and 
days went into this. And a special 
thanks, Mr. Chairman, for this book on 
Vicksburg. 

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

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to thank the gentleman. I 
thought it would be appropriate for us 
also to thank this wonderful staff, this 
great bipartisan staff who put this 
product together. Let us thank them 
for what they did. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. How much time do we 
have left, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BOOZMAN). The gentleman’s time has 
expired. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for 1 additional 
minute so the gentleman from Georgia 
could make a presentation. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman is recognized for 1 minute. 
Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ap-

preciate that very much. It was when 
Chairman HUNTER provided the book to 
Ike about Vicksburg that I thought 
that perhaps it was appropriate here 
publicly to say that there is probably 
no person on the Armed Services Com-
mittee today, nor perhaps no person in 
the history of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, who has done so much for mili-
tary education. Ike Skelton has con-
stantly talked about the need to pro-
vide education and training for our 
men and women in uniform, and he is 
known throughout the armed services 
for that great contribution that he has 
made. 

A couple of years ago, he came up 
with the idea of commissioning a 
scholarship program for the graduates 
of 2-year military colleges to continue 
their education, with DOD paying for it 
if DOD thinks that it is appropriate to 
do so; scholarships for these graduates 
as newly commissioned officers to fin-
ish their college educations. This year, 
unbeknownst to Ike, that scholarship 
program was named the Ike Skelton 
Early Commissioning Program Schol-
arship. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to present 
Senator ISAKSON’s, a Member of the 
other body, his bill originally signed by 
him naming that program the Ike 

Skelton Early Commissioning Program 
Scholarship. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for an ad-
ditional 1 minute. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I am in-

deed flattered, and I do thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia for this unex-
pected tribute, and a special thanks to 
Senator ISAKSON, the fellow Georgian, 
for his efforts in this. I am indeed flat-
tered, and I will do my best to merit 
the confidence both of the chairman for 
his presentation and the presentation 
Mr. MARSHALL made, and with deep ap-
preciation. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of this bill, but not without 
great reservation. Despite my concerns, I am 
pleased to see that the bill really provides 
good provisions for our troops and their fami-
lies. Moving into the specifics of the bill, H.R. 
1815 authorizes $441.5 billion for defense pro-
grams in FY 2006, slightly less than the Presi-
dent’s request. The total is $20.9 billion (5%) 
more than the current regular authorized and 
appropriated level not counting $75.9 billion in 
FY 2005 emergency supplemental defense 
funds appropriated last month for operations in 
Iraq. Among other things, the bill increases the 
death gratuity for all active and activated serv-
ice members to $100,000 retroactive to Octo-
ber 7, 2001. This authority is needed to pay 
the higher death gratuity to all service mem-
bers, and more importantly pay it retroactively 
to those what do not qualify under the combat- 
related requirements since October 7, 2001. 
Furthermore, for the first time ever, all reserv-
ists who agree to continue service in the Se-
lected Reserves will have an opportunity, de-
pending on their status, to buy into a govern-
ment subsidized TRICARE Standard health 
care program for themselves and their fami-
lies. This authority is needed to allow expan-
sion of the program to all drilling Selected Re-
servists, and enhances the current TRICARE 
Reserve Select program. 

In addition, H.R. 1815 authorizes the Presi-
dent’s request of an across-the-board 3.1% 
pay increase for military personnel. Further, 
the measure authorizes targeted increases for 
mid-grade and senior non-commissioned offi-
cers and mid-grade officers. The raises would 
reduce the pay gap between the military and 
private sector to 4.6%, from 5.1%. Even more 
important, the measure increases payments to 
survivors of deceased military personnel to 
$100,000, from $12,000, and eliminates the 
requirement that these families have to deduct 
those payments from the total they can re-
ceive from a similar program at the Veterans 
Affairs Department. The bill also report in-
creases the bonuses for enlistment and reen-
listment and raises the eligible enlistment age 
to 42. These authorities are needed by the 
Department and most will expire on December 
31, 2005. 

From a health care prospective, for the first 
time ever, all reservists who agree to continue 
service in the Selected Reserves will have an 
opportunity, depending on their status, to buy 
into a government subsidized TRICARE 
Standard health care program for themselves 
and their families. This authority is needed to 

allow expansion of the program to all drilling 
Selected Reservists, and enhances the current 
TRICARE Reserve Select program. H.R. 1815 
also extends TRICARE coverage for children 
of service members killed in the line of duty 
until 21 years of age, or 23 years, if a full-time 
student. 

Under the bill the Department of Defense is 
required to report back on its plans to respond 
to an international and/or domestic outbreak of 
avian flu. This is very important as our nation 
combats the potential outbreak of this flu. 
Lastly Requires the establishment of a Mental 
Health Task Force that will look at how the 
Department and the Services can better iden-
tify, treat, and support the mental health 
needs, including Post Traumatic Stress Dis-
order, for service members and their families. 
An effort to provide a comprehensive exam-
ination of the mental health programs and poli-
cies of the Department of Defense and other 
federal programs, this effort will not be initi-
ated without a defense authorization bill. 

Title 3 of the bill allows the Department of 
Defense to accept gifts on behalf of wounded 
service members, Department of Defense ci-
vilians or their families. Soldiers are currently 
restricted from accepting more than $20 in 
gifts. This makes it impossible for well mean-
ing people to give gifts to wounded troops or 
their families without violating ethics laws. The 
provision will only partially fix the issue as 
people will not be able to give gifts directly to 
the soldier. The bill recognizes the diversity of 
members of the Armed Forces who serve and 
died in Operation Iraqi Freedom and Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom. Additionally, the bill 
authorizes $30 million for Department of De-
fense Impact Aid. These are funds provided to 
states that have military bases in communities 
and these bases are feeding of the economy 
of the community. 

Before closing, let me take a few moments 
to express my concerns with the bill. In terms 
of ‘‘Star Wars’’ I would only say, here we go 
again providing for additional testing on 
unproven technology that will not ensure our 
safety. Finally I am disappointed that the bill 
provides limited judicial review of appeals from 
prisoners seeking determinations of enemy 
combatant status. This does nothing but 
closes the court doors which going against the 
principle of judicial review and due process. 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, I support the ex-
tension of the Defense Department’s 1207 
program, which ensures that the Department’s 
federal contracting process in no way supports 
or subsidizes the discrimination that has long 
existed in the contracting business. The exten-
sion of the program through September 2009 
is needed to help achieve that goal. 

Overwhelming evidence has shown that mi-
norities historically have been excluded from 
both public and private construction projects, 
particularly from defense contracts. Since its 
adoption in 1986, the Department of Defense’s 
1207 program has helped level the playing 
field for minority contractors, but there is still 
much work yet to be done. 

A 2004 North Carolina study by MGT Amer-
ica, an independent research and consulting 
firm, revealed that North Carolina continues to 
underutilize businesses owned by minorities or 
women in nearly all categories of transpor-
tation contracts. More specifically, African 
American and Hispanic businesses are under-
utilized in every business category of contracts 
awarded by the North Carolina Department of 
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Transportation. In an earlier Charlotte study, 
Hispanic contractors reported that they are 
treated differently and experience more pres-
sure to get the work done. Clearly, efforts to 
encourage minority participation in government 
contracting are still necessary. 

The Department of Defense’s 1207 program 
helps to counter discrimination without impos-
ing an undue burden on white-owned busi-
nesses. Small businesses owned by white 
contractors are eligible to receive the benefits 
of the program if they are socially and eco-
nomically disadvantaged. 

I strongly support the reauthorization of the 
Department of Defense’s 1207 program. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to address the defense authorization bill 
conference report for fiscal year 2006. The bill 
includes language regarding U.S. policy con-
cerning the war in Iraq, which reflects substan-
tially House Joint Resolution 55 of which I am 
a prime cosponsor, with regard to phased re-
deployment of U.S. forces in Iraq during cal-
endar year 2006. There is also language in 
this bill that clearly lays out how detainees in 
the custody of the U.S. Government will be 
treated. However, it does not address the 
question of the outsourcing torture or con-
tracting with third parties for interrogation and 
detention not subject to the provisions of this 
bill. We will pay a heavy price in terms of 
world condemnation for this deliberate omis-
sion when such activities are revealed. 

There are several measures to improve the 
oversight of major acquisition programs for the 
Department of Defense. Each year the nation 
gives the Pentagon hundreds of billions of dol-
lars, and each year the Pentagon spends a 
good portion of that money buying things: 
ships, planes, tanks, helicopters, and other 
items. Unfortunately, in recent years almost 
every single high-profile defense acquisition 
program has experienced cost overruns, per-
formance shortfalls, or testing problems. I be-
lieve that one reason for these problems is 
that Congress hasn’t done everything it could 
to make sure that these important programs 
stay on track and that the companies building 
the systems deliver what they promise to de-
liver. At the end of the day, this is about get-
ting our troops in the field what they need, 
when they need it. Making sure this happens 
is one of Congress’ primary Constitutional du-
ties. 

I am pleased then that this year, the de-
fense authorization bill puts measures in place 
that will improve Congress’ visibility of several 
major programs that are facing challenges, in-
cluding the Future Combat System, the Joint 
Tactical Radio System, and the new Presi-
dential helicopter. In each case, both myself 
and my subcommittee chairman Congressman 
CURT WELDON, are committed to making sure 
that these programs deliver the capability our 
military needs at a price we can afford. 

I am also encouraged that for the first time, 
this bill requires the Department of Defense 
and the military services to report back to us 
on options for moving to a capital budgeting 
approach for defense acquisition, which I have 
advocated. Today, the DOD is one of the few 
government entities in the United States that 
continues to cash-finance the purchase of 
multi-million dollar capital items such as ships 
and aircraft. As I’ve pointed out many times 
during committee discussions, this cash-fi-
nancing and budgeting system is leading the 
Department to make poor decisions on major 

capital acquisition programs. In effect, the way 
we budget for new equipment is determining 
what we end up buying. That is a completely 
backwards system and one that needs to 
change. The conference report before us 
today will require the DOD and the Armed 
Services to take a serious look at using an al-
ternative, modern, and more flexible capital 
budgeting approach that will help the DOD get 
our troops the equipment they need to do their 
jobs. 

As I indicated earlier, this bill includes lan-
guage in Section 1227 on U.S. Policy in Iraq 
that I think represents bipartisan agreement 
with House Joint Resolution 55, which I intro-
duced with Congressman WALTER JONES this 
past June. Joint Resolution 55 called for the 
President to begin the withdrawal of U.S. 
troops from Iraq in 2006. Similarly, the bill be-
fore us today says that: 

‘‘Calendar Year 2006 should be a period of 
significant transition to full Iraqi sovereignty, 
with Iraqi forces taking the lead for the secu-
rity of a free and sovereign Iraq, thereby cre-
ating the conditions for the phased redeploy-
ment of the United States forces from Iraq.’’ 

I think the bipartisan support in Congress for 
a phased redeployment and the President’s 
eventual signature for this measure should 
signal a significant step toward getting US 
troops out of Iraq. I’m pleased that despite the 
recent White House overheated rhetoric about 
‘‘total’’ or ‘‘complete’’ victory and casting as-
persions on the patriotism of those opposed to 
this war that we may finally be at a point 
where we can all agree that in 2006 US troops 
will begin to come home from Iraq. If the 
President signs this bill it follows that support 
for this language requires beginning the draw-
down of US forces in Iraq as soon as pos-
sible. 

Again, as I indicated earlier, this bill con-
tains language clarifying how individuals de-
tained and held by the United States Govern-
ment will be treated and interrogated. The lan-
guage originally sponsored by Senator JOHN 
MCCAIN that prohibits ‘‘cruel, inhumane, or de-
grading’’ treatment of prisoners is retained in 
the conference report in its original form. How-
ever, while I’m pleased that this language is 
included in the bill—after the President threat-
ened to veto this very same language—I am 
troubled by an issue that this bill does not ad-
dress. 

This issue is the issue of whether or not the 
United States condones, by default, the torture 
of prisoners by ‘‘outsourcing’’ interrogations to 
other nations. The technique of handing over 
prisoners in our custody to other countries is 
called ‘‘extraordinary rendition,’’ and has been 
described in numerous press reports. In some 
cases, it may even be an appropriate way to 
deal with a prisoner wanted for crimes in their 
home country. 

However, what happens to those prisoners 
when they leave U.S. custody is not ad-
dressed in this bill in any way. As a result, 
while the bill prohibits people in our direct cus-
tody and control from being tortured, it is si-
lent—and thus, complicit—with regard to our 
handing over prisoners to other nations so that 
they can be tortured on our behalf. 

So, while we have made some progress 
with regard to making it clear to our military 
and intelligence services how they are to treat 
prisoners in our custody, I am concerned that 
this bill doesn’t go far enough. I intend to sup-
port this bill today based on what is in it, but 

I want to make it clear that Congress must, as 
soon as possible, deal with the issue of the 
outsourcing of torture. If Congress does not do 
so soon, there will likely be some kind of inci-
dent somewhere involving a prisoner in our 
care that is handed over to another country 
and is subsequently tortured, or even killed. 
When that happens, if Congress has remained 
silent on this issue the United States will suffer 
another needless defeat in the court of global 
public opinion. When that happens, millions 
around the world may conclude that Congress 
condones the outsourcing of torture simply be-
cause we have chosen not to act to stop it. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, as a member 
of the House Armed Services Committee, I 
rise in support of the conference report to H.R. 
1815, and thank Chairman HUNTER and Rank-
ing Member SKELTON for their hard work. 
Once again the committee has demonstrated 
its commitment to ensuring the security of our 
nation and the safety of our men and women 
in uniform. 

I am extremely pleased that we were able to 
consider this measure without extraneous and 
controversial provisions that would have en-
dangered its passage. Our troops and the ci-
vilian employees in the Department of De-
fense have performed valiantly and made 
enormous sacrifices to safeguard the United 
States, and H.R. 1815 recognizes their com-
mitment by providing much-needed assistance 
to them and their families. The conference re-
port includes a pay raise of 3.1% for military, 
increases certain enlistment and re-enlistment 
bonuses, and allows certain members of the 
reserves to buy into the TRICARE health care 
program for themselves and their families. The 
measure also increases the endstrength of the 
Army and the Marine Corps, which should 
help relieve some of the stress on troops who 
have experienced repeated deployments. 

The legislation also contains $50 billion in 
supplemental funding to provide force protec-
tion equipment, such as up-armored Humvees 
and jammers for improvised explosive devices, 
to our troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well 
as to replace equipment that has been de-
graded by the high operations tempo. Though 
the military has accomplished a great deal 
with what they have, we have clear indications 
that we are wearing down our equipment, per-
haps faster than we can replace it. The invest-
ment in this bill is an important step, but we 
must not forget that it will take billions more to 
completely reset and recapitalize our force. 

This bill also contains important language to 
ensure that Department of Defense does not 
contract out existing government work without 
realizing actual cost savings. Earlier in the 
year, I drew the committee’s attention to 
DOD’s practice of reorganizing or reclassifying 
existing government work in order to cir-
cumvent required contracting rules without 
demonstrating savings. The language in this 
measure closes that loophole and goes much 
farther by establishing much clearer standards 
about how DOD can contract out work. I thank 
the chairman of the Readiness Subcommittee, 
Mr. HEFLEY, as well as the committee staff, for 
working with me and my office to address my 
original concern, and I will continue to work 
with the committee to monitor the implementa-
tion of this new language to ensure that all 
parties involved are treated fairly and that tax-
payer dollars are used as effectively as pos-
sible. 
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Finally, H.R. 1815 demonstrates its interest 

in maintaining a strong Navy through a contin-
ued commitment to the next-generation de-
stroyer, DD(X). It also includes language af-
firming the committee’s support of the VIR-
GINIA-class submarine and directing the Navy 
to initiate a program to improve future sub-
marine technology in a cost-effective manner. 
This provision should be welcome news to 
Electric Boat, a major employer in my district, 
which has announced as many 2,400 layoffs 
in 2006, primarily due to insufficient submarine 
design and construction work. To prevent our 
submarine force from shrinking to dangerously 
low levels, I will continue my efforts to inte-
grate cutting-edge technology into VIRGINIA- 
class submarines and to increase procurement 
of these ships to two per year. Given other na-
tions’ investments in their navy and undersea 
capabilities, we cannot afford for the United 
State to lose its undersea dominance. 

Again, I commend the Chairman HUNTER, 
Ranking Member SKELTON and my colleagues 
on the committee for a well-balanced bill, and 
I urge its adoption. 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of the conference report for 
H.R. 1815, the Fiscal Year 2006 National De-
fense Authorization. This legislation is critically 
important to our troops and our efforts in the 
global war on terror. In addition, the con-
ference report contains a provision that is ex-
tremely important to my constituents in Illi-
nois’s 11th Congressional district. The ‘‘Weller 
Amendment’’, which pertains to Chicago’s 
South Suburban Airport, ensures that the air-
port is built with local control and through a 
transparent process. 

The South Suburban Airport will be one of 
Illinois’ largest infrastructure projects to be un-
dertaken since the construction of Chicago 
O’Hare International airport. With the construc-
tion of the South Suburban Airport, an esti-
mated 236,000 jobs will be created and it is 
projected to generate $5.1 billion in economic 
growth. In addition to the boost it will give the 
local economy, the South Suburban Airport 
will further reduce the congestion that cur-
rently plagues Chicago O’Hare. 

The ‘‘Weller amendment’’ is necessary to 
protect the taxpayers of Will County who will 
have the ultimate responsibility for the infra-
structure and development associated with the 
airport. Local responsibility, accountability and 
control is essential for the airport to be suc-
cessful. For Will County, where the entire foot-
print of the airport is located, to have a major-
ity control on how this airport should take 
shape and operate. It is just common sense. 

The first section of my provision will ensure 
that Will County residents will receive a major-
ity of the seats on the governing board of the 
airport. Since my days in the Illinois General 
Assembly, I have been a strong supporter of 
the Third Airport and have always maintained 
that local control is vital to the airport govern-
ance. It is the residents of Will County who will 
have to live with both the benefits and the 
consequences the new growth will bring to the 
county. They must have a majority of seats on 
the governing board to represent Will county 
taxpayer interests. 

The second section of my provision applies 
to current law, requiring that all contractual 
dealings of the airport follow federal procure-
ment laws. There must be transparency and 
open bidding in the contracting for this airport. 
There is no room for sweetheart deals or 

backdoor no bid contracts which is the prac-
tice of the Abraham Lincoln Airport Commis-
sion, which is composed of communities in 
Cook County who seek to control the Will 
County site. This point has also been rein-
forced by the recent opinion by Illinois Attor-
ney General Lisa Madigan. In her opinion, 
issued last Friday evening, the process that 
the Abraham Lincoln Airport Commission used 
to pick two airport developers violated state 
procurement laws. 

I also realize that some of my constituents, 
especially near the airport site, do not support 
the construction of a suburban third airport. 
With this understood, should an airport be 
built, I think they would agree that those that 
have to live with the airport should control the 
operation of the airport. 

I would like to deeply thank Speaker 
HASTERT and Chairman HUNTER for their sup-
port of this amendment. I would also like to 
thank Will County Executive Larry Walsh, Will 
County Board Chairman Jim Moustis, Illinois 
State Senator Debbie Halvorson and all of the 
public officials in Will and Kankakee counties 
for their support. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. Mr. 
Speaker, let me start by adding my thanks to 
the Armed Services Committee staff for their 
hard work and long hours in getting this con-
ference report to the floor. 

On the whole, I think this is a solid bill—a 
bill that does a lot of good for our 
servicemembers and their families. 

It raises basic pay and hardship duty pay. It 
provides TRICARE coverage for Reservists. It 
increases the death gratuity for all activated 
servicemembers. It begins the much-needed 
reform of the DOD acquisition system. 

And with the inclusion of the McCain lan-
guage, this bill makes a strong statement to 
the world that the United States does NOT 
condone—and will not tolerate—the torture or 
abuse of detainees. 

But I’m particularly happy to note that the 
final conference agreement includes two im-
portant revisions to the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice (UCMJ). 

The first revision would update Article 120 
of the UCMJ making it a modern, complete 
sexual assault statute that protects victims, 
empowers commanders and prosecutors, and 
improves good order and discipline of the 
armed forces. 

It offers military prosecutors a clear defini-
tion of sexual assault and better tools for pros-
ecuting sexual offenses, and it affords in-
creased protection for victims by emphasizing 
acts of the perpetrator rather than the reaction 
of the victim during an assault. 

The second revision to the UCMJ involves 
the addition of stalking as a specifically de-
fined offense, bringing the UCMJ in line with 
federal laws and the laws of all 50 states. 

The language in this bill will offer com-
manders and prosecutors a clear definition of 
stalking. It will raise awareness, strengthen 
law enforcement, and underscore the crimi-
nality of this conduct to all members of the 
military community. 

Furthermore, it will give commanders a pow-
erful tool to cut stalking off in its early 
stages—before a stalker’s behavior escalates. 

I have pushed for these changes for a long, 
long time, and I am thrilled to see both cham-
bers finally agree on these major steps for-
ward for the military justice system and for the 
men and women of our armed forces. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, today we 
are being asked to vote on the Department of 
Defense Authorization conference report. 
Once again, the House is being required to 
vote on a bill in the dead of night, without the 
opportunity to read the language or consider 
its ramifications. I am especially concerned 
about two provisions in this bill—provisions 
that were not in the original House bill, were 
not the subject of Congressional hearings, and 
have not been carefully scrutinized. Yet, those 
two provisions—one that undermines the fun-
damental right of habeas corpus and the other 
that undermines the ban on torture—will have 
profound implications for our legal traditions 
and our reputation throughout the world. 

The first provision, based on a Senate 
amendment, would limit U.S. courts’ historic 
habeas corpus jurisdiction to review deten-
tions. This would cut off access to the courts 
by persons held at Guantánamo Bay. 

Habeas corpus is one of the most funda-
mental precepts of American Constitutional 
tradition. The court-stripping provision included 
in this legislation would do grievous harm to 
the rule that the government cannot just lock 
up people without showing cause to a court. It 
is not a change that we should enact without 
careful consideration by the appropriate com-
mittees in the House and Senate. 

In a letter to Members of Congress com-
menting on the Senate amendment, Leslie H. 
Jackson, head of the POW organization, 
American Ex-Prisoners of War, said ‘‘As we 
limit the rights of human beings, even those of 
the enemy, we become more like the enemy. 
That makes us weaker and imperils our 
troops. I am proud to be an American and 
proud of my service to my country. This 
Amendment, well intentioned as it may be, will 
diminish us.’’ William D. Rogers, former Under 
Secretary of State during the Ford Administra-
tion, also expressed serious concerns about 
the possible impacts of this amendment. He 
warns, ‘‘To proclaim democratic government to 
the rest of the world as the supreme form of 
government at the very moment we eliminate 
the most important avenue of relief from arbi-
trary governmental decision will not serve our 
interests in the larger world.’’ 

Second, this legislation also includes a pro-
vision that would undermine a ban on torture 
by allowing testimony obtained by torture to be 
used to hold and to punish detainees. Both 
the House and the Senate have voted over-
whelmingly in past weeks that our nation 
should prohibit the use of torture. We have 
agreed that the use of torture is antithetical to 
a moral nation and that it harms our reputation 
as the exemplar of democracy and freedom 
throughout the world. We have also heard 
from intelligence experts that information ob-
tained in interrogations that use techniques 
like ‘‘waterboarding’’ or simulated drowning, 
often produce unreliable information. Yet, 
while this legislation condemns the use of tor-
ture on one hand, on the other hand it 
countenances the use of information obtained 
through torture to eliminate legal rights. 

I urge my colleagues to reject these provi-
sions in order to protect our time-tested judi-
cial review process and to keep our commit-
ment to end the use of torture. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, this 
conference report has flaws, and I dislike the 
way it was developed. But I think it deserves 
to be approved, and want to highlight a few 
reasons why. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:57 Nov 16, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H18DE5.PT2 H18DE5C
C

O
LE

M
A

N
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
71

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H12211 December 18, 2005 
First, the conference report includes the 

original McCain amendment related to treat-
ment of detainees, with additional language 
agreed to by the conferees and the Adminis-
tration that provides our military and intel-
ligence personnel with criminal and civil de-
fenses modeled on those already provided to 
military personnel under the Uniformed Code 
of Military Justice in specific circumstances. 

I strongly supported the McCain amendment 
because, while it’s said actions speak louder 
than words, reputations depend on both—and, 
fairly or not, for people around the world the 
actions of a few Americans at Abu Ghraib 
have left a stain on America’s reputation and 
have made it harder for our troops to win the 
war against Islamic terrorists. Erasing that 
stain and protecting our soldiers from abuse 
will take both respectable actions and credible 
words—and enactment of this part of the con-
ference report will give credibility to our words. 

I also am glad to note that the conference 
report includes the language adopted by the 
Senate saying that says 2006 should be a pe-
riod of significant transition to full Iraqi sov-
ereignty, with Iraqi security forces taking the 
lead for the security of a free and sovereign 
Iraq, thereby creating the conditions for a 
phased redeployment of U.S. forces from Iraq, 
and requiring quarterly reports until all combat 
brigades have been redeployed from Iraq. 

With my colleagues Representatives 
OSBORN, TAUSCHER, and SCHWARZ, I urged 
that this be retained in the conference report 
as a step toward the greater unity among 
Members of Congress and the Administration 
that I think will be needed for a successful out-
come in Iraq. So, its inclusion is another rea-
son I support the conference report. 

There are also many broad provisions in the 
bill that benefit our troops. An important one 
increases the end strength for the Army and 
Marine Corps by 30,000 and 4,000 respec-
tively, thereby helping to ease the strain on 
our troops. I’m also glad that the bill includes 
provisions to increase recruiting and retention 
incentives, increase the death gratuity to 
$100,000, and provide a 3.1% pay raise for 
members of the armed forces. The bill also 
provides better force protection for our troops, 
including nearly doubled funding for up-ar-
mored Humvees. 

Also critical is the report’s provision author-
izing reservists who agree to continue service 
to buy into a government-subsidized TRICARE 
healthcare program for themselves and their 
families. Along with many of my colleagues in 
the House, I have fought for some time to ex-
pand TRICARE for the Guard and Reserve, so 
I take great pleasure in knowing that the re-
port includes this provision that will improve 
healthcare access for our men and women in 
the Selected Reserve. As long as our Nation 
continues to use our reserve components in 
the same capacities as active duty troops, 
they deserve similar benefits for similar serv-
ice. The needs of our Reservists will continue 
to grow as we continue to call them to service 
in the war in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Also important—especially at this time of 
budget tightening—is the report’s focus on 
reining in costs of major procurement pro-
grams, particularly the Future Combat Sys-
tems and other programs that have relied on 
immature technology. Similarly, provisions in-
cluded to reform the acquisition system will 
strengthen current law governing cost over-
runs. 

I am also pleased that the report fully au-
thorizes Cooperative Threat Reduction funding 
as well as additional funding for a Department 
of Energy nonproliferation program to imple-
ment agreements between the U.S. and Rus-
sia. One of the biggest dangers we face is the 
threat of nuclear weapons and other weapons 
of mass destruction in the hands of terrorists, 
yet the CTR program is currently funded at a 
lower level than it was before September 11th. 
So I am glad that report conferees recognized 
the importance of increasing CTR funding. 

On a less positive note, I am concerned that 
the report authorizes nearly $50 billion in a 
‘‘bridge fund’’—over and above the $440 bil-
lion in the regular bill—for FY06 supplemental 
appropriations for the wars in Iraq and Afghan-
istan and the global war on terror. While inclu-
sion in the report does mean that the author-
izing process has been followed to an extent, 
still, the additional money in this bridge fund 
should be included in the regular budget re-
quest, since there is nothing unexpected about 
the need for these funds. The ‘‘emergency’’ 
label that these funds bear hides the fact that 
they do increase the size of the budget deficit. 
I don’t believe this is a responsible way for us 
to pay for our military operations. 

And I have concerns about the provision re-
lated to the ability of detainees at Guanta-
namo Bay to seek judicial review of their situa-
tions. My understanding is that this could have 
the effect of allowing use of evidence obtained 
by coercive interrogations. At least one lawyer 
who represents detainees at Guantanamo has 
described the combination of the McCain 
amendment and this provision as one step for-
ward and two steps back. I think we must 
carefully monitor implementation of this provi-
sion and be prepared to consider revisions in 
the near future. 

Further, Mr. Speaker, as a new Member of 
the Armed Services Committee, I want to ex-
press my appreciation to Chairman HUNTER 
and for working with me on a number of provi-
sions in the report that are important to me 
and my state of Colorado. 

In particular, I am pleased that the report in-
cludes favorable language on the Pueblo 
Chemical Depot, a former chemical weapons 
site located in southeastern Colorado. Colo-
radans were alarmed last year when the de-
militarization project was put on hold, so they 
want to see that the Defense Department is 
committed to using the neutralization tech-
nology to destroy the 2,600 tons of mustard 
agent stored at Pueblo—not transporting the 
weapons to a different site for destruction. The 
Colorado delegation has worked hard to put 
the project back on the right track, so I am 
grateful for language in the bill directing the 
Secretary of the Army to continue to imple-
ment fully the neutralization technology at 
Pueblo. 

And, finally, the conference report includes 
provisions dealing with a matter of particular 
interest to Coloradans—the future of Rocky 
Flats. 

Located at the edge of the Denver metro-
politan area, Rocky Flats formerly was part of 
the complex of sites where nuclear weapons 
were made. After that use ended, the Depart-
ment of Energy and its contractors worked to 
have the site cleaned up and closed. That 
monumental task is now complete, and when 
the regulatory certification of cleanup and clo-
sure is issued, and most of the site will be 
transferred to the Interior Department for man-

agement as a national wildlife refuge pursuant 
to the Rocky Flats Wildlife Refuge Act. 

That Act, which I sponsored with Senator 
WAYNE ALLARD, includes some provisions re-
lated to the non-Federal minerals—primarily 
sand and gravel—at Rocky Flats. The purpose 
of those provisions is to make clear that while 
these mineral rights are to be respected as 
private property, their future development 
could have adverse effects on the land, wild-
life habitat, and other values of the future wild-
life refuge. I think the best way to avoid that 
is for the Federal Government to acquire the 
minerals. This conference report will facilitate 
acquisition of part of those mineral rights, and 
while I think its terms leave room for improve-
ment its enactment will enable valuable 
progress to be made. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I think the con-
ference report deserves enactment and I urge 
its approval. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the extension of the Defense 
Department’s Section 1207 Small and Dis-
advantaged Business Utilization (SADBU) pro-
gram through September 2009. I am very 
pleased to see this program extended in this 
bill because it has proven to be extremely ef-
fective in fighting discrimination in the defense 
contracting process, and has been tremen-
dously successful in ensuring that African 
Americans, Latinos, Asians, and Native Ameri-
cans are able to compete more effectively for 
government contracts. 

The goal of the SADBU program is to pro-
vide opportunities for all Americans to take 
part in the defense contracting process. Since 
its inception in 1987, the SADBU program has 
helped to level the playing field for small and 
disadvantaged businesses. However, there is 
still a lot that needs to be done. Years of Con-
gressional hearings have shown that minori-
ties have historically been unfairly excluded 
from both public and private construction con-
tracts in general, and from federal defense 
contracts in particular. And a recent study by 
MGT of America revealed that minority-owned 
and women-owned businesses in New Jersey 
still faced significant challenges in obtaining 
state contracts. Many business owners and 
representatives stated that their opportunities 
to perform work as subcontractors on state 
contracts decreased after the suspension of 
the state’s minority and women business en-
terprise program. If the federal SADBU pro-
gram were to end, a lot of the progress we 
have made to this point would likely be 
erased. That’s why this extension is so impor-
tant. 

Mr. Speaker, the 1207 program helps to 
correct the problems of discrimination without 
imposing an undue burden on other busi-
nesses. It is not a quota. It is not a set-aside. 
It is not a guarantee of contracts or dollars. It 
is simply about fairness, and the ability of mi-
nority-owned businesses to compete more ef-
fectively for federal defense contracts. All of 
us benefit when recipients of federal opportu-
nities reflect America’s diversity, and I’m proud 
to support the reauthorization of the 1207 pro-
gram. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I will vote 
in favor of this bill, but I do not support all of 
the provisions in it. I am especially concerned 
about the McCain language related to treat-
ment of detainees in the War on Terrorism 
and about the consequences of that language 
on our ability to prevent attacks against Ameri-
cans. 
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A recent editorial in the December 14, 2005 

issue of USA Today expresses my views very 
well, and I include it at this point in the 
RECORD: 

[From USA Today, Dec. 15, 2005] 
MISGUIDED MORALITY 

(By Andrew C. McCarthy and Clifford D. 
May) 

No one favors torture. Torture is already 
illegal under both U.S. and international 
law. Nonetheless, the United States is fight-
ing a war against ruthless enemies who obey 
no rules. We cannot afford to treat all of 
them with kid gloves all the time. 

On the battlefield, we can—and do—kill 
our enemies. Those we don’t kill but only 
capture should be treated humanely, despite 
the fact that they do not return the favor 
when they seize Americans. But those who 
have information that could save lives must 
be interrogated effectively. That does not 
imply torture. It does imply measures that 
the McCain amendment would ban. 

Contrary to what you might have heard, 
‘‘ticking time-bomb’’ scenarios are not un-
common. Consider the situation faced by 
Army Lt. Col. Allen West: Fighting near 
Tikrit, he captured a suspect who refused to 
divulge information about a planned am-
bush. 

West fired his revolver to frighten the sus-
pect. The trick worked. The terrorist talked. 
American lives were saved. And West was ac-
cused of torture, charged with assault and 
drummed out of the military. Next time, will 
an officer in the same situation decide to let 
Americans be killed—believing that’s what 
Americans back home demand? 

Even more common than the ticking time 
bomb is the scenario in which a ‘‘high-value’’ 
suspect is captured, for example a senior al- 
Qaeda commander who might not know 
about an imminent attack but who does have 
information on terrorist recruiting, training 
and communications. 

In this circumstance, torture is not only 
unneeded but also unhelpful. But the use of 
‘‘stress and duress’’ techniques, including re-
wards for cooperation and punishments for 
defiance, can, over time, induce a subject to 
reveal what he knows. 

Good policy requires clarity and account-
ability. Though torture is to be avoided, 
vague terms such as ‘‘cruel’’ and ‘‘degrad-
ing’’ inevitably would be stretched to coddle 
terrorists unduly. Congress should instead 
set clear standards, consulting intelligence 
experts and medical professionals to flesh 
out which techniques should always be pro-
hibited (for example, those likely to cause 
death or permanent disability), and which 
are permissible—and most likely to yield re-
liable lifesaving information. 

Accountability means not leaving serious 
judgments to junior personnel. Harsh inter-
rogation methods, such as covert operations 
under current federal law, should require ap-
proval by a highranking administration offi-
cial. 

Obviously, distinctions must be made be-
tween terrorist leaders and low-level 
operatives. Even so, those arguing that it is 
better to sacrifice the lives of U.S. troops— 
or even an American city—rather than cause 
a terrorist temporary discomfort are making 
a terrible mistake. They urge a self-destruc-
tive policy and a misguided morality. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this question will be 
postponed. 

f 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
PRODUCE DUPLICATE ENGROSS-
MENT OF H.R. 4525 

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Clerk be author-
ized, if necessary, to produce a dupli-
cate engrossment of H.R. 4525. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

ROBERT T. FERGUSON POST 
OFFICE BUILDING 

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on 
Government Reform be discharged 
from further consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 1287) to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 332 South Main Street in 
Flora, Illinois, as the ‘‘Robert T. Fer-
guson Post Office Building,’’ and ask 
for its immediate consideration in the 
House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 1287 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ROBERT T. FERGUSON POST OFFICE 

BUILDING. 
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 

United States Postal Service located at 332 
South Main Street in Flora, Illinois, shall be 
known and designated as the ‘‘Robert T. Fer-
guson Post Office Building’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the ‘‘Robert T. Ferguson 
Post Office Building’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
SECTION 1. ROBERT T. FERGUSON POST OFFICE 

BUILDING. 
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 

United States Postal Service located at 312 
East North Avenue in Flora, Illinois, shall be 
known and designated as the ‘‘Robert T. Fer-
guson Post Office Building’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the ‘‘Robert T. Ferguson 
Post Office Building’’. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: ‘‘A bill to designate the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Serv-
ice located at 312 East North Avenue in 
Flora, Illinois, as the ‘Robert T. Fer-
guson Post Office Building’.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

DR. ROBERT E. PRICE POST 
OFFICE BUILDING 

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on 
Government Reform be discharged 
from further consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 4246) to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 8135 Forest Lane in Dallas, 
Texas, as the ‘‘Dr. Robert E. Price Post 
Office Building,’’ and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 4246 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DR. ROBERT E. PRICE POST OFFICE 

BUILDING. 
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 

United States Postal Service located at 8135 
Forest Lane in Dallas, Texas, shall be known 
and designated as the ‘‘Dr. Robert E. Price 
Post Office Building’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the ‘‘Dr. Robert E. Price 
Post Office Building’’. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

f 

STATE SENATOR VERDA WELCOME 
AND DR. HENRY WELCOME POST 
OFFICE BUILDING 

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on 
Government Reform be discharged 
from further consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 4108) to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 3000 Homewood Avenue in Bal-
timore, Maryland, as the ‘‘State Sen-
ator Verda Welcome and Dr. Henry 
Welcome Post Office Building,’’ and 
ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 4108 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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