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107TH CONGRESS REPORT
9d Session HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 107-771

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING THE
FISCAL YEAR 2003 END STRENGTHS NEEDED FOR THE
ARMED FORCES TO FIGHT THE WAR ON TERRORISM

NOVEMBER 4, 2002.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. STUMP, from the Committee on Armed Services,
submitted the following

REPORT
together with

ADDITIONAL VIEWS
[To accompany H.R. 5132]

[Including cost estimate of the Congressional Budget Office]

The Committee on Armed Services, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 5132) to express the sense of Congress concerning the fiscal
year 2003 end strengths needed for the Armed Forces to fight the
War on Terrorism, having considered the same, report favorably
thereon with an amendment and recommend that the bill as
amended do pass.

The amendment (stated in terms of the page and line numbers
of the introduced bill) is as follows:

Page 5, beginning on line 5, strike “so long as the Nation is at
war against terrorism”.

PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND

The purpose of H.R. 5132 is to express the sense of Congress
that, in light of the global war against terrorism: (1) the increases
in military personnel end strengths recommended by the Senate
and House of Representatives in their respective versions of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 are appro-
priate and justified; (2) the President and Secretary of Defense
should not reduce end strengths; and (3) the President should sup-
port the recommended end strength increases.
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H.R. 5132 is a direct outgrowth of the committee’s long-standing
concerns about the inadequacy of the force structure and strength
of the Armed Forces for carrying out the national military strategy,
while also trying to sustain their long-term readiness and viability.
Such concerns predate the September 11, 2001, commencement of
the Nation’s global war on terrorism. For example, committee ini-
tiatives led to the establishment of minimum end strength levels
for each of the military services in the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1996, Public Law 104-106. More recently,
a majority of committee Members in an August 2001 letter ex-
pressed to the Secretary of Defense their strong opposition to any
effort to reduce Army force structure. Since the terrorist attack on
the United States of September 11, 2001, the extent and scope of
operations undertaken by the Armed Forces in the global war on
terrorism, the impact of new missions related to Homeland De-
fense, and the testimony of senior U.S. military commanders have
convinced the committee that additional military forces and
strength will be required to adequately carry out the missions as-
signed to our Armed Forces. In addition, the committee became
concerned that military manpower reductions were being consid-
ered within the Department of Defense as part of the department’s
overall transformation efforts. As a result, the committee rec-
ommended and the House of Representatives adopted, in H.R.
4546, the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
year 2003, increases in active duty end strength totaling more than
10,300 above the budget request. The Senate also adopted active
end strength increases totaling 12,000 more than the budget re-
quest as part of S. 2514, its version of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

H.R. 5132 was introduced on July 16, 2002 and was referred to
the Committee on Armed Services. On July 18, 2002 the Com-
mittee on Armed Services held a mark-up session to consider H.R.
5132. The committee adopted the bill with an amendment and re-
ported the same favorably by voice vote.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

The following is a section-by-section analysis of those sections of
H.R. 5132 amended by the Armed Services Committee.

Section 1—Findings concerning fiscal year 2003 end strengths need-
ed for the Armed Forces to fight the war on terrorism

This section presents the Congressional findings in support of
H.R. 5132. Among those findings are that: (1) Prior to September
11, 2001, the uniformed chiefs of the Armed Forces testified that
they did not have sufficient military personnel to carry out all their
operational requirements, and that since September 11, 2001, sen-
ior operational commanders have testified that the war on ter-
rorism has further highlighted the insufficiency of the Armed
Forces to meet operational requirements; (2) The war on terrorism
has become global in scope, requiring not only thousands of active
duty personnel but also the mobilization of more than 80,000 re-
servists; (3) The President has repeatedly stated that the war on
terrorism will continue for some time; (4) Prosecuting the war on
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terrorism will require, among other things, increased expenditures
for military personnel, and in recognition of that both the House
and Senate versions of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2003 increased the authorizations for military end
strength above the levels requested by the President; and (5) Press
reports indicate that the Secretary of Defense has under consider-
ation substantial reductions in military end strengths.

Section 2—Sense of Congress

This section would express the Sense of Congress that: (1) the in-
creases in military personnel end strengths recommended by the
Senate and House of Representatives in their respective versions of
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 are
appropriate and justified; (2) the President and Secretary of De-
fense should not reduce end strengths; and (3) the President should
support such increased end strengths.

COMMITTEE POSITION

On July 18, 2002, the Committee on Armed Services ordered
H.R. 5132, as amended, reported to the House with a favorable rec-
ommendation by voice vote, a quorum being present.

FISCAL DATA

Pursuant to clause 3(d)(2)(A) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the committee attempted to ascertain
annual outlays resulting from the bill during fiscal year 2003 and
the four following fiscal years. The results of such efforts are re-
flected in the cost estimate prepared by the Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office under section 402 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, which is included in this report pursuant to
clause 3(c)(3) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE ESTIMATE

In compliance with clause 3(c)(3) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the cost estimate prepared by the Con-
gressional Budget Office and submitted pursuant to section 402(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is as follows:

JULY 19, 2002.
Hon. BoB STUMP,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional Budget Office has pre-
pared the enclosed cost estimate for H.R. 5132, a bill to express the
sense of Congress concerning the fiscal year 2003 end strengths
needed for the Armed Forces to fight the War on Terrorism.

The CBO staff contact is Matthew Schmit. If you wish further
details on this estimate, we will be pleased to provide them.

Sincerely,
DAN L. CRIPPEN,
Director.
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H.R. 5132—A bill to express the sense of Congress concerning the
fiscal year 2003 end strengths needed for the Armed Forces to
fight the War on Terrorism

CBO estimates that enacting H.R. 5132 would have no impact on
the federal budget. Because the bill would not affect direct spend-
ing or receipts, pay-as-you-go procedures would not apply. H.R.
5132 contains no intergovernmental or private-sector mandates as
defined in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act and would impose
no costs on state, local, or tribal governments.

H.R. 5132 would express the sense of the Congress that the in-
creases in end-strength authorizations for the armed forces for fis-
cal year 2003 recommended by the Senate and House of Represent-
atives in their respective versions of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 are wholly appropriate and justi-
fied by the increased missions and tempo of operations associated
with prosecution of the war against terrorism. In addition, the bill
would express the sense of the Congress that the President and the
Secretary of Defense should not reduce, or seek to reduce, the num-
ber of members of the armed forces, and that the President should
support the increase in end-strength levels for the armed forces
recommended by the Senate and House of Representatives for fis-
cal year 2003 because of the demands of the war against terrorism.

The determination of end strengths for the armed forces will af-
fect spending by the Department of Defense, but this legislation
would neither authorize nor fund any particular end strength.
Rather, it affirms Congress’s support for end strengths specified in
the defense authorization bill. Hence, H.R. 5132, by itself, would
have no budgetary impact.

The CBO staff contact is Matthew Schmit. This estimate was ap-
proved by Peter H. Fontaine, Deputy Assistant Director for Budget
Analysis.

COMMITTEE COST ESTIMATE

Pursuant to clause 3(d) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, the committee generally concurs with the estimate
contained in the report of the Congressional Budget Office.

OVERSIGHT FINDINGS

With respect to clause 3(c)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, this legislation results from hearings
and other oversight activities conducted by the committee pursuant
to clause 2(b)(1) of rule X.

With respect to clause 3(c)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives and section 308(a)(1) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, this legislation does not include any new
spending or credit authority, nor does it provide for any increase
or decrease in tax revenues or expenditures. The fiscal features of
this legislation are addressed in the estimate prepared by the Di-
rector of the Congressional Budget Office under section 402 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

With respect to clause 3(c)(4) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the committee has not received a report
from the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight per-
taining to the subject matter of H.R. 5132.
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CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 3 (d)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the committee finds the authority for this legis-
lation in Article I, section 8 of the United States Constitution.

STATEMENT OF FEDERAL MANDATES

Pursuant to section 423 of Public Law 104—4, this legislation con-
tains no federal mandates with respect to state, local, and tribal
governments, nor with respect to the private sector. Similarly, the
bill provides no unfunded federal intergovernmental mandates.

RECORD VOTE

In accordance with clause 3(b) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the committee notes that no roll call
votes were taken with respect to H.R. 5132.

The committee ordered H.R. 5132, as amended, reported to the
House with a favorable recommendation by a voice vote, a quorum
being present.



ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN M. McHUGH

Unlike many things in America today, the debate about military
manpower does not easily divide itself between pre- and post-Sep-
tember 11, 2001 perspectives. Prior to the terrorist assault on our
nation, the U.S. Armed Forces, already under resourced, under-
structured, and undermanned, were struggling to carry out the de-
manding missions the nation had assigned them. Following the
start of the war on terrorism, those same forces now are challenged
to both continue those pre-existing missions and to perform new,
even more critical ones: Defending the homeland and prosecuting
a war that is global in scope and, thus far, without foreseeable end.

H.R. 5132 succinctly addresses this dilemma and the inescapable
reality regarding the continuing inadequacies of current levels of
military force structure and manpower. The resolution also chal-
lenges the apparent view of some within the Department of De-
fense that significant reductions in uniformed personnel in the
middle of a war will somehow contribute to a more efficient, more
effective, and transformed future military. I reject such a plan and
fully support H.R. 5132, which not only opposes reductions to cur-
rent military end strength, but also urges support for reasonable
increases to active strength—some 10,000 to 12,000 personnel—as
proposed by both the House and Senate in their respective defense
authorization bills for fiscal year 2003.

Prior to September 11, based on years of review, testimony and
direct observation, the House Armed Services Committee under-
stood very well the disturbing discrepancies and debilitating
mismatches between a significantly reduced force structure and
military personnel strength on the one hand, and the growing
range of new, enduring missions, with an attendant increase in
personnel and operations tempos on the other. One measure of the
inadequacy of the active component forces to carry out the full
range of their assigned peacetime operations is demonstrated by
the fact that in each of the last several years, reservists have been
required to serve more than 12 million days on active duty—replac-
ing the equivalent of more than 35,000 active duty personnel.

In spite of such an environment, the Quadrennial Defense Re-
view and other internal Department of Defense documents of that
period somehow ignored this reality and concluded that significant
manpower reductions should be made in the Armed Forces, thus
exacerbating an already tenuous situation. Such cuts, it was appar-
ently argued, were both permissible and required because tech-
nology promised a quantum increase in the operational capabilities
and lethality of our military forces, and were necessary to finance
the technological transformation of the services.

In August 2001, specifically in reaction to reports that the De-
partment of Defense was considering the elimination of two Army
active duty divisions, 83 House members (including 34 of 60 on this

6



7

committee) expressed “strong opposition” to reductions in Army
force structure.

September 11 brought with it not only the added requirement for
the military to fight a global war on terrorism, but also the need
to address significant new force protection and anti-terrorism
homeland defense requirements within our borders. To meet these
immediate requirements, the services today have more than 85,000
reservists on active duty, as well as thousands of other personnel
involuntarily retained in service beyond their normal tour end
through the implementation of so-called “stop loss” initiatives.
Clearly, those reservists cannot stay on active duty indefinitely,
and stop loss must end. Therefore, as the committee moved to-
wards mark-up of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2003, the Army, Navy and Air Force identified their re-
spective active duty manpower needs that were required beyond
those strength levels requested by the budget. Ultimately, the
House approved a good portion of those additional manpower fig-
ures the military services argued were required for fiscal year
2003. I believe the House acted judiciously and carefully in approv-
ing that increase—a growth of less than one percent in active end
strength above the requested levels.

Now, with no foreseeable end to the ongoing commitments and
requirements for military forces and personnel, reports again have
been heard of plans within the Department of Defense for signifi-
cant ?ctive end strength reductions, totaling up to 90,000 per-
sonnel.

Such suggestions are not just simply unjustified, they are fright-
ening. The demands placed upon our military both before and since
the events of September 11 are too stark to be ignored any longer.

The Secretary of Defense has taken the position that in the long
term, no end strength increases are likely to be required. He has
further stated that before any manpower increases are made, the
services must prove that they have done everything within their
ability to meet requirements from existing military personnel au-
thorizations.

I commend the Secretary for this hard-nosed business approach.
Each service should, indeed, clearly define their needs for long-
term growth in manpower requirements. Further, the dem-
onstrated success of advanced technology on the battlefield undeni-
ably underscores the need to pursue the promise that science and
research have to offer. My concern, however, lies in the fact that,
too often, arguments in support of transformation have invariably
called for manpower reductions based solely upon the unfulfilled
promise that technology, force enhancements, and other reforms
will someday eliminate or reduce the need for structure and per-
sonnel. Moreover, given the range of reforms and reductions that
each service has already experienced over the past decade, funda-
mental questions need to be asked about how much more so-called
manpower transformation can yet be wrung from the military serv-
ices, especially if the current intensity and scope of the military op-
erations does not abate significantly below pre-September 11 levels.

I would urge the Secretary of Defense and others in the depart-
ment to heed the unequivocal message of H.R. 5132: Manpower re-
ductions do not constitute a feasible course of action to transform
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the military. Additional manpower, not less, will be required to
sustain the Armed Forces through the global war on terrorism and
beyond.

JOHN M. McHUGH.
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