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Operations — Total

220 :
— Funding- Operstions » Key Data Observations
200 +{ — %ofTotal DoD Under Development
180 ~——171
160 / : g0
:u/ e, M
140 A e
120 112 /
T
100 e
ws s % I g
. 80 E | l
FY 0D 01 02 03 04

T TS

. Headiess - _ 442

FYOO-FY05
FYOl FYQ2 FY03 FY 04 FY 05 MD6 %Change

473 551 805 85 704 574 30%

InfrastructureSuppont 287 37 299 40.2 362 36.0 383 33%
Adnin and Headguarters 118 127 134 16.7 175 14.9 160 36%
Depot Maintenance a3 86 104 134 124 12.0 116 40%
IntelAgencies/Cther 54 57 19.0 98 100 9.1 88 83%
Training and Recruiting G4 59 0.5 7.3 78 80 8o 5%
TOTAL Operations 1038 119 1343 1679 1704 150.4 1407 36%
Jpsridons Funding = : S
Readiness 43% 4295 41% 48% 51% A47% 41% 2%
InfrastructureSupport 28% 28% 22% 24%, 21% 24% 27% -1%
Admin and Headquarters 1% 12% 10% 10% 10% 10% 12% +1%
Depot Maintenance 8% 8% 8% 8% T 8% &% 0%
IntelAgancies/Other 5% 5% 14% 6% 6% 6% o +1%
Training and Recruiting 5% 5% 5% 4% 5% % 6% +1%
. TOTAL Operations 100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%
4/26/2005 DRAFT Operations - 1
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Operations ~ Readiness

. )
 Funding Roadiness Key Data Observations
1001 — %ofotal Operations Under Development
87
81 "
80 .
"\, 70
b -
60 5 -
47,/
44 2 S ..
] i M
'L _-—t-_-—
40 - ‘3;‘.‘________/ 47% 7
4% 41% 1%
Q. | |
FY00-FY08
MOO  FYot  MD2 FY03_ M4 FYOS Y06 %Change
Ar Operations 16 134 163 166 163 157  17.7 53%
Land Force 8.2 a1 10.2 14.0 134 17.1 125 52%
Space, Combat, and 10.1 97 1.6 28.0 38.3 235 110 9%
Weapons Support
Logistical Support 7.3 7.4 84 11.1 .8 74 78 %
Ship Oporatisne 232 17 149 44 Ah 30 44 339
Lift and Repositioning 7 40 47 59 47 2.7 40 8%
TOTAESEEL RN 442 473 s5.1 0.5 86.5 04 574 30%
Readiness

Alr Operations 26% 28% 0% 21% 19% 2% 31% +5%
Land Force 19% 19% 19% 17%  16%  24% 2% +3%
Space, Combat, and 239 21% 21% 35%  44% 3% 19% 4%
Weapons Suppor
Logistical Support 17% 16% 15% 19% 1% 11% 13% 4%
Ship Operations 7% 8% 7% 6% 5% 6% 8% +1%
. Lift and Repositioning 8% 8% 8% % 5% 4% % 1%
TOTAL Oparstions: 100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%
Readiness
4/26/2005 DRAFT Operations - 2
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Operations ~ Infrastructure Support

50 .
—Func]Iing- Iniras[truciureI ¢ Key Data ObSEW&TIOI’IS
—ivwetikiiGiomions |45 Under Development

40 7 \3‘ 38‘ e P |

32 '
30 29/*/-"‘"-&30
20 gy 2t% LemT 2%
T~
zzr,a 21|%
FYoo  of 02 03 04 05 06

FY00-FYQE

Hase SUppor. 7 ; ; : 2 : 3
Facilities Maintenance& Repair 5.0 56 6.1 8.5 6.2 71 6.7 340
Readiness Facilities 2.4 27 L7 2.6 2.7 2.7 27 13%
Quality of Liteand Supporting 2.3 27 2.9 33 3.2 3.2 27 17%
Facilities
BRAC 06 10 05 06 0.4 0.2 23 283%
NATO Security lnvestment 0.1 0.2 .2 02 02 0.2 0.2 100%
Rogram
Family Housing 3.6 43 37 39 a3 42 47 31%
TOTAL Operatlons - 28.7 a7 29.9 102 36.2 36.0 38.3 33%

Infrastructure Support

Facilities Mainlenance& Repair 18% 18% 20% 211 17% 19% 17% 1%

Readiness Facilities 8% 8% 5% 6% 7% 7% % -1%
Quality.ol Lifeand Smpetting 8% 8%  10% 8% 9% 9% % 1%
Facilities
BRAC 2% 3% 2% 2% 1% 1% 6% +A%
NATO Security Investment 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% +1%
Program
Farrity Housi 13% 14% 12% 10% 12% 12% 12% 1%
TOTAL Operations - 100% 100%  100% 100%  100%  100% 100%
Infrastructure Support
4/26/2005 DRAFT Operations - 3
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Operations = Admin and Headquarters

30 | i

7 —o— * Key Data Observations
Headquarte
77 L o s SN Under Development
20 17“8
) e, . 18 __..16
10
2%~ | 1%
5 "ﬁ% 0% 0% 0% 10%
@

FYOOFY06
FY 00 FYOI FYO02 FY 03 FY04 FY 05 FY06 % Change
== === = = = 5= = 3 ?l".

~ Service-Wide Support 8.7 7.2 7.5 9.3 9.7 73 78 16%
Security Support 17 19 22 30 29 29 32 88%
RersonnelSupport 19 20 20 23 26 25 27 42%
Management and Control 07 08 09 13 13 1.3 1.3 86%
FinancialAudit Oversight 05 05 0.5 05 06 06 08 20%
Support o Other Nations 03 03 03 03 04 03 04 33%

TOTAL Operations =
Admin and Headquarters

A % of Agmin and Headqy,

18 127 13.4 16.7 17.5 149 16.0 36%

S ervize-Wide Supson 57% 5?% T % 4% 8%

Security Support 14% 15% 16% 18% 17% 19% 20% - %

Personnel Support 16%  16% 5% 4% 18% 1% 17% +1%

Managementand Control 6% &% 6% 8% TV 9% 8% +2%

FinanclabAudit Oversight o M A%k B W% 4% 4% %

. __Support  Other Nations ¥ P 2 T 2% % % 19%
TOTAL Operations = 100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%

Admin and Headquarters

4/26/2005 DRAFT Operations - 4
11-L-0559/0SD/48873



DRAFT
Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report

Year-to-Year Information as of February 2005

Operations = Depot Maintenance

24 ,
Fuding: Dopot « Key Data Observations
DT _erronemtions Under Development
16
3\12 12
12 q N B
8 9

8 —r=""/
4

. A T
04
FY 00 01 02 03 04 05 06

Air Operations : 35 4.6 5.1 4.6

AT%
Land Forces Operations 1.2 13 1.9 27 67%
rati -
JOTAL Opgrations 83 86 10.4 134 124 120 116 40%
Depot Maintenance

Ship Operations 47% 45% ' 44% 48% 2% 43% 42% =5%
Air Operations 39% 4% 44% 38% 37% 41% 1% +2%
Land Forces Operations 14% 14% 12% 14% 21% 16% 17% +3%
TOTAL Operations -
P : 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Depot Maintenance

4/26/2005 11 —L-Oggg}gg D/48874 Operations - 5
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Operations - Intel AgencieslOther

— Funding: Inte! « Key Data Observations
AgencieslOther
oa | —9%Total Operations Under Development
l
12 \10 10 9 i
6 -T:s 14',{.l
‘ 6% o%e%a%
| ! A
FY00 01 02 03 04 05 06

FY0O-FY06
FY 1 FYQz FY 03 FY04 FYQ3 FY¥Q6 % Change

98

Intel AgenciesiOther

TOTAL Operations -
Intel Agencies|Other

54 57 190 98 10.0 a1 8.8 63%

htel
TOTAL Operations -
Intel Agencies|Other

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

4/26/2005 DRAFT Operations - 6
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Operations — Training and Recruiting

Dollars (Billions}
— Funding Training and ‘ . Key Data Observations
Recruiting 9
1] T % of Total Operations 8 8. .- Uﬂder Development
;/7-/
G- & ,/
T
4 .-.-.-..-"-—‘6%
5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
4% [
I 2 , |
FY00-FYQG
o) SO L L . i e L

' ai | an Ava

3.1 34 38 43 4.5 47 5.0 61%

Training
Recruiting 1.7 19 20 2.3 25 25 27 59%
Accession Training 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.9 50%
FOTALApertnin 54 59 65 7.3 78 .80 86 50%

Training and Rectuiting

Basic Skill and Advanced

i 58% 57% 59% 58% 58% 58% 58% 0%
Training

Recruiting 31% 32% 31% 32% 32% 32% 3% 0%

Accesslon Training 11% 1% 10% 10% 10% 10% 11% 0%

TOTAL Operations -
Trainina and Recruitina

4/26/2005 DRAFT Operations - 7
11-L-0559/08D/48876
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Investment - Total

Dollars (Billions)
175 f f

—Funding- Investment

» Key Data observations
— %0DoD Budget \Under Development
150 |

/

125
12 /

105//

100 9‘//
P s S ™ TR I
33% 4% 14% 32% 3% 3
75 !
FY 00

FY 00 FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY06 “%Change

ol o e daen Wl '
Aircraft 25.6 253 272 33.2 3439 373 38.6 51%
Wissiles, Munitionss, & 107 17 15.0 17.9 17.8 19.1 17.9 67%
Mssile Defense
Ships & Ship Related 1.9 164 142 152 178 175 162 6%
Ground Support Quipmertt 7.2 85 9.1 1.0 125 120 106 47%
Science & Technology 7.9 85 9.7 106 1.7 128 104 32%
Space 36 a4 44 53 57 59 7.6 11%
Other/Clas sified 27.2 299 322 445 472 441 6.1 69%
TOTAL Investmant 94.1 1047 118 1377 1476 1487 1474 57%

Mﬁﬁi g:fm’ & 1% 1% 13% 13% 12% 13% 12% +1%
Ships & Ship Related 13% 16% 13% 1% 12% - 12% 11% -2%
Grourd Support&quipment 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% % 1%
Science & Technology 8% 8% Lo 8% &% 8% ™% 1%
Space 4% 4% &% 4% 4% % 5% +1%
Other/Classfled 2% 2% 2%% 2% 32% AP 32% +3%
TOTAL Investment 100% 100% 0% 100% 100%  100%  100%
4/26/2005 DRAFT Investment- 1
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Year-to-Year Information as of February 2005

Investment- Aircraft

— Funding - Alrcraft » Key Data Observations
40 || — %ofTotal Investment |‘ Py—P Under Developme nt
3 P
et
30 = 27 P
- 24% 24% o 2% 2t
10
0
. FYoo o 02 03 04 05 06

FY oo P FY 02 FY 02 FYD4 FY 0§ FY 08 % Change

49 4.5 49 6.1 5.6 7.2 6.1 24%

Airift
Joint Strike Fighter 0.5 07 14 3.3 4.1 43 50 90076
F-22 28 4.0 39 54 51 47 43 54%
Electronic Attack 1.6 1.3 1.4 14 1.8 30 38 138%
FiA-18 35 33 36 3.8 36- 35 a3 -6%
F-15/F-16 1.4 1.3 07 0.7 0.7 09 0.9 -36%
Spare Parts 14 1.3 16 14 14 12 13 -T%
Other Aircraft, Modifications 5.3 47 47 4.8 56 56 62 17%
and Support
TOTAL Aircraft 256 253 272 332 349 373 386 51%

0 j :
Aifitt ©o19%  18% 18% % 16% 1% 16% 3%
Joint Strike Fighter 2% T &% We  12% 12% 18% 1%
F-22 1% 15% % 8% 15% 1% 1% 0%
ElectronicAttack 6% % 5% a% 5% 8%  10% +4%
FiA-18 14%  13%  1%%  12%  10% % %% -5%
F-15/F-16 5% 5% ¥ 2% 2% 2% 2% -3%
Spare Parts 5% 5% 6% 4% 4% 3% % -2%
0:'“’" AlrcettModiications, 21% 19%  17%  15%  16% 5%  16% 6%
TOTAL Aircraft 100%  100%  100%  100% - 100%  100%  100%
4/26/2005 DRAFT Investment- 2
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. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report

Year-to-Year Information as of February 2005

Investment- Missiles, Munitions, and Missile Defense

Dollars (Billions)
—Funding Missiles, Munitions, & Missile Defense
25 4| — %ofTotal investment Under Development
20 12 18
18_1.8-.,'1' e N
15

15

11 iz
10

J 13% ST

TOTAL Missiles, Munitinng & Missile Dafrnsa 07 17 150 179 178 191 176 67%

"~ Misgie Defense W% A% 5% 4%  50% 5%  49% +12%

Mssies 3% % 2% 4% % 21% 2% =12%
Munitions 2% 2% 24% 34% 28% 2% 2% 0%

TOTAL Missiles, Munitions.& Missile Defense 100% 100 100% 100% 100% 100% 1005

4/26/2005 DRAFT
11-L-0559/05D/48881
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. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report
Year-to-Year Information as of February 2005

Investment - Ships & Ship Related

—Funding Ships 8 Ship Related | e Key Data ObSGfV&tIOﬂS
20 L| — %ofTotal Investment Under Development
| i 18 18
16 ---...-L-_“- 16
15 A V
e |
1/ ‘
10
/ N ¥ ——— Frrea.,
5 13% 16%\1.“‘{% 2% 12% 11%

Destroyers 46 5.2 5.5 54 73 46 0%
Aircraft Caniers 13 5.0 1.8 08 . 12 23 Tr%
Amphiblous Ships 2.1 141 10 17 2D 20 5%
Research and Other Ships L3 16 09 1.0 1.1 L6 23%
SSGN Conveysion 04 1.1 0.5 0.3 -25%

TOTAL Ships & Ship
Related

29% -9%

Destroyers 2% 39% 36% 35%
Aircraft Caniers 30% 13% 6% 9% 14% 3%
Amphitious Ships 18% 7% % 1% 13% 11% 12% 6%
Research and Other Ships 11% 10% 6% 6% 6% 6% 10% 1%
SSGN Conversion % 0% % 7% 7% 3% 2% 2%

TOTAL Ships & Ship 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Mated

4/26/2005 DRAFT Investment-4
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. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report
Year-to-Year Information as of February 2005

Investment — Ground Support Equipment

Dollars (Billions)
20 :
—Fonding Groun Suppot » Key Data Observations
uipment
16 || T Y%of Total Investment U nder Developme nt
I
. ol 12
12 [P B P |
o L7
Y I P " 7%
0

FY 00 01 02 03 04 05 06

FY00-FYQ6

FY 00 FY 01 %Change

FYo2  FY03 FY04 FYO05 FY 06

e

Vehicles 3.3 45 1.4 5.5 74 70 63 9%

Weapons 0.6 0.8 09 10 1.0 1.2 14 133%
Training 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 05 0.6 04 33%
Anphibious 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.4 03 G.3 03 0%
Other Ground 27 26 3.3 3.8 3.3 29 22 -19%
:u::r'; f;‘t’”"d Support 72 85 o1 110 125 120 106 47%

T T o i L T e o e e ¥ P TR
R S IR AU Fg
Vehicles 46% 53% 49% 50P%6 59% 58% +13%

Weapons 8% % 10% o 8% 10% 13% +5%
Training 4% 4% 3% 3% 4% 5% 4% 0%
Amphibious 4% 4% 2% 4% 2% 3% 3% -1%
Other Ground 38% 30% 36% 34% 27% 24% 21% 17%
TOTAL Ground § t
AETRNE SHRREL 100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%
uipment
4/26/2005 DRAFT Investment- 5
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Year-to-Year Information as of February 2005

Investment— Science & Technology

20 I | T .
— Funding - Science& Tachnology + Key Data Observations
16 || —%of Total Investment Under Development
13
12 12 nstith
» 11 v 1
. 8 __......-9/
X ‘
FY 00 131

14 15 13

Basic Research 11 13 1.3 14
Advanced Research 33 35 4.1 43 43 43 42 2%
Advanced Technology Development 35 37 4.3 49 6.0 6.5 48 A%
TOTAL Soionos 2Teshnology 7o 856 o7 10.6 11.7 128 10.4 30

1% 4% +3%

DRAFT
4/26/2005 11-L-0559/0SD/48884 Investment- 6
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Year-to-Year Information as of February 2005

Investment — Space

107 1 1 o ;
g Key Data Observations
, 1L —thotTola imestmen s  Under Development
. 5.0
° 5/‘ i
4 4
44—
B o e Tl N L » .- .5°/c
2 --4%—-——4%——-—4%——4%—4%—-————-4%
@.

FYDD-FY06
%Change

FY 00 FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06

Space nteligence. Surveillance, 10 11 0.9 15 14 13 16 60%
and Reconnaissance
Launch 0.9 12 0.7 06 0.8 0.8 1.2 3%
Navigation 0.3 as 05 0.7 06 07 08 167%
Other Space 0.4 04 0.4 0.5 06 06 06 50%
TOTAL Space 36 44 4.4 53 57 59 76 111%

3 268% 5% 20% % 25% 22% 2% 7%
andkonnaissance
Launch 25% 7% 16% 1% 16% 14% 16% -9%
Navigation &% 12% 12% 12% 10% 12% 10% +2%
Other Space 1% L 9% 10% 10% 1055 &% 3%
‘ETAL Space 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100°% 1008
4/26/2005 DRAFT investment=7
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Year-to-Year Information as of February 2005

Investment — Other/Classifled

—Funding- OtheriClassified + Key Data Observations
— %ofTotal Investment A a ﬁs U nder Deve|0p me nt
20 B LT SRR
2%  20% 20% 32k 32% 0% 31%
10
FY0O0-FYD&
Yo FY 01 FY &2 FY 06 %_c gs

clagsified 179 198 216 30.2 316 30.8 315 76%
Comnications & Electronics 5.1 5.4 5.3 7.8 86 7.2 7.9 55%
RA&D Management Support 28 3.3 36 4.0 43 3.5 38 36%
Intelligence, Surveilance 14 14 17 25 27 2.6 2.9 107%
Beoonnaissancs
TOTAL Other/Classified 272 299 322 445 a72 441 6.1 69%

" B6% 56% 67%  68% 67% 70% 69% +3%

Comnicatiins & Electronics 19% 18% 17% 17% 18% 16% 17% 2%
R&D Management Support 10% 1% 11% %% 9% 8% 8% 2%
Intelligence, Surveillance 5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 6% +1%
Reconnaissance
TOTAL Other/Classified 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
4/26/2005 DRAFT Investment= 8
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Military Personnel and Health Care - Total

' — Funding- Military Personnel . Key Data Obser\/atlons
and Health Care
180H _ wopep g Under Development
i 133 129
i RN
'/'/

9/
9o 88

-
PR T

FY00-FY06
FYOO  FY 01 FY02 FY 03 FY04 FY05  FY06 “%Change

" Curtent Pay and Benefits 593 628 70, 9 890 1784
Retirement Benefits 143 14.4 16.5 265 269 91%
Current Health Care 12.2 13.6 17.7 153 17.8 182 15.8 62%
TOTAL Military Pevsenncl and Health Care 868 208 104.8 124.6 1233 1236 128.7 80%

A % A A W T A L SR A P T e T
oo difas as'8.94 o M titary Perspnnel and: Hed/th-Care Funding ™
Currert Pay and Benefits 89% £9%
Retirement Benefits 17% 16% 16% 19% 20% 2% '21%" +4%
Current Health Care 14% 15% 17% 12% 13% 15% 15%' +1%

TOTAL Military Personnel and Health Care 1000 100% 100% 100°% 100% 100% 100%

4/26/2005 People- 1

DRAFT
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Military Personneland Health Care« Current Pay and Benefits

100 ;
— Funding- Current Pay e Key Data Observatlons
and Benelfits 89
90 +- Under Development
— YooMilitary Personnel’_ay' . p
& Health Care / .. 78 &2
80 ’ gt
| 71/
70
| BV
59
60 »
—-_...___-.-_____..—- '
69% 6% 'y B&‘ﬁ%
50 67 ufu 63% 54%
FYOO 01 02 03 04 05 06

FY00-FY06
FYDd FYOI FY 02 FY03 FY04 FY0S FY06 %Change

Basic W 384 406 45.3 509 538 48.6 50.2 31%
Housing Allowance 6.2 76 95 119 13.0 126 13.1 111%
Special Fays & Benefits 7.9 7.6 83 135 118 95 104 32%
Food Allowance 3.8 40 44 6.0 7.0 46 4.6 21%
Moves 3.0 30 3.1 36 33 31 3.3 10%
TOTAL Currenl Pay amd Benellls 09.3 625 70.0 839 89.0 T84 61.6 Io%e

Basic Pay 65% 65% 64% 59% 8%  82% 61% -49%

Housing Allowance 1% 122% 14% 14% 15%  16% 16% +H%
Special Wys & Benefits 13% 12% 1286 16% 13% 12% 13% 18
Food Allowance 6% 6% 6% T% 8% 6% 6% 1%
Moves 5% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% -1%
TOTAL Current Pay and Benefits 100%  100% 100%%6 100% 100% 100% 100%
4/26/2005 DRAFT People- 2
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Military Personnel and Health Care - Retirement Benefits

Dollars (Biltions)

30 J , _ ,
Funding - Retiemant o ] +Key Data Observations
Benefts R b Under Development

|t

are 23
. £
v/
4
15 14—14 pd
e 0% 2% 2%
.10,17% 8%  16% |

FY 00 01 02 03 04 05 06

FY00-FY08

FYoo FYOI FY02 FY03 Frdd FYD5 FY06 %Change

o R

Pay Accrual
Medicars-Eigible Retires =
Heath Care Accruals 59 B 103 10z G
Social Security
BT 29 3.1 34 3.9 4.1 37 38 31%
TOTAL Retirement Benefits 14.3 144 16.5 233 26.5 269 27.3 9%

stired Pay Accruals
Medicare-Eigible Retiree

]

Health Care Accruals i 32% 3% S
Social Security . o s 5 i T
CoriHBitiHs 20% 22% 21% 17% 15% 14% 14% 6%
TOTAL Retirement Benefits 100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100%
4/26/2005 DRAFT People -3
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Military Personnel and Health Care - Current Health Care

Dollars (Biflions)
30 f [ ;
— Funding Current Health » Key Data Observations
Care
24 -{ — %oMilitary Personnel 8 Under Development
Health Care
I 20
18 18 18 .-
18 b
14 15
12
12
i
6 -7_IA\ ‘ _
15% .ot 15y, 15%
14%, ! \ ; ‘
. | 12%  13% ‘
Roo 01 02 03 04 05 06
FY00-FY06
FY 00 FY02 Fy o4 MOS5 _ FYDE 2% Change

pros

foriese
Riate Sector Care 54 6.2 85 72 8.5 849 10.2 89%
h-House Care 6.2 6.7 83 74 85 8.4 9.0 45%
HealthCare Investment 0.6 0.7 0.¢ 0.7 08 049 06 0%
TOTAL Current Health Care 12.2 13.6 17.7 153 178 18.2 19.8 62%

R te Secr ae 4% /o
h-House Care 49% 47% A8% 46% -5%
Health Care lhvestrment 5% 5% 5% 5% 4% B% -2%
TOTAL Current Health Care 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
4/26/2005 DRAFT People - 4
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Revalving Funds - Total

s —— Funding » Revolving Funds . Key Data Observations
—% of Total Do Under Development

§

4 3— A

MOO-MU6
FY 00 FY ot FY(2 MO3 FY 04 FY 05 FY06 %Change

" NationalDelense Sealift Fund 0.4 04 10 09 10 09 16 300%
Commissary Ops 10 09 11 10 1.1 12 12 20%
War Raserve/Spare Parts 0.1 0.1 0.5 03 0.5 00 0.2 100%
UnderutiliedFlant Capaciy/

Lokt 0.1 0.5 00 0.1 0%
Corttract Authority 0.3 02 00 -09 0.0 08 0.0  -100%
Fuel Supglementals 16 00 0.0 11 1.6 00 0.0 -100%
Closed Acoount AdjUndistributed 0.1 00 00 03 00  -100%

TOTAL Ravolving Funds/Other 34 1.6 27 25 4,7 2.6 31 9o

Commissary Ops 2%9% N% Yo 23% 46% 39%

War Reserve/Spare Parts 3% 18% 12% 11% 158 6%
mﬂ”&iﬁ Flant Capaciy/ % % % 4% 1% 0% 2% +3%
Contract Authatity P 13% 7 -36% o 3% 1) 9%
. FuelSupplementals 47% b 0% 44% 34% % % -47%
Closed Account AdyUndistributed 0% ¥ % 0% P -12% % 0%

TOTAL Revolving Funds/Other 100% 1005 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

4/26/2005 DRAFT Revolving Funds - 1
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DRAFT

. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report
Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

War Related Obligations
(FY 2001 - Present}

« Key Data Observations
Under Development

100
80 71
6/lﬁ*
60 5

40
| 1?/
20 14

Froo Fyoi P02 FY03 FYod FYOS5 Total

Operatlons

14.1 80 405 423 158 1208

Miitary Personnel 0.0 74 15.7 17.0 5.1 44.9
Personnel Support 0.0 1.5 3.3 4.6 23 11.7
Investment 0.0 0.0 1.7 74 1.4 10.5
TOTAL War-Related Obligations 14.1 16.6 612 - 713 247 1879

AL

Operatlons

*Values of 0 0in the table mavreoresent snenqu of $50 m:lhon or less

P 'i’ V[— "("’T’Tﬁ A
{ TA.80 5 ﬁ.a-d&&lﬁﬂﬁ.i;_  ad

59% 64% 64%

Miitary Personnel 0% 43% 28% 21% 24%

Personnel Support %% 10% 7% 9% 6%

Investment D% o 10%% 6% 6%

. TOTAL War-Related Obligations 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100°%:
4/26/2005 DRAFT War - 1
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. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report
Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

War Related- Operations
{FY2001 - Present)

Doliars (Billions}

50 )
—Obllnlltioru- Dperidons 41 4|2 e Key Data ObSGI’V&tIOﬂS

30T —thotTots war Retaes = Under Development

16

59% 64%
| |

04 05

FYOI FYO02 FY03 FY04 FY 05 Total

139 26 7.3 78 22 3
Transportation 0.0 1.1 8.1 6.1 25 17.8
Facilties/Base Support 0.0 0.5 39 94 3.6 17.4
Supplies & Equipment 0.1 14 6.9 54 1.8 15.6
Equipment Maintenance 0.0 0.2 38 4.8 2.7 15
C4l 0.0 0.6 1.8 1.3 0.6 43
Training 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.5
Other/Mscellanecus 0.0 15 8.6 7.3 24 19.8
;ﬁ;;;g::ﬁe'a'eu Operatons 14.1 80 40.5 423 159 1208
*Values of 0.0 in the table may represent spending of $50 million or less

s

OPTEVMFO 99% 32% 18% 194

28%

Transportation 0% 14% 200% 15% 15%

Facllities/Base Support 05 6% 10% 2% 14%

Supplies & Equipment 1% 18% 17% 13% 13%

Equipment Maintenance 0% 3% P 11% o

cai 0% 8% 4% 3 4%

. Training 0% 0% P 0% %

Othar/Mscellanaous 0% 19% 2% 17% 17%
TOTAL War-Related Operations

Obligations 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

4/26/2005 DRAFT War - 2
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. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report
Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

War Related- Military Personnel
(FY 2001 - Present)

Doliars (Biftions)
= F I I 1 e .
j = Qbligatons - Wity )? 583(/1 Da[t)a Otl)serva’n;)ns
BN 16 naer veveliopmen
18 7] — o of Total War-Related p " P
f Obligations / .

12 =
4 P T AR e I
26% '
4o,
. E 0 ‘ 24°% 2‘;%

FY 00 o 02 03 04 05

FY 0 FY 01 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY 05 Total

MUty P "’3‘?*" tel Obilfgat P2 : = i

"m—*a 'ﬁé&_&. r R R T T g S B R e T e A R e e ERRETRE R e
ReserveCalbd 2] Actwe Duly 0.0 5.3 9.3 8.8 3.2 26.6
Overstrength 0.0 0.0 38 4.7 0.6 a1
Subsistence 0.0 05 16 25 0.6 5.2
Special Pay 0.0 0.3 1.0 1.0 0.3 26
Other Casts 0.u 1.0 0.u 0.0 0.4 1.4

TOTAL War Related Military 00 71 157 170 51 449

Personnel Obligations

*Values of 0.0 inthe table mayrepresent spending of $50 million or less

E Miiary Bersonnel Onligatcs
Reserve Called to Active Duty 5% 75% 59% 51% 63% 59%
Overstrength 1% 4% 6% 6% 6% 6%
Subsistence 43% 7% 10% 15% 12% 11%
Special Pay 0% 0% 24% 28% 12% 20%
Other Costs 51% 14% 0% 0% 8% 3%
. TOTAL War Related Military 100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%
Personnel Obliaations

4/26/2 005 DRAFT War-3
11-L-0559/0SD/48900
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. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report

Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

War Related- Personnel Support

(FY 2001 - Present)

Dollars (Bittions)
| | | | »« Key Data Observations
6 - —Obligations = Personnell
support Under Development
g || —%of War Related 5
Obligations ’
3 "
3 pa -
/ -
2 A
1 5% T
0 10% —""i 9%
0 : | . |
FY 00 01 02 03 04 05
FY 00 FY01 FY02 FY 03 FY04 FYO5 Total

Tempora Duty 0.0 12 15 18 06 5.1

Clothing & Personnel Supplies 0.0 01 09 1.7 09 36

Medical/Heallh Services 0.0 01 0.7 0.8 0.5 2.1

Other Costs 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.9
TOTAL War Rolated Pereonnel 0.0 15 33 46 23 17

Support Obligations

*Values of 0.0in the table may represent spending of $50 milion or less

Temparary Duty o

Clothing & Personnel Supplies 18% 7% 27% 3% 39% 31%
MedicaWHealth Services 14% % 21% 17% 22% 18%
Other Costs 1% 7% 6% 7% 13% 8%
TOTAL War Related Personnel
Sugitsart Dblisalians 100%  100% 100%  100%  100% 100%
4/26/2005 DRAFT War - 4
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Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

War Related - Investment
{FY 2001 - Present}

Dollars (Biflions)

10 i
e « Key Data Observations

8+ —vot war Retated ' 7 Under Development

Obllgaﬂons /n‘

Munition Rocurement 06 1.4 0.2 22
C3 Equipment Rocurement 04 1.2 0.0 16
Vehicle Rocurement 0.0 1.0 0.3 1.3
Aircraft Rocurement 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.7
RDT&E 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.5
Mar Construction 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1

TOTAL -War Related Investment 17 74 14 10.5

Obligations

* Values of 0.0 in the table may represent spending of $50 million or less
Other Rocurement 24% 39% 57% 39%
Munition Rocurement 35% 19% 14% 21%
C3 Ejguipment Rocurement 24% 16% e 15%
Vehicle Rocurement e 14% 21% 12%
Aircraft Rocurement 0% 8% 7% 7%
RDT&E 18% % 0%. 5%
Major Construction 0% 1% 0% 1%

TOTAL 'War Related Investment 1005 100% 1005 100%

Obligations

4/26/2005 DRAFT War- 5

11-L-0559/05D/48902
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. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report

Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF)

(FY 2001 ~ Present)

Dollars (Billions)
70 | I | « Key Data Observations
— Obligations - OIF 60
60 1 /\ Under Development
— % ofWar-Related
50 H Obligaﬂons
0 \
40 \
30 / 21
20 - /
10 2 aaaaa RO |
0 ?—// /W”";%_M%
.' w M O
-10 pom= , !
FY 00 01 02 03 04 05

02 24 281

371 81.6

Mlitary Personnel 0.0 0.0 8.0 12.2 36 238
Investment 0.0 0.0 2.0 6.7 14 10.1
Personnel Support 0.0 0.0 1.8 3.7 1.9 7.4
TOTAL OIF Obligation 02 24 300 59.7 207 1229

*Values of 0.0 in the table may represent spending of $50 million or less.

100% 100% 71% 62% 67% 67%

Mlitary Personnel 0% % 20% 21% 17% 19%

Investment 0% % 5% 11% T% 8%

Rersonnel Support e ¥ %o 6% ¥ 6%

TOTAL OIF Obligation 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
4/26/2005 DRAFT War OIF - 1

11-L-0559/05D/48905
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. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report

Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

Operations Iraqi Freedom- Operations

(FY 2001 - Present)

Dallars (Billions}
45 | - l .
’! ——Dbllgalticns -C]]I‘O;I:erations 37 b Key Data Obsefvatlons
— P
35 M _sporcae Obiigations g / : Under Development
| *
25 // —
15 / 14
3
5 5 2
71% 62% 66%
5 100% 100% [ |
. FY 00 01 02 03 04 05 _
FYOO FYOI FY 02 FY03 FY 04 FY 05 Total
Facilities/Base Support 0.2 24 2.3 8.0 3.1 16.0
Transponation 0.0 0.0 5.6 5.1 2.3 13.0
Supplies & Equipment g0 0D 5.1 44 17 1.2
Equipment Maintenance 0.0 0.0 33 46 26 105
cal 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.8 04 22
Training 00 0.0 0.0 01 01 0.2
Other/Mscelaneous 0.0 0o 5.7 48 1.7 12.2
TOTAL OIF Operations Obligations 0.2 24 281 371 138 #6

*Values of OOIn the table may represent spendmg of $50 mllllon or Iess

0%

98% 18% 25% 14% 20%

Facities/Base Support 1% 100% &% 22% 23% 20%

Transportation 0% 0% 20% 14% 16% 16%

Supplies & Equipment o 0% 18% 12% 12% 13%

Equipment Maintenance 0% 0% 12% 12% 19% 13%

c4l 1% 0% % o e 3%

.., Training 0% 0% 0% 15 1% 0%

Other/Mscellaneous 0% 0% 20% 13% 12% 15%

TOTAL OIF Operations Obligations 100%  100% 100% 100%  100% 100%
DRAFT War OIF - 2

4/26/2005

11-L-0559/05D/48906
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Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report

Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

Operations Iraqgi Freedom- Military Personnel
(FY 2001 = Present)

Dollars (Bitions)
15 | i
— L — h!n_ Il « Key Data Observations
ations-
TN - e s Under Development
— %010IF Obligations / ‘.'
97 8 V4 %
] “.‘
e, b
3 20% o -
18%
0
@.

Ma2

FYGS

Total

ReeCalledID Actlve Duty )

: 14.6

Subsistence 0.7 20 0.4 31

Overstrength 0.0 2.5 0.5 3.0

Special Pay 0.6 0.8 0.2 1.6

Other Costs 1.3 0.0 0.2 1.5

TO‘I:AL F}IF Military Personnel 80 122 16 218
Obligations

* Values of 0 0 in the table ma represent spendln of $5{] mllllon or less

Reserve Called to Active Duty 67% 57% 63% 61%
Subsistence X% 16% 11% 13%
Overstrength 0% 20% 14% 13%
Special Pay 8% 7% 6% 7%
Other Costs 16% 0% 6% 6%
.. TOTAL p!F Military Personnel 100% 100% 100% 100%
Obligations
4/26/2005 DRAFT War OIF - 3

11-L-0559/05D/48907
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Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report
Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

Operation Iraqi Freedom- Personnel Support
(FY 2001 - Present)

5 .
| | [ » Key Data Observations
4 4| —Obligations- OIF Personnel Support ] Under Deve|0pment
— % Obligati I .'“4
4| | —%oror obigations / -
L / D
» g
1 o
P 7
0 —
- &
%

FY 00 FY 01 MOZ2 Mo3 FY 04 FY 05 Total

Clthlng& Personne! Supplles

Temporary Duty i
Medical/Health Services 0.5 16
Other Costs 0.3 0.7
TOTAL OIF Peraonnel Support
Obliaations e 2 12 i

*Values of 00 inthe table mav represe nt spending of $50 million or less

”3"""{

Clothing & Personnel Supplies . o 37%
Temporary Duty 32% 17% 27%
MedicalHealth Services 27% 25°% 22%;
Other Costs 4% Fa 14% ¥
TOTAL_OIF Personnel Support 100% 100% 100% 100%
Obllgations
DRAFT War OIF - 4

4/26/2005 11-L-0559/05D/48908



. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report

Other Rocurment 1°o

C3 Equipment Rocurement 14% 15% 1% 13%

Munition Rocurement 9% 15% 14% 14%

Vehicle Rocurement 1% 15% 21% 13%

Major Construction 47% 2% 152 10%

Aircraft Rocurement 1% 9% 7% o

. RDT&E 14% 2% 1% 1%
TOTAL OIF Investment o

Obligations 100% 100% 100% 100%

4/26/2005 DRAFT War OIF- 5

DRAFT

Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

Operation Iraqi Freedom - Investment

(FY 2001 - Present)

Dollars (Billions}

e — « Key Data Observations
g1 —-I:’j:::::egzligalions 7 Under Development
: [,
4 .',‘
: Y
T
0 |
o1 oz 03 04 05
FY 00 FY 01 FY 02 FY03 FY 04 FY05 Total

¥ -

Other Rocurement 28 0.8 3.9
C3 Equipment Rocurement 0.3 1.0 0.0 1.3
Munition Rocurement 0.2 10 0.2 14
Vehicle Rocurement 0.0 1.0 0.3 1.3
Major Construction 1.0 01 0.0 11
Aircraft Rocurement 0.0 06 0.1 0.7
RDT&E 0.3 01 0.0 04
TOTAL QIF Investment 21 65 1.4 10.1
Obligations

*Values of 0.0 in the lab!e mayr represent spendlng of $50 million or less.

; 40 %5

56%

39%

11-L-0559/05D/48909
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Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report
Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF)
(FY 2001 = Present}

Doliars {Billions}
25 i
— Obligaticns - OEF
20 1 —%of Total War-
Relatsd Obligations| 16
15 AN
AR
10 -
/ %y
5
5 52% ;‘..‘—:1
26% i
____,..—-—"‘" \'\1?% 1 20/0
. 0 ] 35% ! L A R
FY 00 01 02 03 04 05

 Key Data Observations
Under Development

FY 00 FYOI MO2 FYO3 FY04

Fros Total

Operations 5.1 44 10.3 6.7 1.5 28.0
Mlitary Persannel 0.0 34 43 28 T 116
Rersonnel Support 00 0.8 09 G5 0.2 24
Investment 00 [619) 05 05 0.0 1.0
TOTAL War Related Obligations 5.1 06 16.0 10.5 2.0 43.0

*Values of 0.0 inthe table may representspending of $50 million or less.

Operations 100% 51% 64% 64% 54% 65%
Mlitary Personnel 0% 40% 27% 26% 39% 27%
Personnel Suppart 0578 9% 6% 5% 7% 6%
Investment e % 3% 5% 0% 2%

TOTAL War Related Obligations

100% 100% 100% 100%

100% 100%

4/26/2005

DRAFT
11-L-0559/05D/48912

War OEF - 1



DRAFT

. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report
Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

Operations Enduring Freedom « Operations
(FY 2001 - Present)

Dollars (Biltions)
"" I
[ Ghigators Ger « Key Data Observations
a1 —%stoer Under Development
l
10
10 \
5 :
] ‘ /
i 51% 84% S4% 54%
FY 00 01 o2 a3 04 05

FYD4

FYOO  Fy 01 FY02 FY03 FYO05 Total

Transportation 0.0 06 28 10 0.3 45
Supplies & Equipmert 0.1 1.2 1.5 08 0.2 38
Facilities/Base Support 0.0 04 09 09 03 25
C4l 00 06 0.6 04 01 1.7
Equiprent Meintenance 0.9 02 0.5 na 0.1 1.1
Training 00 o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Qther/Mscellaneous 0.0 02 2.2 24 0.2 50
TOTAL O8F Operations Obligations &1 a4 103 8.7 1.5 280

*Values of 0.0 in the table may represent spendlng of 50 mllllon or Iess

Transportation % 12% 25% 15% 18% 16%
Supplies & BEquipment 2% 26% 15% 12% 1% 13%
Faciiities/Base Support 0% 9% 9% 13% 21% 9%
C4l e 13% 5% 5% 6% 6%
Equipment Maintenance 1% B% 5% 3% 6% 4%
Training 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 0%
Other/Mscelansous 0% 5% 21% 35% 16% 18%
TOTAL OFF Operations Obligations 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
4/26/2005 DRAFT War OEF - 2

11-L-0559/05D/48913
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. Department of Defense Financial Indicators Report

Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

Operation Enduring Freedom- Military Personnel
{FY 2001 - Present)

Doliars (Billions)
10 .
—obng;ﬁons- OEFI . Key Data Observations
Military Personnel
8 {-| ~— %of OEF Obligations Under Development
6
4.3
4 34 e
L~ N.s
; // e 43
/-_-_""""‘- aw et --%n
; L T g

FY 04 FYUS Total

Froo FYot FYQ2 FY03

Reserve Called 1o Active Duty ) 0.0 22 19 0.7 07 5.5

Overstrength 0.0 0.0 1.6 18 01 3.5

Subsistence 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.2 01 1.2

Special Pay 0.0 0.2 0.2 041 01 0.6

Cther Costs 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 01 0.8
TO'I.'AL.O tf Military Personnel 00 34 43 28 11 11.6
Obligations

* Values of 0.0inthe table may representspendlng of $50 milion or less.

’ 3 et = ke e SR R T i 4
Reserve Called o Actwe Duty % 66% 44% 26% 68% 48%
Overstrength % 0% 37% 63% 6% 30%
Subsistence 97% 8% 14% 8% 12% 10%
Special Pay 3% 7% 5% 4% 7% 5%
Other Costs 0% 19% 0% 0% 7% i
TO'I.‘AL.()ft‘MiIi!ary Personnel 160% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100%
Obligations
4/26/2005 DRAFT War OEF - 3

11-L-0559/05D/48914
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Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

5 ) f
— Obligati OEF ;
sl Supiit « Key Data Observations
1| — %o10EF Obligations Under Development
3
Z
08 09
L ~——__08
- e, .. 02
o T 1
/ 9% e;:"‘-——-— .o o7
| ™ |
.-1 . | | !
FY 00
FY 01 FY 02 Plo4 Total

FY 00
5 _____ ifg,' g _. 1‘_, ‘ ..

2t} T

Pl1O5

Temporary Du

02

00 06 04 16

Clothing & Personnel Supplies 0.0 01 0.2 00 00 03
Medical/Heaith Services 0.0 01 0.2 01 00 04
Other Costs 00 D0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1
ch}::al;isz FersennslSupRon 0.0 08 09 05 02 24

*Values of 0.0 inthe table m
o PR -

~ Temporary Duty

Clothing & Personnel Supplies 9% 25% 7% 4% 14%
Medical/Health Services 10% 18% 18% 7% 15%
Other Costs 1% 6% 8% 2% 7% 6%
TOTAL O B Personnel Support 100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%
Obligations
42612005 DRAFT War OEF - 4

11-L-05659/08D/48915
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Year-to-Year Information as of January 2005

War Related Obligations — OEF Investment
{(FY 2001 = Present)

Munltlon Rocuremem
C3 Equipment Rocurement

RDT&E

Vehicle Rocurement
Aircraft Rocurement
Major Construction
Other Rocurement

MO4

Dollars (Billions)
10 I | 1 1 }
e Ok ‘ « Key Data Observations
0.8 [{ —%ofOEF Obligations \ Under DeVelopmeﬂ’[
f
08 I I 0.5 0.5
0.4 /
02 f
|, % 00
ol % W Ty
01 02 03 05
FYDS

Total

TOTAL OFFInvestment

Obligations

03 02 o.o 05
0.1 0.1 0.0 02
0.0 01 00 0.1

00 00 00 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Q.1 0.1 (B10] 02
05 05 00 10

*Values of 00 mihe table may represent spendlng of $5{J mllllun or Iess

Munition Rocurement

50%

11-L-0559/0SD/48916

C3 Equipment Rocurament 19% 13% 19% 16%
RDT&E 8% 149 0% 9%
Vehicle Rocurement 0% 0% 66% 4%
Aircratt Bocurement 6% 0% 0% 3%
Major Construction 0% 0% 0% 0%
Other Procurement 18% 23% 0% 20%

TOTAL OFF investmeant

Obligations 100% 100%  100% 100%

4/26/2005 DRAFT War OEF- 5
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DoD Financial Data —Key Observations 2000-2006

Militarv Personnel and Health Care (31% of 2006 Budget Request):

Curreni Pay and Benefits increases by 38%, but does not keep pace with
the 46% overall growth of the budget topline.

Current Health Care grows by 62% driven primarily by the 89% growth in
outsourced private sector care. The cost of care in military facilities erows
by 45%.

Retirement Benefits increases by 91% as a result of the new (2003)
accounting requirement for the Department to fund accrual payments for
Medicare-eligible retiree health care,

QOperations (33% of 2006 Budget Request):

Readiness, Infrastructure Support, Administration, and Depot
Maintenance increases in the 30-40% range.

Training increases by 59%.

Investment (35% of 2006 Budget Request):

Ships, Aircraft, Missiles/Munitions/Missile Defense. The relative
percentage distribution for the major investment categories has not changed
significantly since 2000.

In aircraft, there is a shift away from older aircraft (F/A- 18, F-15/16) to
newer ones (JSF, F-22).

In ships, there 1s a shift in investment away from traditional surface ships
(destroyers, amphibious ships) to new aircraft carriers and submarines.

11-L-0559/05D/48918



December 10,2004

TO:; Larry Di Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld/®‘
SUBJECT: Briefing on SOF

Please take a look at this report on SOCOM. Should we do some sort of a

statement or briefing sometime on this? This is an amazing amount we’ve ‘done.

Thanks.

Attach,
1172/04 ASD(SO/LIC) memo to SD re: Special Qperations Forces

DHR:dh
120904-50
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Please respond by | / A ! oS

Fovo— 0SD 08055-05

11-L-0559/0SD/48919
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INFO MEMO
DepSecDef
USD(P) “py prov.ckd
1-04/014546 <V~

e A
FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE Wy S B0
FROM: Thomas W. O’Connell, Assistant Secretary of Defense (SO/LIC)  naprree--- -
Zaiavof
SUBJECT: Special Operations Forces
You asked for a summary reflecting SOF advances over the past four years

addressing capabilities, command relationships, service roles, reduction of nonessential
missions. and improved posture for GWOT.  The attached paper is the second attempt.

A\

FOR-(I036 940 55H4BU20



FOR-OFFCHATESEONEY

INFORMATION PAPER
SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCES
OASD(SO/LIC)
2Nov (4

The Secretary requested and received Congressional authority to provide SOF support to
foreign forces (including groups and individuals) that can assist with GWQOT missions.
(Greatly increases SOF options and flexibility). (Twenty years overdue).

SOCOM was designated as the lead (supported) command for GWOT missions with a
sweeping change to the UCP. Triggered development of a series of OPLANS
orchestrating interagency, combatant command, and allied participation.

s  SOCOM establiched a Center for Special Operations with joint/interagency
collaboration capability. Can respond quickly to the SECDEF’s guidance on
OPLAN development and adjustment. Monthly reviews with SECDEF. (MG Dell
Dailey)

o  SOCOM strengthened Theater Special Operations Commands to better support
Geographic Combatant Commanders. More robust and responsive planning and
exceution capability for SOF missions.

The Secretary directed increased USMC participation with SOCOM.

e SOCOM/USMC signed a Memorandum to improve communications and logistics,
established an annual SOCOM/USMC wargame focused on interoperability, and
established a 100 man USMC SOCOM Detachment for a six month combat
deployment to Iraq with SEAL Team One. This team recently returned and 1s
reviewing lessons learned.

e Marine Expeditionary Units (Special Operations Capable) now provide Liaison
Officers to the Theater Special Operations Commands, upon arrival in theater,
establishing a much tighter link for all the Geographic Combatant Commander’s
interoperability 1ssues. USMC participation on the SOCOM staff has increased, with
Marines in key leadership positions.

At the Secretary’s direction, worldwide SOF units have been redeployed and
reconfigured to support OIF and OEF. Task organization changes provide CENTCOM
with a more flexible, responsive and successful force for missions such as HVT
operations.

.
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Worldwide SOF missions have been carefully monitored and adjusted by the SECDEF:

e All SOF deployments for counternarcoterrorist missions, Joint Combined Exchange
Training (JCETs), and allied exercises have been reviewed and realigned to put more
SOF into GWOT missions. An example is Georgia train and equip. Another is the
7th and 10th Special Forces Group missions in Iraq and Afghanistan. (The 7th
Group traditionally focuses on Latin America, the 10thon Eastern Europe and
portions of Africa.).

¢ SECDEF guidance has refocused SOF deployments from a 30% rate in GWQOT
priority countries three years ago to a 90% rate for 2005.

The Secretary expanded both SOF personnel (12%) and budget lines (77%) providing
significant increases in SOF aviation {transport, tanker, and gunship capabilities). This
upward ramp for personnel continues through 2009,

® One benefit to the conventional forces has been increased AC-130 gunship support,
(four aircraft) providing precision fires for combat in urban areas and sustained
surveillance capability during OIF and OEF.

e Development of the Advanced SEAL Delivery System merges naval submarine
stealth and range with SEAL stealth and lethality for special reconnaissance and
direct action missions.

Because of the rapid development and acquisition process employed by SOCOM,
important developments in sensors, communications, night vision systems, and soldier
systems have been quickly transferred to conventional forces.

USSOCOM PSYOP capabilities are now integrated with STRATCOM’s IO mission.
Theater PSYOP operations executed under the SECDEF’'s DEPORD process now
contribute to the GWOT strategy.

e PSYOP broadcast capability has been improved with the modification of airborne
broadcast platforms. (EC-130s).

SOF Special Mission Units have been strengthenedunder the Secretary’s direction
including transfer of command to SOCOM. They have repeatedly provided actionable
intelligence for both SOF and conventional forces, and have been at the center of the
most important successes in the GWOT, OEF, and OIF.

SECDEF’s Global Force Posture initiative offers SOF new basing initiatives, allowing

more effective task organization and rotation options. This initiative will reduce strain
on SOF - from families to mobility platforms.

POR-GF PR o
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December 10, 2004

TO: GEN John Abizaid
CC: Gen Dick Myers
Paul Wolfowitz
Doug Feith
GEN George Casey

boiT

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 7

SUBJECT: Militia Theory i
Attached is an e-mail I received on militias. What do you think of it?

Attach. s
11/16/04 Pickard e-maii to SD re: Militia Theory

DHR:dh
12090449

Please respond by | / b / oS

ho~2a o

0SD 08074-05
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[(0)(6) [Civ, OSD
From: |{b)(6) |
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2004 4:02 PM
To:  [P®) |

Subject: FW: Militia theory
From DR's email

——0riginal Message-----

From: Ronn S. Pickard [mailto:f'sm@gte.nat]
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2004 11:51 PM
To: Donald Rumsfeld

Subject: MILITIA THEORY

Don,
The Department of Defense has no militia theory.

Fundamentally, the term "militia” refers to a citizenry voluntarily mabilized for the common defense.

The strategy of terrorism is ultimately simple. A community is criminally attacked. The folks in the community
naturally organize o defend themselves. Terrorist allies within the government block the government from
passing proper laws to enable the community to defend itself lawfully and openly. Terrorist allies within the
community attacked promote the formation of illegal militias and, thus, control the linkage between illegal militia
units. The illegal militia units are then run up against each other and the government. Totalitarianism results. A
well regulated militia would make such shenanigans impossible.

Things immediately became ungiued in Irag after Allawi stated that there would be "no mifitia laws". How could
the people of Iraq possibly support a government that seeks to disarm and disorganize them in the face of such
violence? Without a lawiul self-defense how much easier could it be for terrorists to dominated communities?

The Kurdish militia had repelled Saddam Hussein and his agents when they were in power with a minimum of
support from the United States. The Allawi govermment with U.S. support has sought to stand down the Kurdish
militia and repiace them with government paid pdlice. The resuit as with the situation in Mosul was predictable.
The militia has to be properly regulated not eliminated.

There is a world of difference between a well requiated militia, 2 poorly regulated militia, an unregulated militia,
and an illegal mifitia. The Department of Defense has no analysis of the difference.

The principles of a well reguiated militia are universal, although unknown to the D.O.D.

1. The basic militia unit must be neighborhood based so that the membets are first defending their own
families and neighbors. This makes the militia unit naturally conservative and responsible. It would be
extremely difficult for a neighborhood based militia unit under proper regulations to sustain illegal activities
because everyone in the neighborhood would know what they were deoing. 1t would be too easy for
authorities to investigate reports of misbehavier and provide remedial discipline.

2. The members of the basic militia unit elect their own sergeant. This makes the militia unil a bulwork of
democracy and assures community support for the unit.

3. Themilitia sergeants must swear into "the regular uniformed officer corps” — in municipalities this means
the Iocal police station. Sergeants serve, in effect as reserve police officers. They are always subject to
the martiai laws. No law commands individual militia members to mobifize unless the order comes from a
governor or the president. However, the social conditions of the basic militia unit effectively require
members to mobilize at the call of their sergeants unless there are exceptional political conditions afoot.
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Once mobilized, militia members are under the martial laws.

Our Constitution gives it to the Congress to write the militia code for the nation and leaves it to the states to
implement that code. The F'remdent becomes commander-in- chief of the militia if he declares a state of

emergency.

The Congress never wrote the appropriate militia code. The lack of a national militia code resulted in the militias
of the individual states becoming independent only state organs -- which was the necessary precondition if not the
ultimate cause of the Civil War.

It would be easy to implement a good Standard Militia Code in Iraq. Provide the form for neighborhoods to

form units and elect sergeants. Assign local police officers to the units and ex-military personnel to drill them.
This would put an immediate end to the insurgency because it would give the citizenry the mechanism to lawfully
root it ouf and also prevent the only course to power the insurgency depends upaon.

If even the weak PLA issued a Standard Militia Code, the Palestinian people would immediately and cpenly
establish neighborhood militia units, These units would put a prompt end to the petty crime in the neighborhoods
that is the necessary precursor to the gangs and larger illegal militia organizations. Once the Palestinian
neighborhoond militias were tp and properly regulated, they would quickly put an end to any intimidation by the
existing illegal militias such as that of Hamas and the al Agsa Martyr's Brigade. What seems so difficult from a
ceniralized political perspective is essentially simple on the neighborhood level.

The politicai opposition to well regulated militias is simpiy motivated. If folks in a neighborhood had a well
regulated militia unit, they would use different but similar neighborhood based organization to address other
pelitical concerns. The well reguiated militia entrenches the principles of freedom. democracy, and good
govemment.

This is evident in urban American. Good neighborhood watches use the natural principles of a well regulated
miliia. Where the good neighborhood watch exists, the community is safe. Governing urban Democratic Parties
actively and systematically oppose those who independently select their neighborhood leadership for any
purpose. We have the cormmon phenomenon of Democratic politicians pulling back their opposition to a
neighborhood's self-organizing when crime surges and then pouncing back in after the the crime is reduced. The
meetings are fiooded out with public employees, etc., when the crisis is solved. In minority areas where the
Democrats' hold is especially strong, gangs can sunply take over. Although the American neighborhood watch
rarely displays arms, they are present in the background.

The well regulated militia simply formalizes the rights and procedures that are natural and appropriate. The well
regulated militia, of course, also instructs and disciplines the use of arms.

The problems with militias around the world are predictable when we look at how the indjvidual principles of the
well regulated militia are manifest or absent. In Irag, even urban militias are tied to family and tribes rather than
being neighborhood based. Local unit loadere sre appeinted not slected. The regular uniformed officer corps
plays no role. It would be easy to replace these structures with a well regulated militia structure.

The well reguated militia requires that the regular uniformed officer corps is under'local civil authority except for
states of emergency.

It shouid be expected that members of a well regulated militia in their individual capacity as citizens would form
civic associations and have political impacts. It would be best for such associations (o follow the principles of
American non-profit organizations.

Itis also proper that militias have communications and joint operational infrastructures by which they can operate
if their regular uniformed officers are absent. Those communications and joint operational infrastructures shouid
develop under the law and the supenvision of the regular uniformed officer corps. For instance, in case of sirife, a
police department headquarters could be compromised or officers might need to be sent to particular hotspots.
The netghborhood militia should still be able to mobilize and communicate. When regular officers return, their
authority should be immediately recognized.
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It is common in America for citizens to iake action to apprehend a suspect, and for those citizens to immedialely
follow the orders of police officers when they arrive on the scene. The prinicples involved are natural. ,

Under our Constitution, our Congress should enact legislation that gives our citizens the specific right and
regulations to form neighborhood militia units, elect sergeants, and be assigned officers. If we had a Standard
Wilitia Code, the neighborhoods across the America would form militia units virtually overnight. Street crime and
neighborhood gangs would vanish in a few short weeks. This is not a pipe dream. It is based on practical
experience. | served as chair of an ad hoc community neighborhood watch in a high crime minority area in Los
Angeles. At one point we dissolved what had become the heaviest drug trafficking intersection in Los Angles in
two weeks without arrests - then the politicos swept in.

My concern is with applying the natural principles of a well regutated militia without written regulations and formal
structures. Although this immedistely pacifies neighborhoods, the corruption of these struclures lcoms.

We should take advantage of the crises in this country and abroad to enact the full regulatory structures that
would govern appropriately long after the crises are past. Parties will always seek to dominate and exploit any
neighborhood structures (let alone militia) for other political purposes. Only by good regulallons can militia be
properly governed and sustained.

Presently, the D.O.D. position is against any militia because it has no theory of regulation let atone the regulations
themselves.

Citizens have the natural right to mobilize for the common defense. [t is essential that this be properly regulaled
The altemative is untenable.

At the time our Constitution was written the wisdom of the following words of the Second Article of the Bill of
Rights was self-gavident;

"A well reguiated militia being necessary to the security of a free state, the right of the people to keep and
bear arms shall not be infringed."

Your D.O.D. has analysts who would be willing to work on the development of militia theory and a Standard Militia
Code. Would you care for names?

It would be easy to have the assistance in doing this from police departments across America. The people would
support, the Congress would pass, and the President would sign such a code.

Sincerely yours,
Ronn S. Pickard
(b)) '
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December 10, 2004

TO: I(b1(6}

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 7ﬂ i
SUBJECT: E-mail Response to Ronn Pickard

Please send the following e-mail response to Ronn Pickard:

Dear Mr. Pickard—

[ received your e-mail, I thank you and I will see that it is put in the hands of a

number of people.

Thank you so much.

Attach,
11/16/04 Pickard e~mail to SD re: Militia Theory

DHRdh

120904-48
Please respond by i

o
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|(0)(E) Clv, OSD

From; |(B)(E) |
Sent:  Wednesday, November 17, 2004 4:02 PM
To: {(b)(6) |

Subject: FW: Militia theory

From DR's email

~---Original Message-----

From: Ronn S. Pickard [mallto:fsm@gte.net)
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2004 11:51 PM
To: Donald Rumsfeld

Subject: MILITIA THEORY

Don,
The Department of Defense has no militia theory,
Fundamentally, the term "militia" refers to a citizenry voluntarily mobilized for the common defense,

The strategy of lerrorism is ultimalely simple. A community is criminally attacked. The folks in the cormmunity
naturally organize lo defend themselves. Terrorist allies within the government block the government from
passing proper laws 1o enable the community to defend itself lawfully and openly. Terrorist allies within the
community attacked promote the formation of illegal militias and, thus, control the linkage between ilegal militia
units. The illegal militia units are then run up against each other and the government. Totalitarianism results. A
well regulated militia would make such shenanigans impossible.

Things immediately became unglued in [raq after Allawi stated that there would be "no militia laws", How could
ihe people of Irag possibly suppaort a government that seeks to disarm and disorganize them in the face of stch
violence? Without a lawful self-defense how much easler could it be for terrorists to dominated communities?

The Kurdish miiitia had repelled Saddam Hussein and his agents when they were in power with a minimum of
support from the United States. The Allawi govemment with U.S, support has sought to stand down the Kurdish
militia and replace them with government paid palice. The result as with the situation in Mosul was predictable.
The militia has to be properly regulated not eliminated.

There Is a world of difference between a well regulaled militia, a poorly regulated militia, an unregulated militia,
and an illegal militia. The Department of Defense has no analysis of the difference.

The principles of a well regulated militia are universal, although unknown to the D.O.D,

1. The basic militia unit must be neighborhood based so that the members are first defending their own
families and neighbors. This makes the militia unit naturally conservative and responsible. It would be
extremely difficult for a neighborhood based militia unit under proper regulations to sustain iflegal activities
because everyone in the neighborhood would know what they were doing. It would be oo easy far
authorities to investigate reports of misbehavior and provide remedial discipline.

2. The members of the basic militia unit elect their own sergeant. This makes the militia unit a bulwork of
democracy and assures community support for the unit,

3. The militia sergeants must swear into "the regular uniformed officer corps” - in municipalities this means
the local police station. Sergeants serve, in effect as reserve police officers. They are always subject to
the martiat taws. No law commands individual mifitia members to mobilize unless the order comes from a
governor or the president. However, the sacial conditions of the basic militia unit effectively require
members to mobilize at the call of their sergeants unless there are exceptional polilical conditions afoot.
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Once mobilized, militia members are under the martial laws.

Qur Constitution gives it to the Congress to write the militia code for the nation and leaves it to the states to
implement that code. The President becomes commander-in-chief of the militia if he deciares a state of
emergency.

The Congress never wrote the appropriate militia code. The lack of a national militia code resulted in the militias
of the individual states becoming independent only state organs -- which was the necessary precondition if not the
ultimate cause of the Civil War,

It would be easy to implement a good Standard Militia Cede in Irag. Provide the form for neighborhoods to

form units and elect sergeants. Assign local police officers to the units and ex-military personnel to drill them.
This would put an immediate end to the insurgency because it would give the citizenry the mechanism to lawfully
root it out and also prevent the only course to power the insurgency depends upon.

If even the weak PLA issued a Standard Militia Code, the Palestinian pecpie would immediately and openly
establish neighborhood militia units. These units would put a prompt end to the petty crime in the neighborhoods
that is the necessary precursor to the gangs and larger illega! militia organizations, Once the Palestinian
neighborhoood militias were up and properly regulated, they would quickly put an end to any intimidation by the
existing ilegal militias such as that of Hamas and the al Agsa Martyr's Brigade. What seems so difficult from a
centralized potitical perspective is essentially simple on the neighborhood level.

The political opposition to well regulated militias is simply motivated. f folks in a neighborhood had a well
regulated militia unit, they would use different but similar neighborhoed based organization to address other
political concerns. The well regulated militia entrenches the principles of freedom, democracy, and good
government.

This is evident in urban American. Good neighborhood watches use the natural principles of a well regulated
militia. Where the good neighborhood watch exists, the community is safe. Governing urban Demaocratic Parties
actively and systematically oppose those who independently select their neighborhood leadership for any
purpose. We have the common phenomenon of Democratic politicians pulling back their opposition to a
neighborhood's self-organizing when crime surges and then pouncing back in after the the crime is reduced. The
meetings are flocded out with public employees, etc., when the crisis is solved. In minority areas where the
Democrats' held is especially strong, gangs can simply take over. Although the American neighborhood watch
rarely displays arms, they are present in the background.

The well regulated militia simply formalizes the rights and procedures that are natural and appropriate. The well
regulated militia, of course, also instructs and disciplines the use of arms.

The problems with militias around the world are predictable when we look at how the individual principles of the
well regulated militia are manifest or absent. In Iraq. even urban militias are tied to family and tribes rather than
being neighborhood based. Local unit leaders are appointed not elected. The reguiar uniformed officer corps
plays na role. i would be easy to replace these structures with a well regulated militia structure.

The well reguated militia requires that the regular uniformed officer corps is under local civil authority except for
states of emergency.

It should be expecied that members of a well regulated militia in their individual capacity as citizens would form
civic associations and have political impacts. It would be best for such associations to follow the principles of
American non-profit organizations.

It is also proper that militias have communications and jeint operational infrastructures by which they can operate
if their regular uniformed officers are absent. Those cornmunications and joint operational infrastructures should
develop under the law and the supervision of the regular uniformed officer corps. For instance, in case of strife, a
pclice department headguarters could be compromised or officers might need to be sent to particular hoispots.
The neighborhood militia should still be able to mobilize and communicate. When regular officers return, their
authority should be immediately recognized.
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ltis common in America for citizens to take action to apprehend a suspect, and for those citizens to immediatety
follow the orders of police officers when they arrive on the scene. The prinicples involved are natural.

Under our Constitution, our Congress should enact legislation that gives our cilizens the specific right and
regulations to form neighborhood militia units, elect sergeants, and be assigned officers. If we had a Standard
Militia Code, the neighborhoods across the America would form milifia units virtually overnight. Street crime and
neighborhood gangs would vanish in 2 few short weeks. This is not a pipe dream. it is based on practical
experlence. | served as chair of an ad hoc community neighborhood watch in a high crime minority area in Los
Angeles. Atone point we dissolved what had become the heaviest drug Irafficking intersestion in Los Angles in
two weeks without arresis - then the politicos swept in.

My concern is with applying the natural principles of a well regulated militia without writlen regulations and formal
sfructures. Although this immediately pacifies neighborhoods, the corruption of these structures looms.

We should take advantage of the crises in this country and abroad to enact the full regulatory structures that
would govern appropriately long after the crises are past. Parties will always seek to dominate and exploit any
neighborhood structures (let alone militia) for other political purposes. Only by good regulations can militia be
properly governed and sustained.

Presently, the D.O.D. position is against any militia because it has no theory of regulation let alone the regulations
themselves. :

Citizens have the natural right to mobilize for the common defense. It is essenlial that this be properly regulated.
The alternative is untenable.

At the time our Constitution was written the wisdomn of the following words of the Second Article of the Bill of
Rights was self-evident:

"A well regulated militia being necessary to the security of a free stale, the righl of the people to keep and
bear arms shall not be infringed.”

Your D.0O.D. has analysts who would be willing to work on the development of militia theery and a Standard Militia
Code. Wouid you care for names?

It would be easy to have the assistance in doing this from police departments across America. The people would
support, the Congress would pass, and the President would sign such a code,

Sincerely yours,
Ronn 3. Pickard

(b)(€)
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December 9,2004

TO: VADM Jim Stavridis
Paul Butler
Larry Di Rita

Ce: COL Steve Bucci

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld
SUBJECT: Future Travel

In terms of travel, | think when I go over to Asia, | ought to go to Thailand,
Malaysia, probably Indonesia, Cambodia and Mongolia.

Let’s talk about that trip.

Thanks.

DHRE:dh
120904-43
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Pleasevespond by ¥/ ] o

FeES 0SD 08076-05

11-L-0559/08D/48931

QS ee%

ho=2d b



P

December 9, 2004

TO: Paul Butler
Larry Di Rita
VADM Jim Stavridis
G COL Steve Bucci

FROM: Donald Rumsfcldﬂt’

SUBJECT: Plans for DoD
Attached is a memo we ought to start thinking about fast.

Thanks.

Attach.
12/9/04 SecDef memo re: Plans for DoD — 2005

DHR:dh
120904-39

Please respond by ! 3’! 2{ / oY
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December 9, 2004

SUBJECT: Plans for DoD — 2005
We need to set our plans for DoD for the coming year:

e Qutrcach — Get a schedule that is more creative. For DR plus other DoD
folks.

e Members of Congress — Get a schedule and master plan for DR, plus

others.

e Ministers of Defense — schedule regular calls to key MoDs and key

coalition partners.
e Travel —Lay out 2005 now. Must be creative — domestic and international.

e Press plan — do’s and don’ts, off the record sessions, social, ways to help
key press people who cover us thoughtfully and carefully (Mikelczewski,
Raddatz, key folks from Defense News), contact with some of the key press
people from DoS and WH, etc.

e Consider a new rhythm for staff meetings.
e Set plans to keep Service Secretaries in tight.

e Plan creative events by DoD for those who help — USO, entertainers,

heroes, etc.

DHR:dh
120904-31

B uvivivy
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TO; Mary Claire Murphy
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld /Sl

SUBJECT: Letter to POTUS

December 3,2004

Please draft a letter from me to the President, telling him how much Diane

Bodman is doing for the troops.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
120304-22
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TO: Larry Di Rita

CC, Matt Latimer

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld l ) ¥

SUBJECT: National Security Personnel System

December 3,2004

Whenever we talk about transformation, we ought to mention the National

Security Personnel System.

Thanks.

DHR:ss
120304-12

Please respond by o
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December 3,2004

TO: Paul Butler

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld -{7
SUBIJECT: Thank You Note for Bill Timmons

If we have not prepared a thank you to Bill Timmeons for his heads up on the

calling cards for the military, please draft one. N |

Thanks. il
W

DHR:ss

120304-10

Please respond by |2 (I q ! O!’
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TO: Paul Butler

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld 9

SUBJECT: Note to Chefs

= ’3'

b

-

December 3,2004

Someone ought to draft a nice note from me to the chefs of each of the restaurants

listed on the attached invitation, thanking them for helping out the troops.

Thanks.

Attach.
12/13/04 Invitation to USO Holiday for the Troops Dinner

DHR:ss
120304-7
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Please respond by 17’! q/0
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We would like to cordially invite you and a guest to join the
service members from Walter Reed Army Medical Center and
the National Naval Medical Center at Bethesda for the

“9(OLIDAY FOR THE TROOPS”
DINNER

Chefs from:
Ceiba Marcel's
Citronelle  __ Melrose
Equinox - Poste Brasserie
Faf Punk's =\ Rocklands BBQ
Kinkead's | i Tosca

a very special dinner on

MONDAY DECEMBER 13TH
6:00-9:00 PM
~— Mologne House Dining Room
Walter Reed Army Medical Center

Please RSVP to Lisa Marie at 703-696-0717

x *
4 *
w *

of Matropolitan Washington
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Fax

To: Honorable Donald Rumsfeld and guest

e,

B)(®)

Fax Number:

From: Elaine Rpgers President, USO o Metropolitan Washington
Number of Pages including Cover Page. 2

Message: Weare pleased to invite you tocelebrate the holiday season with our
wounded service members, Please KYWP no later than December §,2004. '1hank you!

HAPPY HOLIDAYS

11-L-0559/08D/48939
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December 3,2004

TO; The Honorable Andrew H. Card
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld (9[

SUBJECT: Prepaid Calling Cards for Military

Attached is a note from my friend, Bill Timmons, raising a matter of importance

¢ le

and concern on telephone credit cards for the military, It is self-explanatory,

The solution lies totally outside the Department of Defense, as [ read it. I would

very much appreciate your interest in this,

Thank you, sir.

O
Attach,

12/1/04 Memo to SecDef from Bill Timmons ‘:j
DHR:ss 8
1203504-3
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Memorandum for the Honorable Donald Rumsfeld
From: Bill Timmonslﬂz;“/

Date: 1 December 2004

Subject : Prepaid Telephone Calling Cardsfor Military

SRR

C &

Request your personal assistance on anissue of importance to aur servicemen and
women and their families. Th the next few weeks the FCCintends to issue an order
concering prepaid calfiing cards that tlreatens to increase raies on thie militany and other
users of this low-cost telephone service by as much as 20%.

Ten years ago calling card service that contained promotional advertisements
(called enhanced cards) wes placed in service. Telephonecalls usingthese enhanced
cards are informational and outside regulated service and therefore not subject to
intrastate access or universal service fees, Afier all these years the FCC intends to make
these cards fall in a revenue category that will cause troops and other card userste
contribute more so others may contribute less.

Consistent with the goals of universal service, the cards today provide low-cost .
calling for those who need it most — military, senior, rural, minority, and low-income
users. The USO provides free pre-paid cards to service personnel as part of “Operation
Phone Home program.” Wal-Mart, Sam’s Club, diug stores, military exchanges, and
other retail outlets sell the inexpensive calling cards. Mabers of Congresshave
communicated with FCC Chairman Powell not to take money out of soldiers’ pockets
while they defend our coxtry. In fact, in the closing days of this Congress through report
language for the Tinz1 budget legislation Congress directed the FCC ‘hot totake any
action that would directly or indirectly have the effect of raising the ratescharged to
military personnel or their famnilies for telephone calls placed using prepaid phone cards.”
On 23 July of t1is year the Pentagon weighed in when Charles Abell wryote the FCC
pointing ot the increased costs to service personnel and families if this order were
implemented-. The FCC chairman put off official action unti} efter the electiontut now
intends to go forward.

Don, about the only avenue open seems to be White [ouse involvement to protect
the low-cost prepaid calling cards for the military. May I suggest you call Andy Camd
and ask him to help?

Thanks a bunch.

+o v2d \
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December 1,2004

TO: Larry D1 Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfcld'ﬁ\ ;

SUBJECT: Fundraising

S00

Please call Lynda Webster and tell her [ cannot write a letter like this, according to

the General Counsel.
Thanks.

Attach.
11/15/04 Webster fax re: Request from Ambassador Michael Thawley

DHR:dh
1201044

Please respond by [2[/ 4 ! Y
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Fax §u, :|(B)6) Nov. 29 2803 B7:87FM Pl

Pentagon Memorial Fund

Fax

To: Sec, and Joyce Rumsfeld  From: Lynda Webster
Pax' I{b)(ﬁ'l | Fax: [(B)©)

Phonc; [(B)(6) I Phone: I(b)(ﬁ} ]
Date: 117152004 Pages: 2

Subject:  Request from Ambassador Michael Thawlcy

Hello~!

Treceived & call from Ambassador Michsel Thswicy of Australia. AS you
may recall, he way seated at your table, Secretary Rumsfeld, the day we held
the Pentagon Memorial ‘friendraiser’ a few weeks ago. He was seated there
because we have been {alking with him at length about an Australian gift ta
the Memorial. Australia lostacitizen in the attack.

In order (n secure the largest commitmentpassible, the ambassador s
confident & letter from you to their Minister of Defense would he helpful. He
took the liberty of drafting one he thought would be ¢ffective sit’s attached
for your review and consideration. Naturally it can certainly be re-worded
to satisty your legal team,

I told Ambassador Thawley that while you have both been ¢xtremely
supportive of our Memorial effort, you are being very careful not to engage
in anything that might be perceived as * fundraising.” Whether or nat this
prioposed letter falls into that category will be something 1’1\ leave far you to
determine.

Should you or an aide wish te contact Ambassador Thawley dircetly, his
number is|(b)(6) his fax is|(0)(6) Or, you may simply give

me direction on how to respond to his request.

We hgye just passed the $4.5 million mark today...! We continue to be
grateful to you both for your continued intercst and support.

Warmly, Lynda

11-L-0559/05D/48943



.3 FROM : Fax no |(6)(6) Kov. 28 2803 07:GIPM P2

11/15/28B4 17:59 b)(8
(B)6) AMBASSLDORS CEEICE PAGE B1/B1
i (b)(6)

DRAFT

—> bas bra
Senator the Hon. Robert Hill
Minister for Defence
Parliament House
CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Minister

The profound loss of September 11,2001 has moved a geat many people to support the
building of a permanent memorial at the site of the terrorist attack on the Pentagon. All
those affected by the attack hope for a fitting place to remember the events of that day.

We remember that Australia grieved with us then. An Australian, Yvonne E. Kennedy,
was aboard the flight that hit the Pentagon. And we will always be grateful {or the
fellowship expressed by your Prime Minister, John Howard, during his vigit to
Washington at the time of the attacks~ and for Australia’s support in the war on tesyor.

A Pentagon Memorial Fund has been established by a group of leading private citizens

and corporations which aim to raise $17.5 million t¢ build and maintain the memorial.

The Fund would like to include Australia in jts endeavour and has invited Auvstralia 10
participate i the building of the memorial. ] would like to endorse their approach o
you and encourage you to contribute. [ understand that the Fund has had some
discussion with your Ambassador about an appropriate contribution,

I enclose some additional information about the memorial and the fund. w < wouldbe
privileged to have one of our principal allies involved in an enduring memorial to an

event so closeto our hearts.

L grdors Webede v
\7 b oy DRAFT

inkp r mibi~ U K-Eﬁ--t W 1 Al CBVE-Y
11-L-0559/0SD/48944
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TO: Larry Di Rita
Paul Butler

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld DA
SUBJECT: Admiral Ellis

Let’s put Admiral Ellis on the Defense Science Board.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
120104-6

December 1,2004

Please respond by et l‘i-l_bﬂ

juv vl
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December 1,2004

TO: Paul Butler
CcC. COL Steve Bucci
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld m

SUBJECT: Meet with Commandant, Marine Corps

I would like a mecting with General Ilagee sometime to talk to him about

transformation,

Thanks.

DHR:dh
1201047

Please respond by rz/ {1 /D?

FOUO
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TO: Paul Butler
CcC. COL Steve Buccl

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld %

SUBJECT: Meet with Servige Secretaries

December 1,2004

I need (o see the thiee Scvice Secictarics and David Chu o talk (o them about

precepts for selection boards and the importance of diversity and innovation.

Thanks.

DHR:¢h
120104-§

Please respond by [ l'j 2/ / f.?if

Foto
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December 1, 2004

TO: Paul Wolfowitz
FROM.: Donald Rumsfeld p ,ﬂ

SUBJECT: Projects

1 would like to see a list of the projects you’re working on.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
120104-12

Please respond by | 1;/ i/_ o f-f
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December 1,2004

TO: COL Steve Bucci

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld?
SUBIECT: Meeting w/VP

O
The President suggested that I have a meeting with Vice President Cheney. 8

Please scc if you can work with Cheney’s office and get it sct up for shortly after 1

{n
get back from India - the first day or the next day. \._
Thanks.

DHR:dh
120104-14
Please respond by __ {2/ f%[ o

v,
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December 1,2004

TO: Pete Geren
g Larry D1 Rita
Steve Cambone
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld 2> U‘%
SUBJECT: Early Report of Abuse 5—}
What is this Early Bird article about from the WashingtonPost? Thave never
heard of it.
Thanks.
Attach.
White, Josh. “U.S. Generals in Iraq Were Told of Abuse Early, Inquiry Finds,” Washington Post.
December 1,2004,p. 1.
DHR.dh
120104-16
Please respond by __ 129 /oy
o
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U.S. Generals In Iraq Were Told Of Abuse Early, Inquiry Finds Page 1 of 3

Washington Post
December 1,2004
Pg. 1

U.S. Generals In Iraq Were Told Of Abuse Early, Inquiry Finds
By Josh White, Washington Post Staft Writer

A confidential report to Army generals in Irag in December 2003 wamed that members of an elite
military and CIA task force were abusing detainees, a finding delivered more than a month before Army
investigators received the photographs from Abu Ghraib prison that touched off investigations into
prisoner mistreatment.

The report, which was not released publicly and was recently obtained by The Washington Post,
concluded that some U.S. arrest and detention practices at the time could "technically" be 1llegal. It also
said coalition fighters could be feeding the Iraqi insurgency by "making gratuitous enemies” as they
conducted sweeps netting hundreds of detainees who probably did not belong in prison and holding
them for monthg at a time.

The investigation, by retired Col. Stuart A. Herrington, also found that members of Task Force 121-- a
joint Special Operations and CIA mission searching for weapons of mass destruction and high-value
targets including Saddam Hussein -- had been abusing detainees throughout Iraq and had been using a
secret interrogation facility to hide their activities.

Herrington's findings are the latest in a series of confidential reports to come to light about detainee
abuse mn Iraq. Until now, U.S. military officials have characterized the problem as one largely confined
to the military prison at Abu Ghraib -- a situation they first leamed about in January 2004. But
Herrington's report shows that U.S. military leaders in Traq were told of such allegations even before
then, and that problems were not restricted to Abu Ghraib. Herrington, a veteran of the U.S.
counterinsurgency effort in Vietnam, warned that suchharsh tactics could imperil U.S, efforts to quell
the Iraqi insurgency -- a prediction echoed months later by a military report and other reviews of the war
effort.

U.S. treatment of detainees remains under challenge. Representatives of the International Committee of
the Red Cross recently told U.S. military officials that the treatment of inmates held at Guantanamo Bay,
Cuba, was "cruel, inhumane and degrading” (story, Page A10). Herrington's report, which was
commissioned by Maj. Gen. Barbara Fast, the top intelligence officer in [raq, said some detainces
dropped of T at central U.S. detention facilities other than Abu Ghraib had clearly been beaten by their
captors.

"Detainees captured by TF 121 have shown injuries that caused examining medical personnel to note
that ‘detainee shows signs of having been beaten,' " according to the report, which later concluded: "It
seems clear that TF 121 needs to be reined in with respect to its treatment of detainees.”

A group of Navy SEALs who worked as part of the task force has been charged with abuse in
connection with the deaths of two detainees they arrested in the field. One died in a shower room at Abu

Ghraib on Nov. 4,2003, a month before Herrington arrived for his review.

A military source who participated in Task Force 20, the predecessor to TF 121, said the task forces
comprised several 12-manunits that had tareeted missions, such as searching for Hussein loyalists and

http://ebird.afis.osd.mil/ebfi ]esfc20031126k{g§4§%{9 SD/48951 12/1/2004



U.S. Generals In [raq Were Told Of Abuse Early, Inquiry Finds Page 2 of 3

terrorists. TF 20, which had about 1,000 soldiers, incorperated Army Rangers, members of Delta Force
and Special Forces units working with CTA agents. They planned their missions nearly autonomously

speaking on the condition of anonymity because the missions were classified.

Task Force 121 added Navy SEAL, units but was slightly smaller overall. Herrington wrote that an
officerin charge of interrogations at a high-value target detention facility in Baghdad told him that
prisoners taken by TF 121 showed signs of having been beaten.

Herrington asked the officer whether he had alerted his superiors o the problem, and the officer replied:
"Everyone knows about it.”

While several investigations have been completed into the Abv Ghraib scandal and U.S. interrogation
practices in Traq, an official military inquiry into the detention activines of Special Operations forces has
not been released, That probe, headed by Brig. Gen. Richard P. Formica, was expected to be presented
to Congress earlier thiy year, but u Pentagon spokesman sand it 1s ongoing,

Of the Herrington report, 4 Pentagon atficial said top generals in Traq, including Lt. Gen. Ricardo S.
Sanchez, who ut the time directed U.S. forces there, reported the alleged abuses to officials at U.S,
Central Commund, which oversees military activities in the Middle East. The official smd TF 121 was
investicated, but he could not provide results.

"The Herrington report was tuken very seriously,” sad the official, who spoke on the condition of
anonymity because the report has not been released.

The report also provided an.early account of the practice of holding some detainees -- sometimes called
“whost detainees” -- 10 secret and keeping them trom international humanitarian organizations,
Herrington also wrote that agents from other government agencies, which commonly refers to the CTA.
regularly kept ghost detainees by not logging their arrests.

Nearly six months later, Defense Departmuent ofticials were forced to acknowledge the practice because
of the Abu Ghraib scandal. Soldiers who worked at the prison smd several detainees were hidden, and a
prison logbook showed a consistent stream of them {rom October 2003 to January 2004

Hernngton, who 18 consudered an expert in human ntelligence operations, ran programs durmg
Operation Desert Storm and in Panama and was pact of the controversial Phoenix Program, which
targeted the roots of the Viet Cong insurgency in Vietnam. He compiled his report after a week-long trip
to Irag beginning Dec. 2,2003, joined by a military intelligence ofticer and an Army intelligence official
from the Pentagon.

His ultimate conclusion was that much needed to be done to merease mtelligence capabilities, which he
called below average, though he praised Fast's determimation,

"Given the fact that the United States and 1ts coalition partners paid and continue to pay a steep price in
losses and national treasure to lay our hands on these detamees, it 1s disappointing that the opportunity
to thoroughly and professionally exploit this source pool has not been maximized, in spite of your best
efforts and those of several hundred MI |military intelligence] soldiers,” Herrington wrote to Fast in the
Dec. 12report. "Even one year ago, we would have salivated at the prospect of being able to talk to
people like the hundreds who are now in our custody. Now that we have them, we have failed to devote
the planning and resources to optimize this mission.”

hitp: //ebicd.atis osd.mil bt Les/e200EDIT RO P AL L) 70902
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U.S. Generals Int Traqg Were Told Of Abuse Early, Inquiry Finds Page 3 of 3

Herrington, contacted by telephone, declined to discuss the report. A Pentagon official said Fast
personally requested Herrington's visit, and the report indicates Fast was interested in improving U.S,
intelligence and detention operations, saying that "in spite of efforts to upgrade this effort, [she]
remained concerned aboutits state of health.”

In the 13-pagereport, Herrington wrote that overcrowding and a lack of resources caused the Army to
use “primitive prison accommodations” for even the most important targets. He said that led to the loss
of considerable significantintelligence and might have fueled the Iraqi insurgency.

He added that some detainees were arrested because targets were not at home when homes were raided.
A tamuly member was instead captured and then released when the target turned himselt m -- a practice
that, Herrington wrote, "has a ‘hostage’ feel to it.”

A geparate report by the Center for Army Lessons Learned, issued this past May and intended for
internal use, gave the sense that some Army tactics served to "alienate common Iraqis who initially
supported the coalition.”

The 134-page CALL report singled out the practice of detaining female family members to force wanted
Iraqi males to turn themselves in, similar to Herrington's findings.

"Ttis a practice in some U.S. units to detain family members of anti-coalition suspects in an effort to
induce the suspects to turn themselves in, in exchange for the release of their family members," the
report stated. The CALL report also was critical of the delays in notifying family members about the
status of detainees held in U.S. custody, reminding family members of Hussen's tactics.

Herrington's report also noted that sweeps pulled in hundreds and even thousands of detainees who had
ne connection to the war. Abu Ghraib, for example, swelled to several thousand more detainees than it

could handle. Herrington wrote that ageressive and indiscriminate tactics by the 4th Infantry Division,

rounding up random scores of detainees and "dumping them at the door,” was a glaring example.

As the United States recently has picked up its counterinsurgency efforts, the number of new detainees
has again surged.

"Between the losers and dead end elements from the former regime and foreign fighters, there are
enough people in Irag who already don't like us," Herrington wrote. "Adding to these numbers by
conducting sweep operations . . . is counterproductive to the Coalition's efforts to win the cooperation of
the Iraqgi citizenry. Similarly, mistreatment of captives as has been reported to me and our team 18
unaceeptable, and bound to be known by the population.”

Staff writer Thomas E. Ricks contributed to this report.

http://ebird.afis.osd.mil/ebfile s,fezoolla{')lrj'%él%/tr(n)lSDj 48953 12/1/2004



December 1,2004

TO: Tina Jonas
CC; Paul Wolfowitz

FROM: Donald Rumst‘eld'{%

SUBJECT: GAO Report

What ic th#& item about in today’s Farly Rird veferencing a GAO veport that says
DoD is not providing proper oversight to ensure that military personnel

appropriations are directed to cover pay, benefits and expenses”’

Thanks.

Attach,
McGlinchey, David, “Defense Department Not Tracking Personnel Spending. Report Says,”
GovExec.com,November 30, 2004,

DHR:dh
120104-17

Please respond by (2f ‘ilv A—
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Defense Department Not Tracking Personnel Spending, Report Says Page lof2

GovExec.com
November 30,2004

Defense Department Not Tracking Personnel Spending, Report
Says

By David McGlinchey

The Defense Department is not providing sufficient oversight to ensure that military personnel
appropriations actually are directed to cover pay, benefits and expenses, according to a new Government
Accountability Office report.

As a result of the report, the Office of the Secretary of Defense has ordered a study on the cost and time
needed to modify the relevant financial systems to comply with regulations.

GAQ released similar findings to lawmakers in 2003, and the fiscal 2004 conference report on defense
appropriations called on the Pentagon to "strengthen the annual review process” and "provide
transparency of disbursements at the same level as the budget submission.”

In the report released this week, however, GAQ announced that the Pentagon is not following
congressional direction on oversight.

"The military services are not matching obligations to disbursements at the individual disbursement
transaction level in all the years that disbursements can occur as required by the Financial Management
Regulation,” the report (GAO-05-87R ) said. "Additionally, the services are not reporting the cbligation
balances at the budget submission level as directed by congressional conferees.”

In their report, GAO noted that military personnel appropriations, also known as MILPERS, make up a
significant amount of the Defenge Department's budget, In fiscal 2003, MILPERS accounted for more
than $109 billion. That figure also includes allowances, housing, travel and reserve training, GAQ
investigators said the insufficient budget review is stopping lawmakers from making informed decisions
on funding.

"This has made it difficult, if not impossible, for decision-makersto oversee how the services actually
use MILPERS funds,” the GAO report said.

The investigatorstook the Office of the Secretary of Defense to task for failing to implement the reforms
from the top.

"OSD has not provided the services with explicit instructionsin the Financial Management Regulation
requiring them to review MILPERS obligations,” the report said. "Moreover, OSD has not effectively
monitored the services' compliance with the Financial Management Regulation’s requirement to review
obligation balances. Unless the services strengthen their year-end reviews and certification processes,
the actual use of MILPERS funds will continue to be masked, and the baseline for future budget
requests may be inaccurate.”

GAO did note that the Army has made some progress in developing prior year financial reports with

great detail. In a Nov. 23 directive, top Defense officials ordered the Air Force, Navy and the Defense
Finance and Accounting Service to complete a feasibility study on recording and reporting detailed

http: //m.ms.m.mumfﬂa/ezoadlﬁhﬁﬂ%%gls D/48955 12/1/2004
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disbursements for prior years' spending. That study is scheduled to be completed by Jan, 31,2005,

http: //febird afis.osd.mil/ebfiles/e20120 bAOSH YERSD/48956 12/1/2004



December 14,2004

TO: COL Steve Bucci
ec: Cathy Mainardi
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld -~

SUBJECT: Breakfast with POTUS

I think the President wants to have breakfast in the recsidence on Thursday morning
at 7:00 am with Casey, Abizaid and probably Myers or Pace (but not both) and

me. Let's confirm that with the White House.

el Lee

Thanks.

DITR.:s
1214049-22

@Qx\"’\l“\

Thursday 16 December 7:00am-8:00 w/POTUS, SecDef, Abizaid, Casey, VCJCS, VP, Card, Rice @ Small Dining Room
next to Oval Office.

Please respond by

a1

Itis confirmed and on the schedule:

—_—

Cathy. - et

b uvivivg
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December 14,2004

TO: Be)

FROM: Donald Rumsiéld.(ﬁ‘—
SUBJECT; Cabinet Acknowledgements

I need to know who T have called and who I have written to 1n connection with

Cabinet people coming and going.
Please give me a hist.

Thanks.

DHR:dh
121404-20

Please respond by 12 /2 ' / 24

roto
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December 14,2004

.40“M
TO: COL Steve Bucci ¥
FROM: Donald Rumsfeld Y W JGS\/
(o
SUBIJECT: Tony Dolan
I would like to see Tony Dolan for about 10 or 15 minutes sometime this week.

Thauks.

DHX:dh
121404-16

Please respond by

FotS
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December 14,2004

TO: VADM Jim Stavridis

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld TA\
SUBJECT: Travel Schedules

I would like to see the travel schedules between now and March 1 for General

e

Myvers, General Pace, Paul Wolfowitz, Jim Haynes, Steve Cambone, and Larry Di

Rita.
Thanks.

DHR:¢h
121404-15

Please respond by |2 /i b[oY
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December 14,2004

TO: Calendar

FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld TR
SUBJECT: Location of Events

In the future, it would be helpful if it 1s listed on the calendar where in the White

House a meeting is going to be.

Thanks,

DHR.:dh
121404-14

BAAABAAGNAA0RAABARAEERRRAAR -0A00FOO0AORBRLEPAREABRAAEEERERE -ORRABORRERBARR

Please respond by =~

FOoB0
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December 14,2004

TO: Paul Wolfowitz
FROM:  Donald Rumsfeld ‘}I\ ‘ .
SUBJECT: Debrief Doug Feith W
5 o
Please debrief Doug Feith on the NSC meeting and make sure he comes up with a (.Z.
list we can use with the NSC of possible things we can do with respect to Syria. ({\) '
Thanks.
DHR:ss
12140413
Please respond by / 1 ﬁ 0 4,(«
=
K
¢
e
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December 14, 2004

TO: Doug Feith

SUBJECT: Wehrkunde Conference

Pve forgotten the name of the guy who runs the Wehrkunde Security Conference

¢ YLO

i Munich. But giventhe lawsuit that has been filed against so many people in

Germany, [ think he ought 1o be aware that there may be a reluctance to attend
Wehrkunde on the part of people who are subject ro those frivolous lawsuits.

Thanks.

Adftach.
12714/04 Washington Times Article

ooy Bulier ks
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Washington Pos! W
December 14, 2004
Py.2
1. Corrections
Two Dee. 13 articles

incorrectly identified Gen, Paul
I. Kemn as the commander of
the Army Materiel Command,
Kem relinquished that post in
November.

Editor's  Nolg: The
articles relerred o appeared in
the Current News Larly Rird,
December 13, 2004.

Washingilon Times
December 14,2004

Pg 1

2 'Frivolous Lawsuit’
Irks Pentagon

Leftists target Rumsfeid

By Rowan Scarborough, The
Washington Times

The Fentagon expressed
concern  yesterday about a
"fivolous”  complaint  (iled
against  Defense  Secretary
Donald H Rumsfeld by a
lettist group that is using a new
German law that claims the
right o investigale war crimes
anywhere i the world,

The reaction was in
response to 8 Nov. 30 Jawsuit
filed in Berlin by the Center for
Constitational  Rights, whose
founders meludeliberal activist
Witliam Kunstler.

The New York-based
CEnter  filed the German
complaint  agamst ;
Rumsfeld  and  other WS,
othicials” on behalf of four

[ragis wiw, the conplain says,
were abused by U.S. guards at
the Abu Ghraib prison in Irag.

"Generally speaking, these
cases are of concern. these
fnvolous  lawsults filed by
activist groups op behalf of
people R El%king very
imsubstantiated charges and
probably not able to be
substantiated charge," Lamy
i Rita, chiel  Pentagon
spokesman, said in an
nterview  yesterday, "These
knd of [volous lawsuits ae
troubling.”

Mr. Di Rilz gajq e
Peniagon has raised the issus
with the State Departinent.

Je Mt

"State is engaged in thig,"
he said.  "Ohviously, ifs
something (hat we'te focused
on and very concernmed with
and arc going 10 pursuc with
purpose to mzke sure this does
nol becone part of a patlem.”

German-1.3, relations
have been sirained over the

Irag war, which the Berlin
governiment adamantly
opposed.

The Pentagons concerns
resemble a dispute last year
hetween Me. Rumsfeld and

another  NATO  country,
Belgium.  Mr.  Rumsfeld
raveled 1o Brussels Tor a

NATO mecting and used the
visit  to bluntly  chastise
Belgitin for a law that has
made the nation a favored
YOG fOr u.UCUSiEIi’\J]lS 0]‘ wdr
crimes  against  American
leaders

Lawyers cited Belgium's
law o file a number of
lawsuits, including one against
retired Gen. Tommy Frarks,
whu commanded the invasion
of [rag in Magch 2003 to oust
Saddam Hussein, Previously, a
compiaint was filed agains
Jormer President George Bush,
Vice President Dick Cheney
and Gern. H.  Nomman
Schwarzkopf.

Activists alsc f{iled cases
against  Tormer  Palestinian
leader Yasser Arafat, Israeli
Prime Minister Ariel Sharop
and Cuban dictator Tickl
Castro.

Mr, Rurnsfeld sajd the law
could force V.8, offiaikls te
shun NATO headquamers in
Brussels. He also threatened to
block funding for 4 new NATO
buitding.

“We will have to seriously
consider whether we can allow
or cvilian  and  military
olficials t» come to Belgium,"
Mr. Rumsfeld said at a news
conference last year.

As  the lawsuits and
complaints piled up, Belgium
gutted the law.

Republicans in
Washington take a dim view of

S. service memhers being
subjected to  international

courts, fearing that anki-U.S,
groups will use such courts as a

vehicle o carry out a vendetla

against  American  forces
throughout the world.
On a glohal  scale,

President Bush has refused to
submit a treaty to the Scnalc
that would make Washington a
party fo a new International
criminal Court.

There are parallels to the
situation in Germany, whee
the United States stations about
70,000 woops.  In 2002,
Germany enacted the Code of
Crimes  Against  Inlermational
Law. It grants German courts
"universal jurisdiction,” or the
power to hear war-crimes
complaints regardless of where
the war crimes are supposed o
have taken place,

This law is the basis (or
the Center for Constitutional
Rights' picking Germany io file
its  complaint  against Mr.
Rumsfeld. Ala named in the
compleint are (ormer CIA
Director George ). Tener,
Siephen Cambone,
undersecretary of defense far
intelligence; L4 Gen, Ricardo
Sanchez, the former top
commander in  Irag when
abuses at Abu Ghraib goowrred;
and Brig. Gen. Janis Karpinski,
who ran the prison.

Under the German code,
the country's general
prosecutor, who is akin to the
US. attornzy general. now
must dacide whether the case
has memt and should be
lorwarded 1o the courls lor a
criminal investigation,

Asked o acpud W
Pentagon  complaints,  a
spokeswoman at the German
Embassy said. "Genmnan courts
are  independent  of e
gavernment and this is an
jmportant part of a democratic
System.

"Secondly. the
international code of crimes

deals wath crimes oagainst
humanity and Crimes
punishable following

intzrnational conventions,” she

said on the condition of
anonymnity.
The spokeswoman  also

said that aficr the law teok
effect in 2002, a "handful” of
complaints wewe filed and the

whge 7
general  prosecutor  rejected
them all.

Center for Constitational
Rights  President  Michael

Ramer personally filed the
Rumsfeld complaint in Berlin,

"From Dunald Rumsleld
on down, .the political and
military leaders in charge of
Irag  policy  must  he
investigated and held
accountable,” Mr. Ratner seucl.
"It is shameful that the United
States of America, anation that
purponts to sel moral and legal
standards for the world, refuses
to seriously investigate the role
ol those al the top of the chain
of command in these horrible
crimes.”

The Pentagon has Started a
number of adminisirative and
crimmal  nvestigations  that
have resulted in  criminal
charges against personnel who
abused Iragi detainzes.

The center’s  mission
statement reads, "CCR uses
litigation ~ proactively  fo
advance the law in & positive
direction, W enpewer poor
communites and communiies
of color, o guaraniee the rights
of those with the fewest
pratections and least sccess to
legal resources, to train the
next generation of
consttutional and human rights
attorneys, and to strengthen the
broader movement for
constitutional  and  human
nghts."

Wall Streat Inurns)
Dacember 14, 2004
Pg.a
3 Pentagon To Seek $80
Billion More
Reguest to Help Finance Irag,
Afghanistan Presence Is
Bigger Than Expected
By GregJaflc and fackie
Calmes, &aff Reporters Of
The Waill Stcet Journal
WASHINGTON
Pentagon officials said they
will ask the Bush
administration for an additional
$30 billion In  emergency
funding io help pay costs of the
military presence in Iag and
Afghamistan,  slightly  higher
than the $70 bhillion to $75




TO: Pete Geren

FROM: Donald Rumsfeld")ql\

SUBIECT: Brits and Detainees

DEC 14 2004

Colin Powell tells me the Brits are going to come back and try to get four more

detainees. We better be ready.
Thanks.

DHR:ss
121304-38

Please respond by

fuviviv]

11-L-0559/05D/48965

0SD 08119-05

OysRE

ho=aq h/



DEC 1 4 2004

TO: Larry D1 Rita
FROM: Donald Rumsfelda‘

SUBJECT: Article by Douglas MacKinnon

0000

Here's an interesting article by Douglas MacKinnon. You might want to thank

him.
Thanks.

Anzch.
12/11/04 New York Post article by Douglas MacKirnon

DHR:ss
12130434

Please respond by

ho2rq Al
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insurgendy .

On the other hand, the
United aqi  Alliance, a
coalition %f mostly Shiite
parties orgapized under the

auspices of Grand Ayatoliah
Ali  Husseini\ al-Sistani, is
expected to win a large
majority 0 e 275-seat

assembly, enabling it to write
up Irag’s constitution. A Shiite
domination of Irkgi politics
will further polariz4 the ethnic
divide already agghavated by
the war and push the Yoor wide
open toward a civil w.

Although Shiite #nd Sunni
affiliations have bgen an
integral part of lrag’s\history,
two U.S.-led  wary  and
occupation have gal¥anized
these  far-from-homogenous
communities into  trikle-like
cthnicitics  with  hardening
sectarian loyalties. During the
Irag-Iran war in the 1980s,
Iraqi Shiites were seen as great
patriots who fought brayvely
against " the (Shiite) Irakian
Army. With the exception of
the 1990 uprismg incited {by
the Americaps and e
Tranians, contrary 1o
conventional wisdom, Iragi
Shiltes  were no  moke
oppressed than the Sonnis
whom Saddam  constdered
more threatening © his regime.

Today, the Bush
administration is peddling the
ethnic factor as a precondition
for Trag's (numeric) democracy:
Il argues that since the Shiig
make up a majority 60 percgnt
of the population, their fote
will guaranice the legighnacy
of the clections and péve the
way toward democrgby, with

Sistani's ingdispensable
encouragement. Wrong.
Referred g s a

*moderate fog/not advocating
resistance against . the
American /occupation, the
fundamentdlist cleric is also
seen as § democrat’ for being
ada on holding elections
when glarts ol the-esuniry bumn.
Beyogld that, litle is known
gbouf how hc thinks or what he
is planning.

What is certain, however,
is that the ayatollah is a
spiritual ~ leader with no

political experience or interest,
whose only connection to the
rest of Irag, indeed the world,
is a network of polincally
minded  functionaries  and
clergies with sectarian agendas
and ambiguous liaisons within
and outside Trag. They feed

him information and
implement his general
dircclives as  they  see (it

Today, they are dividing the
assembly seats among their
close allies in the Shiite parties.

That is hardly a cause for
optimism,
In fact. members of

Sistani’s entourage are thought
to be concealing their troe
intentions i accordance with
the Shite religious code of
Tagiyah, or concealment in the,
face of danger, which wg
adopted through centuries/of
discrimination against thefn as
a small minorily within the
Muslim world. Sistapl's men
are exploiting Ameglca’s need
for elections {whef all other
justifications for £he war have
been discredited), to prepare

for  Iraniagfstyle  clerical
control ove? a predominantly
secular TrAg. In recent day,

Arab leghers, including Ya
have Avamecd against
Iranjdn interference in
a ramatic geopolifical shift”
iy the region resulting from the
glections.

Why then does
Washington insist on a poliey
that strengthens the
fundamentalists and inflames
thric  strile,  mmstcad  of
dmpowering secular or Arab

ajoritics  in a  federal
democratic Irag? Simply put,
tha, Bush administration is
trapped between wo
alterpatives and no real choice.
it alienates Shiite

leader, they would organize
their oyn insurgency parallel
to the\one in the Sunni
Triangle,\ leading w0 an
immediate\ Viemamization of
Irag's war. Otherwise, it raust
appease thetn and risk the
consequences pf their takeover.
The latter enario  will
probably not Iggt long as the
conflict escalates inte an open
cthnic  war  inflamed by

extremists on hoth sides.

In light of an aggravating
stralegic  impasse, the  Bush
administralion is  opting  for
appeasement in the impgeial

tradition: Divide and Jrule.
Better split the Iragis tirough
elections than having them

unite through resistapce to the
occupation,

Such a shorgéighted and
morally bankrupf policy will
backfire  with cataclysmic
domestic and regional
consequern Only in the
context of a healing process of
nationg reconciliation,
recopétruction and the promise
of Al American withdrawaldo

dctions  play a  pluralistic
ather than a divisive role.
Otherwise, Iraq wiould have
suffered a costly war only 1o
replace an oppressive reginie
with fundamentalist scetarian
rule.

visiting
Americ,

New York Pos|
December 11, 2 .
42. Press Pile-On |
By Douglas MacKinnon

WITH cach passing day,
the role of the media in Iraq
becomes more confusing and
much maore controversial.

The latest example: the
"question” asked of Scerctary
Donald Rumsteld dunng s
"lown hall” mecting this weck
with LS. soldiers in Kuwait.

One soldier asked, "Why
do we soldiers have 10 dig
through local  landlills  for
pieces of scrap metal . to
up-armor our  wvehicles, and
why dont we have those
resources readily available to
us?

That  question and  the
video of that question led
almost every newscast or front
page in this country. What does
thc guestion have to do with
the media and its cver growing
controversial role in Trmg? A
reporter for the Chattanooga
Times Free Press fed the

11-L-0559/05D/48967

mage 35
question o the soldier so he
could set up Donald Rumsfeld.

While there 18 no doubt
our soldiers need more anmor
and protection, the guestion
remains: Is at right or ethical
for a member of the media to
spoon-feed a question to a
soldier and manulaciure a news
story that he and others would
then cover?

Which  begs  a  larger
question: At what point dees
imesponsible and sensationalist
weporting become  dangerous,
or even acts of betrayal? All
involved in prosecuting and
covering this war need 1o ask
themselves that.

Political correctness
dictates that we do not speak
about this, but T have yet (o talk
with a member of our military
who does not strongly believe
that the Abu Ghraib prison
scandal wasn't blown out of all
propottion, Worse, they  feel
that the ensuing media leeding
frenzy had a direct result in
tueling the insurgents attacking

our  trogps  and  innocent
civiliang in Trag.
Do they  feel  the
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