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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR
2011

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 2, 2010

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC.

MILITARY POSTURE AND TO RECEIVE TESTIMONY
RELATING TO THE “DON’T ASK, DON'T TELL” POLICY

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:05 a.m. in room SD-
G50, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Carl Levin (chair-
man), presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Levin, Lieberman, Reed,
Akaka, Bill Nelson, E. Benjamin Nelson, Bayh, Webb, McCaskill,
Udall, Hagan, Begich, Burris, McCain, Inhofe, Sessions, Chambliss,
Graham, Thune, Wicker, LeMieux, and Collins.

Committee staff members present: Richard D. DeBobes, staff di-
rector; and Leah C. Brewer, nominations and hearings clerk.

Majority staff members present: Jonathan D. Clark, counsel;
Madelyn R. Creedon, counsel; Gabriella Eisen, counsel; Richard W.
Fieldhouse, professional staff member; Creighton Greene, profes-
sional staff member; Jessica L. Kingston, research assistant; Mi-
chael J. Kuiken, professional staff member; Gerard J. Leeling,
counsel; Peter K. Levine, general counsel; Jason W. Maroney, coun-
sel; William G.P. Monahan, counsel; Michael J. Noblet, professional
staff member; Roy F. Phillips, professional staff member; John H.
Quirk V, professional staff member; and William K. Sutey, profes-
sional staff member.

Minority staff members present: Joseph W. Bowab, Republican
staff director; Adam J. Barker, professional staff member; Chris-
tian D. Brose, professional staff member; Pablo E. Carrillo, minor-
ity investigative counsel; Paul C. Hutton IV, professional staff
member; Michael V. Kostiw, professional staff member; Daniel A.
Lerner, professional staff member; David M. Morriss, minority
counsel; Lucian L. Niemeyer, professional staff member; Chris-
topher J. Paul, professional staff member; Diana G. Tabler, profes-
sional staff member; Richard F. Walsh, minority counsel; and Dana
W. White, professional staff member.

Staff assistants present: Kevin A. Cronin, Jennifer R. Knowles,
Christine G. Lang, and Breon N. Wells.

Committee members’ assistants present: James Tuite, assistant
to Senator Byrd; Christopher Griffin, assistant to Senator
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Lieberman; Carolyn A. Chuhta, assistant to Senator Reed; Nick
Ikeda, assistant to Senator Akaka; Christopher Caple, assistant to
Senator Bill Nelson; Ann Premer, assistant to Senator Ben Nelson;
Patrick Hayes, assistant to Senator Bayh; Gordon I. Peterson, as-
sistant to Senator Webb; Tressa Steffen Guenov, assistant to Sen-
ator McCaskill; Jennifer Barrett, assistant to Senator Udall; Lind-
say Kavanaugh, assistant to Senator Begich; Roosevelt Barfield, as-
sistant to Senator Burris; Anthony J. Lazarski, assistant to Sen-
ator Inhofe; Lenwood Landrum and Sandra Luff, assistants to Sen-
ator Sessions; Clyde A. Taylor IV, assistant to Senator Chambliss;
Adam G. Brake, assistant to Senator Graham; Jason Van Beek, as-
sistant to Senator Thune; Erskine W. Wells III, assistant to Sen-
ator Wicker; Brian Walsh, assistant to Senator LeMieux; and Chip
Kennett, assistant to Senator Collins.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN

Chairman LEVIN. Good morning everybody. The committee this
morning welcomes Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Admiral Michael Mullen for
our hearing on the Department of Defense (DOD) fiscal year 2011
budget request and the associated Future Years Defense Program
(FYDP), the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), and the
2010 Ballistic Missile Defense Review (BMDR).

Gentlemen, as always we are thankful to you and to your fami-
lies for your dedicated service to our Nation, to the soldiers, sailors,
airmen, and marines at home, and in harm’s way around the globe,
and to their families. Your commitment to the welfare of our troops
and their families shines through all that you do. The American
people are grateful for that and we are grateful and eager to help
whenever we can.

The fiscal year 2011 budget request includes $549 billion for the
base budget and $159 billion for the ongoing wars in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. On top of this $708 billion request for 2011, the admin-
istration has included a 2010 supplemental request of $33 billion
to fund the additional 30,000 troops to support the President’s Af-
ghanistan policy announced last December.

The budget request continues the defense reforms begun last
year to rebalance the force toward the military capabilities nec-
essary to prevail in today’s conflicts, to buy weapons that are rel-
evant and affordable, and to assure that tax dollars are used wise-
ly.
The long-anticipated 2009 QDR report was also submitted on
Monday with the Department’s 2011 budget. This is, and the report
is explicit, a wartime QDR. The Department’s analysis and deci-
sions place the focus and priority on policies, programs, and initia-
tives that support the current fight in Afghanistan and Iraq and
against al Qaeda. The QDR makes and justifies tough choices and
indicates that more tradeoffs will be necessary in the future.

I'll note that along with the budget request the administration
submitted the BMDR. This review was required by the National
Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2009. This is the
first comprehensive policy and strategy framework for missile de-
fense and it is long overdue.
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Secretary Gates’ cover memo to the report notes that “I have
made defending against near-term regional threats a top priority of
our missile defense plans, programs, and capabilities,” and that
statement is consistent with what Congress has been urging for
many years.

The report also says that before new missile defense programs
will be deployed, they must first be tested realistically to dem-
onstrate that they are effective and reliable. It also states that our
missile defense programs must be fiscally sustainable over the long
term, and emphasizes international cooperation with our allies and
partners, and expresses an interest in cooperation with Russia.
Those are all important elements of a sound missile defense policy.

Consistent with the reform goals set out by Secretary Gates and
the results of the QDR, a top priority for DOD must be the critical
requirements for the ongoing conflicts in Afghanistan and Iragq.
This committee has sought to ensure that our combatant com-
manders have what they need to succeed in those conflicts, includ-
ing technologies to counter improvised explosive devices (IEDs);
mine resistant ambush protected (MRAP) all-terrain vehicles
(ATVs); intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) assets;
and additional helicopters. This committee will continue to support
the needs of our men and women who are in those conflicts.

I have long argued that the principal mission in Afghanistan
should be training the Afghan security forces so that they can take
responsibility for the security of their country. What we heard dur-
ing our recent visit to Afghanistan was that President Obama’s
speech at West Point in December had a tangible, positive effect on
the recruitment of Afghan security forces. Lieutenant General Bill
Caldwell, the head of NATO training mission in Afghanistan, told
us that President Obama’s setting of the July 2011 date for the be-
ginning of U.S. troop reductions in Afghanistan energized Afghani-
stan’s leadership, made clear to them that President Obama means
business when he says our commitment is not open-ended, and got
them to focus on planning for the shift in responsibility for Afghan
security that is highlighted by that 2011 July date.

Even more than a pay raise, General Caldwell told us, the July
2011 date increased recruiting of Afghan soldiers because Afghan
leaders called for and reached out to local leaders to produce new
recruits across the country. The number of Afghan recruits in
training has jumped from 3,000 in November to over 11,000 as of
last month.

Key to the success of the mission of strengthening the Afghan
Army will be the partnering of coalition and Afghan units together
on a one-to-one unit basis and for Afghans to take the lead in oper-
ations. The budget the President sent over yesterday includes sig-
nificant resources for the training and partnering mission, includ-
ing increased funding for the Afghan Security Forces Fund in both
the 2010 supplemental and the 2011 request. The fully-integrated
partnering of coalition and Afghan units, living together and inte-
grating their lives daily, is at the heart of our troops’ mission.

Lieutenant General David Rodriguez, the Commander of the
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) Joint Command in
Afghanistan, has promised to get us data, indicated on a chart that
I have up behind me and a handout which is circulated, on the
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number of Afghan units fully-integrated with coalition forces and
how many of those Afghan units are in the lead-in operations. This
effort is key to the transition to an Afghan lead-in providing for the
Nation’s security and we will track this data very closely.

[The information referred to follows:]

AFGHAN ARMY

End of 2009 October 2010 July 2011

Total End Strength 97,000 134, 000 159,000
(Objective) {Objective)

Combat Troops 62,000

Capability Status - Battalions

CM1 (Acts independently) 21
CMZ [With Coalition Support] 16
CM3 {Partially Supported) 16
CM4 (Less than 50% Capability) 0

After Force Increase
RC South 3636 51/51
RC East 41/41 55/55

Eully Integrated Parinership

(To be provided by LTG Rodriguez)
RC South
RC East

Initial Trainecs. (First 8 Weeks)
Required 4235
Assigned 1574
Shaort 2661
% of Goal 7%

Chairman LEVIN. While I'm pleased with the increased
partnering in the field, we were disappointed with the shortfall in
trainers for the initial training needed for the Afghan Army and
police. General Caldwell told us that he had only 37 percent of the
required U.S. and NATO trainers on hand and NATO countries
were about 90 percent short of meeting their commitment to pro-
vide about 2,000 non-U.S. trainers. That’s simply inexcusable and
our NATO allies must do more to close the gap in trainers.

In the area of personnel, I am pleased that this budget request
provides increased funding for military personnel and for the de-
fense health program. The budget request includes funding to sup-
port the care and treatment of wounded warriors, including $1.1
billion for the treatment, care, and research of traumatic brain in-
juries (TBIs) and psychological health. The budget would also in-
crease funding for family support programs by $500 million over
last year’s levels and include the funding necessary to support the
temporary increase to the Army’s active duty end strength to
569,400, which will help improve dwell time and reduce stress on
the force.

The catastrophic January 12 earthquake that struck Haiti re-
minded all of us just how indiscriminate natural disasters can be
and renewed America’s commitment to Haiti. DOD has mobilized
resources and manpower to aid in the relief effort in support of the
Department of State and the U.S. Agency for International Devel-
opment (USAID).
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Just last week, the committee approved a $400 million re-
programming to ensure that DOD was adequately resourced for
that important support mission. We are prepared to continue to
work with Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen to ensure DOD is
able to continue providing support to this critical humanitarian dis-
aster response effort in the weeks and months ahead, and we all
greatly appreciate the skill shown by U.S. Service personnel in re-
sponse to the Haiti disaster.

Now, following this hearing, as previously announced, at around
noon were going to turn to the issue of Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell
(DADT). I would appreciate questions on that subject being asked
after Secretary Gates’ statement on the subject at that time.

Secretary Gates, Admiral Mullen, we look forward to your testi-
mony, and now I turn to Senator McCain for any opening remarks
that he may have.

[The prepared statement by Senator Levin follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN

This morning, the committee welcomes Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Michael Mullen, for our hearing on
the Department of Defense’s (DOD) fiscal year 2011 budget request and the associ-
ated Future Years Defense Program, the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR),
and the 2010 Ballistic Missile Defense Review.

Gentlemen, as always we are thankful to you and your families for your dedicated
service to the Nation and to the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines at home and
in harm’s way around the globe and to their families. Your personal commitment
to the welfare of our troops and their families shines through all that you do. The
American people are grateful for that and we are grateful and eager to help wher-
ever we can.

The fiscal year 2011 budget request for the Department of Defense includes $549
billion for the base budget and $159 billion for the ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghan-
istan. On top of the $708 billion request for 2011 the administration has included
a 2010 supplemental request of $33 billion to fund the additional 30,000 troops to
support the President’s Afghanistan policy announced last December. The budget re-
quest continues the defense reforms begun last year to rebalance the force toward
the military capabilities necessary to prevail in today’s conflicts, to buy weapons
that are relevant and affordable, and ensure that tax dollars are used wisely.

The long anticipated 2009 QDR Report was also submitted on Monday with the
Department’s fiscal year 2011 budget submission. This is, and the report is explicit,
a wartime QDR. The Department’s analysis and decisions places the focus and pri-
ority on policies, programs, and initiatives that support the current fight in Afghani-
stan and Iraq, and against al Qaeda. The QDR makes and justifies tough choices—
and indicates that more tradeoffs will be necessary in the future.

It is also worth noting that this QDR’s force sizing framework is no longer based
on a combination of simultaneous or sequential major regional conflicts, as it has
in the past, such as the ability to fight and prevail in two major wars. Instead, the
analysis used a series of wargames through a range of plausible strategic scenarios
to inform decisions on force structure and capability or capacity adjustments. The
QDR assumes that our security challenges and the operational environment will be
as taxing into the future as it is today. Therefore, the emphasis remains on appro-
priately sufficient force capability and capacity to support current operations and
ensuring the sustainability of the All-Volunteer Force through the rotational de-
mands that appear likely over the next several years. As we all hope, over time,
forces no longer needed to support operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, will shift
their focus to preparing for and deterring future adversaries—in other words, re-
building our military strategic depth, which is critically important for long-term se-
curity of our Nation.

I would note that, along with the budget request, the administration submitted
the Ballistic Missile Defense Review (BMDR). This review was required by the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009. This is the first comprehen-
sive policy and strategy framework for missile defense, and it is long overdue. Sec-
retary Gates’ cover memo to the report notes, “I have made defending against near-
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term regional threats a top priority of our missile defense plans, programs, and ca-
pabilities.” This is consistent with what Congress has been urging for several years.

In addition to outlining our national priorities for defending the homeland against
missile threats from nations like North Korea and Iran, and for flexible and adapt-
able regional missile defense, the review describes several important policies. For
example, it says that before new missile defense systems will be deployed, they
must first be tested realistically and demonstrate that they are effective and reli-
able. It also states that our missile defense programs must be fiscally sustainable
over the long term. It emphasizes international cooperation with our allies and part-
ners, and expresses an interest in cooperation with Russia. I believe these are all
important elements of a sound missile defense policy.

Consistent with the reform goals set out by Secretary Gates and the results of
the Quadrennial Defense Review, a top priority for the Department must be the crit-
ical requirements for the ongoing conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq. This committee
has sought to ensure that our combatant commanders have what they need to suc-
ceed in those conflicts, including technologies to counter improvised explosive de-
vices; MRAP-AIl Terrain Vehicles; intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance as-
sets; and additional helicopters. I am confident that this committee will continue to
support the needs of our men and women who are in these conflicts.

The next 12-18 months will be critical in Afghanistan. Based on what I saw and
heard during my visit to Afghanistan in January, I am somewhat more optimistic
than I was after my last visit in September that the fully-resourced, counter-
insurgency strategy announced by President Obama is the right strategy and is
starting to take hold. This strategy focuses on the security of the Afghan people.
Our troops understand and embrace this people-centered approach.

I have long argued that our principal mission in Afghanistan should be training
the Afghan security forces so they can take responsibility for the security of their
country. What we heard during our visit to Afghanistan was that President Obama’s
speech at West Point in December had a tangible, positive impact on the recruit-
ment of the Afghan security forces. Lieutenant General Bill Caldwell, the head of
the NATO Training Mission in Afghanistan, told us that President Obama’s setting
of the July 2011 date for the beginning of U.S. troop reductions in Afghanistan ener-
gized Afghanistan’s leadership, made clear to them that President Obama means
business when he says our commitment is not open-ended, and got them to focus
on planning for the shift in responsibility for Afghanistan’s security that is high-
lighted by that July 2011 date. Even more than the pay raise, General Caldwell told
us the July 2011 date has increased recruiting because Afghan leaders called for
and reached out to local leaders to produce new recruits across the country. As a
result, the number of Afghan recruits in training jumped from 3,000 in November
to over 11,000 as of last month.

Key to the success of the mission of strengthening the Afghan Army will be the
partnering of coalition and Afghan units together, on a one unit-to-one unit basis,
and for Afghans to take the lead in operations. The budget the President sent over
yesterday includes significant resources for the training and partnering missions, in-
cluding increased funding for the Afghan Security Forces Fund in both the fiscal
year 2010 Supplemental and the fiscal year 2011 request.

The fully integrated partnering of coalition and Afghan units—living together and
integrating their lives daily—is at the heart of our troop’s mission. Lieutenant Gen-
eral David Rodriguez, the commander of the ISAF Joint Command in Afghanistan,
has promised to get me data, indicated on the chart behind me and the handout
that was circulated, on the number of Afghan units fully integrated with coalition
forces and how many of those Afghan units are in the lead in operations. This effort
is key to the transition to an Afghan lead in providing for their nation’s security.
Accordingly, I intend to track the data on this chart very closely.

While I am pleased with the increased partnering in the field, I am disappointed
with the shortfall in trainers for initial training needed for the Afghan Army and
police. Lieutenant General Caldwell told us he had only 37 percent of the required
U.S. and NATO trainers on hand, and NATO countries were about 90 percent short
of meeting NATO’s commitment to provide about 2,000 non-U.S. trainers. This is
simply inexcusable, and our NATO allies must do more to close the gap in trainers.

Other areas where progress appears to be happening are in equipping the Afghan
security forces, including with equipment coming out of Iraq as U.S. forces draw
down there, and in putting in place a plan for reintegrating lower-level Taliban
fighters willing to lay down their arms and abide by the Afghan Constitution. In
both of these areas, U.S. efforts in Afghanistan have been aided by authorities pro-
vided by Congress in last year’s National Defense Authorization Act.

Also challenging over the coming months will be maintaining security and sta-
bility in Iraq. Following Iraq’s national elections, the posture and mission of U.S.
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forces in Iraq will change significantly, as they draw down from over 100,000 to
under 50,000 soldiers, and the U.S. combat mission comes to an end in August of
this year, as called for by President Obama. The U.S.-Iraq status of forces agree-
ment sets a December 2011 deadline for the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Iragq.

Even as operations continue in Iraq and Afghanistan, we also must continue to
bring the fight to al Qaeda and its affiliates as they look for new operational hubs.
We have already seen al Qaeda’s interest in places like Yemen and Somalia, but
we must attempt to ensure we are a step ahead of al Qaeda in places like West
Africa and the South Pacific. Assisting our allies and partners in these regions is
critical and DOD’s focus on building the capacity of our allies and partners is wel-
come.

Turning to the readiness of our Armed Forces, the fiscal year 2011 budget request
provides adequate levels of funding including support for ongoing operations in Iraq
and Afghanistan. The war funding request includes $21.3 billion for repairing and
replacing equipment and $2.8 billion in the base budget to reset and reconstitute
equipment. This committee has long advocated for the Department to shift funding
for reset and reconstitution from the war budget into the base budget and it appears
they have finally begun to do so in this year’s budget request. We must recognize
however that the $2.8 billion is a modest down payment against our long term reset
and reconstitution requirements and this level of funding will need to be sustained
several years after forces have withdrawn from Iraq and Afghanistan.

Readiness funding in this year’s budget request increases by 8.5 percent to ac-
count for additional costs associated with depot maintenance, flying hours, steaming
days, training, force growth, and other increases in operational tempo. It is impera-
tive these vital readiness accounts are protected and fully funded. However, while
our deployed forces remain ready as they go into combat, until there is a decrease
in operational tempo, force readiness for non-deployed units will continue to suffer
historical lows, which poses significant risk and adverse impacts to our National
Military Strategy.

In the area of personnel, I am pleased that this budget request provides increased
funding for military personnel and the Defense Health Program. The budget request
includes funding to support the care and treatment of Wounded Warriors, including
$1.1 billion for the treatment, care, and research of traumatic brain injuries (TBI)
and psychological health. The budget would also increase funding for family support
programs by $500 million over last year’s levels and include the funding necessary
to support the temporary increase of the Army’s active-duty end strength to 569,400,
which will help improve dwell time and reduce stress on the force.

I am disappointed, Secretary Gates, that you have announced that you will rec-
ommend a veto if the Defense bills include funding for the F136 alternate engine.
Apart from the attributes afforded by competition in improving technology and en-
suring better contractor performance, I believe that the business case today may be
different than the one the Department faced 4 years ago when the Department
made the original termination decision. Based on the information that I have been
provided, it would appear to me that the additional investment that Congress has
made in the program since that original decision would change the business case
for going forward with this program. At the time of the original decision, the Insti-
tute for Defense Analyses (IDA) assessed that the F136 alternate engine would have
to achieve savings of roughly 18 percent to make economic sense, a figure in excess
of the historical averages achieved in previous procurement programs, which IDA
assessed as being 14.6 percent. With the additional investment that we have made
since that time, it would appear that the required savings threshold would now be
closer to 13 percent, or a figure below the average that procurement competitions
have yielded in the past.

The catastrophic January 12 earthquake that struck Haiti reminded all of us just
how indiscriminate natural disasters can be and renewed America’s commitment to
Haiti. DOD has mobilized resources and manpower to aid in the relief effort in sup-
port of the Department of State and U.S. Agency for International Development.
Just last week, the committee approved a $400 million reprogramming to ensure
DOD was adequately resourced for this important support mission, and we are pre-
pared to continue to work with the Secretary and Admiral Mullen to ensure DOD
is able to continue to provide support to this critical humanitarian disaster response
effort in the weeks and months ahead. We appreciate the skill shown by U.S. Serv-
ice personnel in response to the Haiti disaster.

Following this hearing, as previously announced, at around noon, we will turn to
the issue of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.” I would appreciate questions on that subject
being asked after Secretary Gates’ statement on the subject.

Secretary Gates, Admiral Mullen, we look forward to your testimony. Now I will
turn to Senator McCain for any opening remarks he may have.
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN McCAIN

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I
join you in welcoming the witnesses to discuss the President’s
budget request for fiscal year 2011 and the 2010 QDR and its im-
pact on the FYDP for DOD.

Secretary Gates, I greatly appreciate that you continue to place
the highest priority of the Department on supporting the men and
women of the Armed Forces. I am consistently amazed and heart-
ened by the courage, commitment, and dedication of the brave men
and women who choose to answer the call to defend the Nation. We
all know they endure long, hard work under very demanding condi-
tions and in some cases making the ultimate sacrifice. They in turn
ask their families to endure unwelcome separations and the burden
of managing the homefront. Your country’s volunteer force and
their families are a national asset and they deserve our steadfast
and united support.

Informed by the 2010 QDR, your 2011 base budget request of
$549 billion builds upon the substantial changes you outlined in
last year’s budget by establishing strategic priorities and identi-
fying where DOD needs to spend scarce resources. Secretary Gates,
last year I supported your view that winning the wars of today,
while deterring and preparing for the conflicts of tomorrow re-
quired a balancing of risks. I look forward to your assessment of
why this year’s budget and the QDR that it’s based on entail an
acceptable amount of risk between our present and future prior-
ities.

The 2011 overseas contingency operations (OCO) request of $159
billion and 2010 supplemental request of $33 billion support our
men and women in Iraq and Afghanistan, and I fully support your
efforts to use OCO and supplemental funding to address many
operational shortfalls in Afghanistan through increased funding for
ISR assets, electronic warfare capabilities, and increasing the end
strength of our Special Operations Forces (SOF).

Your request includes significant funding for building the Afghan
security forces. I remain very concerned that we’re not on pace to
achieve the end strength of 400,000 by 2013 as recommended by
General McChrystal. I'm eager to hear whether you think your
funding request will enable us to achieve that goal.

On the issue of a 2011 withdrawal, from speaking with the Presi-
dent of Pakistan to the tribal leader in Kandahar who fought
against the Russians, there’s great uncertainty out there because
of the President’s statement. There’s great uncertainty whether
we're going to stay, and it was raised to me by every leader that
I met with, including the tribal chief who had fought against the
Russians, who looked at me and said: “Are you going to stay or are
you going to leave like you did last time?”

Our allies and friends in the region need to be reassured that
2011 is not the date for withdrawal and, although your words and
that of the Secretary of State have been excellent, the President
has not made that statement in a way that would be reassuring to
our allies as well as to our enemies.

Because we ask our men and women in uniform and their fami-
lies to sacrifice so much, both Congress and the administration
must be ready to make some tough funding decisions, something
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we've failed miserably at in previous years. Despite numerous calls
last year for earmark reform, the fiscal year 2010 defense appro-
priations bill signed into law a bill that contained over $4 billion
in earmarks and $3 billion in unrequested and unwanted funding
for C-17s and the alternative engine for the Joint Strike Fighter
(JSF). That’s $7 billion that the Department had to eat in pro-
grams that it didn’t request or need.

This business as usual spending that we’ve come to accept is un-
necessary, wasteful, and it diverts precious funding from other,
more pressing military priorities.

Secretary Gates, I was encouraged in your rollout of the budget
yesterday that you laid an early marker with Congress by indi-
cating that if we added funds to continue the C-17 and alternate
engine for the JSF in 2011 you would recommend that the Presi-
dent veto the bill. I strongly support such a recommendation, but
feel it may fall on deaf ears up here unless that veto threat comes
early, consistently, and directly from the President.

We cannot continue to condone spending billions of dollars on
programs that the Department doesn’t want or need. If the Presi-
dent is really serious, if he’s really serious about not wasting bil-
lions of dollars more of the taxpayers’ money, he should also say
that he will veto any appropriations bill that comes across his desk
with earmarks and pork barrel spending on it. It has to stop.

On the F-35 JSF program, I appreciate the management deci-
sions you announced yesterday to replace the program executive of-
ficer and withhold more than $600 million where accountability re-
quired that those changes be made. As you appropriately stated
yesterday during your press conference: “When things go wrong,
people will be held accountable.” I'd like to see that happen in some
other areas of government.

I am nonetheless concerned about your comment during the
press conference that it was clear there were more problems with
the F-35 than you were aware of when you visited the Fort Worth
plant last August. With your recently announced management deci-
sions, I hope the process by which you get reliable, up to date infor-
mation about important aspects of the program when you need it
has improved.

However, I am still concerned about whether the Services will
get sufficiently capable JSFs when they need them. Just a few
weeks ago, the Director of Operational Test and Evaluation found
that continued production concurrent with the slow increase in
flight testing over the next 2 years will commit DOD and the Serv-
ices to test, training, and deploy plans with substantial risk. Naval
Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) recently determined that the
Marine Corps and the Navy’s version of the JSF may end up being
too expensive to operate, with each flight hour flown costing about
$31,000 compared with around $19,000 per flight hour for the Serv-
ices’ current F/A-18 Hornets and AV-8B Harriers. I'd appreciate if
you could comment on these and potentially other issues you see
facing this program.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Senator McCain follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN

Mr. Chairman, thank you. I join you in welcoming Secretary Gates and Chairman
Mullen today to discuss the President’s budget request for fiscal year 2011, the 2010
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), and its impact on Future Years Defense Pro-
grams for the Department of Defense.

Secretary Gates, I greatly appreciate that you continue to place the highest pri-
ority of the Department on supporting the men and women of the U.S. Armed
Forces. I am consistently amazed and heartened by the courage, commitment, and
dedication of the brave men and women who choose to answer the call to defend
our Nation. They endure long hard work under very demanding conditions, and in
some cases making the ultimate sacrifice. They, in turn ask their families to endure
unwelcome separations and the burden of managing the homefront. Our country’s
volunteer force and their families are a national asset. They deserve our steadfast
and united support.

Informed by the 2010 QDR, your 2011 base budget request of $549 billion builds
upon the substantial changes you outlined in last year’s budget by establishing stra-
tegic priorities and identifying where the Department needs to spend scarce re-
sources. Secretary Gates, last year I supported your view that winning the wars of
today while deterring and preparing for the conflicts of tomorrow required a bal-
ancing of risk. I look forward to your assessment of why this year’s budget, and the
QDR that it is based on, entail an acceptable amount of risk between our present
and future priorities.

Your 2011 Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) request of $159 billion and
2010 supplemental request of $33 billion supports our men and women in Iraq and
Afghanistan. I fully support your efforts to use OCO and supplemental funding to
address many operational shortfalls in Afghanistan through increased funding for
intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) assets, Electronic Warfare (EW)
capabilities and increasing the end strength of our Special Operations Forces. Your
request includes significant funding for building the Afghan security forces. I re-
main concerned that we are not on pace to achieve the end strength of 400,000 by
2013, as recommended by General McChrystal. I am eager to hear whether you
think your funding request will enable us to achieve that goal.

Because we ask our men and women in uniform and their families to sacrifice so
much, both Congress and the administration must be ready to make some tough
funding decisions—something that we have failed miserably at in previous years.
Despite numerous calls last year for earmark reform, the fiscal year 2010 Defense
Appropriations Bill signed into law contained over $4 billion in earmarks and $3
billion in unrequested and unwanted funding for C-17s and the alternative engine
for the Joint Strike Fighter. That’s $7 billion that the Department had to eat in pro-
grams that it didn’t request or need. This business-as-usual spending that we have
come to accept is unnecessary, wasteful and it diverts precious funding from other
more pressing military priorities. Secretary Gates, I was encouraged in your rollout
of the budget yesterday that you laid an early marker with Congress by indicating
that if we added funds to continue the C-17 and alternate engine for the Joint
Strike Fighter in 2011, you would recommend that the President veto the bill. I
strongly support such a recommendation, but feel it may fall on deaf ears up here
unless that veto threat comes early, consistently and directly from the President.
We cannot continue to condone spending billions of dollars on programs that the De-
partment doesn’t want or need. If the President is serious about not wasting billions
of dollars of the taxpayers’ money, then he should use every opportunity this year
to vow to veto any appropriations bill that that is laden with pork barrel spending.

Mr. Secretary, on the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Program, I appreciate the man-
agement decisions you announced yesterday—to replace the program executive offi-
cer and withhold more than $600 million—where accountability required that those
changes be made. As you appropriately stated yesterday during your press con-
ference, ‘When things go wrong, people will be held accountable.” I am, nonetheless,
concerned about your comment during the press conference that it was clear there
were more problems with the F-35 than you were aware of when you visited the
Fort Worth plant last August. With your recently announced management decisions,
I hope the process by which you get reliable, up-to-date information about important
aspects of the Program when you need it, has improved.

However, I am still concerned about whether the Services will get sufficiently ca-
pable Joint Strike Fighters when they need them. Just a few weeks ago, the Direc-
tor, Operational Testing and Evaluation found that continued production concurrent
with the slow increase in flight testing over the next 2 years will commit the De-
partment and Services to test, training, and deployment plans with substantial risk.
NAVAIR recently determined that the Marine Corps and the Navy’s version of the



11

Joint Strike Fighter may end up being too expensive to operate, with each flight
hour flown costing about $31,000, compared with around $19,000 per flight hour for
the Services’ current F/A-18 Hornets and AV-8B Harriers. I would appreciate it if
you could comment on these and potentially other issues you see facing this pro-

am.
Thank you Chairman Levin.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCain.

I will put the balance of my statement in the record and if
there’s part of your statement that you didn’t give, of course, that
will be made part of the record, too, if you wish.

Secretary Gates, we welcome you, Admiral Mullen, and Mr. Hale.
Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT M. GATES, SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE

Secretary GATES. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee:
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you to discuss the
President’s budget request for fiscal year 2011.

I first want to thank you for your support of the men and women
of the United States military these many years. These troops are
part of an extraordinary generation of young Americans who have
answered their country’s call. They have fought our wars, protected
our interests and allies around the globe, and, as we have seen re-
cently in Haiti, they have also demonstrated compassion and de-
cency in the face of incomprehensible loss.

I have a brief opening statement to provide an overview of the
budget request. My submitted statement includes many more de-
tails that I know are of interest to the committee.

Chairman LEVIN. Mr. Secretary, I'm going to interrupt you at
this time and do something which I know you would love us to do,
which is to approve a number of nominations. We have a quorum
present and we should take advantage of that. Forgive the inter-
ruption. I will ask the committee now to consider 5 civilian nomi-
nations and 1,802 pending military nominations.

First, the civilian nominations of Douglas Wilson to be Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs; Malcolm Ross O’Neil to be
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics, and
Technology; Mary Sally Matiella to be Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Financial Management and Comptroller; Paul Luis
Oostburg Sanz to be General Counsel of the Department of the
Navy; and Jacqueline Pfannenstiel to be Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for Installations and Environment.

Is there a motion to report these nominations?

Senator MCCAIN. So moved.

Chairman LEVIN. Second?

Senator INHOFE. Second.

Chairman LEVIN. All in favor say aye. [Chorus of ayes.]

That is approved.

Finally, I'll ask the committee to consider the 1,802 pending mili-
tary nominations. They’ve been before the committee the required
length of time. Is there a motion?

Senator MCCAIN. So moved.

Chairman LEVIN. Second?

Senator INHOFE. Second.

Chairman LEVIN. Second. All in favor say aye. [Chorus of ayes.]
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Opposed, nay. [No response.]

The motion carries. Thank you.

Mr. Secretary.

Secretary GATES. A most worthwhile interruption.

The budget requests being presented today include $549 billion
for a base budget, a 3.4 percent increase over last year, or 1.8 per-
cent real increase after adjusting for inflation, reflecting the admin-
istration’s commitment to modest, steady, and sustainable real
growth in defense spending. We're also requesting $159 billion in
fiscal year 2011 to support OCOs, primarily in Afghanistan and
Iraq, plus $33 billion for the remainder of this fiscal year to sup-
port the added financial costs of the President’s new approach in
Afghanistan.

The base budget request reflects these major institutional prior-
ities: first, reaffirming and strengthening the Nation’s commitment
to care for the All-Volunteer Force, our greatest strategic asset; sec-
ond, rebalancing America’s defense posture by emphasizing capa-
bilities needed to prevail in current conflicts while enhancing capa-
bilities that may be needed in the future; and third, continuing the
Department’s commitment to reform how DOD does business, espe-
cially in the area of acquisitions. Finally, the commitments made
and the programs funded in the OCO and supplemental requests
demonstrate the administration’s determination to support our
troops and commanders in combat so they can accomplish their
critical missions and come home safely.

The budget continues the Department’s policy of shifting money
to the base budget for enduring programs that directly support
warfighters and their families, whether on the battlefield, recov-
ering from wounds, or on the homefront, to ensure that they have
steady, long-term funding and institutional support.

The base budget request was accompanied and informed by the
2010 QDR, which establishes strategic priorities and identifies key
areas for needed investment. The 2010 QDR and fiscal year 2011
budget build upon the substantial changes that the President made
in the fiscal year 2010 budget request to allocate defense dollars
more wisely and reform the Department’s processes.

The fiscal year 2010 budget proposals cut, curtailed, or ended a
number of programs that were either performing poorly or in ex-
cess of real world needs. Conversely, future-oriented programs
where the United States was relatively underinvested were acceler-
ated or received more funding.

The fiscal year 2011 budget submissions and QDR are suffused
with two major themes. The first is continued reform, fundamen-
tally changing the way this Department does business, the prior-
ities we set, the programs we fund, the weapons we buy, and how
we buy them. Building on the reforms of last year’s budget, the fis-
cal year 2011 request two additional steps aimed at programs that
were excess or performing poorly. They include terminating the
Navy EPX intelligence aircraft, ending the Third Generation Infra-
structure Surveillance Program, cancelling the Next Generation
CGX Cruiser, terminating the Net-Enabled Command and Control
Program, ending the Defense Integrated Military Human Re-
sources System (DIMHRS) due to cost overruns and performance
concerns, completing the C-17 program and closing the production
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line, as multiple studies in recent years show that the Air Force
already has more of these aircraft than it needs, and ending the
alternate engine for the F-35 JSF, as whatever benefits might ac-
crue are more than offset by excess costs, complexity, and associ-
ated risks.

I am fully aware of the political pressure to continue building the
C-17 and proceed with an alternate engine for the F-35. So let me
be very clear: I will strongly recommend that the President veto
any legislation that sustains the unnecessary continuation of these
two programs.

The budget and reviews are also shaped by a bracing dose of re-
alism, with regard to risk, and with regard to resources. We have
in a sober and clear-eyed way assessed risks, set priorities, made
tradeoffs, and identified requirements based on plausible real-world
threats, scenarios, and potential adversaries.

Just one example. For years, U.S. defense planning and require-
ments were based on preparing to fight two major conventional
wars at the same time, a force-sizing construct that persisted long
after it was overtaken by events. The Department’s leadership now
recognizes that we must prepare for a much broader range of secu-
rity challenges on the horizon. They range from the use of sophisti-
cated new technologies to deny our forces access to the global com-
mons of sea, air, space, and cyberspace to the threat posed by non-
state groups delivering more cunning and destructive means to at-
tack and terrorize, scenarios that transcend the familiar contin-
gencies that dominated U.S. planning after the Cold War.

We have learned through painful experience that the wars we
fight are seldom the wars that we planned. As a result, the United
States needs a broad portfolio of military capabilities with max-
imum versatility across the widest possible spectrum of conflict.
This strategic reality shaped the QDR’s analysis and subsequent
conclusions, which directly informed the program decisions con-
tained in the budget.

Before closing, I would like to offer two thoughts to consider
when assessing the U.S. investment in national defense. First, the
requests submitted this week total more than $700 billion, a mas-
sive number to be sure. But at 4.7 percent of gross national prod-
uct, it represents a significantly smaller portion of national wealth
going to defense than was spent during most of America’s previous
major wars, and the base budget represents 3.5 percent of GDP.

Second, the President recently exempted the defense budget from
spending freezes being applied to other parts of the government. It
is important to remember, however, that, as I mentioned earlier,
this Department undertook a painstaking review of our priorities
last year and as a result cut or curtailed a number of major pro-
grams. These programs had they been pursued to completion would
have cost the American taxpayer about $330 billion.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, my thanks to you and members of this
committee again for all you have done to support our troops and
their families in light of the unprecedented demands that have
been placed upon them. I believe the choices made and the prior-
ities set in these budget requests reflect America’s commitment to
see that our forces have the tools they need to prevail in the wars
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we are in, while making the investments necessary to prepare for
threats on or beyond the horizon.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Gates follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. ROBERT M. GATES

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you to discuss the President’s
budget requests for fiscal year 2011. I first want to thank you for your support of
the men and women of the U.S. military these many years. I know they will be up-
permost in your thoughts as you deliberate on these budget requests. Our troops
are part of an extraordinary generation of young Americans who have answered
their country’s call. They have fought this country’s wars, protected our interests
and allies around the globe, and, as we've seen recently in Haiti, they have also
demonstrated compassion and decency in the face of incomprehensible loss.

The budget requests being presented today include $549 billion for the base budg-
et—a 3.4 percent increase over last year, or 1.8 percent real growth after adjusting
for inflation, reflecting this administration’s commitment to modest, steady, and
sustainable real growth in defense spending. We are also requesting $159 billion in
fiscal year 2011 to support Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO), primarily in
Afghanistan and Iraq, plus $33 billion for the remainder of this fiscal year to sup-
port the added financial costs of the President’s new approach in Afghanistan.

The base budget request was accompanied and informed by the 2010 Quadrennial
Defense Review (QDR), which establishes strategic priorities and identifies key
areas for needed investment. The 2010 QDR and fiscal year 2011 budget build upon
the substantial changes that the President made in the fiscal year 2010 budget re-
quest to allocate defense dollars more wisely and reform the department’s processes.

The base budget request reflects these major institutional priorities:

o First, reaffirming and strengthening the Nation’s commitment to care for
the All-Volunteer Force, our greatest strategic asset;

e Second, rebalancing America’s defense posture by emphasizing capabili-
ties needed to prevail in current conflicts, while enhancing capabilities that
may be needed in the future; and

e Third, continuing the department’s commitment to reform how the De-
partment of Defense (DOD) does business, especially in the area of acquisi-
tions.

Finally, the commitments made and programs funded in the OCO and supple-
mental requests demonstrate this administration’s determination to support our
troops and commanders in Afghanistan and Iraq so they can accomplish their crit-
ical missions and return home safely.

At this point, I would like to offer two thoughts to consider when assessing the
U.S. investment in national defense:

First, the requests submitted this week total more than $700 billion—a massive
number, to be sure. But, at 4.7 percent of gross national product, it represents a
significantly smaller portion of national wealth going to defense than was spent dur-
ing America’s previous major wars.

Second, the President recently exempted the defense budget from spending freezes
being applied to other parts of the government. It is important to remember, how-
ever, that this department already undertook a painstaking review of our programs
and priorities last year, and proposed to cut, curtail, or end a number of programs.
These programs, had they been pursued to completion, would have cost the Amer-
ican taxpayer about $330 billion.

CARE FOR OUR ALL-VOLUNTEER FORCE

The fiscal year 2011 budget request includes $138.5 billion for military pay and
allowances, an increase of $3.6 billion—or 2.6 percent—over last year. This includes
an increase of 1.4 percent for military basic pay, which will keep military pay in-
creases in line with those in the private sector. This amount funds bonuses and
other incentives to meet recruiting and retention quality and quantity goals—espe-
cially for our most critical skills and experience levels. The military deserves gen-
erous pay because of the stress and danger these jobs entail. In recent years, Con-
gress has added 0.5 percent to the administration’s requested military pay raise—
an action that adds about $500 million a year to our budget now and in future
years, and reduces the funds available for training and equipping the force. In this
time of strong recruiting and retention, I urge Congress to approve the full re-
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quested amount for the fiscal year 2011 military pay raise but not to add to the
request.

Wounded, Ill, and Injured

This budget supports the department’s intense focus on care for our wounded, ill,
and injured military members. As I've said before, aside from winning the wars
themselves, this is my highest priority. Key initiatives include:

e Achieving a seamless transition to veteran status for members leaving
the military and increased cooperation between the Departments of Defense
and Veterans Affairs;

e Ensuring a high standard at facilities caring for wounded warriors, in-
cluding first-rate hospitals and the Army’s Warrior Transition Units;

e Enhancing case management of individuals transitioning to civilian life—
especially those needing long-term care;

e Establishing a better Disability Evaluation System—to create a simpler,
faster, more consistent process for determining which members may con-
tinue their military service and helping them become as independent and
self-supporting as possible; and

e Working with the VA to create Virtual Lifetime Electronic Records to im-
prove veteran care and services by improving the availability of administra-
tive and health information.

The fiscal year 2011 budget request includes $2.2 billion for enduring programs
for our wounded, ill, and injured. It also includes $300 million to complete the
Army’s Warrior Transition complexes and new medical facilities in the Washington,
DC, capital region. The $2.2 billion for these programs is $100 million more than
the fiscal year 2010 enacted amount and is more than double the fiscal year 2008
level of $1 billion.

Military Health System

The fiscal year 2011 budget includes $50.7 billion for the Unified Medical Budget
to support the Military Health System that serves 9.5 million eligible beneficiaries.
Over the past decade, U.S. health-care costs have grown substantially, and defense
health costs have been no exception, more than doubling between fiscal year 2001
($19 billion) and fiscal year 2010 ($49 billion). These costs are expected to grow from
6 percent of the department’s total budget in fiscal year 2001 to more than 10 per-
cent in fiscal year 2015.

Military Family Support Programs

The department remains fully committed to providing assistance to our troops and
their families in light of the unprecedented demands that have been placed on them.
As the President stated in the State of the Union Address last week, our men and
women in uniform and their families have our respect, our gratitude, and our full
support. The budget reflects the department’s policy of shifting money to the base
budget for enduring programs so that they will not disappear as war funding de-
clines. The fiscal year 2011 base budget includes $8.1 billion for a variety of family-
support programs vital to the morale and well-being of our military members and
their families—an increase of $450 million over last year. The OCO request includes
$700 million for family support—bringing the total to $8.8 billion.

Build and Sustain Facilities

The fiscal year 2011 budget includes $18.7 billion to fund critical military-con-
struction and family-housing requirements, including substantial funding to recapi-
talize many department schools for children of servicemembers.

The fiscal year 2011 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) investment funding
of $2.4 billion is less than prior years because most of the funding needed to imple-
ment the 2005 round of BRAC decisions has already been appropriated for 24 major
realignments, 24 base closures, and 765 lesser actions—all of which must be com-
pleted by September 15, 2011, in accordance with statute.

We have requested $14.2 billion to modernize the department’s facilities; to sup-
port the recently completed growth in the Army and Marine Corps; to support the
relocation of 8,000 marines from Okinawa to Guam; and to recapitalize medical fa-
cilities and schools for servicemembers’ children.

REBALANCING THE FORCE—THE WARS WE ARE IN

Achieving our objectives in Afghanistan and Iraq has moved to the top of the in-
stitutional military’s budgeting, policy, and program priorities. We now recognize
that America’s ability to deal with threats for years to come will largely depend on
our performance in the current conflicts. The fiscal year 2011 budget request took
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a number of additional steps aimed at filling persistent shortfalls that have plagued
recent military efforts, especially in Afghanistan.
Rotary-Wing Aircraft

To increase these capabilities, this request includes more than $9.6 billion for the
acquisition of a variety of modern rotary-wing aircraft, including the creation of two

Army combat aviation brigades by fiscal year 2014. The goal is to train 1,500 new
Army helicopter pilots per year by 2012.

Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR)

The fiscal year 2011 budget request continues efforts to increase ISR support for
our fighting forces. The ISR Task Force was formed in April 2008 to generate crit-
ical operational ISR capacity—primarily in Afghanistan and Iraq. Since then, the
department has worked to secure substantial funding to field and sustain ISR capa-
bilities. In the fiscal year 2011 budget, that includes:

e $2.2 billion for procurement of Predator-class aircraft to increase the
Combat Air Patrols (CAPs) available to deployed forces from 37 to 65 by
2013; and

e Doubling procurement of the MQ-9 Reaper over the next few years.

Electronic Warfare (EW)

The fiscal year 2011 budget request supports the QDR’s call for better EW capa-
bilities for today’s warfighters. The Navy procurement budget includes $1.1 billion
in fiscal year 2011 and $2.3 billion in fiscal year 2012 for the addition of 36 EA—
18G aircraft, with 12 procured in fiscal year 2011 and 24 in fiscal year 2012. These
resources and capabilities will help fill an imminent EW shortfall that has been con-
sistently highlighted by the combatant commanders as one of their highest prior-
ities.

Special Operations Forces (SOF)

The fiscal year 2011 budget requests $6.3 billion for USSOCOM—nearly 6 percent
higher than in fiscal year 2010. The department plans to call for SOF funding to
increase sharply over the next several years, including an increase of about 2,800
personnel in fiscal year 2011.

REBALANCING THE FORCE—PREPARING FOR THE FUTURE

The fiscal year 2011 budget includes $189 billion for total procurement, research,
and development. This investment reflects the fact that the United States needs a
broad portfolio of military capabilities with maximum versatility across the widest
possible spectrum of conflict, including conventional conflict with the technologically
advanced military forces of other countries. To meet the potential threats to our
military’s ability to project power, deter aggression, and come to the aid of allies
and partners in environments where access to our forces may be denied, this budget
request includes substantial funds for conventional and strategic modernization.

Tactical Aircraft

The fiscal year 2011 budget funds programs to develop and buy superior aircraft
to guarantee continued air dominance over current and future battlefields, most im-
portantly the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF). The fiscal year 2011 base budget in-
cludes $10.7 billion for continued development of the F-35, and for procurement of
42 aircraft. An additional JSF is purchased in the OCO budget. This budget reflects
a restructuring of the JSF program to stabilize its schedule and cost. The depart-
ment has also adjusted F-35 procurement quantities based on new data on likely
orders from our foreign partners and realigned development and test schedules.

Mobility and Tanker Aircraft

The fiscal year 2011 budget continues to support development of a new aerial re-
fueling tanker. The KC-X, the first phase of KC-135 recapitalization, will procure
179 commercial derivative tanker aircraft to replace roughly one-third of the current
aerial refueling tanker fleet at an estimated cost of $35 billion. Contract award is
expected in the summer of 2010 and procurement should begin in fiscal year 2013.
To support this long-range effort, $864 million has been requested for research into
the next-generation tanker.

The fiscal year 2011 budget ends production of the C-17, supports shutdown ac-
tivities for production of new aircraft, and continues the modification of existing C—
17s. With the completion of the program, the United States will have 223 of these
aircraft, more than enough to meet current and projected requirements.
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Shipbuilding

The fiscal year 2011 budget reflects the department’s formulation of a realistic,
executable shipbuilding plan through the Future Years Defense Program. Overall,
the fiscal year 2011 budget includes $25.1 billion for fiscal year 2011 procurement
of new ships, equipment and research and development into future construction—
including $15.7 billion for Navy shipbuilding and conversion activities. It reinforces
the ongoing transition to a naval force that can meet the needs of today’s
warfighters and reduce reliance on very costly and increasingly vulnerable large
surface combatants in the future. The fiscal year 2011 request and planned out-year
funding would allow the department to:

e Build a new aircraft carrier every 5 years;

e Shift large-deck amphibious ship production to a 5-year build cycle to
maintain a long-term force structure of nine large-deck aviation ships to
support amphibious operations;

e Stabilize near-term production quantities for the Littoral Combat Ship
and the Joint High Speed Vessel to support irregular warfare operations;
e Produce two attack submarines per year beginning in fiscal year 2011
and continue development of a new strategic deterrent submarine; and

e Build three Mobile Landing Platform ships—one ship per year in fiscal
year 2011, fiscal year 2013, and fiscal year 2015.

Ground Forces Modernization

The fiscal year 2011 budget advances restructuring of the Army’s Future Combat
Systems, principally through Brigade Combat Team (BCT) modernization. The fiscal
year 2011 request for BCTs is $3.2 billion, mostly for research and development.

The fiscal year 2011 budget also supports the development of a new ground-vehi-
cle program to replace aging systems. The new program will take into account the
hard battlefield lessons of recent years, especially with respect to threats posed by
improvised explosive devices (IEDs), and will include a role for the MRAP and M-
ATV vehicles that have been so important in Afghanistan and Iragq.

Space and Cyber Capabilities

Just about all of our military forces—land, sea, and air—now depend on digital
communications and the satellites and data networks that support them. The role
of space and satellites has never been more crucial to military operations—from
GPS-guided munitions and navigation to missile defense and communications. The
fiscal year 2011 budget continues to strengthen U.S. capabilities in space, with $599
million allocated to procure Advanced Extremely High Frequency satellites instead
of the Transformational Satellite, which was cancelled in the fiscal year 2010 budg-
et.

With cheap technology and minimal investment, adversaries operating in cyber-
space can potentially inflict serious damage on our command and control, ISR, and
precision strike capabilities. The fiscal year 2011 budget continues to fund the re-
cruiting and training of new experts in cyber warfare begun in fiscal year 2010, and
supports the stand up of a new U.S. Cyber Command.

Ballistic Missile Defense

DOD continues to pursue missile-defense systems that can provide real capability
as soon as possible while taking maximum advantage of new technologies. In ac-
cordance with the 2010 Ballistic Missile Defense Review, our goal is a missile-de-
fense program that balances capabilities and risks in order to deter aggression;
project power and protect U.S. and allied interests; and respond to warfighter re-
quirements.

This year’s base budget request includes $9.9 billion total for missile defense—
almost %7700 million more than last year, mostly for the Missile Defense Agency.

This includes funding for:

e Enhanced missile defenses for deployed forces, allies, and partners to de-
fend against regional threats—including THAAD battery ground compo-
nents and interceptors, as well as the conversion of additional Aegis ships.
e The “Phased Adaptive Approach” for missile defense: a flexible, scalable
system to respond to developing threats. This has particular applicability
to Europe, where the new approach allows us to adapt our systems more
rapidly as new threats develop and old ones recede. In the short-term, we
will be able to provide immediate coverage and protection by deploying cur-
rent and proven systems such as the Aegis and SM-3.

e A viable homeland defense against rogue threats—including ground-
based interceptors at Fort Greely, AK, and Vandenberg Air Force Base, CA.
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e Expansion of the flight-test program to test capabilities against medium-
, intermediate-, and long-range threats.

e Investments in break-through technologies to improve our ability to
counter threats during the boost phase while focusing on the most prom-
ising new technologies.

Nuclear Weapons

The Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) being released in March will outline the policy
framework for achieving the President’s objectives to reduce nuclear weapons with
a long-term goal of elimination; and maintain a safe, secure, and effective arsenal
as long as these weapons exist. It will also provide steps to strengthen deterrence
while reducing the role of nuclear weapons. While the NPR conclusions are still
being developed, the President’s budget requests for the Defense and Energy depart-
ments reflect several priorities already established in our review:

e Funding to sustain a nuclear triad of ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers
under the New START Treaty; and

e Increased National Nuclear Security Administration funding for infra-
structure, warhead life extension, and science and technology.

Details of these and other elements of our nuclear posture will be presented in
the final NPR report in March.

Building Partner Capacity

In a world where arguably the most likely and lethal threats will emanate from
failed and fractured states, building the security capacity of partners has emerged
as a key capability—one that reduces the need for direct U.S. military intervention,
with all of its attendant political, financial, and human costs. To provide more re-
sources, predictability, and agility to this important mission, the department will
seek an increase in Global Train and Equip authority in the fiscal year 2011 budget
to $500 million—authority that includes coalition activities to support current oper-
ations.

REFORMING HOW THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DOES BUSINESS

President Obama is committed to ending unneeded and troubled programs and
achieving a better balance between capabilities needed to succeed in current con-
flicts and capabilities needed to prepare for the conflicts we are most likely to see
in the future.

The fiscal year 2011 budget request builds on the reforms of last year by ending
a number of unneeded or troubled programs:

e Next Generation Cruiser CG(X): Cancelled due to concerns about costs
and utility in future combat scenarios. Any resulting capability gap will be
filled by an enhanced Navy destroyer program.

e Navy Intelligence Aircraft EP(X): This Navy-planned EP-3 replacement
was cancelled because of cost and its redundancy with other technologies
and systems.

e Third Generation Infrared Surveillance: This sensor system was cancelled
because there are better alternatives.

e The Defense Integrated Military Human Resources System (DIMHRS):
DIMHRS has been in development for over 10 years and cost $500 mil-
lion—with little to show and limited prospects.

e Net Enabled Command and Control: This joint program has had cost
overruns and performance shortfalls.

JSF Alternate Engine

One of the tougher decisions we faced during this budget process was whether or
not to formally add the alternate engine to the Joint Strike Fighter program. It has
been the position of this department since 2007 that adding a second JSF engine
was unnecessary and too costly.

Over the past year, as part of our thorough review of the overall JSF program,
we took a fresh look to determine whether the second engine option had reached
a point in funding and development that supported a different conclusion. We con-
sidered all aspects of this question and, in the end, concluded that the facts and
analysis simply do not support the case for adding an alternate engine program.
There are several rationales for this conclusion:

First, even after factoring in Congress’ additional funding, the engine would still
require a further investment of $2.5 billion over the next 5 years.
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Second, the additional costs are not offset by potential savings generated through
competition. Even optimistic analytical models produce essentially a break-even sce-
nario.

Third, the solution to understandable concern over the performance of the Pratt
& Whitney program is not to spend yet more money to add a second engine. The
answer is to get the first engine on track. Further, the alternate engine program
is 3 to 4 years behind in development compared to the current program, and there
is no guarantee that a second program would not face the same challenges as the
current effort.

Fourth, split or shared buys of items, particularly from only two sources, do not
historically produce competitive behavior since both vendors are assured some share
of the purchase. Another reality is that the JSF is designed to support a wide diver-
sity of military customers, including the Navy, Marine Corps, and overseas buyers,
many of whom are unable or unwilling to purchase from two engine manufacturers.

For all these reasons, we are firm in our view that the interests of the taxpayers,
our military, our partner nations, and the integrity of the JSF program are best
served by not pursuing a second engine.

I believe most proponents of this program are motivated by the genuine belief
that a second engine is the right thing to do. I look forward to engaging Congress
in this discussion and sharing with them our facts and analysis. However, we have
reached a critical point in this debate where spending more money on a second en-
gine for the JSF is unnecessary, wasteful, and simply diverts precious moderniza-
tion funds from other more pressing priorities. Accordingly, should Congress add
more funds to continue this unneeded program, I will strongly recommend that the
President veto such legislation.

C-17

The fiscal year 2011 request completes the C-17 program and begins shutting
down the production line. At present, we have 194 C-17s (plus 111 C-5s) in our
strategic airlift fleet. By the end of this fiscal year, the department will have pro-
cured 223.

Three department studies completed over the past 5 years have concluded that
the U.S. military has more than enough strategic airlift capacity, and that addi-
tional C-17s are not required. Some factors to consider:

e In 2004, the Air Force Fleet Viability board determined that the fleet of
C—-5As—the oldest variant—will remain viable until at least 2025. The Air
Force and the manufacturer believe that the C-5 fleet will remain viable
until 2040. Ongoing modernization and refurbishment efforts are intended
to increase the reliability, availability, and maintainability of the C-5 fleet;
e Despite the demands of the current military campaigns, the existing C—
17 fleet is not being “burned up.” With the exception of 2003—when there
were only 111 aircraft in the fleet that were being surged to begin the Iraq
war—the annual use of the C-17 inventory has been within program limits;
and

e While it is true that the C-17 can land places where the C—5 cannot, of
the 200,000 landings made by C-17s since 1997, less than 4 percent were
in places that were not accessible to the C-5. In summary, for these and
other reasons, the department has concluded that the current C-17 is more
than sufficient to meet the military’s airlift needs. Should Congress add
funds to continue this program, I will strongly recommend a presidential
veto.

Acquisitions

The department is implementing initiatives that will increase the numbers and
capabilities of the acquisition workforce, improve funding stability, enhance the
source-selection process, and improve contract execution. Our intent is to provide
the warfighter with world-class capability while being good stewards of taxpayer
dollars.

To operate effectively, the acquisition system must be supported by an appro-
priately-sized cadre of acquisition professionals with the right skills and training to
perform their jobs. To address these personnel deficiencies, DOD will increase the
number of acquisition personnel by 20,000 positions—from about 127,000 in fiscal
year 2010 to about 147,000 by fiscal year 2015. We will be making significant in-
creases in training and retention programs in order to bolster the capability and
size of the acquisition workforce.
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Civilian Workforce

The fiscal year 2011 budget funds a pay raise of 1.4 percent for DOD civilians—
the same as the military pay raise. The request includes funding to transition out
of the National Security Personnel System (NSPS)—as directed by the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010.

About 225,000 DOD employees are covered by NSPS. These employees must con-
vert to a successor statutory personnel system. The fiscal year 2011 budget includes
$23 million to implement NSPS transition and $239 million for estimated higher ci-
vilian pay for employees transitioning out of NSPS.

The request supports the DOD plan, announced last year, to grow its civilian
workforce by in-sourcing—replacing contractors with DOD civilian employees. DOD
is on track to reduce the number of support service contractors from the current 39
percent of our workforce to the pre-2001 level of 26 percent, and replace them with
full-time government employees. DOD will hire as many as 13,400 new civil serv-
ants in fiscal year 2010, and another 6,000 in fiscal year 2011, to replace contractors
and up to 33,400 new civil servants in place of contractors over the next 5 years.
This includes 2,500 acquisition personnel in fiscal year 2010 and 10,000 through fis-
cal year 2014.

FISCAL YEAR 2010 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST

As the President stated, the goal of the United States in Afghanistan and Paki-
stan is to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat Al Qaeda and to prevent its resurgence in
both countries. The international military effort to stabilize Afghanistan is nec-
essary to achieve this overarching goal. Rolling back the Taliban is now necessary,
even if not sufficient, to the ultimate defeat of al Qaeda and its affiliates operating
along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. I believe the strategy announced by the
President represents our best opportunity to achieve our objectives in a part of the
world so critical to America’s security.

The fiscal year 2010 supplemental requests $33.0 billion to support the Presi-
dent’s buildup of U.S. troops in Afghanistan for the rest of this fiscal year and fund
other related requirements, including $1 billion for Iraqi security forces. DOD urges
Congress to approve this supplemental by the spring to prevent disruption of fund-
ing for our troops in the field.

The fiscal year 2010 supplemental includes $19.0 billion to support an average
troop level in Afghanistan of 84,000 U.S. troops—16,000 higher than the 68,000 as-
sumed in the enacted fiscal year 2010 budget. Troop levels are expected to reach
98,000 by September 30, 2010. The additional troops will consist of:

e Two Army counterinsurgency BCTs;

e An Army Training BCT;

o A USMC Regimental Combat Team; and

e Enablers such as Explosive Ordnance Disposal teams.

The supplemental also includes $1.1 billion—on top of the $11.3 billion already
enacted—to field and sustain critically important lifesaving MRAPs and M-ATVs
for troops already there and for the additional forces being deployed this fiscal year.

FISCAL YEAR 2011 OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS

To fund military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq in fiscal year 2011, we are

requesting $159.3 billion, comprised of these major categories:
e Operations ($89.4 billion): Incremental pay for deployed troops, subsist-
ence, cost of mobilizing Reserve Component personnel, and temporary war-
time end-strength allowances.
e Force Protection ($12.0 billion): Body armor, protection equipment, and
armored vehicles to protect forces—including the rapid deployment and
sustainment of MRAPs and M-ATVs.
e IED Defeat ($3.3 billion): To develop, procure, and field measures to de-
feat improvised explosive devices threatening U.S. and coalition forces.
e Military Intelligence ($7.0 billion): To enhance U.S. intelligence capabili-
ties and operations including ISR.
e Afghan Security Forces ($11.6 billion): To build and support military and
police forces capable of conducting independent operations and providing for
Afghanistan’s long-term security.
e Iraqi Security Forces ($2.0 billion): To continue building and sustaining
Iraq’s efforts to defend its people and protect its institutions as the United
States removes troops by the end of 2011.
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e Coalition Support ($2.0 billion): Reimbursements and logistical
sustainment for key cooperating nations supporting U.S. military oper-
ations.

e Commander’s Emergency Response Program (CERP) ($1.3 billion): To
provide flexible funds for commanders in the field to finance urgent human-
itarian and reconstruction needs.

e Reconstitution/Reset ($21.3 billion): To fund the replenishment, replace-
ment, and repair of equipment and munitions that have been consumed, de-
stroyed, or damaged due to ongoing combat operations. This request in-
cludes funding to procure one Joint Strike Fighter aircraft to replace the
combat loss of an F-15.

e Military Construction ($1.2 billion): To expand the logistical backbone
and operational foundation for our fighting forces.

e Temporary Military End Strength ($2.6 billion): To support temporary
end-strength increases in the Army and Navy for ongoing military oper-
ations.

e Non-DOD Classified Programs ($5.6 billion): To fund non-DOD classified
activities that support ongoing military operations—the President’s counter-
terrorism strategy in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and the drawdown of U.S.
forces in Iragq.

Iraq Force Levels

This request supports the President’s goal of a responsible drawdown of U.S.
forces and transfer to full Iraqi responsibility and control. Troop levels in Iraq are
projected to decrease to 50,000 by August 31, 2010. Further reductions will occur
in alcc%rdance with the U.S.-Iraq Security Agreement. The projected forces levels
would be:

o Six Advisory and Assistance Brigades (AABs) by August 31, 2010.

e Six AABs for the first part of fiscal year 2011, decreasing to approxi-
mately four AABs (approximately 35,000 personnel) in Iraq by the end of
fiscal year 2011.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, my thanks to you and members of this committee for all that you
have done to support our troops and their families. I believe the choices made and
priorities set in these budget requests reflect America’s commitment to see that our
forces have the tools they need to prevail in the wars we are in while making the
investments necessary to prepare for threats on or beyond the horizon.

Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Admiral Mullen.

STATEMENT OF ADM MICHAEL G. MULLEN, USN, CHAIRMAN,
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

Admiral MULLEN. Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, distinguished
members of this committee: Thank you for the chance to appear be-
fore you and discuss the state of our military as well as the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2011 defense budget submission. I also thank you
all for the extraordinary support you provide each and every day
to our men and women in uniform as well as their families. That
they are well equipped, well trained, well paid, and enjoy the finest
medical care anywhere in the world is testament in no small part
to your dedication and stewardship.

I've seen many of you in the war zone, in hospitals, and at bases
all over this country. So have our troops. They know you care. Just
as critically, they know their fellow citizens care. All they want
right now is guidance on the mission before them and the tools to
accomplish it. That’s why I'm here today to speak on their behalf
about the guidance they are getting from this Department and to
secure your continued support for the tools we want to give them.



22

Secretary Gates has already walked you through the major com-
ponents of the QDR and the President’s fiscal year 2011 defense
budget submission, both of which, when combined with the new
BMDR and our OCOs fund request, build upon the reform effort of
last year and represent as comprehensive a look at the state of our
military as I have seen in my experience.

I will not endeavor to repeat his excellent summation and I
would ask you to accept without further comment my endorsement
of the findings contained in each of these documents. Let me leave
you rather with three overarching things to consider as you pre-
pare to discuss these issues today and as you prepare to debate
this budget request in the future.

First, there is a real sense of urgency here. We have well over
200,000 troops deployed in harm’s way right now and that number
includes only those in Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring
Freedom. Tens of thousands more are meeting our security commit-
ments elsewhere around the globe and many of those missions are
no less dangerous, certainly no less significant.

I am sure you have stayed abreast of our relief efforts in Haiti,
where more than 20,000 of your soldiers, sailors, marines, airmen,
and coastguardsmen are pitching in feverishly to help alleviate the
suffering of the Haitian people. It is truly an interagency and inter-
national mission and these troops are blending in beautifully, doing
what is required, where and when it is required, to support the
Government of Haiti, USAID, and the U.N. mission there.

We also continue to do what is required to win the wars we fight,
and the one that needs fighting the most right now is in Afghani-
stan. You've seen the reports and you know the situation. The
Taliban have a growing influence in most of Afghanistan’s prov-
inces and the border area between that country and Pakistan re-
mains the epicenter of global terrorism. You no doubt followed with
great interest the development of the President’s strategy to deal
with this threat, a strategy that in my view rightly makes the Af-
ghan people the center of gravity and the defeat of al Qaeda the
primary goal.

We have already moved over 4,500 troops to Afghanistan and ex-
pect that about 18,000 of the President’s December 1st commitment
will be there by late spring. The remainder of the 30,000 will arrive
as rapidly as possible over the summer and early fall, making a
major contribution to reversing the Taliban momentum in 2010. In-
deed, by the middle of this year Afghanistan will surpass Iraq for
the first time since 2003 as the location with the most deployed
American forces.

Right now, the Taliban believe they’re willing. Eighteen months
from now, if we've executed our strategy, well know they aren’t,
and they’ll know that they can’t.

Getting there will demand discipline and hard work. It will re-
quire ever more cooperation with Pakistan, and it will most as-
suredly demand more sacrifice and more bloodshed. But the stakes
are far too high for failure. That’s why we’re asking you to fully
fund our fiscal year 2010 supplemental and the fiscal year 2011
OCOs request. It’s why we want a 6 percent increase for Special
Operations Command. It’s why we need your support to develop
and field a Next Generation Ground Combat Vehicle, to allow us
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to grow two more Army combat aviation brigades, and to continue
rotary wing production, including nearly $3 billion for the V-22 Os-
prey program.

In keeping with the Secretary’s strong emphasis on ISR, an em-
phasis more than justified by our long experience in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, we are asking for more capability in unmanned aircraft
and ground-based collection systems, including nearly $3 billion to
double the procurement rate of the MQ-9 Reaper by fiscal year
2012.

Our future security is greatly imperiled if we do not win the
wars we are in. As the QDR makes clear, the outcome of today’s
conflicts will shape the global security environment for decades to
come. I'm very comfortable that we can and will finish well in Iragq,
remaining on pace, despite a spate of recent violence to draw down
American forces to roughly 50,000, ending our combat mission
there, and transitioning to an advise and assist role.

But without your continued support, we will not be able to show
the meaningful progress in Afghanistan that the Commander in
Chief has ordered, the American people expect, and the Afghan
people so desperately need. This is no mission of mercy. This is the
place from which we were attacked in 2001, the place from which
all—from which al Qaeda still plots and plans. The security of a
great nation, ours and theirs, rests not on sentiment or good inten-
tions, but on what ought to be a cold and unfeeling appraisal of
self-interest and an equally cold and unfeeling pursuit of the tools
to protect that interest, ours and theirs.

That leads me to the second thing I'd like to consider: proper bal-
ance. Winning our current wars means investment in our hard-won
irregular warfare expertise, a core competency that should be insti-
tutionalized and supported in the coming years, and we are cer-
tainly moving in that direction. But we must also maintain conven-
tional advantages. We still face traditional threats from regional
powers who possess robust regular and in some cases nuclear capa-
bilities. These cannot be ignored. The freedom to conduct oper-
ations in support of joint, allied, and coalition efforts, assuring ac-
cess and projecting combat power, can only be preserved through
enduring warfighting competencies.

In the air, this means sufficient strike aircraft and munitions ca-
pable of assuring air superiority. At sea, it means having enough
ships and enough sailors to stay engaged globally and keep the sea
lanes open. On the ground, it means accelerating the moderniza-
tion of our combat brigades and regiments. On the whole, it means
never having to fight a fair fight.

Thus, the President’s budget request will buy us another 42 F-
35s. It will maintain a healthy bomber industrial base and it will
fund development of a prompt global strike system, as well as ef-
forts to upgrade our B—2s and B-52s.

For ship construction, the spending plan totals some $18 billion,
procuring 10 new ships in 2011, including 2 Arleigh Burke destroy-
ers, 2 Virginia-class submarines, 2 Littoral Combat Ships (LCSs),
and a brand-new Amphibious Assault Ship. It puts the Navy on
track to maintain aircraft carrier production on a 5-year build
cycle, resulting in a long-term force structure of 10 carriers by
2040.
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Our budget request also seeks $10 billion for ballistic missile de-
fense programs, including $8.4 billion for the Missile Defense Agen-
cy, and it develops ample resources to improving our cyber defense
capabilities. Again, it’s about balance, it’s about deterring and win-
ning the big and the small wars, the conventional and the uncon-
ventional—two challenges, one military.

But where balance is probably most needed is in the programs
and policies concerning our most important resource, our people.
That’s my final point. This QDR and this budget builds upon su-
perb support you and DOD have provided our troops and their fam-
ilies for much of the last 8 years. Stretched and strained by nearly
constant combat, many of them on their fifth, sixth, and seventh
deployments, our men and women are without question, and al-
most inexplicably, the most resilient and battle-ready in our his-
tory.

On the one hand, we keep turning away potential recruits, so
good is our retention and so attractive our career opportunities. On
the other hand, we keep seeing an alarming rise in suicides, men-
tal problems, prescription drug addictions, and mental health prob-
lems. Deborah and I meet regularly with young troops and their
spouses and, though proud of the difference they know they are
making, they are tired. Quite frankly, many of them are worried
about their futures, their children.

So you will see in this budget nearly $9 billion for family support
and advocacy programs. You will see child care and youth pro-
grams increased by $87 million over last year, and you will see a
boost in warfighter and family services, to include counseling, to
the tune of $37 million. Military spouse employment will get a $2
million plus-up and we will increase the budget to $2.2 billion for
wounded, ill, and injured members. In fact, the health care funding
level for fiscal year 2011 is projected to provide high-quality care
for 9.5 million eligible beneficiaries.

Lastly, we are pushing to dramatically increase the number of
mental health professionals on staff and advance our research in
TBIs and post-traumatic stress. We know the strain of frequent de-
ployments causes many problems, but we won’t yet fully under-
stand how—we don’t yet fully understand how or to what extent.

So even as we work hard to increase dwell time, aided in part
by the additional temporary end strength you approved last year
for the Army, we will work equally hard to decrease the stress of
modern military service. Indeed, I believe over time when these
wars are behind us we will need to look closely at the competing
fiscal pressures that will dominate discussions of proper end
strength and weapons systems. A force well suited for long-term
challenges and not necessarily married to any current force plan-
ning construct will be vital to our national security.

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, thank you again
for your time and for the longstanding support of this committee
to the men and women of the U.S. Armed Forces. They and their
families are the best I have ever seen. On their behalf, I stand
ready to answer your questions.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Mullen follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT BY ADM MICHAEL G. MULLEN, USN

Chairman Levin, Senator McCain, distinguished members of the committee; it is

my privilege to report on the posture of the U.S. Armed Forces.

begin by thanking you for your support of our service men and women, their
families, and the communities that do so much to help them. We can never repay
them for their sacrifices, but we can support their efforts. As leaders, we necessarily
debate the best course of action to secure our Nation in a dangerous world. But our
service men and women do not hesitate. When the decision is made, they go where
they are needed most, where dangers must be confronted and adversaries defeated.
I'm humbled as I visit them around the world, defending our Nation in very trying
conditions. They care deeply for this country, and they care most that they have the
Nation’s clear backing. The support of Congress and the American people remain
essential to their strength and resolve. I am grateful for your unwavering recogni-
tion of the service of our forces and their families.

Today’s Armed Forces are battle-hardened, capable, and ready to accomplish the
Nation’s missions. They are the most combat experienced yet most compassionate
force we have ever fielded, and continue to learn and adapt in ways that are truly
remarkable. They are the best I have ever seen. I thank the committee for taking
the time to understand the stresses, strains and concerns of our servicemembers.
Your continuing legislative support of our Armed Forces makes all the difference.

KEY DEVELOPMENTS

Over this past year, our wartime focus has shifted to Afghanistan and Pakistan.
As I have testified before Congress on many occasions, the threats to our national
security from al Qaeda and affiliated movements based in the Afghanistan-Pakistan
region remain real and persistent. We require a stable and reasonably secure Af-
ghanistan and Pakistan—inhospitable to al Qaeda’s senior leadership, capable of
ks)ellf defense against internal extremist threats, and contributors to regional sta-

ility.

Our increasing focus on Afghanistan and Pakistan confirmed the border region to
be al Qaeda’s center of gravity. It also showed the situation to be more dire than
previously understood. The Afghan-Taliban’s post-2005 resurgence produced a wide-
spread paramilitary, shadow government and extra-judicial presence in a majority
of Afghanistan’s 34 provinces. The Tehrik-i-Taliban Pakistan (the Pakistan Taliban)
showed itself to be a bold and audacious enemy of the Pakistani people, ruthlessly
seizing control of Swat in late spring. Nine Pakistani military operations against the
Taliban that began last March have reversed their territorial gains. Throughout this
year, we have constantly and carefully reviewed our objectives for the region. I con-
cur completely with the President’s strategy, and believe we have now matched the
right strategy with the required resources. The decision to authorize an additional
21,500 American forces into Afghanistan in early 2009, followed by the President’s
commitment of additional forces in December set conditions to reverse Afghan-
Taliban gains. It will also enable the Government of Afghanistan to build the secu-
rity and governance necessary to eliminate the insurgency as a threat. Setbacks
marked much of 2009, but with a new leadership team, appropriate resources, im-
proved organization, and a better strategy, we are confident of success against al
Qaeda and the Taliban. Success will not come easily or swiftly, but we will succeed.
The hardest work to achieve our regional aims remains ahead of us, especially in
2010-2011.

Al Qaeda’s central leadership has suffered significant losses over the past several
years. Though its operational capacity has declined, al Qaeda’s senior leaders re-
main committed to catastrophic terrorist attacks against the United States and our
allies. Actions in the Pakistan-Afghanistan border area, in Iraq, and elsewhere have
met with marked success. That said, al Qaeda successfully sought new approaches
to plot attacks. The disrupted terrorist plot against New York City was planned in
al Qaeda’s Pakistani safe haven and intercepted in Denver. The failed Christmas
Day bombing attempt over Detroit was crafted by and ordered from those in Yem-
en’s growing safe havens. Both incidents demonstrate the resolve of al Qaeda and
its ever-evolving strategy. While the danger remains real, like-minded governments
and people around the world—especially those in the Muslim community—increas-
ingly reject al Qaeda, its affiliates and what they stand for. Most want a brighter
future for their children and grandchildren, not al Qaeda’s endless war and intoler-
ance. They see daily evidence that al Qaeda and its affiliates deliberately target and
kill thousands of innocent Muslims in cold blood. They know al Qaeda continues a
ruthless and deadly campaign against the people of Islam in Iraq, Pakistan, Afghan-
istan, Saudi Arabia, Kenya, Indonesia, Turkey, and elsewhere. Continued progress
against violent extremism will require enhanced, but prudent, partnerships with
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key governments and movements, including consistent efforts to counter al Qaeda’s
bankrupt message.

The behavior of the Iranian Government is of grave and growing concern.
Tehran’s leadership remains on a trajectory to acquire a nuclear capability, in defi-
ance of international demands and despite widespread condemnation. Iran’s govern-
ment continues to support international terrorist organizations, and pursues a coer-
cive and confrontational foreign policy. These efforts exist alongside some of the
greatest internal unrest Iran has faced since the Islamic Revolution in 1979. These
events and conditions risk further destabilizing an already unstable region.

The unpredictable has also galvanized our military, requiring a significant force
commitment in Haiti, making it one of our most significant humanitarian missions
in history. As of January 31, nearly 20,000 American troops are in direct support
of the Government of Haiti, the United Nations, USAID and supporting American
and international aid agencies. From port openings, to security and distribution of
supplies, U.S. Southern Command’s military Joint Task Force has delivered over 1.6
million bottles of water, 67,000 meals and 56,000 pieces of medical supplies to Hai-
ti’s earthquake survivors. Military medical teams also supplement the U.S. Health
and Human Services, and have already have seen over 2,800 patients and per-
formed nearly 100 surgeries. We are committed to this assistance until the situation
on the ground stabilizes.

Several policy initiatives over the past year have provided the military with new
direction. President Obama’s June speech in Cairo set the stage for a new relation-
ship between the United States and more than a billion people across the Muslim
world. Throughout 2009, this Congress supported the rapid and necessary deploy-
ment of more forces to Afghanistan. We also began negotiations with Russia for a
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty follow-on treaty, which will reduce nuclear weap-
ons stockpiles while maintaining U.S. deterrence. As mandated by Congress, we
have reviewed current and future threats and developed appropriate strategies in
the Quadrennial Defense Review. We look forward to working with Congress to
forge a common understanding of the threats our Nation faces, and how best to
counter them.

Key alliances continue to matter greatly in our global security efforts. Our North
American Treaty Organization (NATO) allies and other non-NATO partners ex-
panded support in Afghanistan over the past year. We now work there with 43
countries and nearly 40,000 international troops. Although the world avoided a
widespread economic depression in 2009, many of our partners were financially
challenged and may spend less on combined security and stabilization efforts. Other
critical allies faced internal considerations that could adversely affect U.S. and re-
gional security interests if not managed closely. Our close alliance with Japan, in
particular, suffered strain around basing rights in Okinawa. I am confident we will
work through these and other issues, but it is a reminder that even our strongest
allies cannot be taken for granted.

Against this backdrop, the strategic priorities for the military remain unchanged
from my last annual testimony before Congress: defending our interests in the
broader Middle East and South/Central Asia; ensuring the health of the Force, and
balancing global strategic risk. With your ongoing help and support, we continue to
address each of these priorities.

DEFEND OUR INTERESTS IN THE BROADER MIDDLE EAST AND SOUTH/CENTRAL ASIA

The Broader Middle East and South/Central Asia, remains the most dangerous
region of the world.

Our main effort within the region has changed. The Government of Iraq is taking
firm control of its own security. We have shifted our priority to Afghanistan and
Pakistan, long under-resourced in many ways. That shift in focus will take the
movement of some quarter of a million troops and their equipment in and out of
the Central Command theater over the next several months. This is a herculean lo-
gistics effort. By the middle of 2010, Afghanistan will surpass Iraq for the first time
since 2003 as our location with the most deployed American forces.

Despite this surge, the security situation in both Afghanistan and Pakistan re-
mains serious. The Afghan-Taliban have established shadow governments—fea-
turing parallel judicial, taxation and local security/intimidation systems—in a clear
majority of Afghanistan’s 34 provinces. Attacks by the Taliban have become far
more numerous and more sophisticated. We are now establishing conditions—with
military forces and expanded civilian agency presence—to reverse the Taliban’s mo-
mentum. Yet we face both a resilient Taliban insurgency and an Afghan public
skeptical of their government’s good will, capacity, and capability.
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As of late January 2010, we have already moved nearly 4,500 troops, and expect
that 18,000 of the President’s December 1st commitment will be in country by late
spring. The remainder of the 30,000 will arrive as rapidly as possible over the sum-
mer and early fall, making a major contribution to reversing Taliban momentum in
2010.

These forces are joining some 68,000 U.S. forces and more than 30,000 coalition
forces already in Afghanistan—all of which have undertaken a fundamental shift in
how they are being employed across the country. Our troops are now focused on pro-
tecting key population centers—separating them from the intimidation and influ-
ence of the Taliban. Simultaneously, they are training and partnering with Afghan
security forces to enable Afghans to assume lead security for their own country as
soon as possible. The next 12-18 months must be the time to reverse insurgent mo-
mentum and assess partnership progress.

The brave men and women we charge to implement this fundamental shift in Af-
ghanistan security strategy need the strong support of this Congress. We need your
assistance in key areas like funding for Afghan National Security Forces, who will
ultimately bring about success and security. In the short term, the Commander’s
Emergency Response Program is needed to adequately protect the population, and
enhanced special construction authorities and equipment procurement accounts will
be critical to putting enough force on the ground to make a difference.

The border area between Pakistan and Afghanistan is the epicenter of global ter-
rorism. This is where al Qaeda plans terrorist attacks against the United States and
our partners—and from where the Taliban leadership targets coalition troops in Af-
ghanistan. Pakistan’s ongoing military operations against extremists in these areas
are critical to preventing al Qaeda and associated groups from gaining ground.

In Pakistan, the extremist threat, a fractious political system, economic weakness
and longstanding tensions with India continue to threaten stability. We are working
to rebuild our relationship with Pakistan and re-establish trust lost between our two
countries. We aim to demonstrate to Pakistan—in both our words and our actions—
that we desire a long-term relationship. Our recent concerns with Pakistan’s ap-
proach to U.S. visa requests is further testimony to the challenges of the relation-
ship; and, it will affect increased capacity for counterterrorism and counter-
insurgency, to include support for development projects. Nevertheless, the Pakistani
Counterinsurgency Fund and the Coalition Support Funds earmarked for Pakistan
remain essential components of our support to this critical ally. I urge you to con-
tinue them. Enhanced contact and engagement between Pakistan and the United
States is a critical component of a maturing, long-term partnership. Thus, we are
focusing on expanded military education exchange programs, joint training opportu-
nities and especially Foreign Military Sales and Financing. The budget before you
requests additional funds for these critical partnership endeavors.

South Asian security tensions and political dynamics significantly impact our ob-
jectives in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The longstanding animosity and mistrust be-
tween Pakistan and India complicates regional efforts. Yet India and Pakistan must
both be our partners for the long term. Bilateral military relationships are an essen-
tial component in a wide array of cooperative activities. We must recognize this and
address it as part of our policy. While we acknowledge the sovereign right of India
and Pakistan to pursue their own foreign policies, we must demonstrate our desire
for continued and long-term partnership with each, and offer our help to improve
confidence and understanding between them in a manner that builds long-term sta-
bility across the wider region of South Asia. As part of our long-term regional ap-
proach, we should welcome all steps these important nations take to regenerate
their ‘back channel’ process on Kashmir.

While Afghanistan and Pakistan remain the critical terrain, we must remain vigi-
lant in denying al Qaeda unfettered physical safe havens elsewhere across the
Broader Middle East and South Asia, including Northern and Eastern Africa. These
efforts will not require tens of thousands of American troops. Instead, we can work
quietly and persistently with regional allies and Coalition partners to deny al Qaeda
territory from which to plot, train, and project global terror operations. Similarly,
we continue to undertake collaborative, supporting efforts with like-minded govern-
ments across the broader Middle East. We now work to help the Yemeni govern-
ment build the information base and the military capacity necessary to combat the
al Qaeda threat within its borders. We applaud Yemeni efforts to confront al Qaeda
operatives, and continue to offer Sana’a the support necessary to achieve this aim.
We have worked with the concerned neighbors of Somalia to contain the worst aims
and objectives of the Islamic Courts Union and al Shabaab. This must continue. In
these areas—as well as others including Indonesia and the Philippines—our mili-
tary engages with willing partners in a manner detrimental to al Qaeda’s aspira-
tions. We undertake these partnerships in conjunction with those from American in-
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telligence, diplomatic and economic organizations. I must stress that in today’s envi-
ronment, training and equipping partner security forces to defend and protect their
own territory and coastal waters is a core military mission. We appreciate Congress’
continuing support for these important undertakings.

The Iranian Government continues to be a destabilizing force in the region. The
government’s strategic intent appears unchanged—its leaders continue on a course
to eventually develop and deploy nuclear weapons. This outcome could spark a re-
gional arms race or worse. It will be profoundly destabilizing to the region, with far-
ranging consequences that we cannot fully predict. Tehran also continues to provide
a range of support to militant proxy organizations, including Hamas and Hezbollah,
fomenting instability outside its borders. Its increasingly reckless nuclear and for-
eign policy agenda is now playing out against the backdrop of a shrinking economy
and a growing rift between the Iranian Government and its people. I remain con-
vinced that exhaustive—and if necessary coercive—diplomacy with Iran remains the
preferred path to prevent these grave outcomes. To this extent, the Joint Chiefs,
combatant commanders, and I support all efforts to steer the Government of Iran
off of its hazardous course. However, as with any potential threats to our national
Sﬁcurity, we will have military options ready for the President, should he call for
them.

Iraq continues to progress, although more is needed. U.S. partnership with Iraqi
security forces has been fundamental to this progress since 2005. Last year’s level
of violence was the lowest since 2003, testifying to the success of our approach. Al
Qaeda is still present and has carried out a few large-scale attacks. But, Iraqi Secu-
rity Forces and government leaders responded to them in a restrained, professional,
and relatively apolitical manner. Upcoming elections will not be free from tension.
However, I believe Iraqis are now more concerned about economic growth than do-
mestic security threats. Credible elections are important. Foreign direct investment
and expanded political engagement by other regional powers are also important as
more diplomatic and economic progress will spotlight Iraq’s return to the world
stage as a sovereign nation.

U.S. Forces-Iraq (USF-I) remains on track to draw down American forces to
roughly 50,000 and end our combat mission by August 31, 2010. Our security part-
nership will then shift to training, advising, and supporting Iraqi security forces.
More broadly, the U.S. military will transition from a supported to a supporting ef-
fort in Iraq as we normalize relations. The State Department will increasingly be
the face of U.S. efforts in Iraq. The U.S. military will strongly support their leader-
ship. We request continuing congressional support for the Iraqi Forces Fund and for
the Equipment Transfer Provision of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2010. These transfers are a critical component America’s transition to
a limited, but reliable partner in Iraq’s assumption of a responsible and Baghdad-
led security future.

HEALTH OF THE FORCE

Our Nation’s security is founded upon a well-trained, well-equipped All-Volunteer
Force. We must care for our people and their families, reset and reconstitute our
weapon systems, and take on new initiatives that increase wartime effectiveness.
Care for our People

Our service men and women, their families, and their communities are the bed-
rock of our Armed Forces. Their health, resilience, and well-being are at the heart
of every decision I make. Frankly, investing in our people remains the single great-
est guarantee of a strong military. Competitive pay, selective bonuses, expanded ac-
cess to mental health care, continued health benefits for tens of thousands of our
Wounded Warriors—those with seen and unseen wounds—and their families are
critical to this investment.

Our military families and communities continue to play a unique and growing role
in our national security fabric, one not seen in more than a generation. They sup-
port us and sustain us in ways we do not yet fully understand. They deserve the
admiration and support of a grateful nation. I applaud the efforts of this body’s Mili-
tary Family Caucus, and encourage significant attention and funding for their pro-
grams of greatest concern. My conversations with spouses and children around the
world tell me these concerns center on caring for those affected by these wars, child
care, education, health and deployment issues.

We remain competitive in attracting the country’s best talent. For the first time
in the history of the All-Volunteer Force, the Active Duty, Guard, and Reserve com-
ponents all exceeded annual recruiting goals for 2009. This success was reflected in
the quality of our recruits as well as their numbers. Ninety-six percent of our acces-
sions earned a high school diploma or better. Each Service also met or exceeded its
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2009 retention goals. Our ability to recruit and retain underscores the fact that this
is the best military I have seen in my 42-year career. While competitive pay is a
critical factor in this success, it does not stand alone. Other critical ‘people’ pro-
grams supported by Congress—like the new GI Bill, adequate housing, access to
quality schooling for military children, and attractive family support centers—come
together to make the harsh burdens of military life acceptable.

We must not forget the challenges that this excellent All-Volunteer Force faces
every day. More than 8 years of wartime operations have come at a cost. Most Army
brigade combat teams are preparing for their fourth major deployment since Sep-
tember 11, with some of them preparing for their fifth—unprecedented in our his-
tory. The Marines Corps is in the same boat—their deployments are shorter but
more frequent, and their pace is grueling. Our people spend less time at home, and
this shorter dwell time between deployments does not allow for respite or for train-
ing along the entire spectrum of military operations. Our irregular warfare exper-
tise—hard won over the last 8 years—has come at a price. Conventional warfighting
skills have atrophied and will require attention. Yet this overdue attention will have
to wait. The gains we anticipate from the coming draw-down in Iraq will be ab-
sorbed by our necessary efforts in Afghanistan for at least 2 more years. Resetting
the force requires significant effort and sustained commitment now and post-con-
flict. We will continue to rely heavily on our Navy and our Air Force.

Dwell time—the ratio of time deployed to time home—remains a concern, and one
we must manage closely this year and into 2011. Dwell time for the Army is at 1:1.2
and the Marine Corps is slightly better at 1:1.5. We will not see significant dwell
time improvements across all Services until 2012. Deployment rates for Special Op-
erations Forces (SOF) and other low-density, high-demand specialties also remain
very high. While our force is strong and resilient, these trends cannot continue in-
definitely.

The challenges remain significant, but are manageable thanks to the support of
Congress for increased end-strengths in the Army and Marine Corps. We are only
now starting to feel the positive impact from these 2007-authorized increases in the
baseline force—stabilizing deployment rates and dwell times. Coupled with the addi-
tional temporary increase of 22,000 troops within the Army, Congressional support
for our wartime military manning needs has been critical.

The stresses of protracted war extend beyond the deployments themselves. Our
number of dead and wounded continues to rise, as does the strain on their families
and their communities. Other social costs of war—divorce, domestic violence, depres-
sion, and post-traumatic stress syndrome—are unacceptably high and continue to
increase. We have much more to do.

Suicide deserves special attention. Despite our best efforts, 2009 witnessed a
record level of suicides, with increases in both the Active and Reserve components.
We have not begun to study suicides among family members and dependents. While
there is not one cause for increased servicemember suicides, we know enough to be
certain that better prevention training programs for leadership, for at-risk
servicemembers, and robust funding and attention toward sober study of the prob-
lem are absolutely necessary.

We should provide a lifetime of support to our veterans. I urge you to continue
funding the programs supporting those that have sacrificed so much, including those
aimed to reduce veteran homelessness and that focus on rural health care options.
The demands on our active and veterans care services will continue to grow, and
require the attention found in this budget. Yet we must conceive of Wounded War-
rior Support in a manner that goes beyond the traditional institutions. Public, pri-
vate, and individual sources of help represent a “sea of goodwill” towards our vet-
erans. Our focus must be more on commitment than compensation; and more at-
tuned to transition and ability than upon disability. Our veterans want the oppor-
tunity to continue to serve, and we should enable that opportunity.

Reset and Reconstitute

My concerns about the health of our force go beyond our people. Our systems and
capabilities are under extraordinary stress as well. The high pace of operations is
consuming our capital equipment much faster than programmed. The Air Force and
Navy have been essentially performing non-stop, global operations for 19 years,
since Operation Desert Storm. The Army and Marine Corps have had the majority
of their combat forces and equipment in the combat theater of operations for nearly
6 years. The unforgiving terrain of Afghanistan and Iraq causes extensive wear and
tear, especially on our ground vehicles, helicopters, and supporting gear.

The demands of the current fight mean we must increase capacity in several
areas, including rotary wing, ISR, electronic warfare and SOF. We sustain necessary
rotary wing capacity through the addition of two active Army Combat Aviation Bri-
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gades, continued production of the tilt-rotor V-22, as well as our helicopter force,
and a seventh SOF helicopter company. I support this budget’s rebalancing in favor
of more commercial airborne ISR capabilities for combatant commanders. This budg-
et continues increasing the number of unmanned combat air patrols, coupled with
the ability to fully exploit the intelligence coming from these platforms. We should
expand current technologies to fill electronic warfare shortfalls and develop next-
generation technologies for manned and unmanned aircraft.

Neuw initiatives

Too many of our processes and programs remain geared to a peacetime clock, but
several new initiatives focused on supporting our war efforts show promise. I strong-
ly support the Afghanistan/Pakistan Hands program and ongoing initiatives that in-
crease the number and skill of our civil affairs and psychological operations per-
sonnel. I also strongly back the USAF’s initiative to use light aircraft for enhanced
capacity building of key allies and partners for light mobility and attack.

Our current acquisition process remains too unwieldy and unresponsive. Adding
20,000 more acquisition experts by 2015 will help, as will increasing the rigor and
efficiency of our internal processes. Stability in our programs, comprehensive design
reviews, better cost estimates, more mature technology and increased competition
will make the process more responsive. Once fielded, our systems are the finest in
the world, because of the experienced and capable program managers and engineers
building them. We need more of managers and engineers, and they need better sup-
port and leadership.

Finally, I am growing concerned about our defense industrial base, particularly
in ship building and space. As fiscal pressures increase, our ability to build future
weapon systems will be impacted by decreasing modernization budgets as well as
mergers and acquisitions. We properly focus now on near-term reset requirements.
However, we may face an eroding ability to produce and support advanced tech-
nology systems. Left unchecked, this trend would impact war fighting readiness.
The Department, our industry leaders, and Congress need to begin considering how
to eqt:iip and sustain the military we require after our contemporary wars come to
an end.

BALANCING GLOBAL STRATEGIC RISK

Balancing global risk requires sustained attention to resetting the force. It also
means making prudent investments to meet the challenges of an increasingly com-
plex and challenging worldwide security environment. As the President recently
noted, it is the United States that has helped underwrite global security with the
blood of our citizens and the strength of our military. America’s interests are global,
and our military must secure these interests. Where possible, we will act first to
prevent or deter conflict. When necessary, we will defeat our enemies. Whenever
able, we will work in concert with our many allies and partners.

For many decades, but especially since 1989, U.S. conventional overmatch has
guaranteed our security and prosperity, as well as that of our many allies and part-
ners. We have helped protect expanding global commons, including into space and
cyberspace. We have seen the likelihood of conventional war between states drop.
We have used the tools designed for war not against human adversaries, but instead
to support humanitarian operations. Most recently in Haiti, but elsewhere over the
past 60 years, the military’s unmatched capacity to transport goods and services
have provided relief in the face of tragic natural disasters. In short, many nations
have benefited from an extraordinarily capable and ready U.S. military, even as we
have defended our own interests.

That capability must continue to span the full range of military operations. But
in this post-Cold War era—one without a military near-peer competitor—we should
not be surprised that adversaries will choose asymmetric means to confront us.
They will seek to use both old and new technology in innovative ways to defeat our
advantages. Terrorism will remain the primary tactic of choice for actors to conduct
warfare “on the cheap”. Both state and non-state actors will seek weapons of mass
destruction through proliferation. Increasingly, states will attempt to deny our abil-
ity to operate in key regions, through the development and proliferation of ballistic
missile systems, or by exploiting space and cyberspace. Taken together, these are
diverse threats that require a broad set of means.

Winning our current wars means investment in our hard won irregular warfare
expertise. That core competency must be institutionalized and supported in the com-
ing years. However, we must also stay balanced and maintain our advantage in the
conventional arena. In the air, this advantage requires sufficient strike aircraft and
munitions capable of assuring air superiority and holding difficult targets at risk.
At sea, we require sustained presence and capacity supported by a robust ship-
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building program. On the ground, we must accelerate the modernization of our com-
bat brigades and regiments. Without question, these are expensive undertakings.
But our present security challenges demand them.

Countering weapons of mass destruction means investing in new research, secur-
ing nuclear materials, and preparing a layered defense. Improving our ability to
neutralize and render safe critical targets is vital. We maintain the ability to re-
spond to their use against our citizens. But while improving responsiveness to the
use of such weapons is critical, more important is to counter their proliferation and
deter their use. I advocate diverse investments in nuclear forensics and expanding
our biological threat program, in addition to continuing investment in the highly ef-
fective counterproliferation programs that are central to our success in this critical
endeavor. These relatively small funds will have a disproportionately positive im-
pact on our security.

The ability of potential adversaries to challenge our freedom of movement and the
peaceful use of the global commons—sea, air, space, and cyberspace—has grown in
recent years. Anti access-technologies and capabilities are proliferating, which could
prevent us from deterring conflict in some regions. We must preserve our ability to
gain access even when political, geographical or operational factors try to deny us
the same. This requires funding for improvements to our missile defense capabili-
ties, expanded long range and prompt global strike systems, and hardened forward
bases. Threats in cyberspace are increasing faster than our ability to adequately de-
fend against them. Cyber attacks can cripple critical infrastructure, impose signifi-
cant costs, and undermine operational capabilities. Meanwhile, space-based systems
critical to our global awareness and connectivity are aging and have proven vulner-
able. A determined enemy could degrade existing space systems, significantly im-
pacting our strategic intelligence and warning capabilities, as well as global posi-
tioning and communication. I ask Congress to support the stand-up of U.S. Cyber-
Command and provide funding for cyber and space initiatives to redress these grow-
ing and worrisome vulnerabilities.

Rising states may present a strategic challenge, but also offer opportunities. Chi-
na’s economic strength, military capability, and global influence continue to grow.
While our military relations remain generally constructive, we seek much more
openness and transparency from China regarding the growth of its conventional and
nuclear defense forces. We also believe that China can—and should—accept greater
responsibility for and partner more willingly to safeguard the global trade and in-
vestment infrastructure. This requires Beijing to work more collaboratively when
determining fair access to transportation corridors and natural resources. China
also should demonstrate greater clarity in its military investments. Absent a more
forthcoming China in these critical areas, we must prudently consider known Chi-
nese capabilities, in addition to stated intentions. As we seek to establish a contin-
uous military-to-military dialogue to reconcile uncertainties and gain trust, we will
pursue common interests in agreed upon areas such as counter-piracy, counter-pro-
liferation, search and rescue, humanitarian assistance and disaster relief. As a Pa-
cific Rim nation with longstanding interests throughout Asia, we will continue to
play a vigorous regional role.

Our present dialogue with Russia is multi-faceted. It acknowledges points of con-
tention as well as opportunities to “reset” our relationship on a positive trajectory.
We seek Moscow’s cooperation in reducing the number and role of strategic nuclear
weapons. These discussions have been constructive, and negotiations are near fru-
ition. I believe the resulting treaty will benefit the United States, Russia, and the
world. Moscow has also helped us establish a supplemental logistics distribution line
into Afghanistan. Russia also helped our diplomats pressure Iran, and we look to-
ward Moscow to do even more in this process. On the other hand, Russia continues
to reassert a special sphere of influence with its neighbors. The Russian military
is simultaneously modernizing its strategic forces and many conventional forces.
Our obligations under Article V of NATO remain clear and we remain poised to ful-
fill them.

North Korea’s autocratic government makes it a persistent wild card in Asia.
Today, Pyongyang continues to pursue intercontinental ballistic missile tech-
nologies, develop nuclear weapons, and export weapons in contravention to inter-
national law and treaties. It also maintains an unfortunate and threatening posture
toward our ally South Korea, and an unhelpful disposition toward our ally Japan.

Of course, we can best defend our interests and maintain global order when we
partner with like-minded nations. By forging close military-to-military relations
with an expanding number of nations—providing training, equipment, advice, and
education—we increase the number of states that are interested and capable of
partnering with us. While tending to long-term allies, we should also cultivate our
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relationships with other liked-minded powers around the world. Making a small in-
vestment now will pay dividends in reducing our security burden and global risk.
We need full funding of Defense Theater Security Cooperation programs, Inter-
national Military Education and Training activities, and the many security assist-
ance programs managed by the Department of State. Preventative strategies require
providing foreign partners with the capacity to promote stability and counter-
terrorism. With your help, we have made considerable strides in adapting our tools
for security force assistance, but more is needed. I urge your complete support of
the Global Train and Equip initiatives (under section 1206 authorities), the future
evolution of the Global Stability fund (under section 1207 authorities), as well as
funding for special operations to combat terrorism (under section 1208 authorities).
The majority of threats facing the United States require integrated interagency
and international initiatives. Supporting interagency cooperation programs, to in-
clude expanding the number of exchanges between the Department of Defense and
other Executive Agencies, will improve interagency capacity to meet future security
threats as well. Please urge your colleagues who oversee the Department of State
to fully fund Secretary Clinton’s requests. I ask Congress to promote legislation that
increases the expeditionary capacity of non-military Executive Agencies. Our future
security concerns require a whole-of-government effort, not just a military one.

CONCLUSION

This past year witnessed significant achievements by America’s men and women
in uniform. Their efforts and sacrifices—as part of a learning and adapting organi-
zation—have sustained us through more than 8 years of continuous war. Thanks to
them we are in position to finish well in Iraq. Thanks to them, we can begin to turn
the corner in Afghanistan and Pakistan. In conjunction with our many partner na-
tions, they’ve provided humanitarian relief assistance to millions, helped contain a
threatening HIN1 pandemic, expanded support to national law enforcement for en-
hanced border security, and disrupted terrorist sanctuaries world-wide. Thanks to
them, we have a global presence protecting our national security and prosperity.

The demands of the present remain high, and our military role in national secu-
rity remains substantial. This will continue for the foreseeable future. Yet as I have
testified before this body in past appearances, the military serves America best
when we support, rather than lead U.S. foreign policy.

On behalf of all men and women under arms, I wish to thank Congress for your
unwavering support for our troops in the field, their families at home, and our ef-
forts to rebalance and reform the force to assure that we win the wars we are in
and are poised to win those we are most likely to face in the future.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much, Admiral.

We'll try a 5-minute first round here. Mr. Secretary, the change
in our Afghanistan policy is what drove the requirement, appar-
ently, for a supplemental funding request this year. Is it your goal
to avoid a supplemental funding request for fiscal year 2011?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir, it is. Our hope would be that the
OCO’s approach is a preferred way to do this. As we saw this time
unforeseen circumstances brought us up here to defend another
supplemental. I think I'm on the record last year as expressing the
hope we wouldn’t be doing another one of those, but here I am. But
it is our intent that for fiscal year 2011 the OCO fund would be
sufficient.

Chairman LEVIN. Mr. Secretary, the President, you, the Admiral,
and others have all pointed out that a principal mission for our
forces in Afghanistan is the training up of the Afghan security
forces to take over responsibility for the security of their country.
Yet our NATO allies are 90 percent short of meeting their commit-
ment for trainers for the Afghan troops. These are the ones who
are in that early 8-week basic training period, not out in the field,
where I think we’re doing very well and we are meeting what the
goals are in terms of kind of on-the-job training, partnering unit
with unit.
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But back to that basic training, the NATO non-U.S. countries
committed 2,000 trainers. They've produced 200. Now, what are we
going to do to get General Caldwell those additional trainers which
are so essential?

Secretary GATES. My understanding is that General Caldwell’s
short about 1700 trainers. Our hope is that with the additional
commitments of somewhere between 7 and 10,000 additional forces
by our NATO and other partners, that out of that number we can
more than fill the requirement for trainers. Certainly Admiral
Stavridis, General Petraeus, and General McChrystal have been
talking to them about this. But I might add, Admiral Mullen just
met with the heads of the European militaries last week. I might
ask him for a comment.

Chairman LEVIN. If you could just briefly say, are you confident
that the need is going to be filled, because it’s just totally unaccept-
able that the commitment is made and then not kept?

Admiral MULLEN. We all agree it’s unacceptable. It’s the top pri-
ority there and it’s a top priority from this meeting with some 28-
plus CHODs to go back to their capitals and meet. There’s a con-
ference later this month to focus specifically on that.

Chairman LEVIN. The “CHOD,” what does that mean?

Admiral MULLEN. Sorry. My counterparts, the chiefs of defense
for these countries in NATO.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Secretary Gates, the BMDR report says that, in contrast to the
practice over the last decade of fielding missile defense capabilities
that were still being developed, that the administration “will take
a different approach, best described as fly before you buy, which
will result in a posture based on proven technology in order to im-
prove reliability, confidence, and cost control.” That’s a welcome
change.

My question: Will we be deploying ground-based interceptors
(GBIs) that have not been tested and demonstrated?

Secretary GATES. We have deployed GBIs at Fort Greely. We
have a very aggressive test program that has been successful. We
believe that those interceptors give us the capability to deal with
launches from either Iran or North Korea, a small-scale threat.

The fact is we are continuing—in addition to robustly funding in-
creases in theater level missile defense, we will also continue to
spend. We have in this budget $1.35 billion to continue the devel-
opment and test program for the GBIs, both the three-stage that
are now deployed and the two-stage that we were going to deploy
in Poland.

So I think we, both for homeland security and for our allies and
our troops in the field, have very strong programs going forward.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator McCain.

Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, do you believe that the Christ-
mas?bomber should be tried in civilian court or by military commis-
sion?

Secretary GATES. Senator, I would defer to the Attorney General
and the proper jurisdiction for such people.

Senator MCCAIN. When you fill out your form when we confirm
you for the U.S. Senate, you sign that you would give your honest
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and candid opinion in response to questions. Do you want to give
me an opinion?

Secretary GATES. My honest opinion is that I think that the At-
torney General is in the best position to judge where these people
get tried. After all, we have

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you very much.

It was reported in the media that “When President Obama con-
vened his national security team on January 5 to discuss the
Christmas incident, the decision to charge the suspect in Federal
court was specifically discussed and again nobody present raised
any objection to it. In fact, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates made
the point that even if Abdulmutallab had been transferred to mili-
tary custody, it is unlikely that any more information could have
been gleaned from him since enhanced interrogation techniques
have been banned by the administration.”

Is that a true depiction of your view?

Secretary GATES. What I actually said was that I believed that
a team of highly experienced Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)
and other interrogators could be as effective in interrogating the
prisoner as anyone operating under the Military Field Manual.

Senator MCCAIN. So that’s a direct contradiction to the Michael
Isikoff piece in Newsweek magazine. So you agree with Director of
National Intelligence Blair when he said “We did not invoke the
HIG”—that’s the trained interrogators—“in this case. We would
have.” Do you agree with Admiral Blair?

Secretary GATES. I think we did not have the high-level interro-
gators there that we now have protocols in place to ensure would
be present in such a situation.

Senator MCCAIN. Do you agree that they should have been there?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator McCAIN. Do you believe it was possible in 50 minutes to
exhaust the possibilities for getting all of the information that was
needed from the Christmas bomber?

Secretary GATES. I'm just not in a position to know the answer
to that, Senator.

Senator MCCAIN. I see. Again, media reports state that you
thought so.

Is it your view that, absent enhanced interrogation techniques,
that the Intelligence Community provides no value in the interro-
gation of a terrorist?

Secretary GATES. No, I don’t believe that.

Senator MCcCAIN. Well, I thank you.

On the issue of the F-35, to what do you attribute the fact that
you were not appraised of all the major problems associated with
the program last summer, when it seems to me you needed to be?

Secretary GATES. We had not yet undertaken at that time, Sen-
ator McCain, an independent cost analysis that is now one of the
requirements under the Acquisition Reform Act that you passed
last year. Our Under Secretary for Acquisition launched such an
exercise. He himself spent about 2 weeks full-time looking into the
F-35 program, and as a result of the independent cost estimate
and his own investigation came to the conclusions that the program
required restructuring.
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Senator MCCAIN. Can you give us, either verbally or in writing,
the delays and cost overruns that we now expect?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir. I would say that, in terms of delivery,
even with the restructured program, we still expect the training
squadron to be at Eglin in 2011. We expect initial operational capa-
bility (IOC) for the Marine Corps in 2012, for the Air Force in
2013, and the Navy in 2014, the fourth quarter of 2014.

There will be fewer delivered aircrafts at IOC. That’s the result
of reducing the production ramp, as has been recommended to deal
with some of the issues associated with that.

[The information referred to follows:]

At the time of this hearing, the Department knew that the Joint Strike Fighter
Program would need additional funding of approximately $3 billion to complete the
System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase. Additionally, SDD would re-
quire an additional 13 months to complete. Procurement costs were also estimated
to be higher. The Department reduced the procurement ramp to align with rec-
ommendations from an Independent Manufacturing Review Team, to pay for the in-
creased development costs and to reduce concurrency.

Since the hearing, the Department has benefited, and will continue to benefit,
from insight gained during the Nunn McCurdy review, and the subsequent bottoms
up Technical Baseline Review of the development and test program. The Depart-
ment is utilizing all of the independent reviews, analysis, and actual program per-
formance from the past year to develop the fiscal year 2012 budget, and document
the cost and schedule for the program going forward. That work is still ongoing.

Senator MCCAIN. Well, in conclusion, given your responsibilities
to the men and women who are serving in the military in the de-
fense of this Nation, I hope you will come to a conclusion as to how
enemy combatants should be treated as far as their trials are con-
cerned and our ability to assure the American people that they will
not be returning to the battlefield, and whether they should be
tried and incarcerated in the United States rather than Guanta-
namo. I look forward to your views on that because I view that
clearly in your area of responsibility, not the Attorney General,
who has obviously botched this one very, very badly.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCain.

Senator Akaka.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I want to add my welcome to Secretary Gates and Admiral
Mullen for being here to discuss the 2011 defense budget, and to
thank you for your service and the service of all the men and
women in our Armed Forces, and I also welcome Mr. Hale.

Secretary Gates, you have mentioned that beyond winning the
wars themselves, the treatment of our wounded and ill is your
highest priority. As a result of today’s continuing conflicts, the psy-
chological effects of those conflicts within the ranks of the U.S.
military have never been more profound. Secretary Gates, what do
we need to improve our treatment of mental illness and how does
this budget address that?

Secretary GATES. Well, as Admiral Mullen mentioned in his
opening statement, there is over $1 billion in this budget for the
treatment of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) and TBI. All of
the Services have very extensive programs for dealing with psycho-
logical problems. All of the leadership, I think, have weighed in on
this very heavily.
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I would say that there are two problems that we still are wres-
tling with. One is the shortage of mental health care providers. We
are—and frankly, we've discovered it’s a national shortage; it’s not
just a shortage in the military, because we’re all over the country
trying to hire these people. We’ve hired a lot, I think something on
the order of 1,000 or 1,400 over the last 18 months or so. But we
still need more.

The second is still overcoming the stigma of seeking help, of get-
ting not only our soldiers, but also their families, to get the psycho-
logical help that is available to them.

But let me ask Admiral Mullen if he’d like to add a word or two.

Admiral MULLEN. I think the Secretary has captured the two big
issues. We dramatically increased the number of mental health
providers in recent years, but we're still short. We’re just beginning
to understand the real impacts of TBI.

Then the other piece I would ask for your help on is, how do we
work with other committees here? Secretary Gates and Secretary
Shinseki have certainly set the standard shoulder-to-shoulder that
both DOD and VA need to work this together, because many of
these young people transition certainly from DOD to VA. I really
believe it has to be a three-part team that includes communities
throughout the country.

So how do we ensure that those who sacrifice so much receive
the care across this entire continuum, and we understand their
needs, which change over time. It’s those who suffer greatly in uni-
form, but it’s also families who have been under great stress. So
that would be the third piece that I would add to the Secretary’s
answer.

Senator AKAKA. Mr. Secretary, IEDs remain the number one
cause of casualties in Afghanistan. The administration recently an-
nounced the deployment of 30,000 additional U.S. troops to Afghan-
istan. As a result, more of our men and women will be exposed and
vulnerable to this deadly form of attack. The Joint IED Defeat Or-
ganization was created to lead and coordinate all DOD actions in
support of combatant commanders’ efforts to defeat IEDs as weap-
ons of strategic influence. Mr. Secretary, what is your assessment
of DOD’s efforts in protecting our troops against IEDs, and if im-
provement is needed what can be done to improve those results?

Secretary GATES. Senator, I think that we have a number of very
forward-leaning efforts to try and deal with the challenge of IEDs.
My concern a few months ago was that these efforts were not ade-
quately integrated and put together in a way that we derive max-
imum benefit from the efforts that we had under way.

I asked the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Tech-
nology, and Logistics, as well as General Jay Paxton, to co-chair an
effort, a short-term effort, to see what more we could do, both in
terms of better structure for how we deal with this problem, but
also if there were some specific areas where additional attention
was needed. They've brought to me some recommendations in
terms of significant enhancements for long-term full-motion video
so we can watch roads, we can watch the areas around our en-
campments, aerostats, a variety of other technical solutions.

The commanders have increased the requirement for the MRAP
vehicles, particularly the ATVs, so there is an additional require-
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ment that actually is already funded or is taken care of in this
budget for about 10,000 more MRAPs. 6,600 of those will be the all-
terrain version that are designed especially for Afghanistan to pro-
tect our troops.

So we have a number of efforts. There were identified problems,
such as the labs we had—we had a lot of labs working the IED
problem in Iraq. We hadn’t put as many labs into Afghanistan yet.
So this is a dynamic process and I would say to you we have a
number of initiatives under way to improve the strong work that
was already being done, because this is absolutely the worst killer
and maimer of our troops and we are, with your support, sparing
no expense and no effort to try and reduce those casualties.

The MRAPs have made a huge difference, but the enemy is a
thinking enemy and they change their tactics and their structures.

Another thing we’re doing is, a very high percentage in Afghani-
stan of these IEDs are made from the fertilizer component ammo-
nium nitrate, which is illegal in Afghanistan. So now we're estab-
lishing an effort to try and hit the smuggling networks that bring
this ammonium nitrate in to be used for these IEDs.

But we have a lot of different efforts going on, and if the com-
mittee is interested I'd be happy to have Secretary Carter and Gen-
eral Paxton come up and brief on their endeavors.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Akaka.

Senator Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me start off by saying I disagree with Senator McCain on his
statements on the C-17 and I disagree with him on the statements,
his past statements on the F-22. It concerns me that we keep hear-
ing, well, this is something that the military doesn’t want, they
didn’t ask for, and all that. Then I go over there and that’s not
their attitude at all. They have needs over there. Our lift capacity
is in dire straits. We're still using those old, beat-up C—130E mod-
els that we keep losing engines on. We actually lost two engines
on one not too long ago when I was over there.

The state of the art is still there in the C-17s and I think that
we are going to have to do some surgery on that and some of the
other things on this budget when the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee gets together.

Now, on the F-22, just yesterday we read about the T-50 that
they’re coming out with, a fifth generation that the Russians have.
I'm not at all as confident as everyone else is that our F-35s are
going to be on line when we say; as Senator McCain just said, that
we have cost overruns, we have problems that just recently have
surfaced. I'm concerned about this.

I guess if we’re down to 187 F—22s, and I think out of that what,
only 120 are actually combat-ready and used for combat. Yet, as I
read this article on the T-50, they're starting to crank these things
out and India, is talking about buying 200 of them. Who knows
who else is going to be buying them?

So I am concerned about it. I guess it goes beyond just that. I
look at the Senate Armed Services Committee. On these two vehi-
cles I mentioned, the F-22 and the C-17—in Oklahoma I don’t
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have a dog in that fight. We don’t have any parochial interest
there. But it’s the capability that we’re going to need.

I look and I see and remember so well testimony that our defense
for 100 years averaged 5.7 percent of gross domestic products
(GDP). It’s now down to 3.7 and, as you project it by the figures
that I'm getting, it will go down to 3 percent by 2019. This is what
really concerns me, is we're just not doing the job that we need to
be doing to defend America, if you consider that the number one
function of government, which I happen to.

I do agree with Senator McCain on his concern over pulling the
rug out from under Eastern Europe on the third site. I read some-
thing yesterday that Russia doesn’t want us to have any ground-
based capability. I don’t know.

I guess the first thing I would ask you, Mr. Secretary—and I
should know this, but I don’t: If we’re talking about having the ca-
pability of the SM-3 and getting that working, where would it be
used? Is this Aegis or where would we have this capability?

Secretary GATES. In the initial phase it would be based on ships,
but we have money in the budget for a land-based Standard mis-
sile. So it would be deployed in Europe and perhaps elsewhere, de-
pending on the agreements that we reached with other countries.

Senator INHOFE. You don’t think you’ll have a little bit of a prob-
lem, in that we negotiated, and we went over there, with the Czech
Republic for its radar and then Poland for the site of the GBI, and
then changed our minds? Isn’t that going to create a little bit of
a problem, or have you already initiated any kind of a discussion
with any of the European countries to have that capability there?

Secretary GATES. Yes, and in fact we've reached agreement with
the Poles already to move advanced Patriots into Poland. So I
think, frankly, we——

Senator INHOFE. That’s a different capability than getting up,
what we were talking about before.

Secretary GATES. As I say, I don’t think we’ll have a problem.

Senator INHOFE. Okay. All right.

Well, Army modernization, I've been concerned about that. :00k
at our capability on the Non-Line-of-Sight (NLOS) cannon. First we
were going to have a Crusader and then that was axed by the Re-
publicans, by President Bush, right when we were in negotiations,
I might add, in the Senate Armed Services Committee on putting
together a program. So I'm concerned about that.

Now we do have the Paladin Integrated Management program
and that’s good on the Paladin. But I have to tell you, that’s the
same technology they had when I was in the U.S. Army, so I am
concerned about that.

I'm concerned that General Casey and General Chiarelli both
have stated many times that we’re burning up equipment as soon
as they can be procured. Yet the Army procurement funding de-
creased in this budget by $31 billion from fiscal year 2008 to fiscal
year 2010. Is that a good idea?

Secretary GATES. I think a good part of that was for the Army’s
Future Combat Vehicle and we’re restructuring that program, and
I think that you’ll see a significant increase when the Army moves
into production of that vehicle.
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Senator INHOFE. Well, I hope that’s the case and I hope that
we're here to be able to see that as a reality.

My time has expired, but just one last question if I could, Mr.
Chairman. On the section 1206, 1207, 1208, and so forth, the 1206
is fine. I appreciate the fact that we have enhanced that program
and some of the others. The 1207, that’s the civilian-to-civilian.
That now is going to go back to the State Department, and one of
the original reasons we wanted to have this in the DOD was the
timing, so that when a decision is made we’ll be able to get it done.
Do you think that’s a good move or do you think we should try to
reverse that in terms of the 1207 in the train and equip program
to bring it back the way it is today?

Secretary GATES. First of all, Senator, I want to thank you for
your support and your help on section 1206, 1207, and 1208. But
I think when I testified here last year the plan was to begin trans-
ferring the 1207 money to the State Department. I think the plan
you have in front of you essentially simply accelerates that process.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Inhofe.

Senator Ben Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me add my appreciation to you and your families for your
distinguished service.

I've long been an advocate for benchmarks or measures of
progress and I think we need to continue to do so objectively so we
can gauge our efforts in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. I know
this administration, as well as our NATO allies, are committed to
objective benchmarks for measurement and we’ve done so with past
strategies, and we’ve all talked about this so many times, most re-
cently in December, about both Afghanistan and Pakistan.

During that hearing in December, it was noted that measures of
progress were being used and evaluated. I thought at that time
those benchmarks would be forthcoming to our committee, but at
least I have yet to see them. It seems to me that one of the most
important times to inform the process is at the very onset of any
change, and as this mission changes course, the way in which we
measure efforts will change as well.

Have comprehensive and final benchmarks or measures of
progress been developed to reflect this new strategy, and if so when
will these be made to the committee? Secretary Gates?

Secretary GATES. I think they have and I frankly thought that
they had already been provided to the committee, and I'll check on
it after the hearing.

[The information referred to follows:]

In accordance with section 1117 of the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2009
(Public Law 111-32), the President submitted to Congress on September 24, 2009,
a statement of the objectives of U.S. policy with respect to Afghanistan and Paki-
stan, and the metrics to be utilized to assess progress toward achieving such objec-
tives. Section 1117 also includes a reporting requirement to provide Congress an as-
sessment of the progress of U.S. Government efforts in achieving the objectives of
U.S. policy by March 30, 2010, and every 180 days thereafter using the metrics sub-

mitted in September 2009. The President will submit the first report in Mach 2010
and semi-annually thereafter.

Senator BEN NELSON. Okay, thank you.
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Could you talk a little bit about some of the areas of measure-
ment that would be in these measures of progress?

Secretary GATES. I think a couple that are pretty obvious are are
the Afghans meeting their recruitment goals for the Afghan na-
tional security forces, are they meeting their goals in terms of lim-
iting attrition, how many—are they meeting the number of units
being fielded that are in the plan, are they—there are benchmarks
associated with their training. So I think those are the kinds of
things, at least with respect to the security forces, that we’re talk-
ing about.

Senator BEN NELSON. Do we have anything that we might relate
to our measures of progress with respect to our particular efforts?

Secretary GATES. I think in some respects the President has
made his expectations pretty clear. He has some clear expectations
and is benchmarking us on how fast we can get 30,000 troops into
Afghanistan and watching that carefully. I think he has clearly set
a marker in terms of beginning to transfer security authority to the
Afghans beginning in July 2011, so that’s a clear benchmark that
must be met. So I think we do have some.

Another for us is the number of civilians we’re getting into Af-
ghanistan from the State Department, USAID, and other agencies.

Senator BEN NELSON. Are you working with the State Depart-
ment jointly in that effort? Because I know they’ve set some meas-
ures of progress of their own.

Secretary GATES. Absolutely. This is as integrated an effort as
I've ever seen the U.S. Government undertake.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you.

I'd like to talk to you just a second about our contractor conver-
sion efforts. You announced in the spring of 2009 that DOD would
scale back the role of contractors in support services. Quite hon-
estly, my sense is that for too many years we were outsourcing too
much with perhaps too little emphasis on why and whether it was
justified.

But regardless of the makeup, outsourcing or insourcing has to
make sense and be oriented towards the best utilization of re-
sources, both money and people. Is there in place a strategic plan
for the right mix of contractor, government, civilian, and military
personnel, and what are we doing to execute such a plan?

Secretary GATES. First of all, our goal is to take the number of
contractors in DOD as a percentage of the workforce back to where
it was prior to September 11, which would mean taking it from 39
percent to 26 percent. The plan—first of all, I think one of the ef-
fects of what we have seen in Iraq in particular has been the re-
vival of acquisition in a couple of the Services where that as a ca-
reer field had withered. I think this is particularly true in the
Army, where a number of measures, including the allocation of
general officer positions and so on, to revive that career field as an
attractive career field. Some other Services have done better.

I think that Under Secretary Carter has a clear idea of the right
mix between contractors and civilians. But I think that the first
place we need to look is that we probably shouldn’t have contrac-
tors evaluating contractors. So I think that’s the first area as we
make these conversions, which I might add are on track 1 year in.
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Senator BEN NELSON. My time has expired. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Just to implement the point Senator Nelson
made, I believe in this year’s budget proposal you are proposing
maybe 10,000 contractor jobs be eliminated and changed over to
employees of DOD. I don’t know the exact number, but is that not
true? It’s in the budget?

Secretary GATES. Our goal is 20,000, to increase the number of
acquisition professionals from 127,000 to 147,000. 10,000 of those
will be the conversion of contractor jobs to civil service jobs. An-
other 10,000 will be new hires.

Chairman LEVIN. That’s in this year’s budget, is that correct?

Secretary GATES. That’s correct.

Chairman LEVIN. I just wanted to clarify that point.

Admiral MULLEN. 20,000 total is over 2010 to 2014, Senator
Levin.

Chairman LEVIN. Over 4 years.

Admiral MULLEN. Right.

Chairman LEVIN. How many in this year’s budget?

Admiral MULLEN. The total is about 6,000. That would include
acquisition and everything else. I'll have to get you the number
specifically for acquisition.

Chairman LEVIN. To clarify the benchmarks point made by Sen-
ator Nelson, which he’s been very persistent on, to the benefit of
everybody in the Nation, the only thing that we’ve received from
DOD is a draft set of benchmarks and they were classified. So he
is right, we have not received benchmarks, although we were prom-
ised them. We need both the benchmarks, but also in an unclassi-
fied way.

Secretary GATES. The benchmarks that I was talking about were
interagency benchmarks that had been agreed, and those were the
ones that I thought had been delivered and I'll pursue after the
hearing.

[The information referred to follows:]

In accordance with section 1117 of the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2009
(Public Law 111-32), the President submitted to Congress on September 24, 2009,
a statement of the objectives of U.S. policy with respect to Afghanistan and Paki-
stan, and the metrics to be utilized to assess progress toward achieving such objec-
tives. Section 1117 also includes a reporting requirement to provide Congress an as-
sessment of the progress of U.S. Government efforts in achieving the objectives of
U.S. policy by March 30, 2010, and every 180 days thereafter using the metrics sub-

mitted in September 2009. The President will submit the first report in march 2010
and semi-annually thereafter.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. Thank you.

Senator Sessions.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your good lead-
ership. You're an excellent chairman. We do have a lot on the agen-
da today: talking about the defense budget, the QDR, two wars, the
BMDR, DADT, terrorist trials. I guess I would just say, I don’t
think we can do it all justice today. I hope we’ll have more hearings
as we go forward. Some of them, we need the Secretary of Defense
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs.

Just briefly, Mr. Secretary, on the Christmas Day bomber. I saw
your former colleague, Attorney General Mukasey, this morning on
the television pointing out that, yes, they tried Moussaui in Federal
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court, he tried the case as a Federal judge at the time, but he pled
guilty and the sentencing phase took a year. He said it was made
into a circus. He pointed out that Guantanamo was created for the
purpose of these kind of trials.

When a person like the Christmas Day bomber leaves Yemen
armed with a bomb from al Qaeda, on directions of al Qaeda, and
flies into the United States, I suggest he’s an unlawful enemy com-
batant and perfectly suited for detention and trial, if need be a
trial, in military custody. I think DOD needs to know about those
things because the intelligence that could be gathered from a pro-
longed interrogation by people knowledgeable in Yemen could have
added greatly to this.

Now he’s been advised he has a right to a lawyer. He’s no longer
going to cooperate or talk. He’s going to be entitled to a speedy
trial. There are a lot of problems with that.

So I just hope you will be alert to that as it goes by. I think the
military has a real responsibility.

I just would briefly say that I've come to understand and feel
more strongly about the concern Senator McCain has about setting
an absolute date for beginning to leave in 2011. We'll hardly have
our troops in place by then, the surge in place by then. We see
things like President Karzai beginning to talk to the Taliban. It
makes you wonder if he’s looking beyond our departure date. I
worry about that.

Mr. Secretary, you talked about the supplemental. I've been baf-
fled a bit by that. It seems to me that when you’re in a war, a sup-
plemental is an appropriate way to handle funding for that. To try
to force into the baseline budget funding specifically for these two
operations, with a couple hundred thousand troops deployed, is not
a good policy. Why do you feel like we should do this only within
the baseline budget?

Secretary GATES. I absolutely do not believe we should do it
within the baseline budget. I think that the purpose of providing
the OCOs funding budget is I think that it’s actually in response
to considerable pressure from Congress for greater——

Senator SESSIONS. I know you have gotten pressure from Con-
gress on that.

Secretary GATES.—greater predictability——

Senator SESSIONS. But not out of me.

Secretary GATES.—greater predictability about how much is
going to be spent in these wars, and so that those budgets can be
considered within the framework of the normal consideration of the
budget. So I think that it’s certainly not a part of the base budget,
but it is provided in advance in a way that gives Congress the op-
portunity to review it in the same way it reviews the rest of the
budget.

Senator SESSIONS. I'm not sure. It seems we should be able to re-
view the supplemental as well. But I guess in a way you're creating
a discrete funding program that we could review, and maybe that
would be acceptable.

Admiral Mullen, with regard to our procurement of major weap-
ons systems, I know that DOD has focused on life cycle costs, and
I guess you would agree that things such as fuel and maintenance
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are important factors to evaluate if you’re going to evaluate the
cost of a weapons system over a period of years?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir.

Senator SESSIONS. I know we did that on the tanker aircraft. In
fact, fuel and that sort of things are counted as evaluating that air-
craft. Should that be applied to a procurement program like the
LCS; the cost of fuel over its lifetime, should that be accounted for?

Admiral MULLEN. I've long been concerned about life cycle costs.
Senator Sessions, I think you know that long before now. The Sec-
retary pointed out, and I think very importantly, in his opening
statement that the programs that he cut last year actually had
some life cycle value focused on about $330 billion. As far as what’s
in a request for proposal (RFP) and what it’s going to be focused
on, that’s something that I really can’t comment on——

Senator SESSIONS. I don’t know. We have an RFP in the LCS
that I’'m told does not have any factor for fuel costs.

Admiral MULLEN. You know more about it than I do. I haven’t
seen it.

Senator SESSIONS. If that’s so, would you be willing to look at it
and ask questions if that’s a wise decision?

Admiral MULLEN. Again, as I said, for a long time I've been con-
cerned about life cycle costs. Actually, I think one of the weak-
nesses of the acquisition system is typically that the line is not in-
volved in it. The uniformed side is not involved in that. So I'm not
involved from that point of view and would under actually no cir-
cumstances see an RFP or look at its evaluation criteria in what
I'm doing right now.

Senator SESSIONS. I would think it would be your ultimate re-
sponsibility as part of the procurement of the Department to see
that at least basic requirements are being met. I think I hear you
say that life cycle costs, which certainly would include fuel, should
be a factor in evaluation of the bids or the proposals. Wouldn’t it?

Admiral MULLEN. I've said life cycle costs are an important factor
and have been for a long time.

Senator SESSIONS. We'll have to follow up on that.

Thank you very much.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. Thank you very much.

Senator Udall is next.

Senator UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Good morning, gentlemen. Thank you for being here with us
today.

Secretary Gates, we have a proposal from the President which I
fully support, to freeze nondiscretionary spending for nondefense
programs in fiscal year 2011. I think we’re going to face tighter
budgets in future years and we may have the potential need to trip
Pentagon budgets as well. Could you talk about how you’re pos-
turing DOD to be able to react to that potential?

Secretary GATES. First of all, I think that the situation out there
in the world doesn’t change, and the world is becoming more com-
plex and I would say more dangerous, rather than less so. I think
that as people think about where we are, there are many reasons
for the deficit and DOD certainly spends a lot of money. But if you
look at where DOD is today, it’s very much within historical norms
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in terms of both GDP and a percentage of the budget in terms of
what we're spending.

That said, I would tell you that if DOD received significant re-
ductions in its budget, that we would have to sacrifice force struc-
ture. We cannot do it any other way. So the result of that would
be a reduction in military capability and a reduction in our flexi-
bility.

Senator UDALL. If I might, let me thank you for your focus on
acquisition reform. I want to associate myself with Senator
McCain’s remarks and I hope that this committee will continue to
support you as you make some tough decisions, so that we extract
every penny of value from every dollar that we spend. I just want
to acknowledge the important work you’ve done there.

Let me turn to Afghanistan. Senator Sessions expressed some
concern, but I would like to comment that you make peace with
your enemies, not with your friends. I've been interested, Admiral
Mullen, in the re-integration of the low-level Taliban proposals that
have been forthcoming. There was a recent conference I believe in
the United Kingdom some significant monies pledged.

Could you comment on those plans to the extent that you’re com-
fortable?

Admiral MULLEN. The reintegration piece is clearly an important
piece of this, and every commander feels that way. Very specifi-
cally, the reintegration is really bringing those who are literally the
fighters who are against us right now, bringing them into the fold.
In fact, General McChrystal is very focused on that. We are in the
execution of this strategy which includes that, so getting everybody
on the same page for exactly what it means and how rapidly it
happens or doesn’t happen is where we are very much at the begin-
ning. But we think it is an important part. There is no view at this
point that is a panacea, because we just don’t see that many at this
point.

The other term that is used that I think it’s very important to
understand is the reconciliation piece, which is a term that is fo-
cused on I would call the senior leadership of the Taliban or the
senior leadership of the enemy—much more complex, and Presi-
dent Karzai has made it clear that he wants to get on this path.
But again, it’s at the beginning. We're at the beginning of that
process.

I think we have to be clear about the terms and what they mean,
and also look at a realistic pace in terms of both expectations and
actually what’s happening. In that regard, we’re just at the begin-
ning.

Senator UDALL. Let me turn to Iraq. We have elections looming.
There is some increased violence. Do you still believe we’re on
schedule to redeploy, as General Odierno has put in place?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir, I do. We were very focused on the
elections in early March. It’s the elections after which we start
coming down fairly dramatically, 104,000 today is what we have on
the ground. We will come down to approximately 50,000 by August.
In that timeframe, another big issue is they will be standing up a
government and it will take them several months to do that, sort
of the summertime, to stand up this newly-elected government.
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So it’s a great time of transition. General Odierno, and Ambas-
sador Hill on the civilian side, are very focused on all aspects of
that. But right now, overall the indicators are positive.

Senator UDALL. I see that my time’s expired. I want to thank you
again for your leadership and for this comprehensive set of state-
ments today and for a budget, Secretary Gates, that I think clearly
leads us in the right direction.

Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Udall.

Senator Thune.

Senator THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, Admiral, thank you for your outstanding service
and for appearing today and responding to some of our questions.

Secretary Gates, I wanted to take up with you the recommenda-
tions in the budget and the QDR. Going back to the 2006 QDR,
there was a recommendation in there to develop a follow-on bomb-
er. You've made it clear that you support the development of a new
bomber. Last April you opted not to pursue a development program
for a follow-on Air Force bomber until you had a better under-
standing of the need, the requirement, and the technology.

As part of the effort to better understand the requirement for a
new bomber, I also understand that you stood up a Tiger Team to
do an in-depth study of long-range strike in the new QDR. In read-
ing the new QDR on page 33, it looks, however, like you have still
not made a decision to move forward with the new bomber pro-
gram, but instead have commissioned yet another study.

My question is, what conclusions were drawn by the Tiger Team
regarding the development of a new bomber and are those conclu-
sions available to us, at least in writing for the record?

Secretary GATES. I will get you an answer for the record on that,
Senator. But there is, I think, $1.7 billion in the budget for next
generation bomber and long-range strike. I think one of the issues
that we're still wrestling with is what kind of a bomber would we
be looking for. Do we want a stand-off bomber? Do we want an at-
tack bomber? Do we want a manned bomber or an unmanned
bomber? Or do we want variations, where you could have a plat-
form that could serve both purposes?

I think we still have a lot of life left in the B-52s, as old as they
are, and there is modernization money for both them and the B-—
2s in the budget. We're talking about a bomber that would prob-
ably not appear into the force until the late 1920s. So we’re just
trying to figure out, looking ahead a generation, what the right
configuration for that would be.

[The information referred to follows:]

The Tiger Team to which you refer was formed to study the need, requirement,
and technology for a follow-on Air Force long-range strike aircraft. That team com-
pleted its work last November. The team was supportive of pursuing a new long-
range strike aircraft, but recognized that additional analysis was needed to explore
options for reducing overall program costs and determining fielding timelines. An-
other conclusion of the Tiger Team’s study was that the Department should sustain
the industrial base for early-stage design work and technologies for a new long-
range strike aircraft while the Department continues to study all options. Through
the Quadrennial Defense Review, the Department provided industrial base funding
for fiscal year 2011 and fiscal year 2012 to prepare for the potential start of a new

long-range strike program. I decided that a more in-depth analysis was required in
order to evaluate and compare the capabilities of new long-range strike aircraft de-
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signs in the context of the full range of supporting capabilities that would be rel-
evant to the operation of such aircraft in future combat scenarios.

The Department is now undertaking a follow-on effort to examine the appropriate
mix of long-range strike capabilities; upgrades to legacy bombers; manned and un-
manned options; stand-off and penetrating requirements; new and improved cruise
missiles; electronic warfare improvements; intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance demands; and conventional prompt global strike options. The goal of this on-
going assessment is to ensure that the Department fully understands how all poten-
tial long-range strike options and supporting capabilities could contribute to U.S. se-
curity goals before committing to one or more major development programs. I antici-
pate that our analysis will inform decisions shaping the Department’s fiscal year
2012 budget submission.

Senator THUNE. The 2006 QDR had suggested, I think, fielding
a new bomber by 2018. I understand the concerns that you raised
about what type of bomber that might be. But I guess—and by the
way, I think the $1.7 billion is a multi-year number. Isn’t that like
a 4-year number?

Secretary GATES. Yes.

Senator THUNE. But why is it necessary to have another study?
I mean, the thing has been studied and studied and studied and
studied, on whether or not we want to move forward on developing
a follow-on bomber. When would you expect that study to be com-
pleted?

Secretary GATES. I'll have to get an answer for the record. I
think what the studies up to now have been is whether, and now
the study is what.

[The information referred to follows:]

The Tiger Team that was initially formed to study the need, requirements, and
technology for a follow-on Air Force bomber completed its work last November. The
team’s conclusions were supportive of pursuing a new bomber, but the team recog-
nized that additional analysis was needed to explore options for reducing overall
program costs and determining fielding timelines. Additionally, I decided that a
more in-depth analysis of how a new bomber might compare with other long-range
strike options was required. Consequently, the Department chartered another study
to look at a broader array of long-range strike options to include upgrades to legacy
bombers; manned and unmanned options for future bombers; stand-off and pene-
trating options for future bombers; new and improved cruise missiles; and conven-
tional prompt global strike options, such as land-based and sea-based conventional
ballistic missiles. The new study will also examine the support requirements for var-
ious long-range strike options, such as electronic warfare, intelligence, surveillance,
and reconnaissance, and secure, high-data-rate communications.

The rationale for this new study is to ensure the Department fully understands
how all potential long-range strike options could contribute to U.S. goals before we
spend billions of dollars. I anticipate that results from the new study will be avail-
able in time to support the formation of the fiscal year 2012 budget.

Another of the initial Tiger Team’s conclusions was that the Department should
sustain the industrial base for early-stage design work and technologies for a new
bomber while the Department continues to study long-range strike options. Con-
sequently, the Department provided industrial base funding for fiscal year 2011 and
fiscal year 2012 to prepare for a potential start for a new bomber program.

Senator THUNE. Secretary Gates, with regard to the FYDP force
structure that’s set out in the new QDR for the Air Force, the QDR
proposes five long-range strike wings with up to 96 primary mis-
sion aircraft. According to the latest Air Force Almanac, the Air
Force has 153 bomber aircraft and I understand some of these air-
craft are dedicated to testing, but over 50 aircraft for testing seems
like a lot. Do you plan on retiring any bomber aircraft in the near
future? I guess a follow-on question would be, what are the as-
sumptions underlying what appears to be a substantial reduction
in the number of bombers?
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Admiral MULLEN. Senator, I'm not aware that we are, although
I certainly would want to check for the record to make sure that
I have that right. But there certainly hasn’t been any big discus-
sion about the retirement of bombers.

If T could speak just briefly to the other issue you raise, one of
the things that’s happened in the last two budgets in my view is
it’s put us on a pace and with a view that evolves. Some of the pre-
vious laydowns, the 2006 QDR, were from my perspective incred-
ibly aggressive. So part of my answer to the question of why we're
still doing this is because this is a very difficult problem. We want
to get it right, and it has a huge impact, quite frankly, on the fu-
ture of the Air Force because of the capability requirement.

I think what you’re seeing is a process that is led by Secretary
Gates to move us through a deliberative process that really focuses
on getting it right for the future. As he indicated, the previous
study was as to whether or not, and now we look to the future as
what it should be. I'm supportive of that. These are tough decisions
we absolutely want to get right.

Senator THUNE. Could you for the record get to that question,
though, of the number? Of the 96 bombers that are assumed in the
five wings, with 153 Air Force bombers, a certain number of them
allocated to testing, but that does seem like a significant number,
whether or not there is any plan to retire and any assumptions un-
derlying that, what would appear to be a substantial reduction in
the number of bombers.

Admiral MULLEN. We'll supply it for the record, but I think a lot
of them may be for training. I think you’re talking about primary
aircraft, coded aircraft. There are a number designated for training
and testing, as you say. But we’ll supply the details for the record.

Senator THUNE. That would be great.

[The information referred to follows:]

[Deleted.]

Senator THUNE. Mr. Chairman, if I could, I'd like to get for the
record a response to a question dealing with the START Treaty in
sort of the same vein. Thank you.

[The information referred to follows:]

[Deleted.]

Chairman LEVIN. We will expect that answer for the record rel-
ative to Senator Thune’s question on START.

Senator Hagan.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you both, Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, for your
testimony today and for your dedication to our men and women in
the military.

Secretary Gates, I applaud you for the tremendous job DOD has
done in carrying out and supporting the relief efforts that have
been under way in Haiti. The ability of our maritime forces to oper-
ate from a sea base while rapidly transitioning personnel and
equipment ashore is something that I believe is an excellent dem-
onstration of what our military is capable of doing and especially
useful in a situation in Haiti where there’s limited capacity for air
transport.
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I believe it’s important that we maintain our advantage in pro-
jecting sea power across the range of military operations from hu-
manitarian relief to combat. My question, Secretary Gates and Ad-
miral Mullen, is do the military departments and combatant com-
manders have sufficient amphibious operational capabilities to ad-
dress the full spectrum of requirements, both military and humani-
tarian, anticipated within the QDR?

Admiral MULLEN. Ma’am, as I go back over the last 10 to 15
years and then look at the future, my overall answer to that would
be yes. We certainly have this within DOD over the years, debated
this and there’s been tension. I think it’s good tension to get this
right, and it focuses very specifically on the amount of amphibious
lift capability that we have.

Actually, one of my concerns specifically—so right now, yes. One
of my concerns about the future—and I'm certain that the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps shares this—how is the Marine
Corps has become very heavy. Obviously, it’s now in the sixth or
seventh year of fighting a land war, which is not what it wants to
do. So there are an awful lot of adjustments that have to be made
for the future. The Marine Corps is going to have to get lighter
than it’s been in the past.

So I think this discussion will continue. But as far as my view
of the future, I think we have it about right as we sit.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you.

I know that we've already discussed some of the IEDs, but I
know that in Afghanistan the mountainous terrain and the limited
communication infrastructures certainly pose a distinctly different
IED threat as opposed to what we have seen in Iraq. We need addi-
tional personnel at the battalion and company levels with the ap-
propriate expertise and technical equipment to detect the IEDs in
areas such as Afghanistan, where the insurgents utilize the primi-
tive forms of IEDs with very little metallic content that is buried
into the ground.

What type of feedback are you receiving from CENTCOM and
the component commanders in theater with respect to their per-
sonnel requirements encountering the IEDs, and what do you ex-
pect to do to address any shortages that exist?

Secretary GATES. A substantial number of the 30,000 troops that
will be going are in the category of what we call enablers. That in-
cludes engineers, route clearance specialists, counter-IED special-
ists, all of whom are—and people associated with ISR—all of which
are part of the counter-IED effort.

One of the initiatives that this temporary task force that I've set
up under General Paxton and Dr. Carter is looking at is estab-
lishing, at the battalion level, what we would call a warehouse ap-
proach for counter-IEDs, which would basically, instead of giving
every battalion the same set of equipment, rather have an array
of equipment that is available to that battalion, so that each of the
teams going out can select the equipment that seems most appro-
priate to that mission that day.

We have a wide range of these detectors and intelligence capa-
bilities and so on, and the idea is some of these units are better,
frankly, with certain kinds of equipment than others. There’s more
than a little art in this. So what we’re trying to do is figure out
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how, at the battalion level, we in essence could have an array of
equipment that a team going out could take advantage of.

So I think that there is an understanding on the part of General
McChrystal and General Petraeus that we are pouring every bit of
counter-IED capability into Afghanistan that we can.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you. My time is up.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Hagan.

Senator Wicker.

Senator WICKER. Thank you, gentlemen. We do have a lot to talk
about, and I share Senator Sessions’ view that it would be nice to
have you back. I hope the chairman will be able to arrange that.

My first question is about the 313-ship Navy, Admiral Mullen.
The Congressional Budget Office recently testified that the current
shipbuilding budgets are not enough to fund the Navy’s plan to in-
crease the fleet to 313, and I think we all know that. I assume you
agree with that. At 283, the Service has the smallest fleet since
1916. That’s pre-World War I. We need to build more than 12 ships
per year for the next 18 years to arrive at 313.

Is 313 still the requirement, Admiral Mullen? How does this
budget, how does this QDR, support the goal of a 313-ship Navy?

Admiral MULLEN. It is still the goal. It was when I led that anal-
ysis and generated that requirement as Chief of Naval Operations.
It remains the floor. It was a number that was achieved with an
understanding of what the risk would be. We, the total “we”—that’s
the Services, the Department, those that build ships, certainly con-
gressional support—have been working for years to get more
money into the shipbuilding account. I think, as we laid out, there’s
Sﬁme $15 billion this year. It’s 10 ships, 1 of which is an Army
ship.

One of the things that we’re not going to be able to do is build
to that number if ships keep costing a whole lot more than we ex-
pect they will. The acquisition reform is really a critical part of
that. I'll use the littoral combat ships as an example. That has
cost—while I had expectations the costs would go up, certainly not
to the degree that it has.

So that has to be contained. We don’t need the perfect ship or
the perfect airplane as we look to the future. So I argued for years
there has to be a strategic partnership across all three of those en-
tities in order to get shipbuilding and major procurement right. I
think this budget takes some steps in that direction. But you can
just do the math and see that we’re not going to get to 313, and
I would not want to be satisfied with 283, which is sort of what
the projection is right now, given the demands that we have for our
military and our Navy.

Senator WICKER. So it’s going to take acquisition reform to get
us to that floor number of 313. When do you think we might be
able to actually make some progress in that regard?

Admiral MULLEN. I think the Secretary and many others, myself
included, have taken steps to really put our—get our arms around
requirements growth, having expertise there, holding people ac-
countable. Those are some of the things that are certainly in great
focus right now, and there’s more to do.

But it’s going to take a few years, I think, before that really
takes a grip and starts to have the kind of impact to be able to gen-
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erate the kind of capability you need within cost. I'm encouraged
by this shipbuilding program. It has two submarines in it. This is
the first year it has. I can tell you it took almost 10 years to make
that happen. So we will continue to—I think it continues to need
to be an area of focus. It’s a vital capability for our country and,
as you indicated, it’s the smallest Navy we’ve had for many, many
decades. For a country that has big bodies of water on both coasts,
that’s a maritime country, that’s a great concern.

Senator WICKER. Would it be fair to say we are shortchanging
part of the mission? Could you enlighten us as to what aspects of
our mission are we shortchanging because of the lack of these 313
ships?

Admiral MULLEN. The Navy is very pressed right now, operating
at a very high tempo. I think Admiral Roughead, who will certainly
have an opportunity to speak for himself, would say that he is sort
of at the edge of being able to meet the commitments in terms of
global commitments. He and our Navy is heavily focused in the
Gulf as well. The sea base that was just created very quickly in
Haiti is certainly well within what we expect and can do. But given
the operational tempo (OPTEMPO) that our Navy and our Air
Force, quite frankly, is under, which sometimes gets lost in the
focus on our ground forces—their OPTEMPO has increased as well,
and so Admiral Roughead’s concern is that we are wearing capa-
bility out and we’re not replacing it at a rate that gets to that kind
of number that you’re talking about.

Senator WICKER. I see.

Let me move back to a point that Senator McCain was making.
I just returned also from Afghanistan and Pakistan. I agree with
Senator McCain that this July 2011 date is mentioned when you
talk to leaders over there. There was a term that we came back
with from our Congressional Delegation with Leader McConnell,
and that was a “deficit of trust.” It’s not just the date for the begin-
ning of the drawdown, but also specifically with regard to Pakistan
it’s the decade of really very ill will between the United States and
the Government of Pakistan.

Do you agree, Secretary Gates, that there is a deficit of trust
about the United States’ intention to be a long-term strategic part-
ner with Afghanistan and Pakistan, and what are we doing to ad-
dress that deficit of trust?

Secretary GATES. I think there definitely is such a deficit of trust
with Pakistan, and I think it’s historical. The Pakistanis will speak
of three or four American betrayals, only the most recent of which
are turning our backs on Afghanistan and them after the Soviets
withdrew, and the other the implementation of the Pressler amend-
ment and cutoff of military to military relationships.

I think, frankly, the way that trust is rebuilt is with time, effort,
and actions. I think Admiral Mullen at this point has in his 2%
years as Chairman been to Pakistan probably 15 or 16 times. He
has an extraordinary relationship with General Kayani. I think
there is a good personal trust there.

But I think for Pakistanis as a whole, it is our sticking with
them. It is our attention to their problems, including their eco-
nomic problems. So we commend the Kerry-Lugar-Berman bill,
which is very important. But I think being steadfast is important.
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I was in Pakistan just a couple of weeks ago and spoke directly
to this, and I would say that in some areas it’s more than a deficit
of trust. There are conspiracy theories over there about our want-
ing to take their nuclear weapons, about our wanting to divide
them up, all kinds of things. I spoke to that directly. So I think
honesty in dealing with them, but a long-term effort, is what’s
going to be required.

In Afghanistan, my personal sense is that we have—in the var-
ious visits that I have made and Admiral Mullen and others, they
understand that July 2011 is the beginning of a process and that
there is no deadline on that process. But there also is an acknowl-
edgment by some of the Afghans that in effect they needed that
kind of wakeup call in order to begin to realize they were going to
have to take responsibility themselves for defeating the Taliban,
that this wasn’t something that everybody else could do for them.

So I think that what we need to continue to communicate to the
Afghans is that even as our security forces draw down over the
next several years, that our presence there, our willingness to part-
ner with them, our willingness to be a part of their economic and
political life going forward, is a long-term, decades-long commit-
ment by the United States to that country, not to having huge mili-
tary forces there, but helping them get control of their security sit-
uation and then them being in charge of their country.

But I think the July 2011 timeline is controversial. My own view
is that it provided exactly the right incentive for them to begin to
accept responsibility, but by having no terminal date on it, it allows
us to do a conditions-based withdrawal that I think makes sense.

Senator WICKER. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Wicker.

Senator Webb.

Senator WEBB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, we have the recommendations of the QDR. We have
your budget proposal. This is not the moment to comment from our
side of the table on the details in there.

I would like to thank Senator Wicker for his comments about the
size of the Navy and the challenges in the Navy. Obviously, I do
not think it is an appropriate budget item for the Navy to think
that they can spend a billion dollars in upgrading a nice-to-have fa-
cility in Mayport at the same time when we’re looking to try to
build a fleet up to 313 ships. Admiral Mullen, you’ll recall when
you and I were commissioned in 1968 we had 930 ships in the
United States Navy. We went down to 479. When I was Secretary
of the Navy it went up to 568.

But I want to set that aside. I want to make sure you know we’re
still going to continue that discussion. I want to set that aside be-
cause I only have 5 minutes and I want to talk about something
else. That is that I don’t believe, quite frankly, that the DOD budg-
et should be sacrosanct when it comes to looking at the constraints
and the examinations that we ought to be putting on different pro-
grams.

Secretary Gates, I take your point about not wanting to go into
force structure reductions. But at the same time, I believe you can
meet the challenges and adapt for the future and still clean up a
lot of unnecessary programs that exist in the Pentagon by taking
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a hard look at programs that don’t produce a clear bottom line and
are not simply hardware systems or force structure issues.

I very much appreciate the efforts that you’ve made in terms of
program reductions, which you mentioned in your opening state-
ments. But I think there comes a time every now and then to sort
of shake things down. I remember when I was Secretary of the
Navy the Gramm-Rudman Act was passed over here, 1987. We had
to implement it in 1988. It mandated a 10 percent across-the-board
reduction in defense programs, because it was a 5 percent govern-
frpent;iwide mandate and half of the programs at that time were
enced.

They went too far. They clearly went too far. I resigned as Sec-
retary of the Navy because they cut into force structure too far. But
it doesn’t hurt to really get into efficiencies in an area where we're
not getting an appropriate bottom line.

Let me give you three data points and I would ask today for you
to make a commitment to really examine these types of programs.
You and I are familiar with the Blackwater program that I wrote
you about in 2007, and we came to some resolution on it, where
out in San Diego they were going to spend more than $60 million
for a private contractor to train sailors how to do their job, basi-
cally how to defend themselves on-board a ship.

The first question I had on that was the fact that this is some-
thing that active duty people should have been doing, not a con-
tractor. But the major concern I had was that this program came
from operations and maintenance block funding. It had never been
authorized. It had never been specifically appropriated as a pro-
gram. It was just approved by a lower level official in the Depart-
ment of the Navy based on the needs of the fleet. As we examined
it, we found out that the Secretary of the Navy didn’t even have
to review that program unless it was a $78 million program.

There’s a program existing right now, and I don’t know the ex-
tent of it, where we’re basically sending military officers over to
staff and fund think tanks. Your own Under Secretary of Defense
was part of creating a think tank, CNAF. My understanding of
these programs is they get military fellows. These are active duty
people. They go over, they get their full pay and allowances. But
not only that, they get tuition. The numbers that I saw were
$17,000 a “semester,” whatever a semester is while you're over
there, to pay the rent, the computers and all the rest of that.

Essentially what that means is the American taxpayer is funding
think tanks, basically to keep them in business. They don’t produce
any really added value to DOD in my view in terms of a direct con-
tribution.

Another example that just came up over the past couple of
months is this mentors program, where, according to news reports,
you can have retired high-ranking general officers and admirals
making well in excess of $100,000 a year in their retirement, 80
percent of these people working with defense contractors, and then
going in and making up to $2,600 a day to give their advice. In
other words, a retired admiral or general can make more in a day
than a corporal in Afghanistan will make in a month, basically to
do what he’s supposed to do anyway, and that is fulfill his steward-
ship from having spent a career in the military.
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I don’t know the full cost of that, but according to USA Today
these people are being paid between $200 and $340 an hour plus
expenses. They are hired as independent contractors, so they’re not
subject to government ethics rules. They operate outside public
scrutiny, and many of them work for weapons makers and in effect
are able to either gain information for companies or exchange data.

That’s not the military I grew up in. That’s not the military you
and I served in, Admiral. That’s not the Pentagon that I served in
in the 1980s.

So these are the kinds of things, Mr. Secretary, I think we can
do and not affect force structure.

Secretary GATES. We certainly will continue to look at these
things. I will tell you on the mentoring program, the Deputy Sec-
retary has been reviewing this and I think you will see some—we
think there is great value in the program, but you will see some
fairly dramatic changes in the way it’s administered.

Senator WEBB. I would certainly hope so.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Webb.

Senator LeMieux.

Senator LEMIEUX. Thank you, gentlemen, for your service and
for being here today to answer our questions.

Secretary Gates, when we capture an enemy combatant in Af-
ghanistan or Iraq, do we read them their Miranda rights?

Secretary GATES. No.

Senator LEMIEUX. So why should we do so if we capture one in
this country?

Secretary GATES. That’s a question better addressed to the Attor-
ney General, Senator.

Senator LEMIEUX. You were the Director of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency before you were the Secretary of Defense?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator LEMIEUX. So I assume you have an opinion on this.

Secretary GATES. My view is that the issue of whether someone
is put into the American judicial system or into the military com-
missions is a judgment best made by the chief law enforcement offi-
cer of the United States.

Senator LEMIEUX. Before they get into either commission, there’s
a question of being able to ask questions, and certainly we know
there’s a chilling effect when we give someone their Miranda
rights. So if we’re not doing it overseas, I'm not sure why it makes
sense that we would be doing it in this country.

Secretary GATES. We have in place protocols now that—and
there is authority under the law—that if a person is deemed to be
a threat to the national security as a self-confessed terrorist would
be, that there can be delays in Mirandizing to allow time for ques-
tioning. So we have the authority to do that even in the Article III
system.

Senator LEMIEUX. My colleague from Virginia was just talking
about Mayport and that he has a different view than you expect
that I would. You put in the QDR that, to mitigate the risk of a
terrorist attack, accident or natural disaster, the Navy will home-
port an east coast carrier in Mayport. I know you support that and
I appreciate that.
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But there is no money in the budget, as I understand it, for the
nuclearization projects or other projects that need to be completed.

Admiral MULLEN. There’s $239 million in the FYDP for military
construction for Mayport.

Senator LEMIEUX. Okay, thank you.

Admiral Mullen, will you officially designate a ship to Mayport
in the coming months?

Admiral MULLEN. Actually, it’s not mine. I think that in the end
that would be a decision that the Navy would recommend and it
would come up to the Secretary.

Senator LEMIEUX. Are you planning on making a recommenda-
tion soon?

Admiral MULLEN. As soon as the Navy brings one up, and I just
don’t know where they are in that process.

Senator LEMIEUX. Maybe we can follow up on that later.

I want to speak a little bit about acquisition reform. A number
of my colleagues have mentioned this. Specifically, Mr. Secretary,
about the JSF, we recently were given some information about the
fact that it’s 35 percent over budget, which I think is about $18 bil-
lion if my numbers are correct. This program started in the mid-
1990s. It occurs to me I think we went to the moon quicker than
we’ve produced this plane.

So I appreciate your efforts to try to get this under control, and
I saw that there was a suspension in the performance bonuses. My
question to you is, in terms of acquisition reform, it seems to me
that there needs to be reform across DOD, probably across the gov-
ernment, and not just performance bonuses being withheld, but
gerformance penalties under the contracts that we have with ven-

ors.

Is there a person that you charged as responsible solely to lead
the effort on acquisition reform, and are you looking at these con-
tracts to make sure that the vendor would bear the cost if pro-
grams were delayed?

Secretary GATES. Under Secretary Carter is responsible for that
and he is taking a very close look at a large number of contracts.

Senator LEMIEUX. I had an opportunity to be at CENTCOM yes-
terday and I spoke with General Petraeus. In the follow-up to my
trip to Afghanistan at the end of October, which I went on with
Senator Burr and Senator Whitehouse, one thing that we noted is
that our information work there in terms of trying to get the mes-
sage out to the Afghan people may be not doing as good of a job
as it could be.

General Petraeus talked about the fact that we were successful
in the surge in Iraq because of the power of ideas, not just the
power of our forces. I'm wondering if this is on your radar screen,
the need to commit more focused energy and potentially more
funds to providing information to the Afghan people to counteract
what the Taliban does. The Taliban will go in and say, oh, we just
killed a bunch of children. It’s misinformation.

There are some good efforts that are being done. I met with a
Colonel Kraft who was doing some very good work with trying to
get radios out there to folks, working with territorial governors to
get information out quickly so that we could counteract propaganda
from the Taliban.
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Is that something that’s risen to your level and do you under-
stand the need to maybe improve our efforts?

Secretary GATES. Absolutely, and in fact we have spent a good
bit of time on this in the situation room with our interagency.

Senator LEMIEUX. I'm out of time, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to ask
just one more question for the Admiral.

On the 313-ship Navy, the plan I guess is currently to have 10
carriers. Is that sufficient? We're refitting the Enterprise. Do we
need to keep the Enterprise in operation until the Ford comes on
line? What'’s your thoughts?

Admiral MULLEN. I think that the current requirement is for 11
and I support that. The 10-carrier issue is to be decided literally
decades down the road. Obviously, how we build them generates
how many of them there are and when we retire them.

I don’t think we should keep the Enterprise. I think the Enter-
prise is unique, incredibly costly, and the decision to decommission
it after its next deployment and take the risk in that gap I think—
it is a decision that I support, recognizing there is some risk associ-
ated with that.

Senator LEMIEUX. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator LeMieux.

Senator Burris.

Senator BURRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I'd like to add my thanks, gentlemen, for the wonderful service
that you do for our country. For those of our military personnel in
Haiti, I just want to extend my thanks to them, and also remind
our government that we’re there to assist and not to take over or
occupy a country, as some people are concerned about. So make
sure that we keep that message going forward.

Mr. Secretary, the DIMHRS, the largest enterprise resource
planning program ever implemented for the human resource sys-
tem, would replace over some 90 legacy systems. It’s intended to
bring all payroll and personnel functions of the military into one
integrated, web-based system.

In August 1996, a DOD task force concluded that the multiple
service-unique military personnel and pay systems causes signifi-
cant functional shortcomings, particularly in the joint arena, and
excessive development and maintenance costs. Their central rec-
ommendation was that DOD should move to a single all-Service,
all-component, fully-integrated personnel and pay system with
common core software.

This is a program that DOD said at one time was necessary.
Why is it considered a poorly performing program today, Mr. Sec-
retary, and why is it not necessary and what has changed?

Secretary GATES. Well, this is one where I think both Admiral
Mullen and I have something to say. First of all, after 10 years of
effort, poor performance and difficulties with that program, I would
say that what we've gotten for half a billion dollars is an
unpronounceable acronym. Many of the programs that I have made
decisions to cut have been controversial within DOD. I will tell you
this one was not.

Admiral MULLEN. Both in my prior life as head of the Navy and
actually even before that as a budget officer and certainly through
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this, this program has been a disaster. The characteristics you de-
scribe, Senator, are good characteristics to have. I talked earlier
about making a program too perfect and you just can’t get there,
too complex. It was proven that DIMHRS couldn’t get there time
and time again.

So I applaud the termination of the program. That doesn’t mean
we shouldn’t try to create the kind of enterprise effort that you just
described, but we have to do it in a way where we’re not spending
the kind of money that we were spending going nowhere in
DIMHRS.

Senator BURRIS. Gentlemen, is that where we run into a military
bureaucracy, that people don’t want to give up something? I think
it’s more of that. If we can pay under the Office of Personnel Man-
agement all civilian employees under one payment system, why
can’t the military also exercise one payment system? It would be
my assessment that you would run into turf problems that the
military is not willing to say that a person at a grade 6 in the Navy
should be paid as a person who’s a grade 6 in the Army, with the
same system. So you cut a paycheck and you don’t have all these—
what have you got, five or six different payroll systems in the mili-
tary? We can save millions and millions of taxpayers’ dollars by
combining those systems.

Admiral MULLEN. I don’t disagree that theoretically we could get
there and we should have that. However, it was costing us a tre-
mendous amount of money to go nowhere in this

Senator BURRIS. Then why——

Admiral MULLEN. Senator, even in the private sector, when you
talk to individuals who have tried to combine, who have combined
various multi systems, it is always a challenge. So the challenge is
there. I think the goal is one that’s a good goal. We just were not
getting there with DIMHRS. We were wasting our money.

Senator BURRIS. Are you going to take it up in the future?

%dmiral MULLEN. Yes, sir, I'm sure we will. It sounds like we
will.

Senator BURRIS. Let me shift gears for a minute. Why is the
funding for Iraq security forces nearly doubling from the fiscal year
2010 budget to the fiscal year 2011 budget? When I was in Iraq it
was my understanding we were standing down and that we
wouldn’t need to be spending extra money for training for the secu-
rity forces. Is there an explanation why the budget is increasing?

Secretary GATES. Sir, $300 million in the 2011 OCO is to set the
conditions for the transfer to the State Department for responsi-
bility for training the police.

Chairman LEVIN. Repeat what “OCO” means?

Secretary GATES. The overseas contingency operations bill.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Secretary GATES. The new supplemental.

So there are a number of categories like that. A lot of it—there’s
only $158 million—of the billion dollars for 2010, for example, only
$150 million of that is for equipment. The rest of it is all connected
with our transfer of responsibilities from—costs associated with
transfer of responsibilities either from ourselves to the Iraqis or
from DOD to the Department of State after our troops come out.
So most of those costs are associated in that area, along with
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sustainment of and training for the Iraqis who are going to be tak-
ing our places.

Senator BURRIS. My time has expired. But gentlemen, I hope
that we will revisit this personnel system. If the civilians can do
it, you get one paycheck and one pay scale system, the civilians,
the military can do it without five or six different systems existing.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Burris.

A couple quick items. Feel free to submit that unpronounceable
acronym for the record.

Secretary GATES. DIMHRS.

Chairman LEVIN. You made reference in an earlier answer to the
Article IIT system, and you were referring to the civilian court sys-
tem.

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir.

Chairman LEVIN. Now, one housekeeping announcement before I
call on Senator Collins. When we begin our hearing on DADT,
which it looks like we’re on schedule to begin maybe even before
noon, we're going to follow the same early bird order as we have
for this hearing, so that everybody can be put on notice. We're
going to recognize Senators in the same order as they appeared for
the current hearing when we reach the DADT hearing.

Senator Collins.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you. So the last will be first for that
next hearing?

Chairman LEVIN. I didn’t say reverse order. I said the same
order. [Laughter.]

I wish I could say otherwise. We're struggling here with what is
the best way to do it and we decided the best way to do it is to
put everyone on notice.
hSenator CoLLINS. Just don’t tell them that we’re starting early,
then.

Chairman LEVIN. Okay, you have a deal. [Laughter.]

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Gates, according to the QDR, on any given day there
are more than 7 million DOD computers that are being used to
support our warfighters and for other DOD operations. We also
know that every single day there are attempts to hack into those
%olrlnputers. Some of these attacks are from nation-states like

ina.

What is your assessment of the effectiveness of DOD’s current
cyber security efforts?

Secretary GATES. I think that we actually are, particularly with
our classified systems, in good shape. Most of the attacks that we
encounter, too, are to unclassified systems. But frankly, we’re not
happy with where we are, and particularly as we look ahead.
That’s why we have an initiative to create Cyber Command and
also have money in the budget and have made a priority in the
QDR and in the budget for cyber in terms of training significant
additional individuals who are expert in this area. We’ve made it
a top priority for the Services to fill all the slots in the education
programs for cyber.

So I would say I think we'’re in good shape now, but we look with
concern to the future and we think a lot more needs to be done.



58

Senator COLLINS. Thank you.

Admiral Mullen, last year the President announced a major pol-
icy change on how our country would extend protection against bal-
listic missiles to our NATO allies. I joined Senator Levin on a trip
to talk to the Czech Republic, Poland, and Russia about this very
issue last March. I support the change in direction.

Part of the change in direction is that sea-based Aegis surface
combatants would become a primary means of accomplishing that
important mission. Now, ships dedicated to perform this mission
will likely be tied to specific areas of operation. That means that
they’re not going to be fully available to perform many of the other
more traditional missions that we’ve typically assigned our major
surface combatants. A number of analysts have suggested that that
means we will need a larger number of major surface combatants
if all of these missions and roles are to be executed successfully.

How does the decision to assign major surface combatants to this
new dedicated missile defense mission affect your assessment of
the size of the overall fleet?

Admiral MULLEN. It starts with an earlier discussion we had on
the need to get to that floor of 313 ships, which we’re below target
right now. One of the things that I've worried about for years is
that we would have enough in particular surface combatants to be
able to meet the needs that are out there, although I do not sub-
scribe to the theory that these ships would become ships like our
strategic ballistic missile submarines, in other words it’s the only
thing that they do. We've invested too much in the broad capability
of our surface ships, wide-ranging capability of our surface ships,
to dedicate them to one mission.

I think as this program has been adjusted, it focuses on regional,
theater, evolving threats and I think that’s the right answer. So we
would have certainly some indications and warning. We have
enough ships to flood, if you will, to a certain area, understanding
what the threat is.

So I think we need to look carefully at how many we need. I also
think we need to upgrade the ones that we have. While we are up-
grading some, I think that we need to look pretty seriously in mod-
ernization at do we have enough upgrades for the ships that we've
already built to meet this threat in the longer term, as well as
looking to see if we need more. I'm more focused on the upgrade
right now than I am additional Aegis ships per se.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Collins.

Senator Bill Nelson.

Senator BILL NELSON. Gentlemen, I want to compliment you on
the relief efforts in Haiti.

The American military leads. You are the point of the spear. You
make it happen. Please consider that for the future, for the long
term, we're going to have to do something different. I was just told
a very troubling story of a relief effort by a group of Floridians, doc-
tors, prominent people, that took a private planeload of medical
supplies down to a number of our doctors who have been on the
ground just doing heroic stuff. Just before they got there, the cus-
toms had been turned back over to the Haitian Government, and
as they’re unloading the plane of all the medical supplies to get it
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to in this case to University of Miami doctors, who were there the
day after the earthquake, the customs officials wanted bribes to re-
lease the medical supplies.

We just can’t allow this kind of thing. So you have done tremen-
dous things in getting us to where we are, the humanitarian mis-
sion. But for the long term, we’re going to have to have some kind
of international trusteeship that’s going to be led by the inter-
national community, that will take this kind of nonsense away
from the people who have done this for 200 years in Haiti.

I'm not expecting a response. I just want to compliment you for
what you’ve done.

Now, I have the privilege of chairing the Emerging Threats and
Capabilities Subcommittee and as we withdraw our conventional
forces in Iraq, the requirement for the SOF is projected to remain.
But they, the SOF, rely on the conventional counterparts for many
of the support functions. So what do we do to ensure that our SOFs
are being adequately supported as we withdraw the conventional
forces from Iraq?

Secretary GATES. Senator, I think there’s a two-part answer. I'll
take the equipment part and ask Admiral Mullen to take the peo-
ple part.

One of the things that we are doing is moving the base—moving
the funding of the Special Operations Command (SOCOM) from the
supplementals into the base budget. We believe SOCOM is going
to have the capability that this country is going to need far into
the future, and so in terms of their equipment, we’re plussing up
the equipment that they are supplied with, much of which is
unique to them. We are increasing the number of slots that they
have by this budget for fiscal year 2011, increases the SOCOM per-
sonnel by 2,800 people.

So I think that in terms of equipment and so on, we are putting
ourselves on a long-term footing to sustain that capability.

Admiral MULLEN. Part of—and this is in the QDR and in the
budget—part of moving to the future is investing in the wars that
we're in, and there’s no more critical capability to my view that we
are investing in in these wars than the Special Forces capability.
That will serve us well for the future.

I don’t know if I'll get these numbers exactly right, but I think
we started these wars at about 38,000. We’re at some 56,000 Spe-
cial Force operators or Special Force military members now, and
these, as the Secretary said, are growing by 2,800. This is, at least
from my interaction with Admiral Olson, this is about as fast as
we can grow, as fast as we can find the people to do this.

A document which has struck both the Secretary and myself has
been Admiral Olson’s guidance for this year in 2010. I have said
for years I believe our whole military has to be looking at the kinds
of characteristics—swift, agile, lethal, engaging, all those kinds of
things that is a part of our Special Forces, as we look to the future
for our conventional forces.

The tension that you describe—and I think it’s a healthy ten-
sion—between the Special Forces and the Services that provide the
people, provide a lot of the early training, go out and recruit them,
is a good tension and we’ll have to continue to deal with that.
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Senator BILL NELSON. Just a quick comment, if you would, Ad-
miral, about the role of Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar
System (JSTARS) aircraft in Afghanistan? You have provided ade-
quately in the budget for keeping JSTARS as a viable option by re-
engining these old platforms. What’s the role in Afghanistan?

Admiral MULLEN. It is principally tracking targets on the ground
more than anything else. But as you ask that question, Senator
Nelson, I think of JSTARS being the revolutionary aircraft that it
was for Operation Desert Storm—actually, I'm sorry, even in the
mid-1990s, early to mid-1990s in the Balkans, where we deployed
them prior to the time that we actually finished successfully test-
ing them, and they have provided an extraordinary capability. Yet,
the adaptation in these wars to the persistence requirement which
we've achieved much more readily with our unmanned aerial vehi-
cles (UAVs) than we've been able to do with any manned aircraft
per se.

But they’re incredibly valuable, particularly in tracking targets
on the ground, which is one of the reasons this investment is so
important.

Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you, sir.

Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Nelson.

Senator McCaskill.

Senator MCcCASKILL. First I want to thank you, Secretary Gates,
and I hope that your office will continue to cooperate with informa-
tion we've requested on a number of different topics for the sub-
committee that I chair in Homeland Security on contracting.

One of the things we’re trying to get to the bottom of is whether
or not some of the contracts on the earmarks have been competi-
tive. There is—it is said that—I think the chairman accidentally
called on me before Senator Bayh and I want to make sure—I'm
happy to

Chairman LEVIN. Just let me thank Senator Bayh. There’s a mis-
take I made here and I appreciate your courtesy in dealing with
it. Thank you.

Senator MCCASKILL. I want to thank you for the cooperation in
trying to get to the bottom, because I think that there is in some
instances a fiction that some of these earmarks are being competi-
tively given out, when in reality the Senators’ requests are being
honored, maybe informally. But we’re trying to get to the bottom
of it and make sure we have as much transparency as possible.

I've read everything I can get my hands on on the JSF, and when
we're going to actually use these fighters. I'm confused about the
date. Depending on whether you're talking about the analysis team
that went out from DOD or whether—I see quotes from General
Schwartz or whoever—let’s get that on the record, Secretary Gates.
When do you think the JSF is going to be operational for our mili-
tary?

Secretary GATES. Even with the restructuring of the program,
the training squadron is still scheduled to deploy to Eglin Air Force
Base in 2011. The Marine Corps will have their IOC in 2012; the
Air Force in the second quarter of 2013; and the Navy the fourth
quarter of 2014. Those are the latest estimates that I've been
given.
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Senator McCASKILL. Okay. I heard you say those earlier. I just
wanted to make sure that it was clarified.

I want to tell you how much I respect the fact that you fired
somebody. You’ve done this several times. I've watched you do this,
and it is unusual. I don’t think anybody around here realizes how
unusual it is for a Secretary of Defense to fire people when these
things happen. Traditionally, there have not been people that have
been fired. I just want you to know I noticed and I think it’s hard
to do, but I think it’s very important that you send that signal of
accountability.

Let me ask you about the modernization of the C-5s. I'm going
to try to go at the C-17 a little bit differently. I would like to ask
this question: If your hands were not tied by Congress in terms of
the modernization of the C—5s, would you continue to modernize or
would you retire?

Secretary GATES. We would continue to modernize a good portion
of the C—5s. But there would be some of the older C-5As that we
would retire.

Senator MCCASKILL. Are you advocating that we repeal the stat-
utory tying of your hands while you’re advocating for the closing
of the line on the C-17s? Are you also advocating that Congress
quit tying your hands as it relates to retiring the C—-5s?

Secretary GATES. Any greater flexibility I can have to manage
the program, I would welcome.

Senator MCCASKILL. I want to make sure that I get your en-
dorsement for us retiring our hand-tying of you, obviously, the
modernization of the C-5s has had huge problems. It turned out
to be much more expensive than it was ever intended to be. I know
that it’s my understanding we’re not using C—-5s in Haiti, correct?

Secretary GATES. I don’t think so.

Senator MCCASKILL. In fact, we're using, as we always do, the
reliable, easy to land on short runways, load them up, get them
out, cheaper to fly, C—17 in Haiti; isn’t that correct, Admiral
Mullen?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, ma’am.

Senator MCCASKILL. I just wanted to make sure.

Secretary GATES. Although I would just say for the record, 200
and some, 204,000 landings for strategic lift since 1997, 4 percent
have been at airfields that a C—5 could not access, and half of those
were in Iragq.

Senator MCCASKILL. I understand that and I know that. But it’s
important to remember that the Iraq capability was pretty darn
important over the past 6 to 8 years in terms of military oper-
ations. I think we’re going to have the same situation in Afghani-
stan. Aren’t there air strips in Afghanistan that are certainly more
friendly to a C-17 than a C-5?

Secretary GATES. Sure.

Senator MCCASKILL. I would like to briefly get into prescription
drugs and our military. I think we are all painfully aware of the
suicide problem that we have. I think we are also aware that there
has been a “modernization,” of prescription drug availability in the
military as it relates to PTSD and other mental health issues. I
know that we have a task force looking at prescription drug use.
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I wanted to also bring to the attention of the committee, and to
you, I think as this task force is looking at prescription drug use,
not only should we be looking at the anti-depressants that I think
have become ubiquitous in some instances as it relates to treating
our deployed forces when they’re having stress issues, but also the
prescription drug for pain. I particularly have mentioned to Gen-
eral Casey Oxycontin, and the highly addictive nature of Oxycontin
and the widespread availability of Oxycontin within the military,
and the fact that we now know that in some parts of our country
Oxycontin has a higher street value than heroin because of the
highly addictive nature of the drug.

I wanted to ask your cooperation, Secretary Gates—and I will be
sending you a letter—that the prescription drug task force also
take a look at how widely available Oxycontin is in the military
and whether or not its overall effect has been harmful or positive.

I wanted to ditto Senator Webb on the mentoring program. Pret-
ty ugly. We have to get that under control and make sure it’s
transparent. The revolving door at the Pentagon deserves as much
attention as the revolving door in Congress.

Thank you, Secretary Gates.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCaskill.

Senator Bayh, again with our thanks.

Senator BAYH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First let me compliment Senator McCaskill for her line of ques-
tioning. Claire, Harry Truman would be proud. You're focused on
saving the taxpayers’ money. It reminds me in a previous incarna-
tion when I was our State’s governor during difficult financial
times. I used to scrub the budget so carefully I had a nickname in
some quarters as “Evaneezer.” So I really do appreciate your ef-
forts.

Mr. Secretary, I'd like to begin by complimenting you and associ-
ating myself with what Senator McCaskill was saying. It was a
breath of fresh air that you’re bringing increased accountability to
some of these programs. Some of the practices that have been al-
lowed to exist for too long in DOD contracting of weapons systems
would never survive in the private sector. So the fact that people
are being held accountable and the contractors themselves are
being asked to share some of the burden for the delays and the cost
overruns I think is absolutely the right thing to do. I want to com-
mend you for that and I hope we’ll see more of the same.

We are gathered here at a time of great financial and economic
distress for the American people and for our government. People
are being asked to make sacrifices. The President has called for a
freeze and nonsecurity discretionary spending, and yet we are
being asked to appropriate, I think you indicated, a 3.4 percent in-
crease in Defense spending. Is that correct?

Secretary GATES. 1 percent, 1.8 percent in real growth.

Senator BAYH. In real growth. My point is I support that because
of the challenges that we face. I just wanted to put it in the context
of people are being asked to make real sacrifices. It makes even
more important your efforts to try and save tax dollars wherever
possible.
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It seems to me that, looking at the big items, the prospect for
any real meaningful savings in the future have to do with our com-
mitments in Iraq and Afghanistan and perhaps the prospect that
they will head in a better direction, allowing us to perhaps save
some money there. So I'd like to ask you about both of those con-
flicts.

I know you’ve given us your best—or your most likely case esti-
mate about what it will take in both of those conflicts. If you had
to say that it was going to be something other than the most likely
case—let’s start with Iraq. The way things are trending there,
would it be more or less likely that we would be able to withdraw
more aggressively there than you’re currently planning on, and in
so doing save some of the money that we’re being asked to commit
to to Iraq?

Secretary GATES. I think that General Odierno’s view would be
that it would be very risky to try and accelerate the withdrawals
beyond the timetable that he already has.

Senator BAYH. So no real prospect for savings beyond what has
been estimated there?

Secretary GATES. I think not.

Senator BAYH. In Afghanistan, my own view is that skeptics who
look at that conflict and say, we’re going to do our part, we're mak-
ing a major commitment to stabilizing that country, to keeping the
Taliban and the al Qaeda from having a platform to attack us—
there’s no doubt in my mind we’ll do what is necessary. The ques-
tion is whether the Afghans are capable and willing to do their
part. You look at the history of that country, the complexity of that
country, I think skeptics kind of wonder whether even with our
best efforts we’ll be able to get the job done.

Would it be your assessment that there probably is not much
prospect for—well, if events are going to deviate from the most
likely scenario, it’s more likely to be on the down side than the up
side in Afghanistan, no real prospect for additional savings there?

Secretary GATES. I suspect not. But I would tell you, Senator,
that, as the President announced, there will be a review of our
strategy in Afghanistan at the end of this year, and I think both
Admiral Mullen and I are committed that if we determine that our
strategy is not working that we will not recommend just plunging
ahead blindly without a change of course.

Admiral MULLEN. If I could just quickly, I think a healthy skep-
ticism is good. I think a terminal skepticism at this point is—it’s
far too soon. In fact, we see signs in many places now of uplifted
spirits on the part of the Afghan people where security has turned
around. I'm not underestimating the significance of the challenge,
but from a strategy standpoint, a resourcing standpoint, a leader-
ship standpoint, and a commitment on the part of the Afghans that
we can see as a result of what the President announced, it’s better
than it’s ever been and we’re just a few months into it.

Senator BAYH. We're all hopeful, but I think we all realize we
have to be realistic as well. Mr. Secretary, I think that’s what
you’ve outlined here: a review in progress, assessing our partners
both in Pakistan and Afghanistan, and then making the hard deci-
sions at the appropriate time.
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Let me ask a couple of other questions. Have you requested all
the Predators and Reapers you can use and you need?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir. We have pretty much maxed out the
lines. I would just say that those capabilities in some instances, in
more than a few instances, the challenge is not just the airframe
or the platform; it’s the ground station, it’s the crews, it’s the lin-
guists that enable us to use the information. So it’s the whole pack-
age that we have to put together.

Senator BAYH. For a long time there was a shortage of pilots as
I recall. But we've

Secretary GATES. It was both airframes and platforms. But I
would say over the last year to 15 months the Air Force has really
leaned into this problem, and General Schwartz has told me that
they are now training more UAV pilots than they are fighter-bomb-
er pilots.

Senator BAYH. That’s quite a change. But it’s one of those sys-
tems that’s really been delivering for us here. So I'm delighted at
your request.

Finally—and my time has expired—along with five of my col-
leagues, I was in Kabul and at the Bagram Air Base earlier this
month, or last month now that it’s February, and I just want to—
please convey, we have met with many of the members of the
Armed Forces, and particularly the Special Operations folks down
there at Bagram, they’re doing an outstanding job and I want you
to, if you can, please relay our appreciation for the service they're
rendering our country.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Bayh.

Senator Reed.

Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, gentlemen, for your testimony. Some points have
been raised with respect to the trial of Abdulmutallab and I think,
Mr. Secretary, you sort of indicated that that decision was the
province of the Attorney General. But just as a matter of fact, had
he been turned over to military custody he would have been pro-
vided a lawyer, I presume; isn’t that correct?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator REED. Given the fact that we’ve harmonized the rules of
interrogation between the FBI and other agencies of the govern-
ment, including the military, that the tools available for an interro-
gation would have been very much the same?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir.

Senator REED. I think something else, too. Again, this is not a
question of venue; this is a question more of how we combat these
terrorists. A lot of them describe themselves as holy warriors, and
if we reinforce their self-described holy warrior description, trying
them essentially in a military trial and not a civilian trial, doesn’t
that reinforce what they think they are, which is basically that
they’re not terrorist criminals, they are some type of holy warrior?

Secretary GATES. Well, I suppose that that’s the case. I just think
that we’re in a good place when you have the ability to use both
the civilian court system and the military commissions and to be
able to make decisions on how to prosecute an individual based on
a case by case basis depending on those specific circumstances. The
Attorney General consulted with me in terms of the decision on the
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Christmas Day bomber and I told him that I would defer to him
on that. I think we need to use both of those venues, but I think
it will depend on the circumstances in each case.

Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Admiral Mullen, in Afghanistan there has been I believe an in-
crease in recruits to the Afghani forces, which are absolutely essen-
tial to our long-term strategy. I know there’s been a pay increase
that has helped. But what other factors have helped?

Admiral MULLEN. I think an intangible that I would put out
there is the fact that the commitment on the part of the United
States and NATO nations specifically to this fight and to the total-
ity of it, not just the military side. I think the leadership in Af-
ghanistan visibly more committed, General McChrystal out in bat-
tlefield circulation with the President, who has connected with his
people in ways that have been very important as well, along with—
and I think it’s a combination of standing up for their country,
which I am told routinely and which their leaders feel strongly
about, in addition to the incentivized pay increases specifically.

What we're struggling with is, while the recruiting was at 116
percent over the last couple of months, having the institutional ca-
pacity both from a training infrastructure standpoint as well as
trainers to absorb that many. That’s just, quite frankly, an area
that we haven’t focused on enough in the past and we’re trying to
get right right now.

Secretary GATES. I should correct the record. The Attorney Gen-
eral consulted with me on the five September 11 terrorists, not the
Christmas Day bomber.

Senator REED. Thank you, because it’s important to have the
record accurate.

Mr. Secretary, you have I think once again proposed robust fund-
ing for basic science in DOD in this budget. I think that’s critical.
Could you give an idea of where youre proposing to spend this
money?

Secretary GATES. Let me do that for the record if I might.

[The information referred to follows:]

The $200 million increase relative to the Fiscal Year 2010 Department of Defense
request will be directed to basic research in high-priority areas that are promising
for transformational defense capabilities. These include nano-manufacturing science,
synthetic biology, advanced energy science, materials modeling for force protection,
computational neuroscience and quantum information science, among other highly
promising areas. We have increased the investment in the Army by $29 million,
Navy by $25 million, Air Force by $34 million, the Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency by $102 million and with smaller changes in other Defense Agen-
cies. The research will be conducted at universities and other nonprofit institutions,
industries, and Government laboratories, in distribution similar to the base budget

for basic research. The increased funds will support individual investigators and re-
search teams, including students.

Senator REED. You're quite welcome to do that for the record.

Admiral Mullen, in the QDR there is a discussion of dealing with
anti-access environments and utilizing the advantages of sub-sur-
face operations, which I presume is not just submarines, but also
unmanned undersea vehicles. Can you amplify what your plans
are?

Admiral MULLEN. Broadly, I think the presumption is exactly
right. We’ve focused on investments there for some years. I'd have
to get back to you with what the specifics of that would be. I would
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only say, from actually every capability area that we have, that the
ability to create and sustain access globally, oftentimes is very im-
portant. Oftentimes this is very focused on the Western Pacific,
but, quite frankly, it’s much broader than that and those capabili-
ties are vital for our future.

Senator REED. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Reed.

Senator Begich.

Senator BEGICH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you all for being here, and I am the last one standing I
think on this round of activity. So let me try to be very quick. I
have some very Alaskan issues, but first a little more global.

Again, thank you for all the work you’re doing in Haiti and the
impact that we have down there. Can you tell me, just so I have
the number correct, what’s our total capacity down there right now
in regards to troops that we have there?

Admiral MULLEN. We actually had over 20,000. With the release
of the aircraft carrier Vinson, who actually left her helicopter capa-
bility ashore in Haiti, but with the release of her we’re down to just
under 17,000 today.

Senator BEGICH. Do we have an idea of what the resource cost
has been so far to DOD?

Secretary GATES. It’s about $150 million so far.

Senator BEGICH. Do you have an estimation of what you think
in this budget process that you're planning to expend for the next
year?

Mr. HALE. Well, I am not sure of the duration and length of this.
We estimated $300 to $400 million during the first 30 days, and
I think we’ll have to revise that depending on how long we'’re there
and the degree of our commitment.

Senator BEGICH. Do you have within the budget that the Presi-
dent has presented the resources to meet that goal?

Secretary GATES. No.

Senator BEGICH. Okay, that’s good. That’s what we need to know.

Secretary GATES. We can cash flow it, but we need to be repaid.

Senator BEGICH. Understood.

Mr. HALE. We do have the money right now, thanks to the com-
mittee and Congress, to cash flow it.

Senator BEGICH. Okay. Do you think and believe you have a
clear mission of what you should be doing Secretary Gates?

Secretary GATES. Yes, I think we do.

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir. It’s very clear and it’s in support of,
obviously, first of all the Haitian people, the Haitian government,
the UN mission. We’re in support of USAID, who has also been
magnificent in this effort. So it is a supporting effort specifically.

Senator BEGICH. Very good. If I can go very quickly on another
subject that Senator McCaskill brought up, on Oxycontin. The
other piece I would like, maybe at another time for the record, not
only what the drug activity in the sense of distribution, but the ef-
forts for individuals who are trying to get off of it. I have talked
to several soldiers who have had Oxycontin as their pain manage-
ment and other things, but now they're trying to get off it and we
have limited resources. So if you could, maybe for the record, just
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give me kind of how that works and what you do for those soldiers
that are trying to now get themselves out of that situation, if you
could do that for the record, Admiral.

[The information referred to follows:]

We have come a long way in identifying and treating substance abuse in recent
years, but our work is not done. The Department continues to work diligently to as-
sure the appropriate use of pain medications and prevent their misuse.

Foremost, alternative non-opioid pain treatments are being developed and used
when possible. Physical modalities, non-opioid adjuvant medications, integrative mo-
dalities, and injection and interventional modalities all provide treatment for pain
in some cases and thus militate against some opioid use.

An excellent example is the Defense and Veterans Pain Management Initiative
(DVPMI). The DVPMI seeks to improve the management of pain in military and ci-
vilian medicine. Through clinical research efforts, it has become a model for effective
integration of acute and chronic pain medicine. Through the efforts of the DVPMI,
peripheral nerve infusion pumps and patient-controlled analgesia pumps have been
approved for battlefield use and for flights on military aircraft.

The 2010 National Defense Authorization Act directed the Secretary of Defense
to develop and implement a comprehensive policy concerning pain management. The
Task Force Report contained numerous recommendations, and is currently being
operationalized into a six phase Comprehensive Pain Management Campaign Plan
that will standardize and optimize pain management.

Additionally, alternative pain management methods are being considered which
will allow a portion of servicemembers to avoid the possibility of addiction in many
cases where opioid pain medications would otherwise have been used.

When opioids are the proper choice for patient care, programs and standards of
care are being improved to more effectively manage those patients. Closely man-
aging patients reduces the likelihood that the use of opioids will lead to addiction.
Efforts to improve the patient management process include embedding pain physi-
cians in the wounded warrior clinics. We anticipate that improvements in Health
Information Technology will also reduce duplicative prescribing and dispensing of
medication. This includes tracking beneficiary data for prescription information and
working with civilian organizations on the Prescription Drug Monitoring Program.

In some cases, a servicemember requires opioids and their use can lead to addic-
tion. In these cases, there are a variety of treatment options available. A primary
care provider is the first step in a whole continuum of treatment levels. Patients
move through the continuum of care as more resource intensive treatments may be-
come necessary.

In addition, Military OneSource allows soldiers to receive mental health coun-
seling. The program leverages civilian resources to prevent those with addiction
issues from failing to seek help.

Senator BEGICH. Then give me the Iraq status again. We had
how many troops there about a year ago?
[The information referred to follows:]

In February 2009, we had roughly 146,400 military in Iraq: 108,100 Army; 11,100
Air Force; 6,200 Navy; and 21,000 Marines.

Admiral MULLEN. Sorry?

Senator BEGICH. How many troops did we have in Iraq about a
year ago? What was our peak level, do you think? 1407

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, I would say 140, 150. We're at 104,000
today.

Senator BEGICH. 104,000 today?

Admiral MULLEN. Right, and the marines are out.

Senator BEGICH. Then by the end of August, you think we’ll be
down to?

Admiral MULLEN. About 50.

Senator BEGICH. 50,000 remaining?

Admiral MULLEN. Right.

Senator BEGICH. Then the other date of next August, where will
we be?
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Admiral MULLEN. The following year, actually end of 2011, we’ll
be out.

Senator BEGICH. Again to echo what I think you said to Senator
Udall, we’re on track?

Admiral MULLEN. We are.

Senator BEGICH. Very good. I'm trying to rapid-fire these, know-
ing my time is limited.

In your DOD presentation of the budget, do you still have a very
robust—another issue, separate—alternative, renewable energy
program? I know that’s been a big plus, to be very frank with you,
with the military. You have been leaders in this area. Are you still
fairly, in your mind, aggressive in this arena?

Secretary GATES. Yes.

Senator BEGICH. Let me now be parochial, as you probably had
anticipated. But first with regards to the GMD, I appreciate the
missile ground defense system and the work you’ve been doing in
Alaska and the efforts you've done over the years in kind of transi-
tion of what’s been going on with overall missile defense.

The way I understand this is you'll finish off field 2. Do you have
the resources in this budget or do you allocate utilizing other re-
sources to get to that final completion of the 12 and then the de-
commissioning of the 6?

Secretary GATES. That’s budgeted for.

Senator BEGICH. In this cycle?

Secretary GATES. Yes.

Senator BEGICH. Is there anything beyond even the six decom-
missioned? Do you have to budget for that or do you think you
have that also in this cycle?

Secretary GATES. I think it’s all in the budget.

Senator BEGICH. If there is a difference, you’ll let us know?

Climate change, Arctic policy. I know you mentioned it and you
started talking about it within this process, and I think it’s impor-
tant. There is an issue, and maybe again at a later time—we have
three, the European Command, the Northern Command, and the
Pacific Command that kind of manages it all together. Is there a
process you're going through now to try to bring some unified com-
mand, be it a joint command. How do we deal with that, because
I know that’s an issue that keeps popping up. Are you going
through the process now, Admiral?

Admiral MULLEN. I think, Senator, we would use the normal
process, which would bring all of that back here certainly from the
combatant commander’s standpoint. We do that routinely across a
host of issues. There’s no view that I've heard of or certainly I don’t
see it from an intention standpoint to create another command to
handle this. But we are looking at the policy. We actually want to
give Thad Allen and the Coast Guard a lot of credit here because
they’ve actually done great work and brought it to our attention in
the last couple years. We've moved ahead. We still have a long way
to go there.

Senator BEGICH. My time is up, but that is exactly—you stated
that the Coast Guard’s really been hollering out there at all of us.
As you move forward on that, I would love to be engaged in that.
As you're well aware, a huge opportunity, also potential huge con-
flicts. So your work there would be greatly appreciated.
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My time is up. I tried to give you a variety pack and you did a
great job.

Thank you very much.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Begich.

Senator Chambliss is on his way. He has not had a first round
yet. I think maybe we’ll just see if anyone has one question for a
second round. I have one, and then I'll see if others do. Okay, I'll
call on you too, Senator Burris.

My question is the following. There was a study that the Insti-
tute for Defense Analysis (IDA) did on that alternate engine for the
F-136. My question is: It’s now about 3 years old. They looked at
how much was invested, how much would need to be invested to
develop it, what would be the possible benefits, what would be the
costs for that alternate engine. My question is, will you ask the
IDA to update that study, since we’ve had a couple of years now
of additional investment? Can you do that, Secretary Gates?

Secretary GATES. Let me take a look at it, Senator, Mr. Chair-
man. I don’t know why not, but let me get back to you.

[The information referred to follows:]

The Department does not intend to contract with the Institute for Defense Anal-
yses (IDA) to update their 2007 study. The Fiscal Year 2007 National Defense Au-
thorization Act directed the Department to sponsor a Federally Funded Research
Center (FFRDC) to conduct one of the three independent studies on the Joint Strike
Fighter propulsion system. The Department selected IDA. The Department’s Cost
Analysis Improvement Group (CAIG) was also directed to complete one of the stud-
ies. The Department’s Cost Analysis and Program Evaluation (CAPE) office, for-
merly the CAIG, recently updated their 2007 study to account for investment in the
alternate engine since that time, as well JSF programmatic changes. The Depart-
ment is satisfied with the CAPE’s analysis and believes that contracting with an
FFRDC to do the same analysis would not be a prudent use of Department re-
sources.

The Deputy Secretary provided the CAPE’s updated analysis to Senator Levin via
separate correspondence.

Chairman LEVIN. All right. Is there anyone—let’s just try one
question for everybody. Senator Burris—well, wait a minute. Let
me see. Senator Collins would be next if you had a question.

Senator COLLINS. No.

Chairman LEVIN. Okay, Senator Burris.

Senator BURRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My question, gentlemen, goes to the ability of small contractors
to have the opportunity to do business with DOD, where they may
need some type of assistance with their development project, which
I understand that there are millions of dollars sometimes spent to
get a piece of equipment that the military may need. I have a spe-
cific company in mind where it’s been cleared through generals and
been authorized, but you can’t get the decision to be made, because
we're talking about saving—this is technical equipment for our
space stations and our drones and other military aircraft. It seems
like the bureaucracy with the bigger companies just seem to charge
much more money and they sometimes try to subcontract or either
sub-contract with these contracts, but this could be sold directly to
the military, but there just seems to be a bureaucracy that these
small companies run into.

Gentlemen, is there some system or device that a small business
can really get an opportunity to sell their product to DOD, which
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is a better product and a cheaper product, which will save tax-
payers’ dollars?

Secretary GATES. Let me give you an answer for the record on
how we deal with small business, Senator. If you will provide us
with the specifics of the case you have in mind, we’ll look into it.

Senator BURRIS. Mr. Secretary, I certainly will do that.

Admiral?

Admiral MULLEN. If I just could respond briefly, my experience
in this is exactly what you've said, Senator. I think it’s very dif-
ficult to get small, innovative, creative companies into the business.
My experience is too often competing against the bureaucracy, they
just can’t afford it. They can’t afford the overhead. They don’t have
the people. It puts them out of business. So they go too often in
the private sector. There are some great ideas out there. I've seen
small companies go other places, put out of business, or be con-
sumed by the larger defense contractors.

My engagement with larger defense contractors over the years
has been to try to get them to support these smaller companies.
Some of them have. But it’s a real challenge, and I think it’s a
shortfall in what we do overall, in our overall contracting business,
if you will, as we try to look to the future.

Senator BURRIS. Mr. Secretary, we will get this information on
this small company, because we’re talking about saving, if the
numbers are correct, hundreds of millions of dollars.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

If you can just have one question, because we need to take a 5-
minute break here for everybody’s sake.

Senator BEGICH. Mine’s very quick. Secretary and Admiral
Mullen, I just want to follow from the comment you made earlier
in regards to I think it was the life cycle of equipment and so forth
and how the procurement process works and how sometimes the
line folks are not engaged in that. I guess the question is, are you
making efforts to change that, because I agree with you 100 per-
cent, if the line people are not involved you end up with a prod-
uct—and a good example might have been the payroll issue, but I
won’t go into that. As a former mayor, I dealt with payroll trans-
formation. It’s a nightmare. Is there something you’re working on
to make that transition?

Admiral MULLEN. I think in the area of acquisition reform, this
is an area of focus. But we have a system right now that would
only allow me to pull something in. It does not come to me natu-
rally or, quite frankly and more importantly, to the Service Chiefs
naturally, particularly on the acquisition side.

Senator BEGICH. Are you working to change that?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, I am. But I don’t see—I don’t see healthy
change coming in that regard in the near future, because that fun-
damental principle that was laid out in 1986 in Goldwater-Nichols
that separates us is still there.

Senator BEGICH. Let us know how we can help. I agree with you
on what you're trying to do.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.
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We're going to call just now on Senator Chambliss, Senator
Lieberman. We're going to really break no later than noon here. We
all need a 5-minute break. Senator Chambliss.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I was not going to get into a discussion on F-22
particularly. We’ve been down that road. But when you responded
to Senator McCain’s question about why you didn’t discuss the
problems with the F-35 when we were having the debate last sum-
mer, your response was that you didn’t have the independent cost
analysis that you have now. I thought it was pretty ironic that the
report from the independent commission came out about 2 days
after the vote in the Senate, where the F-22 in effect was killed.
I couldn’t understand why you didn’t know about that, didn’t know
that report was coming.

But really, the 2009 report was simply a validation of exactly
what that same commission reported in 2008. Now, I assume you
knew about the 2008 report and for whatever reason you didn’t
give much credence to it. Am I incorrect in that assumption? Did
you not know about the 2008 report from that independent com-
mission, or did you just seek to ignore it?

Secretary GATES. I honestly don’t remember, Senator. The re-
structuring of this program has been due not just to the report of
the JET from last fall, but to the time that the Under Secretary
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics spent on this issue just
in the last few weeks, and that’s the reason that the restructuring
has only been announced in the last few days. It’s because he com-
pleted his investigation, of which the JET was one part, just within
the last couple weeks or so.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Well, I heard your comment yesterday about
your not intending to in any ways revisit the F—22 issue. Is that
a correct statement?

Secretary GATES. Correct.

Senator CHAMBLISS. That’s even in spite of the fact that we now
know that the assumptions that you based your decision on last
year were wrong, that the F-35 is going to slip, and that your de-
partment has no idea of what the cost of an F-35 is going to be,
as we've been told in a hearing by Dr. Carter. Now it’s gotten to
the point where I understand you've even relieved your program
manager of his duties as of yesterday on the F-35.

So you’re not going to in any ways revisit that, even though we're
struggling with the issues that we talked about might come about
with regard to the F-35?

Secretary GATES. No, sir, because the IOCs, based on information
that I was given in preparation for this hearing, the I0Cs for the
Services, for the arrival of the training squadron at Eglin, all re-
main pretty much on track. The difference will be somewhat fewer
aircraft delivered.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Do you intend to allow the expiration of for-
eign military sales (FMS) of the F—22?

Secretary GATES. My impression is that that’s prohibited by law.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Well, you've been instructed in the author-
ization bill last year that you will do a review of FMS and the pros-
pect of those sales. There’s another independent commission out-
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side DOD that’s also tasked with that. So is that review not under
consideration at this point?

Secretary GATES. I'll have to check, Senator.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Could you get me an answer on that, please,
S1r.

Secretary GATES. Sure, sir.

[The information referred to follows:]

The report required by section 1250(a)(b) of the National Defense Authorization
Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2010 directed the Secretary of Defense, in coordination
with the Secretary of State, and in consultation with the Secretary of the Air Force,
to submit a report on potential Foreign Military Sales (FMS) of the F-22A fighter
aircraft. The report was completed and transmitted to the Defense Committees, the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, and the House Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs on August 26, 2010. Section 1250(c) of the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2010 directed
the Secretary to contract with a Federally Funded Research and Development Cen-
ter to submit an additional report on the impact of F—22A FMS on the U.S. aero-
space and aviation industry. The Department contracted RAND to complete the re-
port. RAND expects to complete the report in early 2011.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Let me just ask you a quick question on the
budget. I want to go back to the MRAP that’s specifically designed
for Afghanistan. Tell me again about that vehicle? What’s the dif-
ference in that and what we’re using in Iraq, and what’s the budget
difference there?

Secretary GATES. The cost per vehicle is roughly the same for the
ATV and the R-31 MRAP. The MRAP being designed for Afghani-
stan is designed to operate off-road, where the MRAPs in Iraq, de-
signed for Iraq, were designed to operate on the road. So there’s
quite a difference in the engineering as well as in the power train
and so on.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Any of those vehicles in Afghanistan today?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir. We probably have somewhere between
500 and 700 of them now. We’re ramping up the production right
now and our expectation is that we’ll be sending in between 500
and 1,000 a month pretty quickly here.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Do you have any idea when that will begin?
Will it begin before the weather warms up?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir. Again, we're probably either this
month or next going to be at 500 a month going into the country.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Chambliss.

Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Thanks to the witnesses for your service. It strikes me after 3
hours that we’re coming close here to violating your rights under
the Geneva Convention. But I thank you for your strength as
shown here today.

Frankly, seriously, I don’t think we’ve had a better team than
you at DOD in a long time, and I thank you for your service in
every way. I think this is a very good budget. Obviously, we’ll go
over it in a series of subject matter hearings, but I think it meets
the needs of our military within the resources that we have.

I want to ask a question I think hasn’t been addressed. Both of
you talked about, Secretary Gates, Admiral Mullen, about the prop-
er balance between allocating funds to meet the unconventional
threats we’re facing in the war against Islamist extremism, ter-
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rorism, and then being set to meet threats later on from large po-
tentially peer competitors. Somewhere in the mix with both of
those is Iran, now still the major state sponsor of terrorism in the
world, according to the State Department.

It seems to me that it is also the most significant threat multi-
plier out there if it goes nuclear. We all want to find a diplomatic
way to get the Iranians not to go nuclear. The Senate passed a very
strong sanctions bill last Thursday unanimously, which goes to con-
ference now and hopefully it will come back soon.

But I wanted to ask you the extent to which the budget that you
present to us will enable us to deal with this threat. If Iran goes
nuclear, it greatly strengthens their terrorist proxies, including
some that have killed a lot of Americans in Iraq and are causing
some trouble in Afghanistan. It probably ends the nonproliferation,
nuclear nonproliferation regime.

Admiral Mullen, at one point I saw you quoted somewhere a
while ago that said just in the normal dispatch of your responsi-
bility it’s your responsibility to prepare plans for potential use of
military force against Iran regarding nuclear weapons. Then Gen-
eral Petraeus said something similar recently. I wanted to ask you
if that’s the case and how you would describe that, in what context
you would put that preparation?

Admiral MULLEN. I put it in the context I think, Senator, that
you laid it out. I think the potential for instability is still there,
that I'm, as many are, hopeful that the engagement dialogue has
legs and actually can produce something. I would agree with your
assessment that them achieving that capability, it becomes a whole
new ballgame in terms of what the down side potential is. I don’t
see much upside potential. We certainly over a long period of time
have recognized that and focused on that. We work contingencies
all the time, and it was really in that context that I was speaking
of that.

The President has said, Secretary Gates has said, I've said, all
options remain on the table and certainly the military is one of
them.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Secretary Gates, let me ask you a different
side to this. In recent trips over the last year or so that I've taken
to the Middle East, both to the Arab countries and to Israel, it
seems to me that there is a kind of increasing military connection
in a very positive sense between ourselves and our allies there. I
wonder if you’d comment on that, and to what extent you see it in
relationship to the current or future Iranian threat?

Secretary GATES. We have made considerable progress over the
past 2 years or so in developing a regional maritime surveillance,
air and missile defense cooperation in the Gulf region. It is a step
at a time. It is in my view clearly motivated—they are motivated—
because of their concerns with Iran’s armaments programs and,
leave aside nuclear weapons, the number of missiles they’re build-
ing and so on. So we have made considerable progress in those re-
lationships.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I thank you. My time’s up. I know we want
to give you a minute or 2 off. Thank you again.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Lieberman.
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That concludes this hearing. The chart I referred to, which I pre-
pared relative to the Afghan Army, will be made part of the record.
Secretary Gates, we would ask you and Chairman Mullen to
present this chart to your folks, make sure that it’s accurate. If
there’s any errors in it, please let us know immediately, and ask
General Rodriguez please to provide us the information that he has
committed to provide.

Admiral Mullen, you have your hand up.

Admiral MULLEN. Just one for the record, and it’s brief. On Sen-
ator Thune’s question, he was asking about decommissioning bomb-
ers and in fact what I didn’t say was there is consideration for a
reduction in the number of bombers in the overall START negotia-
tions, which are ongoing and which have not come to conclusion
yet.

Chairman LEVIN. We will ask his staff to give him that informa-
tion.

We're going to recess now for 5 minutes. When we come back,
after opening statements we are going to call on Senators in the
same order that we called on them for the first hearing. We’ll stand
adjourned for 5 minutes.

[Recess from 12:03 p.m. to 12:08 p.m.]

Chairman LEVIN. The committee is now going to receive testi-
mony from our senior leadership of DOD as we begin the task of
addressing the DADT policy on gays in the military. I believe that
ending the policy would improve our military’s capability and re-
flect our commitment to equal opportunity. I do not find the argu-
ments used to justify DADT convincing when it took effect in 1993
and they are less so now.

I agree with what President Obama said in his State of the
Union address, that we should repeal this discriminatory policy. In
the latest Gallup poll, the American public overwhelmingly sup-
ports allowing gays and lesbians to serve openly in the military.
Sixty nine percent of Americans are recorded as supporting their
right to serve and many in fact are serving.

As former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs General dJohn
Shalikashvili said—and he supports ending the policy—“A majority
of troops already believe that they serve alongside gay or lesbian
colleagues.” One recent study estimated that 66,000 gays and les-
bians are serving today, at constant risk of losing their chance to
serve.

Other nations have allowed gay and lesbian servicemembers to
serve in their militaries without discrimination and without impact
on unit cohesion or morale. A comprehensive study on this was con-
ducted by Rand in 1993. Rand researchers reported on the positive
experiences of Canada, France, Germany, Israel, and The Nether-
lands and Norway, all of which allowed known homosexuals to
serve in their Armed Forces. Senator McCain and I have asked
DOD to update the 1993 report.

Ending this discriminatory policy will contribute to our military’s
effectiveness. To take just one example, dozens of Arabic and Farsi
linguists have been forced out of the military under DADT at a
time when our need to understand those languages has never been
greater. Thousands of troops, 13,000 by one estimate, have been
forced to leave the military under the current policy. That number
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includes many who could help the military complete some particu-
larly difficult and dangerous missions.

I have long admired the merit-based system of advancement em-
ployed by the U.S. military that allows service men and women of
varied backgrounds to advance to positions of high leadership. An
Army is not a democracy. It is a meritocracy, where success de-
pends not on who you are, but on how well you do your job. Despite
its necessarily undemocratic nature, our military has helped lead
the way in areas of fairness and anti-discrimination. It has served
as a flagship for American values and aspirations, both inside the
United States and around the world.

We will hold additional hearings to hear from various points of
view and approaches on this matter. This committee will hold a
hearing on February 11, when we will hear from an independent
panel. The Service Secretaries and Service Chiefs will all be testi-
fying before this committee during the month of February on their
various budgets, and they, of course, will be open to questions on
this subject as well during their testimony.

My goal will be to move quickly, but deliberatively, to maximize
the opportunity for all Americans to serve their country, while ad-
dressing any concerns that may be raised. We should end DADT
and we can and should do it in a way that honors our Nation’s val-
ues while making us more secure.

My entire statement will be made part of the record. A statement
of Senator Gillibrand will also be inserted in the record following
the statement of Senator McCain.

Senator MCCAIN.

[The prepared statement of Senator Levin follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR CARL LEVIN

The committee continues our hearing this afternoon to receive testimony from the
senior leadership of the Department of Defense as we begin the task of addressing
the “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy on gays in the military. I believe ending the policy
would improve our military’s capability and reflect our commitment to equal oppor-
tunity.

I did not find the arguments used to justify “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” convincing
when it took effect in 1993, and they are less so now. I agree with what President
Obama said in his State of the Union address, that we should repeal this discrimi-
natory policy.

In the latest Gallup poll, the American public overwhelmingly supports allowing
gays and lesbians to serve openly in the military. Sixty-nine percent of Americans
are recorded as supporting their right to serve—and many are in fact serving. As
former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs General John Shalikashvili, who supports end-
ing the policy has pointed out, a majority of troops already believe they serve along-
side gay or lesbian colleagues. It’s hard to know for sure, but one recent study esti-
mated that 66,000 gays and lesbians are serving today, forced to hide their orienta-
tion and at constant risk of losing the chance to serve.

Supporters of this policy argue that allowing gays and lesbians to serve openly
would damage unit cohesion and morale, crucial factors in building combat effective-
ness. But there is no evidence that the presence of gay and lesbian colleagues would
damage our military’s ability to fight. Other nations have allowed gay and lesbian
servicemembers to serve in their militaries without discrimination and without im-
pact on unit cohesion or morale. The most comprehensive study on this was con-
ducted by Rand in 1993. Rand researchers reported on the positive experiences of
Canada, France, Germany, Israel, the Netherlands and Norway, all of which al-
lowed known homosexuals to serve in their Armed Forces. Senator McCain and I
have asked the Department to update this 1993 report.

We should end this discriminatory policy because ending it will contribute to our
military’s effectiveness. To take just one example: dozens of Arabic and Farsi lin-
guists have been forced out of the military under “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” at a time
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when our need to understand those languages has never been greater. Thousands
of troops—13,500 by one estimate—have been forced to leave the military under the
current policy. Certainly that number includes many who could help the military
complete its difficult and dangerous missions.

Supporters of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” accuse those who would change it of trying
to impose a social agenda on the military. But at this point in our history, when
gays and lesbians openly work and succeed in every aspect of our national life, it
is the “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy that reflects a social agenda out of step with
the everyday experience of most Americans.

I have long admired the merit-based system of advancement employed by the U.S.
military that allows service men and women of varied backgrounds to advance to
positions of high leadership. An Army is not a democracy. It is a meritocracy where
success depends not on who you are, but on how well you do your job. Despite its
necessarily undemocratic nature, our military has helped lead the way in areas of
fairness and anti-discrimination, as it did in ending racial segregation in America.
It has served as a flagship for American values and aspirations both inside the
United States and around the world.

We will hold additional hearings to hear from various points of view and ap-
proaches on this matter. This committee will hold a hearing on February 11 when
we will hear from an independent panel. The Service Secretaries and Service Chiefs
will all be testifying before this committee during the month of February and they
will be open to questions on this subject during their testimony.

Change is always hard, especially when it involves social issues or personal be-
liefs. We will proceed fairly, trying to hear varying opinions. I hope those who favor
change will not mistake open and fair process for undue delay.

My goal will be to move quickly but deliberately to maximize the opportunity for
all Americans to serve their country while addressing any concerns that may be
raised. We should end “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” and we can and should do it in a
way that honors our Nation’s values while making it more secure.

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want
to thank you Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen for what’s turn-
ing into a very long morning for them. We appreciate your patience
and your input on this very, very important issue.

We meet to consider the DADT policy, a policy that the President
has made clear, most recently last week in his State of the Union
Address, that he wants Congress to repeal. This would be a sub-
stantial and controversial change to a policy that has been success-
ful for 2 decades. It would also present yet another challenge to our
military at a time of already tremendous stress and strain.

Our men and women in uniform are fighting two wars, guarding
the front lines against a global terrorist enemy, serving and sacri-
ficing on battlefields far from home, and working to rebuild and re-
form the force after more than 8 years of conflict. At this moment
of immense hardship for our armed services, we should not be
seeking to overturn the DADT policy.

I want to make one thing perfectly clear upfront. 'm enormously
proud of and thankful for every American who chooses to put on
the uniform of our Nation and serve at this time of war. I want
to encourage more of our fellow citizens to serve and to open up
opportunities to do so. Many gay and lesbian Americans are serv-
ing admirably in our Armed Forces, even giving their lives so that
we and others can know the blessings of peace. I honor their sac-
rifice and I honor them.

Our challenge is how to continue welcoming this service amid the
vast complexities of the largest, most expensive, most well-re-
garded, and most critical institution in our Nation, our Armed
Forces. This is an extremely difficult issue and the Senate vigor-
ously debated it in 1993. We heard from the senior uniformed and
civilian leaders of our military on eight occasions before this com-
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mittee alone. When Congress ultimately wrote the law, we included
important findings that did justice to the seriousness of the subject.
I would ask, without objection, Mr. Chairman, that a copy of the
statute, including those findings, be included in the record.
Chairman LEVIN. It will be.
[The information referred to follows:]

10 USCS § 654
§ 654. Policy concerning homosexuality in the armed forces

(a) Findings. Congress makes the following findings:

(1) Section 8 of article I of the Constitution of the United States commits exclusively to
the Congress the powers to raise and support armies, provide and maintain a Navy, and
make rules for the government and regulation of the land and naval forces,

(2) There is no constitutional right to serve in the armed forces.

(3) Pursuant to the powers conferred by section 8 of article I of the Constitution of the
United States, it lies within the discretion of the Congress to establish qualifications for and
conditions of service in the armed forces.

(4) The primary purpose of the armed forces is to prepare for and to prevail in combat
should the need arise.

(5) The conduct of military operations requires members of the armed forces to make
extraordinary sacrifices, including the ultimate sacrifice, in order to provide for the common
defense.

(6) Success in combat requires military units that are characterized by high morale, good
order and discipline, and unit cohesion.

(7) One of the most critical elements in combat capability is unit cohesion, that is, the
bonds of trust among individual service members that make the combat effectiveness of a
military unit greater than the sum of the combat effectiveness of the individual unit
members.

(8) Military life is fundamentally different from civilian life in that--

(A) the extraordinary responsibilities of the armed forces, the unique conditions of
military service, and the critical role of unit cohesion, require that the military community,
while subject to civilian control, exist as a specialized society; and

(B) the military society is characterized by its own laws, rules, customs, and traditions,
including numerous restrictions on personal behavior, that would not be acceptable in
civilian society.

(9) The standards of conduct for members of the armed forces regulate a member's life
for 24 hours each day beginning at the moment the member enters military status and not
ending until that person is discharged or otherwise separated from the armed forces.

(10) Those standards of conduct, including the Uniform Code of Military Justice, apply to a
member of the armed forces at all times that the member has a military status, whether the
member is on base or off base, and whether the member is on duty or off duty.

(11) The pervasive application of the standards of conduct is necessary because members
of the armed forces must be ready at all times for worldwide deployment to a combat
environment.

(12) The worldwide deployment of United States military forces, the international
responsibilities of the United States, and the potential for involvement of the armed forces
in actual combat routinely make it necessary for members of the armed forces involuntarily
to accept living conditions and working conditions that are often spartan, primitive, and
characterized by forced intimacy with little or no privacy.

(13) The prohibition against homosexual conduct is a longstanding element of military law
that continues to be necessary in the unique circumstances of military service.
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(14) The armed forces must maintain personnel policies that exclude persons whose
presence in the armed forces would create an unacceptable risk to the armed forces' high
standards of morale, good order and discipline, and unit cohesion that are the essence of
military capability.

(15) The presence in the armed forces of persons who demonstrate a propensity or intent
to engage in homosexual acts would create an unacceptable risk to the high standards of
morale, good order and discipline, and unit cohesion that are the essence of military
capability.

(b) Policy. A member of the armed forces shall be separated from the armed forces under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Defense if one or more of the following findings is
made and approved in accordance with procedures set forth in such regulations:

(1) That the member has engaged in, attempted to engage in, or solicited another to
engage in a homosexual act or acts unless there are further findings, made and approved in
accordance with procedures set forth in such regulations, that the member has
demonstrated that--

(A) such conduct is a departure from the member's usual and customary behavior;

(B) such conduct, under all the circumstances, is unlikely to recur;

(C) such conduct was not accomplished by use of force, coercion, or intimidation;

(D) under the particular circumstances of the case, the member's continued presence in
the armed forces Is consistent with the interests of the armed forces in proper discipline,
good order, and morale; and

(E) the member does not have a propensity or intent to engage in homosexual acts.

(2) That the member has stated that he or she is a homosexual or bisexual, or words to
that effect, unless there is a further finding, made and approved in accordance with
procedures set forth in the regulations, that the member has demonstrated that he or she is
not a person who engages in, attempts to engage in, has a propensity to engage in, or
intends to engage in homosexual acts.

(3) That the member has married or attempted to marry a person known to be of the
same biological sex.

{c) Entry standards and documents.
(1) The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that the standards for enlistment and
appointment of members of the armed forces reflect the policies set forth in subsection (b).
(2) The documents used to effectuate the enlistment or appointment of a person as a
member of the armed forces shall set forth the provisions of subsection (b).

(d) Required briefings, The briefings that members of the armed forces receive upon entry
into the armed forces and periodically thereafter under section 937 of this title [10 USCS §
937] (article 137 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice) shall include a detailed explanation
of the applicable laws and regulations governing sexual conduct by members of the armed
forces, including the policies prescribed under subsection (b).

(e) Rule of construction, Nothing in subsection (b) shall be construed to require that a
member of the armed forces be processed for separation from the armed forces when a
determination is made in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of
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Defense that--

(1) the member engaged in conduct or made statements for the purpose of avoiding or
terminating military service; and

(2) separation of the member would not be in the best interest of the armed forces.

(f) Definitions. In this section:

(1) The term "homosexual" means a person, regardless of sex, who engages in, attempts
to engage in, has a propensity to engage in, or intends to engage in homosexual acts, and
includes the terms "gay" and "lesbian".

(2) The term "bisexual" means a person who engages in, attempts to engage in, has a
propensity to engage in, or intends to engage in homosexual and heterosexual acts.

(3) The term "homosexual act" means--

(A) any bodily contact, actively undertaken or passively permitted, between members
of the same sex for the purpose of satisfying sexual desires; and

(B) any bodily contact which a reasonable person would understand to demonstrate a
propensity or intent to engage in an act described in subparagraph (A).

Senator McCAIN. I won’t quote all those findings, but three
points must be made. First, Congress found in the law that the
military’s mission to prepare for and conduct combat operations re-
quires service men and women to accept living and working condi-
tions that are often spartan and characterized by forced intimacy
with little or no privacy.

Second, the law finds that civilian life is fundamentally different
from military life, which is characterized by its own laws, rules,
customs, and traditions, including many restrictions on personal
conduct that would not be tolerated in civil society.

Finally, the law finds that the essence of military capability is
good order and unit cohesion and that any practice which puts
those goals at unacceptable risk can be restricted.

These findings were the foundation of DADT, and I'm eager to
hear from our distinguished witnesses what has changed since
these findings were written such that the law they supported can
now be repealed.

Has this policy been ideal? No, it has not, but it has been effec-
tive. It has helped to balance the potentially disruptive tension be-
tween the desires of a minority and the broader interests of our
All-Volunteer Force. It is well understood and predominantly sup-
ported by our fighting men and women. It reflects, as I understand
them, the preferences of our uniformed services. It has sustained
unit cohesion and unit morale while still allowing gay and lesbian
Americans to serve their country in uniform. It has done all of this
for nearly 2 decades.

Mr. Chairman, this is a letter signed by over 1,000 former gen-
eral and flag officers who have weighed in on this issue. I think
that we all in Congress should pay attention and benefit from the
experience and knowledge of over a thousand former general offi-
cers and flag officers, where they say: “We firmly believe that this
law which Congress passed to protect good order, discipline and
morale in the unique environment of the Armed Forces deserves
continued support.” So I think we should also pay attention to
those who have served, who can speak more frankly on many occa-
sions than those who are presently serving.
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I know that any decision Congress makes about the future of this
law will inevitably leave a lot of people angry and unfulfilled.
There are patriotic and well-meaning Americans on each side of
this debate, and I have heard their many passionate concerns. Ulti-
mately, though, numerous military leaders tell me that DADT is
working and that we should not change it now. I agree.

I would welcome a report done by the JCS based solely on mili-
tary readiness, effectiveness, and needs, and not on politics, that
would study the DADT, that would consider the impact of its re-
peal on our armed services, and that would offer their best military
advice on the right course of action.

We have an All-Volunteer Force. It is better trained, more effec-
tive, and more professional than any military in our history, and
today that force is shouldering a greater global burden than at any
time in decades. We owe our lives to our fighting men and women
and we should be exceedingly cautious, humble, and sympathetic
when attempting to regulate their affairs.

DADT has been an imperfect but effective policy, and at this mo-
ment, when we’re asking more of our military than at any time in
recent memory, we should not repeal this law.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Senator Gillibrand follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR KIRSTEN GILLIBRAND

Chairman Levin, Senator McCain, distinguished members of the committee, I ap-
preciate your leadership in hosting this important hearing today.

James Madison once said, “Equal laws protecting equal rights ... the best guar-
antee of loyalty and love of country.”

Lesbian and gay service men and women have been serving in our Armed Forces
bravely while being denied the full equality they deserve. Since 1993, more than
13,500 American troops have been discharged from the military under “Don’t Ask,
Don’t Tell” (DADT), at an estimated cost of over $400 million. Those discharges in-
clude more than 800 specialists with skills deemed mission critical by the U.S. mili-
tary, including at least 323 linguists, approximately 10 percent of foreign language
speakers, 59 of which specialized in Arabic, and at least 9 of which specialized in
Farsi, the official language of Iran. Among these specialists were pilots, engineers,
doctors, nurses, and combat medics, all of which the military has faced shortfalls
of in recent years.

These brave Americans were not discharged because of poor performance, but
rather because of their sexual orientation.

According to a recent study by the Williams Institute, an estimated 66,000 les-
bians, gay men, and bisexuals are serving in the U.S. military. According to data
provided by the Department of Defense, discharges under DADT in the Army, Air
Force, Navy and Marine Corps declined to 428 in 2009 from 619 the previous year.
This represents a 65 percent drop since 2001, the highest number on record.

In a time of war, discharges have decreased, even as anecdotal evidence strongly
suggests larger numbers of lesbian and gay servicemembers are serving openly. De-
spite the current law, individual commanders are deciding to retain otherwise quali-
fied personnel.

Why is this the case? Because the Armed Forces is experiencing shortfalls in sev-
eral types of mission-critical personnel, especially in the midst of fighting ongoing
wars, and is losing additional trained and highly qualified personnel under DADT.
It has been estimated that the U.S. military loses more than 4,000 gay and lesbian
military personnel each year, which it would have otherwise retained, had the
servicemembers been able to be open about their sexual orientation, and that more
than 40,000 recruits might join if the ban is lifted. Commanders on the ground be-
lieve what many of us strongly believe—it’s time to repeal DADT.

In a January 2007 op-ed article published in The New York Times, General John
M. Shalikashvili, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff when the policy was enacted,
stated that his opinion was that DADT should be repealed. He argued that due to
the U.S. military being stretched thin by its current deployments in the Middle
East, the Armed Forces need to accept every American who is willing and able to
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serve. Last week I was proud to share another statement from General
Shalikashvili, 1 of only 17 people in the country’s history to serve as chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, calling for an end to this failed policy. In his statement
he said:

“When I was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, my support of the
current policy was based on my belief that implementing a change in the
rules would have been too burdensome for our troops and commanders at
the time.

“The concern among many at that time, was that letting people who were
openly gay serve would lower morale, harm recruitment and undermine
unit cohesion. “DADT” was seen as a useful measure that allowed time to
pass while our culture continued to evolve. The question before us now is
whether enough time has gone by to give this policy serious reconsider-
ation. I believe that it has.”

Twenty-five foreign militaries now let gays serve openly, including our closest
ally, Britain. I sit on the Foreign Relations Committee and I am acutely aware that
most of our allies—Israel, Britain, France, 22 of 26 NATO nations in all—allow gay
and lesbian soldiers to serve openly and I believe the American military should fol-
low suit. At a time when our Nation is fighting two wars, and with increased na-
tional security threats, we can ill afford this loss of personnel and talent in our na-
tional defense. Our military is the best in the world. Once gay and lesbian
servicemembers are allowed to serve openly, our military will still be the best in
the world.

As we look at the path that has brought us to this hearing today, regarding how
best to repeal the DADT policy, I am reminded of several leaders in the fight to
allow openly gay servicemembers into the Armed Forces.

One is then West Point Cadet, Lt. Alexander Raggio. In his 2006 award winning
thesis he stated:

“The military should abandon the false acceptance of DADT and allow
the open service of homosexuals immediately.” He added, “Current policy
cannot be rationally explained except as a reflection of the personal preju-
dices of those who create and enforce it and, rationalized by faulty logic and
double standards.”

These steps towards equality are our duty. I strongly believe that equality is an
inalienable American right—and should not be ascribed based on gender or race, re-
ligion or sexual orientation or gender identity. America must lead by example when
it comes to equality and justice. Freedom from discrimination is a basic right that
all Americans should enjoy. Lifting the ban on DADT is not only necessary for real-
izing equality, but it’s necessary for ensuring that our Armed Forces remain the
best in the world.

Pepe Johnson, a former Sergeant, U.S. Army sums up the moral imperative on
why we have to change this policy. Every day this policy remains we ask these sol-
diers to lie about who they are, Pepe said “Honesty and integrity are everything in
the army. I felt if I was lying, I didn’t have it. I wasn’t serving with integrity. I
felt trapped. Lying is not the way of the Army—I felt I was violating regulation.

“During the 3 years I served I only wanted to be all I could be—to borrow the
old recruiting slogan—but DADT forced me to be something other than what I was.
That’s not consistent with the Army’s Values: 'Leaders are honest to others by not
presenting themselves or their actions as anything other than what they are, re-
maining committed to the truth.” (FM 6-22, Army Leadership) As long as DADT ex-
ists, there is a hole in the integrity of the entire military.”

We must recognize that human dignity and respect are part and parcel of who
we were as Americans—male or female, African American or Caucasian, gay or
straight, bisexual or transgender.

We must ensure that our Armed Forces are fully prepared with the best resources
we can muster. DADT is a threat to our men and women in uniform and our na-
tior(lial security. We cannot afford to handicap our efforts because of ignorance or ha-
tred.

This policy is wrong for our national security and inconsistent with the moral
foundation upon which our country was founded. It is critically important for this
Congress to take up President Obama’s call to permanently end the ban on LGBT
Americans serving in our armed services. We will strengthen America—both mili-
tarily and morally—Dby repealing this discriminatory policy.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCain.
Secretary Gates.
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Secretary GATES. Mr. Chairman, last week during the State of
the Union Address the President announced he will work with Con-
gress this year to repeal the DADT law. He subsequently directed
DOD to begin the preparations necessary for a repeal of the cur-
rent law and policy.

I fully support the President’s decision. The question before us is
not whether the military prepares to make this change, but how we
best prepare for it. We received our orders from the Commander
in Chief and we are moving out accordingly. However, we can also
take this process only so far, as the ultimate decision rests with
you, Congress.

I am mindful of the fact, as are you, that unlike the last time
this issue was considered by Congress more than 15 years ago, our
military is engaged in two wars that have put troops and their
families under considerable stress and strain. I am mindful as well
that attitudes towards homosexuality may have changed consider-
ably, both in society generally and in the military, over the inter-
vening years.

To ensure that DOD is prepared should the law be changed, and
working in close consultation with Admiral Mullen, I have ap-
pointed a high-level working group within DOD that will imme-
diately begin a review of the issues associated with properly imple-
menting a repeal of the DADT. The mandate of this working group
is to thoroughly, objectively, and methodically examine all aspects
of this question and produce its finding and recommendations in
the form of an implementation plan by the end of this calendar
year.

A guiding principle of our efforts will be to minimize disruption
and polarization within the ranks, with special attention paid to
those serving on the front lines. I am confident this can be
achieved.

The working group will examine a change of lines of study, all
of which will proceed simultaneously. First, the working group will
reach out to the force, to authoritatively understand their views
and attitudes about the impact of repeal. I expect that the same
sharp divisions that characterize the debate over these issues out-
side of the military will quickly seek to find their way into this
process, particularly as it pertains to what are the true views and
attitudes of our troops and their families.

I am determined to carry out this process in a way that estab-
lishes objective and reliable information on this question, with
minimal influence by the policy or political debate. It is essential
that we accomplish this in order to have the best possible analysis
and information to guide the policy choices before the Department
and Congress.

Second, the working group will undertake a thorough examina-
tion of all the changes to the Department’s regulations and policies
that may have to be made. These include potential revisions to
policies on benefits, base housing, fraternization and misconduct,
separations and discharges, and many others. We will enter this
examination with no preconceived views, but a recognition that this
will represent a fundamental change in personnel policy, one that
will require that we provide our commanders with the guidance
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and tools necessary to accomplish this transition successfully and
with minimum disruption to the Department’s critical missions.

Third, the working group will examine the potential impacts of
a change in the law on military effectiveness, including how a
change might affect unit cohesion, recruiting and retention, and
other issues crucial to the performance of the force. The working
group will develop ways to mitigate and manage any negative im-
pacts.

These are, generally speaking, the broad areas we have identified
for study under this review. We will of course continue to refine
and expand these as we get into this process or engage in discus-
sion with Congress and other sources. In this regard, we expect
that the working group will reach out to outside experts with a
wide variety of perspectives and experience. To that end, the De-
partment will, as requested by this committee, ask the Rand Cor-
poration to update their study from 1993 on the impact of allowing
homosexuals to serve openly in the military.

We also have received some helpful suggestions on how this out-
side review might be expanded to cover a wide swath of issues.
This will be a process that will be open to views and recommenda-
tions from a wide variety of sources, including of course members
of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I expect that our approach may cause some to
wonder why it will take the better part of a year to accomplish the
task. We have looked at a variety of options, but when you take
into account the overriding imperative to get this right and mini-
mize disruption to a force that is actively fighting two wars and
working through the stress of almost a decade of combat, then it
is clear to us we must proceed in a manner that allows for the thor-
ough examination of all issues.

An important part of this process is to engage our men and
women in uniform and their families over this period, since, after
all, they will ultimately determine whether or not we make this
transition successfully.

To ensure that this process is able to accomplish its important
mission, Chairman Mullen and I have determined that we need to
appoint the highest level officials to carry it out. Accordingly, I am
naming DOD General Counsel, Jeh Johnson, and General Carter
Ham, Commander of U.S. Army-Europe, to serve as the co-chairs
for this effort.

Simultaneous with launching this process, I have also directed
DOD to quickly review the regulations used to implement the cur-
rent DADT law and within 45 days present to me recommended
changes to those regulations that within existing law will enforce
this policy in a fairer manner. You may recall that I asked DOD’s
General Counsel to conduct a preliminary review of this matter
last year. Based on that preliminary review, we believe that we
have a degree of latitude within the existing law to change our in-
ternal procedures in a manner that is more appropriate and fair to
our men and women in uniform. We will now conduct a final de-
tailed assessment of this proposal before proceeding.

Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, members of the committee: DOD
understands that this is a very difficult and in the minds of some
controversial policy question. I am determined that we in DOD
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carry out this process professionally, thoroughly, dispassionately,
and in a manner that is responsive to the direction of the President
and to the needs of Congress as you debate and consider this mat-
ter.

However, on behalf of the men and women in uniform and their
families, I also ask you to work with us to insofar as possible keep
them out of the political dimension of this issue. I am not asking
for you not to do your jobs fully and with vigor, but rather that as
this debate unfolds you keep the impact it will have on our forces
firmly in mind.

Thank you for this opportunity to lay out our thinking on this
important policy question. We look forward to working with Con-
gress and hearing your ideas on the best way ahead.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Gates follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. ROBERT M. GATES

Last week, during the State of the Union address, the President announced that
he will work with Congress this year to repeal the law known as “Don’t Ask, Don’t
Tell.” He subsequently directed the Department of Defense to begin the prepara-
tions necessary for a repeal of the current law and policy.

I fully support the President’s decision. The question before us is not whether the
military prepares to make this change, but how we best prepare for it. We have re-
ceived our orders from the Commander in Chief and we are moving out accordingly.
However, we also can only take this process so far as the ultimate decision rests
with you, Congress.

I am mindful of the fact, as are you, that unlike the last time this issue was con-
sidered by Congress more than 15 years ago, our military is engaged in two wars
that have put troops and their families under considerable stress and strain. I am
mindful, as well, that attitudes towards homosexuality may have changed consider-
ably—Dboth in society generally and in the military—over the intervening years.

To ensure that the department is prepared should the law be changed, and work-
ing in close consultation with Admiral Mullen, I have appointed a high-level work-
ing group within the department that will immediately begin a review of the issues
associated with properly implementing a repeal of the “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy.
The mandate of this working group is to thoroughly, objectively and methodically
examine all aspects of this question and produce its finding and recommendations
in the form of an implementation plan by the end of this calendar year. A guiding
principle of our efforts will be to minimize disruption and polarization within the
ranks, with special attention paid to those serving on the front lines. I am confident
that this can be achieved.

The working group will examine a number of lines of study, all of which will pro-
ceed simultaneously.

First, the working group will reach out to the force to authoritatively understand
their views and attitudes about the impacts of repeal. I expect that the same sharp
divisions that characterize the debate over these issues outside of the military will
quickly seek to find their way into this process, particularly as it pertains to what
are the true views and attitudes of our troops and their families. I am determined
to carry out this process in a way that establishes objective and reliable information
on this question with minimal influence by the policy or political debate. It is essen-
tial that we accomplish this in order to have the best possible analysis and informa-
tion to guide the policy choices before the Department and Congress.

Second, the working group will undertake a thorough examination of all the
changes to the department’s regulations and policies that may have to be made.
These include potential revisions to policies on benefits, base housing, fraternization
and misconduct, separations and discharges, and many others. We will enter this
examination with no preconceived views, but a recognition that this will represent
a fundamental change in personnel policy—one that will require we provide our
commanders with the guidance and tools necessary to accomplish this transition
successfully and with minimal disruption to the Department’s critical missions.

Third, the working group will examine the potential impacts of a change in the
law on military effectiveness, including how a change might affect unit cohesion, re-
cruiting and retention, and other issues crucial to the performance of the force. The
working group will develop ways to mitigate and manage any negative impacts.
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These are, generally speaking, the broad areas we have identified for study under
this review. We will, of course, continue to refine and expand these as we get into
this process or engage in discussion with Congress or other sources.

In this regard, we expect that the working group will reach out to outside experts
with a wide variety of perspectives and experience. To that end, the Department
will, as requested by this committee, ask the RAND Corporation to update their
study from 1993 on the impacts of allowing homosexuals to serve openly in the mili-
tary. We have also received some helpful suggestions on how this outside review
might be expanded to cover a wide swath of issues. This will be a process that will
be open to views and recommendations from a wide variety of sources, including,
of course, Members of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I expect that our approach may cause some to wonder why it will
take the better part of the year to accomplish this task. We looked at a variety of
options, but when you take into account the overriding imperative—to get this right
and minimize disruption to a force that is actively fighting two wars and working
through the stress of almost a decade of combat—then it is clear to us that we must
proceed in manner that allows for the thorough examination of all issues. An impor-
tant part of this process is to engage our men and women in uniform and their fami-
lies over this period since, after all, they will ultimately determine whether we
make this transition successfully or not.

To ensure this process is able to accomplish its important mission, Chairman
Mullen and I have determined that we need to appoint the highest level officials
to carry it out. Accordingly, I am naming the Department of Defense General Coun-
sel, Jeh Johnson, and General Carter Ham, Commander of U.S. Army Europe, to
serve as the co-chairs to for this effort.

Simultaneous with launching this process, I have also directed the Department
to quickly review the regulations used to implement the current Don’t Ask, Don’t
Tell law and, within 45 days, present to me recommended changes to those regula-
tions that, within existing law, will enforce this policy in a more humane and fair
manner. You may recall that I asked the Department’s General Counsel to conduct
a preliminary review of this matter last year. Based on that preliminary review, we
believe that we have a degree of latitude within the existing law to change our in-
ternal procedures in a manner that is more appropriate and fair to our men and
women in uniform. We will now conduct a final detailed assessment of this proposal
before proceeding.

Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, and members of this committee, the Department
of Defense understands that this is a very difficult and, in the minds of some, con-
troversial policy question. I am determined that we in the Department carry out
this process professionally, thoroughly, dispassionately, and in a manner that 1is re-
sponsive to the direction of the President and to the needs of Congress as you de-
bate and consider this matter. However, on behalf of the men and women in uni-
form and their families, I also ask that you work with us to, insofar as possible,
to keep them out of the political dimension of this issue. I am not asking for you
not to do your jobs fully and with vigor, but rather that as this debate unfolds, you
keep the impact it will have on our forces firmly in mind.

Thank you for this opportunity to lay out our thinking on this important policy
question. We look forward to working with Congress and hearing your ideas on the
best way ahead.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Admiral Mullen.

Admiral MULLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain,
and thank you for giving me the opportunity to discuss with you
this very important matter.

The Chiefs and I are in complete support of the approach that
Secretary Gates has outlined. We believe that any implementation
plan for a policy permitting gays and lesbians to serve openly in
the Armed Forces must be carefully derived, sufficiently thorough,
and thoughtfully executed. Over these last 2 months, we have re-
viewed the fundamental premises behind DADT as well as its ap-
plication in practice over the last 16 years. We understand per-
fectly the President’s desire to see the law repealed and we owe
him our best military advice about the impact of such a repeal and
the manner in which we would implement a change in policy.
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The Chiefs and I have not yet developed that advice and would
like to have the time to do so in the same thoughtful, deliberate
fashion with which the President has made it clear he wants to
proceed. The review group Secretary Gates has ordered will no
doubt give us that time and an even deeper level of understanding.
We look forward to cooperating with and participating in this re-
view to the maximum extent possible, and we applaud the selection
of Mr. Johnson and General Ham to lead it. Both are men of great
integrity, great experience, and have our complete trust and con-
fidence.

Mr. Chairman, speaking for myself and myself only, it is my per-
sonal belief that allowing gays and lesbians to serve openly would
be the right thing to do. No matter how I look at this issue, I can-
not escape being troubled by the fact that we have in place a policy
which forces young men and women to lie about who they are in
order to defend their fellow citizens. For me personally, it comes
down to integrity, theirs as individuals and ours as an institution.

I also believe that the great young men and women of our mili-
tary can and would accommodate such a change. I never underesti-
mate their ability to adapt.

But I do not know this for a fact. Nor do I know for a fact how
we would best make such a major policy change in a time of two
wars. That there will be some disruption in the force I cannot deny.
That there will be legal, social, and perhaps even infrastructure
changes to be made certainly seem plausible. We would all like to
have a better handle on these types of concerns and this is what
our review will offer.

We would also do well to remember that this is not an issue for
the military leadership to decide. The American people have spo-
ken on this subject through you, their elected officials, and the re-
sult is the law and the policy that we currently have. We will con-
tinue to obey that law and we will obey whatever legislative and
executive decisions come out of this debate.

The American people may yet have a different view. You may
have a different view. I think that’s important and it’s important
to have that discussion. Frankly, there are those on both sides of
this debate who speak as if there is no debate, as if there is noth-
ing to be learned or reflected upon. I hope we can be more thought-
ful than that. I expect that we will be more thoughtful than that.

The Chiefs and I also recognize the stress our troops and families
are under, and I have said many times before, should the law
change we need to move forward in a manner that does not add
to that stress. We have two wars going on, a new strategy in Af-
ghanistan, and remaining security challenges in Iraq. We're about
to move forward under a new QDR. We still have budget concerns
and a struggling economy, and we have a host of other significant
security commitments around the globe. Our plate is very full, and
while I believe this is an important issue, I also believe we need
to be mindful as we move forward of other pressing needs in our
military.

What our young men and women and their families want, what
they deserve, is that we listen to them and act in their best inter-
ests. What the citizens we defend want to know, what they deserve
to know, is that their uniformed leadership will act in a way that
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absolutely does not place in peril the readiness and effectiveness of
their military. I can tell you that I am 100 percent committed to
that.

Balance, Mr. Chairman, balance and thoughtfulness, is what we
need most right now. It’s what the President has promised us and
it’s what we ask of you and this body.

Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Admiral.

So that everyone has a chance within a reasonable period of
time, we're just going to have a 3-minute first round.

Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Chairman, we need more than 3 minutes.
We need more than 3 minutes.

Chairman LEVIN. We can have a second round then. We have to
also have a schedule here. So we’ll go to a second round if we can
fit that into Secretary Gates’ schedule. If not, we’ll pick this up at
a later time.

Well now, this schedule was shared with everybody here, I know.

Senator MCCAIN. Not with me.

Chairman LEVIN. It was indeed shared.

Senator MCCAIN. You're the chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Mr. Secretary, the Washington Post I think
this morning reported that the Military Services will not pursue
any longer disciplinary action against gays and lesbian
servicemembers whose orientation is revealed by third parties. Is
that one of the degrees of latitude within existing law that you're
looking at?

Secretary GATES. Mr. Chairman, a preliminary assessment,
which fits within the 45-day review that I mentioned in my pre-
pared statement, is that we can do the following within the con-
fines of the existing law. We can raise the level of the officer who
is authorized to initiate an inquiry. We can raise the level of the
officer who conducts the inquiry. We can raise the bar on what con-
stitutes credible information to initiate an inquiry. We can raise
the bar on what constitutes a reliable person on whose word an in-
quiry can be initiated. Overall, we can reduce the instances in
which a servicemember who is trying to serve the country honor-
ably is outed by a third person with a motive to harm the
servicemember. We also have to devise new rules and procedures
in light of the appeals court decision in Witt versus the Depart-
ment of the Air Force for the areas of the country covered by the
appellate court.

So I would say all of these matters are those that will be re-
viewed within this 45-day period. So it’s a little more complicated
than the Washington Post conveyed.

Chairman LEVIN. But all of those are possibilities?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir.

Chairman LEVIN. Now, would you—assuming that even if it re-
quires legislation, would you support a moratorium on discharges
under DADT during the course of this up to year-long assessment
that DOD is going to be making?

Secretary GATES. I would have to look into that, because the
problem that we have is that all of the issues that both Admiral
Mullen and I described in terms of what we have to look into in
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terms of the effect on the force, in terms of everything else, is what
we need to examine before I could answer that question.

Chairman LEVIN. While you're going to be examining the other
points that you’re looking at, the other flexibilities, would you add
this to the questions you're going to look at and let us know
promptly

Secretary GATES. Sure.

Chairman LEVIN.—as to whether you would support a morato-
rium pending this period on discharges? That doesn’t mean you
couldn’t discharge at the end of the period, but there’d be a morato-
rium.

Secretary GATES. We will look at it, Mr. Chairman. I would tell
you that the advice that I have been given is that the current law
would not permit that, but—

Chairman LEVIN. I'm saying would you support a change in the
current law if necessary in order to permit that. That’s what we
need to hear from you on.

Senator McCain.

Senator MCCAIN. I'm deeply disappointed in your statement, Sec-
retary Gates. I was around here in 1993 and was engaged in the
debates, and what we did in 1993 is we looked at the issue and we
looked at the effect on the military and then we reached a conclu-
sion and then we enacted it into law. Your statement is the ques-
tion before us is not whether the military prepares to make this
change, but how we best prepare for it.

It would be far more appropriate, I say with great respect, to de-
termine whether repeal of this law is appropriate and what effects
it would have on the readiness and effectiveness of the military, be-
fore deciding on whether we should repeal the law or not. Fortu-
nately, it is an act of Congress and it requires the agreement of
Congress in order to repeal it. So your statement obviously is one
which is clearly biased, without the view of Congress being taken
into consideration.

Admiral Mullen, youre the principal military adviser to the
President and you have to consult with and seek the advice of the
other members of the JCS and the combatant commanders. What
in your view are the opinions of the other members of the Joint
Chiefs and combatant commanders about changing this policy?

Admiral MULLEN. Senator McCain, as the chairman indicated
earlier, they’ll obviously be out in their posture hearings in the
neair future, and I would certainly defer to them in terms of ex-
actly——

Senator MCCAIN. Well, in the near future I'd like you to ask
them and we could have it on the record what their position is, in
the near future.

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, sir.

[The information referred to follows:]

Each of the Service Chiefs and combatant commanders has appeared before the
committee, where they had the opportunity to express their views. I can tell you
that all the Chiefs are concerned with current combat operations and the associated
stress on the force. Given what is currently being asked of our force and their fami-
lies, the Chiefs would all like to better understand the exact nature of the impact

of any repeal of the law. This is why all of us support a comprehensive review of
the issue in order to better advise the Secretary of Defense and the President.

Senator MCCAIN. I would like it as soon as possible.
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Admiral MULLEN. Actually, I've worked very closely with them
over the last months in terms of understanding what their con-
cerns and what our overall concerns are, and I would summarize
them by saying it’s really important for us to understand that if
this policy changes, if the law changes, what’s the impact and how
we would implement it. Secretary Gates’ point about the study is
to really understand objectively the impact on our troops and on
our forces, and that is their biggest concern.

Secretary GATES. I would say, Senator McCain, I absolutely
agree that how Congress acts on this is dispositive.

Senator McCAIN. Well, I hope you will pay attention to the views
of over a thousand retired flag and general officers.

Mr. Secretary, what kinds of partnerships or unions would the
military be prepared to recognize by law in the event that this
DADT is repealed?

Secretary GATES. That’s one of the many issues that I think we
have to look at, Senator.

Senator MCCAIN. So again, you are embarking on saying it’s not
whether the military prepares to make the change, but how we
best prepare for it, without ever hearing from members of Con-
gress, without hearing from the members of the Joint Chiefs, and
of course without taking into consideration all the ramifications of
this law. Well, I'm happy to say that we still have a Congress of
the United States that would have to pass the law to repeal DADT
despite your efforts to repeal it in many respects by fiat.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCain.

Senator Udall.

Senator UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for hold-
ing this very important hearing.

I want to acknowledge, Secretary Gates, the work you’ve done to
put a plan in place. Admiral Mullen, I think the centerpiece of your
statement will be long remembered for the courage and integrity
with which you outlined your own personal beliefs and how we can
proceed.

I'm proud to hail from a region of the country, the Rocky Moun-
tain West, where we have a live and let live attitude. Some people
would call it small “1” libertarianism. People’s personal lives, the
choices that people make, are not the government’s business. I
can’t help but think about a great Arizonan—I grew up in Arizona.
My father was an Arizonan, my mother was a Coloradan, and I
have the great honor to represent Colorado now. Barry Goldwater
once said: “You don’t have to be straight to shoot straight.” That’s
the opportunity that we have here today as Congress and the Pen-
tagon moves forward.

I have a few concerns I'd like to share in the couple of minutes
that I have, and I'll pepper my comments with questions and hope-
fully there’ll be time for you to respond. There have been a lot of
studies done, Mr. Secretary, Rand, and there’s a recent study in
the Joint Force Quarterly. It’s not clear to me that the study group
needs a full year to study the implementation and transition. I
want to just put that out there.

I want to ensure that the focus of the group is on how to imple-
ment repeal of the policy, not whether, and I want to ask you to
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assure me that the end point of the study would be a road map to
implementing repeal, and that Congress would then be in a posi-
tion to take legislative action that the Pentagon as a whole could
support.

Before you answer, I'd like your reaction to a legislative proposal
that you may have seen. It would be to write into repeal legislation
the period of time you suggest you need, say 1 year, while legis-
lating that at the end of that time we would have finality, in other
words a complete end to DADT. During that year-long transition,
the DOD would have full authority and discretion with respect to
DADT investigations and discharges.

Language like this would certainly make me much more com-
fortable since I want, and so many others, a clear path to full re-
peal, and I'm not sure I see finality in the study.

Again, thank you, gentlemen, and hopefully there’s a little bit of
time left for you to answer.

Secretary GATES. I think the purpose of the examination that
we’re undertaking frankly is to inform the decisionmaking of Con-
gress and the nature of whatever legislation takes place. It’s also,
frankly, to be prepared to begin to implement any change in the
law. We obviously recognize that this is up to Congress and my
view is, frankly, that it’s critical that this matter be settled by a
vote of Congress.

The study is intended to prepare us along those lines so that we
understand all of the implications involved. Frankly, there have
been a lot of studies done, but there has not been a study done by
the military of this, and this is the kind of thing that Admiral
Mullen was talking about.

I would just say with respect to your second point that I think
we would regard—if legislation is passed repealing DADT, we
would feel it very important that we be given some period of time
for that implementation, at least a year.

Admiral MULLEN. Senator, if I may, the only thing I would com-
ment about all the studies and all the polls, I would just urge ev-
erybody that’s going to be involved in this, look at those studies
and polls deliberately and what they actually looked at specifically,
and to just reemphasize what the Secretary said: There really
hasn’t been any significant statistically significant and objective
survey of our people and their families. That gets to the Chiefs’
concern and mine as well, which really is engaging them in a way
that we really understand their views on this. That just hasn’t
been done and, as urgently as some would like this to happen, it’s
just going to take some time to do that.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Udall.

Senator Sessions.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know this is an
important issue. We need to think it through, and every American
is entitled to fairness and justice as we deliberate these issues. I
do think we should do it at a high level.

I would note, however, a bit of a concern that arises from some-
thing Senator McCain suggested. That is that the President as the
Commander in Chief has announced a decision, and the Secretary
of Defense apparently supports that decision. Admiral Mullen now
has declared that he personally believes in this decision. So then
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presumably someone below you will do some work on the policy,
whether this is a good policy or not. So I guess if it was a trial we
would perhaps raise the undue command influence defense.

I think we need an open and objective and fair evaluation of this.
A lot of things that have been said I would note that are not accu-
rate, at least in my view, at least misrepresent certain things. One
of them is 10,000 people have been dismissed from the military or
voluntarily left the military under this provision. But that’s over 10
years. It would be 1 percent maybe, if it was 1 year less than that,
maybe if it was 1 year less than that, maybe .75 of 1 percent. But
over a decade, it would be one-tenth of 1 percent or less.

Also, there will be costs. I noticed—and I give the military credit.
A lot of people don’t know this, Admiral Mullen, how open the de-
bate and discussion you are. There’s an article in the Joint Forces
Quarterly that basically supports this change. It was an award-
winning article, and they raised a lot of different issues both for
and against, and the military welcomed that. I salute that. I think
that’s healthy.

But one of the points it made is that Charles Moskos, one of the
original authors of the DADT points out that the number of dis-
charges for voluntary statements by servicemembers—presumably,
they come forward and say that they are homosexual—accounts for
80 percent of the total, and the number of discharges for homo-
sexual acts have declined over the years. Do you think that’s ap-
proximately correct?

Admiral MULLEN. Senator Sessions, I think it is approximately
correct. But it does go to again sort of a fundamental principle with
me, which is everybody counts. Part of the struggle, back to the in-
stitutional integrity aspect of this

Senator SESSIONS. Well, I know. I appreciate your view.

Admiral MULLEN.—and putting individuals in a position that
every single day they wonder whether today’s going to be the day
and devaluing them in that regard just is inconsistent with us as
an institution. I have served with homosexuals since 1968. Senator
McCain spoke to that in his statement. Everybody in the military
has, and we understand that. So it is a number of things which cu-
mulatively for me personally get me to this position.

But I also want to reemphasize what I said, is I am not all-know-
ing in terms of the impact of what the change would have, and
that’s what I want to understand, and any impact and under-
standing readiness and effectiveness is absolutely critical.

Senator SESSIONS. Well, it’s pretty clear what your view is and
it would be clear on all your subordinates, every single
servicemember in uniform. I don’t think that they are required to
lie about who they are. I think that’s an overstatement, although
I think the rule of DADT has seemed to work pretty well.

I would note from the Christian Science Monitor here that the
Chiefs of the Services met with the Chairman, Mike Mullen—I’'m
quoting from the article—“and the consensus seemed to be that,
the military fighting two wars and now responding to a new mis-
sion in Haiti, now is not the time to make such a big change to
military policy.” That’s my understanding of the status of things.

I just hope that as we discuss it you’ll recognize first that Con-
gress has made the decision, it’s not yours to make, and we’ll have
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to change it if we do change it; and second, you shouldn’t use your
power to in any way influence the discussion or evaluation of the
issue.

Secretary GATES. Senator, I would just say that we can’t possibly
evaluate the impact on unit cohesion, on morale, on retention, on
recruitment and so on, unless we encourage people to tell us ex-
actly what they think and exactly what their views are honestly
and as forthrightly as possible. Otherwise there’s no use in doing
this at all.

Again, I just can’t emphasize enough, we understand from the
beginning of this that this must be an act of Congress.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Admiral MULLEN. Senator Sessions, for me this is about—this is
not about command influence. This is about leadership, and I take
that very seriously.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator Hagan.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Gates, I want to say that I applaud your efforts in
commissioning a thorough evaluation of DADT and how to imple-
ment a repeal of the policy in order to minimize disruption in mili-
tary readiness. I was just wondering, within this study how will
you study—how will the study take into account the views of the
combatant commanders in theater in order to minimize any disrup-
tion in the military readiness?

Secretary GATES. The combatant commanders and the Service
Chiefs will all have a part in this. The one thing that I have asked
is that as we go through this process we try to—try not to disrupt
or impact the deployed forces, and particularly those in Afghani-
stan and Iraq. They have enough on their minds and it seems to
me we can get the answers that we need to the questions that need
to be asked by not adding to their burden. So the one limitation
I've put on this, which obviously does not apply to the combatant
commanders, is that we try and have as little impact on the de-
ployed force as possible.

Senator HAGAN. Mr. Secretary and Admiral Mullen, as we move
to end discriminatory practices within our Armed Forces, is there
any reason to believe that the dedication and professionalism of our
leaders in uniform is based in any way upon your sexual orienta-
tion, and that the moral fitness of our men and women should be
based upon their sexual orientation? If not, then on what grounds
do you believe that there remains a need to discriminate based on
a servicemember’s sexual orientation?

Admiral MULLEN. Senator Hagan, I personally don’t think sexual
orientation, again, has a place for these kinds of decisions. I actu-
ally, I think there’s a gap between that which we value as a mili-
tary, specifically the value of integrity, and what our policy is. But
again, that’s personally where I am. I think it’s really in the review
that would take place over the course of the next—by the end of
this year, that I would look to certainly understand it much more
fully, understand the impact if and when the policy changes, the
impact on our people.

That’s really—rather than at the end of this, we're to some de-
gree at the beginning of really trying to understand that. That’s in
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light of many other opinions on this, including the opinions of those
who’ve retired, all those things. But it really is—what I need to un-
derstand is to get it from our people and their families, and incor-
porating that in addition to all the other requirements that are
here will be the goal of the review over the next better part of this
year.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Hagan.

Senator Wicker.

Senator WICKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I, too, am disappointed with this decision by the administration.
But I'll say this for our two witnesses. They understand the chain
of command. I think we understand that elections have con-
sequences, and these two gentlemen see their charge as moving for-
ward with the directives of their commander. I think Secretary
Gates said it explicitly in his statement: “We have received our or-
ders from the Commander in Chief and we are moving out accord-
ingly.”

So we’ll have a debate about this and we will appreciate the in-
formation that the Department gathers for us.

Senator McCain referenced in his statement more than 1,000 re-
tired flag and general officers. Actually, I think it’s upwards of
1,160 retired flag and general officers from all the armed services
who have come out against a change in this policy. For my col-
leagues, their statement urging continued support for the 1993 law
is contained at www.flagandgeneralofficersforthemilitary.com.

I would commend to the members of this committee an op-ed
written by Carl E. Mundy, Jr., a retired four-star general and
former Commandant of the U.S. Marine Corps, who points out—
who mentions the strong support for the current policy by this
overwhelming number of retired flag and general officers, and
points out that certain findings were made by Congress in support
of the 1993 law to ensure clarity concerning the rationale behind
the current statute. Key findings included that the primary pur-
pose of the Armed Forces is to prepare and to prevail in combat,
not to promote civil rights or social justice or compassion or indi-
vidual fairness, but to prepare for and prevail in combat.

Further findings include that success in combat requires military
units that are characterized by high morale, good order and dis-
cipline, and unit cohesion; and further, that one of the most critical
elements in combat capability is unit cohesion, that is the bonds of
trust among individuals servicemembers.

I would ask, Mr. Chairman, that this op-ed dated January 12,
2010, by General Mundy be included in the record at this point.

Chairman LEVIN. It will be made part of the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Ehe Washington Tines

Maintain military gay ban
By - Associated Press
5:01 a.m., Tuesday, January 12, 2010

Congress will soon decide whether to retain or repeal the 1993 law that excludes homosexuals from
eligibility to serve in the armed forces. Although separate from a Defense Department policy
popularly known as "Don't Ask, Don't Tell," the statute is routinely confused with that policy and
described by the same phrase. The distinction is important, however, and bears directly on the
etfectiveness of our armed forces.

The Washington Post recently applauded a few members of Congress for requesting Pentagon
figures they hope will prove that exclusion of homosexuals imperils military readiness by forcing
out valuable personnel. On the contrary, official statistics reveal that since passage of the law 16
years ago, total discharges for homosexuality amount to less than three-quarters of 1 percent of
those discharged before completion of enlistment or retirement. More than four times as many have
been discharged for inability to maintain personal weight standards.

Moreover, as a 2009 Congressional Research Service (CRS) report notes, most in this small
percentage are "junior personnel with very little time in the military," and "the number of cases
involving career service members is relatively small."

The CRS added, "The great majority of discharges for homosexual conduct are uncontested and
processed administratively," with most receiving honorable discharges. Even this small number of
separations might have been avoided with better understanding of the eligibility exclusion that
Congress wrote into law following extensive analysis. Twelve congressional hearings and
exploratory field trips resulted in the codification of 15 "findings," which were incorporated into the
1993 law to ensure clarity concerning the rationale behind the statute (Section 654, Title 10).

The key findings affirm: "There is no Constitutional right to serve in the armed forces"; "The
primary purpose of the armed forces is to prepare for and to prevail in combat"; "Success in combat
requires military units that are characterized by high morale, good order and discipline, and unit
cohesion"; and "one of the most critical elements in combat capability is unit cohesion, that is, the
bonds of trust among individual service members."

Importantly, the statute declared: "The extraordinary responsibilities of the armed forces, the unique
conditions of military service, and the critical role of unit cohesion, require that the military
community, while subject to civilian control, exist as a specialized society ... characterized by its
own laws, rules, customs, and traditions, including numerous restrictions on personal behavior that
would not be acceptable in civilian society.”

Finally, the law found that "The presence in the armed forces of persons who demonstrate a
propensity or intent to engage in homosexual acts would create an unacceptable risk to the high
standards of morale, good order and discipline, and unit cohesion that are the essence of military
capability."
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The law and its supporting findings, which remain valid today, are not guided by considerations
involving civil rights, compassion, or individual "fairness." Nor are they based on opinion polls of
those not responsible for or qualified to judge military effectiveness or who do not understand the
uniqueness of military service.

Rather, the law and its findings reflect one priority: minimizing the risk to the nation's military
capabilities. They reflect the informed reasoning of those to whom the Constitution gives the sole
right to "raise armies, provide and maintain a navy and make the rules for the government thereof™:
the Congress.

As lawmakers consider the continuing efficacy of the law, it is imperative that they, and those who
offer advice on the subject, focus carefully on the studied and deliberately concluded findings that
underpin it. They should also take note of the strong support the law enjoys among many of those
who have been charged with ensuring military readiness over long careers of service.

That sentiment has been powerfully expressed recently by more than 1,160 retired flag and general
officers from all the armed services, who have spent much of their careers assessing and ensuring
military readiness and effectiveness. These leaders personally signed a statement addressed to the
president and the Congress urging continued support for the 1993 law
(www.FlagandGeneralOfficersfortheMilitary.com). The signatories include officers in command
and other significant positions in wars as recent as Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as those who
commanded forces in previous wats, They represent the largest number of American senior officers
to have jointly conveyed their views and recommendations on a single issue in the history of our
nation. Their advice should not be ignored.

American armed forces are the gold standard of the world in terms of combat effectiveness. Our
military is engaged in two major conflicts and numerous deterrent operations and performing at

consistently high operating tempos. This is no time to subject it to risky, politically driven social
engineering orchestrated to satisfy individual and special interest demands, instead of enhancing
military effectiveness.

Maintain the law.

Carl Mundy is a retired general and former commandant of the U.8. Marine Corps.

Senator WICKER. So I appreciate the situation that our two wit-
nesses find themselves in and I look forward to the debate and
hope that the policy remains.

Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Wicker.

Senator Webb.

Senator WEBB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, let me see if we can review the facts here. This is
obviously quite an emotional issue, but it’s also a legislative issue.
My understanding from hearing both of your statements is this
year period that you're going to take in order to examine the issues
will be followed then by clearer observations about the implications
of changing the law. Would that be a correct way to state it? So
you’re not coming in here saying, we’re going to change the law and
this is the year that we’re going to put into figuring out how to im-
plement the change?

Secretary GATES. Our hope would be that the information we
would develop during the course of this review would help inform
the legislative process.

Senator WEBB. Right. I salute both of you for very careful state-
ments. Admiral Mullen, I salute you for the courage, for what you
said, but I want to also emphasize that you balanced that in your
statement saying you don’t know what’s going to come out of this.
We don’t know.
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What we’re looking for here is an examination of the present law,
what is the most damaging aspect of the present policy? I think,
Admiral Mullen, you made a very powerful statement in terms of
the integrity of the individual as your deciding factor on your per-
sonal view.

What is, on the other hand, what’s the great value of this law
if we were to do away with it and move into something else? Again,
what are the perils of undoing the law? Where are we going?
Would we know we are going in the proper direction? We don’t. We
can’t really say that today.

I think that when you say that this is something that will ulti-
mately be decided by Congress, I'd also like to emphasize my own
agreement with what you have been saying about how important
it is to hear from people who are serving, because whether the ulti-
mate decision might be here with Congress, that decision can’t be
made in a proper way without a full and open input from all of
those who are serving, not just combatant commanders—family
members, people who are in the operating units.

The way that I am hearing this, which I would agree with, is
that we have a duty here in a very proper way to understand the
impact of this on operating units, to raise the level of under-
standing of the complexity of this issue among the American people
and up here, as well as attempting to deal fairly with this issue.

So again, I salute you both for a very responsible and careful ap-
proach to how we examine this.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Webb.

Senator Chambliss.

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just as was stated by my friend Senator Udall, I think that a
live and let live policy 1s not a bad policy to adhere to, and that’s
what we have in place in the military with DADT right now.

To you, Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, you're in a tough
spot and we understand that. This is an extremely sensitive issue.
Everybody on this committee, I'm satisfied, is very sensitive to the
issue, both inside and outside the military. In the military, it pre-
sents entirely different problems than it does in civilian life, be-
cause there is no constitutional right to serve in our Armed Forces.
Today we know we have gay and lesbians soldiers serving. They've
served in the past. They’re going to serve in the future and they're
going to serve in a very valiant way.

But the primary purpose of the Armed Forces is to prepare for
and to prevail in combat should the need arise. Military life is fun-
damentally different from civilian life in that military society is
characterized by its own laws, rules, customs, and traditions, in-
cluding restrictions on personal behavior that would not be accept-
able in civilian society. Examples include alcohol use, adultery,
fraternization, and body art. If we change this rule of DADT what
are we going to do with these other issues?

The Armed Forces must maintain personnel policies that exclude
persons whose presence in the Armed Forces would create an unac-
ceptable risk to the Armed Forces’ high standards of morale, good
order, and discipline, and unit cohesion. In my opinion, the pres-
ence in the Armed Forces of persons who demonstrate a propensity



97

or intent to engage in homosexual acts would very likely create an
unacceptable risk to those high standards of morale, good order
and discipline, and effective unit cohesion and effectiveness.

I'm opposed to this change and I look forward to a very spirited
debate on this issue, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Chambliss.

I believe Senator Burris is next. Senator Burris.

Senator BURRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I'd like to extend my deep admiration for our two distinguished
leaders and their position. Not only are you following the direction
of the Commander in Chief, but, Admiral Mullen, you expressed
your personal view, which is to be commended.

What we need is a policy that allows any individual who has the
integrity and the commitment to serve this country, to serve this
country. We can go back to President Truman, who took the audac-
ity to integrate the Services. At one time my uncles and members
of my race couldn’t even serve in the military. We moved to this
point where they’re some of the best and brightest that we’ve had,
generals and even now the Commander in Chief is of African
American heritage.

So what we are doing here now is not looking at the integrity
and the commitment that individuals can make, not based on their
sexual orientation, but in defense of this country. I say the policy
needs to be changed, the policy must be changed, and we must
have everyone who is capable, willing, and able to volunteer to de-
fend this country, defend this great American tradition of ours, to
have the opportunity to serve regardless of their sexual orientation.
So based on that, we must continue to have the American spirit
and have individuals who are willing to serve.

I don’t have a question, Mr. Chairman. I just have this state-
ment. I hope that we will look at legislation. By the way, the House
has drawn up a bill. There are 185 members on this House bill. It’s
House Bill 1283 and I'm hoping and praying that we will get it and
move on this issue and not be wasting the taxpayers’ time and all
of the energy on something that is so basic in human rights and
opportunities for individuals in this country.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Burris.

Senator Collins.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, un-
like my colleagues, I do have some questions rather than just a
statement to ask.

Admiral Mullen, we know that many of our NATO allies allow
gays and lesbians to serve openly and many of these countries have
deployed troops who are serving with us in Afghanistan. Are you
aware of any impact on combat effectiveness by the decision of our
NATO allies to allow gays and lesbians to serve openly?

Admiral MULLEN. Senator Collins, I've talked to several of my
counterparts in countries whose militaries allow gays and lesbians
to serve openly and there has been, as they have told me, no im-
pact on military effectiveness.

Senator COLLINS. We've heard today the concern that if DADT
is repealed that it would affect unit cohesiveness or morale. Are
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you aware of any studies, any evidence, that suggests that repeal-
ing DADT would undermine unit cohesion?

Admiral MULLEN. I’'m not. In fact, the 1993 RAND study focused
heavily on unit cohesion and that became the principal point put
forward by the military leadership at the time, and I understand
that. I understand what it is, I understand what goes into it, and
that there are—there’s been no thorough or comprehensive work
done with respect to that aspect since 1993. That’s part of what
needs to be addressed as we move forward over this year.

Secretary GATES. I would just underscore that. Part of what we
need to do is address a number of assertions that have been made
for which we have no basis in fact.

Senator COLLINS. Exactly.

Secretary GATES. We need—the purpose of the review that we
are undertaking is to find out what the force, what the men and
women in our Armed Forces, and, as Senator Webb said, and their
families really think about this. The fact is at this point we don’t
really know.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Collins.

Senator Lieberman is next and then, assuming nobody else
comes in, then Senator McCaskill would be next, and then Senator
Reed. Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

I opposed the DADT policy when it was created by this com-
mittee in 1993 and I remain opposed to it today. Therefore I sup-
port repealing it as soon as possible. My feeling, stated simply,
then was that what mattered most was not how a member of the
military lived his or her private sexual life, but that they were pre-
pared to risk their lives in defense of our country; and that my
judgment was that in a combat situation a member of the military
in a tank or an MRAP today is going to care a lot more about the
capability and courage of the soldier next to them than they are
about the sexual orientation of that soldier, just as over the years,
as Senator Burris referred to, they came to care a lot less about
the race of the soldier next to them than about his or her courage
or capability.

Therefore, I'm grateful that the President has said he supports
the repeal of DADT. I thank you, Secretary and Chairman, for say-
ing that the question now is not whether, but how, and I think for
us really when, we will repeal DADT. Am I right that what you're
telling us today is that what you’re going to do as soon as possible,
at least after 45 days, is to determine how you can reduce the im-
pact? of the DADT within the current state of the law? Is that cor-
rect?

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir. The numbers actually have gone down
fairly substantially. They were about 600 and some in 2008, 428 in
2009. We don’t know—I mean, we can’t quantify what the possible
changes that I have talked about here, what impact they would
have on that. But at least it would—if we are able to do something
like that, would make these folks less vulnerable to somebody seek-
ing revenge or whatever their motives in terms of trying to wreck
somebody’s career.
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Senator LIEBERMAN. Am I correct, just to ask the question and
get it on the record, that your judgment as advised by counsel is
that it requires an act of Congress repealing DADT for the actual
policy itself to be ended in the military? You can’t do it by execu-
tive action.

Secretary GATES. Yes, sir, that is correct.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I wanted to ask you if—I'm sure one of the
reactions to what you announced today will be that this is a delay.
I want to ask you to consider not only the 45-day limit, but wheth-
er you would think about providing regular reports to Congress,
and therefore the public, on the progress of the study that you're
doing during this next year?

Secretary GATES. I don’t see any reason why we can’t do that.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I appreciate that.

Then the final obviously is that it’s up to us in Congress and in
the Senate. We have to get 60 votes to repeal DADT or else it will
remain in effect.

Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Unless there’s a provision inside the defense
authorization bill that goes to the floor, which would then require
an amendment to strike it from the bill, in which case the 60-vote
rule would be turning the other way.

Senator LIEBERMAN. It’s good. It is with great appreciation that
I accept the higher wisdom of the chairman of the committee. I
think that’s a great way to go.

Chairman LEVIN. That’s on the record, everybody. [Laughter.]

Thank you, Joe.

Senator McCaskill is next.

Senator MCCASKILL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just want to make sure that we’re crystal clear about a couple
of things here. First, are gay and lesbian Americans currently serv-
ing in our military?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes.

Senator MCCASKILL. In fact isn’t the foundation of the current
policy that we welcome their service?

Admiral MULLEN. Yes.

Senator MCCASKILL. Are you aware of any morale issues or dis-
ciplinary problems surrounding the current service of gay and les-
bian Americans as members of our military?

Admiral MULLEN. Certainly not broadly.

Senator McCASKILL. Now, I think what you’re embarking upon
is important. I think it is welcome. But here’s my problem. We now
have established that we have gay and lesbian Americans serving
in the military, that they are not broadly causing any kind of dis-
ciplinary or morale problems, that we welcome their service.

So the issue isn’t whether or not gay and lesbian Americans are
serving in the military. It’s whether or not we talk about it. So how
are you going to get their input in this survey?

Admiral MULLEN. Actually, my take on that is—well, hang on a
second. [Pause.]

I think that we would have to look very carefully at how we
would do that.

Senator MCCASKILL. That’s the point I would like to leave you
with today, is that unfortunately because of this policy we wel-
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comed their service. Theyre serving bravely and well. We don’t
have any kind of issues with morale and cohesiveness surrounding
their service. But yet when it comes time to evaluate their service,
they’re not allowed to talk about it. So you have a real challenge
in getting perhaps maybe some of the most important input you
may need as you consider this policy. I'll be anxiously awaiting how
you figure that one out.

Admiral MULLEN. Yes, ma’am.

Senator MCCASKILL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator.

Secretary GATES. One approach, Senator, is to talk to those who
have been separated.

Senator MCCASKILL. I think that’s terrific. I think the ones who
have been separated would be a great place that you can get good
information. But I don’t know that you’re going to be able to get
at those that are currently serving, because obviously they’re not
going to e able to step forward and talk bout it. But I agree, Sec-
retary Gates, that’s a great place because so many of them volun-
tarily separated because of issues of integrity.

Thank you

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCaskill.

Senator Reed.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I want to follow up the point that Senator Collins
made. It was my understanding that both Canada and the United
Kingdom have allowed gays and lesbians to serve openly, in the
case of Canada since the early 90s and Great Britain since at least
early 2000. They are fighting side by side with us today in Afghani-
stan, and in fact I would think that we would like to see more of
their regiments and brigades there.

Does that I think suggest, as Admiral mentioned to me before,
that their combat effectiveness has not been impaired and we've
had the opportunity to work with them in joint operations. Does
that add credibility, evidence, or weight to the discussions that
you’re undertaking?

Secretary GATES. I think that it is clearly something we need to
address. We need to talk to those countries’ militaries in a more
informal and in-depth way about their experience. I think that
their experience is a factor, but I also would say that each country
has its own culture and its own society and it has to be evaluated
in those terms as well.

Senator REED. I think one of the aspects you referred to in your
prepared remarks is the at least presumptive difference in terms
of the attitudes at different ranks within the military. Is that
something you can comment upon now? Have you done any re-
search or, Admiral Mullen, can comment about the attitudes based
on age or based on other factors?

Secretary GATES. I think that really goes to the point of what we
need to do in the months ahead. I think Admiral Mullen would
agree that we don’t know. We don’t have information based on
rank or anything like that.

Admiral MULLEN. Anecdotally, it would be my only comment:
There really hasn’t been any objective review of this. So I think it
would be too soon to comment, because actually anecdotally, there
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are young poeople, noncommissioned officers, senior officers, on
both sides this issue. It gets to this strongly held views driving
this, as opposed to really understanding objectively what this policy
change would mean.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Let me ask a final question, which I think
is implicit in your overall testimony. That is—and this is rather
simplistic, but there will be a decision and then there will be the
implementation of that decision. I would assume that, at least in
part, those have to be coordinated or referenced, so that part of this
discussion and analysis going forward is not only a decision, but it’s
also about how this policy would be implemented in a very detailed
fashion. That would be something that would be available to Con-
gress before they made the decision, or can you comment at all
about that aspect?

Secretary GATES. Let me just start by saying, sure, because one
of the things that we will look at is, if there is a problem with unit
cohesion, how would you mitigate it? How through training or reg-
ulations or other measures do you—if Congress were to repeal the
law, then how would we implement it, just as you say. Part of our
review process is, as we look at the different aspects of it, what are
tﬁe p(l;oblem areas that we’re going to see and how do we address
those?

As I said in my statement, it’s everything from base housing to
various policies and regulations and so on. All of those have to be
addressed.

Admiral MULLEN. For me, Senator, it’s understanding the im-
pact. It is then in that understanding that speaks in great part to
potential implementation, and that then really goes to the core of
where I am on this, which is leadership. So I mean, understanding
that and they are integral to each other, impact and implementa-
tion, then says to me, Mullen, here’s how you lead this, this is what
you need to do to move through it if the law changes.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Just briefly following up Senator Reed and Senator Collins’ point
about other militaries, and Senator Reed’s point that our military
is fighting side-by-side and with militaries who do not have a dis-
criminatory policy against open service by guys, have you noticed
any impact on our troops who serve with Canadians or with Brits
because of a British or Canadian policy that allows gays to openly
serve? Admiral?

Admiral MULLEN. Since these wars started in 2003, it has not
been brought to my attention that there’s been any significant im-
pact of the policies in those countries on either their military effec-
tiveness or our ability to work with them.

Chairman LEVIN. I have to make one comment on a suggestion
that somehow or other, Admiral, you were simply following orders
here of your Commander in Chief, who’s made a decision, in your
testimony this morning. I think your testimony was not only elo-
quent, but it was personal. You made it very clear that you were
reflecting your personal view, which you are obligated under the
oath you take to give to us. We thank you for that, and I thank
you not just because it happens that I agree with what you said,
but more importantly because you are required to give us a per-
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sonal view, and it was clear to me and I think clear to most of us
that this was a view that you hold in your conscience and not giv-
ing to us because you were directed to by anybody, including the
Commander in Chief.

This statement of yours in my judgment was a profile in leader-
ship this morning. It’s going to take a great deal of leadership to
have this change made. I hope it is—the sooner the better, as far
as I’'m concerned. But with the kind of leadership you’ve shown this
morning, I think it’s very doable, hopefully in a short period of
time.

One other comment and that has to do with what can be done
in the interim—you’re going to be looking at that—without legisla-
tive change. Secretary, it’s my understanding that when service-
members are discharged under DADT with an honorable discharge,
that DOD policy now is that they only receive half of their separa-
tion pay which is authorized by statute. You're authorized to either
get half or full pay. Would you take a look at that as something
we can do in the interim here to indicate a greater sense of fairness
about this issue.

You'’re sitting there quietly, Senator Udall. I should have asked,
do you have a final question?

Senator UDALL. No, thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. I thank you both. It’s been a long hearing this
morning and we very much appreciate you, the men and women
that serve with you and your families. We will stand adjourned.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD
TACTICAL SIGNALS INTELLIGENCE/ELECTRONIC WARFARE

1. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, it has been brought to my attention that during
operations in Afghanistan, U.S. forces enter areas believed to be infiltrated by the
Taliban and, because of the widespread availability of cell phone and satellite phone
technology, their efforts to capture the enemy are thwarted when lookouts provide
early warning of their approach. What efforts can be undertaken to provide readily
available, comprehensive, and continuous support to defeat this enemy capability?
Please provide a detailed response (in classified form, if necessary).

Secretary GATES. [Deleted.]

2. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, it has also been brought to my attention that
during operations in Afghanistan, U.S. forces have had to rely on physical searches
of caves and other dangerous areas to locate Taliban propaganda radio stations.
What capabilities exist to locate and defeat these facilities, and are they sufficiently
deployed to prevent these facilities from operating? Please provide a detailed re-
sponse (in classified form, if necessary).

Secretary GATES. [Deleted.]

INTELLIGENCE, SURVEILLANCE, AND RECONNAISSANCE PROGRAMS

3. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, the current ability of the Air National Guard
(ANG) to perform its Incident Awareness and Assessment (IAA)/Intelligence, Sur-
veillance and Reconnaissance (ISR) mission to support law enforcement, counter-
narcotics, weapons of mass destruction response, search and rescue, border and
maritime security, and National Security Special Events requirements within the
United States has been degraded due to the transfer of 6 of the 11 ANG RC-26 air-
craft to support Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) as an enduring U.S. Cen-
tral Command (CENTCOM) requirement. These transfers, combined with mainte-
nance and upgrade requirements, have reduced the number of available aircraft in
the Continental United States to as few as one operational aircraft at times. What
efforts are underway to reconstitute this domestic capability?
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Secretary GATES. No timeline has been established for the return of the six RC—
26 aircraft supporting OCO in the CENTCOM area of responsibility. Although I do
not expect the RC-26 to be permanently deployed, I anticipate the aircraft will
maintain a prolonged presence in theater to help offset the current airborne full mo-
tion video shortfall.

The ANG is nearing completion of a capabilities based analysis that will identify
domestic requirements for a fixed-wing aircraft with capabilities similar to those on
the RC-26 (results expected in May 2010). This analysis will provide a basis for
which the U.S. Air Force and ANG can better identify and fill domestic incident
awareness and assessment requirements.

4. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, are sufficient ISR assets currently dedicated to
U.S. Africa Command? Please explain (in classified form, if necessary).
Secretary GATES. [Deleted.]

MEDICAL EVACUATION

5. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, the progress being made in Afghanistan by the
United States in connection with minimizing the time between battlefield injury and
arrival at a facility with surgical capabilities is admirable, and the performance of
our medical evacuation and combat search and rescue crews can only be described
as heroic. Are you committed to maintaining the current standard in Afghanistan
as additional forces are deployed and operations spread over a larger geographic
area?

Secretary GATES. [Deleted.]

6. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, several of our North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) allies also provide medivac support in areas occupied by U.S. forces.
What efforts are underway to shorten the NATO 90-minute standard for medical
evacuation from the battlefield?

Secretary GATES. Less than a year ago (June 18, 2009), International Security As-
sistance Force Command (COMISAF) issued Fragmentary Order 318-2009 (Reas-
sessment of Medical Evacuation (MEDEVAC) timelines) reducing the NATO stand-
ard for MEDEVAC timelines from 120 minutes to 90 minutes. COMISAF also di-
rected that the regional commands conduct assessments to determine whether serv-
ice personnel are receiving appropriate and expedient medical care. General
McChrystal’s goal is for medical treatment to be made available to all assigned
forces of International Security Assistance Force (ISAF)/U.S. Forces-Afghanistan
(USFOR-A) within 60 minutes of receipt of the medical request. The current
COMISAF MEDEVAC plan is based on the 60-minute standard, and includes air-
craft necessary to meet this timeline.

Additionally, the Departments of Defense and State continue to encourage our Al-
lies and partners to invest in additional helicopters and the associated technology
required for MEDEVAC in adverse conditions, as well as to drop those caveats that
preclude currently deployed airframes and aircrew from responding in a timely
manner.

7. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, I have been informed that certain NATO allies
have caveats on their medical evacuation aircraft that limit their support during
certain times of the day and under certain battlefield conditions. When U.S. combat
forces operate in these areas, they are often required to provide their own medical
evacuation capabilities because of the NATO 90-minute standard and the caveats
on their operations. What is being done to remedy this issue?

Secretary GATES. Seven nations currently have caveats on MEDEVAC missions
that include minimum night vision goggle illumination requirements, dust limita-
tions, constraints on flying in mountainous terrain, requirements for landing zones
to be secured, or have higher headquarters approval processes. Although the De-
partments of Defense and State consistently appeal to ISAF nations to remove oper-
ationally restrictive caveats, we are realistic that limitations in training, budgets,
and political desire will preclude all caveats being dropped. Therefore, as part of the
President’s increase in forces to Afghanistan, a Combat Aviation Brigade (CAB) is
being deployed in RC-North to provide, among other missions, timely MEDEVAC
coverage. Additionally, General McChrystal has directed regional commanders to en-
sure that all Allied service personnel receive appropriate and expedient medical
care, ideally within 60 minutes of receipt of a MEDEVAC request.

To support achievement of the goal of 60 minutes for our service men and women,
in June 2009 I issued a memorandum to Commander, U.S. CENTCOM directing
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him to achieve medical evacuation parity between Operation Iraqi Freedom and Op-
eration Enduring Freedom, with the standard for both theaters at 60-minute mis-
sion completion time. I further instructed General Petraeus to improve MEDEVAC
response times in Afghanistan by:

(1) establishing procedures to expedite MEDEVAC mission launches without hav-
ing to wait for approval;

(2) creating a process to identify, analyze, and report all MEDEVAC missions
that take longer than 60 minutes;

(3) reviewing existing MEDEVAC approval and launch procedures across Afghan-
istan;

(4) directing USFOR-A to review ISAF/NATO procedures and Standard Oper-
ating Procedures, and making recommendations to ISAF for streamlining cur-
rent requirements; and

(5) requiring all U.S. forces in the USCENTCOM to review and understand exist-
ing MEDEVAC procedures.

8. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, the fiscal year 2011 budget request supports
creation of two CABs. What is the timetable for standing up these units?

Secretary GATES. The 12th Active Component CAB, currently designated the 16th
CAB, is planned to be fully operational by 2012. The majority of the personnel re-
quirement for this CAB already exists, as this formation was consolidated utilizing
existing aviation force structure. Some personnel growth is required to grow the
headquarters for an assault battalion, an aviation support battalion, and the bri-
gade headquarters; the spaces required for these formations were resourced in Total
Army Analysis 12-17 (TAA 12-17).

The Army Staff will present a recommendation for stationing location and
timelines for the 13th Active component CAB to the Secretary of the Army
(SecArmy) and Chief of Staff, Army (CSA) in late May 2010. There are multiple
courses of action affecting the recommendation for the final stationing timeline
which are dependent on available military construction, equipping and production
line capabilities. Once the SecArmy and CSA have made their final stationing
timeline decision we will be able to provide Congress with an expected timeline and
final stationing locations for these units.

9. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, will priority be given to the standup of the as-
sociated medivac companies to support combat medical evacuation in Afghanistan?
Secretary GATES. [Deleted.]

10. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, what procurement is planned for fiscal year
2011 to ensure that these units are able to be fielded as rapidly as possible?

Secretary GATES. One of the two CABs is being reorganized from existing aviation
force structure and will not require additional procurements. The second CAB is
being built incrementally as manning and equipment become available. Fiscal year
2011 procurement includes 4 CH-47F helicopters, 16 UH-60M, and 2 HH-60M
MEDEVAC helicopters.

11. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, of the UH-60M aircraft proposed for procure-
ment in fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year 2011, how many will be allocated to replace
the aging fleet of UH-60A aircraft currently being used for medical evacuation?

Secretary GATES. Due to a growth in medical evacuation requirements across the
Army, the Army projects that it will not start replacing UH-60A aircraft with HH—
60M aircraft until fiscal year 2015. Prior to fiscal year 2015, the HH-60Ms that the
Army procures will fill the new requirement for additional MEDEVAC aircraft.

12. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, the Afghanistan mission of the aging fleet of
combat search and rescue aircraft has been expanded to include medical evacuation.
This means that the direct combat support role of these HH—60 aircraft and the as-
sociated wear and tear on these aircraft has been dramatically increased. How many
additional HH-60 aircraft will be procured in fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year 2011
to replace existing combat search and rescue aircraft?

Secretary GATES. The Air Force is purchasing four HH-60 aircraft in fiscal year
2010 and the fiscal year 2011 budget requests the purchase of three additional HH—
60 aircraft during fiscal year 2011. There are an additional three aircraft identified
in the fiscal year 2011 OCO request.

13. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have placed
a dramatic strain on the UH-60 aircraft. What is the principal factor limiting the



105

acquisition of new aircraft to support the UH-60 mission: production capacity, cost,
lack of available or appropriate alternative aircraft, or some other reason?

Secretary GATES. The Army is committed to procure UH-60M aircraft as part of
the Army’s overall plan to modernize the UH-60 Blackhawk Fleet. The UH-60 fleet
is the largest helicopter fleet in the U.S. Army. The Army manages its UH-60 fleet
modernization using Army force generation requirements to meet operational de-
mands. There are no constraints to acquire the full number of aircraft required
within budgeted resources. The maximum UH-60 production capacity has not been
exceeded and the Army is procuring over 70 UH-60M aircraft each year through
fiscal year 2015 for a total of 451 aircraft.

IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE DEFEAT

14. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, in Afghanistan, the largest percentage of U.S
casualties is being suffered directly from the employment of improvised explosive
devices (IEDs) by enemy forces. What is the status of your review regarding IED
defeat i})l Afghanistan and when can forces on the ground expect to see additional
support?

Secretary GATES. We have a number of very forward-leaning efforts underway to
try and deal with the challenge of IEDs. Last November, I asked the Undersecretary
of Defense for Acquisition Technology and Logistics (AT&L) and the Joint Staff, Di-
rector of Operations (J-3), to co-chair an effort focused on integrating Counter-IED
programs across the Department of Defense (DOD). They made a number of rec-
ommendations, most recently to significantly enhance long-term full motion video
platforms like aerostat blimps. In addition to this larger integration effort the the-
ater commanders increased their requirement for Mine-Resistant Ambush-Protected
(MRAP) vehicles, particularly the MRAP all-terrain vehicles. There is an additional
requirement that is funded, or reflected in the OCO request, for approximately
10,000 more MRAPs—6,600 of those will be the all-terrain version that is designed
specifically for Afghanistan. Another important step has been to work collabo-
ratively with the Government of Afghanistan to ban ammonium nitrate, the ingre-
dient in the most prevalent IEDs in Afghanistan. Afghan National Security Forces
and the coalition are aggressively pursuing smuggling networks that bring ammo-
nium nitrate into the country to be used for making IEDs.

RAPID PROTOTYPING AND ACQUISITION CAPABILITY

15. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, as you know, when a requirement is received
from the battlefield, it is almost always a current requirement. However, the de-
fense acquisition process is not set up in such a way to facilitate immediate or near-
term fulfillment of these requirements. In many cases, these requirements can be
met immediately. In other cases, minor modifications to existing technologies can
be made. In past wars, when the United States was less dependent on contractor
support, these modifications could be made on the fly, often in the theater of oper-
ations. Similar requirements are being developed today. However, because of the
current force structure and requirements process, these modifications or off-the-shelf
requirements languish while our forces remain at risk. What efforts are currently
underway to develop rapid prototyping and rapid acquisition capabilities and cen-
ters to address these requirements as quickly as possible?

Secretary GATES. Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom clearly dem-
onstrated the importance of developing a Departmental structure capable of rapidly
responding to urgent warfighting needs. To respond to these urgent requirements,
the Department has created several organizations that work with the Services to
provide rapid prototyping and rapid acquisition. The Joint IED Defeat Organization
(JTEDDO) and the Rapid Fielding Directorate (RFD) within the Director of Defense
Research and Engineering (DDR&E) are indicative of flexible organizations focused
on expeditiously addressing the Joint urgent operational needs of our warfighters.
When necessary, I have also formed task forces to quickly respond to emerging
threats, such as the MRAP and the ISR Task Forces. Additionally, each of the Serv-
ices and the U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM) have developed rapid ac-
quisition processes to respond to Service-specific urgent needs.

Rapid prototyping and rapid acquisition have enabled the Department to develop
and field the all-terrain version of the highly successful, MRAP vehicle. The MRAP
program made excellent use of rapid prototyping and rapid acquisition to accelerate
schedules and deliveries of this lifesaving, highly effective vehicle. Additionally,
within the last 6 months, the Department has used the Joint Capability Technology
Demonstration (JCTD) Program to rapidly develop and demonstrate persistent
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ground surveillance technologies that will directly benefit U.S. Forces in Afghani-
stan. The success of this recently accelerated JCTD (Persistent Ground Surveillance
System (PGSS)) will deliver increased force protection and persistent surveillance
sensors and command and control. The rapidly developed and procured Distributed
Tactical Communication System now permits remote forces to stay in contact with
friendly forces. The Transnational Information Sharing Cooperation (TISC) JCTD’s
“All Partners Access Network” is enabling U.S. Southern Command (SOUTHCOM)
to coordinate with non-governmental organizations, coalition and interagency part-
ners in support of Haitian disaster relief. Each of these systems was rapidly devel-
oped to respond to Warfighter and humanitarian assistance needs in less time than
conventional defense systems.

As I have previously stated, stability and counter-insurgency missions require 75
percent solutions over a period of months. The Department is infusing innovative
thinking and flexibility into its sometimes rigid procurement processes and adapting
our policies and organizations to rapidly meet today’s threats to servicemembers and
missions.

SPECIAL OPERATIONS

16. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, it has come to my attention from a variety
of sources that U.S. Special Operations Forces (SOF) in Afghanistan do not have
sufficient medivac, manned ISR platforms, and dedicated air assets. As a result,
forces are at increased risk. What is being done to remedy this situation?

Secretary GATES. Deployed SOF in Afghanistan currently have sufficient medevac
resources to support current operational requirements.

Personnel training is the biggest factor limiting how fast DOD can deliver more
manned ISR platforms to Afghanistan. Training pipelines for ISR operators and in-
telligence analysts are operating at maximum throughput to operate and employ
newly acquired hardware, and DOD continues to ensure proper numbers and place-
ment of analysts to effectively collect, analyze, and exploit intelligence data.

To address the current need for battlefield mobility, one additional MH-47 will
be delivered to Afghanistan in May, and two additional Chinooks will arrive in De-
cember 10 and June 11, respectively. Additionally, five CV-22s deployed in April to
support SOF mobility requirements in Afghanistan, to include vertical lift. DOD is
also accelerating delivery of CV—22s to better support the forces requiring them, and
the Department anticipates adding five more CV—-22s to the fleet in the coming year.
Additionally, Program Objectives Memorandum (POM) initiatives will grow
SOCOM’s helicopter fleet by eight MH-47 Chinooks by fiscal year 2015, and
SOCOM’s CV-22 Osprey fleet will grow from the current 12, to 50 by 2016.

17. Senator BYRD. Secretary Gates, when can these units expect to receive addi-
tional support? Please provide a detailed response (in classified form, if necessary).

Secretary GATES. Deployed SOF in Afghanistan currently have sufficient medevac
resources to support current operational requirements.

Personnel training is the biggest factor limiting how fast DOD can deliver more
manned ISR platforms to Afghanistan. Training pipelines for ISR operators and in-
telligence analysts are operating at maximum throughput to operate and employ
newly acquired hardware, and DOD continues to ensure proper numbers and place-
ment of analysts to effectively collect, analyze, and exploit intelligence data.

To address the current need for battlefield mobility, one additional MH-47 will
be delivered to Afghanistan in May, and two additional Chinooks will arrive in De-
cember 10 and June 11, respectively. Additionally, five CV-22s deployed in April to
support SOF mobility requirements in Afghanistan, to include vertical lift. DOD is
also accelerating delivery of CV-22s to better support the forces requiring them, and
the Department anticipates adding five more CV—22s to the fleet in the coming year.
Additionally, POM initiatives will grow SOCOM’s helicopter fleet by 8 MH-47 Chi-
nooks by fiscal year 2015, and SOCOM’s CV-22 Osprey fleet will grow from the cur-
rent 12, to 50 by 2016.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DANIEL K. AKAKA
FOREIGN LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIC PLAN

18. Senator AKAKA. Secretary Gates, the Government Accountability Office (GAO)
recently reported that while DOD is developing a foreign language development
strategic plan, DOD doesn’t know when it will be finished. In the absence of an ap-
proved plan, it will be difficult for DOD to guide the Services as it develops its ap-
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proach to foreign language and regional proficiency transformation. Furthermore, it
will be difficult for DOD and Congress to assess progress toward a successful trans-
formation. Do you have an estimate as to when DOD will issue a strategic plan?

Secretary GATES. The Department is nearing completion of its strategic plan for
language skills, regional expertise, and cultural capabilities. We anticipate its re-
lease by late summer of 2010.

19. Senator AKAKA. Secretary Gates, how will this plan address the development
of foreign language skills for all servicemembers to better perform warfighting and
non-warfighting activities?

Secretary GATES. The strategic plan, built on the foundation laid in numerous
strategic documents, will address the development of foreign language skills by fo-
cusing on identifying needed capabilities and requirements of the combatant com-
mands and Defense Agencies. The plan will also outline specific steps how to build
these capabilities into the Department.

The strategic plan is designed to provide a comprehensive, systematic, and action-
able way ahead. The plan’s vision statement, goals, objectives, and tasks will focus
on building and enhancing language skills, regional expertise, and cultural capabili-
ties as vital enablers for the Department to shape and respond to national security
issues. The desired result will be the institutionalization of language skills, regional
expertise, and cultural capabilities across the Department and the generation of a
globalized force, with the right combination of skills and in the right numbers,
equipped with the capabilities needed to meet the diverse operational needs of the
21st century.

ASIA-PACIFIC REGION READINESS

20. Senator AKAKA. Secretary Gates, it is impossible to overstate the importance
of our military engagement in the Asia-Pacific region. It’s obvious that there are
many challenges in this area, given the administration’s emphasis on this vital re-
gion. If one looks at continuing developments in the Pacific, our conventional adver-
saries are getting better and it is critical we maintain our superiority in the region.
Given the many demands on the defense budget and the unique mission and envi-
ronment we have in the region, how does DOD’s fiscal year 2011 budget impact our
military readiness in the Pacific region?

Secretary GATES. The fiscal year 2011 budget request supports the Quadrennial
Defense Review (QDR) which identifies the unique mission and environment of the
Pacific Region. The United States has been a Pacific power for more than a century.
The vast distances of the Pacific and the low density of U.S. basing and infrastruc-
ture there place a premium on forward stationed and forward-deployed U.S. forces.
We seek to sustain and strengthen our Asia-Pacific alliances and partnerships to ad-
vance mutual security interests and ensure sustainable peace and security in the
region, while also promoting contributions by our allies and partners to global secu-
rity. Toward this end, the fiscal year 2011 budget request supports augmenting and
adapting our forward presence, which reassures allies of the U.S. commitment to
their security. At the same time, we will encourage our allies and partners to en-
hance their roles in security and in regular multilateral security cooperation within
theﬂreg‘ion to build trust, increase transparency, and reduce the risks of crisis or
conflict.

U.S.-PAKISTAN MILITARY ENGAGEMENT

21. Senator AKAKA. Secretary Gates, you were recently quoted in a speech at the
Pakistan National Defense University that rebuilding relationships with this gen-
eration of Pakistani officers—who have had little or no interactions with the Amer-
ican military—cannot be done in just a few months. Rather, it will take years—re-
quiring openness, transparency, and, above all, continuous engagement on both
sides. What is U.S. and Pakistan progress in this area and how we can improve?

Secretary GATES. Critical relationships are built through many aspects of DOD’s
engagement program. For example, under the International Military Education and
Training (IMET) program and the Combating Terrorism Fellowship Program
(CTFP), DOD brings Pakistani officers into U.S. Professional Military Education
(PME) programs, where they and their families can gain an appreciation for the
United States and its citizens that pays dividends long after the officers return to
Pakistan. Within Pakistan, the best examples are the training and equipping activi-
ties that U.S. forces carry out every day in various locations throughout the country-
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coaching, teaching, mentoring, and enabling soldiers, noncommissioned officers
(NCOs), and officers.

These opportunities, and the progress achieved through them, are difficult to
quantify because they are based on the complexity of personal contacts and commit-
ment; nonetheless, the progress is quite real. As an example, from fiscal year 2009
to fiscal year 2010, Pakistan IMET funding rose from $2.3 to $5.0 million, which
supported 132 Pakistani students in fiscal year 2009 and is forecasted to support
197 students in fiscal year 2010. We continue to seek to expand opportunities for
such interchanges through IMET and other avenues. Where DOD has built such re-
lationships, the PAKMIL leaders with whom DOD interacts have allowed us to ex-
pand our training and assistance, teach PAKMIL forces far more sophisticated tac-
tics, and the fundamentals of Military Intelligence. Conversely, in those places and
with those PAKMIL units where we are still struggling to build such relationships,
there has been far less progress.

The primary organization that engages the Pakistani Military (PAKMIL) on a
continuous basis 1s the Office of Defense Representative Pakistan (ODRP) in
Islamabad, Pakistan. This joint military organization, led by the three-star flag offi-
cer who also commanded our Humanitarian Relief efforts after the 2005 earthquake
in Pakistan, provides the direct, military-to-military engagement for U.S.
CENTCOM and DOD.

ODRP’s ongoing efforts to strengthen and enable the PAKMIL’s ongoing combat
operations against violent extremist organizations are fundamentally based on the
establishment and nurturing of personal relationships with a broad range of
PAKMIL officers and servicemembers. The “trust gap” that divides our countries
and our militaries is quite real, and will take years to overcome. By focusing on per-
sonal relationships, DOD has learned that it can still create opportunities for real
progress in achieving DOD’s goals to improve the PAKMIL’s skills in conducting
counterinsurgency operations and strengthening its defense capabilities.

We also utilize the DOD’s Near East South Asia (NESA) Center’s initiatives,
which host Pakistani military officers and familiarize them with U.S. political val-
ues, governmental structures, policymaking processes, and policies related to South
Asia and other regions of special interest to Pakistan. These initiatives are another
essential piece in building the U.S.-Pakistan military relationship.

ELECTRONIC HEALTH RECORD SYSTEMS

22. Senator AKAKA. Secretary Gates, the National Defense Authorization Act
(NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2008 required DOD and the Department of Veterans Affairs
(VA) to accelerate their exchange of health information and to develop capabilities
that allow for interoperability (generally, the ability of systems to exchange data)
by September 30, 2009. It also required compliance with Federal standards and the
establishment of a joint interagency program office to function as a single point of
accountability for the effort. In a January 2010 report, the GAO noted that the
DOD-VA interagency program office is not yet positioned to function as a single
point of accountability for the implementation of interoperable electronic health
record systems or capabilities. In addition, GAO also stated that if the program of-
fice does not fulfill key management responsibilities as GAO previously rec-
ommended, it may not be positioned to function as a single point of accountability
for the delivery of future interoperable capabilities, including the development of the
virtual lifetime electronic record. What is the status of the virtual lifetime electronic
record?

Secretary GATES. Following the President’s announcement of April 9, 2009, DOD
and VA accelerated efforts already underway to develop an approach to achieve the
Virtual Lifetime Electronic Record (VLER). On August 21, 2009, the Deputy Secre-
taries of Defense and Veterans Affairs endorsed a development approach for VLER’s
health component, leveraging the Federal Health Architecture’s Nationwide Health
Information Network (NHIN) concept and standards. The VLER approach is multi-
phased. The initial two phases will aid in defining additional pilots and the VLER
implementation timeline, which is anticipated to occur in six month increments.

A VLER Pilot in San Diego was implemented on January 30, 2010. The San Diego
Pilot participants were DOD’s Naval Medical Center San Diego, VA’s San Diego
Medical Center, and Kaiser-Permanente. They demonstrated the use of the NHIN
to exchange a selected set of data elements of a “Continuity of Care” document. Kai-
ser Permanente is a contract provider for VA, but not for DOD in the San Diego
area, so DOD had no shared patients with Kaiser Permanente. Lessons learned
%"om the San Diego Pilot are being incorporated into the next Pilot in Tidewater,

irginia.
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Subsequent phases of VLER will include additional VA and DOD sites, live pa-
tient information, expanded data domains, different document types, and the ability
for additional civilian sector partners to participate. VLER will build on the San
Diego Pilot data set and expand it initially to Naval Medical Center Portsmouth,
the VA Medical Center Hampton, and private sector partners in the Tidewater/
Hampton Roads area in Virginia. The target date for activation of Phase 1b is July
31, 2010. The hospitals at Fort Eustis and Langley Air Force Base will be incor-
porated into the pilot after the initial activation. The Departments anticipate select-
ing additional sites for implementation by January 31, 2011.

23. Senator AKAKA. Secretary Gates, what is your assessment of the progress
being made and what are your thoughts on how the DOD and VA should proceed?

Secretary GATES. The Departments of Defense (DOD) and Veterans Affairs (VA)
are making substantial progress with electronic health record (EHR) systems. His-
torically, their respective systems existed in mutually exclusive lifecycles, with DOD
serving beneficiaries from accession until retirement or separation and VA providing
services from that point forward. Each Department’s EHR capability evolved to
meet functional requirements, mission-specific and shared. Each Department also
developed a system to obtain clinical information from private providers of pur-
chased care.

The historical EHR model is evolving as the Departments collaborate on and de-
liver health information technology solutions that improve the secure sharing of
electronic benefits, personnel, and health information. Today, DOD and VA share
more health information for clinical use than any other two health organizations in
the Nation. Each Department has real-time access to the other’s health data on
more than 3.5 million shared patients, including over 173,300 patients who are in
theater. Further, since 2001, DOD has securely shared 1.6 terabytes of data on over
5.0 million patients using the Federal Health Information Exchange initiative.
Shared data includes patient demographic data, medication and allergy data, lab-
oratory results, radiology reports, discharge summaries, consult reports, and health
assessments.

Today, each Department is modernizing its EHR capability and migrating from
outdated legacy technologies to enable more rapid, flexible, and scalable responses
to evolving national health care and computer industry standards. Common require-
ments will be treated as opportunities to consider common capabilities. A disciplined
process for reviewing and identifying potential opportunities for shared acquisition
or development is in place to ensure that shared efforts support the effective execu-
tion of each Department’s medical mission. The end-to-end lifecycle of health care
will become a seamless process.

The Departments’ efforts coincide with the movement to national standards led
by the Department of Health and Human Services. As the Nation develops an in-
creased capability for health information exchange using the Nationwide Health In-
formation Network (NHIN) portfolio of services, DOD and VA are developing a Vir-
tual Lifetime Electronic Record (VLER) that will employ NHIN services. Over time,
VLER will become the primary method for DOD and VA to exchange clinical infor-
mation with each other and with purchased care providers in the private sector.
Until then, legacy system interoperability will be maintained.

FUTENMA AIRBASE

24. Senator AKAKA. Secretary Gates, there has been growing concern over a pos-
sible delay of the implementation of the move of the Futenma Airbase on Okinawa’s
remote east coast. Japan has said that it needs more time to consider the base’s
future following recent elections. What is your assessment of the situation and how
does DOD plan to proceed?

Secretary GATES. I recognize that implementing the Futenma realignment agree-
ment has been a challenge. The process has spanned three U.S. administrations and
multiple Japanese cabinets.

Prime Minister Hatoyama has stated that he intends to resolve the issue by May.
I look forward to resuming work with the Government of Japan to fulfill our long-
standing mutual objective of realigning our force posture in Japan to ensure that
the Alliance’s operational capabilities remain sustainable politically and operation-
ally.
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DON’T ASK, DON'T TELL

25. Senator AKAKA. Secretary Gates, in the President’s State of the Union speech,
he said he will work with Congress and the military to repeal Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell
(DADT). DOD has a lot on its plate, from fighting two wars, supporting contingency
operations in Haiti, to trying to build and maintain the best military force in the
world in a fiscally constrained environment. What are the men and women in uni-
form telling you regarding this issue?

Secretary GATES. As I announced in my statement previously before this com-
mittee, I have appointed a high-level Working Group within the Department to re-
view the issues associated with properly implementing a repeal of the Don’t Ask,
Don’t Tell policy. Over the course of the next 8 months members of the Working
Group will meet with a wide array of individuals of all Services, ranks, ages and
assignments, officers and enlisted, to seek their advice, opinions, and concerns re-
garding a repeal and how it should be implemented.

26. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, a repeal of DADT will have an effect on
many levels of the military. As a former commander, you have had to deal with how
changes in policy have affected those under your command. It has been argued that
a repeal could present some very complicated issues in the daily lives of our mili-
tary. It has also been said that these resulting changes could affect morale and dis-
cipline in the ranks. Have you had the opportunity to talk to military leaders of our
allies who allow individuals to serve in their militaries regardless of sexual orienta-
tion? Please provide comments on anything that you have learned from them.

Admiral MULLEN. I am familiar with the militaries of a number of countries, typi-
cally western-style democracies, that have lifted the ban on homosexual conduct. I
have spoken with the chiefs of many of these militaries. Their experiences are in-
formative, but as the Congressional Research Service notes, we must be careful in
making comparisons to other militaries. Our military is uniquely American, shaped
by our unique national experience. I want to understand the range of issues repeal
presents within our forces, and how those issues might be managed.

That is why we are undertaking a comprehensive review of the issue to better un-
derstand the dynamics of any repeal.

SUICIDE PREVENTION CONFERENCE REPORT

27. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, suicide prevention is difficult and chal-
lenging. There have been a lot of people in the Services and the VA who have
worked diligently on this issue. The Services have experienced a rise in the number
of suicides since the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq started. There is a need to under-
stand suicide, look at the causes, and get to a point where we can prevent it. I
would like to request a report on the results of the recent DOD/VA 2010 Suicide
Prevention Conference. In particular, what follow-up actions are to be required from
the two departments, as well as what is the timeframe which specifies the goals and
actions that are to be achieved?

Admiral MULLEN. The 2010 DOD/VA Suicide Prevention Conference, Building
Strong and Resilient Communities, was attended by approximately 980 people from
DOD, VA, the Services, and other Federal and civilian agencies. The conference was
hosted by the Suicide Prevention and Risk Reduction Committee (SPARRC), which
is chaired by the Defense Centers of Excellence for Psychological Health and Trau-
matic Brain Injury and VA and also includes representatives from DOD, the Serv-
ices, and other Federal agencies. The conference demonstrated the progress DOD
and VA have made in suicide prevention efforts, but also identified six key areas
that need additional attention, including families; dissemination of resources;
postvention activities; reducing stigma; building resilience; and additional research.
Postvention refers to all activities after a suicide event. The SPARRC members and
its partners will continue to collaborate this year to address some of the most press-
ing suicide prevention issues as highlighted during the conference.

The conference identified the need for additional outreach, training, and education
for families. Families should be viewed as the first line of defense in recognizing
the signs and symptoms associated with suicide risk. SPARRC has formed a family
subcommittee, which includes representatives from the Services, National Guard,
and Reserves to focus on the needs of families, such as outreach, education, and
training. During the course of calendar year 2010, the subcommittee will identify
the most pressing needs of family members and provide recommendations on how
SPARRC can best address those gaps. The subcommittee held its first meeting in
March 2010 and will provide recommendations to the SPARRC in December 2010.
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The dissemination of resources and tools to servicemembers, veterans, and fami-
lies is another area that requires additional focus. Many innovative resources and
tools currently exist, but servicemembers, veterans, families, and clinicians need to
be aware of and have access to them. Populations in rural areas, particularly as it
pertains to the National Guard, Reserves, and veterans are especially difficult to
reach. One of the top priorities this year is to launch the SPARRC website. This
website will serve as a “clearinghouse” for suicide prevention resources and practical
tools for servicemembers, veterans, families, and clinicians. It will also create a col-
laborative space and allow for further improvement of dissemination and sharing of
resources. An easily accessible web-based location for resources will ensure
servicemembers, veterans, families, and clinicians know where to go for help and
have access to critical resources no matter where they are located.

The conference emphasized the need for consistent postvention activities within
DOD. To address this issue, SPARRC has formed a working group to draft a DOD
policy memo on postvention activities. Members of the working group will include
representatives from the Services, National Guard, Reserves, VA, other Federal
partners, as well as civilian organizations. The group will leverage existing
postvention initiatives and best practices to develop a policy applicable to DOD. The
working group expects to have a draft completed by September 2010.

First hand testimonies from the conference emphasized the importance of seeking
help, support and treatment. Stigma remains a toxic threat to access to care and
needs to be eliminated. SPARRC and its partners will continue working to
proactively transform culture through public education campaigns such as Real
Warriors (www.realwarriors.net), the Marine Corps “Cover Me” video, and numer-
ous other efforts to reduce stigma and encourage help-seeking behaviors to prevent
suicide. Reducing stigma is an ongoing effort that DOD and VA will engage in
throughout year.

The conference also demonstrated the importance of engaging leaders at all levels
to proactively mitigate risk through building resilience. The second highest priority
highlighted by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’s strategic guidance for
2009-2010 states, “we will focus on Health-of-the-Force by considering holistically
how to better prepare our force and care for our people.” Development of a Chair-
man of Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction (CJCSI) is currently underway to address
Total Force Fitness based on the CJCS’s guidance. The estimated completion date
for the CJCSI is fiscal year 2011.

Finally, the conference highlighted the need for additional research and evidence-
based models. The RAND Corporation conducted a study to identify state of the art
suicide prevention practices. This effort was discussed at the conference and the re-
sults will be disseminated by May 2010. The Department will continue to engage
in other research efforts to inform suicide prevention efforts throughout the DOD.

SPARRC and its partners will work aggressively this year to accomplish these ini-
tiatives, but also recognize that suicide prevention is an ongoing effort. Continued
collaboration between SPARRC members will ensure completion in a timely man-
ner. Further, the SPARRC will facilitate communication and dissemination of
emerging knowledge and tools through sustained outreach to military line leaders,
health care professionals, family members, and communities.

28. Senator AKAKA. Admiral Mullen, DOD has made significant progress caring
for our military heroes with mental health issues. But, before we can care for them,
we must first identify them. One of the biggest issues we must address is reducing
the stigma related to seeking counseling. You recently stated at the DOD/VA Sui-
cide Prevention Conference last month that the stigma still exists among
servicemembers. It is imperative to get the message to our warriors that it would
be courageous to reach out for help. How would you assess DOD’s continuing efforts
to tear down the stigma that still deters many from seeking treatment for problems
such as Traumatic Brain Injury and Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder and what do
we need to do as we move forward?

Admiral MULLEN. Current DOD-wide resilience and anti-stigma initiatives are fo-
cused on research and evaluation of the range and effectiveness of military resil-
ience programs, to include, the Real Warriors Campaign to combat stigma, to in-
crease servicemembers awareness of and encourage use of resources, utilization of
the Warrior Resilience Conference to enhance and integrate core principles, DOD/
Federal programs development and utilization, promoting leadership in health and
well-being, and providing practical tools for units and colleagues.

Information on DOD Wide Real Warriors Campaign program is provided in at-
tachment one. Although the Services do not have individual anti-stigma campaigns,
anti-stigma efforts are reflected at all levels of their programs (see attachment two)
including imbedded psychological health providers in personnel communities and
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primary care clinics (to avoid concern about seeking behavioral health services from
the medical community), removal of personal information in psychological heath uti-
lization reports to leadership, confidential counseling services, lower stigma options
for seeking care for issues such as sleep difficulties rather than mental health, and
many other new initiatives delivered within the units, aleviating stigma concerns.

Finally, and most importantly, a robust series of evaluation initiatives are under-
way to provide objective measurement of the range and effectiveness of resilience
programs in the military. These evaluation efforts are outlined in detail in the third
attachment.

Attachment 1: Real Warriors Campaign

Overview

Launched on 21 May 2009, the Real Warriors Campaign seecks to combat the stigma associated
with seeking psychological health care and treatment, encourage resilience and assist with
reintegration of Service members post-deployment. The campaign features a broad-based call to
action, including information for families and employers on what to expect when service
members come home and how to support and encourage them to get the help they need. Website:
www.realwarriors.net

The campaign features stories of real service members who sought treatment and are continuing to
maintain successful military or civilian careers. It provides information on effective treatments for
psychological health concerns and TBI and educates service members and their families about the range
of resources and support available to them. To reach the broadest audience, the Real Warriors Campaign
uses a variety of communication and social networking tools, including radio and TV public service
announcements, posters and flyers and a highly interactive Web site with service-specific content and
sections designed for active duty service members, veterans, Guard and Reserve, families and health
professionals.

Outcomes

While it is premature to statistically assess the campaign’s impact on service member attitudes,
anecdotal evidence indicates that the campaign is well received and indeed inspiring some
service members to seek care. We are able to concretely measure the reach of the campaign
through the following metrics:

1. Public Service Announcements: The campaign has had four to six PSAs in regular rotation
on eight channels of the Armed Forces Radio and Television Network (AFRTS) reaching
approximately 1.3 million service members in 177 countries each week. Additionally, the PSAs
have been aired on more than 144 national and regional television networks and stations in the
U.S. garnering more than 4 million media impressions.

2. Video Profiles / PSAs: The Campaign’s web site hosts video profiles of seven service
members who have sought care for psychological health issues and are maintaining successful

military and/or civilian careers. These profiles and PSAs have been downloaded from the web
site and are being used to promote resilience in a number of ways:

e Through course work at USMA and the NCO Academy;
« To orient new Psychological Health Directors hired by the NGB;

e By Yellow Ribbon Reintegration Program and Family Readiness Groups at pre-
deployment and post-deployment events;

e By NGOs such as TAPS and MHA as part of their Suicide Prevention efforts; and

e Individual unit trainings, briefings and presentations.
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3. Web: Since the launch in late May the Realwarriors.net web site has received more than
36,564 visitors in 54,419 visits with more than 375,900 pages viewed. As expected, web traffic
was slightly lower over the holiday period. The campaign has generated more than 1,446
followers on Twitter, and 1,006 fans on Facebook. The average “re-tweet” percentile is 45%
giving us an average daily reader reach of more than 21,293. We are currently listed on more
than 105 user-generated twitter lists.

4. Media: The Campaign has generated more than 1,175 media clips with 1,162 positive in tone
and no negative coverage, generating more than 1 billion media impressions. It has been
featured several times on national news properties such as CNN, NBC’s Today Show, and
syndicated radio programs such as NPR’s Diane Rehm Show as well as hundreds of local
television stations. The Campaign has focused particular attention to media outreach in
communities surrounding military installations as well as those with high-density accession rates.

5. Partnerships / Outreach: Since its launch, the campaign has partnered with 48 national and
regional Agencies and organizations, including: the Defense Commissaries Agency (DeCA), the
Military Officers Association of America (MOAA), Army National Guard’s Decade of Health
Ready and Resilient Campaign, the Yellow Ribbon Reintegration Program (YRRP), Strategic
Outreach to Families of All Reservists (SOFAR), the United Service Organization (USO), the
Coming Home Project, Mental Health America (MHA), National Military Family Association
(NMFA), among others. Through these partnerships the Campaign has reached more than
677,000 individuals through 29 announcements in blogs, newsletters as well as assistance in
distributing campaign materials. The campaign has exhibited at more than 25 conferences and
events and maintains a growing listserv that currently reaches more than 1500 individuals each
month.
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Attachment 2; Sample of DoD Resilience Programs

DCoE leads a collaborative effort toward optimizing psychological health and traumatic brain injury
services for the Department of Defense (DoD) with a focus on resilience, recovery, and reintegration.

Force Health Protection and Readiness (FHP&R)

The Psychological Health Strategic Operations (PHSO) team under the Office of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Force Health Protection and Readiness (FHP&R) advocates for preventive
psychological health initiatives that help achieve and maintain a psychologically healthy fighting force.
PHSO supports the psychological health of peacetime forces, works to maintain the psychological health
of deployed forces and assists with programs designed to ensure successful reintegration of re-deployed
service members. PHSO is involved in strategic planning and policy formation for DoD Health Affairs
and works with DCoE, Services, Joint Staff, and other stakeholders in efforts to strengthen resilience and
enhance psychological readiness among Service Members, their families, and the military community.

Military Community and Family Policy (MC&FP)

MC&FP is directly responsible for programs and policies that establish and support quality of life
programs for service members and their families worldwide supporting individual and community
resilience. The Military HOMEFRONT is the DoD website for official MC&FP program information,
designed to help troops and their families, leaders, and service providers. The support areas include:
Personal Finance & Transition, Child Care, Recreation, Commissary/Exchange Outreach, Counseling
(local providers Military Family Life Consultants). The Military One Source (MOS) is another
resilience-supporting program. MOS is designed to be a "one stop” place to go whenever service
members or family members need assistance with any kind of problem. Website information:
http://www.defenselink. mil/prhome/mcfp.html.

Joint Forces Command (JFCOM) Small Unit program and Immersion Trainers

JFCOM has initiated the National Program for Small Unit Excellence to enable and integrate national
small unit efforts for improving the ground combat performance of small units operating in complex
contingencies. A key component of this effort is developing Future Immersive Training Environments
(FITE), which are ground combat simulators that provide a sensory recreation of the Joint battlefield
environment and threat scenarios for developing and reinforcing complex decision making skills and
providing support to military trainers efforts. The FITE paradigm can enhance performance and
resilience in two areas: (1) enhancing battle preparedness by increasing individual and unit skills,
teamwork and confidence and (2) mitigate adverse combat stressors by stress inoculation. With a .mil e-
mail address or common access card go to:  hitps://www.us.army.mil/suite/page/408989.

Yellow Ribbon Reintegration Program (YRRP)

YRRP's goal is to support and strengthen National Guard and Reserve Component members and their
families throughout the deployment cycle, regardless of Service affiliation or location. YRP provides a
range of resilience and prevention education and access to services for a wide variety of questions and
concerns that Service members and their families may have regarding their health, benefits, or other
deployment related challenges unique to the Reserve Components. The YRRP provides access
counseling and referrals for other relevant services through MilitaryOneSource, VA Vet Centers,
TRICARE, and other programs. Website information: http://www.yellowribbon.mil.

Nutional Guard Bureau’s Psychological Health Program (PHP)

The PHP is a joint program serving ANG and ARNG which educates and refers Guard Members
(families) who may have behavioral health issues to national, state and local resources. They assist with
care transition and coordination of WTU Service Members back to the local community. Additionally,
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they provide leadership education to build psychological fitness and resilience. Website information:
www jointservicessupport.org/PHP/Default.aspx

PHP has placed 54 licensed clinicians (one each) in our states and territories to assess, refer,
train, advise and guide any service member who has stress, regardless of the problem--
combat/deployment related or not. These counselors have been placed in the J1 rather than the
medical component to avoid concerns about seeking behavioral health services from those who
may determine fit for duty status. Utilization reports to leadership include demographic
information only (traditional confidentiality regulations). Over 1500 Service members were seen
in the first year of program implementation, 150 of which were assessed to be critical situations.

Center for the Study of Traumatic Stress (CSTS)

CSTS conducts research and provides education and consultation on preparedness for- and response to-
public health emergencies including natural and human-created disasters, war, and terrorism. CSTS
develops and disseminates knowledge to foster community resilience to large scale violence and
distuption. Current initiatives include efforts to build resilience by examining dimensions of
communities impacted by hurricanes, and repeated combat-related traumatic exposures. In the most recent
initiative, CSTS is the lead of several research institutions in a large scale Army study to assess factors for
risk and resilience in service members (STARRS). Website information: www.usuhs.mil/csts or

www.cstsonline.org

Deployment Health Clinical Center (DHCC)

DHCC offers improved deployment-related health resources for providers, service members and families.
Some examples include the 1) Re-Engineering Systems of Primary Care Treatment in the Military
(RESPECT-MIL:PTSD) model to identify PTSD in Service Members visiting primary care and offer
treatment and 2) the Specialized Track Il Program resilience based approach for OIF/OEF Service
Members with combat related adjustment needs. Website information: PDHealth.mil

The Center for Deplayment Psychology (CDP)

CDP is a DoD training consortium established to better prepare military and civilian professionals to
provide deployment-related behavioral health services to military personnel and their families. CDP is
headquartered at USUHS and supports a network of Deployment Behavioral Health Psychologists at 10
military medical centers nationally. CDP helps providers build resilience and greater competence in
clinical evidence-based treatment for our returning service members. The CDP has a variety of training
for clinicians, including a one-week mobile course that is offered around the country geared towards
civilian TRICARE network providers. They also offer a military culture course designed for civilian
providers entering the military system. Website information: www.deploymentpsych.org.

Army Comprehensive Soldier Fitness (CSF)

CSF represents the Army's investment in the readiness of the force and the quality of life of Soldiers,
Family members, and Civilians, giving the same emphasis to psychological, emotional, and mental
strength that has previously been given to physical strength. The CSF program uses a balanced, multi-
faceted approach and life-long learning model that uses individual assessment, tailored virtual training,
classroom training at all levels of Army education, and embedded resilience experts to provide Soldiers
the critical skills they need to face any and all of life's challenges. CSF is a true prevention model, aimed
at the entire force to include the Reserve and National Guard. Website information: www.Army.mil/CSF.

CSF trains resilience techniques, and focuses on increasing physical, emotional, social, spiritual,
and family strengths through a program of continuous self-development. CSF is not a “screen”
for any physical or psychological disease or dysfunction, and it is not something we “do” after a
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Soldier has a negative psychological, social, or professional outcome.

One of the pillars of the CSF program is the Master Resilience Trainer (MRT) course. Students
are taught cognitive skills that increase core competencies including optimism, mental agility,
self-regulation, self awareness, character strengths, and connection. This two week course
primarily trains mid-level NCOs assigned to Operational and Institutional units who will teach
the resilience skills they learned in the course to Soldiers under their leadership.

Resilience concepts are also included in multiple TRADOC courses and being taught to units
that are deploying and redeploying. Instructional concepts include individual and buddy aid
responses to stressful events, managing stress reactions in combat and operational deployment
environments, leader roles in reducing behavioral health-related stigma, and the importance of
adequate sleep from a leadership perspective.

Another key element of the CSF program is the Global Assessment Tool (GAT). The GATisa
survey based instrument used to assess the dimensions of emotional, spiritual, social, and family
fitness. Developed by subject matter experts from the U.S. Military and Civilian Universities,
the GAT is comprised of a series of questions, drawn from scientifically validated scales.

Upon completion of the GAT, Soldiers, Family members and DA Civilians are directed to a
menu of online Comprehensive Resilience Modules. These modules are currently being
developed and will provide evidence-based training in each area of fitness based on individual
needs, as demonstrated by performance on the GAT. Training at each level will be offered
virtually for maximum accessibility. Where available, the menu will include local installation
courses or programs that are available that have been shown to be effective.

Warrior Resiliency Programs (WRP)

WRP is located in San Antonio, TX and has three principle objectives: (1) Build and restore resilience
among Warriors, their families, medical personnel, and Army leaders; (2) Identify and overcome gaps in
Military Behavioral Health for building and restoring resilience; and (3) Transform a pathology-based
mental health system into a resilience-oriented behavioral healthcare system. Examples of current WRP
initiatives include: (1) Community Resiliency Initiative (CRI) at Fort Hood, TX; (2) Battlefield
Resiliency Initiative (BRI) at Fort Carson, CO; and (3) research collaborations with Universities and the
Veterans Health System (VHS).

Army Center for Enhanced Performance (ACEP)

ACEP program, headquartered at West Point, was developed to enhance academic, athletic and later
operational performance. The 9 ACEPs are located on installations with large Warrior Transition Unit
(WTU) populations. Their mission is primarily focused on working with Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF)
and Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) veterans and staff to enhance Warrior in Transition (WT)
recovery and staff. ACEP has provided mental strength education to numerous operational units and
individual Soldiers and Families. ACEP curriculum is made up of six core principles: mental skills
foundations, building confidence, goal setting, attention control, energy management, and integrating
imagery. These self-regulatory practices tie together to increase resilience with Soldiers, family members,
and returning wounded warriors. ACEP has recently been integrated as a component of the
Comprehensive Soldier Fitness initiative. Website information: www.acep.army.mil.

Navy Operational Stress Control (0SC)
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The comprehensive Navy OSC program is Line-owned and led and supported by Navy Medicine;
integrating various policies and initiatives under one overarching umbrella. Goals are to build resilient
Sailors, units and families while decreasing the stigma associated with seeking help for psychological
health issues. The foundation of OSC is the Stress Continuum Model; an evidenced-based model that is
congruent with Navy culture and addresses stress generated from combat or other operational and military
life sources. This model highlights the shared responsibility that all Sailors have for mission readiness
and force protection. Leadership plays a key role and active participation is paramount for success. OSC
and materials are fully integrated into unit and formal education and training for active duty and Reserve.

Website information: hitps://wwwa.nko.navy.mil/portal/operationstresscontrol/operationalstresscontrol.

Marine Corps Combat Operational Stress Control (COSC)

Marine Corps COSC is a leader-based program focused on force preservation, mission readiness, and
long-term health. The five core COSC Leadership Functions are to 1) strengthen Marines and families, 2)
mitigate and reduce unnecessary stress, 3) identify stress problems as early as possible, 4) help Marines
get treatment when needed, and 5) help Marines get back in the fight. Medical and religious ministry
personnel assist leaders in these responsibilities. This shifts the Marine stress paradigm from a model of
illness to one of building strength and resilience. Based on a continuum model of operational and combat
stress, this program is fully integrated into unit and formal education and training for active duty and
Reserve. Website information: http://www.usmc-mecs.org/cose/.

Navy and Marine Project Families Over Coming Under Stress (FOCUS)

FOCUS is a resiliency-building program designed for military families and children facing the multiple
challenges of combat operational stress during wartime. FOCUS is founded on leading evidence-based
family intervention models for at-risk families which have demonstrated positive emotional, behavioral
and adaptive outcomes over time. FOCUS was developed at the UCLA Semel Institute for Neuroscience
and Human Behavior, in collaboration with the National Child Traumatic Stress Network and Children's
Hospital Boston/Harvard Medical School.

FOCUS has been adapted for military families facing multiple deployments, combat operational stress
and physical injuries in a family member. The program has demonstrated that a strength-based approach
to building child and family resiliency skills is well received by service members and their family
members reflected in high satisfaction ratings. Notably, program participation has resulted in statistically
significant increases in family and child positive coping and significant reductions in parent and child
distress over time, suggesting longer-term benefits for military family wellness. To date over 81,000
service members, spouses, children and community providers have received services on FOCUS. Website

information: www.focusprogect.org

The Navy is aggressively working to reduce the stigma surrounding psychological health and operational
stress concerns which can be a significant barrier to seeking psychological health services for both
military personnel and civilians. Programs such as NOSC, USMC COSC, FOCUS and CgOSC and our
suicide prevention programs are in place and maturing to provide the support to personnel and their
families. The Navy OSC program and Marine Corps COSC program are the cornerstones of the
Department of the Navy’s approach to early detection of stress reactions in Sailors, Marines and their
families. Both programs share these features: Focus on leadership’s role in monitoring the health of their
people Provision of tools for leaders to employ when their Sailors and Marines are experiencing mild to
moderate symptoms

Integration of other expertise (medical, chaplains and other support services) for more affected members
Decreasing the stigma associated with seeking psychological health care requires global culture change
throughout the Navy. This will take time and active leadership support. Stigma reducing and resilience
building interventions span three major fronts: (a) education and training for individual Sailors and
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Marines that normalizes psychological health care, (b) leadership training to improve command climate
support for seeking psychological health care, and (c) encouragement of care outreach to individual
Sailors, Marines, and their commands. This past year saw wide-spread dissemination of OSC doctrine as
well as a Navy-wide education and training program that includes mandatory Navy Knowledge Online
courses, instructor led and other web-based training; pre and post-deployment training; as well as
community and mission-specific training; over 93,900 Sailors have been trained to date.

Navy Medicine ensures a continuum of psychological healthcare is available to service members
throughout the deployment cycle — pre-deployment, during deployment, and post-deployment. We are
working to improve screening and surveillance; our mental health specialists are being placed in
operational environments and forward deployed to provide services where and when they are needed.
Goals are to decrease stigma, build resilience and obtain near real-time surveillance data. In addition, we
are making mental health services available to family members who may be affected by the psychological
consequences of combat and deployment.

The Caregiver Occupational Stress Control (CgOSC) program was designed to enhance the resilience of
caregivers to the psychological demands of exposure to trauma, wear and tear, loss, and inner conflict
associated with providing clinical care and counseling. The concept of “caregiver” in this context refers
to medical personnel (from Corpsmen to physicians), clinically and non-clinically trained Chaplains,
religious program specialists, and family service professionals working within Navy Medicine.

The Navy Reserve Psychological Health Outreach program was established to improve the overall
Psychological Health and resiliency of Navy Reservists and their families and to identify long-term
strategies to improve Psychological Health support services for Reservists and their families.

Navy Medicine has established 17 Deployment Health Centers (DHCs) as non-stigmatizing portals of
care for service members staffed with primary care and psychological health providers. We have also
increased mental health training in primary care, and have actively partnered with line leaders and the
Chaplain Corps to develop combat and operational stress control training resources.

We are working closely with our line counterparts with programs like the Marine Corps’ Wounded
Warrior Regiments, the Navy’s Safe Harbor, the Reserve Returning Warrior Workshops (Yellow Ribbon
Reintegration) and the Defense Center of Excellence for Psychological Health and Traumatic Brain Injury
(DCOE) to support building resilience and the full-spectrum recovery process for Sailors, Marines and
their families.

Air Force Landing Gear (AFLG)

AFLG provides pre-exposure preparation and reintegration education for deploying Airmen. The Pre-
Deployment training prepares Airmen to maintain their resilience and better cope with traumatic events.
Classes cover deployment stress, deployed environments, typical reactions, prevention, and getting help.
Reintegration and Reunion is also previewed to prepare Airman for coming home. Upon return the AFLG
Post-Deployment training facilitates smooth reentry into work and family life. Reintegration classes
review deployment stress, prevention, typical reactions, reintegration and reunion, and getting assistance.
This training for active duty, Reserve and National Guard can be accomplished as a freestanding class or
in conjunction with briefings by the Airman & Family Readiness Center and Chaplains. Website
information: www.airforcemedicine.afms.mil/landinggear or http://afspp.afms.mil.

The Air Force is aggressively addressing Airman Resiliency at all points in an Airman's career
and through multiple resources and settings. Resources include classes and counseling at base
Airman and Family Readiness Centers, chapels, and medical treatment facilities. Counseling
resources include some that require no medical appointment such as counseling through Military
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Family Life Consultants, chaplains, or through the TRICARE Assistance Program, an online
pilot program. These services are available without referral and frequently without the
awareness of others, minimizing any potential stigma.

Commanders regularly emphasize the availability of mental health care through military
treatment facilities. When this care is sought voluntarily and proactively, it rarely has negative
career impact. At many bases mental health providers reach out to squadrons with known higher
stressors and interact with these Airman in a less formal setting. Again, making it easier for them
to seck needed care. In many AF medical treatment facilities there are mental health providers
available in the primary care areas for consultation during a routine medical visit. This also is a
lower stigma option for seeking care for minor psychological issues such as sleep difficulties.

New programs are being designed to make resiliency and emotional well being more seamless in
an Airman's career. These initiatives include a 2 day deployment transition center to assist
reintegration for those who deploy in higher risk missions. Plans include adding additional
training targeted at higher risk groups for suicide, financial difficulties or other risks and
stressors. Many of these new initiatives will be delivered within the military unit, as part of
normal day to day operations, thus delivered universally without stigma.

Source: Bowles, S.V., & Bates, M.J. (in press). Military Organizations Contributing to
Resilience Building. Military Medicine.
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Attachment 3: Review of Ongoing Research Efforts within DCoE

BAH Gap Environmental Scan

Deliverables: Database for categorizing, analyzing, and retrieving information about resilience and
prevention programs.

When: Projected to present completed database on January 31, 2010

Description: BAH study focused on developing a framework for cataloging and analyzing resilience
and prevention programs. The focus was identifying a range of programmatic variables that would
capture the important components of a program and defining these variables in ways that could be
analyzed across programs. The BAH program filled a critical gap because DCoE has been collecting
significant information about a wide range of resilience and prevention programs but did not have a
way to systematically categorize, analyze, and retrieve information about these programs.

RAND Review of DoD Suicide Prevention Programs

Deliverables: Literature review of state of the art suicide prevention practices, and an assessment of
the degree to which DoD programs reflect state of the art practices.

Description: Drafi report will be completed and submitted to DCoE before the end of January 2010.
Preliminary results were presented at the DoD/VA 2010 Suicide Prevention Conference.

Description: The RAND National Defense Research Institute (RAND NDRI) will review DoD
Suicide Prevention programs. The objective is to review and assess the inventory of suicide
prevention activities in the DoD in order to identify implications for enhancing such DoD programs.
RAND NDRI will provide an independent review of suicide prevention programs across the Services,
individually and as a whole. RAND NDRI will also identify how the DoD's suicide prevention
portfolio compares to prevention programs in the civilian population.

RAND Review of Literature and Best Practices for Promoting Resilience

Deliverables: Literature review of empirically-based resilience factors and evaluation of how a
representative group of resilience-based programs targets those factors. This group was selected to
represent programs across different Services and components, groups of Service members and family
members, and stages in the deployment cycle.

When: Draft report will be completed and submitted to DCoE before the end of February 2010.
Description: The RAND study focused on reviewing the literature to identify the core
"psychological" factors of effective resilience programs and then plans to use these empirically-based
components to evaluate how well existing resilience programs in DoD target these factors. The
purpose of this study was to assist the DoD in understanding methodologies that could be useful in
promoting resilience with service members and their families. Best practices for addressing resilience
and a review of existing programs to determine the extent to which they meet those best practices will
be considered.

RAND Study on Innovative Practices for Supporting Psychological Health (PH) and Traumatic Brain
Injury (TBI)

Deliverables: A comprehensive compendium of DoD sponsored PH and TBI programs, a program
evaluation system that will be made publically available, and outcomes evaluations of 20 of the most
promising programs.

When: Several reports will be prepared and submitted to DCoE over the course of this effort, the first
of which is scheduled to be delivered in April 2010. Results of the individual programs evaluation
will follow as they are completed over a 2 year period.

Description: This RAND NDRI project is designed to identify and evaluate the effectiveness of DoD
programs designed to support psychological health and traumatic brain injury. Specifically, in this
project, RAND will canvass as many sources as possible to identify DoD programs designed to
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address PH and TBI issues and then use this information to develop a comprehensive compendium of
DoD sponsored PH and TBI programs. RAND is also developing a program evaluation system to
measure the impact of these programs on Service members and families. Using this system, RAND
will perform outcomes evaluations of 20 of the most promising programs identified, and this
evaluation system will then be made publically available on the Internet to allow programs to evaluate
themselves. The USMC Operational Stress Control and Readiness (0.S.C.A.R.) program is the first
identified for evaluation, and work on this evaluation has been started.

RAND Longitudinal Asse of Family Readi

e Deliverables: The study will produce quantitative data on a range of outcomes for military families,
including physical and emotional health of family members, the quality of marital and parenting
relationships, financial well-being, and for children social development and academic engagement.

¢  When: Several reports will be prepared and submitted to DCoE, the first of which is scheduled to be
delivered in April 2010 and will include an overview of the design, methodology, and survey
instruments to be used. Reports with survey findings will follow every three months once data
collection commences. The final report is due October 2012.

¢ Description: The objective of this longitudinal assessment of family readiness is to understand the
effects of deployment on military families, and identify the antecedents and consequences of family
readiness by collecting longitudinal data from at least 3500 Navy, Air Force, and Marine families
across the deployment cycle. This will include Active and Reserve Components, as well as the Air
National Guard. This complements a similar effort being conducted for the Army by the RAND
Arroyo Center which focuses on Army and Army National Guard families. Factors such as marital
satisfaction, the family's adaptive processes, and non-military circumstances outside the family (such
as the absence or support of family and friends) will be considered.

BAH DCoE Comparative study of resilience building programs

¢ Deliverables: Evaluation of program effectiveness and component effectiveness where possible for
four comprehensive resilience building programs.

e When: Final results due by Oct 2012 with potential for intermediate results.

o Description: This effort will pilot test 4 — 5 comprehensive resilience building programs. Ideally this
will be done with one pilot site in each of the Services for each program (so each program would be
tested at four sites total). The programs currently included are Gallup StrengthFinders, Human
Performance Institute, Comprehensive Soldier Fitness, and Magis Group WAROPS. The goal would
be to identify which programs effectively improve psychological outcomes (not process, but actual
outcomes) for Service members and families. This will require: (1) Identifying appropriate (and
willing) pilot sites, (2) Implementing the programs at the identified pilot sites, (3) Measuring
outcomes before, during, and after the programs were implemented, (4) Analyzing the data to identify
those programs that are effective, and (5) Promulgating this information to decision makers across the
Services and DoD. Work on this project is underway.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR EVAN BAYH
READINESS FUNDING CONCERNS

29. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, the fiscal year 2011
budget materials request an 8.5 percent increase in Operation and Maintenance
(O&M) funding from last fiscal year’s budget. The budget materials claim to rebal-
ance the force. Yet without a decrease in operational tempo, force readiness con-
tinues to be consumed as quickly as it is created. How does this request rebalance
the force if the lack of readiness in our nondeployed forces continue to cause signifi-
cant risk to our National Military Strategy?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. In the absence of force cuts, DOD needs
real growth to sustain its operations because some major programs grow faster than
inflation—for example military health and readiness requirements.

e Sustains air, ship, and land forces operations
Increased fuel costs

Interoperable communications

Intelligence and security activities

Information, surveillance, and reconnaissance activities

The DOD also made significant progress to shift the financing of enduring pro-
grams from the OCO budget to the base budget. Adds were made to the base pro-
gram for flying hours, servicemember and family support, intelligence, and special
operations previously funded through OCO.
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Also DOD faces higher operating costs for more sophisticated weapons—e.g.,
stealth materials and technologies require more expensive maintenance.
e Depot maintenance for land forces equipment, ships, and aircraft
e Related contract logistics support

Training costs associated with more sophisticated weapons are higher.
e Advanced skills training such as flight training

30. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, is the reset funding re-
quest for fiscal year 2011 sufficient and when will we begin to see a return on its
investment in reset in terms of improved readiness?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The Department’s reset funding request
of $21.3 billion is sufficient, based on an examination of individual military Service
requests, reconciled with the administration’s ground rules for items acceptable for
inclusion in reset funding. This amount will cover requirements for replenishing am-
munition and missile stocks expended in operations and training, replacement of
equipment lost in battle or worn beyond economic repair, and maintenance activities
based on scheduled need. If funding is provided as requested, the Department will
maintain the highest level of readiness that is achievable, but readiness levels are
dependent on other Overseas Contingencies Operations funding as well, such as
Military Personnel, O&M to maintain operating tempo levels, and Force Protection
funding, to mention a few.

31. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, would additional reset
funding restore readiness levels sooner and what are the anticipated reset costs for
the out-years?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The Department’s reset funding request
of $21.3 billion is sufficient for fiscal year 2011, based on an examination of indi-
vidual military Service requests, reconciled with the administration’s ground rules
for items acceptable for inclusion in reset funding. It is anticipated that reset fund-
ing will be needed for at least 2 years after the contingencies end. The Department
will assess the need for future reset funding based on force levels in the theater of
operations, as well as specific equipment battle losses and damage as those are in-
curred. Outyear funding requirements are not precisely known at this time, as they
gre dependent on those circumstances, as well as the timing of eventual force draw-

own.

32. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, to what extent has DOD
evaluated the impact of sending additional forces to Afghanistan on overall force
readiness?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Through our quarterly Global Force Man-
agement Board (GFMB) process, the Department routinely evaluates the impact and
risk associated with force sourcing before the decision to allocate additional forces
is approved. Furthermore, as a major component of the Chairman’s Readiness Sys-
tem (CRS), the Joint Combat Capabilities Assessment (JCCA) process evaluates our
ability to execute plans based on our current force posture and readiness. In turn,
the Joint Staff examines and evaluates the results of the JCCA process and reviews
force readiness on a quarterly basis through the Joint Force Readiness Review
(JFRR).

33. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, how confident are you
that the supplemental request will or will not be sufficient to cover all costs, consid-
?ring ?the disaster assistance currently being provided to Haiti by our military
orces?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Based on the current force assumption,
the fiscal year 2010 OCO supplemental request will be sufficient assuming congres-
sional support for a Haiti supplemental. The Department is requesting a supple-
mental of $655 million to support operations in Haiti. The Haiti supplemental in-
cludes $400 million to reimburse the Component’s for Haiti operations and $255
million for the Overseas Humanitarian Disaster Assistance and Civilian Assistance
(OHDACA).

34. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what is the plan to re-
coup those costs which are currently being taken out of O&M?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The Department is requesting a supple-
mental of $655 million to support operations in Haiti. The Haiti supplemental in-
cludes $400 million to reimburse the Services for funds that were transferred from
the O&M appropriation to the OHDACA appropriation for the Haiti operations. It
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also includes $255 million for the OHDACA to cover the costs for DOD’s humani-
tarian support to Haiti and other contingencies that are affected by natural disas-
ters.

RESET/RECONSTITUTION AND READINESS IN AFGHANISTAN

35. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, as DOD begins to in-
crease troop levels in Afghanistan, the Army and Marine Corps have been adjusting
their plans to redeploy equipment from Iraq. Some of this redeploying equipment,
which was scheduled to return to the United States, is now being redirected to units
headed to Afghanistan. In addition, we understand that some forces will move di-
rectly from Iraq to Afghanistan. How is DOD handling the reset of this equipment
to original capability before it goes into Afghanistan?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The equipment directly transferred from
Iraq to Afghanistan is combat-ready and is being transferred without going through
a reset event. The transferred equipment is primarily Theater Provided Equipment
(TPE) that units deploying to Afghanistan will fall in on. Use of TPE reduces trans-
portation requirements, a particularly important consideration for supporting Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom. In rare cases based on operational need, some units were
transferred from Iraq to Afghanistan with serviceable, combat-ready organizational
equipment and TPE. Some equipment items, such as MRAPs, are being reconfigured
to meet operational requirements and repaired as required en route to Afghanistan
at an in-theater facility; however, this is not a reset event. As most TPE has been
in theater for more than 6 years, the Services anticipate higher than normal wash-
out rates as well as increased repair costs in future years. The organizational equip-
ment assigned to units redeploying from Iraq to home station will be reset as appro-
priate after return.

36. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what are the cost impli-
cations for reset/reconstitution given increases in troop levels and new platforms
such as MRAP vehicles and Multipurpose All-Terrain Vehicles (M—ATVs)?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The Department will assess the need for
future reset funding based on force levels in the theater of operations each year, as
well as specific equipment battle losses and damage as those are incurred. Equip-
ment Reset costs will be more dependent on equipment already in theater that will
be scheduled for maintenance cycles and possible replacement, than the presence of
new platforms such as MRAPs and M—ATVs. Outyear funding requirements are not
precisely known at this time, as they are dependent on those circumstances, as well
as the timing of eventual force drawdown and equipment return to the continental
United States (CONUS).

37. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what additional training
is being provided to those forces that will move directly into Afghanistan from Iraq?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The combatant commander and joint serv-
ice provider of forces transitioning from Iraq to Afghanistan is responsible for ensur-
ing those forces receive any required Afghanistan specific training prior to assign-
ment to that area. Core competency training associated with the CENTCOM Area
of Responsibility (AOR) and the Request For Forces (RFF) requested capability(ies)
has previously been completed by those forces already deployed to Iraq. Afghanistan
specific training will be provided based on RFF requirements and can include but
not be limited to Rules of Engagement (ROE), cultural training, enemy threat briefs,
detention procedures, medical and casualty evacuation (MEDEVAC/CASEVAC) pro-
cedures, and other force protection measures. Additional training and briefings on
various Afghanistan command directives such as the July 2009 ISAF headquarters
(HQ ISAF) tactical directive will also be incorporated into individual and unit train-
ing requirements as required.

38. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, is there sufficient basing
in Afghanistan to handle the additional troops, and given the logistical challenges
in Afghanistan, has DOD synchronized the arrival of troops with their equipment,
and if not, what is the operational impact?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. A. The basing in Afghanistan will have
to expand in order to handle the additional troops the President ordered, but U.S.
CENTCOM and U.S. Forces Afghanistan (USFOR-A) have structured a plan to send
Engineers in early to build additional Forward Operating Bases (FOBs) and expand
existing FOBs to accommodate the additional forces prior to their arrival. As for
synchronization, CENTCOM and U.S. Transportation Command conducted planning
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conferences in December and again in late January. These planning conferences re-
fined requirements for personnel and associated equipment and developed a phased
transportation plan to ensure synchronized force build up. The Global Force Man-
agement process is now closely managing the deployment of those forces to arrive
in country at virtually the same time as their equipment, so the troops are not wait-
ing without their equipment.

B. I agree with what Secretary Gates said. I think it is important to realize, the
basing standard we are building to is the Initial Standard, which is expeditionary,
with our troops living in austere conditions utilizing unit organic tentage, with force
protection and basic life support services provided but not much more. Our intent
is to improve the facility infrastructure over time to a Temporary Standard. In order
to improve the sustainable living environment of our forces, we have asked for some
Military Construction (MILCON) funds to facilitate these improvements and appre-
ciate your continued support in these efforts. To the question of phasing, the forces
are arriving in three phases and the engineers are timed to arrive in time to pre-
pare FOBs for the troops arriving for the next phase. The FOB construction and ex-
pansion plans are on track and the additional 30,000 troops the President ordered
will be closed by the end of August this year as planned. Finally, I would just note
that the Department continues to improve synchronized force flow through prudent
planning and expanded air, road and rail routes across Europe and Central Asia,
routes also known as the Northern Distribution Network (NDN). The NDN aug-
ments other well-established routes running through Pakistan and is an important
part of our capacity and synchronization solutions.

EARMARKS

39. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates, every year our committee receives letters from
Senators requesting earmarks. While we have taken significant steps to increase
earmark transparency to the general public, the process for evaluating and which
to support has essentially remained the same over the years. As a result, in order
to support a few earmarks we must make funding cuts in other areas to meet budg-
et resolution top line requirements and the President’s budget request. Unfortu-
nately, cuts sometimes take additional risk in DOD’s O&M accounts. How can you
help us better determine what earmark requests are in line with real military value
or requirements and what are simply wasteful spending?

Secretary GATES. What you are asking essentially is for assistance in cutting the
President’s defense budget request in order to fund earmarks that we did not re-
quest. Your question acknowledges that earmarks cause additional risk in DOD’s
O&M accounts, and that is what I would underscore. If certain earmarks have some
military value, that does not alter the fact that those earmarks would displace gen-
uine, higher priority requirements in our request. When our DOD leaders formulate
each year’s budget request, we always have to omit certain requirements because
they cannot be accommodated in a constrained topline. Each year’s budget request
includes our most pressing military needs, and cuts to the request increase the risks
for our current and future warfighters.

40. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates, in your opinion, what would constitute a valid
member request?

Secretary GATES. In my opinion, the program needs to have military value to the
Department and be a priority of the administration. The budget request that the
President submitted for fiscal year 2011 reflects the most pressing needs of our mili-
tary warfighters that could be accommodated within the constrained Defense
topline. Any action by Congress to reduce the budget request for Defense to fund
programs not requested by the adminsitration increases the risk for current and fu-
ture warfighters.

41. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates, from your experience, how would you charac-
terize the additional risks are we accepting to military readiness by making cuts
in O&M accounts?

Secretary GATES. The President’s fiscal year 2011 budget request balances our
needs, including O&M accounts, to secure and advance U.S. security interests
around the world. Reduction to any appropriation account increases the risks of not
being able to meet our mission requirements. The fiscal year 2011 budget supports
our force structure requirements and will sustain our readiness levels. Should sig-
nificant cuts be made to operating budgets, readiness goals will be put at risk.
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FULL DISCLOSURE BUDGET

42. Senator BAYH. Secretary Gates, in last week’s issue of Defense Daily, retired
Pentagon senior budget analyst, John King, proposed a “full-disclosure budget,
where all parties can see the real military requirement backed by quantifiable ra-
tionale, the budget plan, and any gap created by affordability or other development
or acquisition delays ... To re-channel all the misspent pork war energy, DOD can
set up a show-and-tell office, where companies, research institutes, and universities
can bring their ideas and proposals. DOD conducts a hard-nosed evaluation of how
the proposal adds military value and fits into the budget plan.” This process would
b% open to the public as well. What is your take on this idea and how feasible is
it?

Secretary GATES. A full disclosure budget is feasible, and that is exactly what
DOD uses. So this proposed process is essentially already used and is not a new
idea. Every DOD budget request is backed by quantifiable rationale to justify the
military requirements being funded. Our budget plans or presentations discuss de-
velopment or acquisition delays, or affordability issues. And companies, research in-
stitutes, and universities have full access to bring their ideas and proposals in re-
sponse to DOD requests for proposals (RFPs).

QUESTIONS SUBMTITED BY SENATOR MARK BEGICH
ENERGY SECURITY

43. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, over the course of the
past several years, DOD has engaged in a number of initiatives to increase its en-
ergy security. Energy security is critical to national security. How important do you
believe it is for DOD to achieve energy security and what specific steps is DOD tak-
ing to get there?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. It is critical that the Department achieve
energy security. The U.S. military’s reliance on oil and other fossil fuels poses four
broad security challenges. The first is the growing risk to operating forces. Attacks
on our supply lines in Afghanistan and Iraq are increasingly sophisticated and effec-
tive, resulting in a growing number of casualties. The ability of potential adver-
saries to attack our fixed energy supplies and delivery forces will continue to im-
prove. In short, our fuel inefficiency endangers our troops and threatens our mis-
sions.

A second challenge is the insecurity of the global commons. Most petroleum prod-
ucts are transported by sea, and much of this trade passes through vulnerable
chokepoints such as the Straits of Hormuz and the Straits of Malacca. The free flow
of energy through these vital channels may be threatened by piracy, political insta-
bility, or military action. Thus, fuel inefficiency is a strategic as well as a tactical
threat.

A third challenge has to do with oil supply, demand, and price volatility. Tight-
ening global oil supplies and political instability within some oil-producing nations
created significant price volatility in recent years, raising our costs and making
budget and acquisition decisions more difficult. The challenge will increase as the
growing demand for energy—particularly in Asia—outstrips projected oil production
and refining capacity.

A final challenge 1s grid vulnerability. The Department’s reliance on a fragile com-
mercial grid to deliver electricity to its 500-plus installations places the continuity
of critical missions at risk. Most installations lack the ability to manage their de-
mand for and supply of electrical power and are thus vulnerable to intermittent
and/or prolonged power disruption due to natural disasters, cyber attacks, and sheer
overload of the grid. Because of U.S. combat forces’ increasing reliance on
“reachback” support from installations in the United States, power failures at those
installations could adversely affect our power projection and homeland defense mis-
sion capability. For example, the Department operates Predator drones in Afghani-
stan from a facility in Nevada and analyzes battlefield intelligence at data centers
here at home. This means that an energy threat to bases at home can be a threat
to operations abroad.

The Department has made meaningful progress in addressing energy security,
though we have much more to do. In keeping with the requirements of the 2009
NDAA, I have created the Office of Director for Operational Energy Plans and Pro-
grams. The President has nominated Sharon Burke to head this new Directorate,
and I hope the Senate will confirm her very soon. The Military Departments are
standing up their energy offices as well and they are developing detailed strategic
plans. The Service Secretaries have also made energy a high priority. For example,
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in October, Navy Secretary Ray Mabus announced a set of ambitious new goals to
boost the energy efficiency of the Navy and the Marine Corps. His plans include
fielding a completely sustainable carrier strike group (nuclear vessels and ships
powered by biofuel), dubbed “the Great Green Fleet,” by 2016, and producing half
of the Navy’s installation energy requirements from renewable sources by 2020. Sec-
retary Mabus also stated recently that energy-related costs will become a greater
consideration in Navy acquisition decisions. We have seen how the vulnerability of
logistics forces, coupled with a huge demand for fuel, creates an operational risk
that must be reduced. As Congress has directed, I will develop and implement the
Energy Key Performance Parameter in the requirement development process and
the Fully Burdened Cost of Fuel in the acquisition process to help drive down this
risk to forces and the cost of assuring operational energy security.

With respect to fixed installations, under my direction the Department has pur-
sued a two-part investment strategy that is designed to: (1) reduce the demand for
traditional energy while (2) increasing the supply of renewable energy sources. In
addition to the Department’s military construction budget, financing for these in-
vestments has come from our Energy Conservation Investment Program, Energy
Savings Performance Contracts and mechanisms such as Enhanced Use Leases, and
Power Purchase Agreements.

Efforts to curb demand—through conservation measures and improved energy ef-
ficiency—are by far the most cost-effective way to improve an installation’s energy
profile. A large fraction of energy efficiency investments go to retrofit existing build-
ings; typical retrofit projects install high-efficiency heating, ventilation, and cooling
(HVAC) systems, energy management control systems, new roofs, and improved
lighting. The Department is also taking advantage of new construction to incor-
porate more energy efficient designs, material and equipment, using LEED Silver
standards as a guide. From 2005 to 2008, DOD reduced the energy intensity of fa-
cilities by 11 percent through conservation and investment in energy efficiency.

On the supply side, military installations—which are large and disproportionately
located in the southwest and on our coasts—are well-situated to support solar, wind,
geothermal and other forms of renewable energy. For example, Nellis Air Force
Base in southern Nevada built a 14-megawatt (MW) photovoltaic solar array using
a public-private partnership. The military’s interest in renewable energy is nothing
new. Naval Air Weapons Center China Lake in California has been operating a
270-MW geothermal plant since 1987. The Department renewable energy goal is to
produce or procure 25 percent of energy from renewable sources by fiscal year 2025.

The assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense and Americas’ Security
Affairs, the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations and Environment,
and the Office of the Director for Operational Energy Plans and Programs are also
leading an effort on grid-related energy security relative to DOD operations. The
purpose is to ensure DOD’s critical missions continue unimpeded during interrup-
tions in grid power and to inform the interagency and industry on DOD’s needs re-
lated to grid-supplied power.

44. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, how does the budget
an(ll the QDR budget reflect a move towards energy security? Please describe in de-
tail.

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The recently released QDR makes clear
‘Eha‘i) gﬁfting a strategic approach to energy and climate change is a high priority
or .

To achieve operational energy reductions, the Department tripled investment in
energy security technology over the last 4 years, from $400 million to $1.2 billion.
DOD is investing to improve the efficiency of aircraft engines, which account for a
large fraction of all operational energy consumption. One promising project is the
Highly Efficient Embedded Turbine Engine, based on a high-pressure ratio, high-
temperature core turbine technology that should reduce fuel consumption by 25 per-
cent and also be applicable to commercial aircraft. The Army is developing tech-
nology to reduce the fuel consumption of tactical ground vehicles such as the High
Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicle (HMMWYV) by 30 to 40 percent in the fu-
ture.

The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) is spending $100 mil-
lion on an 18-month project to develop affordable algae-based synthetic fuels. DOD
is testing a more advanced approach within the Net-Zero Joint Concept Technology
Demonstration program that would allow a FOB to create all the power it needs
within its own perimeter fence—largely through renewable energy. The demonstra-
tion is hosted at the National Training Center at Fort Irwin, CA. Generators used
to provide HVAC at FOBs are another major consumer of operational energy. In
2008, DOD began spraying insulating foam on tents, trailers and other temporary
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structures in Iraq, and later Afghanistan, with significant results. Estimates of the
fuel saved for heating and cooling in these structures are approximately 50 percent.
In one demonstration, DOD insulated 9 million square feet of temporary structures
and reduced daily fuel demand by an estimated 77,000 gallons, which can translate
to 13 fewer trucks convoying fuel each day. Once confirmed, the Director for Oper-
ational Energy Plans and Programs will lead the creation of a DOD-wide Oper-
ational Energy Strategy setting priorities and informing how the Department ad-
dresses energy in its core planning, requirements, acquisition, and budgeting proc-
esses.

With respect to fixed installations, the Department is pursuing a two-part invest-
ment strategy that is designed to: (1) reduce the demand for traditional energy; and
(2) increase the supply of renewable energy sources. In addition to the Department’s
military construction budget, financing for these investments has come from its En-
ergy Conservation Investment Program, Energy Savings Performance Contracts,
and mechanisms such as Enhanced Use Leases and Power Purchase Agreements.

BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE

45. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, last year, the adminis-
tration made significant changes to the Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD)
element of Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD). The decision was made to decrease de-
ployment of interceptors in the United States from 44 to 30. Additionally, deploy-
ment of a European GMD capability was cancelled in favor of a phased-adaptive ap-
proach to address a range of threats in the area. The new approach is intended to
augment the existing GMD long-range capabilities in the United States. As a result
of the decision to cancel deployment of GMD Europe, Alaska and California are the
Nation’s only line of defense against a long-range intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM). How does the fiscal year 2011 budget and the BMD review reflect a robust
strategy and investment in the GMD program to provide defense of the Nation with
30 operational interceptors?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget
request lays out a funded plan to expand the integration of the GMD capabilities
into the larger Ballistic Missile Defense System (BMDS). This will include deploying
30 operational ground-based interceptors (GBIs), as well as delivery of 4 additional
interceptors as operational spares (based on reliability estimations) and 18 addi-
tional interceptors to support the flight test program. The GMD element will main-
tain operational effectiveness and reliability through a number of initiatives de-
signed to: thoroughly test the performance of the system; achieve a high state of
readiness; monitor the health of the deployed interceptors; and modernize the sys-
tem with technology improvements to the interceptor and supporting ground sys-
tems.

The Department plans to complete the construction of Missile Field 2 in Fort
Greely, AK, by emplacing the full 14 GBI silos and making those silos operationally
ready. This will both replace older, inadequate silos from Missile Field 1 and pro-
vide a reserve capability to deploy up to 8 additional GBIs rapidly from the pool
of interceptors currently designated for testing. Although the Department does not
currently foresee a need for more than 30 deployed GBIs, these extra operational
silos will provide an additional hedge against future threat uncertainty. The Depart-
ment does not require the procurement of additional GBIs for this purpose. The De-
partment will also complete a second GMD Fire Control node at Fort Greely, AK,
by the end of calendar year 2011.

INTERCEPTOR INFRASTRUCTURE

46. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what decisions have
been made with respect to infrastructure required to deploy interceptors, specifically
at Fort Greely, Alaska?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. There are currently two completed missile
fields at Fort Greely, AK—Missile Field 1 and Missile Field 3 with 6 and 20 silos,
respectively. The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request reflected the funding
needed to continue the operations, sustainment, and maintenance of Missile Field
1 and to complete Missile Field 2 in a 14-silo configuration.

This effort also requires continued use of fiscal year 2009 funds previously appro-
priated for work on Missile Field 2 and fiscal year 2010 funds previously appro-
priated to suspend work on Missile Field 2. MDA submitted a reprogramming re-
quest to the Department’s Comptroller for the realignment of $72.8 million of fiscal
year 2009 RDT&E funds and $16 million of fiscal year 2010 RDT&E funds within
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the BMDS Midcourse Defense program element for the continuation of Missile Field
2. This configuration’s additional silos will enable future flexibility to increase GBI
inventory in response to emerging threats.

Upon completion of Missile Field 2, Missile Field 1 will be decommissioned. Mis-
sile Field 1 was originally designed as a test bed, so it lacks required hardening and
redundant power, and has significant infrastructure reliability issues. The Missile
Field 2 design includes shielding and addresses the reliability concerns of Missile
Field 1. Missile Field 1 will not be decommissioned until Missile Field 2 is fully
available for emplacing GBIs. In the meantime, Missile Field 1 will be closely mon-
itored and maintained in a high state of readiness through intensive maintenance
procedures.

47. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, has DOD taken any
measures to preserve deployment capacity as a hedge against the increasing threat
in the event more than 30 operational interceptors are required?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Yes, The Department plans to buy 52
GBIs, 30 of which will be operationally deployed, 4 of which will be held as oper-
ational spares, and the rest of which will be test articles. DOD expects this level
to provide sufficient protection of the homeland, while allowing the Missile Defense
Agency (MDA) to pursue a robust test program and enabling operational flexibility
should a new threat emerge. DOD will maintain readiness and continue to develop
existing operational capabilities at Fort Greely, AK, and Vandenberg Air Force
Base, CA.

DOD will hedge against an increased threat in numerous ways, including:

o Complete the second field of 14 silos at Fort Greely to hedge against the
possibility that additional deployments become necessary.

¢ Continue development and assessment of a two-stage GBIL.

e Deploy new sensors in Europe to improve cueing for missiles launched at
the United States by Iran or other potential adversaries in the Middle East.
e Invest in further development of the Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) for future
land-based deployment as the ICBM threat matures.

e Pursue a number of new GMD system enhancements, and develop next
generation missile defense capabilities.

48. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, how is the deployment
capacity in Missile Field 2 at Fort Greely funded, and is this all in fiscal year 2011
or a reprogramming?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget
request contains funding needed to complete Missile Field 2 in a 14-silo configura-
tion. The request reflects funds required in addition to fiscal year 2009 funds pre-
viously appropriated for work on Missile Field 2 and fiscal year 2010 funds pre-
viously appropriated to suspend work on Missile Field 2.

The MDA submitted a reprogramming request to the Department’s Comptroller
for the realignment of $72.8 million of fiscal year 2009 RDT&E funds and $16 mil-
lion of fiscal year 2010 RDT&E funds within the BMDS Midcourse Defense program
element for the continuation of Missile Field 2.

49. Senator BEGICH. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what deficiencies and
readiness are achieved by continuing completion of Missile Field 2 in a 14-silo start-
ing capacity?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. Completing Missile Field 2 in a 14-silo
configuration allows for the decommissioning of Missile Field 1 and provides future
flexibility to increase the number of interceptors, if the threat evolves. When Missile
Field 2 is completed and fully available for emplacing GBIs, the MDA plans to
transfer six GBIs currently deployed in Missile Field 1 to Missile Field 2.

Once Missile Field 2 is fully operational, Missile Field 1 will be decommissioned
since it was designed as a test bed only and is not hardened or sufficiently reliable
for a long-term operational deployment. Specifically, Missile Field 1 lacks backup
power and has significant infrastructure reliability issues. These reliability issues
include extensive mold contamination in the Missile Field 1 utilidor, requiring per-
sonnel to suit up for a hazardous environment; inadequate valve connections in the
chilled water system, resulting in leaks of glycol; and dust intrusion at Mechanical
Electrical Building-1. The Missile Field 2 design includes shielding and addresses
the reliability concerns of Missile Field 1.



129

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROLAND W. BURRIS
MODERNIZATION AND RECAPITALIZATION

50. Senator BURRIS. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what particular pro-
grams address the Services’ modernization and recapitalization?
Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN.

Guardian Armored Security Vehicle (ASV):
e Modernization:

e Product Director (PD), ASV, is addressing limited modernization (Engi-
neering Change Proposals (ECPs)) through existing modification and serv-
ices line or by modernization through spares.

¢ Reset (Operations and Maintenance, Army-funded):

e Planning is underway to reset approximately 1,500 ASVs during fiscal
year 2011-2017.

e While the average age of ASVs is 3 years, some ASVs in theater accumu-
lated 20,000-plus miles per year (peacetime OPTEMPO is estimated at
2,729 miles per year for a useful life of 20 years).

e Reset will bring ASVs to fully mission capable condition, to include re-
placing basic issue items such as shovels and tire jacks.

o Recapitalization (RECAP—Other Procurement, Army (OPA), funding is re-
quired):
e The Army has not programmed RECAP funding in POM fiscal year 2012—
2017.

e OPA funding currently ends in fiscal year 2011, with production end-
ing in fiscal year 2012.
e However, in accordance with a recent Acquisition Decision Memorandum,
the ASV Product Office will continue to collaborate with the Combat Devel-
oper on desired upgrades. Potential outcome of this collaboration could re-
sult in an ASV RECAP requirement.

Stryker:
e Modernization:

e Evolutionary acquisition approach to achieve the full Stryker Capability
Development Document
e Planned as separate and distinct program from base Stryker
e Provides suspension, structure and power growth capability to support
planned upgrades
e Includes modified lower hull for under belly IED protection as well as up-
graded suspension to support up to a 60,000-pound GVW
e Key Upgrades include Lethality, Survivability, 360 degrees Situational
Awareness, Sniper Detection
e Assumes JTRS & Battle Command Upgrades
e 30-ton Capacity Configuration

e Reset:

e Army selected Anniston Army Depot, Alabama, as centralized Reset facil-
ity for the Stryker Family of Vehicles.
e Stryker vehicle resets for OCONUS based Stryker Brigade Combat
Teams (2nd Brigade, 25th Infantry Division—Schofield Barracks, HI, and
2nd Cavalry Regiment—Vilseck, Germany), as well as the 1st Brigade, 25th
Infantry Division SBCT (Fort Wainright, AK) may still be conducted at
home station.
e Stryker Reset provides annual scheduled service level plus maintenance
action, does not return vehicles to zero hours/zero miles standard.

e Recapitalization:

e Stryker does not perform RECAP efforts.

DEFENSE SUPPORT TO CIVILIAN AUTHORITIES

51. Senator BURRIS. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, please explain how the
mission to provide defense support to civil authorities is addressed.

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. During the 2010 QDR, I directed a signifi-
cant emphasis to domestic military operations, including Defense Support of Civil
Authorities. After considerable analysis in the QDR, the Department will make a
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number of changes in its approach to support civil authorities responding to Chem-
ical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, and High-Yield Explosives (CBRNE) incidents
in the United States.

First, the Department will re-structure CBRNE Consequence Management Re-
sponse Force 1 (CCMRF-1) to be larger and faster than it is today, with more life
saving capabilities. CCMRFs 2 and 3 will be significantly downsized to become com-
mand and control (C2) elements, each able to handle up to 45,000 Title 10 general
purpose and specialized forces in the event of multiple, simultaneous incidents.

Most significantly, rather than building three large Federal-level response forces
to be employed by U.S. Northern Command, the Department will start placing a Na-
tional Guard-based Homeland Response Force (HRF) in each of the ten Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) regions beginning at the end of fiscal year
2011. Each HRF, routinely operating in State status (State Active Duty or in duty
under Title 32, U.S. Code) at the direction of a governor, will consist of approxi-
mately 560 personnel. The HRFs will include CBRNE capabilities similar to the ex-
isting National Guard CBRNE Enhanced Response Force Packages (CERFPs), as
well as additional robust C2 and security capabilities. I anticipate that the HRFs
will serve as a catalyst for promoting greater regional integration within the FEMA
regions and promoting closer working relationships with the FEMA Regional Ad-
ministrator offices, Defense Coordination Officers, and individual States.

OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS

52. Senator BURRIS. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, what role will the ongo-
ing contingency operations play in future force-sizing?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. All of our servicemembers (Active and Re-
serve) continue to perform extraordinarily in light of the demands we have placed
upon them. We cannot fail to have the right numbers and kinds of uniformed per-
sonnel to win our wars and deter potential adversaries. Additionally, our force, Ac-
tive and Reserve, must be large enough to not only satisfy deployed demands, but
also have a base that recognizes the personal needs of our volunteers and their fam-
ilies. We believe we are currently at an appropriate force level. As our future chal-
lenges evolve and requirements change, we will work closely with Congress to deter-
mine if adjustments are necessary.

GUANTANAMO DETAINEE OPERATIONS

53. Senator BURRIS. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, how does the budget
support the President’s decision on Guantanamo (GTMO) detainee operations?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. The President’s fiscal year 2011 OCO
budget request includes $350 million to finance all detainee operations at the Guan-
tanamo Bay detention facility or another site.

DON'T ASK, DON’T TELL

54. Senator BURRIS. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, taking a look at dis-
charge statistics provided by DOD, it appears that the number of individuals dis-
charged during years of conflict drop off drastically. Can you explain these num-
bers—noting that reports of homosexual conduct are not covered under the mili-
tary’s stop-loss policies?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. I cannot speculate as to why separations
under the homosexual conduct policy have declined in recent years. However, the
Department has not changed how it applies 10 U.S.C. §654 in “years of conflict.”

55. Senator BURRIS. Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen, once this change is en-
acted, how will you address the cases involving pending and previously discharged
servicemembers?

Secretary GATES and Admiral MULLEN. If the law is repealed, any pending homo-
sexual conduct discharge cases would be ceased. Those servicemembers previously
separated would remain separated. As part of their assessment, the working group
will examine re-accession policies for such servicemembers if the law is repealed.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT OF THE F—35 LIGHTNING ACQUISITION

56. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, I am gratified by the management deci-
sions you announced yesterday to instill accountability in the Joint Strike Fighter
(JSF) program by replacing the program executive officer and withholding more
than $600 million. Does the withhold reflect the outcome of pending discussions be-
tween your office and the prime contractor, following the instructions you issued in
December 2009 to restructure the program, to have the contractor fund part of the
proposed extension in development?

Secretary GATES. A more accurate way to portray the handling of the $614 million
withhold is that the Department is changing the paradigm under which the con-
tractor can earn that fee. I decided that the current award fee structure would not
properly incentivize the contractor. Therefore, the Department took the future fee
that the contractor could have earned and redistributed it in a fashion that better
reflects the behavior I expect. The criteria are objective, date certain, and designed
to accomplish major events in the program with the appropriate level of detail to
ensure the event i1s successful instead of just complete. In addition, the fee is back-
loaded, with a major portion applied to the ability of the contractor to meet the esti-
mate at completion. Failure to do so results in the complete loss of that fee.

57. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, under what circumstances, if any, could the
prime contractor recoup that withholding?

Secretary GATES. The remaining fee for the contractor’s development effort is
$614 million. We are restructuring that $614 million and revising the SDD contract
structure to reward measurable progress against significant schedule events and en-
sure event-based fees, to include completion at or under the estimate at completion.
The contractor can recoup the withheld fees only if these events are successfully
completed according to the schedule and the estimate at completion is achieved.

F—35 TESTING AND ENGINEERING ISSUES

58. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, as you of course know, I am concerned
about the F-35 Lightning acquisition program, even with the restructuring you an-
nounced in December 2009. A few weeks ago, the Director of Operational Testing
and Evaluation (DOT&E) found that “[clontinued production concurrent with the
slow increase in flight testing over the next 2 years will commit the Department
and Services to test, training, and deployment plans with substantial risk.” Will ex-
tending development of the JSF, as is being proposed under the budget request, be
supported with additional flight test aircraft, the delivery of software, and an ade-
quate pace of testing, so that operational testing of fully integrated and capable air-
craft will occur on time in 20167

Secretary GATES. The program office is currently working with all the test stake-
holders, including the Operational Test (OT) community, to finalize the test sched-
ule outlining both the timing and the appropriate allocation of resources for a suc-
cessful completion of System Development and Demonstration as well as successful
transition to OT. The restructured program will mitigate cost and schedule chal-
lenges. The restructured program funds the F-35 program to an Independent Cost
Estimate, adds additional schedule to development test, moves the full rate produc-
tion decision to April 2016, adds additional test assets to flight test to build on the
successful ongoing ground test, and expands the software integration capacity.
These actions are in-line with multiple independent assessments performed in 2009
covering cost, schedule and capacity.

59. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, please explain how your budget request
will ensure that program management emphasizes maintaining robust engineering
and test forces; early completion of detailed test plans; fully resourcing those plans;
and rigorous accreditation of models and labs.

Secretary GATES. The fiscal year 2011 budget request for the JSF program is the
result of rigorous analysis by a Joint Estimating Team (JET), led by the Office of
the Director, Cost Analysis and Program Evaluation. The JET’s analysis informed
a senior leadership JSF Task Force that led to a restructure of the JSF development
and test program. The program office is currently working with all the test stake-
holders, including the OT community, to finalize the test schedule outlining both the
timing and the appropriate allocation of resources for a successful completion of Sys-
tem Development and Demonstration and transition to OT. The Department will
conduct an even more in-depth review of the JSF program as part of the Nunn-
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McCurdy certification process. All aspects of the program, to include engineering
manning, test plan scheduling, resourcing, and lab and modeling accreditation will
be reviewed.

60. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, to what extent will your budget proposal
ensure that the delivery of assets for OT&E and initial training will be managed
consistent with plans approved for OT&E?

Secretary GATES. The Department has fully funded F-35 System Development
and Demonstration (SDD) to the Joint Estimating Team (JET) II estimate, which
includes adequate funds for both developmental and operational testing. The funds
are adequate to purchase and deliver aircraft and all the necessary support equip-
ment to the OT community. In addition, the Department has fully resourced, across
the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP), for adequate organic and contractor
support of developmental and operational testing. The program office is currently
working with all the test stakeholders, including the OT community, to finalize the
test schedule outlining both the timing and the appropriate allocation of resources
for a successful completion of SDD.

61. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, do you expect that the delivery of those test
and training assets will deviate from those plans? If so, please explain.

Secretary GATES. I expect delivery of test and training assets to happen on a
timeline commensurate with the restructured program. The program office is cur-
rently working with all the test stakeholders, including the OT community, to final-
ize the test schedule outlining both the timing and the appropriate allocation of re-
sources (including training) for a successful completion of System Development and
Demonstration as well as successful transition to OT.

62. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, during the hearing, you explained that, at
this moment, the program is holding schedule in terms of the expected initial oper-
ating capability (IOC) dates for all the variant aircraft except that fewer quantities
may be delivered. Please explain.

Secretary GATES. At the date of the hearing, the Services were still evaluating
how the restructured program would impact IOC dates. The Services have com-
pleted their review, and the Marine Corps IOC is still projected for December 2012
with Block 2 capability, while the Air Force and Navy IOCs are now projected for
2016 with Block 3 capability.

63. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, the concurrency structured into the JSF
program’s test, production, and training plans has obscured the mission capability
of low-rate initial production (LRIP) aircraft and support systems. How will DOD,
under its proposed budget, improve the process by which the mission capability of
LRIP systems will be accurately and credibly predicted well before delivery?

Secretary GATES. Concurrency was a choice made at the outset of the program,
which was a sound strategy for the Department. It is designed to replace legacy air-
craft and provide the Warfighter a 5th generation strike fighter as quickly as pos-
sible, allowing the Department to reach a more economic order quantity while still
thoroughly testing the aircraft. To that end, DOD intends to produce aircraft at a
rate consistent with the Independent Manufacturing Review Team recommenda-
tions to the maximum extent possible. To mitigate concurrency risks, a great deal
of upfront investment was made in design tools giving us a greater level of con-
fidence in the design of the aircraft than we would have for legacy systems such
as the F-16 or F-15. Early ground and flight test data closely match model pre-
dictions for flying qualities, performance, and structures, justifying our upfront in-
vestment. The maturity of the physical aircraft and the restructured program give
u}f confidence that our predictions will remain sound concerning the capabilities of
the F-35.

64. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, I understand that the JSF program office
is executing a comprehensive, robust, and fully funded live fire test plan. However,
the program recently removed shutoff fuses for engine fuel hydraulics lines. Coupled
with the prior removal of dry bay fire extinguishers, this may increase the likelihood
of aircraft combat losses from ballistic threat induced fires. At present, only the In-
tegrated Power Plant (IPP) bay has a fire suppression system. Though the JSF Ex-
ecutive Steering Board (JESB) has approved the Joint Program Office’s (JPO) re-
quest to remove these safety systems as an acceptable system trade to balance
weight, cost, and risk, DOT&E remains concerned regarding the aircraft’s vulner-
ability to threat-induced fires. Why is DOT&E’s concern here not valid?
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Secretary GATES. The Department is committed to delivering the most affordable,
supportable, lethal and survivable F-35 aircraft that meets the needs of the
warfighter. The overall survivability posture of the F-35 is without equal due to ad-
vanced avionics and sensor suite, 5th generation stealth performance, advanced
countermeasures and robust, balanced vulnerability reduction design. The
warfighting effectiveness of each design feature is carefully balanced against the
overall system impact to cost, weight and supportability. According to the JPO, the
removal of PAO (polyalphaolefin) coolant shut-off valves and fuses for engine fuel-
draulic lines resulted in a minimal (.05 Pk) impact on the vulnerability assessment,
no impact on the safety assessment, avoids ~11 lbs. per aircraft in weight, avoids
~$40,000 (CTOL and CV)—$50,000 (STOVL) per aircraft in procurement cost, and
avoids ~$1.4 million in development cost. The JESB decision included a requirement
to update the vulnerability assessment after conclusion of the live-fire testing in cal-
endar year 2011. All F-35 aircraft vulnerability data will then be re-assessed.

65. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, looking ahead to 2010, exactly what mile-
stones does the Director, Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation (DCAPE) be-
lieve the JPO and prime contractor must complete on time and on budget to achieve
stated IOC dates?

Secretary GATES. DCAPE has identified five performance metric areas for track-
ing in fiscal year 2010 that CAPE will monitor closely to assess whether the JPO
and prime contractor are making reasonable progress against what the Joint Esti-
mating Team (JET) schedule forecast and cost estimate prepared in fall 2009 (also
known as the “JET II estimate”). These areas are: 1) Progress in software for Block
0.5 and 1.0 releases; 2) the status of Mission System Hardware qualification activi-
ties; 3) the level of engineering change traffic resulting from ongoing flight test and
early production activities; 4) the availability of flight test aircraft at test sites; and
5) the status of sortie generation rates, flight test hours completion, and test point
verification completion.

66. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, to what extent will the verification, valida-
tion, and accreditation (VV&A) of labs and models as test venues be event-driven,
subject to disciplined oversight by the government and independent review?

Secretary GATES. The JSF Program Office employs a specific process for
verification, validation and accreditation of each model, lab, and simulation in-
tended as a test venue. A joint government/contractor team reviews the validation
evidence and accreditation support packages. The team makes a recommendation to
accredit the venue to the government accreditation authority in the program office,
which is either the chief engineer or the program executive officer. Independent re-
view of the validation and accreditation process or content is not currently included
in the process but would be useful in helping to ensure adequate F-35 test data
are used in the validation phase and that models are not used before accreditation
is complete.

67. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, to what extent will these labs and models
not be used to close verification success criteria unless formally approved for that
use?

Secretary GATES. I expect the JSF program office leadership to follow the process
and assure any verification success criteria dependent on model accreditation are
not considered closed unless the model successfully completed an adequate valida-
tion and accreditation process.

IMPACT OF IRAQI ELECTIONS ON DRAWDOWN PLANS

68. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, the budget request is based on assumptions
that include the ability to withdraw all combat forces from Iraq by the end of fiscal
year 2011, leaving a non-combat U.S. military training and assistance force of about
50,000. The ability to make substantial reductions in combat forces hinges on the
timing of the next round of Iraqi parliamentary elections that were first scheduled
for January and which have now slipped to March. Domestic political and security
considerations in Iraq may lead to further delays. The bombing in Baghdad on Feb-
ruary 1, 2010, was the fifth suicide attack in Baghdad in a week. While it’s not to-
tally unexpected given the national elections in March, a sudden deterioration in se-
curity could have considerable implications for the withdrawal of most U.S. troops
later this year. Do you anticipate General Odierno will recommend that the esti-
mated 65,000 U.S. combat troops return this August?
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Secretary GATES. DOD is on schedule to draw down to 50,000 U.S. forces in Iraq
and to end the combat mission by August 31, 2010. The remaining U.S. forces will
be engaged in training, equipping, and advising the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF); tar-
geted counterterrorism operations; and protection of U.S. military and civilian ef-
forts. U.S. forces will continue to draw down responsibly in compliance with the Se-
curity Agreement.

DOD’s ability to continue the drawdown of U.S. forces is a testament to the in-
creasing capability of the ISF, as evidenced by their performance during the elec-
tions. Since U.S. forces repositioned from the cities in June 2009, the ISF have had
the lead for operations in Iraq, with U.S. forces playing a supporting role through
partnering with and enabling the ISF.

69. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, what will be the budget impact if forces in
Iraq cannot be withdrawn according to the current plan?

Secretary GATES. The budget impact would be proportional to the size of the force
that is not withdrawn. The budget impact could be substantial because it is very
expensive to sustain deploy forces, even if the operating tempo is moderate com-
pared to active combat. Still, I remain confident that U.S. forces can be withdrawn
according to our current plan.

70. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, how will that impact the ability to source
the increase of troops in Afghanistan?

Secretary GATES. The responsible drawdown of U.S. forces in Iraq continues for-
ward as planned and will be executed concurrently with the increase of forces in
Afghanistan. The Iraqi national elections and the plan to drawdown U.S. military
forces in Iraq do not adversely affect the ability to source the force increase in Af-
ghanistan. The Iraqi national elections were successfully conducted on March 2010.
The security environment established by the ISF prevented any large scale effective
attacks by insurgents or extremist elements seeking to derail the conduct or out-
come of the elections and demonstrated the increasing capability of the Iraqis to
provide security for themselves. As our requirements in Iraq continue to decrease,
units that redeploy from or are no longer required to deploy to Iraq will return to
the pool of forces available to deploy in support of the mission in Afghanistan or
other global requirements.

71. Senator MCCAIN. Admiral Mullen, I remain concerned that Iraq will not have
the training and equipment that it will need to maintain a credible defense after
most of our forces leave later this year. What are we doing to ensure that Iraq re-
ceives the equipment and training necessary to ensure we can responsibly with-
drawal as scheduled?

Admiral MULLEN. In spite of Iraq’s recent budgetary challenges that impact both
manning and equipping the ISF, we remain confident that with continued and fo-
cused U.S. support, specifically the $3 billion in requested Iraqi Security Forces
Funds, the ISF will be capable of providing internal security and foundational exter-
nal defense by the time U.S. forces withdraw at the end of December 2011.

As of February 2010, the Iraqi Foreign Military Sales (FMS) program had exe-
cuted 144 cases valued at $5 billion. Between now and the end of 2011, USF-I will
continue to support the training and equipping of the ISF. We are currently working
with Iraq on 96 additional FMS cases valued at over $4 billion. In addition, thanks
to critical authorities provided by Congress in the 2010 NDAA, the United States
will transfer equipment to the ISF to further assist Iraq in meeting critical equip-
ping requirements.

MILITARY PAY RAISE

72. Senator MCCAIN. Admiral Mullen, for the last 3 years, Congress has increased
the administration’s proposed increase in pay by half a percentage point. What is
the impact on the DOD budget by such a directed increase in fiscal year 2011 and
beyond?

Admiral MULLEN. The cost of an additional half percent pay raise increase to the
fiscal year 2011 budget is $339 million in fiscal year 2011 and $2.2 billion across
the FYDP. Increases in pay beyond DOD requests contribute to a reduction of fund-
ing for our readiness accounts which will jeopardize our ability to meet defense ob-
jectives to prevail in today’s wars, prevent and deter conflict, prepare to defeat ad-
versaries and succeed in a wide range of contingencies, and preserve and enhance
the All-Volunteer Force.
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U.S. FORCES IN KOREA

73. Senator MCCAIN. Admiral Mullen, what will be the total costs in terms of in-
frastructure, family support programs, and other operating costs to achieve DOD’s
long-term goal to phase out all unaccompanied tours in Korea?

Admiral MULLEN. The fiscal year 2011 FYDP includes $536 million to increase
the total number of families in Korea to 4,900. Additional increases in the number
of families in Korea, as part of the Department’s long-term goal to phase out unac-
companied tours, will be addressed in future budget requests.

74. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, are these costs reflected in the budget re-
quest for fiscal year 2011 and the FYDP?

Secretary GATES. The fiscal year 2011 FYDP includes $536 million to increase the
total number of families in Korea to 4,900. Any further increases in the number of
families in Korea, as part of the Department’s long-term goal to phase out all unac-
companied tours, would be addressed in future budget requests.

FORCE STRUCTURE IN AFGHANISTAN

75. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, GAO recently reviewed military readiness
issues and raised concerns that the flow of forces into Afghanistan, including critical
enabling forces, is being impeded by a force cap placed on the total number of troops
equal to 68,000 plus the President’s announced increase of 30,000, with a 10 percent
buffer of 3,000 additional troops. This 10 percent buffer, which could temporarily
raise troop levels above the maximum of 98,000, can only be authorized on a case-
by-case basis by you. Is there a hard cap on the number of troops in Afghanistan?

Secretary GATES. In December 2009, President Obama committed an additional
30,000 forces to Afghanistan for an extended surge of 18 months. Since taking office,
the President has committed 52,000 additional troops to Afghanistan for a total U.S.
force of 92,000.

The deployment of an additional 30,000 forces for the extended surge will be
largely completed by the end of August. There is no hard cap on the number of
forces in Afghanistan. DOD’s commitment of significant military resources to sup-
port this effort is consistent with the President’s strategy set forth in March 2009,
and is directly linked to the progress of General McChrystal’s civil-military plan to
reverse the Taliban’s momentum and create time and space to develop Afghan secu-
rity and governance. DOD will maintain this increased force level through July
2011. During this time, we will regularly measure our progress and, beginning in
July 2011, transfer lead security responsibility to the Afghans and start to transi-
tion our combat forces for redeployment.

76. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, is this cap driven by operational factors,
budget concerns, or other policy considerations?

Secretary GATES. In December 2009, President Obama committed an additional
30,000 forces to Afghanistan for an extended surge of 18 months. Since taking office,
the President has committed 52,000 additional troops to Afghanistan for a total U.S.
force of 92,000.

The deployment of an additional 30,000 forces for the extended surge will be
largely completed by the end of August. There is no hard cap on the number of
forces in Afghanistan. DOD’s commitment of significant military resources to sup-
port this effort is consistent with the President’s strategy set forth in March 2009,
and is directly linked to the progress of General McChrystal’s civil-military plan to
reverse the Taliban’s momentum and create time and space to develop Afghan secu-
rity and governance. DOD will maintain this increased force level through July
2011. During this time, we will regularly measure our progress and, beginning in
July 2011, transfer lead security responsibility to the Afghans and start to transi-
tion our combat forces for redeployment.

77. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, should there be any arbitrary cap on the
total number of forces that may be temporarily in Afghanistan if such forces are
necessary to establish the capability to succeed in the mission?

Secretary GATES. In December 2009, President Obama committed an additional
30,000 forces to Afghanistan for an extended surge of 18 months. Since taking office,
the President has committed 52,000 additional troops to Afghanistan for a total U.S.
force of 92,000.

The deployment of an additional 30,000 forces for the extended surge will be
largely completed by the end of August. There is no hard cap on the number of
forces in Afghanistan. DOD commitment of significant military resources to support
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this effort is consistent with the President’s strategy set forth in March 2009, and
is directly linked to the progress of General McChrystal’s civil-military plan to re-
verse the Taliban’s momentum and create time and space to develop Afghan secu-
rity and governance. DOD will maintain this increased force level through July
2011. During this time, we will regularly measure our progress and, beginning in
July 2011, transfer lead security responsibility to the Afghans and start to transi-
tion our combat forces for redeployment.

78. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, are there indications from CENTCOM that
the build-up of forces in Afghanistan is being impeded by the cap on forces?

Secretary GATES. No, the U.S. CENTCOM has indicated the build-up/increase of
U.S. forces approved by POTUS in December 2009 is not being impacted by the total
authorized force. U.S. CENTCOM has worked a very detailed transportation plan
to ensure a majority of these forces arrive in-country by late summer and this plan
still remains feasible.

79. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, if the President’s priority is to rapidly in-
crease U.S. force levels in Afghanistan to turn the tide in the fight against the
Taliban and al Qaeda so the U.S. can begin to withdraw forces by July 2011, is
man%ging the flow of forces to stay below an arbitrary cap consistent with that pri-
ority?

Secretary GATES. In December 2009, President Obama committed an additional
30,000 forces to Afghanistan for an extended surge of 18 months. Since taking office,
the President has committed 52,000 additional troops to Afghanistan for a total U.S.
force of 92,000.

The deployment of an additional 30,000 forces for the extended surge will be
largely completed by the end of August. There is no hard cap on the number of
forces in Afghanistan. DOD’s commitment of significant military resources to sup-
port this effort is consistent with the President’s strategy set forth in March 2009,
and is directly linked to the progress of General McChrystal’s civil-military plan to
reverse the Taliban’s momentum and create time and space to develop Afghan secu-
rity and governance. DOD will maintain this increased force level through July
2011. During this time, we will regularly measure our progress and, beginning in
July 2011, transfer lead security responsibility to the Afghans and start to transi-
tion our combat forces for redeployment.

80. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, will a delay in the supply of trainers for
Afghan security forces, or a decision by NATO allies not to provide trainers, affect
the need for U.S. forces above the 30,000 approved by the President?

Secretary GATES. Ensuring that the NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan (NTM—
A) has sufficient institutional and operational trainers remains a top priority. DOD
is currently working with NATO to resource NTM-A. A series of SHAPE-led force
generation efforts have resulted in a significant number of international commit-
ments to help meet the institutional and operational trainer shortfall. The U.S. Gov-
ernment continues to be engaged in very active diplomatic efforts to urge our coali-
tion partners to provide additional trainers and mentoring teams for the Afghan Na-
tional Security Force (ANSF). We are also examining DOD’s own contributions to
ensure we are doing everything we can to fill the requirement.

OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS BUDGET REQUEST

81. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, among the items in the fiscal year 2011
OCO supplemental budget request is a request for one F-35 JSF aircraft. I under-
stand that this aircraft is intended to replace an F-15E fighter plane from the 336th
Fighter Squadron, Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, North Carolina that crashed
while conducting combat operations in eastern Afghanistan, near the Ghazni prov-
ince on July 18, 2009. I also understand that the existing ground rules for deter-
mining what projects can be funded with the supplemental budget allow for the re-
placement of combat equipment as a result of loss during combat operations.

I have been told that because the Air Force can no longer procure F—15E aircraft
from the prime contractor, you elected to procure a fighter aircraft currently in pro-
duction. I am troubled by this request. The JSF aircraft you are proposing to buy
here will cost $205 million, as opposed to the F—~15E unit cost of around $65 million.
More importantly, the very earliest that the Air Force can accept delivery of its first
operationally capable aircraft will be 2013, and development of the JSF will not be
completed until a few years later. Would you please provide a major cost breakout
and explain why you are asking $205 million for this one JSF aircraft?
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Secretary GATES. In early summer 2009 the Air Force provided an estimate for
a fiscal year 2011 OCO F-35 aircraft. At that time, the estimate was $204.9 million.
This cost control was subsequently used to develop the detailed cost breakout that
appeared in DOD’s fiscal year 2011 President’s budget (PB) Justification. If Con-
gress approves the additional OCO aircraft, the unit cost for 23 aircraft (fiscal year
2011 22 aircraft plus 1 OCO aircraft) would be approximately $182.5 million. OCO
funds appropriated above this amount will be used for initial spares associated with
the OCO F-35. The table below reflects the numbers which were submitted in the
fiscal year 2011 PB documentation for the base and OCO request, and what the
OCO numbers should have been in the documentation for the same weapon system
unit cost ($182.5 million).

FY2011 Budget Docs FY 2011 OCO
(As Submitted) Should Read
Proc Quantity 22 (base) 1 (0CO) 1 (0CO)
Cost ($M) 3729.2 . 2049 170.8
Advance Proc Cost 257.0 117
Weapon System Cost 3986.2 204.9 182.5
Initial Spares 263.6 224
Total Proc Cost 4249.8 204.9 204.9
Wpn Sys Unit Cost 1825 204.9 182.5

82. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, as a cost effective alternative to buying a
JSF aircraft here and to ensure timely fielding of needed strike fighter capability
in theater, to what extent have you explored the possibility of refixing a legacy F—
15E intended for retirement, or one that has actually been retired, pursuant to the
Air Force’s Combat Air Forces (CAF) Restructure Plan?

Secretary GATES. The F-15E Strike Eagle is a two-seat all-weather ground attack
aircraft designed for high-speed interdiction and is a derivative of the F-15C Eagle
that is used for air superiority. The F-15Es are some of the newest fighters in the
Air Force (AF) active inventory, and as of today, none of them have been retired
or are planned to be retired.

BMD—CAPABLE SHIPS AND SM—3

83. Senator MCcCAIN. Secretary Gates, with the growing threat from China, North
Korea, and the Middle East, does DOD have enough BMD/SM-3 resources/assets to
defend the United States, its allies, and forward deployed forces in the region? In
answering this question, please break out your responses by BMD-capable ships and
SM-3 missiles.

Secretary GATES. The Department will have 20 Aegis BMD ships and 81 SM-3
interceptors available for worldwide deployment by the end of fiscal year 2010. The
Aegis BMD ships and SM-3 interceptors deployed to the East Asia, Middle East,
and Europe are sufficient to carry out assigned missions in those regions.

The Department also plans to have 23 Aegis BMD ships operationally available
in fiscal year 2011, along with a total of 110 SM-3 interceptors. By Phase 2 of the
EPAA in the 2015 timeframe, the Department plans to have 37 Aegis BMD-capable
ships along with 112 SM-3 Block IA and 180 Block IB interceptors available.

The Department understands that demand for regional BMD capabilities will out-
strip supply for quite some time. Given this reality, DOD is pursuing a collaborative
approach with Allies and partners to strengthen regional deterrence architectures.
It is important to note that as we manage U.S. resources, our objective is to provide
a steady-state capability that can be augmented for added defensive capability for
a limited duration in times of increased threat. This is the essence of the phased
adaptive approach to regional architectures.

84. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, does the Navy have enough Aegis Class De-
stroyers to support both MDA and Navy requirements?

Secretary GATES. The Navy currently has sufficient large surface combatants to
meet the demand for Aegis destroyers. The Navy does not have the capacity to meet
the entire BMD requirement. In the near term, DOD will employ a comprehensive
Global Force Management (GFM) process to most effectively allocate available sur-
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face combatants with Aegis BMD capability. A modernization program is in place
to increase BMD capacity to meet the additional Combatant Commander’s forward
presence requirements for BMD capable ships. The restart of the Aegis shipbuilding
program is aligned with providing the required Aegis BMD capacity.

By spring 2010, Navy will have 21 BMD capable ships, and by 2015, new con-
struction and modernization will bring the total of BMD capable ships to 27. The
Navy will continue to work with the MDA to support global BMD demands. It is
important to recognize that Navy force structure is not sized to utilize multi-mission
Aegis ships for an exclusive use mission on an enduring basis. Such single mission
use invariably results in shortages in other mission areas and a loss of operational
flexibility for the Joint Force Commander. Navy’s long-term plan is to make all
Aegis destroyers and up to 15 Aegis cruisers BMD capable to provide BMD forward
presence “in stride” while also performing its other missions.

CONTRACT OVERSIGHT PERSONNEL

85. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, last May, the Special Inspector General for
Afghanistan Reconstruction (SIGAR) found that Combined Security Transition Com-
mand-Afghanistan (CSTC-A), the lead element for training Afghan security forces,
did not have “the mechanisms necessary to ensure that U.S. funds are managed ef-
fectively and spent wisely.” In particular, the SIGAR noted a lack of qualified con-
tracting personnel in the command. Have you increased the number of personnel
overseeing these training contracts, and if so, by how much?

Secretary GATES. NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan and Combined Security
Transition Command-Afghanistan (NTM-A/CSTC-A) takes contracting oversight se-
riously. Every resource that is misallocated due to inefficiency, miscommunications,
and undue delay cannot contribute to improving the operational capabilities of the
Afghan National Security Forces. Concerning contracting oversight, we have taken
the following specific actions in the areas of oversight, quality assurance, contract
management, and senior leadership review:

e Oversight: For our large Continental United States (CONUS) based con-
tracts that require a substantial degree of effort to implement adequate
contract oversight, we have coordinated to have the contracting command
provide a full-time ’in-country’ Contract Officer Representative (COR) lo-
cated with CSTC-A.

For contracts that are awarded in Afghanistan and for small CONUS based
contracts CORs have been appointed from either CSTC-A or other USFOR~
A personnel. Additionally, for certain contracts that require technical com-
petence (such as vehicle and weapons maintenance) we are arranging for
U.S. Government civilians from Army Depots (e.g. Red River Army Depot)
to deploy and provide us with oversight assistance.

e Quality Assurance: We are enforcing the requirement for Quality Assur-
ance Surveillance Plans (QASP) for CSTC-A contracts and have in place a
tracking system to ensure designated CORs are verifying compliance with
the QASP. During the contract planning phase, requirement generators de-
velop a detailed written QASP and the associated COR coverage require-
ments identifying the quantity, locations, and required qualifications &
skills for required CORs to provide adequate oversight coverage to reason-
ably ensure compliance with the QASP.

e Contract Management: We established a six-person CSTC-A Contract
Management team that has developed improved processes and they also
monitor CSTC-A contracts to validate contract oversight and share best
practices across the command. We are in the process of implementing a sys-
temic approach to review the contract oversight and standards for every
contract. Additionally, each month we identify COR requirements for every
location where contracted services are provided and update the description
of the oversight responsibilities that need to performed.

86. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, in this audit, the SIGAR described a par-
ticular $404 million training contract where the government contracting personnel
were located in Maryland and Pennsylvania—nine time zones away from where the
work was actually being performed. Is DOD planning to deploy more DOD contract
oversight personnel out to the field in Afghanistan?

Secretary GATES. Yes. Overall the DOD has increased the numbers of Contracting
Officer Representative (CORs) and Contracting Officer Technical Representatives
(COTRs), and placed military commanders at each training site associated with this
contract. In addition, DOD has taken the following steps to increase oversight:
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e Established a contract management cell within Combined Security Transition
Command-Afghanistan.
e Added greater flexibility in assignment of contract advisors with the ability
to more geographically and among the levels of Advisor/Trainer (Ministerial
Systems, Institutional Training, Field level).
e Issued orders in theater on how to select, train and place CORs for the up-
coming Research and Development and Engineering Command Contract.
e Developed a contract statement of work to reduce the number of contract ad-
Eisprs and identify other efficiencies and increased contractor oversight in so
oing.
The Department takes its contingency contracting oversight functions extremely
seriously and will continue to keep Congress informed of how the Department per-
forms this important function.

NAVAL READINESS

87. Senator MCCAIN. Admiral Mullen, as you recall, the only priority that the
Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) identified as unfunded in your last budget submis-
sion was ship depot maintenance. Over the last few months, a number of press ac-
counts have come out describing problems directly related to how ineffectively the
shipyards are maintaining the readiness of the Navy’s oldest surface combatants.
I understand that this year’s proposed budget increases total funding for ship depot
maintenance by almost $800 million over last year. To what extent does that pro-
posed amount fully fund the Navy’s current requirement for ship depot maintenance
and capture depot maintenance volume that has accumulated from chronic under-
funding over time?

Admiral MULLEN. The fiscal year 2011 budget request in the O&M baseline and
Other Contingency Operations accounts is $6.1 billion and funds 99 percent of the
total projected ship maintenance requirement. This request, and the percent of re-
quirement funded, clearly reflects the Navy’s commitment to ensure that ships are
Froperly maintained to support current operations, and reach their expected service
ives.

The request also funds the Surface Ship Life Cycle Management (SSLCM) activ-
ity. Established in May 2009, SSLCM mission is to provide centralized SSLCM. In
conjunction with Naval Sea Systems Command and Commander, Naval Surface
Forces (CNSF), the SSLCM activity conducted a detailed review of fiscal year 2011
surface ship maintenance requirements. The fiscal year 2011 budget request incor-
porates the results of this review. The SSLCM activity is assessing maintenance re-
quirements for each ship class based on engineered technical requirements nec-
essary to reach expected service life, and any additional requirements that are iden-
tified will be included in future budget requests.

C—17 ACQUISITION PROGRAMS

88. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, over the last 4 years, the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee added 44 C—17s that we neither needed nor could afford, at a total
cost of over $14 billion above DOD’s requests—in the form of earmarks. As DOD
had done in the preceding few years, you proposed last year to cancel the C-17
Globemaster program and argued against a congressional earmark that intended to
buy 10 more of those aircraft for $2.5 billion. You stated that the cost of buying and
operating those additional aircraft would “invariably result in a reduction in critical
warfighting capability somewhere else in the defense program.” Is this view shared
by the Service Chiefs and unified and combatant commanders?

Secretary GATES. The current C—17 fleet is in excess of our strategic airlift needs,
resulting in increased operating costs at the expense of other priorities. This posi-
tion, supported by the Services and Combatant Commanders, is based on the find-
ings of several recent mobility studies to include the Mobility Capabilities Require-
ments Study 2016 (MCRS-16). The objectives of MCRS-16 were to determine the
mobility capabilities and requirements needed in support of the National Military
Strategy in the 2016 timeframe, to determine capability gaps/overlaps associated
with the programmed mobility force structure, and to support the QDR and deci-
sions regarding mobility programs. The study found that the planned capacity of the
programmed strategic airlift fleet, consisting of 223 C-17s and 111 C-5s, exceeds
the most demanding projected requirements. In addition, the report noted that C—
17s could be used to support intra-theater missions without adding to the peak de-
mand for C-17s. Both of these insights are consistent with findings from previous
mobility studies.
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Based upon this information no additional C-17s should be procured, and I re-
quest your support in granting me the authority to allow for the proper manage-
ment of the strategic fleet by providing the Department greater flexibility in retiring
C-5 aircraft and eliminating the current statutory requirement to maintain a min-
imum fleet of 316 strategic airlift aircraft.

89. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, what affect would the purchase of yet more
C-17s, as some Members might insist on again this year, have on our ability to field
critical warfighting capabilities?

Secretary GATES. Unnecessary acquisition programs deplete funding for our readi-
ness accounts which jeopardize our ability to meet defense objectives to prevail in
today’s wars, prevent and deter conflict, prepare to defeat adversaries and succeed
in a wide range of contingencies, and preserve and enhance the All-Volunteer Force.

I am fully aware of the political pressure to continue building the C-17, but I will
strongly recommend that the President veto any legislation that sustains the unnec-
essary continuation of this program.

90. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, while I appreciate your commitment in
your opening statement to recommend a veto for further C-17 funding in the cur-
rent budget request, will you request that that the President directly signal his in-
tent to veto this bill if it authorizes any expenditure for more C-17s, as was done
with F-22 funding last year?

Secretary GATES. I will continue to strongly recommend to the President that he
veto any legislation that sustains the unnecessary continuation of the C—17 program
for the reasons stated in my testimony.

MISSILE DEFENSE

91. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, the supply of missile defense assets, wheth-
er it be Aegis cruisers, SM—-3 missiles, THAAD units, etc., pales in comparison to
the worldwide demand of our combatant commanders. How does DOD and this
budget seek to satisfy the stressing needs of the new European phased adaptive ap-
proach while also continuing to meet those needs of our ongoing efforts in the Pa-
cific, the Middle East, and the Homeland?

Secretary GATES. The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request affirms and con-
tinues the decisions made in the fiscal year 2010 PBR to realign BMD programs
and plans to focus on regional missile defenses. Toward this end, investments in re-
gional missile defenses amount to about $3.8 billion in the fiscal year 2011 Presi-
dent’s budget request, or almost half of the MDA budget request. Significant invest-
ments will continue over the FYDP, enabling the Department to make progress in
closing the gap between demand and supply. By 2015 DOD plans to have 6 THAAD
batteries with 281 interceptors, along with 292 SM-3 interceptors and 37 Aegis
BMD-capable ships.

As the Department makes progress on fielding additional regional missile de-
fenses, I will also work to build on a strong foundation of cooperative relationships
and utilize appropriate contributions from Allies. It is important to note that as we
manage U.S. resources, my objective is to provide a steady-state capability that can
be augmented for added defensive capability for a limited duration in times of in-
Cfleased threat. This is the essence of the phased adaptive approach to regional ar-
chitectures.

92. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, does modernization and sustainment of our
GBIs and the development and testing of a two-stage GBI remain a priority for
DOD?

Secretary GATES. Yes. I believe that defending the homeland against the threat
of limited missile attack is a high priority for the Department. Therefore, the DOD
is committed to continue modernizing and sustaining the GMD system.

The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request lays out a funded plan that in-
cludes fielding 30 operational GBIs, as well as delivery of 4 additional interceptors
as operational spares (based on reliability estimations), and 18 additional intercep-
tors to support the flight test program. The GMD sustainment program will main-
tain and support an effective defensive system, meeting Warfighter requirements
over the expected 20-year life cycle.

As part of a hedging strategy for homeland defense against long-range ballistic
missile attacks, the Department is continuing the development and assessment of
the two-stage GBI. The planned two-stage flight testing also supports three-stage
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data collection requirements and adds to our confidence in and sustainment of the
GBIs.

93. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, are you committed to the modernization
and sustainment of our GBIs and the procurement of additional GBIs if it were de-
termined that technological advancements with the SM-3 do not come to fruition
in the planned timeframe?

Secretary GATES. I am committed to modernizing and sustaining the GMD system
as the Department defends the United States against ballistic missiles.

The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget request lays out a funded plan that in-
cludes completing the fielding of 30 operational GBIs; delivering 22 additional GBIs
for testing, stockpile reliability, and operational spare requirements; and refur-
bishing 16 of the original 52 GBIs for both operational and flight test rotation dur-
ing the FYDP. The budget request also provides for continued Exoatmospheric Kill
Vehicle (EKV) software upgrades for the GBIs with focus on improved probability
of kill while leveraging improved sensor data. Additionally, we will be completing
the establishment of a second command and control node at Fort Greely, AK.

The GMD sustainment program maintains and supports an effective defensive
system, meeting Warfighter requirements over the expected 20-year life cycle. This
program is planned within established Army and Navy standards for missile field
and depot-level support, including the surveillance and testing of GBIs over their
lifetime. A service-life extension decision is anticipated in the 2027 timeframe.

Development and testing of the two-stage GBI will continue as a hedge alter-
native should the SM—-3 Block II A/B not emerge as anticipated. The first two-stage
GBI test will occur this summer.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS COMPLEX

94. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, in the past you have been quite vocal on
the need for modernization of the nuclear weapons complex. The fiscal year 2010
budget lacked adequate funding to address the dire infrastructure needs. More than
a year has passed since you stated that “there is absolutely no way we can maintain
a credible deterrent and reduce the number of weapons in our stockpile without ei-
ther resorting to testing our stockpile or pursuing a modernization program.” Do you
believe the President’s fiscal year 2011 budget addresses the critical needs for mod-
ernizing our nuclear weapons complex?

Secretary GATES. Yes, I believe that the fiscal year 2011 budget provides a cred-
ible modernization program to meet the national security needs of the United
States. The fiscal year 2011 budget for the National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion (NNSA) reverses a decade’s long decline in the U.S. nuclear weapons enterprise
in terms of both stockpile management and the recapitalization of aging and
unsustainable nuclear facilities that do not meet modern safety standards.

Specifically, the fiscal year 2011 NNSA budget requests funds to:

e Revitalize warhead surveillance efforts, and the science and technology
that supports stockpile assessment and certification in the absence of nu-
clear testing.

e Protect human capital—including the expertise to design, develop, and
field warheads-through a stockpile management program that fully exer-
cises these capabilities.

e Design and build a modern facility at Los Alamos—the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility—for plutonium R&D
and pit production support.

e Design and build a modern facility at Y-12—the Uranium Processing Fa-
cility—to support Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) and related operations.

FUNDS FOR THE CLOSURE OF GTMO

95. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, the OCO portion of the President’s budget
request for fiscal year 2011 includes $350 million in a transfer fund for the deten-
tion facilities at GTMO, provides funding to make improvements at the Illinois
State Prison at Thomson, IL, in the amount of $150 million, and includes another
$158 million for information technology improvements at the Rock Island Arsenal,
IL, to support DOD detainee operations at Thomson. These funds are in addition
to another $150 million in the Department of Justice (DOJ) budget request to pur-
chase the Thomson facility from the State of Illinois. Current law prohibits bringing
detainees from GTMO for any reason except for detention during trial or for other
legal proceedings.
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Why are the amounts requested for purchase and improvement of Thomson and
information technology support, a total of nearly $458 million, so high considering
thzﬂ: thg existing prison and courtroom facilities at GTMO were built for about $240
million?

Secretary GATES. The $350 million request is for detainee operations in general
and not just for Thomson. Of the $350 million, approximately $100 million is for
improvements at Thomson Correctional Center, approximately $50 million is for im-
provements at Rock Island Arsenal, approximately $35 million is for procuring cap-
ital equipment for the facility, and approximately $60 million is for capital equip-
ment and supplies for detention operations. The remaining $105 million is for oper-
ations at GTMO and Thomson.

The $458 million request includes DOJ purchase, DOJ operations, DOD renova-
tions, and DOD operations. When operations costs are excluded, the relevant com-
parison for “GTMO” facility investment at Thomson is approximately $200 million
(DOJ’s purchase price of DOD’s portion of the prison plus DOD’s renovation costs).

96. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, are these amounts in addition to the more
than $200 million per year that it is estimated to cost to try Khalid Sheikh Moham-
med and his four September 11 cohorts in New York?

Secretary GATES. The $200 million per year was estimated by New York City offi-
cials as their cost to conduct the trials. The amounts requested in the President’s
budget are separate from this estimate.

97. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, what is the estimated amount of funding
necessary to carry out all September 11 terrorist trials in GTMO?

Secretary GATES. I cannot estimate a number at this time. The cost per trial var-
ies depending on the number of pre-trial motions, witnesses, and other variables
which are difficult to predict.

98. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, what is the estimated amount to try all the
detainee cases the DOJ believes can be tried, which I understand is about 35 total
cases, in GTMO?

Secretary GATES. I cannot estimate a number at this time. The cost per trial var-
ies depending on the number of pre-trial motions, witnesses, and other variables
which are difficult to predict.

99. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, why is $158 million needed for information
technology improvements at Rock Island to support detention facilities at Thomson?

Secretary GATES. Of the $350 million request, only approximately $35 million is
for procuring capital equipment, which includes information technology hardware at
both Thomson and Rock Island.

100. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, does this request include funding for mili-
tary housing and other base support facilities at Thomson and Rock Island for the
military personnel that will be stationed to support the new facility?

Secretary GATES. No, it does not. There are no plans to build military housing be-
cause the Department’s initial preliminary environmental assessment shows that
the local economy can support the estimated number of personnel that will work at
Thomson and Rock Island.

101. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, how many military personnel will be as-
signed to Thomson and where will they be housed?

Secretary GATES. I estimate that approximately 800 military personnel will be as-
signed to Thomson in a temporary duty status at initial operational capability. The
exact number of military personnel assigned to Thomson will be determined by the
Commander, U.S. Northern Command (NORTHCOM). These personnel will leverage
the local economy for housing, and initial environmental planning documents affirm
that the local economy can support them.

102. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, how many additional military personnel
will be assigned to Rock Island to support detention operations at Thomson and
where will they be housed?

Secretary GATES. Pending completion of NORTHCOM’s planning efforts, I esti-
mate that up to 500 personnel supporting the detainee operations will be assigned
to Rock Island at initial operational capability. The exact number of personnel as-
signed to Rock Island will be determined by the Commander, NORTHCOM. These
personnel will leverage the local economy for housing, and initial environmental
planning documents affirm that the local economy can support them.
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103. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, if Congress approves a change in the law
to allow long-term detention without trial in the United States, and also approves
the funding requested to purchase and improve detention facilities at Thomson,
what is the timeline to begin detention operations at Thomson?

Secretary GATES. From the date the restriction on long-term detention without
trial in the United States ceases to have effect, and the funding requested to pur-
chase and improve detention facilities at Thomson becomes available. I would not
give any estimate because there are too many variables to work through.

104. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, when do you estimate the Bureau of Pris-
ons would purchase the Thomson facility from the State of Illinois?

Secretary GATES. The Bureau of Prisons cannot begin negotiating a purchase
price until enactment of the portion of the President’s fiscal year 2011 budget that
contains the DOJ appropriations and provides funding for planning and assessment
to continue at Thomson.

105. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, when would the extensive improvements
at Thomson and Rock Island begin?

Secretary GATES. Improvements could not begin until the environmental assess-
ment is completed, the Bureau of Prisons purchases the facility, and DOD receives
authorization and funding from Congress.

106. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, when would the IOC for detention oper-
ations at Thomson be achieved?

Secretary GATES. I estimate that initial operational capability would be achieved
10-13 months after DOD receives authorization and funding from Congress.

107. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, when is the earliest date that military
commission trials be held at Thomson under this plan?

Secretary GATES. Military commission trials could be held when initial operating
capability 1s achieved.

108. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, when would the Final Operational Capa-
bility (FOC) for detention operations at Thomson be achieved?

Secretary GATES. Full operational capability would be achieved in 13-18 months
after DOD receives authorization and funding from Congress.

109. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, what is the difference in terms of the
number of detainees that could be held or the nature of detention operations be-
tween I0C and FOC?

Secretary GATES. There is no difference in either the number of detainees that
C()(l)llcd be held at IOC and FOC or the nature of detention operations at IOC and
F

110. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, on what date would detention operations
at GTMO actually end?

Secretary GATES. Detention operations at GTMO could end shortly after Thomson
is operational.

DISPOSITION OF GTMO DETAINEES

111. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, the President established a Joint Task
Force (JTF) shortly after taking office last January to review all the available infor-
mation on the detainees at GTMO and to make recommendations on whether they
should be tried, released, or held long-term without trial. These recommendations
were to extend to whether trials should be by military commission or by Federal
courts, and the location of such trials. After extending the deadline for their work
by 6 months, the media now reports that the report has been completed and rec-
ommendations on all the detainees have been made. When will the JTF report be
made available to Congress, since the details it contains will influence our consider-
ation of funding for alternatives to GTMO?

Secretary GATES. The report was completed on January 22, 2010, and subse-
quently sent to the White House. It is not my decision to release the report.

112. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, will the administration come forward with
a legislative proposal to repeal the current restrictions on bringing detainees from
GTMO to the United States in time for comprehensive review before Congress re-
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ceives the JTF report or takes action on the funding request for the closure of
GTMO?

Secretary GATES. The administration is reviewing a number of possibilities relat-
ing to this issue, and it will not move any detainees to the United States unless
it is in full compliance with U.S. law.

113. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, if an administration’s legislative proposal
is forthcoming, will it address other aspects of detention policy such as:

e a prohibition on release of detainees into the United States;

e denial of any immigration status to detainees, including refugee and asy-
lum status, if detainees are ordered released by a Federal court as a result
of habeas corpus challenges to their detention;

e authorization for long-term detention without trial within the United
States; and

e uniform rules for Federal courts to apply in conducting habeas corpus
proceedings reviewing the detention of terrorists captured during our ongo-
ing armed conflict with al Qaeda and the Taliban, and associated forces,
which are responsible for the attacks of September 11?

Secretary GATES. The President said that we will not release any detainee into
the United States who will endanger American lives, and that we will use all lawful
and appropriate means to protect the American people. The authority to detain indi-
viduals under the immigration laws pending their removal from the United States,
particularly where they pose a threat to national security, is but one mechanism
that may be relied upon, if necessary, to ensure that detainees will not endanger
our citizens.

Furthermore, denial of any immigration status to detainees has already been con-
stituted. Section 552(f) of the fiscal year 2010 Department of Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Act, which was signed into law by the President on October 28, 2009,
specifically bars immigration benefits for detainees including “classification as a ref-
ugee or applicant for asylum.”

LAW OF THE SEA TREATY

114. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, the U.S. has not ratified the Law of the
Sea Treaty while China has continued efforts to assert sovereignty over contested
areas in the South China Sea and in other areas where such claims support China’s
national security interests. Beijing has now suspended military-to-military ex-
changes as a result of the recent U.S. announcement to continue defensive arms
sales to Taiwan. How are we managing our relationship with China in disputed
areas such as its maritime claims?

Secretary GATES. Despite China’s recently announced suspension of military-to-
military relations, I remain highly committed to strengthening the mechanisms that
the Department has in place to engage China on this and other security issues, in-
cluding the U.S.-China Defense Consultative Talks, the U.S.-China Defense Policy
Coordination Talks, and the U.S.-China Military Maritime Consultative Agreement
process. These mechanisms provide for open and sustained channels of communica-
tion to build greater confidence and mutual understanding, discuss candidly our dif-
ferences, and improve understanding and application of safety standards and rules
of the road for operations that improve the safety of sailors and airmen of all coun-
tries in the region.

I regard any suspension of discussions on operational safety as potentially dan-
gerous, and I regard the suspension of these discussions on political grounds as par-
ticularly unfortunate. PLA General Xu Caihou and I both reaffirmed our commit-
ment to maintaining open dialogue on security and safety issues during his visit in
October. The United States remains committed to all of our dialogue mechanisms
with the PLA.

Regarding China’s maritime claims and the competing claims by other states
around the South China Sea, U.S. policy continues to be that we do not take sides
on the competing legal claims over territorial sovereignty, including those in the
South China Sea and East China Sea. Furthermore, the United States does not pro-
pose to arbitrate or mediate the underlying conflicts between the competing claims.
However, it is my view that our strong and continued presence in the region does
provide a sense of stability and a modicum of breathing room for the claimants to
pursue political means to resolve these issues. In short, the U.S. presence is a stabi-
lizing influence for all claimants in the region.
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115. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, how do you think the relationship with
China will develop as we continue to share the global commons—sea, air, space and
cyberspace—as our interests clash or diverge?

Secretary GATES. As U.S.-PRC interactions at sea, in the air, in space, and in
cyberspace become more frequent, it will become increasingly important that the
United States and China have effective mechanisms for communication to avoid
miscalculation or misunderstanding. I believe that the United States and China
should seek to recognize and expand shared interests in upholding the stability of,
and access to, the global commons, and work together cooperatively in support of
those interests. Where our interests diverge, we must ensure that each has a clear
understanding of the other’s intentions, and that open channels of communication
exist to avoid escalatory reactions or perceptions that could breed mistrust or inad-
vertently destabilize the overall bilateral relationship. Whether addressing shared
or divergent interests with China, I have been diligent to ensure DOD’s positions
are advanced in accordance with customary international law.

DOD has several existing mechanisms to facilitate discussion with China on the
topics you mentioned, and the Department is examining ways to expand their scope
and effectiveness. In 1998, then-Secretary Cohen signed the Military Maritime Con-
sultative Agreement (MMCA) with China’s Minister of Defense, and under its aus-
pices the U.S. and China have held discussions on maritime operational safety, at
sea and in the air. In 2005, DOD established what became the Defense Policy Co-
ordination Talks as a forum for discussing, among other things, issues of maritime
security. In 2008, DOD also began a Dialogue on Nuclear Policy and Strategy, and,
in October 2009, General Xu Caihou, Vice Chairman of China’s Central Military
Commission, visited U.S. Strategic Command (STRATCOM) and engaged in discus-
sions with General Chilton and his staff on the issues under STRATCOM’s purview.

The American and Chinese Governments have not yet reached the point where
these interactions are sufficiently consistent or substantive to constitute the solid
foundation needed for a stable and productive relationship—one that can withstand
the stresses that inevitably emerge between two countries with interests as diverse
as those of the United States and China. Going forward, I believe that a whole-of-
government approach on both sides of the table provides the best formula for build-
ing the necessary foundation.

OKINAWA TO GUAM REALIGNMENT

116. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, on February 17, 2009, the U.S. Govern-
ment reaffirmed its support of an agreement with the Government of Japan (GOJ)
concerning the implementation of the relocation of 8,000 marines and their families
from Okinawa to Guam by 2014 in a manner that maintains unit integrity. Since
then, Japan elected a new Prime Minister, Yukio Hatoyama, who has asked the
U.S. Government to consider new options for the Futenma Replacement Facility
(FRF), which is part of the larger agreement for Guam. I note that the agreement
stipulates that the Japanese Government must demonstrate tangible progress re-
garding the FRF, which has been defined to include a signature by the Governor
of Okinawa on a landfill permit required to commence construction. This action was
currently planned to take place in mid to late 2010. In a press conference yesterday,
you suggested that we should demonstrate patience in the negotiations with the
Japanese Government on the future of the agreement. With that said, the fiscal
year 2011 budget request contains $387 million in military construction funds for
infrastructure on Guam to support the relocation of marines from Okinawa. This
is in addition to $160 million authorized for construction in the 2010 defense bill.
If the Japanese position does not change regarding Futenma, will DOD still proceed
with the award of construction contracts on Guam to support the relocation of the
marines?

Secretary GATES. The fiscal year 2011 budget request is $452 million in military
construction funds for infrastructure on Guam to support the relocation of marines
from Okinawa. The NDAA for Fiscal Year 2010 approved $514 million to support
the relocation effort.

The framework for U.S.-Japan force posture realignment is the U.S.-Japan Road-
map for Realignment Implementation, issued following the May 1, 2006, meeting of
the cabinet-level U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee. This framework con-
firms that the Okinawa-related realignment initiatives are interconnected and, spe-
cifically, that the III Marine Expeditionary Force (III MEF) relocation from Oki-
nawa to Guam is dependent on, among other things, tangible progress toward com-
pletion of the FRF.
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The relocation to Guam is a capabilities issue, not a basing issue. I have a respon-
sibility to provide operationally ready forces in support of the combatant commander
and to meet our commitments to Allies and partners in the region, including under
the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security.

The Department is currently waiting for the GOJ to complete its review of the
FRF. Prime Minister Hatoyama stated that he intends to resolve the issue by May,
and I look forward to resuming work with the GOJ to fulfill our longstanding mu-
tual objective of realigning our force posture in Japan to ensure that the Alliance’s
operational capabilities remain politically and operationally sustainable.

117. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, what other options are acceptable to DOD
for the relocation of Marine Corps aviation units from Marine Corps Air Station
Futenma?

Secretary GATES. The FRF, included in the May 2006 U.S.-Japan Realignment
Roadmap, resulted from several years of bilateral coordination that took into ac-
count the political, operational, safety, noise, environmental, and infrastructure re-
quirements associated with the Marine Corps forces in Okinawa. These forces,
which consist of air, ground, logistics, and command elements, remain dependent
upon the interaction of those elements in regular training, exercises, and operations.

I am not aware of any other options that meet these criteria. DOD is prepared
to review what the GOJ comes up with to determine its feasibility, including oper-
ational, safety, noise, environmental, and infrastructure aspects, as well as to dis-
cuss its political sustainability given local conditions. DOD remains committed to
the FRF—as reflected in the May 2006 Realignment Roadmap—as the best way to
move forward with the strategic transformation of U.S. presence in Okinawa.

118. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, when do you expect to see a resolution on
the status the FRF?

Secretary GATES. Prime Minister Hatoyama stated that he intends to resolve the
issue by May. The GOJ is conducting a review of options and has asked the U.S.
Government to be patient as they prepare to present an official alternative. I look
forward to resuming work with the GOJ to fulfill our longstanding mutual objective
of realig{)l{ng our force posture in Okinawa to be more politically and operationally
sustainable.

119. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, would you recommend to the President
the continuation of the movement of marines to Guam absent an acceptable solution
for the FRF?

Secretary GATES. The current framework for U.S.-Japan force posture realignment
is the U.S.-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation, issued following the
May 1, 2006, meeting of the cabinet-level U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Com-
mittee. This framework confirms that the Okinawa-related realignment initiatives
are interconnected and, specifically, that the III Marine Expeditionary Force (III
MEF) relocation from Okinawa to Guam is dependent on, among other things, tan-
gible progress toward completion of the Futenma Replacement Facility (FRF).

A suitable FRF is considered the “lynchpin” for III MEF relocation to Guam. The
relocation to Guam is a capabilities issue, not a basing issue. I have a responsibility
to provide operationally ready forces in support of the combatant commander and
to meet our commitments to allies and partners in the region, including under the
U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security.

The Department is currently waiting for the GOJ to complete its review of the
FRF. Prime Minister Hatoyama stated that he intends to resolve the issue by May,
and I look forward to resuming work with the GOJ to fulfill our longstanding mu-
tual objective of realigning our force posture in Japan to ensure that the Alliance’s
operational capabilities remain politically and operationally sustainable.

120. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, if the GOJ fails to approve the current
roadmap regarding Futenma, is the United States prepared to nullify the current
framework and remain in Futenma?

Secretary GATES. The current framework for U.S.-Japan force posture realignment
is the U.S.-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation, issued following the
May 1, 2006, meeting of the cabinet-level U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Com-
mittee. While a suitable FRF is considered essential for an enduring presence on
Okinawa, the Department is prepared to stay at Futenma if no replacement facility
is approved by the GOJ.

The GOJ is reviewing the FRF; Prime Minister Hatoyama has stated that he in-
tends to resolve the issue by May. We look forward to resuming work with the GOJ
to fulfill our longstanding mutual objective of realigning our force posture in Japan
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to ensure that the Alliance’s operational capabilities remain sustainable, politically
and operationally. We have a responsibility to provide operationally ready forces in
support of the combatant commander and to meet our commitments to allies and
partners in the region, including under the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual Coopera-
tion and Security.

INTERNATIONAL PILOT TRAINING

121. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, many of our allies choose to conduct fight-
er pilot training here in the United States for various reasons ranging from the
availability of adequate ranges to cost and the quality of training. This obviously
affords the U.S. Air Force an outstanding opportunity to partner and train with
NATO and other allied pilots. From what I have been told, the Secretary of the Air
Force’s International Affairs office manages the program. Does DOD normally guide
or influence a partner nation’s selection of the best location among candidate bases
already conducting similar missions in the United States to conduct training to
maximize efficiency for cost, quality of training, and access to ranges?

Secretary GATES. There is no initiative in the U.S. Air Force concerning a decision
to influence or guide international partner pilot training to a particular location.
The Air Force provides tuition-based pilot training at 14 locations. Each location,
with the exception of undergraduate pilot training, is the sole provider of tuition-
based training for a particular model of aircraft. For example, all F—16 tuition-based
training is done at Tucson Air National Guard Base (ANGB), AZ, through the 162d
Fighter Wing and their assigned F-16 aircraft and instructor pilots.

When a partner nation desires to bed down its own aircraft at a continental
United States (CONUS) air force base, the Secretary of the Air Force for Inter-
national Affairs (SAF/IA) provides options based on the country’s requested training
needs and budgetary requirements. When presented with available locations, train-
ing capabilities, and pricing information, the partner nation selects the training
venue that best meets their needs. The U.S. Air Force is committed to providing the
most effective training venue available for our international partners consistent
with their training needs and budget by dispassionately providing the facts and
costs for the available training.

122. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, would the office of the Secretary of De-
fense have any reason to provide guidance to Secretary of the Air Force’s Inter-
national Affairs office to encourage an allied nation to remain at a certain location,
regardless of the cost or quality of training? If so, what would be those reasons and
why?

Secretary GATES. There are occasions when discussions take place between the
appropriate DOD offices and a partner nation concerning their choice of a bed down
training location, usually when information is requested by the partner nation. Cost
and quality of training are always considered in these discussions and are provided
on all available training locations. Once the data are provided, we expect the part-
ner nation to make the decision that best meets their training needs and budgetary
requirements.

When a partner nation requests tuition-based training for a specific aircraft, there
are no alternatives and the requesting nation is limited to the stated location and
standard student cost.

CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE FOR THE MISSILE DEFENSE AGENCY

123. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, in the fiscal year 2011 budget press con-
ference for the MDA, David Altwegg, Executive Director, was asked about the qual-
ity of work being conducted by contractors on MDA acquisition programs. Altwegg
responded stating:

“I'm not going to name names today, but I'm going to tell you we continue
to be disappointed in the quality that we are receiving from our prime con-
tractors and their subs—very, very disappointed; quality-design issues, but
more in quality of products delivered, which then results in rework and
which reserved—Dbecause most of these contracts are cost contracts, it costs
the taxpayer more.”

Given the cost-plus nature of many of these contracts and the allegation that
reckless failures by contractors are resulting in unnecessary cost increases, how do
you intend to address these concerns, both within MDA and across DOD?
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Secretary GATES. MDA has consistently expressed concern over the magnitude
and frequency of quality problems encountered in the development and manufacture
of the various elements that make up the Missile Defense System.

MDA made significant changes in its acquisition processes over the past several
years that both Lieutenant General O’Reilly, the MDA Director, and I believe will
improve the quality in the manufacture of our weapons systems. Specifically:

o MDA established a robust quality organization within the Agency, which
focuses on tackling problems identified during development and testing.
One of the first steps of this organization was the development of a MDA
Assurance Plan, and a MDA Parts, Materials and Process Plan. These
plans require major contractors to adopt disciplined processes and proce-
dures that lead to enhanced quality, a reduction in rework, lower costs, and
preventing “parts” quality issues from progressing to the finished compo-
nents. Second, MDA Quality Safety and Mission Assurance now conducts
periodic mission assurance audits at contractors’ facilities to monitor com-
pliance and ensure the contractors are following their approved policies and
procedures for the manufacture of systems. Following the audit, any defi-
ciencies identified are tracked and reported to the MDA Director until they
are successfully closed out.

o MDA made significant changes to the award fee process and quality con-
trol has received increased emphasis over the past year. Prior to the begin-
ning of each award fee period, the contractor is provided with an expecta-
tions letter clearly articulating the areas that the fee determining official
considers to require emphasis during the period. The award fee expecta-
tions letters outline to contractors that poor quality will not be tolerated
and will reduce award fee earned when appropriate.

e MDA also moved away from cost plus award fee contracts to cost plus in-
centive fee contracts, an approach that measures contractor performance
more precisely. Cost overruns result in lower fees, while the contractor has
also the opportunity to earn more based on demonstrated positive perform-
ance against objective criteria.

o MDA performs an annual assessment of its contractor’s performance that
is recorded in a database called Past Performance Information Retrieval
System (PPIRS) where these assessments are retrieved and used as part of
past performance evaluations supporting future source selections through-
out DOD. Negative reports, such as poor quality control, can lead to a con-
tractor not being selected for a competitive contract award.

o MDA embarked on efforts to re-compete many of its major contracts. The
Agency’s expectation is that the competitive process will result in lower
cost, better performance, and higher quality.

o MDA clearly articulated to companies that it will not authorize future
contract scope when a clear trend of poor quality assurance is not addressed
by senior personnel and they do not initiate changes to cause enduring im-
provement in the quality and reliability of products.

124. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, what steps can be taken to ensure that
contractors are held responsible to provide quality products without unnecessary in-
creases in cost?

Secretary GATES. I believe that the greater use of incentive-type contracts with
cost incentives and objective criteria, rather than award fee contracts with more
subjective criteria, should improve contractor performance. In addition, greater em-
phasis on past performance as a discriminator during contract competitions will
incentivize sources to achieve quality performance.

125. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, please explain to what extent the fee
structure of those contracts covered by Executive Director Altwegg’s comment can
be better designed to incentivize optimal performance. What specific remedial efforts
do you intend to employ to achieve that result?

Secretary GATES. The contract fee structure is just one element in how we moti-
vate or incentivize better contract performance. We will monitor contractor perform-
ance under the revised incentive structure over time and propose new steps when
appropriate. The steps taken by MDA will accomplish our mutual goal of achieving
optimal contract performance. Specifically:

o MDA established a robust quality organization within the Agency, which
focuses on tackling problems identified during development and testing.
One of the first steps of this organization was the development of a MDA
Assurance Plan, and a MDA Parts, Materials and Process Plan. These
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plans require major contractors to adopt disciplined processes and proce-
dures that lead to enhanced quality, a reduction in rework, lower costs, and
preventing “parts” quality issues from progressing to the finished compo-
nents. Second, MDA Quality Safety and Mission Assurance now conducts
periodic mission assurance audits at contractors’ facilities to monitor com-
pliance and ensure the contractors are following their approved policies and
procedures for the manufacture of systems. Following the audit, any defi-
ciencies identified are tracked and reported to the MDA Director until they
are successfully closed out.

e MDA made significant changes to the award fee process and quality con-
trol has received increased emphasis over the past year. Prior to the begin-
ning of each award fee period, the contractor is provided with an expecta-
tions letter clearly articulating the areas that the fee determining official
considers to require emphasis during the period. The award fee expecta-
tions letters outline to contractors that poor quality will not be tolerated
and will reduce award fee earned when appropriate.

e MDA also moved away from cost plus award fee contracts to cost plus in-
centive fee contracts, an approach that measures contractor performance
more precisely. Cost overruns result in lower fees, while the contractor has
also the opportunity to earn more based on demonstrated positive perform-
ance against objective criteria.

o MDA performs an annual assessment of its contractor’s performance that
is recorded in a database called PPIRS where these assessments are re-
trieved and used as part of past performance evaluations supporting future
source selections throughout DOD. Negative reports, such as poor quality
control, can lead to a contractor not being selected for a competitive con-
tract award.

o MDA embarked on efforts to recompete many of its major contracts. The
Agency’s expectation is that the competitive process will result in lower
cost, better performance, and higher quality.

o MDA clearly articulated to companies that it will not authorize future
contract scope when a clear trend of poor quality assurance is not addressed
by senior personnel and they do not initiate changes to cause enduring im-
provement in the quality and reliability of products.

TRICARE FEES

126. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, in your recent press comments on the fis-
cal year 2011 budget request, you stated that reasonable tradeoffs had to be made
to control cost growth in the TRICARE program. What is the administration’s ra-
tionale for charging military families or retirees higher out of pocket fees for health
care they earned in return for their military service?

Secretary GATES. There are no proposals in the fiscal year 2011 budget request
that will raise discretionary fees for military families or retirees. However, fees for
the TRICARE program have remained static since its inception in 1995, while
health care costs have soared. For example, the Prime enrollment fee has remained
$460 a year for a retiree family since 1995. As a result, many beneficiaries are re-
turning to the Military Health System (MHS), opting to use their more generous
TRICARE benefits versus other health plans.

MHS costs have more than doubled between fiscal year 2001 ($19 billion) and fis-
cal year 2010 ($49 billion). At this growth rate, MHS costs are projected to approach
$64 billion by fiscal year 2015, more than 10 percent of the Department’s top line
budget. While the Department continually looks for opportunities for savings and
efficiencies within the MHS, these efforts are unlikely to solve the long-term sus-
tainability issues of the TRICARE benefit without changes to the beneficiary cost-
sharing structure

EXTENDING BENEFITS TO NEW CATEGORIES

127. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, the Senate Committee on Veterans Affairs
has recently adopted legislation that would extend TRICARE benefits to certain cur-
rent and former members of the Armed Forces and their family members for health
problems occurring as a result of exposure to environmental hazards at Camp
LeJeune and the Atsugi Naval Air Facility if so determined by an advisory board
on military exposures. What is your position on expansion of eligibility for TRICARE
to cover such individuals, including those who may be otherwise ineligible for DOD
health care benefits?
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Secretary GATES. Before we would extend health benefits, we would need evidence
of causality between consumption of contaminated water and any adverse health
conditions. The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry of the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention has not yet established linkage between the con-
sumption of contaminated water at Camp Lejeune and health conditions in the pop-
ulation who consumed the contaminated water.

Health benefits coverage should be limited only to those conditions where there
is sound scientific evidence of a causal relationship between exposure, including the
amount of exposure dose, and specific disease outcomes. Absent information on ex-
posure dose and in accordance with proposed Senate legislation, this determination
would be made by an Advisory Committee and a Scientific Review Committee. In
addition to consideration of causally-related associations with the particular con-
taminants identified, consideration must be given to the severity of exposures (dos-
ages) that individuals may have encountered while residing at Camp Lejeune or the
Naval Air Facility Atsugi, Japan. The doses of contaminates are critical in deter-
mining risk, as many low dose exposures do not create significant health risks. The
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry is embarking on a series of stud-
ies to better identify the exposed personnel and then to study disease outcome in
those individuals in order to identify any positive associations.

It should also be noted, in accordance with the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2007, the Marine Corps contracted with the National Academy
of Sciences (National Research Council (NRC)) to review the evidence regarding po-
tential associations between exposure to contaminated drinking water at Camp
Lejeune and adverse health effects in prenatal children, children, and adults. The
NRC review report concluded that while former Camp Lejeune residents and work-
ers were exposed to unregulated solvents, there are no conclusive associations be-
tween adverse health effects and exposure to the contaminated water at the base.
The report noted that for the chemicals of greatest concern, tetrachloroethene and
trichloroethene, the highest levels measured in the mixed-water samples at Camp
Lejeune were much lower than the lowest dose that caused adverse effects in the
most sensitive strains of species of laboratory animals. The review concluded, how-
ever, that even though adverse effects were unlikely, they could not be ruled out
completely and that the Department of the Navy (and other policy makers) should
move forward with responses they deem appropriate based on available information.

In regard to the personnel who were assigned at Naval Air Facility Atsugi, Japan
while the Japanese Shinkampo incinerator was operational, a number of com-
prehensive health studies were accomplished by the U.S. Navy Environmental
Health Center. As a result of these assessments, it would be difficult to attribute
any particular cancer occurring in this population that is related to the incinerator
emissions.

128. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, if enacted, how would the TRICARE pro-
gram implement health benefits coverage limited to conditions related to exposure
to environmental hazards?

Secretary GATES. The Department provides or arranges for medically necessary
health care for those entitled to the MHS benefit. In the broad sense, we do not
deny care to those entitled to care based on the cause of their medical condition.
If the statute is changed and the Department is directed to provide care for a new
category of beneficiary, we would use existing regulatory procedures to define eligi-
bility and health care coverage.

PAYMENTS TO CIVILIAN HOSPITALS

129. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, what amount of savings is assumed in
this request as a result of payment reform for civilian hospitals, such as application
of Medicare outpatient prospective payments, and payments to sole community pro-
viders?

Secretary GATES. TRICARE implemented its Outpatient Prospective Payment
System (OPPS) on May 1, 2009 to bring its reimbursement rates for hospital out-
patient services into alignment with Medicare rates. All public comments were
taken into account before the final rule was published on December 10, 2008. The
rule provided a phase in period of four years for network hospitals and three years
for non-network hospitals to buffer the effect of the decline in payments. Prior to
this rule, TRICARE paid billed charges for emergency room visits and a CHAMPUS
Maximum Allowable Charge for outpatient radiology, pathology, and ambulatory
sErgery. In total, the payments reflected approximately 45 percent of overall billed
charges.
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The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget for the Defense Health Program assumes
$366 million in savings associated with this change. The calculation included the
phase in schedule as well as the assumption that some hospitals would qualify for
Military Contingency Payment Adjustments which offset the effect on facilities serv-
ing a significant number of active duty servicemembers and their families. These
adjustments may be applied if certain volume or TRICARE revenue thresholds are
met by the hospital. This provision was designed to ensure continued access to care
in military communities. Sole community hospitals are among those affected by the
OPPS regulation.

Based on the first 3 months of fiscal year 2010, we are on track to realize these
projected savings. TRICARE Regional Offices are assisting hospitals with docu-
mentation of their claims history to qualify for the Military Contingency Payment
Adjustment.

130. Senator McCAIN. Secretary Gates, do civilian hospitals lose money every
time they care for a TRICARE patient? If so, why? If not, please explain, based on
data available to DOD.

Secretary GATES. We have no evidence that civilian hospitals lose money. Statute
(10 U.S.C. 1079(j)(2)) requires TRICARE to pay institutional providers according to
the rules which apply to Medicare reimbursement to the extent practicable. In com-
paring OPPS reimbursement to the prior formula, our analysis of a nationwide sam-
ple of 73 hospitals indicated reimbursement would drop from approximately 45 per-
cent of overall billed charges to 30-40 percent. This amount exceeds publicly avail-
able cost to charge ratios in all but four States (Wyoming, Utah, Nebraska, and
Alaska), thus covering hospitals’ costs for the care.

While TRICARE’s OPPS represents a significant change for hospitals, it aligns
our program with Medicare, covers hospital costs, and includes considerations for
hospitals seeing a large volume of TRICARE patients.

MEDICAL FACILITIES IN THE NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION

131. Senator MCCAIN. Secretary Gates, nearly all of our Nation’s seriously wound-
ed and ill warriors return to medical facilities in the National Capital Region (NCR)
even if they do not become inpatients here. It is imperative that the quality of care
at Walter Reed and Fort Belvoir retain the high degree of excellence provided today
as well as achieve additional attributes of world-class care in the new joint facility.

In its independent review of DOD’s plans for the new Walter Reed National Mili-
tary Medical Center (WRNMMC), an advisory committee of the Defense Health
Board (DHB) found that there is an “urgent need to clarify the vision, goals, and
expectations” for the new facility and to “consolidate organizational and budgetary
authority in a single entity.” The NDAA for Fiscal Year 2010 requires DOD to delin-
eate budget and operational authority to provide and operate world class military
medical facilities in the NCR as part of a plan that must be submitted to Congress
by March 31, 2010. Are funds included in DOD’s FYDP to invest in the existing fa-
cilities at Bethesda to raise them to world-class standards?

Secretary GATES. The Department has developed a Comprehensive Master Plan
for the NCR, which provides a roadmap to continue improving the finest healthcare
facilities possible for our military families. Military medicine in the NCR incor-
porates many of the world-class attributes and capabilities as defined in the DHB
panel’s recently established standard. Since our 2009 review of the DHB report, the
Department has institutionalized even greater requirements than the report out-
lined and has undertaken a Master Facilities Planning process to define and execute
the requirements as part of our Comprehensive Master Plan. Th