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NOMINATIONS OF FRANCIS J. HARVEY TO BE
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR
NETWORKS AND INFORMATION INTEGRA-
TION; LAWRENCE T. DI RITA TO BE ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PUBLIC
AFFAIRS; AND WILLIAM A. CHATFIELD TO
BE DIRECTOR OF SELECTIVE SERVICE

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 28, 2004

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

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 4:08 p.m. in room SR—
222, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator John Warner (chair-
man) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Warner, E. Benjamin Nel-
son, and Pryor.

Committee staff members present: Judith A. Ansley, staff direc-
tor; and Gabriella Eisen, nominations clerk.

Majority staff members present: William C. Greenwalt, profes-
sional staff member; Gregory T. Kiley, professional staff member;
Scott W. Stucky, general counsel; and Richard F. Walsh, counsel.

Minority staff members present: Creighton Greene, professional
staff member; Gerald J. Leeling, minority counsel; and Peter K. Le-
vine, minority counsel.

Staff assistant present: Leah C. Brewer.

Committee members’ assistants present: Derek J. Maurer, assist-
ant to Senator Collins; Clyde A. Taylor IV, assistant to Senator
Chambliss; Eric Pierce, assistant to Senator Ben Nelson; and Terri
Glaze, assistant to Senator Pryor.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. The hearing will come to order. First I ex-
tend apologies to all with regard to the start again, stop again na-
ture of this hearing. Due to the forecasted bad weather, we had no
solid information that the hearing could go ahead this morning, be-
cause we were not sure that the Government was coming in or the
Sergeant at Arms was going to convene the staff to support the
Senate. So here we are and on short notice, but we have pulled it
all together, and we are all here.

With that, Senator, I would like to invite you to make your state-
ment and then following that I will give my statement.
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Senator Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I
join you, I know, today in welcoming Mr. Di Rita, Dr. Harvey, Mr.
Chatfield, and their families to the committee. I want to thank all
of you, particularly the family members, for the sacrifices we all
know that you will be asked to make. None of the nominees would
be able to serve in these positions without the support of their fam-
ilies, and we thank you in advance for those hardships.

Mr. Di Rita is well known to the committee from his previous
service as Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, a job in
which he has become intimately involved in the decisionmaking
process for the entire Department. This experience should serve
him well should he be confirmed as assistant Secretary of Defense
for Public Affairs. I thank you, Mr. Di Rita, for the opportunity to
have gone over a number of issues the other day.

Dr. Harvey brings the accumulated knowledge of a 28-year ca-
reer in the defense industry with the Westinghouse Corporation.
Over the course of this lengthy and very illustrious career, Dr. Har-
vey has been involved in more than 20 major systems development
and production programs across a spectrum of platforms, including
surface ships, submarines, aircraft, tanks, and missiles. This back-
ground will serve Dr. Harvey well should he be confirmed as As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Networks and Information Integra-
tion.

Mr. Chatfield, whom I have known for a number of years, the
nominee to serve as Director of the Selective Service, has served in
a variety of government positions over the last 25 years. The Direc-
tor of Selective Service oversees the registration of young men and
women of draft age in the United States.

I look forward to hearing from all of the nominees today. Mr.
Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to make these introduc-
tions.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.

I would like to invite our colleague Senator Hutchison to make
her statement now and then I will have a few comments and per-
haps Senator Pryor will as well. But I am sure you have a full
schedule and you are anxious to keep moving.

STATEMENT OF HON. KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Senator HUTCHISON. Thank you so much, Senator Warner. Mr.
Chairman, Senator Nelson, Senator Pryor: I am very pleased to be
here.

There are two very important people that I have known for a
long time who are before you today and I appreciate your resched-
uling quickly, because they both need to hit the ground running
and get on to their new important jobs.

I want to start with Larry Di Rita because Larry was my chief
of staff, so I know him so well. I cannot think of a better person
to be Assistant Secretary of Defense. Certainly in his job for public
affairs he will be excellent. He has even a much bigger role, I
think, because he has been the Special Assistant to the Secretary.
The Secretary has confidence in him, and I think that is important.
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But he is also so well versed in not only military issues, but mili-
tary history. I found him as my chief of staff to be the smartest,
funniest, nicest person that we have ever had in the Senate. He is
really extraordinary. He is a Naval Academy graduate and has a
master’s degree from Johns Hopkins. I found that his judgment
was always on target, and he had a perspective that comes from
being very well read as well as knowing the issues of the moment.

So I think he is a perfect choice for this position, and I hope he
can be confirmed very quickly. I want to say that he is going to in-
troduce his wife in a moment. His wife, Therese, and Larry and I
have been really good friends from the very moment that I met
him, and his length of experience will make him a superb can-
didate for this position.

Bill Chatfield is from Texas and I am happy to also introduce
him to be the Director of Selective Service. He has had several po-
sitions in administrations of the past. He served in Reagan’s ad-
ministration, where he was in the Office of Presidential Personnel.
He was there when it was President-elect Reagan, and he was staff
for the Deputy Under Secretary for Policy at the Department of De-
fense. He has been on a Congressman’s staff, Congressman Tom
Kindness from Ohio, and has since then been in government rela-
tions and public affairs. He has been on active duty service in the
U.S. Marines and was an intelligence analyst. He lives in Irving,
Texas, and is active in the Marine Corps Reserve. He graduated
from American University.

I forgot to mention about Larry Di Rita that he also served in
Operation Desert Storm, so he is a veteran of Operation Desert
(Sitorm before he left the service in 1994 to join the Heritage Foun-

ation.

So both of these gentlemen have wonderful records, and I rec-
ommend them to you for confirmation.

Chairman WARNER. Senator, for several years you were a mem-
ber of this committee. You know it well. Your professional judg-
ment of these two nominees carries great weight.

Senator HUTCHISON. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have to say
I wish I were still on the committee. It was the best committee I
ever had. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. You made a great personal contribution with
us, I know.

We thank you very much. I am sure you are about ready to move
on to another challenge before this day is ended.

Senator HUTCHISON. Thank you very much.

Chairman WARNER. First I would like to ask my colleague Mr.
Pryor, do you have some comments?

Senator PRYOR. I do not, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. I am going to put into the record the state-
ment usually made by the chairman in this connection.

[The prepared statement of Senator Warner follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHN WARNER

I am pleased that we have before the committee this morning three distinguished
individuals who have been nominated for positions of significant responsibility and
importance within the administration.

Dr. Francis J. Harvey has been nominated to be the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Networks and Information Integration, a new position. Lawrence T. Di
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Rita has been nominated to be the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs,
and William A. Chatfield has been nominated to be the Director of the Selective
Service System.

We welcome the nominees and their families.

Family support is critical to the success of individuals in senior positions in our
Government. We thank you all for your role in contributing to the impressive ca-
reers of public service of our nominees.

Dr. Francis J. Harvey comes well qualified for the position of Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Networks and Information Integration. He brings over three decades
of senior corporate management experience to this position, and has private sector
experience in areas such as technology development, domestic and international
banking, and academic governance, having served on the Board of Regents at Santa
Clara University since 1999. Dr. Harvey was a White House Fellow in the Depart-
ment of Defense in the late 1970s and served on the Army Science Board. Thank
you for your willingness to serve in this new capacity.

As noted in Senator Hutchison’s introduction, Lawrence Di Rita is likewise well
qualified for the position of Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs. A 1980
graduate of the Naval Academy with active-duty service as a surface warfare officer,
Mr. Di Rita was Chief of Staff for our colleague and former member of this commit-
tee in the late 1990s. Mr. Di Rita went to work as a Special Assistant to Secretary
Rumsfeld in early 2001, and has been a key advisor and spokesman for the Sec-
retary since that time.

William Chatfield has been nominated to head the Selective Service System. He
is a Marine Corps Reserve Chief Warrant Officer with over 33 years of officer and
enlisted service. He had extensive and varied government service during President
Reagan’s administration, serving on the staff of the Deputy Under Secretary of De-
fense for Policy and in key staff advisory roles with the Civil Aeronautics Board,
the Office of Personnel Management, the Department of the Interior, and the Inter-
state Commerce Commission.

Our nominees have a wealth of experience, and I believe each of them will excel
in the positions to which they have been nominated. We look forward to their com-
ments and responses today.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Hutchison has covered two of the
nominees. I would like to say a word about Dr. Harvey. You are
here all by yourself, are you not?

Dr. HARVEY. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Well then, allow me to introduce you, be-
cause I had a very pleasant visit with you. You are a most impres-
sive individual.

Dr. HARVEY. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. The citizens of this country are fortunate
that you are taking this very significant challenge and, at long last,
coming into public service in this important position. You are well
qualified for the position of Assistant Secretary of Defense for Net-
works and Information Integration. You bring over 3 decades of
senior corporate management experience to this position and have
private sector experience in areas such as technology development,
domestic and international banking, and academic governance,
having served on the Board of Regents at Santa Clara University
since 1999.

Dr. Harvey was a White House fellow in the Department of De-
fense in the late 1970s. What years were they?

Dr. HARVEY. 1978 and 1979, sir.

Chairman WARNER. 1978 and 1979, and served on the Army
Science Board.

Again, thank you for your willingness and that of your family to
join us.

Dr. HARVEY. Thank you, Senator.
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Chairman WARNER. Mr. Di Rita, you and I know each other very
well, and I likewise think you are eminently qualified. I will pre-
judge that.

Mr. Chatfield, we are getting to know you pretty fast, but I must
say thank you very much for stepping up to what some might think
is a challenge unlikely to occur. I was in the Department of De-
fense at the time the Secretary and others decided to end the draft,
but I have strongly supported the legislation through my several
years here in the Senate to have standby authority and other
things in place should the occasion ever arise for that. I think it
is important for the young men of this country to be conscious of
an obligation that goes along with service.

Would you kindly introduce your family, Mr. Di Rita?

Mr. D1 Rita. Mr. Chairman, I will Senator Nelson, Senator
Pryor. I would like to introduce my wife Therese Shaheen.

Ms. SHAHEEN. How do you do.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.

Mr. D1 RiTA. Thank you very much for having her join us today,
sir. It was very nice of you to include her. She has been a great
source of support for me, and she is currently serving as the Chair-
man of the American Institute of Taiwan over at the State Depart-
ment.

Chairman WARNER. Very interesting.

I have been known in this position over many years to say to the
families it requires an enormous contribution to enable you to serve
in the Department of Defense because of the hours involved in that
Department. But you need not have that little observation from
me, because you are well experienced in the time that Mr. Di Rita
has been in office so far. So enough said.

Dr. Harvey, you do not have anyone with you today. Mr.
Chatfield, do you have family here?

Mr. CHATFIELD. No, sir.

Chairman WARNER. No family members?

Are any others deserving, Powell Moore, Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Legislative Affairs, of introduction, other than yourself?
[Laughter.]

Mr. MOORE. I think you covered it, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Well, thank you very much.

Do any of my colleagues have anything further before we just
hear briefly from the nominees? [No response.]

We will start with you, Mr. Di Rita.

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE T. DI RITA, TO BE ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PUBLIC AFFAIRS

Mr. D1 RitA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senators. It is an honor
to be here today and to be considered for this position of the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs. I first want to thank
Senator Hutchison for her kind words. She was a terrific boss. I
worked for her for 5 years. She is a tremendous leader, as you cer-
tainly know, Mr. Chairman and Senators, a great Senator and first
and foremost—and I think she would appreciate this—a great
Texan. So I am very grateful that she was willing to do this today
for me.
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Chairman WARNER. Well spoken. She is a Senator with unlim-
ited energy and vision.

Mr. D1 RiTA. She is indeed.

I also wish to thank President Bush for the confidence he has
shown in me in nominating me to this position. I certainly thank
Secretary Rumsfeld for his leadership and stewardship of the De-
partment of Defense. It has been my great pleasure to work closely
with him for 3 very interesting years.

Chairman WARNER. Well, you are very fortunate, as I can say
with personal experience. I served in that building for a number of
years, and served under three secretaries, and each of them left a
very profound mark on my life. I have had the privilege, as you
have had, to work with Secretary Rumsfeld. I think he is an abso-
lutely outstanding Secretary of Defense and has put together a
great team.

So, consider yourself a lucky person.

Mr. D1 RiTA. I do indeed. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

If I may say briefly, sir, of the many communications responsibil-
ities that we do have in the Department of Defense, I believe it is
vital that we never lose sight of our most important audience, and
that is the military forces themselves and their families. We ask
much of them, and we owe it to them to provide timely, accurate
information in a time when that is challenging because of nearly
instant and continuous communications media.

Our public affairs office at the Department also has a wonderful
opportunity to tell the story about our Armed Forces to the public,
here at home and abroad. There are many media and methods of
doing so, and the Department must use them all to get their mag-
nificent story out.

If confirmed, I would accept with pleasure the responsibility to
work with this committee and with others in Congress to do what
}s right by and for the men and women who wear our Nation’s uni-
orm.

I do thank you for your time today, Mr. Chairman, Senator Nel-
son, Senator Pryor.

Chairman WARNER. Tell us a bit about your own distinguished
service in the United States Navy.

Mr. D1 RiTA. I served for 13 years on active duty, sir. I was a
surface warfare officer. I served on a variety of ships and one or
two shore assignments, including on the Joint Staff for a couple of
years. I served on both coasts and also abroad. I was stationed in
Yokosuka, Japan, for 4 years.

Chairman WARNER. Well, given that the persons in uniform are
your principal audience, you know them, and you understand them,
and the importance of the families to be kept informed. I think it
is very fortunate that we have a person that has had that active
duty to take on this responsibility.

Now, Dr. Harvey.

STATEMENT OF FRANCIS J. HARVEY, Ph.D., TO BE ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR NETWORKS AND INFORMA-
TION INTEGRATION

Dr. HARVEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Nelson, Senator
Pryor. I am honored to appear before you this afternoon as the
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President’s nominee to serve as the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Networks and Information Integration and the Chief Informa-
tion Officer of the Department of Defense.

I would first like to thank the President and Secretary Rumsfeld
for their support and confidence by selecting me for this position.
If T am confirmed, I look forward to the opportunity to serve my
country at a time when our national security environment is mark-
edly different and perhaps more complex than at any other time in
our Nation’s history.

Under Secretary Rumsfeld’s leadership, the Department has de-
veloped and is implementing a defense strategy to address the
challenges of this 21st century security environment. One of the
key elements of this strategy is defense transformation, which is fo-
cused on effecting significant changes in the way our military
fights and the way the Department does business.

From my perspective, the success of this transformation is criti-
cally dependent on the development, deployment, and integration
of a Department-wide information infrastructure and supporting
network that is global, interoperable, secure, real-time, and user-
driven, thereby establishing the foundation for network-centric op-
erations.

The position for which I have been nominated has primary re-
sponsibility for leadership, management oversight, and governance
of all information activities across the Department and con-
sequently has a major impact on the success of this transformation
effort. If confirmed, I plan to intensely and energetically focus my-
self and the team that I lead on achieving this success.

Let me close by stating that, if I am confirmed, I look forward
to working with you, Mr. Chairman, and the rest of the members
of the committee, as well as the dedicated men and women of the
Department of Defense, to meet the challenges of this dangerous
and uncertain world in which we live.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. An excellent statement. Thank you very
much.

Mr. Chatfield.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. CHATFIELD, TO BE DIRECTOR OF
SELECTIVE SERVICE

Mr. CHATFIELD. Mr. Chairman, Senator Nelson, Senator Pryor: 1
also want to start by expressing my gratitude to the senior Senator
from Texas. I have had the pleasure of knowing her for the last 20
years, and I agree with Mr. Di Rita, it is quite an honor that she
would be here and give of her time.

I am indeed further honored and humbled by the fact that Presi-
dent Bush has expressed his confidence in me to become the 11th
Director of Selective Service. Pending Senate confirmation, I do
look forward to serving my country in this new position.

At one time or another, I think most of us have dreamt of being
placed in charge of an organization where we can make a dif-
ference. If I am confirmed as Director, you will be placing me in
a fortunate situation. As someone who is very interested in na-
tional security and our Armed Forces, I believe I am highly quali-
fied to preserve the best aspects of a proud agency that has a dis-
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tinguished 63-year history, while making improvements to oper-
ational efficiency, motivating employees and volunteers, and boost-
ing morale.

The Selective Service System is an important Federal agency,
with dedicated people doing terrific work. But there is always room
for improvement. I know about people. I have studied how the Se-
lective Service System operates. I understand its importance to na-
tional defense readiness as America’s only proven defense man-
power insurance for our Nation’s all-volunteer military.

I stand ready to make the needed improvements to the agency’s
structure and defend its budget and necessary existence as a key
component of national defense readiness. Because of personal expe-
rience with the military and our wonderful veterans, I also under-
stand and believe in the role that every young man must play with
regard to Selective Service. I will encourage the 2 million men
reaching age 18 every year in the United States that they must live
up to their patriotic, legal, and civic obligations to help provide for
the common defense by registering with Selective Service.

With your support, I stand ready to take up the challenges of
this important assignment, and I thank you for considering me.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.

The committee asked our witnesses, colleagues, to answer a se-
ries of advance policy questions. Each of the nominees has so re-
sponded and, without objection, I will make the questions and re-
sponses part of the record.

As chairman, it has been the tradition of this committee to ask
of all presidential nominees the following standard questions,
which I will propound and receive an individual response from each
of you. First, have you adhered to applicable laws and regulations
governing conflicts of interest? Dr. Harvey?

Dr. HARVEY. Yes.

Mr. D1 RiTA. Yes, I have.

Mr. CHATFIELD. Yes.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you.

Have you assumed any duties or undertaken any actions which
would appear to presume the outcome of the confirmation process?

Dr. HARVEY. No.

Mr. D1 RiTA. No, sir.

Mr. CHATFIELD. No, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Will you ensure that your staff complies with
the deadlines established for requested communications by the
committees of Congress, including questions for the record in hear-
ings?

Dr. HARVEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. D1 RITA. Yes.

Mr. CHATFIELD. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Will you cooperate in providing briefers and
witnesses in response to the committees of Congress?

Dr. HARVEY. Yes.

Mr. D1 RiTA. Yes, sir.

Mr. CHATFIELD. Yes.

Chairman WARNER. Will those witnesses be protected from any
possible reprisal for their testimony or briefings?

Dr. HARVEY. Yes, sir.



Mr. D1 RiTA. Yes, sir.

Mr. CHATFIELD. Yes.

Chairman WARNER. Do you agree, when asked before any duly
constituted committee of Congress, to give your personal views
even if those views differ from the administration that appointed
you?

Dr. HARVEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. D1 RITA. Yes.

Mr. CHATFIELD. Yes.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you.

We will now call on our witnesses. You have already stated your
opening statements, but we will open the floor for questions. Sen-
ator Nelson, why don’t you lead off, and I will follow with wrap-
up questions.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Harvey, in your answers to the pre-hearing policy questions
you mentioned that the Deputy Secretary of Defense had trans-
ferred the space policy oversight from the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Networks and Information Integration to
the Under Secretary for Policy. If you are confirmed, how do you
see your role developing in the policy oversight of those space pro-
grams that will be critical to achieving the Department’s goals for
improving communications capability?

Dr. HARVEY. Thank you, Senator. I see my role as a supporting
role in regards to policy, but my understanding, my initial under-
standing, is that in regards to space communication programs, that
we still have program oversight responsibility in my role as the As-
sistant Secretary.

So the policy component is transferred over to the Under Sec-
retary of Policy, but the program oversight responsibility stays
with this office. So we have the duty to ensure that the cost, sched-
ule, and technical objectives of these programs are met. It is a com-
plementary and supporting role, but an important role, I think.

Senator BEN NELSON. Do you see a conflict developing between
policy and the integration of processes?

Dr. HARVEY. No, I see it as an iterative process. It is like a lot
of other things that go on in the Department, where you start with
a position, or a point, and then there are inputs to the policy and
there are changes, modifications to the policy. Once that process
goes on, and the decisions are made by the Deputy Secretary and
the Secretary, then we execute on that policy.

But I see a collaborative, iterative process leading up to that.

Senator BEN NELSON. One of your primary tasks will involve the
policy oversight of the programs supporting the communications
upgrades inherent in defense transformation. In essence, these pro-
grams are intended to provide much better situational awareness
throughout the defense establishment. Some have raised concerns
about whether this DOD effort will adequately consider require-
ments for supporting existing and future intelligence systems oper-
ated by the combat support agencies.

If you are confirmed, what would be your intent in ensuring that
DOD communications improvement plans are harmonized through-
out DOD in the Intelligence Community? What are the biggest con-
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cerns that have been raised with respect to intelligence and other
operations?

Dr. HARVEY. My initial understanding and, believe me, I do not
quite know the details yet, but my initial understanding is that the
Chief Information Officer (CIO) and the Assistant Secretary has re-
sponsibility for reviewing programs, including all information tech-
nology (IT) programs across the Department, all the components,
the service agencies, the combat support agencies, assessing the
performance of those programs, and, as the principal staff adviser
to the Secretary, to make recommendations on those programs in
regards to their performance, resources, improvements, whether
they should be continued or terminated, and so forth.

My current understanding is I have programmatic oversight re-
sponsibilities across the Department and my plan, and certainly
my management style, would be to ensure that those programs
meet their stated cost, schedule, and technical objectives and are
integrated with other associated programs.

Senator BEN NELSON. At the end of some day, the question
would be will the different groups within the military be able to
talk with one another through the technological wonders that we
all share today? We understand at the present time that is not the
case.

Dr. HARVEY. Excellent point, Senator. Interoperability is one of
the objectives. My current understanding of the future state of this
communications network, the so-called Global Information Grid,
that in the development of that, in the architecture of that, that
interoperability is—without that, nothing, a sine qua non capabil-
ity. Believe me, I will be dedicated to ensure that happens.

I think the plans are in place to do that. The architecture down-
stream is to do that. We clearly do not have that today, but I can
tell you, as I said in my opening statement, I will energetically and
enthusiastically pursue that, because it does not do us any good not
to have that capability at the end of the day. It would be a waste
of money and at the end of the day we certainly want our
warfighting forces to be more militarily effective and be in a posi-
tion to be interoperable, and from my point of view, I think that
will save lives.

So it is all a plus-plus, and I will be dedicated to ensure that
happens.

Senator BEN NELSON. Well, it seems to me that you share the
view that IT is about tools, not toys.

Dr. HARVEY. That is exactly right.

Chairman WARNER. Let us let our colleague Mr. Pryor ask some
questions, and we will come back to another round.

Senator Pryor.

Senator PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Di Rita, I have a question based on your answer to the writ-
ten questions submitted beforehand. It talks about responsibilities,
and it asks about your principal responsibilities. You said: “My
principal responsibilities, if confirmed, would be to assure the Sec-
retary that the Department is doing all it can to tell the story of
the men and women serving all of us by defending our country.”

Could you elaborate on that answer a little bit?
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Mr. D1 RiTA. Yes, Senator. What I mean when I say that is I do
view the responsibilities of the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Public Affairs in sort of a two-track way, that we have a very im-
portant responsibility to communicate inside the Department. This
is a Department of over 2 million people when you include the re-
servists and civilians. It is an enormously large and complex orga-
nization.

Particularly at a time when there is an awful lot of change and
we are engaged in a global war, the importance of communicating
inside the Department cannot be overstated. When you look at all
of the instantaneous global communications and the opportunities
that people inside the Department have to get news and informa-
tion from a variety of sources, being able to convey important mes-
sages to the troops in particular, and, particularly, deployed forces,
it is very important, and we have learned that in the course of the
mobilization and the deployments with respect to Iraq and Afghan-
istan. So that is one element.

The other element that I think we have a very important respon-
sibility to do is to quickly, in a timely way, and accurately, get
news and information out to the public. That is something that we
work hard at. We are structured and organized to do that and we
have a variety of ways that we do do it.

Senator PRYOR. I guess your answer, your written answer, sort
of implies those things, but it just did not spell it out. I notice in
my notes a Defense Directive that talks about ensuring the free
flow of information and news to the news media, etcetera.

Mr. D1 RITA. Yes, sir.

Senator PRYOR. So I understand this directive is both internal
and external, and I just wanted to hear a little elaboration on that.

Second, in a related vein, we all know, there has been a lot of
news coming out of the Department of Defense in the last couple
years, and more so with our activities in Iraq, Afghanistan, and
other places around the globe. How would you rate the job that the
Department of Defense has done in the last couple years in provid-
ing information, both internally and externally?

Mr. D1 RiTA. I think it has been uneven. We learn as we go
along. One of the experiences that we have had—and I mentioned
it in the previous question—is that we are dealing at the current
time with—take the internal communications challenge. We are
dealing at the current time with some significant number of Na-
tional Guard and Reserve components mobilized. They are scat-
tered. They do not live in the same geographical area. It is impor-
tant to get information to them that is timely, that affects their
lives and their families’ lives. We have developed better tools as we
have gone along in the process to do that in a more sophisticated
way. But it is something that we work very hard to try and do well
all the time.

In terms of news to the general public, I think what I would
point to first and foremost is the frequency with which senior offi-
cials at the Department communicate. The Secretary sets the ex-
ample, but we have a lot of senior officials who have spent an
awful lot of time doing this. This year alone we have probably con-
ducted—we have something that we call Operation Tribute to Free-
dom where we essentially hold town hall meetings around the
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country. We have made officials of the Department, and returning
deploying forces and others available to members of Congress who
would like to include them in town hall meetings. We probably
have 500 events scheduled this year, community outreach type ac-
tivities.

We did the embedding process during Operation Iraqi Freedom,
which gave, I think, the general public a very important insight
into the mission and the capabilities of our Armed Forces in a way
that, I believe, is probably unprecedented.

b So there are a lot of tools, and we do always look for ways to get
etter.

Senator PRYOR. You mentioned at the beginning of that answer
that it has been uneven. Do you have specific plans to even that
out and avoid those valleys?

Mr. D1 RiTA. If I am confirmed, one of my principal objectives
would be to even it out. I do not have any unique proposals to offer
other than, as I said, we learn as we go forward, and we have seen
things work. For example, the embedding program. We think that
it’s a program that still has a lot of merit in Iraq. It is a difficult
place in Iraq; it is a difficult environment for reporters to report,
and we have offered reporters the opportunity to be embedded with
units in Iraq. It is more difficult to persuade reporters in an envi-
ronment where they are not tied to a specific unit, but there are
advantages to doing that.

So it is something that we will keep trying to encourage. But
that is just one example.

Senator PRYOR. Mr. Chairman, that is all I have. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. You go ahead, Senator Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Mr. Di Rita, in early 2002, the Pentagon’s
new Office of Strategic Influence was abandoned after public con-
cerns were raised that the office might provide false news stories
to journalists in an effort to influence policymakers and the public
in friendly countries overseas. A year later, similar concerns were
expressed when the New York Times reported that the Department
was planning to revise a key directive on information operations to
authorize operations directed at influencing public opinion and pol-
icymakers in friendly and neutral countries. Last month, the New
York Times reported that the Pentagon had awarded a $300,000
contract to Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC)
to study how the Department could design an effective strategic in-
fluence campaign around the world.

In your view, what is the appropriate role of the Department of
Defense, as opposed to the Department of State, in trying to influ-
ence policymakers in friendly and neutral countries around the
world? As a secondary question, under what circumstances, if any,
do you believe that it would be appropriate for the Department of
Defense officials, any Department of Defense officials, to inten-
tionally provide false or misleading news stories to journalists in
the United States or friendly countries?

Mr. D1 RiTA. If I could expand a little bit on the premise.

Senator BEN NELSON. By all means.

Mr. D1 RiTA. The question of how the United States commu-
nicates in the world is a most important one. I would say that in
the world we live in now, the Government of the United States is
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not particularly well organized to do that. It is something that dur-
ing the Cold War we had established a variety of mechanisms that
seemed to fit the times. We had various government agencies that
were committed to public diplomacy and to communicating the
principles of America and the objectives of our foreign policy. A lot
of those organizations were disbanded or somehow consolidated
after the Cold War for a variety of reasons that were probably ap-
propriate at the time.

But it is a difficult challenge that we face, in a world where—
and this is not my term, but others have said—in some sense our
very ideas, ideals and principles are at stake, are being challenged
by others who do not feel as constrained as we do to tell the truth.
So it is a very important thing that we have to set ourselves about
doing, and that is developing mechanisms that we can influence.
“Influence” can take on overtones that it need not. We certainly
want to try and influence others to understand what American
principles are and what objectives we have in our foreign policy. At
the moment, our objectives in foreign policy have to do with, in
large part, discrediting the notion of terrorism as an instrument of
power.

So you asked, what is the role, the proper role of the Department
of Defense and the Department of State? To be very specific, the
Department of State has public diplomacy functions. They perform
those functions well, with people who are well intended. The De-
partment of Defense has information operations that are more tar-
geted at military operations, influencing the battlefield. It was used
to some significant, and I would say effective, measure in Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom as well as Operation Enduring Freedom in Af-
ghanistan. The combatant commanders use various tools at their
disposal to try and influence the battlefield through public informa-
tion campaigns, and I think those are entirely appropriate, and
those too are areas where we continue to try and learn and get bet-
ter.

Senator BEN NELSON. You would agree, though, that there is a
difference between a strategic effort to influence and providing pub-
lic information? Obviously, public information can influence, de-
pending on what the facts are. But there is a difference between
trying to lay out facts for people to draw their own conclusions and
another thing altogether to try to influence their conclusions in a
certain direction.

Mr. D1 RiTA. It is a fair point, Senator. I think, again, the term
“influence” can have connotations when you are trying to educate
elite opinion in foreign countries.

Senator BEN NELSON. Or inform.

Mr. D1 RiTA. Educate or inform opinion in other countries. Some
may see that as trying to shape influence in those countries. I am
not sure it has to be seen in any way other than what it is in-
tended, which is to try and convey to particularly elite opinion-
makers the principles of American foreign policy and American se-
curity policy.

So it is something that, again, I would just zoom out a little bit.
It is an important priority for this government and one that I think
Congress has some opportunity to provide oversight and leadership
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over, because it is one in which, I would just say, my observation
is, we are not particularly well organized for the period ahead.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you.

Mr. D1 RiTA. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Pryor, do you have any more ques-
tions?

Senator PRYOR. No, thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Mr. Di Rita, I would have to tell you that I
have known, through many years of association with the Depart-
ment, a lot of your predecessors. I would rank your immediate
predecessor, Torie Clarke, as among the most able persons that
ever occupied that position. Did you have an opportunity to work
directly with her?

Mr. D1 RiTA. I did. T would, first of all, agree with you. I did not
probably know as many predecessors as you did, Mr. Chairman,
but I can say that Torie is a gifted communicator, and she was a
communicator first and foremost. I worked closely with her. I
learned an awful lot from her, probably not enough, and it is a dual
challenge to take this job and also to take this job behind Torie
Clarke. But, if confirmed, I will certainly work hard to measure up
to the many standards that she set.

Chairman WARNER. I also feel that the Secretary and the Deputy
handle their press appearances quite well. He sort of arrives with
a smile on his face, and he leaves with a smile on his face.

Mr. D1 RiTA. They do indeed. I agree with you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. I will never forget, on September 11, I called
the Secretary up and just chatted with him a little bit because I
had known him for a long time. He invited me over. I, in turn,
called Senator Levin, and Senator Levin and I both went over.

We went into the press room, and it was magnificent, the way
he handled himself together with the chairman. That sort of ce-
mented in my mind that he can really handle that job. So I am
wondering why he really needs you? [Laughter.]

Mr. D1 RITA. I have asked the same question myself.

Chairman WARNER. Well, I was just kind of suggesting you leave
well enough alone, and do what you can to defend him against the
barbs.

Mr. D1 RiTA. The “do no harm responsibility.”

Chairman WARNER. Now, I wish I could say that about the Legis-
lative Affairs Department. Therein we have a fairly good working
relationship, but, fortunately, with the long friendship that you and
I have had, Secretary Moore, we manage.

One of the issues that was before Ms. Clarke, and now is still
before you, is that question about handling of the distressing re-
ports connected with casualties, be it loss of life or loss of limb. My
colleagues around the table here from time to time have expressed
some concern about it, and as a consequence we put in the fiscal
year 2004 legislation a provision that requires the Department, not
later than May, to prescribe a policy regarding public release of the
names and other identifying information about military members
who, regrettably, become casualties.

I would hope that you could stay on track with regard to the date
and come up with something that would be workable.
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Mr. D1 RiTA. T will, Mr. Chairman, and I will look at that in par-
ticular. I am aware of the legislation. I have not made a study of
it or of the policy in general, although I do know that, again in this
time of instantaneous communications, it is always a challenge to
ensure the proper notification and the proper sequencing. As I un-
derstand the current policy, we do try and give the families as
much advance notice as possible.

Chairman WARNER. The emphasis you place, or how you
prioritize, for lack of a better word, between those who have lost
their lives and those who have been injured, is important. I mean,
stop to think. All of us who have visited Walter Reed, and I am
sure you have, have seen firsthand the tragic wounding of individ-
uals and the burden it has put on their families for an indefinite
period of time in many instances. So I am glad that you are going
to do this.

Now, Mr. Chatfield, this committee, all through the many years
I have been here has been concerned about how the high schools
treat recruiters. That will not be in your direct area, but a first
cousin of that is the registrars that you have to send out. Have you
looked into that, what problems there may be? It may be too early
to ask you, but I will ask you, but you do not have to answer today:
would you give some thought to legislation that would help you?

Mr. CHATFIELD. Well, Mr. Chairman, to this point I have been
briefed that the registrars—there are about 25,000 post-secondary
schools participating in that program. I think it is about 82 per-
cent. If I am confirmed, we are going to try to, of course, enhance
that figure.

At this point in time, initially the Selective Service staff has
shared with me, that it is going along quite well, and further legis-
lation might be possibly conceived or misconceived as big brother
trying to horn in. Mr. Chairman, if I am confirmed in the position,
I will certainly take a look at that and inform this committee as
to what I would feel if we might need some legislative help.

Chairman WARNER. My next question is to you, Dr. Harvey. The
background, and I want to make it very clear the question is not
asked in any way to express any criticism to what we call affection-
ately “the other body,” the House of Representatives. But in the
last round of conference with the House, we had quite a difference
on the issue of Buy America. Putting aside for the moment how
that finally was resolved—and I think it was resolved, from our
perspective, and I hope my good friend the chairman in the House
feels the same, in a proper way at this point in time.

But this issue of Buy America is going to be examined by this
Congress in a broader context than in the Department of Defense.
Every day we hear about a loss of jobs, the exporting of those jobs
overseas. So it is likely to be addressed again in this bill.

But your area is one which you and I shared some thoughts, and
I have some familiarity with it in the modest training I had many
years ago. Information technology, comprising both computer and
telecommunications equipment, is critical to our weapons systems.
This technology in many cases is commercially developed and de-
pendent on global suppliers for component parts and research and
development (R&D). Indeed, many contractors are now relying on
overseas participation. Also, there should be I think, the maximum



16

amount of exchange achievable between other nations and their
counterparts to yourself.

Suddenly, if we see another Buy America coming along, I would
hope that you would guard at the gate on this. I am not so sure
that if we move out into a Buy America legislative pattern that
those areas in which you have responsibility are well protected to
give you the maximum freedom to deal with sources abroad or
wherever you think you can get the best equipment to do the job
you can.

Have I sufficiently framed the problem?

Dr. HARVEY. Yes, your words are right on the mark. It is a very
difficult issue. I have had past experience with this in the defense
industry. We had certain Buy American provisions, and certainly
the positive—there are positives and negatives involved here. I
think, in theory, you are trying to accomplish from an economic
point of view, and from a U.S. point of view, an ideal situation,
where you are driving down the cost of a product. You are improv-
ing its performance, and at the same time that means that you are
increasing your markets. You are increasing your market share,
and therefore you are hiring people to do other functions if you are
outsourcing certain components to foreign markets.

Now, my experience is that it is very difficult to administer Buy
American provisions. I just had the opportunity to buy a Dell com-
puter last summer, state of the art, and I noticed when it came to
me the monitor was made in China. Some of the software, the oper-
ating system part of it, was made in India, and the disk drive was
made in Thailand. I think it was assembled in the United States,
but they did not tell me.

So that begs the question of what does “Buy America” mean? Are
we going to define 51 percent American labor, American compo-
nents, and so forth?

Chairman WARNER. Let me give you a little bit of advice. Why
do you not just think about it? This is in the record right now.

Dr. HARVEY. Okay.

Chairman WARNER. But I just want to bring this to your atten-
tion, and you have to focus on it.

Dr. HARVEY. Yes, and it is important.

Chairman WARNER. I want you to learn more about this area, be-
cause some colleagues might have a view different than yours, and
we might have to bring you back up here and really go after you.

Dr. HARVEY. Okay.

Chairman WARNER. Do we understand each other?

Dr. HARVEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will think about it, and
I have thought about it.

Chairman WARNER. All right. Do other colleagues have any ques-
tions? Ben, do you want to ask one?

Senator BEN NELSON. I do, for Mr. Chatfield.

I probably ought to give you the same advice and counsel that
the chairman just gave the good doctor there a minute ago before
I ask you the question. The new All-Volunteer Force obviously has
served the Nation well. It has provided us with the best military
in our history in the world. The quality of our service personnel
has never been better. Everyone seems to agree with that, and the
military leaders do not want to go back to a conscripted military.
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Based on that, is there any reason that you can give us to con-
tinue the registration requirement for 18-year-old males living in
the United States? If we are not looking to return to that system,
and nobody is pursuing that system, the question I ask is the obvi-
ous one: Why do we perpetuate the system?

Mr. CHATFIELD. Senator Nelson, this to my awareness has be-
come——

Senator BEN NELSON. I bet you thought I was going to ask you
if we go back to the draft, whether we should draft men and
women. But I am not going to ask you that.

Mr. CHATFIELD. Senator Nelson, I am so glad you did not ask me
that. [Laughter.]

But the question you did ask, sir, has been asked and addressed
by this body ever since 1980, many times, by administrations as
well. The bottom line at this moment, I have been told, is that it
is still certainly purposeful as an insurance policy, if you will, an
accurate insurance policy, a database that, were I to be confirmed,
I would ensure the accuracy of that database. If called upon, and
if our friends at the Department of Defense do ever task through
congressional mandate, of course, that there be a call-up of some
kind, the Selective Service must be ready to act upon that with
that accurate database.

The feeling at the agency is that it provides that capability and
therefore in fact has a raison d’etre, because it is there to provide
for the common defense in a way that, if needed, it would be ready
to go.

Senator BEN NELSON. But you might agree with this, that the
very fact that we are considering your nomination today will cause
some people to say, given all the stories that are being written
about a potential erosion in the Reserve and Guard units because
of the overutilization of those units, and because of the lengthy
commitments and deployments that many of the Active-Duty
Forces will have, that this is more than a belt and suspenders, it
is just a prelude to going back, to a request to consider going back
to a conscripted force.

Mr. CHATFIELD. Well, sir, again I analogize the scenario some-
what like preventive medicine: An ounce of prevention is worth a
pound of cure. I am fortunate, or if I am confirmed I would be for-
tunate, with the agency to be a service organization, not a policy-
maker. That of course once again lies in the hands of this body,
this particular committee, and the President of the United States,
and any decision to be made to change the system as far as rein-
stating the draft or what have you, were I to be in that job, I would
be very proud of being ready to administer that which is legislated
and be ready to go, to do it in a timely, fair, and equitable fashion.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Mr. Chatfield. I have no further questions.

Chairman WARNER. I would like to make an observation or two,
again drawing on my experience through many years, going back
to World War II. I was not drafted. I volunteered. But I served
with a lot of draftees during that period, and I suppose that was
my introduction to a very important distinction, and that is I was
there because I volunteered and wanted to be there and a lot of
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other folks were there because they were drafted and they did not
want to be there.

I saw the friction in the gearbox between those two approaches
to service, and I witnessed it again during the conflict in Korea,
and certainly I witnessed it when I was in the Department during
Vietnam.

I certainly support what you are doing, and I think we should
continue it, but people should stop to think that this All-Volunteer
Force is extraordinary, and every single individual is there because
they want to be there. This Nation has to think very carefully of
the consequences if we were to move towards a draft.

In the first place, any draft would have to be predicated on fair-
ness. The first issue we would have to face is whether or not
women would be subjected to the draft as well as the men if we
had to bring it about. That is step number one. Step number two
is that the total number of recruits—I just asked my assistant—
the total pool of eligible 18-year-olds far exceeds what the projected
needs are for the Armed Forces, which means that if you started
a draft you would have to go down and pick out just a few com-
pared to all those that would be eligible by virtue of being 18 and,
presumably, in sound mind and sound health.

So that is the first cut where there is some measure of discrimi-
nation or luck by what system you pick one and not pick the other.
Then you get into the question of deferments, and I saw that very
dramatically during the war in Korea, because I remember I
trooped off and came back to law school and a lot of folks who had
never seen World War II service were still there, had gotten all the
deferments, went on out and graduated and still had never served.
I always felt that was a somewhat inequitable situation.

Lastly, since you cannot use the whole pool and those you do use
would have to put their life on the line, in fairness you would have
to utilize those that are not taken in the military as a civilian corps
of workers. You are talking about significant costs and invest-
ments. You try and set up some type of civilian corps of workers
to do perhaps wonderful jobs to help this country in many respects,
but the cost is tremendous.

Then do those civilian workers get a GI Bill, just like the folks
who go into uniform? Therein is another big cost. Then you start
thinking the military person gets what we believe is the best of
health care. Are the folks in the civilian corps entitled to the best
of health care? Then suddenly you are looking at major dollars.

Some day, sit down and think that through and look at the
record of my observations here and see whether you agree or dis-
agree. Perhaps you will think of other aspects of that, because we
actually have a bill that is in the House now to reinstate the draft,
put in by a man that I admire a great deal. As a matter of fact,
he is a gentleman that served in Korea with distinction in the
United States Army in a combat position. He is a man that under-
stands military life. So that bill may come over here, and we may
have to address that issue, and you would be among the first peo-
ple I would call up and get a little advice from.

Mr. CHATFIELD. I would be honored, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Good.
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Now, Dr. Harvey, the Navy-Marine Corps Intranet, are you fa-
miliar with that?

Dr. HARVEY. Just in a very general sense.

Chairman WARNER. This committee played a major role in get-
ting it established, and it is close to $7 billion. An awful lot of won-
derful things can come from this, but if there is a weak link in it
I am concerned that the whole thing might not function. I am going
to ask you to commit to this committee that you are going to spend
a good deal of time on that program and that you will come to this
committee if you are concerned that there is a risk it is not going
to work the way Congress intended and the Department of Defense
is trying to implement. All right?

Dr. HARVEY. I am committed, and I will apply my normal pro-
grammatic background to ensure that it is either on schedule, on
cost, or it is not and what we are going to do to fix it.

Chairman WARNER. Lastly, Mr. Di Rita, again “Stars and
Stripes.” I have a great affection for that periodical, and I am a
strong supporter of it. I would hope that you would find the time
to really see what you can do to help it become even a better means
of communication to the men and women of the military, because
it is read all over the world.

Mr. D1 RrTA. I will spend time on it. It is in Iraq. It is being pub-
lished in Baghdad.

Chairman WARNER. Absolutely.

Mr. D1 RiTA. It is a very important tool for communications.

Chairman WARNER. The troops like to stick it under their arm
and read it whenever they get a few spare moments.

Mr. D1 RiTA. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Good.

Well, colleague, I think we have seen some excellent individuals
nominated by our President and with the Secretary of Defense’s en-
dorsement. Now it is left up to us to evaluate them. This committee
will take into consideration the record that my colleague and I
have established today. I thank you for joining me today, Senator
Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I concur that
we have an excellent slate of nominees and I look forward to shar-
ing that information with the rest of our colleagues.

Chairman WARNER. Good.

I wish you and your families well, with the expectation that each
of you will be confirmed in due course. Thank you for your offer
of public service.

The hearing is concluded.

[Whereupon, at 5:07 p.m., the committee adjourned.]

[Prepared questions submitted to Francis J. Harvey by Chairman
Warner prior to the hearing with answers supplied follow:]
QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
DEFENSE REFORMS

Question. More than a decade has passed since the enactment of the Goldwater-
Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 and the Special Oper-
ations reforms.

Do you support full implementation of these defense reforms?
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Answer. Yes, I wholeheartedly support full implementation of the Goldwater-Nich-
ols and Special Operations reforms.

Question. What is your view of the extent to which these defense reforms have
been implemented?

Answer. I am not yet fully familiar with the Department’s efforts to implement
these reforms. However, if confirmed, I will review the extent to which these re-
forms have been implemented and assess appropriate actions I can take to promote
further implementation.

tQuestfz;on. What do you consider to be the most important aspects of these defense
reforms?

Answer. It is my understanding that these reforms have significantly improved
the organization of the Department of Defense, focused our joint warfighting capa-
bilities, enhanced the military advice received by the Secretary of Defense and pro-
vided for more efficient and effective use of defense resources to national security.

Question. The goals of Congress in enacting these defense reforms can be summa-
rized as strengthening civilian control over the military; improving military advice;
placing clear responsibility on the combatant commanders for the accomplishment
of their missions; ensuring the authority of the combatant commanders is commen-
surate with their responsibility; increasing attention to the formulation of strategy
and to contingency planning; providing for more efficient use of defense resources;
enhancing the effectiveness of military operations; and improving the management
and administration of the Department of Defense.

Do you agree with these goals?

Answer. Yes, I agree with these goals.

Question. Do you believe that legislative proposals to amend Goldwater-Nichols
may be appropriate? If so, what areas do you believe it might be appropriate to ad-
dress in these proposals?

Answer. My understanding is that the Department is continuing to examine ways
to better support the goals of the reform in light of our ever changing environment.
If confirmed, I will fully support the intent of the reforms and advocate legislative
proposals and policies that will enhance the Department’s ability to respond to the
National security challenges of the 21st century.

DUTIES

Question. What is your understanding of the duties and functions of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Networks and Information Integration ASD(NII)?

Answer. If confirmed, my understanding is that I will have two major duties. The
first is to advise the Secretary of Defense on information integration, information
resource management, networks, network-centric operations and command and con-
trol (C2) and communications matters across the Department. The second is to pro-
vide leadership, management, policy and governance to the development, deploy-
ment, support and integration of DOD-wide information infrastructure and support-
ing networks and C2 and communication capabilities in support of the Defense Mis-
sion.

Question. What background and experience do you possess that you believe quali-
fies you to perform these duties?

Answer. I believe that I have three basic qualifications for the position of
ASD(NII). First, I know how to lead and manage large organizations, particularly
program based organizations involved in the development and deployment of tech-
nology and systems. In the management area, I have had a great deal of experience
in project management as well as success in streamlining organizational structures
and improving business processes that have transformed organizations into much
more efficient and effective operations.

Second, I have a broad base of experience that has been multi-dimensional in
terms of functions, industries, and markets and has included both the commercial
and government sectors. My industrial experience has been centered on the defense
industry and also includes energy, environmental and infrastructure, electronics,
communications and information systems. In the defense area, I have been involved
in various phases of over 20 programs that span the entire spectrum from under
sielas to outer space including submarines, surface ships, aircraft, missiles, and sat-
ellites.

Finally, I have a hands-on management approach that I believe would be effective
and supportive of Defense Transformation, which is one of the key elements of the
Secretary’s Defense Strategy. This approach can be characterized as both results
and continuous improvement driven.

In the area of education, I have a BS from the University of Notre Dame and a
PhD from the University of Pennsylvania in metallurgical and materials science.
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I believe that the combination of successfully leading and managing large, tech-
nology-based organizations, the broad base of industrial experience centered on the
defense industry, and education have prepared me for the ASD(NII) position.

Question. Do you believe that there are actions you need to take to enhance your
ability to perform the duties of the ASD(NII)?

Answer. I believe that I am fully capable of performing the duties of the
ASD(NID.

Question. Assuming you are confirmed, what duties and functions do you expect
that the Secretary of Defense would prescribe for you?

Answer. Assuming I am confirmed, I expect that the duties and functions that the
Secretary would prescribe for me would be similar to those discussed above plus ad-
ditional ones that he deemed necessary in my area of responsibility.

RELATIONSHIPS

Question. In carrying out your duties, how will you work with the following:

The Secretary of Defense.

Answer. If confirmed, I will function as DOD Chief Information Officer (CIO) and
as the principal staff assistant and advisor to the Secretary of Defense for all mat-
ters pertaining to information integration, networks, and network-centric operations
and DOD-wide command and control (C2) and communication matters.

Question. The Deputy Secretary of Defense.

Answer. If confirmed, my relationship with the Deputy Secretary of Defense will
be the same as that described above in relation to the Secretary of Defense.

Question. The Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence.

Answer. If confirmed, I will work very closely with the Under Secretaries of De-
fense for Intelligence to ensure that intelligence systems are fully integrated with
the Department’s current and future communication and information systems.

Question. The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logis-
tics.

Answer. With respect to acquisition of IT, other than Major Information Automa-
tion Systems (MAIS), if confirmed, I expect to work closely with the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics so that we can both
carry out our statutory obligations.

Question. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low In-
tensity Conflict.

Answer. If confirmed, my relationship with the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict will be similar to that in relation to
the other Assistant Secretaries of Defense.

Question. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense.

Answer. If confirmed, my relationship with the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Homeland Defense will be similar to that in relation to the other Assistant Secretar-
ies of Defense, with particular emphasis on improving the integration and flow of
information to and among participating agencies in support of homeland defense.

Question. The General Counsel of the Department of Defense.

Answer. If confirmed, my relationship with the General Counsel will be based on
my role as principal staff assistant in the areas of information integration, net-
works, and network-centric operations, and command and control (C2), and commu-
nications matters and as the DOD CIO and his role as the chief legal officer of the
Department of Defense.

Question. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to coordinate and exchange information with
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on information integration, networks, and
network-centric operations and command and control (C2) and communication mat-
ters to ensure all policy and guidance issues under my cognizance are supportive
of the combatant commanders and military services.

Question. The regional combatant commanders.

Answer. If confirmed, my relationship with the regional combatant commanders
will be based on my role as principal staff assistant to the Secretary of Defense for
networks and information integration, net-centric operations, and command and
control (C2) and communication functions and as CIO, and I will coordinate and ex-
change information with them on matters of mutual interest to ensure management
policy and guidance for network-centric operations are supportive of their warfighter
roles and missions.

Question. The Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency.

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with the USD(I) to ensure that DIA’s programs
follow DOD guidance in the areas of information architecture, interoperability, and
acquisition.
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Question. The Director of the National Imagery and Mapping Agency.

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with the USD() to ensure that National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency’s (NGA) (formerly NIMA) programs follow DOD guid-
ance in the areas of information architecture, interoperability, and acquisition.

Question. The Director of the National Security Agency.

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with the USD(I) to ensure that NSA’s programs
follow DOD guidance in the areas of information architecture, interoperability, and
acquisition and directly with the Director, NSA on matters pertaining to information
assurance.

MAJOR CHALLENGES AND PROBLEMS

Question. In your view, what are the major challenges that will confront the
ASD(NII)?

Answer. I believe there are four major challenges that will confront the ASD(NII).
The first challenge is the successful execution of the major communication and in-
formation systems programs which, as a whole, are intended to build the foundation
of network-centric operations. Building this foundation is key to the Secretary’s stra-
tegic initiative to fundamentally transform the way our forces fight and how the
DOD does business.

The second challenge, which is closely related to the first, is the successful inte-
gration of the programs that are being developed and deployed to produce network-
centric capabilities to support network-centric operations.

The third challenge is the smooth and seamless transition of legacy systems to
the future, or “to be,” network-centric GIG.

The final challenge is to promote and support dramatic improvements in the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of DOD business processes. My understanding is that the
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) is leading the improvement initiatives
and, if confirmed, I plan to work very closely with him to ensure that this effort
is highly successful.

Question. Assuming you are confirmed, what plans do you have for addressing
these challenges?

Answer. Assuming that I am confirmed, my approach to addressing the first two
challenges would be threefold. First, I would conduct periodic and in-depth reviews
of all key programs to ensure that cost, schedule, and technical objectives are met
and, if not, that recovery plans are developed and implemented. Second, I would es-
tablish a strong systems engineering function in the OASD(NII) to ensure that sys-
tems and services being developed fully meet the objective operational capabilities.
Thirdly, I would establish robust governance processes to ensure that the evolving
elements of the information infrastructure are consistent with the principles of net-
work-centric warfare operations.

To meet the third challenge of transitioning of current to future systems I would
direct the development of comprehensive and high confidence execution plans for
each element of the information infrastructure roadmaps.

Finally, in regards to business process improvement, my understanding is that
the USD (Comptroller) has established a broad based initiative to improve the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of business process across the Department. If I am con-
firmed, I would work very closely with the USD (Comptroller) to ensure that the
goals and objectives of this initiative are met, and preferably, exceeded.

Question. What do you assume will be the most serious problems in the perform-
ance of the functions of the ASD(NII)?

Answer. At the present time, I do not believe that I am sufficiently informed on
the relevant details to be knowledgeable of specific problems. However, I do know
from past experience that problems occur in the management of highly technical
programs like the ones for which the ASD(NII) has oversight responsibility. These
are related to the timely development of supporting technologies, meeting cost and
schedule objectives and successfully integrating the elements of a system into the
operational environment. If I am confirmed, I would ensure that I become fully
aware of and directly involved in solving problems.

Question. If confirmed, what management actions and time lines would you estab-
lish to address these problems?

Answer. If confirmed, I will use the comprehensive program review process dis-
cussed above to discover and solve problems. Early recognition of problems through
frequent program reviews is a very effective way to ensure success.

PRIORITIES

Question. If confirmed, what broad priorities would you establish in terms of
issues which must be addressed by the ASD(NII)?
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Answer. If confirmed, my priorities would be in direct support of the Secretary
of Defense’s transformational objectives and closely related to the challenges that
I outlined above. Therefore, at a minimum, these would be in the following areas:
program execution; program, systems and systems-to-systems integration; transition
of legacy to future systems and DOD business process improvement.

C3I TO NII

Question. The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 authorized
the position of Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (USD(I)). The establish-
ment of this position in early 2003 resulted in significant changes to the organiza-
tion of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications,
and Intelligence, that has now been designated as the ASD(NII).

In your view, how has the establishment of the USD(I) affected the mission, orga-
nization and vision of the ASD(NII) organization?

Answer. Prior to the establishment of the USD(I), the mission of ASD(C3I) was
to enable the information age transformation of the Department of Defense by build-
ing the foundation for network-centric operations. In the creation of the USD(I) cer-
tain personnel responsible for policy, requirements review and acquisition oversight
of intelligence programs were transferred from the ASD(C3I) to the USD(). How-
ever, in my view, the vision and mission of the ASD(NII) have not changed substan-
tially from those of the ASD(C3I).

Question. How would you assess the evolution, to date, in the establishment of
these two organizations, the separation of responsibilities, and the understanding of
employees and consumers of the new areas of responsibility?

Answer. At this point I am not sufficiently informed to offer an opinion. If I am
confirmed, I would be happy to discuss this topic with the committee at a later date.

Question. What remaining challenges do you foresee in fully implementing the re-
sponsibilities of these two organizations—USD(I) and ASD(NII)?

Answer. At this time, I am not sufficiently informed to comment on this issue.
However, if I am confirmed, I can assure you that I would continue to foster a close
and cooperative relationship with the USD(I).

Question. What do you see as the appropriate relationship between ASD(NII) and
USD(I) in performing CIO responsibilities regarding the Combat Support Agencies
which have intelligence support missions?

Answer. It is my understanding that the ASD(NII), as the DOD CIO in conjunc-
tion with the DCI CIO, is responsible for information architectures, interoperability
and acquisition relative to his CIO responsibilities regarding IT and national secu-
rity systems of the Combat Support Agencies of the Department of Defense which
have intelligence support missions.

INFORMATION SUPERIORITY

Question. Many have described the major responsibility of the ASD(NII) as “infor-
mation superiority.”

Describe your vision of information superiority for DOD, including any major im-
pediments to information superiority facing the Department.

Answer. In the general area of information superiority, a major responsibility of
the ASD(NII) is to enable the Information Age Transformation of the DOD by build-
ing the foundation for network-centric operations which primarily involves the de-
velopment and deployment of the future, or “to be”, Global Information Grid.

On this basis, I envision a Department of Defense that is second to none in its
ability to leverage Information Age concepts and technologies, creating an organiza-
tion that has superior situational awareness, the ability to collaborate as well as to
self coordinate and is both interoperable and agile enough to meet the challenges
of an uncertain future. Providing each and every individual with access to the infor-
mation he needs, ensuring that he has access to the individuals and organizations
with whom he needs to interact, and facilitating and supporting these interactions
with a rich collaborative environment will enable our warfighters to employ new
concepts of operation and command and control approaches that are and will con-
tinue to emerge to meet the challenges of that uncertain future.

At this time I believe the major impediments to progress are: (1) our inability to
quickly field emerging information related capabilities; and (2) cultural barriers to
information sharing, collaboration, and experimentation that impede facilitation of
these essential conditions. If confirmed, I will devote my energies and focus the
ASD(NII)’s efforts to make each and every individual throughout DOD fully net-
work-enabled, make information accessible, and foster collaboration while simulta-
neously ensuring that our information and information processes and systems are
adequately protected and assured.



24

INFORMATION OPERATIONS

Question. Joint Vision 2020 describes “information superiority” as a critical ele-
ment of success in 21st Century conflict. Disrupting the information systems of ad-
versaries, while protecting our own systems from disruption (i.e., information oper-
ations) will be a major element of warfare in the future.

Describe your vision for the role of information operations in the conduct of mili-
tary operations.

Answer. As discussed in the previous question, information superiority requires
robustly networked forces that share global, secure, reliable, real-time information.
Obviously, any disruption to the network or the ability to share information would
significantly decrease or neutralize a position of information superiority relative to
an adversary. Likewise, adversely affecting an enemy’s communications and infor-
mation systems will improve our relative position and, therefore, enhance our capa-
bility to efficiently and effectively conduct network-centric operations.

On this basis, my vision is that information operations plays a critical role in the
effective and efficient conduct of network-centric operations and that a major em-
phasis should be placed on developing a first class capability to conduct these types
of operations.

Question. What is your assessment of the unity of the efforts across the Depart-
ment, the Defense Agencies, and the respective military services in this area?

Answer. I am unable to answer that question because I am not familiar with the
details at this time.

Question. What lessons have been learned regarding information operations in
Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom?

Answer. I am not familiar enough with the details at this time to respond to this
question.

Quegtion. How will these lessons learned affect your vision for information oper-
ations?

Answer. I am unable to answer this question at this time. However, I would be
happy to discuss this topic with the committee if I am confirmed and I have had
an opportunity to become familiar with the details.

INFORMATION ASSURANCE

Question. The protection of the Department of Defense’s critical information infra-
structure has become a high priority. Training and retention of personnel in this
developing profession of computer security and infrastructure protection has been
challenging.

Are you satisfied with the Department’s current level of effort to protect critical
DOD information infrastructures? Have sufficient resources been allocated for this
task?

Answer. While I am not yet fully familiar with the details, like other organiza-
tions in which I have been involved in the past, DOD appears to be constantly in
a race to stay up with technology and to balance growing IT demands with the re-
quired security. From my outside perspective, the Department appears to have
made significant progress over the years in improving its ability to protect informa-
tion and defend the network, DOD must continue to evolve and strengthen its abil-
ity to defend its networks, computer and information systems. If confirmed, I will
assess our progress to date and determine what additional actions and resources
may be required.

Question. What are your views on the professional development and retention of
the highly skilled personnel required to ensure the security of our Department of
Defense information systems?

Answer. While I am not yet fully familiar with the details, in DOD, as in most
organizations, development and retention of skilled people is critical and one of our
most challenging tasks. It is my understanding that DOD has made strides in iden-
tifying and improving the management of these critical personnel. For example, I
understand that DOD is making progress with its widely successful TA Scholarship
Program, the implementation of Centers of Academic Excellence, and the introduc-
tion of a much more security relevant curriculum in DOD professional military edu-
cation.

Question. Given DOD’s growing dependence on commercial networks and systems,
what role, if any should DOD play in ensuring that the private sector sufficiently
addresses information security issues?

Answer. By leveraging its important position in the information security market
place, DOD needs to make security a priority mandate via its procurement policies
and its configuration control requirements.
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CONVERSION TO INTERNET PROTOCOL VERSION 6

Question. The Department has mandated a transition of DOD networks to tech-
nologies based on Internet Protocol version 6 (IPv6). However, there are concerns
that conversion of systems from either IPv4 or asynchronous transfer mode (ATM)-
based systems could result in additional costs to critical service programs (such as
the Army’s Future Combat Systems) and potentially reduce the performance of criti-
cal networks, by limiting encryption speeds and reducing network quality of service.

If confirmed, what role do you expect to play in ensuring that cost and perform-
ance considerations are appropriately considered by DOD during the transition to
IPv6 systems?

Answer. It is my understanding that in order to accomplish the Information Age
Transformation of DOD, a transition to IPv6 technology is necessary. As the DOD
CIO, I would ensure that this transition is necessary and fully justified as well as
recommend to the Secretary efficient and effective investments to achieve that tran-
sition. If confirmed, I plan to stay closely involved in the planning and implementa-
tion of the transition process.

OPEN SOURCE SOFTWARE

Question. What are the current challenges facing DOD as it develops strategies
for the development and use of open source software?

Answer. My understanding is that the challenges facing DOD with respect to
Open Source Software (OSS) are similar to those facing any government organiza-
tion or industry. The principal challenge is to maintain robust security.

GLOBAL INFORMATION GRID

Question. If confirmed, what would your plans be to ensure adequate test and
evaluation of components of the Global Information Grid (GIG)?

Answer. It is my understanding that the ASD(NII) development approach to test
and evaluation of the GIG involves an end-to-end testing capability. If confirmed,
my plan would be to ensure that this approach becomes a reality.

Question. If confirmed, how would you assess the current and potential future
threats to military forces dependent on the GIG?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work in partnership with the Joint Staff, the relevant
combatant commanders, the Intelligence Community, and the information security
community to protect the GIG by implementing a risk management-based approach.
This approach would address current and potential threats to network-centric forces
and develop measures to effectively deal with those threats.

ASD(NII) ROLES IN SPACE PROGRAMS AND POLICIES

Question. The 2001 report of the Commission to Assess United States National
Security Space Management and Organization (also known as the Space Commis-
sion) stated that space interests had to be “recognized as a top national security pri-
ority” but argued that “the only way they will receive this priority is through spe-
cific guidance and direction from the very highest government levels.” ASD (NII) is
responsible for space policy formulation and coordination within the Office of the
Secretary Defense.

If confirmed, what role do you expect to play in the formulation of space policy?

Answer. I am informed that the Deputy Secretary of Defense recently decided to
transfer space policy from the ASD(NII) to USD(Policy). My plan, if confirmed,
would be to work with USD(P) to define a supporting role for ASD(NII) in matters
where space policy and ASD(NII) responsibilities intersect.

Question. Do you believe that responsibility for the Department’s space policy is
appropriately assigned, in light of the Space Commission’s recommendations?

Answer. I am not sufficiently familiar with the details of the transfer to comment
at this time. However, I would reiterate that if confirmed, I would work closely with
the USD(Policy) to define (ASD)NII’s role.

Question. If confirmed, what role do you expect to play in the oversight of space
programs?

Answer. With the very recent transition of space policy to USD(Policy), I do not
believe there has been time to fully address the details of oversight responsibility.
If confirmed, I would work with the USD(P) and the USD(Intelligence) to establish
relative roles and responsibilities that will ensure that these types of programs are
executed in the most efficient and effective manner. I plan to continue to actively
pursue the oversight of space programs that involve the development of information
and communications systems as well as space support programs such as assured ac-
cess, space control, position, navigation and timing, environmental sensing, and sat-
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ellite operations programs as delegated by USD(AT&L) and in coordination with
USD(I) and USAF.

INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

Question. The Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 introduced requirements emphasizing
the need for the Department of Defense to significantly improve management proc-
esses, including how it selects and manages IT resources. For instance, a key goal
of the Clinger-Cohen Act is that the Department of Defense should have institu-
tionalized processes and information in place to ensure that IT projects are being
implemented at acceptable costs, within reasonable time frames, and are contribut-
ing to tangible, observable improvements in mission performance.

What is the status of the Department’s efforts to implement the Clinger-Cohen
Act?

Answer. At the present time, I am not sufficiently informed to know the details
of the Department’s efforts to implement the Clinger-Cohen Act. However, in my
past experience I have extensively used a portfolio review approach to manage a
closer grouping of programs. I believe this approach would be extremely beneficial
in managing interrelated information technology programs under my purview.

Question. What role do you expect to play, if confirmed, in the implementation of
the Clinger-Cohen Act with regard to IT that is embedded in major weapon sys-
tems?

Answer. If confirmed, I expect to perform the statutory and regulatory role envi-
sioned for the CIO with regard to IT embedded in major weapons systems. I will
make recommendations to the Secretary of Defense on whether to continue, modify
or terminate IT investments, including those in major weapons systems.

Question. What do you see as the appropriate relationship between the ASD(NII)
and the service acquisition executives in this effort?

Answer. As I responded in the duties portion, if I am confirmed one of my major
duties will be to provide leadership, management, policy and governance to the de-
velopment, deployment, support and integration of DOD-wide information infra-
structure and supporting networks and C2 and communication matters in support
of the Defense Mission. On that basis, I would expect that the Service Acquisition
Executives would follow the Department’s policies and governance in the acquisition
of IT, C2 and communications systems.

COMMERCIAL VS MILITARY REQUIREMENTS FOR FREQUENCY SPECTRUM

Question. In recent years, growing demands for the use of the frequency spectrum
for defense and civilian communication needs have increased the competition for
this finite resource.

If confirmed, what would your role be in spectrum management issues within the
Department of Defense?

Answer. If confirmed as ASD(NII), I would be the Secretary’s chief advisor on
spectrum matters. In that capacity, I will have the lead for spectrum policy formula-
tion and for providing guidance to the various Department spectrum management
entities.

Question. If confirmed, would you represent the Department of Defense in inter-
agency and international negotiations regarding spectrum management issues?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I will be responsible for representing the Department
in national and international forums.

Question. What steps, if any, would you recommend the Department of Defense
take to improve its spectrum management policies?

Answer. In order to properly answer this question, I will need the additional infor-
mation and data available to me as the ASD(NII). There are several factors to be
considered such as organization, technology and strategic plans in the improvement
of spectrum management policies. The emphasis and approach used on these key
aspects will be determined once I have received additional information and back-
ground data, in the event of my confirmation.

Question. If confirmed, what actions would you take to review the Department’s
total spectrum requirements and ensure that new systems are designed to ensure
efficient spectrum utilization by the Department of Defense?

Answer. While I am not yet fully familiar with the details, to the best of my
knowledge, there has been more attention focused on spectrum in recent years—this
is crucial to the Department of Defense. If confirmed, I plan to continue to focus
on accurately projecting future requirements for spectrum use to enable efficient op-
eration.
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Question. What do you see as the proper balance between defense and other uses
of the frequency spectrum, and what is your view of the current process by which
those needs are balanced?

Answer. In balancing spectrum uses I believe that national security as well as fi-
nancial considerations must be fully taken into account in making any changes to
spectrum allocations. It is my understanding that there are two organizations in the
Federal Government that have overall responsibilities for frequency spectrum man-
agement. The Department of Commerce is responsible for integrating government
requirements, and the Federal Communications Commission resolves commercial
and government requirements. At this time, I believe that the process is adequate.

ASD(NII) AS CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

Question. DOD Directive 5137.1 stipulated that the ASD(C3I) would: “Serve as
the Chief Information Officer (CIO) of the Department of Defense (DOD). This re-
sponsibility includes providing direction and oversight for Information Management
(IM) and Information Technology (IT)—including a Departmental IM strategic plan
integrated with the Planning, Programming & Budgeting System and the institu-
tionalization of performance- and results-based management.”

Has that role changed under the newly-formed ASD(NII) office?

Answer. No. To the best of my knowledge, this role has not changed under the
newly formed ASD(NII).

COORDINATION BETWEEN CIO AND CFO

Question. Title 40, Chapter 25 of the United States Code (40 U.S.C. § 1426) estab-
lishes accountability within each executive agency for accounting, financial, and
asset management systems, and for ensuring financial and related program per-
formance data are provided on a reliable, consistent, and timely manner. The law
directs the head of each executive branch to consult with both the CIO and the CFO
in establishing appropriate policies and procedures.

If confirmed, how do you see your role as CIO with respect to the CFO?

Answer. I am unfamiliar with the details at this time, but it is my understanding
that there have been significant improvements in collaboration between the CIO
and the CFO, resulting in a better and more integrated process. To the extent pos-
sible, if confirmed, I intend to advance that process for even closer cooperation.

Question. What mechanisms do you believe are needed to ensure proper coordina-
tion between the CIO and CFO?

Answer. While I am not yet fully familiar with the details, it is my understanding
that as a part of the CFO’s initiative to improve the efficiency of business processes
across the Department, he has implemented a portfolio management approach,
which I believe to be a very sound approach. The idea of domain leaders seems to
be a good integrating step, and I will support and expand upon that approach if I
am confirmed.

Question. Given the long history of difficulties with financial and accounting sys-
tems at the Department of Defense, if confirmed, what specific plans would you
have as the CIO to ensure progress is made in providing accurate and timely finan-
cial and performance data?

Answer. Based upon my response to XVII A. above, I believe the validity of finan-
cial statements is the CFO’s job, while the CIO’s responsibility is to support the
CFO’s important responsibility in the area by ensuring that efficient and effective
information systems are developed that will provide accurate and timely perform-
ance and financial data.

Question. What role do you expect to play in the implementation of such plans?

Answer. If confirmed, I believe my responsibility will be to provide oversight au-
thority for all implementation; however, I will not be the implementer.

CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER ROLE

Question. The Chief Information Officer position is required by law to report di-
rectly to the Secretary of Defense.

Is the ASD(NII) placement in the OSD hierarchy conducive to meeting this legis-
la‘ii\rz)e requirement and, if confirmed, how do you anticipate fulfilling the DOD CIO
role?

Answer. If confirmed, I will report directly to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary
of Defense. I anticipate forming strong partnerships with the Under Secretaries, As-
sistant Secretaries, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the DOD CIO
community. I believe these alliances will be key to the DOD CIO in providing lead-
ership, direction and oversight, and successfully executing the CIO’s statutory and
regulatory responsibilities.



28

DISA OVERSIGHT

Question. The ASD(NII) has oversight over the Defense Information Systems
Agency (DISA).

If confirmed, how do you plan to exercise your oversight authority to ensure that
DISA provides the most effective support in the most efficient manner?

Answer. If I am confirmed, I would exercise my oversight authority by using the
same approach I have used in the past to provide management oversight of large
organizations such as DISA. I would ensure that the Agency has established a set
of long-term goals and annual operating objectives with supported action plans that
are both measurable and relevant. Relevancy is established by ensuring that these
goals and objectives are closely aligned with DOD’s network-centric vision, mission,
strategies and goals. Quantitative measures would be established for each goal and
mission. The Agency’s top-level objectives would be cascaded down to all levels of
the organization to assure total alignment.

Question. In your view, what are the major challenges and problems that DISA
currently faces in meeting its mission?

Answer. At this time, I do not believe I am sufficiently informed to know specific
problems and challenges. If confirmed, I would plan as part of the goals and objec-
tives setting process to solicit the input from my colleagues on DISA performance
and how to improve it, and structure the goals and objectives accordingly. However,
in general, I believe that at least some of the major challenges that DISA faces are
similar to those previously discussed in the question on (ASD)NII’'s major chal-
lenges—delivering quality products and services on time at affordable cost.

JOINT COMMAND AND CONTROL

Question. Initial reporting from recent military operations indicates joint com-
mand and control capabilities have greatly improved in recent years.

What is your assessment of the performance of the Department’s global and thea-
ter C2 systems?

Answer. I am not sufficiently informed at this time to answer this question, but
if confirmed I will carry out in depth reviews and make recommendations for im-
provements to performance.

Question. What interoperability challenges remain between service to service and
service to joint C2 systems?

Answer. I do not have the details at this time, but it is clear to me that achieving
interoperability is key to network-centric operations.

Question. What role should ASD(NII) play in ensuring the development of reli-
able, interoperable, and agile command and control systems?

Answer. It is my view that the role of the ASD(NII) is to provide leadership, man-
agement, policy and governance to the DOD wide information infrastructure and
supporting network as well as C2 and communication matters in support of the De-
fense Mission.

CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

Question. In order to exercise its legislative and oversight responsibilities, it is im-
portant that this committee and other appropriate committees of Congress are able
to receive testimony, briefings, and other communications of information.

Do you agree, if confirmed for this high position, to appear before this committee
and other appropriate committees of Congress?

Answer. Yes, I do.

Question. Do you agree, if confirmed, to appear before this committee, or des-
ignated members of this committee, and provide information, subject to appropriate
and necessary security protection, with respect to your responsibilities as the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Networks and Information Integration?

Answer. Yes, I do.

Question. Do you agree to ensure that testimony, briefings, and other communica-
tions of information are provided to this committee and its staff and other appro-
priate committees?

Answer. Yes, I do.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SAXBY CHAMBLISS
GLOBAL INFORMATION GRID BANDWIDTH EXPANSION

1. Senator CHAMBLISS. Dr. Harvey, Secretary Rumsfeld assured the leadership of
the House and Senate Armed Services Committees that end-to-end testing would be
conducted on DOD’s Global Information Grid-Bandwidth Expansion (GIG-BE) solu-
tion. Based on his assurances, we dropped language in our conference report that
had been adopted in our markup. The Naval Research Lab has already determined
that $15-$18 million will be required to carry out the required tests, but only $3
million has been made available by DOD for that purpose. If you are confirmed, can
you assure this committee that this funding shortfall will be eliminated to ensure
completion of the entire testing regime?

Dr. HARVEY. DOD is conducting end-to-end testing of the GIG-BE in accordance
with a Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) approved by Director, Operational
Test and Evaluation (DOT&E). In accordance with acquisition policy, and approved
program documentation, the first tests focus on GIG-BE operational suitability and
effectiveness at operational test locations, and certification of interoperability with
existing legacy systems. GIG-BE testing has started and will continue in phases
culminating in interoperability testing by the Joint Interoperability Test Command
(JITC). GIG-BE testing is fully funded at $22 million.!

In addition to, yet distinct from the compliance, interoperability, operational, and
other required testing being conducted on the GIG-BE acquisition program, the De-
partment plans to conduct integrated, end-to-end evaluations of the Department’s
transformational communications components, including the GIG-BE, using the
newly established Global Information Grid (GIG) End-to-End Evaluation Facilities
(GIG-EF) located and run by the Naval Research Laboratory (NRL). The Evaluation
Facilities program is intended to facilitate early interaction between trans-
formational and existing communications programs and identify issues or gaps in
the areas of standards, protocols, and operating procedures before these programs
reach full operating capability. The task assigned to NRL encompasses the GIG as
a whole and addresses end-to-end issues such IPv6 transition, efficient routing, in-
formation assurance, quality-of-service, performance and scalability, and test and
measurement. The evaluation facilities provide an instrumented inter-networked
test environment for experts to understand and validate transformational oper-
ational solutions for the warfighter. It does not supplant the need for each program
within the GIG environment, such as the GIG-BE, to conduct its own testing.

The $12—-18 million referenced in your question was a figure prepared by NRL
and was used as an input to deliberations by senior management for the fiscal year
2005 President’s budget request as well as to identify mechanisms for initiating this
capability in fiscal year 2004. Based on rigorous analysis by both the Joint Staff and
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, we determined the fiscal year 2005-2009
budget request for the GIG-EF of $35 million will meet our projected test facility
requirements. The $3 million available in fiscal year 2004 is core funding to initiate
the overall effort. This initial funding for the effort led by NRL will be used to:
stand up the evaluation/test team, install and configure components purchased in
fiscal year 2003, prepare for and support evaluation requirements, and develop and
field test measurement systems.

2. Senator CHAMBLISS. Dr. Harvey, DOD has embraced the concept of network
transformation with a view toward getting real time (e.g. video) mission information
to commanders and troops. In fact, the notion of transformation is the basis for up-
grading the Global Information Grid. Given this is the case, why is the Defense In-
formation Systems Agency (DISA) implementing certain technologies that are older,
far less reliable, and far less accurate than that which they are planning to replace?

Dr. HARVEY. The technology basis for the Department’s Information Age trans-
formation is based on the commonly used communication protocol, Internet Protocol
(IP)—a networking technology developed originally by DARPA but adopted globally,
by both the commercial and public sectors. Business, industry, and the DOD have
found IP to be not only reliable and accurate, but also to be the only viable tech-
nology for networking computers and enabling network centric operations. The tech-
nologies that the overall GIG architecture and in particular, the GIG-BE, are re-
placing are based on circuit-based communications approaches that do not support
network centric warfare.

1In a previous response to a similar congressional inquiry, the figure $29 million was erro-
neously used to indicate the amount of funding allocated for GIG-BE testing—the correct
amount is $22 million.



30

There are several programs that are key to the Department’s Information Age
transformation. They are part of the larger GIG environment and include: GIG-
BE—the terrestrial communications backbone, the Joint Tactical Radio System
(JTRS)—the wireless portion of this transformation, Transformational Satellites
(TSAT)—the space portion, and Net-Centric Enterprise Services (NCES)—core serv-
ices critical to operate in an IP-based transformational network centric environment.
These transformational programs will work together to provide a global interoper-
able, reliable, and secure network centric GIG, which is vastly superior to the cur-
rent patchwork of independent networks. The GIG environment must be fundamen-
tally dynamic to manage the constantly changing information flows between any
and all users at whatever bandwidth is required. This is the essence of net cen-
tricity. The Internet Protocol (IP) is the only commercially available technology that
can enable this network centricity.

A fundamental aspect of the design of the GIG-BE is to buy the latest, state of
the art technology. The competitive telecommunication industry dictates that its
technology be robust, reliable, and result in a highly capable trusted network. As
a verification of the GIG-BE design, last year the then Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Networks and Information Integration (ASD (NII)) invited industry leaders
from AT&T, Lucent, Telcordia, and Verizon to do an independent assessment of our
design, test plan and procurement strategy. This review confirmed that the GIG-
BE IP-based design and implementation was appropriate and “consistent with in-
dustry direction.”

3. Senator CHAMBLISS. Dr. Harvey, why is DISA rolling out networks that will
require them to maintain a separate network infrastructure for mission critical ap-
plications?

Dr. HARVEY. The Department’s vision, as described previously, is to implement a
common, integrated IP-based network architecture, implemented through the GIG-
BE, JTRS, TSAT, and other transformational communications initiatives. It is es-
sential that we transform to a network-centric operational environment if defense
transformation is to be achieved. DISA is not rolling out a separate network. How-
ever, there will be, by necessity, a period of transition or change from where we are
today to where we are going in the future. This will require us to maintain, and
provide interfaces to, legacy networks and communications services.

The IP protocol has long supported many of the DOD’s mission critical applica-
tions including the global transportation network (GTN), global command and con-
trol system (GCCS), global broadcast system (GBS), global combat support system
(GCSS), Predator video, defense message system (DMS), etc. Convergence of all of
our applications and information onto a single network is essential to achieving net
centricity. IP is the only commercially available technology that supports this con-
vergence.

4. Senator CHAMBLISS. Dr. Harvey, why is DISA rolling out a “next generation”
network that is unable to encrypt at high speeds? Do you know that DISA’s current
réeg:wgrk is capable of encryption at speeds 2.5 Gbps and, very soon, could be at 10

ps?

Dr. HARVEY. The “next-generation network,” i.e., IP-based GIG-BE, will be able
to encrypt data at high speeds of up to 10 Gbps. The GIG-BE architecture allows
us to leverage emerging commercial encryption architectures while allowing the use
of U.S. Government algorithms to provide the protection needed for critical DOD ap-
plications. This architecture allows enhanced interoperability, allows the degree of
protection to be tailored to the application, and can be integrated with host com-
puter information assurance (IA) functions. More importantly, it enables the many-
to-many interactions that will happen in a network centric environment.

The National Security Agency (NSA) is developing a family of IP encryption prod-
ucts, as part of our overall development of the larger GIG, under a program known
as high assurance IP encryption (HAIPE). HAIPE is unique in the history of NSA
encryption developments in that the government is only paying for a portion of the
development costs. Major technology companies such as L3, General Dynamics, and
ViaSat are investing half of the capital required to develop HAIPE devices because
they believe there is a significant market for this technology. This encryption mar-
ket is not new, over the past 15 years the DOD and Intelligence Community (IC)
have purchased and fielded over 40,000 IP encryption devices.

The existing 2.5 Gbps encryption capability you mention is based on legacy ATM
technology. The current planned 10 Gbps HAIPE devices will be available by 2006.
NRL is working closely with NSA to develop 40 Gbps IP encryption technology ap-
plicable to GIG-BE, and is working toward a goal of creating Tbps encryption tech-
nology. While current ATM encryption is faster than IP encryption available today,
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ATM networking technology is not integrated with major computer operating sys-
tems, routers or applications, thereby limiting the usefulness of ATM encryption de-
vices. More importantly for the DOD, an all ATM solution is not commercially viable
for network centric warfare. Further, GIG-BE has been designed to support users
requiring encrypted native ATM services or other legacy circuit based communica-
tions through direct bandwidth provisioning.

5. Senator CHAMBLISS. Dr. Harvey, one of the stated goals of GIG-BE is to have
unified network architecture. Why 1s DISA rolling out a “next generation” network
where provisioning bandwidth is far more difficult, time consuming, and expensive,
e.g. separate outboard costly network management systems for Optical, SONET (15
year old technology), and router bands?

Dr. HARVEY. In reality, implementation of the GIG-BE will make bandwidth pro-
visioning simpler and be more responsive to the warfighter and other customers’
communications requirements. Bandwidth provisioning is a concept based on the
legacy circuit switched designs, where bandwidth has to be allocated based on pro-
jected needs and requirements. This notion of provisioning bandwidth is obsolete.
The DOD mission requires a very dynamic network, where bandwidth is made avail-
able automatically as the demands of the warfighter changes. Our vision is a mesh
network where bandwidth is not a constraint to be managed by operators. In this
environment, dynamically changing any-to-any communications are supported with-
out having to provision circuits. The exception is where we must support legacy ap-
plications that rely on ATM or SONET based point-to-point circuits.

A guiding principle in implementing the GIG is to base it on commercial informa-
tion technologies (IT), standards and protocols where flexibility and ease of provi-
sioning is automated in a very dynamic networking environment. The Multi-Stand-
ard Provisioning Platform integrates both IP and legacy circuit switching into a sin-
gle device that is managed from a single network management system. Thus, man-
agement of GIG-BE is highly automated and much less labor intensive than the
current networks.

6. Senator CHAMBLISS. Dr. Harvey, why is the U.S. Intelligence Community walk-
ing away from the GIG-BE to build their own network infrastructure?

Dr. HARVEY. The Intelligence Community (IC) is not walking away from the GIG—
BE to build its own network infrastructure. The IC and DOD have made great
strides in working communications infrastructure sharing initiatives in the past few
years. This is the direct result of the efforts of the IC Chief Information Officer and
the ASD(NII)/Department of Defense Chief Information Officer working jointly to
develop the communications and information technology infrastructure necessary to
allow for a more robust information sharing technical architecture.

Over 70 percent of the sites to be serviced by the GIG-BE serve IC interests as
well as DOD needs. While we do not envision full-scale migration of all Intelligence
customers to the GIG-BE, the IC will consider the GIG-BE in any future commu-
nications needs. Furthermore, the Defense Intelligence Agency and National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency leadership have fully embraced the program.

7. Senator CHAMBLISS. Dr. Harvey, why has the GIG-BE solution not been thor-
oughly tested beforehand? The DOD has stated that they intend to do this testing;
however, the GIG end-to-end test bed has not been funded to do the testing.

Dr. HARVEY. Thorough operational testing to verify the performance of GIG-BE
terrestrial IP-based network with legacy systems has been funded and synchronized
to support incremental program decision points that are tied to purchases of GIG—
BE components, which prevents major investments of unproven capabilities. The
GIG End-to-End Evaluation Facilities (GIG-EF) was not established to do Develop-
mental Test/Operational Testing (DT/OT) of the GIG-BE program or any other indi-
vidual acquisition program. When fully implemented, the GIG-EF coordinated by
NRL, will be used to evaluate the technical and operational characteristics between
and among the GIG- component programs—including GIG-BE, JTRS, and TSAT.
The GIG-EF is expected to work for community members yet remain independent,
allowing for unbiased, objective evaluation/testing required for the successful con-
vergence of communications and applications. The objective of the end-to-end testing
is to bring programs together before critical milestones so that designs can be
stressed and issues can be identified/addressed.

8. Senator CHAMBLISS. Dr. Harvey, DISA elected to have a systems integrator de-
termine the appropriate technologies and procure the GIG-BE on its behalf. The
systems integrator stated that GIG-BE was not an agent for DISA. However, DISA
materially participated in the procurement. For example, DISA participated in the:
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(1) oral presentations; (2) testing; and (3) determination as to which contractors
would be awarded GIG-BE contracts. Given DISA’s role in this procurement, how
can the Department assert that DISA is not required to adhere to Federal Acquisi-
tion Regulations (FAR)?

Dr. HARVEY. The GIG-BE program used an innovative approach for identifying,
evaluating, testing, and acquiring hardware for deployment that is consistent with
the FAR. This approach involved using DISA existing, competitively awarded, net-
work integration contract (DISN Global Solutions or DGS) with SAIC to identify
and test a best value hardware solution to meet the GIG-BE functional require-
ments. This task was judged to be fully within scope of the DGS contract and this
approach was documented in the GIG-BE Acquisition Strategy, endorsed by the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense Chaired Overarching Integrated Process Team
(OIPT), and approved by the GIG-BE milestone decision authority (MDA).

In this approach, DISA documented the function requirements for the GIG-BE
and tasked SAIC to identify a best value hardware solution to meet these require-
ments. In order to maximize competition, SAIC requested proposals based on the
GIG-BE functional requirements in a full and open competition for hardware. SAIC
received 57 responses to this solicitation. Those responses meeting the most critical
of the GIG-BE requirements were requested to give oral presentations to SAIC.
Senior government engineers observed, but did not materially participate in, these
presentations to ensure SAIC’s process was both open and sound. Based on these
presentations, SAIC recommended a small number of vendors be further evaluated.
The government accepted SAIC’s recommendation, and these vendors were allowed
to demonstrate their equipments in a series of laboratory tests known as “bake offs.”
Once again, the government observed, but did not materially participate in, the
bake offs to ensure SAIC’s process was fair. Based on the results of bake off and
additional best value analysis, SAIC recommended a single vendor for each equip-
ment type as it is further evaluated. The government decided to accept SAIC’s rec-
ommendation, and these vendors shipped large amounts of hardware to AT&T Labs
in Middletown, NJ, (SAIC’s subcontractor), for equipment integration evaluation
testing. This testing validated that the equipment satisfied the GIG-BE’s critical
technical parameters (CTPs) as documented in the GIG-BE Test and Evaluation
Master Plan (TEMP). Once again, the government observed but did not materially
participate in this testing. As a result of the equipments meeting the government’s
CTPs, SAIC made a final recommendation to the government to use equipments
from four vendors (Juniper, Ciena, Qwest/Cisco, and Sprint/Sycamore) for the GIG—
BE. The government decided to accept SAIC’s recommendation and these vendors
were added as subcontractors to the DGS contract.

[The nomination referenced of Francis J. Harvey follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
November 6, 2003.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:

Francis J. Harvey, of California, to be an Assistant Secretary of Defense, vice
John P. Stenbit.

[The biographical sketch of Francis J. Harvey, which was trans-
mitted to the committee at the time the nomination was referred,
follows:]

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF DR. FRANCIS J. HARVEY

Dr. Fran Harvey is a proven business executive who has extensive experience in
leading and managing large organizations, particularly program based organizations
involved in the development and deployment of technology and systems. As part of
his results oriented management approach, Dr. Harvey places major emphasis on
organizational transformation especially through the application of information
technology.

His broad base of experience has been multi-dimensional in terms of industries,
functions, and markets. His industrial experience is very diverse and includes aero-
space and defense, environmental and infrastructure, energy, government facilities
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management, electronics, information systems, and the Internet. In the defense sec-
tor, Dr. Harvey has been involved in over 20 major systems development and pro-
duction programs across a spectrum of platforms including surface ships, sub-
marines, aircraft, tanks, and missiles.

Over the course of his 28-year career with Westinghouse (1969-1997), Dr. Harvey
had direct responsibility for the research and development, engineering, manufac-
turing, planning, and project management functions with major emphasis in the de-
fense and energy areas. In addition, he has extensive experience in acquisitions,
divestitures and joint ventures as well as international experience, particularly in
Western Europe, Japan, and China. Dr. Harvey also served in the Department of
Defense as a White House Fellow for 1 year.

In his last position with Westinghouse, Dr. Harvey was the Chief Operating Offi-
cer of the Corporation’s $5 billion Industries and Technology Group, which consisted
of six global businesses (Power Generation, Energy Systems, Government and Envi-
ronmental Services, Process Control, Communications and Information Systems and
Thermo King) operating in 67 countries with 40,000 people. Under his leadership,
a comprehensive change and improvement program to transform the organization
was initiated and resulted in significant operational improvements.

Prior to becoming Chief Operating Officer, he served as President of the Corpora-
tion’s $3 billion Defense and Electronics business, which was acquired by Northrop
Grumman. This business consisted of six segments: Combat Systems; Battle Space
Management; Command, Control and Communications; Information Systems; Naval
and Security Systems. He also served as President of the Corporation’s Government
and Environmental Services Co. which consisted of three business units-Department
of Energy Facilities Management, U.S. Navy Nuclear Reactor Development and Pro-
curement, and Environmental Services. As the Vice President of Science and Tech-
nology, he directed a 1,000 person center which developed and applied technology
in 8 major areas: advanced materials, microelectronics, advanced energy systems,
power electronics, materials engineering, information and decision making, ad-
vanced electromechanical systems and environmental.

Since leaving Westinghouse in 1997, Dr. Harvey has served on 12 different cor-
porate and non-profit boards, 3 of which are portfolio companies of the Carlyle
Group. In 2000 and 2001, he was the interim COO of two high-tech start-ups. Most
recently, he was Vice Chairman and served as acting CEO of the IT Group, Inc. and
currently is the Vice Chairman of Duratek.

Dr. Harvey began his career in 1969 as a senior engineer at the Westinghouse
Science and Technology Center, where he published over 50 scientific papers and
reports and was awarded 12 patents.

Dr. Harvey obtained his BS degree from Notre Dame and his PhD from the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania in Metallurgy and Materials Science.

[The Committee on Armed Services requires all individuals nomi-
nated from civilian life by the President to positions requiring the
advice and consent of the Senate to complete a form that details
the biographical, financial, and other information of the nominee.
The form executed by Francis J. Harvey in connection with his
nomination follows:]

UNITED STATES SENATE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Room SR-228
Washington, DC 20510-6050
(202) 224-3871
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES FORM

BIOGRAPHICAL AND FINANCIAL INFORMATION REQUESTED OF
NOMINEES

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Complete all requested information. If more
space is needed use an additional sheet and cite the part of the form and the ques-
tion number (i.e. A-9, B—4) to which the continuation of your answer applies.
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PART A—BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Biographical information furnished in this part
of the form will be made available in committee offices for public inspection prior
to the hearings and will also be published in any hearing record as well as made
available to the public.

1. Name: (Include any former names used.)
Francis Joseph Harvey II.

2. Position to which nominated:
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Network and Information Integration and Chief
Information Officer.

3. Date of nomination:
November 6, 2003.

4. Address: (List current place of residence and office addresses.)
fl[Nominee responded and the information is contained in the committee’s executive
iles.]

5. Date and place of birth:

July 8, 1943; Latrobe, PA.

6. Marital Status: (Include maiden name of wife or husband’s name.)
Married to Mary Louise Dziak Harvey.

7. Names and ages of children:
Francis Joseph Harvey III (36 years old).
Jonathan Charles Harvey (33 years old).

8. Education: List secondary and higher education institutions, dates attended,
degree received, and date degree granted.

Latrobe High School (1957-1961) Diploma.

University of Notre Dame (1961-1965) BS—1965.

University of Pennsylvania (1965-1969) Ph.D.—1969.

9. Employment record: List all jobs held since college or in the last 10 years,
whichever is less, including the title or description of job, name of employer, location
of work, and dates of employment.

Self Employed—Los Gatos, CA, 1997-Present.

Duratek, Inc.—Vice Chairman.

IT Group, Inc.—Vice Chairman and Acting CEO.

Corporate Director—Ten Companies.

Westinghouse Electric Corporation

Chief Operating Officer, Industries and Technology Group, Pittsburgh,
PA, 1996-1997.

President, Electronic Systems, Linthicum, MD, 1995-1996.

President, Government and Environmental Services Co., Pittsburgh, PA,
1994-1995.

Vice President, Science and Technology Center, Pittsburgh, PA, 1993—
1994.

General Manager, Marine Division, Sunnyvale, CA, 1986-1993.

10. Government experience: List any advisory, consultative, honorary, or other
part-time service or positions with Federal, State, or local governments, other than
those listed above.

White House Fellow (1978-1979).

Army Science Board (1998-2000).

11. Business relationships: List all positions currently held as an officer, direc-
tor, trustee, partner, proprietor, agent, representative, or consultant of any corpora-
tion, company, firm, partnership, or other business enterprise, educational, or other
institution.

Duratek, Inc. (1999 to Present), Director, Vice Chairman.

IT Group, Inc. (1999 to Present), Director.

Santa Clara University (1999 to Present), Regent.

Kuhlman Electric Corp. (2000 to Present), Director.

Bridge Bank (2001 to Present), Director.

Gardner Technologies, Inc. (2002 to Present), Director.

12. Memberships: List all memberships and offices currently held in profes-
sional, fraternal, scholarly, civic, business, charitable, and other organizations.

The Duquesne Club.

The Metallurgy Society.

Astronomical Society of the Pacific.

13. Political affiliations and activities:
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(a) List all offices with a political party which you have held or any public office
for which you have been a candidate.

None.

(b) List all memberships and offices held in and services rendered to all political
parties or election committees during the last 5 years.

Lifetime member of the Republican Party.

(c) Itemize all political contributions to any individual, campaign organization, po-
litical party, political action committee, or similar entity of $100 or more for the past
5 years.

2003 Republican National Committee, $360.

2002 Republican National Committee, $475.

2001 Republican National Committee, $975.

2000 Republican National Committee, $150.

Tom Campbell Campaign, $1,000.

Campbell Victory Committee $2,500.

Jim Cuneen Campaign, $450.

Victory 2000 California, $1,000.

1999 Republican National Committee, $150.

George W. Bush Campaign, $1,000.

14. Honors and Awards: List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary society
memberships, military medals and any other special recognitions for outstanding
service or achievements.

Tau Beta Pi.

Alpha Sigma Mu.

NSF Fellowship.

Outstanding Young Men Of America.

Westinghouse Patent Awards.

White House Fellowship.

15. Published writings: List the titles, publishers, and dates of books, articles,
reports, or other published materials which you have written.

1. “A Steady-State electrochemical Study of the Kinetics of the Reaction of Water
Vapor with Liquid Pb-Te Alloys” with G.R. Belton, Heterogeneous Kinetics at Ele-
vated Temperatures, Plenum Press, 1970.

2. “The Rate of Vaporization of Tungsten in Argon”, Met. Trans., 3:1972 (1972).

3. “The High Temperature Oxidation of Tungsten in O,-Argon Mixtures” Met.
Trans. 4:1513 (1973).

4. “The High Temperature Oxidation of Tungsten in CO,-Argon Mixtures” Met.
Trans. 5:35 (1974).

5. “Gas Transport Controlled Oxidation of Tungsten,” Gordon Research Con-
ference, 1973.

6. “The Co-Ti-C System at 1100 °C, with R. Kossowsky, Met. Trans., 5:790 (1974).

7. “Failure of Incandescent Tungsten Filaments by hot Spot Growth”, J. Illu-
minating Eng. Soc., 3:295 (1974).

8. “The High Temperature Oxidation of Tungsten in H>O-Argon Mixtures”, Met.
Trans., 5:1189 (1974).

9. “The Kinetics of Texture Development and Sulfur Removal in Oriented Silicon
Iron, with W.M. Swift and K. Foster, Met. Trans. B, 6B:377 (1975).

10. “The Role of Plasma Heating Devices in the Electric Energy Economy” with
M.G. Fey, Met. Eng, Quarterly, 16(2):27 (1976).

11. “A Model of Particle Heat Transfer in Arc Heated Gas Streams” with T.N.
Meyer, R.E. Kothmann and M.G. Fey, Proceeding of Int’l Round Table on the Study
and Application of Transport Phenomena in Thermal Plasmas, Odeillo, France, Sep-
tember 1975.

12. “Mass Transfer Model of Halogen Doped Incandescent with Application to the
W-O-Br Systems, Met. Trans. A, 7 A:1167 (1976).

13.“A Model of Heat and Mass Transfer from Liquid metal Droplets in Arc Heated
Gas Streams,” with T.N. Meyer, Gordon Conference on Plasma Chemistry (1976).

14. “Magnetite Spheriodization Using an AC Arc Heater, with M.G. Fey and C.W.
Wolfe, I&EC Process Design and Development. 16:108 (1977).

15. “The Use of Complex Equilibria Calculations in the Design of High Tempera-
ture Processes,” presented at the 1977 Fall Meeting of the Metallurgical Society,
Chicago, October 1977.

16. “A Model of Liquid Metal Droplet Vaporization in Arc Heater Gas Streams”
with T.N. Meyer, Met. Trans. B 9B:615 (1978).

17. “Development of a Process fro High capacity Arc heater Production of Silicon
for Solar Arrays,” with M.G Fey, TY.N. Meyer, R.H. Read and F.G. Arcella, pre-
sented at the 13th Photo Voltaic Specialists Conference of the IEEE, June 1978.
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18. “Thermodynamic Aspects of Gas-Metal Heat Treating Reactions,” Met. Trans.
A, 9A:1507 (1978).

16. Speeches: Provide the committee with two copies of any formal speeches you
have delivered during the last 5 years which you have copies of and are on topics
relevant to the position for which you have been nominated.

None.

17. Commitment to testify before Senate committees: Do you agree, if con-
firmed, to respond to requests to appear and testify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate?

Yes.

[The nominee responded to the questions in Parts B-F of the
committee questionnaire. The text of the questionnaire is set forth
in the Appendix to this volume. The nominee’s answers to Parts B—
F are contained in the committee’s executive files.]

SIGNATURE AND DATE

I hereby state that I have read and signed the foregoing Statement on Biographi-
cal and Financial Information and that the information provided therein is, to the
best of my knowledge, current, accurate, and complete.

FraNcis J. HARVEY.

This 12th day of November, 2003.

[The nomination of Francis J. Harvey was reported to the Senate
by Chairman Warner on February 4, 2004, with the recommenda-
tion that the nomination be confirmed. The nomination was with-
drawn by the President on September 15, 2004.]

[Prepared questions submitted to Lawrence T. Di Rita by Chair-
man Warner prior to the hearing with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
DEFENSE REFORMS

Question. More than a decade has passed since the enactment of the Goldwater-
Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 and the Special Oper-
ations reforms.

Do you support full implementation of these defense reforms?

Answer. Yes.

Question. What is your view of the extent to which these defense reforms have
been implemented?

Answer. Goldwater-Nichols is the law of the land and applies across a wide range
of Department activities. My impression is that implementation is extensive, ongo-
ing, and under continued review and assessment.

Question. What do you consider to be the most important aspects of these defense
reforms?

Answer. The following paragraph summarizes the most important aspects, as I
understand the act.

Question. The goals of Congress in enacting these defense reforms, as reflected in
section 3 of the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act, can
be summarized as strengthening civilian control over the military; improving mili-
tary advice; placing clear responsibility on the combatant commanders for the ac-
complishment of their missions; ensuring the authority of the combatant command-
ers is commensurate with their responsibility; increasing attention to the formula-
tion of strategy and to contingency planning; providing for more efficient use of de-
fense resources; enhancing the effectiveness of military operations; and improving
the management and administration of the Department of Defense.

Do you agree with these goals?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you believe that legislative proposals to amend Goldwater-Nichols
may be appropriate? If so, what areas do you believe it might be appropriate to ad-
dress in these proposals?
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Answer. I have not given the matter much consideration. It is important to regu-
larly assess the manner in which the department is organized. During the period
in which I have served this administration thus far, when organizational proposals
have surfaced, there has been significant consultation with Congress. That certainly
would be the case with any future proposals.

RELATIONSHIPS

Question. If confirmed, what would your working relationship be with:

The Secretary of Defense?

Answer. Daily interaction in order to remain abreast of the Secretary’s insights,
priorities, and decisions, and to offer my advice to him across the range of issues
facing the Department. Will assist the Secretary manage the Department’s commu-
nications requirements to the Congress, the general public, and—most impor-
tantly—within the Department to civilian and military personnel.

Question. The Deputy Secretary of Defense?

Answer. If confirmed, my relationship with the Deputy Secretary would be much
the same as my relationship with the Secretary of Defense.

Question. The Under Secretaries of Defense?

Answer. Regular interaction to assist them communicate matters for which their
components are responsible.

Question. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Legislative Affairs?

Answer. Critical daily interaction. I view communications with Congress as an im-
portant priority to ensure Congress is kept informed of important national security
and defense-related matters.

Question. The DOD General Counsel?

Answer. Regular interaction to ensure that our communications activities are con-
sistent with regulation and statute. Also, the global war on terror imposes a respon-
sibility upon us to communicate to Congress and the broader public the many
unique legal aspects of this conflict.

Question. The Service Secretaries?

Answer. The Service Secretaries have a most important role in the Department’s
internal communication responsibilities. They also interact regularly with Members
of Congress and their staffs. If confirmed, I would work closely with them, and in
close consultation with their public affairs chiefs, to help them discharge this re-
sponsibility and to help ensure consistency and proper frequency of message.

Question. The Joint Chiefs of Staff?

Answer. As with the Service Secretaries, if confirmed I would expect to work with
the chiefs to help communicate with our forces. In addition, I would look forward
to working with the Chiefs to assist them in communicating the Department’s mes-
sages to Congress and the public, as appropriate.

Question. Senior Uniformed Officers Responsible for Public Affairs, including the
Army’s Chief of Public Affairs, Navy’s Chief of Naval Information; Marine Corps’ Di-
rector of Public Affairs; and Air Force’s Director of Public Affairs?

Answer. Please see my responses to the previous two questions. If confirmed, I
would expect to be working closely and on a regular basis with the service public
affairs chiefs.

DUTIES

Question. DOD Directive 5122.5 describes the responsibilities and functions of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs (ASD (PA)).

What is your understanding of the duties and functions of the ASD (PA)?

Answer. I understand the responsibilities of the position as outlined in the direc-
tive. In this position, if confirmed, I would serve as the principal staff assistant and
advisor to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense for DOD news media rela-
tions, public information, internal information, community relations, public affairs
and visual information training, and audiovisual matters.

Question. Assuming you are confirmed, what changes, if any, in the duties and
functions of ASD (PA) do you expect that the Secretary of Defense would prescribe
for you?

Answer. I do not anticipate changes in the duties and functions of the position
as described in the directive.

Question. What background and experience do you possess that you believe quali-
fies you to perform these duties?

Answer. My years as a military officer give me a deep understanding of just how
important it is that senior leaders of the department communicate well and regu-
larly with our Armed Forces.
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Several years serving as a staff member in the United States Senate taught me
E’he ir}rllportance of regular executive branch communications with the legislative

ranch.

While serving as a senior staff assistant to a United States Senator, I also devel-
oped sensitivity to the importance of regular interaction with the media.

Finally, my service in the Department for the past nearly 3 years has given me
a breadth and depth of exposure to the Department that should help in my respon-
sibilities to communicate the Department’s priorities credibly, in a timely fashion,
and accurately.

MAJOR CHALLENGES

ng)estion. In your view, what are the major challenges confronting the next ASD
)?

Answer. We must continue to communicate internally, to Congress, and to the
public the President’s priorities in the global war on terror, to ensure the lessons
of September 11 remain front and center. We also face the challenge of communicat-
ing the U.S. goals, objectives, and activities in Afghanistan and Iraq, as those newly
liberated countries continue their transition to sovereignty and self-rule.

The significant U.S. military presence in both countries rightly focuses attention
on U.S. and coalition activities, and the Department has the responsibility, together
with other departments and agencies of government, to properly communicate those
activities.

Question. If confirmed, what plans do you have for addressing these challenges?

Answer. If confirmed, I expect to build upon the work being done to communicate
across the range of issues described above. The Department conducts an aggressive
program of communication and public outreach, and that must continue and evolve
to match our changing circumstances.

I also intend, if confirmed, to place particular emphasis upon internal communica-
tions. I view our forces, their families, and the career civil servants who support
them as our first, most important audience.

RESPONSIBILITIES

Question. If confirmed as the ASD (PA), what would you view as your principal
responsibilities to the Secretary of Defense?

Answer. My principal responsibilities if confirmed would be to assure the Sec-
retary that the Department is doing all it can to tell the story of the men and
women serving all of us by defending our country.

Question. Department of Defense Directive 5122.5 provides that the Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense for Public Affairs shall “ensure a free flow of news and informa-
tion to the news media, the general public, the internal audiences of the Depart-
ment of Defense, and the other applicable fora, limited only by national security
constraints . . . and valid statutory mandates or exemptions.”

What guidelines would you use, if confirmed, to determine what information can
and cannot be released to the news media and the public?

Answer. The Department publishes Principles of Information, which are included
as an enclosure to DOD Directive 5122.5. If confirmed, I would work to ensure that
judgments we make regarding the dissemination of information are based upon the
principles outlined.

Question. The ASD (PA) has responsibility for the security review of Department
of Defense materials for publication and release, including testimony before congres-
sional committees.

If confirmed, what policy would you intend to follow in carrying out these respon-
sibilities?

Answer. Coordination of congressional testimony is in the purview of the Assist-
ant Secretary for Legislative Affairs and the Department’s Security Review Office.
If confirmed, I would of course coordinate when necessary to ensure the communica-
tions aspects of such materials are properly considered prior to release.

Again, consistent with the principles of information and appropriate security/sen-
sitivity/classification considerations, if confirmed I would work to help ensure that
we provide such information in a timely and accurate fashion.

Question. Aside from restrictions related to classified and sensitive-source mate-
rials, if confirmed, what restrictions, if any, would you apply in approving material
prepared for release by DOD officials?

Answer. As a general matter, the first principle of information is that it is “DOD
policy to make available timely and accurate information so that the public, Con-
gress, and the news media may assess and understand the facts about national se-
curity and defense strategy.”
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There will be times when judgment is applied to a particular piece or class of in-
formation that warrants additional consideration on the basis of source, sensitivity
of ongoing operations, the need to verify facts, and other factors. Judgments of this
naguflge must be applied all the time, but the principle remains the same: accurate
and fast.

Question. What steps would you take, if confirmed, to ensure that required secu-
rity reviews do not result in late submission of written testimony?

Answer. Although the ASD (PA) does not hold particular responsibility for this
matter, it is important that required security reviews be accomplished. I believe this
responsibility can be discharged without undue delay in the submission of testimony
and other information.

If confirmed, I would work with department officials to help ensure that they pro-
vide written testimony and follow-up information for the record in a timely and ac-
curate fashion. This is a principal responsibility of the Assistant Secretary for Legis-
lative Affairs, but I would work with that official and others to assist as needed in
this matter.

POSTING OF INFORMATION BY THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INSPECTOR GENERAL
(DODIG)

Question. On December 5, 2003, the DODIG issued a memorandum discussing IG
data which would be posted on the DODIG Web site. The memorandum stated that
“information of questionable value to the general public,” “information not specifi-
cally approved for public release,” and “information for which worldwide dissemina-
tion poses an unacceptable risk to national security or threatens the safety and pri-
vacy of the men and women of the Armed Forces” would not be posted on the IG’s
Web site. The policy contained in this memo has been criticized as creating new cat-
egories of protected information that do not exist in law and announcing, in effect,
a new policy of non-disclosure.

What role, if any, did you as Acting ASD (PA) have in the formulation of the cat-
egories of information cited by the DODIG in his memo of December 5?

Answer. To the best of my knowledge and recollection, I had no role in the formu-
lation of the DODIG memo.

Question. How do you interpret these categories of information vis-a-vis existing
requirements for release under the Freedom on Information Act (FOIA) and the
principles of information set forth in DOD Directive 5122.5?

Answer. As I read the DODIG memo, and I have not discussed the intent of the
memo with the IG, he is attempting to provide policy with respect to information
on the DODIG Web site during the period in which the applicable DODIG instruc-
tion undergoes a review and update as necessary. I do not view it as an intent or
desire to create a new class or new classes of restricted information.

Regardless of the intent, though, it is important that matters with respect to in-
formation policy within the department be coordinated with the Office of the Assist-
ant Secretary for Public Affairs. It is possible that the IG staff coordinated with the
staff in the Office of ASD (PA), but I am unaware if that is the case.

Question. If confirmed, what responsibility, if any, would you have under the
DODIG’s policy for determining what information falls under the categories for non-
disclosure cited in the memorandum?

Answer. If confirmed, my responsibility with respect to communications policy of
the Department is spelled out in DOD Directive 5122.5, and I would expect to dis-
charge my responsibilities accordingly. I do not believe the DODIG memo super-
sedes the principles of information established in DOD Directive 5122.5, nor do I
believe that is the intent of the IG in promulgating his memo. If confirmed, I would
work with the IG and other component heads to ensure compliance with the prin-
ciples of information cited in the directive.

NEWS ANALYSIS AND NEWS CLIPPING SERVICE

Question. The ASD (PA) has responsibility for overseeing the provision of news
analysis and the news clipping services (including the Early Bird, the Supplement,
and the Radio-TV Dialog) for the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff,
and the headquarters of the military departments.

What policy would you follow, if confirmed, in providing news analysis and in de-
termining which news media reports should be disseminated throughout the Penta-
gon?

Answer. These services are first and foremost management tools to assist the sen-
ior leadership of the Department discharge their responsibilities. If confirmed, I ex-
pect to emphasize the importance that these tools focus on timely, fact-based infor-
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mation. I would also look to ensure that such information that is not otherwise
widely available be included in the various clipping services.

There are broad guidelines established to ensure that these products include time-
ly, accurate information, but judgment is applied at various levels within the Office
of the ASD (PA) to ensure the products are useful to senior decisionmakers in the
Department.

EUROPEAN-PACIFIC STARS AND STRIPES

Question. Stars and Stripes is an independent news organization, but it is also
authorized and funded in part by DOD. Representatives of the Society of Profes-
sional Journalists recently have asserted that OSD and the American Forces Infor-
mation Service (AFIS) have attempted to improperly use command influence in
shaping the editorial content of the Stars and Stripes newspapers and Web site.

In your opinion, what is the appropriate journalistic role of the Stars and Stripes
newspapers and internet-based outlets?

Answer. The Stars and Stripes is an important vehicle to help provide broad-
based news and information to our forces. I believe the paper has a particular re-
sponsibility to focus on forward-deployed forces that do not have good access to other
sources of news and information.

I am unaware of any attempts in OSD to shape the editorial content of the Stars
and Stripes.

Question. What is your understanding of the role and responsibilities of the ASD
(PA) and the Director of AFIS with regard to the operation of and reporting in the
Stars and Stripes newspapers?

Answer. The Director of AFIS has certain management oversight responsibility for
Stars and Stripes, and the ASD (PA) exercises authority, direction, and control over
the Director of AFIS. If confirmed, I would help ensure that the paper operates
within its budget and provides quality news and information to our forces, with
principal focus on those forces forward deployed who do not have access to a wide
variety of other news and information sources.

Question. Based on your experience in OSD, are the Stars and Stripes newspapers
and internet reporting editorially independent? If so, what are your views about the
appropriate level, if any, of OSD and AFIS oversight over the content of Stars and
Stripes newspapers?

Answer. DOD Directive 5122.11 outlines the editorial operations of Stars and
Stripes. In accordance with the DOD Directive, “as a Government organization, the
Stars and Stripes news staff may not take an independent editorial position.” When
publishing editorials and other opinion pieces, I understand the editors attempt to
provide a broadly representative range of views over time.

The DOD Directive does allow the Star and Stripes editor to “establish a standard
code of personal and professional ethics and general editorial principles.” My im-
pression based on casual observation and reporting is that the paper is independent,
and is perceived as such by military commanders.

Question. In October 2003, Stars and Stripes newspapers featured a story titled
“Ground Truth: Conditions, Contrasts and Morale in Iraq.” This story included the
results of a survey of individual soldiers on such topics as personal and unit morale,
concern of chain of command about living conditions, adequacy of training, and un-
derstanding of soldiers’ mission.

What is your opinion of the content of the foregoing articles and, in particular,
the survey that was reported on in the October 15, 2003, edition of Stars and
Stripes?

Answer. It is my understanding that Stars and Stripes editors and reporters peri-
odically develop questionnaires such as the one reported in the October 15, 2003,
edition. The morale, living conditions, and training of U.S. forces is a responsibility
that the entire chain of command within the Department of Defense takes seriously.
The senior uniformed and civilian leaders of the Department have taken a number
of steps to address these issues and ensure we treat our people right.

It is helpful to receive information on these matters from a wide variety of
sources, including such surveys as the one used by the Stars and Stripes.

Finally, I understand that the Stars and Stripes Ombudsman, in a letter to the
publisher, gave the Department’s leadership high marks for its approach to this se-
ries.

Question. The function and responsibilities of the Stars and Stripes’ Ombudsman
have been the subject of discussion within the AFIS and among journalists outside
the Department of Defense.

Do you support an independent Ombudsman for Stars and Stripes?
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Answer. I do. I have met with the Ombudsman and corresponded in writing with
him on occasion. I have found his insights quite helpful.

Question. What guidance would you provide, if confirmed, with regard to the role,
responsibilities and functions of the Stars and Stripes Ombudsman?

Answer. If confirmed, I expect to continue working with the Stars and Strips Om-
budsman. I would expect to depend upon him to provide advice and counsel on the
proper functioning of the paper as we seek to ensure it fulfill its role as a provider
of news and information to our forces, particularly those forward deployed with less
access to other sources of news and information.

STARS AND STRIPES TRANSFORMATION WORKING GROUP

Question. The mission of the Stars and Stripes Transformation Working Group
was to evaluate the current operations of Stars and Stripes and to develop rec-
ommendations on how the newspaper would best fulfill its mission in serving the
U.S. military of the 21st century that will be increasingly mobile, deployed at fewer
large-scale overseas bases, and likely situated in new locations around the world.

What were the findings and recommendations of the Stars and Stripes Trans-
formation Working Group?

Answer. The working group made a number of recommendations regarding the
budget, business operations, and organization of the newspaper. I found the rec-
ommendations thought provoking and asked that the working group leader brief rel-
evant congressional committee staff and the Stars and Stripes management board.

Question. In your opinion, what efficiencies, if any, regarding business operations,
operating expenses, sources of income, and DOD funding, etc., need to be imple-
mented to achieve more effective and efficient operations?

Answer. I have not made a detailed study of the matter. The transformation
working group made several recommendations in these areas that may be helpful.
There are a number of areas in which efficiencies can be explored, including the use
of technology to reduce production and distribution costs, potential distribution part-
nerships with other distributors, increased advertising opportunities, reduced oper-
ating expenses by ceasing unnecessary or marginal operations, revenue generation
through printing and production services, and other possible and appropriate busi-
ness opportunities.

In my view, the management of the paper should aggressively seek every possible
?fﬁ((:iiency and revenue source prior to contemplating an increase in appropriated
unds.

Question. In the Chairman’s Preface to the Transformation Working Group Final
Report, it was stated that the newspaper’s editorial philosophy needed review and
that throughout the course of the Group’s study “military leaders in the combatant
commands with whom the Working Group has met have consistently raised con-
cerns about accuracy, balance and investigative reporting in Stars and Stripes.”

What are your views about the accuracy, balance, and investigative reporting of
Stars and Stripes?

Answer. I have not read the paper in my present capacity closely enough to form
a view. As a former overseas-stationed naval officer, I read it regularly and found
that it presented a wide range of views, news, and information. The relevant DOD
Instruction calls for the paper to provide a balanced source of news, information,
and editorial content and my impression is that the managers of the paper attempt
to do so in a professional manner.

Question. How did the Department address these concerns?

Answer. The discussion on editorial philosophy as described in the Chairman’s
Preface represents the views of the chairman alone, and he is entitled to them. To
the best of my recollection, the Chairman’s Preface was not briefed to the paper’s
management or oversight officials, or to the relevant congressional committee staff.

The other recommendations of the working group have been made widely avail-
able, as described above. I should note that the Stars and Stripes Ombudsman re-
ceived the briefing and had ample opportunity to comment. In fact, I found his com-
ments quite helpful. To my knowledge, we have not taken any specific action with
regard to any of the recommendations as yet.

Question. In your view, what are the most appropriate means to address the con-
cerns raised by the Chairman of the Transformation Working Group?

Answer. I preface by stating my sense that the Chairman performed a useful serv-
ice to the Department by leading the Transformation Working Group. It is my un-
derstanding that he was asked to perform this service by senior OSD officials, and
he volunteered his service.

Subsequent to the conclusion of his report, we provided venues for him to brief
the findings of the working group as described above. The management of the paper
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and the appropriate oversight officials in the department will consider these find-
ings as they seek to ensure the efficient and effective operation of Stars and Stripes
going forward.

Question. The governing directive for Stars and Stripes newspapers and business
operations is DOD Directive 5122.11, dated October 5, 1993, with changes through
September 3, 1996.

What aspects of DOD Directive 5122.11, if any, require changes?

Answer. If confirmed, I will undertake to review the directive to determine if any
changes are required. It is my understanding that the operations of the Stars and
Stripes as envisioned in the directive, to be managed as two papers under the Euro-
pean and the Pacific Command Commanders, have been combined into a single
paper under the Office of the ASD (PA). That reorganization is not reflected in the
current DOD Directive, which pre-dates the reorganization.

There may be other areas requiring review and possible updating of the DOD di-
rective. For example, we may seek methods to allow Stars and Stripes to deliver
content worldwide. The current directive limits the focus to personnel overseas.
Stars and Stripes often contains important military information and it is worth con-
sidering whether there is a way to expand the service to forces stationed within the
United States.

I am mindful of the potential sensitivities of this notion, but those sensitivities
should be balanced against the objective of communicating to our forces and their
families as broadly and effectively as possible, and also the prospects for increased
efficiencies and reduced operating costs for the paper.

We might also consider how the paper is funded, especially in contingency loca-
tions. The directive puts the responsibility of supplying the paper on the combatant
commands. This may or may not be the optimal solution but it bears some review
to ensure that we have chosen the best approach to ensure the broadest distribution
of the paper to forward deployed forces.

PRESS COVERAGE OF COMBAT OPERATIONS

Question. In the past 10 years, press coverage of combat operations has increased.
This increased coverage culminated during Operation Iraqi Freedom in authoriza-
tion by the Department of “embedded” reporters.

What is your assessment of the practice of “embedding” reporters in Operation
Iraqi Freedom?

Answer. My impression is that the embedding process was a worthwhile program.
It provided the opportunity for the public to receive much better insight into the
skill, courage, and professionalism of our forces than may otherwise have been pos-
sible had the embedding program not existed. It also gave a large number of jour-
nalists a much better understanding of the same thing, and that can only help en-
sure more accurate defense-related journalism in the future.

Question. What were the most significant “lessons learned” from this practice?

Answer. I have not conducted any analysis of the program sufficiently to draw
broad lessons. My observation, bolstered by a large number of anecdotal reports,
leads me to believe that the program was effective. The department continues to en-
courage embedding for journalists covering the post-major conflict period in Iraq.

One area needing analysis is the question of whether it was more difficult for our
forces to manage interactions with non-embedded journalists during the conflict. I
have heard anecdotal reports on this issue but no systematic study has been done
that I am aware of.

Question. What steps would you take, if confirmed, to ensure that the next of kin
of combat casualties are informed of death or injuries by Service representatives
prior to release of identifying information by either the Department or reporters?

Answer. This is an important priority always, and it takes constant oversight to
help ensure we do it right. As always, our first and most important communications
audience is our forces and their families and, if confirmed, that will be one of my
operating precepts.

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT

Question. If confirmed, what would your role and responsibilities be with regard
to the Freedom of Information Act?

Answer. If confirmed, I would do my part to ensure that information sought under
the act be released—as appropriate based upon classification or other factors con-
templated in the act—as expeditiously and completely as possible.

Question. If confirmed, what responsibilities would you have under the Privacy
Act and how would you fulfill those responsibilities?
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Answer. Public officials across government have an obligation to respect and pro-
tect the privacy of individuals. The need to provide information to the public quickly
and accurately in accordance with the principles of information must always take
into account with the importance we must attach to not invading the privacy of indi-
viduals as a result of disclosing that information.

If confirmed, I will work to ensure that the department’s communications and
public affairs personnel understand their obligations and that training is available
to ensure that.

AMERICAN FORCES INFORMATION SERVICE

Question. What long term goals should the Department support for AFIS?

Answer. As noted earlier in my responses, internal communications is the most
important communication priority we have. The American Forces Information Serv-
ices is the means by which we manage most of our internal communications respon-
sibilities. If confirmed, I will seek every media avenue the department has to ensure
we are speaking clearly, timely, and accurately with our forces—including our Re-
serve component forces—and the families that support them.

There are also opportunities to use technology, including distant learning capabili-
ties, to improve and expand the Public Affairs training we conduct in the depart-
ment. If confirmed, I will work with the management of AFIS on this and other im-
portant training priorities.

Question. If confirmed, would you support expanding or increasing AFIS services
under the fiscal year 2005 future years defense plan?

Answer. If confirmed, I will examine all of the capabilities we have to provide
news and information to our military at home and overseas and, balancing that
against other priorities within my area of responsibility, do what I can to ensure
we are doing the best we can in this important area of internal communications.

One area of emphasis must be to improve the timeliness and accuracy of informa-
tion provided to the Reserve component and their families. There is much we can
do with improved technology to expand services to meet this challenge

CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

Question. In order to exercise its legislative and oversight responsibilities, it is im-
portant that this committee and other appropriate committees of congress are able
to receive testimony, briefings, and other communications of information.

Do you agree, if confirmed for this high position, to appear before this committee
and other appropriate committees of Congress?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, when asked, to give your personal views, even if those
views differ from the administration in power?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, if confirmed, to appear before this committee, or des-
ignated members of this committee, and provide information, subject to appropriate
and necessary security protection, with respect to your responsibilities as the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree to ensure that testimony, briefings, and other communica-
tions of information are provided to this committee and its staff and other appro-
priate committees?

Answer. Yes.

[The nomination reference of Lawrence T. Di Rita follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
November 21, 2003.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:
Lawrence T. Di Rita, of Michigan, to be an Assistant Secretary of Defense, vice
Victoria Clarke.
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[The biographical sketch of Lawrence T. Di Rita, which was
transmitted to the committee at the time the nomination was re-
ferred, follows:]

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF LAWRENCE T. DI RiTA

Lawrence T. Di Rita is the Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense. He
joined the Department after serving as Legislative Director, the Chief of Staff, for
Senator Hutchison from 1996-2001. Prior to that, he served as Policy Director to
the 1996 presidential campaign of Senator Gramm.

A former Navy surface warfare officer and Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm
veteran, Mr. Di Rita served in several ships and short assignments before leaving
tlllle service in 1994. His final tour was on the Joint Staff under General Colin Pow-
ell.

While on active duty, Mr. Di Rita served in U.S.S. Kirk (FF 1087), U.S. Midway
(CV 41), U.S.S. Leyte Gulf (CG 55) and on the Joint Staff in J-5’s International Ne-
gotiations Policy Branch.

Upon leaving the Navy, Mr. Di Rita joined the Washington-based Heritage Foun-
dation in 1994 as Deputy Director of Foreign Policy and Defense Studies. He has
published frequently on 1ssues pertaining to the U.S. armed services and national
security policy.

A 1980 graduate of the United States Naval Academy, he has his master’s degree
from the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS)
in Washington, DC. Originally from Detroit, Michigan, Mr. Di Rita now lives with
his wife, Therese, and daughter in Potomac, Maryland.

[The Committee on Armed Services requires all individuals nomi-
nated from civilian life by the President to positions requiring the
advice and consent of the Senate to complete a form that details
the biographical, financial, and other information of the nominee.
The form executed by Lawrence T. Di Rita in connection with his
nomination follows:]

UNITED STATES SENATE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Room SR-228
Washington, DC 20510-6050
(202) 224-3871
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES FORM

BIOGRAPHICAL AND FINANCIAL INFORMATION REQUESTED OF
NOMINEES

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Complete all requested information. If more
space is needed use an additional sheet and cite the part of the form and the ques-
tion number (i.e. A-9, B—4) to which the continuation of your answer applies.

PART A—BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Biographical information furnished in this part
of the form will be made available in committee offices for public inspection prior
to the hearings and will also be published in any hearing record as well as made
available to the public.

1. Name: (Include any former names used.)

Lawrence Thomas Di Rita.

2. Position to which nominated:

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs).

3. Date of nomination:

November 21, 2003.

4. Address: (List current place of residence and office addresses.)
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[Nominee responded and the information is contained in the committee’s executive
files.]

5. Date and place of birth:
12 March 1958; Detroit, MI.

6. Marital Status: (Include maiden name of wife or husband’s name.)
Married to Shaheen, Therese Marie.

7. Names and ages of children:
Isabelle Dolores Di Rita (5).

8. Education: List secondary and higher education institutions, dates attended,
degree received, and date degree granted.

M.A., 1987, Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies.

B.S., 1980, United States Naval Academy.

9. Employment record: List all jobs held since college or in the last 10 years,
whichever is less, including the title or description of job, name of employer, location
of work, and dates of employment.

1993-1995, Deputy Director, Foreign Policy/Defense, The Heritage Foundation.

1995-1996, Issues Director, Phil Gramm for President.

1996-2001, Legislative Director/Chief of Staff, Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison.

2001-Present, Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense.

10. Government experience: List any advisory, consultative, honorary or other
part-time service or positions with Federal, State, or local governments, other than
those listed above.

1976-1980, Midshipman, United States Naval Academy.

1980-1993, United States Navy.

11. Business relationships: List all positions currently held as an officer, direc-
tor, trustee, partner, proprietor, agent, representative, or consultant of any corpora-
tion, company, firm, partnership, or other business enterprise, educational, or other
institution.

N/A

12. Memberships: List all memberships and offices currently held in profes-
sional, fraternal, scholarly, civic, business, charitable, and other organizations.

Member, United States Naval Institute.

Member, Friends of Navy Squash.

13. Political affiliations and activities:

(a) List all offices with a political party which you have held or any public office
for \;VAhiCh you have been a candidate.

N

(b) List all memberships and offices held in and services rendered to all political
parties or election committees during the last 5 years.
N/A

(c) Itemize all political contributions to any individual, campaign organization, po-
litical party, political action committee, or similar entity of $100 or more for the past
5 years.

$1,000, Bush/Cheney 2000.

$500, Jeb Hensarling for Congress.

$500, Jeb Hensarling for Congress.

Perhaps so, will provide separately if so. [No further information provided.]

14. Honors and Awards: List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary society
memberships, military medals, and any other special recognitions for outstanding
service or achievements.

Joint Service Commendation Medal.

Navy Commendation Medal (2).

Navy Achievement Medal.

Various Navy campaign medals.

15. Published writings: List the titles, publishers, and dates of books, articles,
reports, or other published materials which you have written.

See attached list.

16. Speeches: Provide the committee with two copies of any formal speeches you
have delivered during the last 5 years which you have copies of and are on topics
relevant to the position for which you have been nominated.

/A

18. Commitment to testify before Senate committees: Do you agree, if con-
firmed, to appear and testify before any duly constituted committee of the Senate?
Yes.
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[The nominee responded to the questions in Parts B-F of the
committee questionnaire. The text of the questionnaire is set forth
in the Appendix to this volume. The nominee’s answers to Parts B—
F are contained in the committee’s executive files.]

SIGNATURE AND DATE

I hereby state that I have read and signed the foregoing Statement on Biographi-
cal and Financial Information and that the information provided therein is, to the
best of my knowledge, current, accurate, and complete.

LAWRENCE T. D1 RITA.

This 9th day of January, 2004.

[The nomination of Lawrence T. Di Rita was reported to the Sen-
ate by Chairman Warner on February 4, 2004, with the rec-
ommendation that the nomination be confirmed. The nomination
was withdrawn by the President on November 16, 2004.]

[Prepared questions submitted to William A. Chatfield by Chair-
man Warner prior to the hearing with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
DUTIES

Question. If confirmed as the Director of Selective Service what would you view
as your principal responsibilities and duties?

Answer. The principal responsibilities of the Director are noted in the Military Se-
lective Service Act: to be ready to provide both trained and untrained manpower to
the Armed Forces in the numbers and timeframes requested by the Department of
Defense, and to be prepared to manage an Alternative Service Program for those
men classified as conscientious objectors. This charter implies that Selective Service
be organized, staffed, and trained to perform these tasks.

RELATIONSHIPS

Question. The mission of the Selective Service System is to provide manpower to
the Armed Forces in time of national emergency and to manage an Alternative
Service Program for men classified as conscientious objectors during a draft.

If confirmed, what would your relationship be to the Secretary of Defense and the
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness?

Answer. It is clear that the chief customer of Selective Service is the Secretary
of Defense. Today, Selective Service receives its guidance on the number of
conscripts that may be required in a crisis, as well as the desired timeframes from
the manpower planners in his Department. The Agency’s primary contact within
DOD is the Office of the Under Secretary for Personnel and Readiness. We also
work very closely with the Military Entrance Processing Command which also
comes under this structure. As necessary, there is also direct liaison with the Office
of the Secretary of Defense regarding SSS policy issues. Over many years, these re-
lationships have worked well and I will ensure that they continue.

Question. If confirmed, what would your relationship be to the Assistant Secretar-
ies for Manpower in the military services; the uniformed personnel chiefs of the
military services; the Director of the National Guard Bureau; the Reserve compo-
nent chiefs; and the manpower officials in the Joint Staff?

Answer. As an independent civilian agency, Selective Service’s principal interface
with DOD is the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Joint and Service manpower offi-
cials express their needs up their chain to OSD. This said, Selective Service has his-
torically responded to the Services on Service-unique issues. For example, the SSS
has been assisting individual Service recruiting efforts by including a recruiting bro-
chure for the active and Reserve components in our registration acknowledgment
envelope mailed to more than 40,000 men each week. As Director, I will meet with
the Service Secretaries as necessary. The Chief of the Bureau and the Reserve
chiefs support the agency by placing 400 National Guard and Reserve officers in Se-
lective Service assignments and assisting with the registration of young men.
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MAJOR CHALLENGES

Question. In your view, what are the major challenges confronting the next Direc-
tor of the Selective Service System?

Answer. There are four: getting the registration message out to the public given
budget limitations, maintaining the registration compliance rate above the 90 per-
cent range, assuring the public that if a draft is reinstated it will be fair and equi-
table, and defending the System against challenges to its survival from those who
believe that our Nation no longer needs the Agency.

Question. If confirmed, what plans do you have for addressing these challenges?

Answer. To heighten awareness of the registration requirement among men 18
through 26 years old I would focus more mass mailings to targeted shortfall areas,
augmented with public service advertising. This would expand the reach and fre-
quency of the registration message. In support of this approach, I would add mo-
mentum and sustainability by encouraging more States to link driver’s permits and
licenses to the Federal registration requirement. Finally, I would ensure a top to
bottom review of all mobilization programs to determine the exact costs for readi-
ness and whether the proper level of readiness has been achieved. Selective Service
needs only to be as ready and capable as is necessary to fulfill its responsibilities.
With the foregoing accomplished, justification for survival of the Agency and its mis-
sions would be self-evident.

MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS

Question. What do you consider to be the most serious problems in the perform-
ance of the functions of the Selective Service System?

Answer. I believe they are two: eroding public awareness of the Federal registra-
tion requirement and an essentially no-growth budget. I am sensitive to the fact
that the public awareness task is never completed because another 5,000 young men
turn 18 years old every day in the U.S.

Question. What plans do you have for addressing these challenges?

Answer. One of my first actions would be to spend about 60 days assessing the
structure and organization of the System. Given the sizeable Agency investment in
information technology over several years, Selective Service need not operate as it
did coming out of deep standby in 1980. Through a smarter realignment of pro-
grams and people, and capitalizing upon automation already in place, the resources
should be available for reprogramming in sync with priorities that I will identify,
especially awareness of the registration requirement.

MILITARY PERSONNEL AND THE SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

Question. The Selective Service System relies on military members, from both the
active and Reserve components, to accomplish its mission. For example, about 450
National Guardsmen and reservists fulfill their military training obligations with
the Selective Service System.

Please describe the current military manpower requirements of the Selective
Service System and any initiatives taken by the Department of Defense and each
of the Services to lower the number of uniformed military personnel who support
the Selective Service System.

Answer. Over the years, OSD and the military services have been most coopera-
tive in satisfying the Agency’s military requirements, and working with them, Selec-
tive Service has reduced its uniform assets. Since the mid-1990s, SSS has continu-
ously realigned and updated those requirements. So the Agency now has assigned
only two full-time active duty officers vice the previous 19; 400 part-time National
Guard and Reserve officers instead of 750; and a cut in field grade positions of about
22 percent.

Question. To your knowledge, have there been proposals to substitute civilian po-
sitions for active duty or Reserve component personnel and what are your views
about such an initiative?

Answer. Yes, SSS has proposed replacing higher cost active duty positions with
civilians. Although there has been a reduction in active duty officers, there has not
been a one-for-one replacement with civilians. Further, the Agency has never sought
replacements for its declining number of part-time Reserve component personnel.
Declining military personnel have been compensated for by applying more automa-
tion, changing policies, reshaping the organization, and through staff training.
These approaches have worked and the Agency is doing more with less, so there is
no need to add more employees.

Question. What are your personal views about the requirement for military per-
sonnel to operate and manage the Selective Service System?
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Answer. While there is a benefit from military representation in the Agency, and
we have this with our part-time National Guard and Reserve officers, Congress cre-
ated Selective Service to be the independent, civilian buffer between the end user
of conscripts, the DOD, and American society. This approach has been working for
over 63 years. But I do not believe that it is appropriate for military personnel to
occupy decisionmaking positions; these ought to be civilian.

COORDINATION WITH SECONDARY SCHOOLS

Question. Former Director Alfred Rascon stated that the Selective Service System
had to overcome two major hurdles when reaching out to young men: “ignorance of
the law and apathy toward responsibility.” The Selective Service System has cul-
tivated ties with organizations representing secondary school principals and coun-
selors and community organizations in an effort to ensure knowledge of the require-
ments of law and voluntary compliance.

If confirmed, what actions would you take to overcome the obstacles identified by
Mr. Rascon?

Answer. My background is communications and building partnerships with var-
ious audiences. I believe that an aggressive public awareness program, coupled with
outreach to those groups which influence and touch young men—both educational
and others, is the way to dispell ignorance and address youthful apathy.

Question. What Selective Service programs exist to inform and influence parents,
teachers, and other organizations regarding the requirement to register with the Se-
lective Service System, and how widespread are these programs?

Answer. SSS is already outreaching to influencers, schools, young men them-
selves, and other groups. Some are national in scope, such as radio Public Service
Announcements to all the major media markets, high school kits to volunteer Selec-
tive Service registrars in 25,000 schools, and professional associations which deal
with youth: National Association of Secondary School Principals, National School
Boards Association, American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions
Officers, and the National Association of Financial Aid Administrators. Examples of
national influencer groups include: The League of United Latin American Citizens,
National Urban League, Organization of Chinese Americans, and the National Con-
gress of American Indians. Additionally, several programs focus on local or regional
communities, such as YMCAs, local ethnic media, immigration services organiza-
tions, and others. These local efforts are targeted in areas of low registration compli-
ance. Finally Selective Service has an extensive network of 10,000 civilian Board
Members who are ambassadors for our programs in virtually every county across
America.

Question. What is your understanding of the level of voluntary participation by
secondary schools in assisting the Selective Service in achieving compliance by male
students?

Answer. The Nation’s secondary schools are supportive. The Selective Service reg-
istrars in 25,000 high schools are volunteer staff or faculty members who distribute
SSS awareness materials, approach the young man directly to register, and send
him to the library to register on the Internet at www.sss.gov. Today, SSS has 86
percent of the Nation’s high schools participating with registrars.

Question. If confirmed, would you recommend imposing legal obligations on school
systems that received Federal funding to assist in overcoming ignorance of the law
and apathy toward compliance?

Answer. There is no doubt that this legal mandate would foster greater registra-
tions, however, it might be perceived as “Big Brother” being too heavy handed. I
believe that the programs already in place at SSS are working; the registration com-
pliance rate is moving upward and at the end of calendar year 2002 it was 91 per-
cent. This number can only be improved upon as more and more States adopt driv-
er’s license legislation supporting the Federal registration law. But registration
awareness remains a challenge and has to be worked daily. This is one of my prior-
ities.

ASSISTANCE TO MILITARY RECRUITING

Question. The Selective Service System has assisted in military recruiting by plac-
ing rotational recruiting messages for the active and Reserve components on reg-
istration acknowledgment cards mailed to more than 38,000 men each week.

How effective has the Selective Service System’s recruiting effort been?

Answer. The Department of Defense is pleased with this Selective Service part-
nership which provides information about military opportunities available in all the
active and Reserve components. One very big selling point is the fact that SSS
names and addresses are the most accurate to be found anywhere because they are
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recently submitted by the men themselves. Therefore, there is no wasted postage
to contact them. The satisfaction of DOD is expressed by its replacement of the joint
program previously handled by OSD with the SSS mailing.

Question. What are your views and recommendations about additional methods
the Selective Service System might use in assisting in recruiting efforts?

Answer. Conceptually, there are additional ways that SSS might aid in this area.
For example, if reenlistment rates or enlistments themselves fall in the Reserve
components as a result of many protracted deployments, SSS might draft exclu-
sively for them. A variation of this could be a National Guard and Reserve draft,
in which the military person completes his basic and advanced training on active
duty, then performs a full-time homeland security mission in the U.S. for a period
of time, followed by a part-time assignment in a Guard or Reserve unit. Finally, a
special skills draft might be necessary for the Armed Forces if volunteers prove too
few. I am sure that there are other ways for SSS to contribute in support of our
all-volunteer military.

Question. What are your views and recommendations about initiatives the Depart-
ment of Defense might implement to assist the Selective Service System in achiev-
ing higher compliance rates?

Answer. I cannot think of anything additional that DOD might do for us to
achieve higher registration compliance. The Department already provides us its
commercially-developed recruiting list. We bounce it against our registration data-
base and if a name isn’t there, SSS contacts the man to solicit his registration. Addi-
tionally, each Service ensures a new recruit is registered with Selective Service as
he processes into the military. So Defense is helping us out currently.

STATE BY STATE COMPLIANCE

Question. For several years, the Selective Service System has issued “report
cards” by State measuring the percentage of eligible men turning 20 who have reg-
istered in accordance with the law.

What programs and requirements used by States have proven most influential in
achieving above average compliance rates?

Answer. The two most successful programs at the State level which foster reg-
istration compliance are State driver’s license legislation and laws which parallel
the Federal Solomon and Thurmond amendments. Driver’s license legislation links
a driver’s permit, license, license renewal, and State ID card to registering by means
of the license application or submitting one’s Selective Service number. We now
have 32 States, two territories, and the District of Columbia participating. This is
a wonderful source of registrations because every young man wants a license as
soon as he can get it. The other great source of registrations is a State law which
links a man’s eligibility for State-funded higher education benefits and State jobs
to the Federal registration requirement. To date, 36 States and territories have en-
acted these laws.

Question. What recommendations for legislation, if any, or for new programs at
both the Federal and State level do you have for increasing compliance levels na-
tionwide?

Answer. At the Federal level, there really isn’t a need for new or additional legis-
lation. However, we hope that at the State level driver’s license legislation might
eventually include all 50 States and every U.S. territory.

Question. In your view, is the current budget of the Selective Service System suffi-
cient to prevent declines in compliance rates?

Answer. I think that SSS has proven that its current initiatives are improving
the challenges to compliance. However, what I am concerned about is an essentially
straight-lined budget which precludes applying those public awareness initiatives,
technology, and staffing changes necessary to conduct business smarter and more
effectively.

INCENTIVES TO INDIVIDUALS FOR COMPLIANCE

Question. Selective Service registration currently is a requirement for a number
of opportunities, including Federal student loans, job training, employment, and
U.S. citizenship.

Are there any additional incentives that you consider appropriate to encourage
more young men to register in a timely manner?

Answer. Thanks to Congress and most State legislatures, I believe that SSS has
the bases covered. From its point of view, the one that needs to be expanded, the
one that is the most productive source of registrations, is driver’s license legislation.
But this is totally dependent upon the wishes of States that have not yet enacted
such legislation.
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PERFORMANCE OF THE SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

Question. In his responses to questions submitted by the committee in May 2001,
former Director Rascon indicated that the accuracy of the address information of Se-
lective Service registrants is good because of measures for voluntary submission of
changes and through reliance on the U.S. Postal Service’s National Change of Ad-
dress system.

What is your estimate of the current accuracy of the address information of Selec-
tive Service registrants in the prime induction group?

Answer. It is highly accurate because Selective Service employs the same program
as the U.S. Postal Service—the National Change of Address System. In addition,
this program is supplemented with changes provided by the registrant himself from
our acknowledgment mailing to him at his residence, through changes a registrant
mails using a card at any Post Office, from changes he provides by telephone, and
with address updates he supplies on the Internet. Actual mailings average over a
98.5 percent successful contact rate, so our procedures are working.

Question. What additional steps is the Selective Service System taking to ensure
the accuracy of address information?

Answer. SSS is continuing the successful Postal Service system, has printed on
the outside of all its cards and envelopes the postal endorsement for address correc-
tions to ensure notification to the agency, and practices internal controls to guaran-
tee that address changes from a registrant are posted to his file immediately and
accurately.

MILITARY CONSCRIPTION

Question. The demands placed on our military forces fighting the war on terror
have led to calls by some to reinstate the draft. Legislative proposals have been in-
troduced in the Senate and the House of Representatives that would require all
young men and women in the United States to perform a period of military service
or a period of civilian service in furtherance of the national defense and homeland
security.

What are your views on reinstating the draft to support the war on terror?

Answer. I see Selective Service as a service organization and, as such, it does not
make policy; it responds to and implements policy. Policymaking is the realm of this
committee and the administration. It would be my job to lead the agency in conduct-
ing a timely, fair, and equitable draft if Congress and the President so direct. It
would not be within my purview to determine when and if such a draft is necessary.

Question. In your opinion, should women be subject to the draft if it is reinstated?

Answer. Since the founding of the Nation, the U.S. has never drafted women. To
do so would require congressional and presidential policy and lawmaking decisions.
Personally, I see no pressing need to do so. The primary customer, the DOD, has
taken the position that there is no “military necessity” to register, let alone, draft
females, especially since a general draft would be intended to replace combat casual-
ties. As a matter of longstanding policy, the Nation continues to exclude women
from front-line, ground combat assignments.

Question. Are there any circumstances under which you would recommend rein-
stating the draft? If so, what are these circumstances?

Answer. It would be my job to lead the agency in conducting a timely, fair, and
equitable draft if Congress and the President so direct. It would not be within my
purview to determine when and if such a draft is necessary. But I can speculate
that the Nation’s policymakers might consider a draft if confronted with very seri-
ous threats from a hostile adversary or group of adversaries, or if a conflict was to
be protracted over several years and volunteers were too few, or if there appeared
to be no other solution to filling critical skills vacancies in the Armed Forces.

CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

Question. In order to exercise its legislative and oversight responsibilities, it is im-
portant that this committee and other appropriate committees of Congress are able
to receive testimony, briefings, and other communications of information.

Do you agree, if confirmed for this high position, to appear before this committee
and other appropriate committees of Congress?

Answer. Absolutely. I see it as a matter of integrity and principle that the Agency
Head be the facilitator between Selective Service and the Congress in an ongoing
dialogue. I've mentioned public awareness of the registration requirement, but the
other type of awareness is Agency awareness by the oversight committees. This can
only be achieved if I am responsive; I intend to be responsive.
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Question. Do you agree, when asked, to give your personal views, even if those
views differ from the administration in power?

Answer. If the committee desires the personal views of Bill Chatfield, it just has
to ask.

Question. Do you agree, if confirmed, to appear before this committee, or des-
ignated members of this committee, and provide information, subject to appropriate
and necessary security protection, with respect to your responsibilities as the Direc-
tor, Selective Service System?

Answer. If confirmed, I envision my job as director to be the lead in the exchange
of information between the committee and the Selective Service System. Selective
Service is a public agency doing the public’s business. It can only retain its program
credibility if what it does is open to public view and this means Congress.

Question. Do you agree to ensure that testimony, briefings and other communica-
tions of information are provided to this committee and its staff and other appro-
priate committees?

Answer. I assure you that, if confirmed, I and Selective Service will continue to
be forthright and responsive in any communications to or from a committee.

[The nomination reference of William A. Chatfield follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
September 3, 2003.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:
William A. Chatfield, of Texas, to be Director of Selective Service, vice Alfred
Rascon, resigned.

[The biographical sketch of William A. Chatfield, which was
transmitted to the committee at the time the nomination was re-
ferred, follows:]

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF WILLIAM A. CHATFIELD

Mr. Chatfield, of Texas, has more than 25 years of experience working with the
executive and legislative branches of the Federal Government.

He commenced public service with the doorkeeper of the U.S. House of Represent-
atives from 1978 through 1979, and performed in several appointed positions of in-
creasing responsibility from 1980 through 1987 in the Reagan administration. He
served on the staff of the Deputy Under Secretary for Policy at the Department of
Defense; as Regional Director of the Civil Aeronautics Board; Special Assistant to
the Director, Office of Personnel Management; Assistant to the Chairman of the
Consumer Product Safety Commission; Special Assistant for Congressional Liaison
in the Department of the Interior; and, Staff Advisor to the Commissioner at the
Interstate Commerce Commission.

Since 1987, he has engaged in governmental affairs consulting. In 1989, he and
former Congressman Tom Kindness established Kindness & Chatfield Associates, a
government relations and public affairs consulting firm.

He attended Union College, majoring in political science and criminal justice, and
continued studies at American University. During his active duty with the U.S. Ma-
rine Corps, he was an intelligence analyst. Currently, he is an officer in the U.S.
Marine Corps Reserve.

[The Committee on Armed Services requires all individuals nomi-
nated from civilian life by the President to positions requiring the
advice and consent of the Senate to complete a form that details
the biographical, financial, and other information of the nominee.
The form executed by William A. Chatfield in connection with his
nomination follows:]
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UNITED STATES SENATE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Room SR-228
Washington, DC 20510-6050
(202) 224-3871
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES FORM

BIOGRAPHICAL AND FINANCIAL INFORMATION REQUESTED OF
NOMINEES

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Complete all requested information. If more
space is needed use an additional sheet and cite the part of the form and the ques-
tion number (i.e. A—9, B—4) to which the continuation of your answer applies.

PART A—BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Biographical information furnished in this part
of the form will be made available in committee offices for public inspection prior
to the hearings and will also be published in any hearing record as well as made
available to the public.

1. Name: (Include any former names used.)
William Austin Chatfield.

2. Position to which nominated:
Director, Selective Service System.
3. Date of nomination:
September 3, 2003.

4. Address: (List current place of residence and office addresses.)
[Nominee responded and the information is contained in the committee’s executive
files.]

5. Date and place of birth:
July 14, 1951; Catskill, NY.

6. Marital Status: (Include maiden name of wife or husband’s name.)
Married to Cynthia Lynn Garza Chatfield.

7. Names and ages of children:
None.

8. Education: List secondary and higher education institutions, dates attended,
degree received, and date degree granted.

Union College, Cranford, NJ; 1973-1975.

American University, Washington, DC; 1979-1980.

No degree received.

9. Employment record: List all jobs held since college or in the last 10 years,
whichever is less, including the title or description of job, name of employer, location
of work, and dates of employment.

Kindness & Chatfield Associates; Partner; government relations consulting; Wash-
ington, DC; 1989—present.

SKC & Associates; Associate; government relations consulting; Washington, DC;
1987-1989.

Reagan administration: Politically Appointive Positions:

Department of Defense, staff of the Deputy Under Secretary for Policy,
Washington, DC, 1981-1982.

Civil Aeronautics Board, Regional Director, Dallas/Fort Worth, TX, 1982—
1984.

Reagan-Bush 1984 Campaign, Regional Field Director, Rocky Mountain
Region, Phoenix, AZ, 1984.

Office of Personnel Management, Special Assistant to the Director, Wash-
ington, DC, 1985.

Consumer Product Safety Commission, Assistant to the Director, Wash-
ington, DC, 1985-1986.

Department of the Interior, Special Assistant for Congressional Liaison,
Washington, DC, 1986.
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Interstate Commerce Commission, Staff Advisor to the Commissioner,
Washington, DC, 1986-1987.

10. Government experience: List any advisory, consultative, honorary or other
part-time service or positions with Federal, State, or local governments, other than
those listed above.

None other than those above.

11. Business relationships: List all positions currently held as an officer, direc-
tor, trustee, partner, proprietor, agent, representative, or consultant of any corpora-
tion, company, firm, partnership, or other business enterprise, educational, or other
institution.

Consultant to:

Department of Defense, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve
Affairs, Employer Support of the Guard and Reserve.
NVE, Inc., Andover, NJ; nutritional supplement manufacturer.

12. Memberships: List all memberships and offices currently held in profes-
sional, fraternal, scholarly, civic, business, charitable, and other organizations.

The Capitol Hill Club, Washington, DC; membership only.

The Army & Navy Club, Washington, DC; membership only.

The Reserve Officers Association, Washington, DC; membership only.

13. Political affiliations and activities:

(a) List all offices with a political party which you have held or any public office
for which you have been a candidate.

None.

(b) List all memberships and offices held in and services rendered to all political
parties or election committees during the last 5 years.

None.

(c) Itemize all political contributions to any individual, campaign organization, po-
litical party, political action committee, or similar entity of $100 or more for the past
5 years.

None.

14. Honors and Awards: List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary society
memberships, military medals and any other special recognitions for outstanding
service or achievements.

None.

15. Published writings: List the titles, publishers, and dates of books, articles,
reports, or other published materials which you have written.
None.

16. Speeches: Provide the committee with two copies of any formal speeches you
have delivered during the last 5 years which you have copies of and are on topics
relevant to the position for which you have been nominated.

None.

17. Commitment to testify before Senate committees: Do you agree, if con-
firmed, to respond to requests to appear and testify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate?

Yes.

[The nominee responded to the questions in Parts B-F of the
committee questionnaire. The text of the questionnaire is set forth
in the Appendix to this volume. The nominee’s answers to Parts B—
F are contained in the committee’s executive files.]

SIGNATURE AND DATE

I hereby state that I have read and signed the foregoing Statement on Biographi-
cal and Financial Information and that the information provided therein is, to the
best of my knowledge, current, accurate, and complete.

WILLIAM AUSTIN CHATFIELD.

This 26th day of September, 2003.

[The nomination of William A. Chatfield was reported to the Sen-
ate by Chairman Warner on May 12, 2004, with the recommenda-
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tion that the nomination be confirmed. The nomination was con-
firmed by the Senate on November 21, 2004.]



TO CONSIDER THE NOMINATIONS OF
FRANCIS J. HARVEY TO BE ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF DEFENSE FOR NETWORKS AND
INFORMATION INTEGRATION; LAWRENCE T.
DI RITA TO BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE FOR PUBLIC AFFAIRS; AND CER-
TAIN OTHER PENDING MILITARY NOMINA-
TIONS

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 2004

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

The committee met, pursuant to recess, in executive session at
10:27 a.m. in room HR-2118, Rayburn House Office Building, Sen-
ator John Warner (chairman) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Warner, McCain, Roberts,
Sessions, Collins, Ensign, Talent, Chambliss, Graham, Dole,
Cornyn, Levin, Kennedy, Reed, Akaka, Bill Nelson, E. Benjamin
Nelson, Dayton, Bayh, Clinton, and Pryor.

Committee staff members present: Judith A. Ansley, staff direc-
tor; Marie Fabrizio Dickinson, chief clerk; Cindy Pearson, assistant
chief clerk and security manager; and Leah Brewer, nominations
and hearings clerk.

Majority staff members present: Charles W. Alsup, professional
staff member; L. David Cherington, counsel; Regina A. Dubey, re-
search assistant; Brian R. Green, professional staff member; Wil-
liam C. Greenwalt, professional staff member; Ambrose R. Hock,
professional staff member; Gregory T. Kiley, professional staff
member; Thomas L. MacKenzie, professional staff member; Elaine
A. McCusker, professional staff member; Lucian L. Niemeyer, pro-
fessional staff member; Lynn F. Rusten, professional staff member;
Joseph T. Sixeas, professional staff member; Scott W. Stucky, gen-
eral counsel; Diana G. Tabler, professional staff member; and Rich-
ard F. Walsh, counsel.

Minority staff members present: Richard D. DeBobes, Democratic
staff director; Daniel J. Cox, Jr., professional staff member;
Madelyn R. Creedon, minority counsel; Gabriella Eisen, research
assistant; Evelyn N. Farkas, professional staff member; Richard W.
Fieldhouse, professional staff member; Creighton Greene, profes-
sional staff member; Jeremy L. Hekhuis, professional staff mem-
ber; Maren R. Leed, professional staff member; Gerald J. Leeling,
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minority counsel; Peter K. Levine, minority counsel; and Bridget
M. Whalan, special assistant.

Staff assistants present: Michael N. Berger, Andrew W. Florell,
and Sara R. Mareno.

Committee members’ assistants present: Christopher J. Paul and
Pablo Corello, assistants to Senator McCain; Arch Galloway II, as-
sistant to Senator Sessions; James P. Dohoney, Jr. and Derek
Maurer, assistants to Senator Collins; Pam Thiessen, assistant to
Senator Ensign; Lindsey R. Neas, assistant to Senator Talent;
Clyde Taylor IV, assistant to Senator Chambliss; Aleix Jarvis and
Meredith Moseley, assistants to Senator Graham; Christine O. Hill,
assistant to Senator Dole; Russell J. Thomasson, assistant to Sen-
ator Cornyn; Sharon L. Waxman and Mieke Y. Eoyang, assistants
to Senator Kennedy; Elizabeth King, assistant to Senator Reed;
Davelyn Noelani Kalipi, assistant to Senator Akaka; William K.
Sutey, assistant to Senator Bill Nelson; Eric Pierce, assistant to
Senator E. Benjamin Nelson; Todd Rosenblum, assistant to Senator
Bayh; Andrew Shapiro, assistant to Senator Clinton; and Terri
Glaze, assistant to Senator Pryor.

Chairman WARNER. First, I move that the committee favorably
report out the nomination of Dr. Francis Harvey to be Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Networks and Information Integration. Is
there a second?

Senator LEVIN. Second.

Chairman WARNER. All in favor say aye. [A chorus of ayes.]

Opposed? [No response.]

The ayes have it.

Next I move that the committee favorably report out the nomina-
tion of Lawrence Di Rita to be Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Public Affairs. Is there a second?

Senator LEVIN. Second.

Chairman WARNER. All in favor say aye. [A chorus of ayes.]

Opposed? [A single nay.]

I note one Senator indicated his opposition. The ayes have it.

Finally, I move the committee favorably report out 438 military
nominations. These nominations have been in committee for the
requisite period of time, involve no adverse information, and are
appropriate for consideration by the committee.

Is there a second?

Senator LEVIN. Second.

Chairman WARNER. All in favor say aye. [A chorus of ayes.]

Those opposed? [No response.]

The ayes have it.

I thank my colleagues.

[The list of nominations considered and approved by the commit-
tee follows:]

MILITARY NOMINATIONS PENDING WITH THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE
WHICH ARE PROPOSED FOR THE COMMITTEE’S CONSIDERATION ON FEBRUARY 4, 2004.

1. In the Army there are three appointments to the grade of major general (list
begins with Brigadier General Lloyd J. Austin III, USA) (Reference N. 626).

2. In the Army there are 79 appointments to the grade of major and below (list
begins with Constance A. Bell) (Reference No. 1181).

3. Colonel George T. Lynn, ANG to be brigadier general (Reference No. 1221).
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4. In the Army Reserve there are two appointments to the grade of major general
and below (list begins with BGEN Conrad W. Ponder, Jr., USAR) (Reference No.
1222).

5. Rear Admiral (Selectee) Albert M. Calland III, USN to be vice admiral and for
assignment as Associate Director of Central Intelligence for Military Support, CIA
(Reference No. 1224).

6. Rear Admiral James D. McArthur, Jr., USN to be vice admiral and for assign-
ment as Commander, Naval Network Warfare Center (Reference No. 1225).

7. In the Army there is one appointment to the grade of colonel (Margot Krauss)
(Reference No. 1226).

8. In the Army there are 20 appointments to the grade of colonel (list begins with
Mark S. Ackerman) (Reference No. 1227).

9. In the Army there is one appointment to the grade of lieutenant colonel (Timo-
thy G. Wright) (Reference No. 1228).

10. In the Army there are six appointments to the grade of lieutenant colonel (list
begins with Ida F. Agamy) (Reference No. 1229).

11. In the Army there is one appointment to the grade of major (David J. King,
Jr.) (Reference No. 1230).

12. In the Army there are two appointments to the grade of major (list begins
with Michael G. Gray) (Reference No. 1231).

13. In the Army there are two appointments to the grade of major (list begins
with Terry R. Moren) (Reference No. 1232).

14. In the Navy there is one appointment to the grade of commander (Todd E.
Bailey) (Reference No. 1234).

15. In the Navy there are four appointments to the grade of commander (list be-
gins with Jennifer R. Flather) (Reference No. 1235).

16. In the Navy there are 31 appointments to the grade of commander and below
(list begins with Wing Leong) (Reference No. 1236).

17. In the Air Force Reserve there is one appointment to the grade of colonel (Vin-
cent T. Jones) (Reference No. 1240)

18. In the Air Force Reserve there is one appointment to the grade of colonel
(Richard H. Villa) (Reference No. 1241).

19. In the Air Force Reserve there are seven appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with Robert J. Bernard) (Reference No. 1242).

20. In the Air Force Reserve there is one appointment to the grade of colonel
(Harris H. Brooks) (Reference No. 1243).

21. In the Air Force Reserve there are seven appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with Paula C. Gould) (Reference No. 1244).

22. In the Air Force Reserve there are 203 appointments to the grade of colonel
(list begins with Jeffrey S. Alderfer) (Reference No. 1245).

23. In the Air Force Reserve there are 21 appointments to the grade of major gen-
eral and below (list begins with BGEN Richard W. Ash, ANG) (Reference No. 1246).

24. In the Air Force Reserve there are 20 appointments to the grade of major gen-
eral and below (list begins with BGEN Robert E. Duignan, USAFR) (Reference No.
1247).

25. In the Army there is one appointment to the grade of major (Amy E. Preen)
(Reference No. 1255).

26. In the Navy there are 20 appointments to the grade of lieutenant commander
(list begins with Jonathan Q. Adams) (Reference No. 1258).

Total: 438.

[The nomination reference of Francis J. Harvey follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
September 15, 2004.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:
Francis J. Harvey of California, to be Secretary of the Army, vice Thomas E.
White, resigned.

[The nomination reference of Lawrence T. Di Rita follows:]
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NOMINATION REFERENCE

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
November 21, 2003.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:
Lawrence T. Di Rita of Michigan, to be an Assistant Secretary of Defense, vice
Victoria Clarke.

[Whereupon, at 10:29 a.m., the executive session was adjourned
and the committee proceeded to other business.]



NOMINATIONS OF TINA WESTBY JONAS TO
BE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(COMPTROLLER); DIONEL M. AVILES TO BE
UNDER SECRETARY OF THE NAVY; AND
JERALD S. PAUL TO BE PRINCIPAL DEPUTY
ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SE-
CURITY ADMINISTRATION

TUESDAY, APRIL 27, 2004

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

The comittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:32 a.m., in room SR-
222, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator John Warner (chair-
man) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Warner, Inhofe, Allard,
Levin, Akaka, Bill Nelson, and Pryor.

Committee staff member present: Leah C. Brewer, nominations
and hearings clerk.

Majority staff members present: Charles W. Alsup, professional
staff member; L. David Cherington, counsel; Brian R. Green, pro-
fessional staff member; William C. Greenwalt, professional staff
member; Gregory T. Kiley, professional staff member; Thomas L.
MacKenzie, professional staff member; Lynn F. Rusten, profes-
sional staff member; Diana G. Tabler, professional staff member;
and Richard F. Walsh, counsel.

Minority Staff members present: Richard D. DeBobes, Demo-
cratic staff director; Madelyn R. Creedon, professional staff mem-
ber; Creighton Greene, professional staff member; Gerald J.
Leeling, professional staff member; Peter K. Levine, minority coun-
sel; and Michael J. McCord, professional staff member.

Staff assistant present: Nicholas W. West

Committee members’ assistants present: Lance Landry, assistant
to Senator Allard; Davelyn Noelani Kalipi, assistant to Senator
Akaka; William K. Sutey, assistant to Senator Bill Nelson; and
Terri Glaze, assistant to Senator Pryor.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. The hearing will get underway. I will soon
be joined by Senator Levin but this is a big day for all of you and
in a way it is an interesting day for me. I am going to have to leave
early to go over with former Senator Bob Dole and four other cur-
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rent Senators to the new World War II Memorial. There are five
of us here in the Senate who served in World War II and we are
going to have our picture taken, five survivors at the opening of the
new memorial which will officially be dedicated on Memorial Day,
but we are going over today. So I am going to get underway with
my statement.

We are very pleased on the committee, to have each of you here
today and your families. Ms. Jonas has been nominated to be the
Under Secretary of Defense, Comptroller; Mr. Aviles has been nom-
inated to be the Under Secretary of the Navy; and Mr. Paul has
been nominated to be the Principal Deputy Administrator of the
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA).

It is very important that the families have joined us this morn-
ing. I have tucked away in my memorabilia records of when I was
before this committee in February 1969, during the war in Viet-
nam, seeking at that time the post of Under Secretary of the Navy.
So, I take a special interest in that post. I remember that I had
my family in the room at that time and three little squirming chil-
dren. We have a couple of children here this morning, but they are
very quiet. Family support is critical to the success and the ability
of each of you to perform your tasks. So we thank you for bringing
them this morning so they can witness a very significant day in
your life. Senator Nelson will soon be joining us, and he will be in-
troducing Mr. Paul.

Now, Ms. Jonas comes highly qualified for the position of Under
Secretary of Defense, Comptroller. She is presently the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer and Assistant Director of the Finance Division for
the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), where she has served
since August 2002. Prior to her FBI service she worked in the De-
partment of Defense (DOD) as the Deputy Under Secretary of De-
fense for Financial Management. In that capacity she was a prin-
cipal advisor to Dr. Zakheim and other senior DOD officials in mat-
ters relating to accounting, financial reform, and fiscal matters.
Ms. Jonas also has significant experience in Congress, having
served from 1995 to 2001 as a staff member for the Subcommittee
on Defense for the House Committee on Appropriations. We wel-
come you and your husband this morning.

Ms. JoNAs. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Mr. Aviles has been nominated to be the
Under Secretary of the Navy; he is currently the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Navy for Financial Management and Comptroller. As
the committee noted at its earlier confirmation hearing, Mr. Aviles
brought legislative executive branch experience to this position. He
served from 1991 to 1995 with the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) as a budget examiner, with responsibility over Navy
procurement and research and development programs, and from
1995 to 2001 as a professional staff member on the House Armed
Services Committee. He is a graduate of the United States Naval
Academy and a qualified surface warfare officer, holding the rank
of Commander of the United States Naval Reserve. We congratu-
late you on your nomination.

Mr. Paul has been nominated for the position of Principal Deputy
Administrator of the National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA). This is a position created by Congress, and largely it was
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crafted here in this very room which you are sitting in today. We
put it together to assist the Administrator in coordinating and
overseeing day-to-day operations and management. Mr. Paul is cur-
rently in his third term as a member of the Florida House of Rep-
resentatives where he serves on the Committee on Appropriations,
Energy, Natural Resources, and Business Regulations and chairs
the Subcommittee on Environmental Regulation.

He was appointed by Secretary Abraham to serve on the Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee, an independent panel that
provides the Department of Energy (DOE) with advice on the direc-
tion of the nuclear program. He is a graduate of the Maine Mari-
time Academy and upon graduation, accepted a commission in the
Naval Reserve as a special engineering officer where he served
until his honorable discharge in 1997.

Our nominees have a wealth of experience and each of them will
excel in the position for which they have been nominated. We
thank them for their willingness to serve and their families for
their support.

I'd like to have you first introduce your family members. Ms.
Jonas if you’d introduce your husband.

Ms. JoNas. Mr. Chairman, I have with me today my husband,
David, who retired from the Marine Corps in 2001, and my brother
Todd and his son, Morgan.

A Clhairman WARNER. We welcome all of you. Thank you. Mr.
viles.

Mr. AViLES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to introduce my
wife Kimberly, my son Thomas, and my mother-in-law Arlene
Chandler.

Chairman WARNER. Welcome. Thank you. Mr. Paul.

Mr. PAuL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With me this morning is
my father, Tom Paul, and my mother, Pat Paul, to my right. Imme-
diately behind me to my left is my sister, Linda; my wife Kristina,
my sister Sharon, and my brother, Mike, and his wife Pam with
the second of the two young ones you mentioned earlier, newly
born, Josiah.

Chairman WARNER. Did I miss one? Where is he? Could he stand
to be recognized? [Laughter.]

Senator LEVIN. First baby I've seen you miss, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Is it Josiah? We’re going to count on him to
make a little bit of noise here this morning.

Mr. PauL. Why not?

Chairman WARNER. Are you sure there is somebody in that car-
rier? Oh, look, there he is.

Senator Levin.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me join you in
welcoming our witnesses and their families to the Armed Services
Committee. We all know that senior government officials work long
and hard hours often for less pay than they can get in the private
sector. We also know that none of our nominees will be able to
serve in these positions without the support of their families. We
thank their families, in advance, for the support that they will pro-
vide to our nominees.
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Our three nominees have already shown their dedication to pub-
lic service. They are well-qualified for these positions. Ms. Jonas
has worked in the executive and legislative branches of the Federal
Government for almost 20 years, most recently as the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the FBI and the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
for Financial Management.

Mr. Aviles has served the Federal Government as a military offi-
cer and as a civilian since his graduation from the United States
Naval Academy in 1983. Most recently, Mr. Aviles has served as
the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Financial Management.

Both Ms. Jonas and Mr. Aviles served on the House staff from
1995 until 2001, I believe. Ms. Jonas with the House Appropria-
tions Committee and Mr. Aviles with the House Armed Services
Committee. That should not disqualify them. Just don’t tell our
House colleagues—we want them to worry a little bit about this.

Finally, Mr. Paul has been member of the Florida House of Rep-
resentatives for the last 2 years and serves as a member of Sec-
retary Abraham’s Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee.

We look forward to their testimony and their responses to our
questions. I believe that Senator Nelson is on his way here to intro-
duce one of our nominees.

Chairman WARNER. That is correct.

Senator LEVIN. Also, Mr. Chairman, Senator Akaka has to leave
fairly shortly. If we could take him out of order at the appropriate
time so he can ask his questions. I would appreciate it.

Chairman WARNER. We certainly will. Senator Inhofe, do you
have an opening statement?

Senator INHOFE. No, thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Pryor, would you like to say a few
words?

Senator PRYOR. No, thank you.

Chairman WARNER. First, I would like to ask some standard
questions. Each of the witnesses has been asked the standard ques-
tions propounded by this committe for some years, although, in
consultation with Mr. Levin, I think we quite properly modified one
of the questions, so we are going to change that question, I wish
to advise my colleagues. So I am going to ask these questions, and
if you will, acknowledge the answers. I want them formally put in
the record.

Have each of you adhered to the applicable laws and regulations
governing conflicts of interest?

Ms. JONAS. Yes.

Mr. AVILES. Yes, sir.

Mr. PAUL. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Good. Thank you. Have you assumed any
duties or undertaken any actions which would appear to presume
the outcome of the confirmation process?

Ms. JoNas. No.

Mr. AvVILES. No, sir.

Mr. PAUL. No, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Will you ensure that your staff complies with
the deadlines established for requested communications, including
questions for the record in hearings?

Ms. JoNaAs. Yes, sir.
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Mr. AVILES. Yes, sir.

Mr. PAUL. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Will you cooperate and provide any wit-
nesses and briefers in response to congressional requests?

Ms. JONAS. Yes, sir.

Mr. AvVILES. Yes, sir.

Mr. PAUL. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Will those witnesses that you provide for
this committee be protected from reprisal for their testimony before
Congress?

Ms. JONAS. Yes, sir.

Mr. AvVILES. Yes, sir.

Mr. PAUL. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you. Do you agree, when asked before
any duly constituted committee of Congress, to give your personal
views even if those views were different from the administration in
power?

Ms. JoONAS. Yes, sir.

Mr. AVILES. Yes, sir. I would need to modify that slightly. As an
administration official, to the extent that my personal views would
differ from those of the President, I do not believe that it would be
appropriate for me to continue to serve in that administration.

Chairman WARNER. Well then, you would make that known prior
to coming before Congress?

Mr. AVILES. Yes, sir. I understand that this is a standard ques-
tion for military officers, and the only appropriate response from a
military officer is yes. But as an administration official, my per-
sonal views should be consistent with the administration, or I
should resign my position in the administration.

Senator LEVIN. That’s a pretty high standard you are setting for
yourself.

Chairman WARNER. Very high, yes.

Senator LEVIN. Everybody has personal views from time to time
and may differ on some——

Mr. AvVILES. Yes, sir. I guess, Senator Levin, where I'm going
with that is that we have a longstanding tradition of a military of-
ficer providing his personal views, his personal professional opinion
when solicited by the committee. There are times in any adminis-
tration when you would be expected to represent the administra-
tion position above your own personal views.

Chairman WARNER. Well I see your point, and we will reflect on
it. Senator Levin and I have been here on this committee now for
25 years and this is the first time——

Senator LEVIN. Can I ask the chairman to yield just on that
point?

Chairman WARNER. Yes.

Senator LEVIN. That has been an issue which the chairman and
I have discussed as to whether this question indeed should be
asked of political appointees of the administration. I admire you,
Mr. Aviles, for your response, and I would think we should con-
tinue our dialogue as to whether this particular question is an ap-
propriate one for political appointees. I think you've dramatized
and symbolized why that discussion between the chairman and my-
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self should continue. It does create a problem for political ap-
pointees, I think we should take his answer with respect.

Senator INHOFE. Can you ask the question one more time?

Chairman WARNER. No, I think we've got it pretty well in mind.

Senator INHOFE. No, I mean ask the question that they are re-
sponding to if you don’t mind.

Chairman WARNER. Well I think each of them have responded to
it. I think the record is clear.

Senator INHOFE. No, that’s not my point, Mr. Chairman.

(l}{hairman WARNER. What is your point? Kindly speak into the
mike.

Senator INHOFE. For my benefit, would you re-ask the questions
they are responding to?

Chairman WARNER. All right.

Senator INHOFE. Never mind. Here it is. Okay.

Chairman WARNER. Do you agree when asked before any duly
constituted committee of Congress to give your personal views even
if those views differ from the administration in power? Your re-
sponse, Mr. Aviles, was duly noted. In my judgment, I do not think
it will impair in any way the review of the committee of your quali-
fications to the office to which you've been designated by the Presi-
dent. We will reflect on it further.

Mr. AVILES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. I have one more question. We also have
added, Mr. Inhofe, this question. You might want to read it. I wrote
it last night. We have to review these situations on an ad hoc basis.
The final question is as follows: Do you agree to provide docu-
ments, including copies of electronic forms of communications, in a
timely manner when requested by a duly constituted committee of
Congress, or to consult with the committee regarding the basis for
any good faith issues that arise in providing such document?

Now we have before us the Supreme Court case which is going
to look into some matters regarding executive privilege. This is a
subject that is being discussed widely here in Congress. Our com-
mittee has several requests from the Department of Defense. Sen-
ator Levin and I have been working on those requests. I think at
this point in time I will repeat the question so that each of you un-
derstands it, and then hopefully you can acknowledge that you will
do as the question requests.

Do you agree to provide documents, including copies of electronic
forms of communication in a timely manner when requested by a
duly constituted committee of Congress or to consult with the com-
mittee regarding the basis for any good faith issues that arise in
providing such documents?

Ms. JoNAS. Senator, I would certainly do what I could to cooper-
ate fully with the committee.

Chairman WARNER. Correct.

Ms. JONAS. Yes.

Mr. AVILES. Yes, sir, to the best of my ability.

Chairman WARNER. Fine.

Mr. PAUL. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Good.

Senator LEVIN. Let me commend the chairman if I could for the
drafting of the question. It’s an important issue in terms of legisla-
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tive/executive relations. There’s a provision here for good faith
problems that exist. There’s an executive privilege that the Presi-
dent may want to assert, and that’s his right. But subject to that
kind of an exception, I think any committee of Congress would ex-
pect the documents that are requested would be provided.

We appreciate their three answers, and I also appreciate the
chairman’s taking on this task of phrasing a question in this way,
trying to protect the rights of the legislative branch but in a way
which also protects the executive privilege assertion if the Presi-
dent seeks to make it.

Chairman WARNER. All right. Thank you very much. We will now
receive any opening statements that the witnesses wish to make.
Ms. Jonas?

Ms. JoNAS. Mr. Chairman, Senator Levin, members of the com-
mittee.

Chairman WARNER. Oh, excuse me. I beg your pardon. Senator
Nelson, you wish to make an introduction, and also I think Senator
Akaka desires to ask a question or two because he has to depart.

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank
you, Senator Levin, for giving me this opportunity. I want to add
my welcome to the witnesses, also to the families and friends of our
witnesses who are here today, and it’s good to have young members
of the families here with us this morning.

I have one question for Ms. Jonas. I want to thank you very
much for visiting with me and also Mr. Aviles. I'm wondering Ms.
Jonas about some of the technical aspects of the budgeting process.
Specifically, can you tell me what the impact is of having a pro-
gram or initiative in operation and maintenance accounts that does
not have a specific program element or other funding mechanisms?

As I understand it, if funding for a particular program or initia-
tive is instead embedded in the Services own budgets, it becomes
extremely difficult to track. It’s hard to tell how much money is ac-
tually allocated for that initiative, what has been spent, and what
is programmed to be spent in the future. My question to you is, is
that the case as you understand it?

Ms. JoNAs. Well, Senator, I've been away from the Department
almost a couple of years, so I'm not sure what their current prac-
tice is. But I would certainly, should I be confirmed, make sure
there is transparency and clarity with the purpose for which funds
have been provided by Congress.

Senator AKAKA. I thank you very much for your response. I have
for a number of years tried to get the Department to focus on the
critical issue of corrosion prevention and the need to centralize cor-
rosion policy oversight and information sharing among all the
many elements of the services that address pieces of this issue.

In the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003,
we created an office responsible for this oversight, and the new Of-
fice of Corrosion Policy has since been established. As I understand
it, however, the Office of the Comptroller has resisted the Office’s
attempts to become institutionalized and has rejected efforts to es-
tablish a clear consistent out-year funding stream. I think this is
inconsistent with the intent of the law and the wrong message to
send. It has been well demonstrated that corrosion prevention can
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result not only in significant cost avoidance, but also increase reve-
nues and lessen maintenance work for our service men and women.

I want to express my disappointment with the comptroller’s posi-
tion on this issue. I intend to take action—in this year’s authoriza-
tion act to ensure the DOD is fully compliant with the letter and
intent of our 2003 legislation. I want to ask you, Ms. Jonas, to look
into this issue specifically when you return to the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense (OSD). I wish you well, and you certainly have
my support. Thank you very much.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. JoONAS. Thank you, Senator. I will look into it.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman WARNER. Senator Nelson.

Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you for the courtesy of letting me
introduce a fellow Floridian, Jerry Paul.

Chairman WARNER. Who has a very impressive record of accom-
plishment, I note.

Senator BILL NELSON. Indeed. I will chronicle that in just a mo-
ment. He clearly has the technical experience and the background
to make him well qualified for this position of Principal Deputy Ad-
ministrator, National Nuclear Security Administration at DOE.

He has a very diverse background both in and outside of the
Navy, and that is a combination that suits this particular position.
Right now he serves in the Florida House of Representatives, and
he is well regarded as thoughtful and capable. He is the only mem-
ber of the Florida House right now who simultaneously chairs two
subcommittees. Because of his naval and his nuclear background,
Jerry is recognized for his expertise in the Florida House of Rep-
resentatives on public security, focusing on those kind of policy
issues having to do with what the State looks at in critical infra-
structure on nuclear power plants, pipelines, electric grid systems,
and seaports, which is something that we have talked about quite
a bit in this committee, and you've heard it from me ad nauseam
because of Florida having 14 deep water seaports.

Well, it’s my understanding that you have already introduced the
family; his wife Kristy, his mother and father, Tom and Patricia,
his sisters from Ohio and Texas, and his brother from Ohio. So, Mr.
Chairman it’s been a pleasure for me to come and bring to you a
fellow Floridian. I think he’s going to be an outstanding public
servant as Principal Deputy Administrator. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator. I had the privilege of
meeting the nominee yesterday and, this morning, his lovely wife.
I must say as a citizen of the country, I am very grateful to him
and his family for giving up all they have in Florida to come up
here and to serve. So we take note of that.

Mr. PAuL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you for joining us this morning, Sen-
ator Nelson. You bring to this committee a number of wide dimen-
sions of thought and experience yourself, and your humility most
of the time conceals it, but not all the time.

Now, Ms. Jonas.
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STATEMENT OF TINA WESTBY JONAS, TO BE UNDER
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER)

Ms. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, Senator Levin, members of the com-
mittee, it is an honor to come before you as President Bush’s nomi-
nee to become Under Secretary of Defense, Comptroller, and Chief
Financial Officer of the Department of Defense. I thank President
Bush and Secretary Rumsfeld for their confidence in me. I also ap-
preciate the opportunity to present myself to the Committee and to
address your questions and concerns.

I do have a little bit more of a statement, I'd like to submit that
for the record, if you don’t mind.

Chairman WARNER. We will put it into the record.

Ms. Jonas. I have already had the pleasure of introducing my
family, so I just want to thank the committee for the opportunity
to appear this morning.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Jonas follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY TINA JONAS

Mr. Chairman, Senator Levin, members of the committee, it is an honor to come
before you as President Bush’s nominee to become Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) and Chief Financial Officer of the Department of Defense (DOD). I
thank President Bush and Secretary Rumsfeld for their confidence in me. I also ap-
preciate this opportunity to present myself before the committee and to address your
questions and concerns.

I am very aware of the importance of the responsibilities that I am nominated
to undertake. Fulfilling these budget and financial management responsibilities re-
quires a strong leadership team and staff. I am honored to be nominated to head
the Comptroller and Chief Financial Officer staffs, and to lead them at this critical
time for America’s defense establishment.

If confirmed as the Comptroller of the Department of Defense, I will do everything
possible to get our military men and women the resources they need to fulfill the
difficult missions assigned to them. This requires rigorous priority-setting among
competing military requirements. The Department must sustain a strong process to
identify the requirements most needed for its military strategy and to develop pro-
grams to meet those requirements. We must articulate and justify these military re-
quirements to Congress and cooperate fully to make the wisest possible allocation
of limited budget dollars.

Regarding Chief Financial Officer responsibilities, if confirmed I will work hard
to improve DOD financial management and keep the Department on track to
achieve a clean audit opinion on its financial statements. I also will work to meet
the goals of the DOD business management overhaul that Secretary Rumsfeld has
launched. I agree with the Secretary that comprehensive reform is needed to over-
come the Department’s decades-old legacy of stove-piped, incompatible business
management systems.

In closing, I again want to thank President Bush and Secretary Rumsfeld for this
honor. If confirmed I will do my utmost to fulfill the trust and confidence placed
in me.

I especially want to thank my husband, David, who is with me today. David
served honorably in the United States Marine Corps and retired in 2001. I am deep-
ly grateful for his love and support.

This is a critical time for the Department of Defense and our Nation. I hope I
will have the opportunity to work with the Department’s leadership team and Con-
gress in our common goal of securing America’s future and supporting the men and
women of our Armed Forces. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you. Mr. Aviles.
STATEMENT OF DIONEL M. AVILES, TO BE UNDER SECRETARY
OF THE NAVY

Mr. AvILES. Mr. Chairman, Senator Levin, members of the com-
mittee, I'd also like to state what a personal privilege it is to ap-
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pear before you today as the President’s nominee for the position
of Under Secretary of the Navy. I have a brief opening statement,
that, with your permission, I'd like to submit for the record and
then just make some short remarks.

Chairman WARNER. Without objection.

Mr. AviLES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In addition to thanking
the President for his confidence in me, I'd like to thank Secretary
of Defense Rumsfeld and Secretary of the Navy England for their
recommendation of me to the President for this position. I would
also like to thank my family, who were introduced earlier, without
whose understanding and support I would not have been able to oc-
cupy the position I've had for most of the last 3 years and appear
before you today for consideration for this position. I'd like to thank
you for your consideration and conclude my remarks there and
stand ready to answer any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Aviles follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY DIONEL M. AVILES

Good morning, Mr. Chairman, I am greatly honored to appear before you as Presi-
dent Bush’s nominee to be the next Under Secretary of the Navy. I am grateful to
the President, Secretary Rumsfeld and Secretary England for the confidence that
they have shown in me by nominating and recommending me for this important po-
sition. If confirmed, I look forward to working closely with the members of the com-
mittee and your respective staffs to carry out the duties and responsibilities of the
Under Secretary of the Navy.

For most of the last 3 years it has been my privilege to serve with Secretary Eng-
land as the Assistant Secretary for Financial Management and Comptroller. Under
his leadership the Department of the Navy has begun a transformation to become
a more effective and efficient enterprise. This transformation is all encompassing in
breadth, substantial in detail and critical to addressing the evolving threat environ-
ment. This change is not confined to our combat forces. In addition to fielding new
and transformational capabilities and operational concepts, we have begun to
change how we conduct our business operations. Secretary England, Admiral
Clarke, and General Hagee have fostered a culture that encourages people to chal-
lenge long held assumptions about all aspects of our organization with the goal of
becoming more effective and driving out unnecessary costs with the goal of reinvest-
ing savings in enhancing combat capability.

Over the last 3 years as Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Financial Manage-
ment and Comptroller I have worked with this committee and other committees of
Congress to properly resource the finest Navy and Marine Corps the world has ever
known. The tragic events of September 11 and the subsequent global war on terror-
ism have focused our efforts to ensure that our sailors and marines have what they
need to succeed in their mission. The successes they have had in this effort would
not have been possible without the support of Congress. Should I be confirmed, I
look forward to continuing to work with Congress to further support our marines
and sailors. I thank you for your consideration and ask for your support.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you.
Mr. Paul.

STATEMENT OF JERALD S. PAUL, TO BE PRINCIPAL DEPUTY
ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINIS-
TRATION

Mr. PAuL. Thank you. Good morning Mr. Chairman, Senator
Levin, members of the committee, I want to first thank you for pro-
viding this opportunity to earn your advice and consent and extend
a sincere personal thank you, Senator Nelson, for that very warm
introduction.

It is an honor to be nominated by the President to serve as the
Principal Deputy Administrator of the National Nuclear Security
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Administration. As the chairman alluded to earlier, and as this
committee knows well, the NNSA was created by Congress as a
semi-autonomous agency within the Department of Energy with
the primary mission of strengthening the United States’ security
through the military application of nuclear energy and by the re-
duction of the threat of terrorism globally and the spread and pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction. If confirmed, I commit
that I will dedicate a tireless work ethic toward carrying out this
key mission.

I fully recognize and accept the tremendous responsibilities asso-
ciated with the number two post over our nuclear weapons com-
plex, our Navy nuclear reactor program, and our global nuclear
nonproliferation programs. As a nuclear engineer, an elected policy-
maker, an attorney, and a father, I find no station in life where I
can more passionately serve our country than to help employ our
understanding of the atom to the safety and security of free people.
As this committee knows well, in these unique times, there is no
task more critical to future generations than nuclear security itself.
I truly do look at the programs of NNSA through the eyes of my
children.

Finally, as a legislator let me state for the record that I truly do
understand your oversight role and the importance of it to the very
structure of a republic as well as the accountability that comes
with it that is its natural object. I not only accept it and respect
it, I welcome it, I embrace it, and I look forward to working with
you and your staff in a long relationship that I believe will be
marked by candor, openness, and mutual respect.

It would truly be a great honor to earn your confidence and sup-
port today. Thank you for your confidence and I look forward to
your questions.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much. I will proceed on the
first round of questions. I will lead off with Ms. Jonas. We dis-
cussed yesterday the background and particularly your duties in
the Department of Defense Comptroller’s office beforehand, and I
asked questions of you in the context of the possible supplemental
to be forwarded to Congress this year. It has been the subject of
a good deal of discussion. It would presumably, and I say presum-
ably, be up to the administration to put it together, but presumably
would cover the ongoing cost of the level of activities that are tak-
ing place in both Afghanistan and Iraq today, which require a high-
er tempo of operations (OPTEMPO).

In the case of Iraq, it required the retention of certain forces, ap-
proximately 20,000, which had heretofore been scheduled to return,
having completed their stipulated period of time in Iraq. Under-
standably, you were very forthcoming in saying to me that your
previous responsibilities in that office did not deal specifically with
the supplements. Am I not correct on that?

Ms. JoNAs. That is correct, sir.

Chairman WARNER. So at this point in time I would presume you
do not possess any particular knowledge with regard to the status
of the contemplated supplemental and whether it will be forthcom-
ing possibly some time this year or maybe even next year.

Ms. JONAS. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Am I correct in that?
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Ms. JONAS. That is correct, sir.

Chairman WARNER. I just wanted to make that clear for the
record, and I accept those responses. I think that you just have not
had that experience, but you will soon learn about it.

Ms. JONAS. I've seen the public discussion on it, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Because it’s critically important to the effort.
It’s extremely difficult in the budgeting process to look forward,
sometimes as far as 18 months, as to the OPTEMPO of forward de-
ployed forces particularly those engaged in actual combat. You just
can’t anticipate with the certainty that is necessary to put down in
a normal presidential budget request what is needed. So assuming
you could do it and put out a figure, then Congress would be highly
critical of you if you put the figure way up here and then the actual
expenditures were far less. So I support the process as it is today,
and I think we are going to continue it, and you will be very much
involved in the forthcoming supplemental.

Turning now to another subject, this committee has spent a great
deal of time on the question of leasing, particularly in one instance,
of aircraft. You would, if confirmed, serve as the co-chair for the
leasing review panel, a panel that reviews significant lease propos-
als such as the one that was, but no longer is, the 767 tanker lease
proposal.

Could you expand on your prepared answers on this subject? For
example, describe what shortcomings you see in the leasing review
panel and explain how you would go about trying to correct them
in order to avoid problems that we have incurred, say with the 767.

Ms. JoNAs. Well, Senator, I'm aware of the issues. I’'m not famil-
iar specifically with the operation of the leasing panel, however, I
believe that obviously it merits review, and I would particularly
pay attention to the issues of cost, balancing the cost, doing the
analysis on cost, and ensuring that whatever proposals were put
forward complied with all laws and regulations.

Chairman WARNER. I stress that because this has not been one
of the finer chapters in the history of the military department. I
am not here to pronounce judgment on the final review of this 767
tanker situation, but we had testimony right from the seat in
which you currently occupy from the Inspector General (IG) of the
Department and his staff which was extremely critical of how the
leasing, and particularly the review panel, handled this situation.
I hope that you would not in any way be reluctant to change the
manner in which the review panel does its business today to avoid
such situations. Would I be correct in that?

Ms. JONAS. Yes, sir. I would have to look at that, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you. Now, for Mr. Aviles, the fleet re-
sponse program is developed to allow the flexibility to surge greater
numbers of ships in time of crisis, and the central theme being that
the Navy would provide, “presence and a purpose,” instead of the
routine deployment cycles in the past.

One of the advantages of the past system was that shipyards and
aircraft depots had a predictable deployment schedule from which
they could plan maintenance and availabilities. How will this plan
affect the ability of shipyards and aircraft depots to anticipate such
requirements and effectively accomplish their mission?



71

Mr. AviLES. Mr. Chairman, under the fleet response plan it is in-
tended to provide a greater utilization of the assets that we have
particularly in times of crisis. The intent here would be to build a
new paradigm, if you will. Particularly carrier battle groups fol-
lowed a very set deployment pattern that was very predictable over
long periods of time. I can recall a time when a serious discussion
took place at this committee centered around the inter-deployment
training cycle, the so called “readiness bathtub” that returning
forces would undergo. This period of severely degraded readiness
after which it took a lot of time and money and training to get
those forces back up on the step to where they were ready to deploy
again.

The intent of the fleet response plan is to mitigate that readiness
degradation, if you will, and we are paying very close attention to
the requirements for maintenance in this. In some cases it’s going
to require more maintenance for certain types of platforms that
support this program. At least that’s what we anticipate. I know
that the senior leadership of the Navy is committed to work with
the maintenance depots and shipyards to ensure that we properly
plan for the workload. That is always a consideration with us in
terms of work load planning and management for those facilities
in order to make sure that they are operating efficiently. So, I'm
confident that we

Chairman WARNER. I'm encouraged by your response to that
question, because I know from considerable experience that these
yards have difficulty maintaining a constant skill level of skilled
employees in their yards because of the perturbation in the sched-
ules. So, to the extent that you can strike an even balance there,
I think it is going to be the better for the Navy as well as the pri-
vate sector.

I am quite interested in the Navy’s new concept which has been
utilized in years past with the submarines. We had the blue and
gold crews, and now you're looking at surface vessels. To what ex-
tent can you tell us about that program and it’s success?

Mr. AVILES. Yes, sir. For the last couple of years the Navy has
been engaged in the Sea Swap program which forward-deploys a
ship into the theater where you would intend to operate it and then
rotates crews between that ship in order to avoid the long transit
times that are sometimes involved in moving forces to and from
their home ports to their operating areas.

In some cases, that transit time can be as long as 1 month going
each way. To the extent that we try to limit deployments, except
in special circumstances, to a 6-month period of time, that results
in effectively one-third of the time the ship is not available for on-
station deployment.

So the intent of these experiments was to find out if you could
do something innovative like this and still preserve the readiness
and material condition of the ship, and determine if it would not
degrade precipitously or suffer by that type of an approach. It’s one
of the innovative concepts that Admiral Clark is taking a look at
in order to try and see if this makes better sense and gets better
utilization out of these assets.

Attendant with that is obviously you’d have to have more crews
per ship to support that effort.
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Chairman WARNER. Good. Well, I commend the Secretary and in
particular the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) on this, and I hope
it works because I think it has the potential for savings of dollars
and savings of time on station with individuals. I intend to be very
supportive as you move forward in this program.

Mr. AVILES. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Now, Mr. Paul, this question relates to a
subject that I've been working with for a very long time, and that’s
the science-based Stockpile Stewardship and Management Pro-
gram, designed to use scientific tools to maintain the existing nu-
clear weapons stockpile as reliable, safe, and secure without the
need to return to actual underground live tests. You are quite fa-
miliar with the concept?

Mr. PAUL. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. I'm just going to ask the question, and I cau-
tion you, unless you have a specific answer, that you wait, until
confirmed, getting into this. But I wanted to express my concerns
about it.

Congress has put an awful lot of money, taxpayers’ money, into
this program. From time to time, it is rather substantially ques-
tioned as to whether it is going to work. To what extent have you
had any opportunity to study this subject?

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I am familiar with the Stockpile Stew-
ardship Program and its ongoing need as we certify the reliability,
safety, and security of that stockpile.

Chairman WARNER. I think it’s a laudable goal. I am not suggest-
ing that this Nation should not, for various reasons relating to the
international treaties, engage in the live testing. I am not here pro-
nouncing that that’s not a wise thing to do because the credibility
of this stockpile is essential; the safety of it is essential. People
should pause to think that these weapons are actually located in
some instances in their towns, villages, and cities, or in their prox-
imity. We have to know about safety, and particularly those who
have stepped forward and are willing to handle the weapons.

This Stockpile Stewardship Program is not complete yet. It
hasn’t gotten to the point where it can do its job but I have heard
some disturbing reports of late about whether or not it is going to
be viable and so forth. I just ask you to say one thing: You will look
at this first thing if confirmed and if you go to the Department. Is
that correct?

Mr. PAUL. Yes, sir.

Chairman WARNER. Early on, I would appreciate it if you would
offer yourself to come up to the committee when ready and give us
your own views on this.

Mr. PAUL. I would welcome that opportunity.

Chairman WARNER. I thank you very much.

Senator Levin.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms. Jonas, when your
predecessor, Dr. Zakheim’s nomination, was before this committee,
he testified that, “ad hoc supplementals traditionally were em-
ployed to meet necessary but unforeseen costs.” He went on, “It
would be best to restrict supplementals to this traditional model
and provide funding for ongoing operations, as much as possible,
within the regular budgeting process.”
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Do you agree or disagree with Dr. Zakheim’s statement about
that issue?

Ms. JonaAs. Senator, I think that providing funds in an annual
budget to the extent that it’s possible to predict, I think that’s a
good thing.

Senator LEVIN. Now, the Senate budget resolution added $30 bil-
lion for the extra costs of Iraq and Afghanistan for fiscal year 2005.
The House budget resolution adopted a larger number, because
they covered the whole year and our budget resolution actually cov-
ered the additional costs for roughly the first 6 months.

We've had estimates from our military officers that the approxi-
mate cost is $4 billion a month extra above the fiscal year 2005
budget request. Do you personally support the Senate budget reso-
lution number for those extra costs? Do you know what the admin-
istration position is on it?

Ms. JoNAs. Sir, I'm not familiar with the administration’s posi-
tion or the considerations that they might be taking into account
or the requirements that are being developed now by the military.
I would say that should I be confirmed, I would obviously work
very closely with Congress and with the military to get them the
resources they need when they need them.

Senator LEVIN. Okay. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we can request
the DOD to give us the answer to that question promptly? I don’t
think we have the answer from the DOD yet on this issue about
whether or not they support the Senate add-on in our fiscal year
2005 budget resolution of $30 billion for the extra costs for Iraq
and Afghanistan. This is not a question for Ms. Jonas, but this is
a?question for the DOD. Can we ask them for what their position
is?

Senator ALLARD [presiding]. I'll have to check with the chairman
to be sure, but I don’t see any problem with that.

Senator LEVIN. I didn’t realize that he had to leave. I would have
asked him. Okay. Ms. Jonas, if the appropriation for the extra costs
of operations in Iraq and Afghanistan is delayed until several
months into fiscal year 2005, the Services are going to have to ab-
sorb, or what we call cash flow, those expenses, which are currently
running, as I mentioned, at over $4 billion per month. In similar
situations in the past, the Services often have borrowed against
their fourth quarter or even their third quarter budgets, assuming
that a supplemental would pass at some point to make their budg-
ets whole again.

Now, the Army has to absorb most of these expenses in the cur-
rent situation, but this is also a problem for organizations with
smaller budgets and less room to absorb such costs—such as the
Marine Corps and the Special Operations Command. What impact
do you believe that cash flowing this level of unbudgeted expenses
would have on the Services’ ability to effectively manage their
other worldwide responsibilities?

Ms. JONAS. Senator, I think it would require that I sit down with
the military Services to understand the impact. They know best the
impact. I can understand that they would have concerns. I would
have concerns. I think the only thing I can say at this point is I'd
be happy to, should I be confirmed, sit down with them to under-
stand the impact of this type of budgeting.
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Senator LEVIN. Do you have an opinion as to whether or not this
is the way we should be doing business?

Ms. JoNas. Sir, I think it would preferable to have sufficient
funds available for them. I could understand that that would cause
us some hardship, but I don’t have any additional details, so I'd be
reluctant to provide a formal opinion on that right now. I'd be
happy to provide it at some later point.

Senator LEVIN. In your response to a pre-hearing policy question,
you stated that the first increment of the Department’s business
system enterprise architecture would be ready by the fall of 2004.
The DOD originally promised to deliver a completed enterprise ar-
chitecture by no later than the spring of 2003, and I believe you
were at the Department and participated in the formulation of that
goal and its initial implementation. Are you able to explain why it
has taken so much longer to develop that enterprise architecture
than the Department originally expected?

Ms. JONAS. Senator, I have been gone from the Department for
a couple of years now. I don’t know precisely the implementation
that they are pursuing, but I'd be certainly very glad to look into
that and that would be one of the first orders of business I do.

Senator LEVIN. Okay. Thank you. This committee has consist-
ently taken the position, supported by the General Accounting Of-
fice (GAO), that the only appropriate way for the Department to
get a clean audit is to fix the business systems that generate the
underlying data, and any effort to address the problem by simply
adding audit resources without fixing the underlying problems will,
one, be extremely expensive; two, lead to one-time results that
can’t be sustained on a long-term basis; and three, even if it were
by some chance to provide a clean audit opinion, would not provide
timely business information that is needed for management pur-
poses.

Now, you responded to our pre-hearing questions as follows: That
modernizing the Department’s business systems is the only long-
term sustainable solution to its financial reporting inadequacies,
and that you, “support the current complementary measures that
the Department is taking to obtain acceptable financial statements
by the year 2007.”

If new business systems are not available on time to meet that
2007 goal and the only way that the Department can obtain accept-
able financial statements by that date is to spend a lot of money
throwing an army of auditors at the problem, what then? What
would you then do?

Ms. JoNas. Well, I tend to agree with the statement that the
business systems are really critical and key to getting to clean au-
dits. It is a very important goal, and it would be high on my prior-
ity list. There may be some difficulty, as you mention, with, “throw-
ing an army of auditors at it.” I'd have to look carefully at what
Dr. Zakheim has proposed over the last 2 years, and should I be
confirmed, I would do that and look at all practical means to get
to a clean audit. I don’t agree with necessarily throwing a lot of
money at the problem if it’s not the right way to go.

Senator LEVIN. My time is up. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator ALLARD. Thank you. I'm next, then we’ll call on Senator
Pryor.
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One of the things that I think is vitally important while our men
and women are actually being deployed is to not have problems
with their paycheck. There is a report that came out in November
of last year on National Guardsmen in which they looked at 481
National Guardsmen and 450 had problems associated with their
pay. This hits home, particularly in Colorado, because out of 62
members of the National Guard in Colorado, all but one had prob-
lems with pay while they were deployed.

So I’d like to have some assurance, Ms. Jonas, that you’ll get on
top of this problem. It’s a GAO report that pointed it out, and see
if we can’t get these type of pay problems corrected. If you have
any ideas in how these can be corrected currently, I'd like to hear
them.

Ms. JONAS. Senator, I'm not familiar with all the details of the
problems at this point. I'd be very happy to look into that. There’s
nothing more important than a paycheck for our men and women
in uniform.

Particularly with the Guard issues. I understand that there are
concerns, so I would very much be looking into that.

Senator ALLARD. Yes, I hope you take a close look at that GAO
report.

Ms. JONAS. Absolutely, sir.

Senator ALLARD. Maybe use some recommendations that they
had in there, and let’s see if we can’t get that problem corrected.
While we’re discussing concerns, you might also recall that we vis-
ited a little bit about credit card fraud. We talked about this in
some of our private conversations, but I would just like to have you
affirm here, in a public meeting, just exactly what it is that you
would like to do as far as trying to deal with credit card fraud. If
you have any ideas, I'd like to hear them.

Ms. JoNASs. Of course fraud of any type is unacceptable. I know
there were certain measures that were taken by the Department
to try to address that. I would work closely with the IG’s office and
with our financial community including the assistant secretaries
for financial management in the Services, to address these issues
promptly.

Senator ALLARD. Thank you. Mr. Aviles, I have been a strong
proponent of missile defense systems and I do think the Navy plays
a key role in our missile defenses, specifically in regard to the
Aegis ships. Now, I also understand that the Navy has the author-
ity for experiments relating to missile defense with the Standard
Missile 2 and Block IV. I'm just curious to know how the Navy is
funding this requirement and if you could, please elaborate on the
testing of the SM-2 Block IV.

Mr. AVILES. Thank you, Senator. I cannot elaborate on the test-
ing for the SM-2 Block IV. With your permission I would like to
take that for the record.

Senator ALLARD. Okay.

[The information referred to follows:]

The Navy is planning to test a modified SM—2 Block IV missile against an endo-
atmospheric, ballistic missile-like target. The test will attempt to determine if a
SM-2 Block IV missile fired from an Aegis equipped cruiser having a modified soft-

ware program can provide a limited terminal defense against short-range ballistic
missiles.
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Mr. AviLEs. With respect to the funding issue, sir, typically,
based on the agreement between the Missile Defense Agency
(MDA) and Navy, the expectation would be that some of the devel-
opmental costs would be borne by the MDA and some of the actual
component acquisition cost then would principally be borne by the
Services. Not knowing the specifics of the SM-2 Block IV question
with respect to what that looks like, I'll commit to you, Senator,
that I'll go back and take a look at that, and with your permission
would like to give you that answer for the record. But my under-
standing of the arrangement between MDA and Navy is that that’s
the way the cost sharing normally works.

[The information referred to follows:]

The Navy is funding the SM-2 Block IV test. The Missile Defense Agency is pro-
viding no funding for the test but is providing a target.

Senator ALLARD. One of the other areas that concerns me is the
safety of the ships and cruise missile defenses for our ships and
personnel ashore. Admiral Fargo, before this committee, recently
stressed the importance of cruise missile defenses. Are we aggres-
sive enough in pursuing a technological response to this threat to
Navy ships and personnel?

Mr. AVILES. Senator, I share your concerns about anti-ship cruise
missile threats. As a former surface warfare officer, I know it’s
something you live with every day when you’re out aboard a ship
in a threat environment. The proliferation of advanced anti-ship
cruise missile technology is troubling, and the threat is growing.

It is a priority for the Department of the Navy, and you will see
improvements that we have programmed for, improvements to the
standard missile program to evolve that missile to handle the more
capable threats and to the Enhanced Sea Sparrow Missile System,
which will be outfitted for a closer-in defensive system for our
ships, as well as NULKA anti-ship cruise missile decoys. A priority
of Secretary England’s is to focus on the defensive aspects of this.
We have a very good and capable precision strike capability, as
most people are aware of, and we are also taking a hard look to
make sure that we balance our capability across both offensive ca-
pabilities and defensive capabilities.

Senator ALLARD. Mr. Paul, I had an opportunity to visit all our
laboratories, I think it was last year or maybe the year before that,
and one of the things that struck me is that the workforce is ma-
turing and getting ready for retirement. I don’t see a lot of young
people coming in with nuclear physicist degrees and what not to
sustain some of the programs like the Stewardship Program that
Senator Warner talked about and some of our other nuclear tech-
nologies. It would be a shame to lose that workforce without some
sort of pass on. So I'm concerned about losing some of the brain
power and practical experience that we have there.

Do you have any ideas about how we can bring in new talent as
far as our nuclear program is concerned?

Mr. PAUL. It’s an excellent point, Mr. Chairman. Succession is an
issue that I intend to focus on if confirmed. The average age of our
skilled workers within our nuclear weapons complex now is at 48,
61 percent of whom are eligible for retirement by 2010. I think that
the efficacy of any management team can, in part, be measured by
how well it deals with succession. This is one of the issues that I've
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spoken about individually with each of our site office managers and
asked them where do they see the next generation of skilled work-
ers coming from for our complex. It is an issue that is very impor-
tant to me.

I think we’re going to need to increase the resources that we put
into reaching out to academia and industry. We also need a more
focused accountable effort with respect to our managing contractors
to ensure that they are thinking about this and thinking about
where the next generation of skilled workers within their side will
come from as well.

Senator ALLARD. We just now talked about the personnel side of
it, and then there is also an aging issue as far as our facilities and
equipment is concerned. Can you share with the committee your
views on what we need to do to recapitalize our nuclear weapons
infrastructure?

Mr. PAUL. Again, that’s an issue that I'm going to focus very
heavily on, the Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization Pro-
gram (FIRP) and reducing our backlog of preventive maintenance.
More than half of our entire complex is over a half century old, and
I think there was a recognition by this committee that the backlog
of maintenance was too great. I think we are approaching by the
end of fiscal year 2005 with the administration’s proposed budget
to zero out that backlog. It’s going to be an issue that I'm going
to have to focus on, and I'm going to spend a lot of time asking
each of our site managers what their specific plan is for revitalizing
and recapitalizing the infrastructure and holding them account-
able.

Senator ALLARD. Senator Pryor.

Senator PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to follow-up
on the chairman’s comment a few moments ago, Ms. Jonas, and
talk about this GAO report. It’'s GAO-04-89. It came out last No-
vember, and it’s on military pay. This is something that is impor-
tant to me personally because so many members of the Arkansas
National Guard are now activated. In fact, we’ve had five killed in
the last 3 or 4 days in and around Tajik and Baghdad. I went down
to Fort Hood, Texas, and Fort Polk, Louisiana, and talked to our
men and women in uniform. Some of the things I came back with
are very consistent with this report. Let me just read a paragraph
or so for you.

It says, “The existing processes and controls used to provide
basic and special active-duty pays to mobilized Army Guard per-
sonnel are so cumbersome and complex that the Army, the Defense
Finance and Accounting Service, and most importantly, the mobi-
lized Army Guard soldiers cannot be reasonably assured of timely
and accurate payroll payments. Weaknesses in the current proc-
esses and controls resulted in a substantial number of over and
under payments and late active-duty payments to mobilized Army
Guard personnel in our case study units.”

“For example,” and Senator Allard pointed this out: “Four hun-
dred and fifty of the 481 soldiers from our 6 case study units had
at least one pay problem associated with their mobilization, so 450
out of 481 had at least one pay problem. These pay problems se-
verely constrain the Army’s and the Department of Defense’s abil-
ity to provide a most basic service to these personnel many of
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whom were risking their lives in combat. In addition, resulting in-
accurate, late, and/or missing pays and associated erroneous debts
also had a profound financial impact on the individual soldiers and
their families. Soldiers and their families were required to spend
considerable time, sometimes while the soldiers were deployed in
remote combat environments overseas, continually addressing con-
cerns over their pay and allowances.”

I could go on and on with this, but I think we all agree that this
is a real problem. It’s a real life problem for our Guard and Reserve
soldiers. As we know we’re relying on them very heavily right now.
So I hope that as you go into the DOD that you will not just ad-
dress the problem and be aware of it, but really try to be a problem
solver. I think when you have a large agency like this, you have
a very complex problem. I think this is something that’s evolved
over time, but I'm sure there’s a lot of inertia.

So I want to encourage you to be a problem solver with it, and
get in there and really try to get to the bottom of this and make
it right. Unfortunately, for our guys in the Guard in Arkansas, the
39th Infantry Brigade that is already over there, they've kind of
gone through a lot of these hiccups and had problems and issues,
but let’s try to get it right for future soldiers.

Ms. JonAs. Absolutely, Senator. I would be happy to look into
that. Should I be confirmed, that will be a first priority for me.

Senator PRYOR. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, that is all I have.

Senator ALLARD. Okay. We will start another round of question-
ing then. I'll start that off and then we’ll go to Senator Levin. I
want to get back to the DOE. Mr. Paul, the DOE’s Environmental
Management Office (EM) is going to go out of business. That’s the
plan, and I’'m concerned that NNSA does not have sufficient budget
resources in the future for the clean-up of it’s facilities. If con-
firmed, can you assure me that you will work to ensure sufficient
resources are allocated for the clean-up of NNSA facilities?

Mr. PAUL. Yes, Senator, I'm generally familiar with the transfer
from EM to NNSA of some of that activity, both as to the ongoing
and then later discussions with EM, regarding the legacy waste.
That is an issue that I assure you I will focus on.

Senator ALLARD. One other question on the DOE is the National
Ignition Facility. It’s one of the things that has been somewhat con-
troversial. In your view, is the National Ignition Facility that im-
portant to the Stockpile Stewardship Program?

Mr. PAUL. I believe that it is, Senator Allard. I know of no other
technical mechanism that can be employed to approximate the tem-
perature, pressure, and radiological fields that exist both at the
center of a star and at the center of an implosion. I believe that
the ultimately built-out 192-beam facility will create the environ-
ment that is necessary to the Stockpile Stewardship Program.

Senator ALLARD. Now the fissile material disposition program
aims to dispose of surplus weapons grade fissile material both in
the United States and Russia. There have been delays because of
some inability to reach an agreement with the Russians on liability
to the U.S. contractors. What is the prospect for a near term reso-
lution of the liability issue? If it’s not resolved this year, what will
be the impact on this program?
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Mr. PAUL. Let me break that down into a couple of sub-parts if
I may, Senator Allard, with your indulgence.

Senator ALLARD. Yes, if you would.

Mr. PAUL. First, the prospect of resolving the liability issue. As
I understand it, there are ongoing discussions at the highest level
at the Department of State to try to resolve the liability concerns
with our Russian counterparts. I believe we are making good
progress, and I don’t think it would be appropriate for me to com-
ment further on a specific resolution on that, but I think there is
progress.

The next question, what is the impact on the fissile disposition
program? There is a commitment to dispose of the 34 metric tons
of plutonium both here and the 34 metric tons in Russia. Of course,
the disposal of the 34 metric tons here is indeed an incentive, a
driver, for the disposition of the 34 metric tons in Russia. I do be-
lieve, however, that there is a commitment to remove the 34 metric
tons from the existing site.

Senator ALLARD. Mr. Paul, there is a whole maze of nuclear pro-
grams. We've tapped on a few of them here in our questioning both
from Senator Warner and myself. We need to make sure that we
ensure the reliability, safety, and security of our nuclear weapons
stockpile. Now, I'm just curious, what experience do you bring to
the position of Principal Deputy Administrator that has prepared
you to help manage such a complex program?

Mr. PAUL. Senator Allard, we have not engaged, in this country,
in testing since September 23, 1992. So, we have as a backdrop for
ensuring our safety, security, and reliability, a science-based judg-
ment system, an extrapolation, if you will, using complex diagnostic
tools most of which are inherent within the nuclear science field,
which is my background as a nuclear engineer both in academia
and in practice. As a reactor engineer in nuclear power plants and
as somebody who has handled programs and managed programs
relating to spent nuclear fuel and the same type of isotopes in the
actinide series that we deal with at each of our facilities within the
nuclear weapons complex, the physics is the same. Of course, with-
in our complex, we have available some diagnostic tools that the
civilian nuclear side does not necessarily have, but there is a sig-
nificant amount of interface.

Senator ALLARD. This question is for Mr. Aviles. In your answers
to advance questions, you stated that the CNO has said that the
requirement of 375 ships is not a precise number, and you also
state that you support the Seapower 21 Vision. Now, the 375 ship
requirement was a derivative from the 37 independent strike
groups briefed to committee members, and this was just over 16
months ago. My question is, how has the Seapower 21 Vision
changed so as to alter the number of ships? How many ships are
envisioned by the current budget request in future year defense
programs?

Mr. AVILES. Senator, the 375 number that has been used is a
goal, and it is consistent with the 37 independent strike groups as
you've indicated. Where I'm focusing is on the precision of that
number as we look at different ship classes and capabilities of
ships and other things that we are studying, such as, the joint forc-
ible entry study and seabasing concepts. That number may go up;
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it may go down. The intent of my comment was just to suggest that
that is not a static, fixed target that will forever be written in stone
at 375 ships. In addition to the joint forcible entry study, there is
going to be an undersea warfare study that’s been undertaken by
the Joint Staff as part of our programming and budgeting process
as we go forward.

So my simple point there was that there’s no bumper sticker
number that’s appropriate. To the extent that Seapower 21 still en-
visions 37 independent strike groups, I believe that number is
about right, but I can’t say with absolute certitude that it’s pre-
cisely 375 ships.

Senator ALLARD. Okay. Senator Levin.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms. Jonas there has
been a lot of attention in the press in the last few days to the ques-
tion of whether or not the administration kept Congress informed,
as required, about the use of emergency funding provided after the
September 11, 2001, attack. I think you’ve indicated that what you
know comes from your reading of the press.

Immediately after that attack, we appropriated the first $20 bil-
lion. The first $10 billion of those required the President to consult
with the chairman and ranking members of the Appropriations
Committees. Senator Byrd and Representative Obey, who were at
the time the chairman and the ranking member of the Senate and
the House Appropriation Committees’ respectively, wrote the Presi-
dent yesterday saying that they were unaware of any such con-
sultations.

There were also, as part of that same emergency appropriation,
requirements that the second $10 billion be provided 15 days after
notification to the Appropriations Committees as to how the funds
would be used. There is another provision in the law which re-
quires quarterly reports relative to the expenditure of those funds.

Now I'm wondering whether you have any comment about this
matter other than the fact that you've read about it in the paper?
I mean are you familiar, for instance, with the law?

Ms. JoNaAS. Senator, what I would say is that I think it’s impor-
tant, and I understand having worked in Congress, and worked
with the Appropriations and Authorization Committees, that it’s
very important that they receive clear documentation and under-
stand clearly what the requirements are and how the Department
would intend to use those funds. So I appreciate the concerns of
Congress in this matter. I don’t have any details with respect to
the particular expenditure of those funds, but I'm very keenly
aware and believe in following the intent of the law that’s passed
by Congress.

Senator LEVIN. Well, thank you for that, and I don’t know if
there’s a DOD representative here. But I would think this commit-
tee, in addition to the request that went out from Senator Byrd and
Mr. Obey on this matter, since it is the expenditure of defense
funds we'’re talking about here, should be notified as to whether or
not the law that required consultation notification, and quarterly
reports, depending on which part of the $20 billion we’re talking
about, that this committee also be informed as to whether or not
those requirements of that law were complied with. Is there a rep-
resentative of the DOD here today, by the way?
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Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir.

Senator LEVIN. Okay, good. I didn’t see you sitting back there.
Perhaps you could pass that along then.

Mr. MOORE. Yes, sir, I will.

Senator LEVIN. Thanks. Ms. Jonas on the incremental funding
issue, I believe the chairman had talked to you about this issue
briefly, and I'm wondering whether you have any general feelings
about the use of incremental funding. We have a board that I think
you will chair that looks at proposals to deviate from the usual as-
sumption against incremental funding. Do you have any particular
feelings about the use of incremental funding?

Ms. JoNAs. Well, Senator, I think the regulation and the practice
of the Department is to try to hold to the discipline of full funding,
I understand that there are times when other considerations could
be taken into account. I'd have to look into that a little bit further
with respect to some of the programs that I know that Congress
is interested in proposing with respect to incremental funding.

Senator LEVIN. Do you share the assumption that we should
avoid incremental funding where we can?

Ms. JoNAs. I think, sir, it’s a good practice in general.

Senator LEVIN. Okay. Mr. Aviles, the littoral combat ship is the
subject of my question here. In the pre-hearing question, the com-
mittee asked you about the Navy analysis that led to the decision
to buy the littoral combat ship, the LCS. You said in your response,
“That analysis was performed to evaluate material and non-mate-
rial approaches to closing the capability gaps.” It’s clear that the
Navy has spent a lot of effort analyzing how well an LCS might
perform some of these missions. However, neither the committee
nor the Congressional Research Service has been able to find any
evidence that the Navy fairly evaluated other alternatives before
deciding to proceed with LCS development.

Can you describe for us the “material and non-material alter-
natives,” that you believe the Navy analyzed in coming to the con-
clusion that the LCS is the best modernization effort to implement
the Navy’s vision of future maritime operations?

Mr. AVILES. Sir, with reference to the term “material and non-
material capabilities gaps,” the expression there is whether or not
you needed to focus on a hardware solution or an operational, per-
haps a procedural, solution to address issues such as shallow water
mine warfare, shallow water antisubmarine warfare (ASW) chal-
lenges that confront the force. With your permission, sir, I'd like to
get back to you on the specifics with respect to analysis, because
I can’t speak to the specifics in that analysis.

[The information referred to follows:]

The LCS program completed a tailored analysis of alternatives (AoA) approved by
the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The tailored AoA evaluated material and non-
material solutions to mitigate the gaps in the littorals. Non-material solutions in-
cluded an analysis of the capabilities of existing force structure including space-
based sensors, aviation platforms, surface combatants, submarines, and combina-
tions of the stated platforms. Other non-material options examined were changes in
Doctrine, Organization, Training, Management, Leadership and Education, Person-
nel and Facilities (DOTMLPF).

Material alternatives evaluated included non-surface combatant solutions with an

emphasis on Maritime Patrol Aircraft (MPA) in ASW, a non-surface combatant solu-
tion with emphasis on submarines in ASW, a DDG hull with three mission packages
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(MIW, ASW, and SUW), and LCS. Each alternative was evaluated for desired capa-
bility, affordability, technology risk, and supportability.

The Littoral Combat Ship, tailored for MIW, SUW, and ASW missions, was deter-
mined to be the best approach for closing the capability gaps.

Senator LEVIN. Okay. Thank you. My time is up. Should I just
finish? I have one other question.

Senator ALLARD. Okay. You just have one or two questions?

Senator LEVIN. Yes.

Senator ALLARD. Why don’t you finish up. I have one question
and we can adjourn the committee.

Senator LEVIN. Either way.

Senator ALLARD. No, go ahead and finish up that one question
and then we’ll wrap it up.

Senator LEVIN. Mr. Paul, the position for which you’re nominated
is a new position, created at the request of the NNSA. At the time
it was created, the NNSA Administrator wanted the principal dep-
uty to serve as a chief operating officer. Currently there is a posi-
tion of chief operating officer in the NNSA. So how do you see the
respective roles of the chief operating officer and the principal dep-
uty administrator?

Mr. PAUL. Senator, my role as principal deputy would be to work
directly with the Administrator and in his stead when he is not
able to act. I will primarily work directly out in the field as the
front line supervisor for each one of our site office managers as well
as the front line supervisor for each of the managers within the
headquarters. The chief operating officer will support me in those
duties.

Senator LEVIN. Okay. Just one additional question on project
management. The DOE and NNSA have a history of difficulty man-
aging complex construction projects. As a result, most projects have
been over budget and behind schedule. Several years ago the DOE
and NNSA created project management offices, but both are under-
staffed and underfunded. A committee of the National Research
Council branch of the National Academy of Science has recently
completed the third in a series of three annual reports on DOE and
NNSA project management. While there is a series of findings and
recommendations there are two that I just want to highlight for
you.

The first deals with people, and the second deals with manage-
ment attention. First, the report states that the DOE has expended
considerable effort developing a project management career devel-
opment program, but the report also says that, “Whether the pro-
gram will be funded and fully implemented remains uncertain and
in spite of the expense and complexity of its projects, DOE invests
little in human resource development for project management com-
pared with the efforts of other Federal agencies or private corpora-
tions.”

So my first question is whether or not you would work to ensure
that the NNSA invests in project managers?

Mr. PAUL. Yes, Senator, I will. I appreciate you raising my atten-
tion to that issue. I will review the reports.

Senator LEVIN. Then the reports says that the committee can
offer little assistance that the improvements will be permanent and
goes on to find that, “the advances in DOE project management are
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fragile, and that the legacy DOE culture is strong. Senior manage-
ment attention and actions are essential if past improvements are
to be made permanent and ingrained in the organization.”

If confirmed, Mr. Paul, would you provide strong and consistent
attention to project management, and would you report back to us
in 3 months on the progress that you made in improving project
management and developing project managers?

Mr. PAuL. I will, sir.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you. I think that’s it. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator ALLARD. Thank you, Senator Levin. I have just a couple
of questions, and one has to do with sexual assault. The policy of
this committee is zero tolerance as far as sexual assault is con-
cerned. We have continually, aggressively pushed oversight on this
particular issue as it applies to the Secretaries of each one of the
branches as well as the Secretary of Defense. Mr. Aviles, please
state for this committee your intent with respect to reviewing and
taking action upon each reported instance of sexual assault in the
Navy and the Marine Corps.

Mr. AVILES. Senator, the Navy and Marine Corps have a zero tol-
erance policy with respect to sexual assault. It is intolerable that
such activity goes on in a military organization. However, the Navy
and Marine Corps have both taken aggressive actions with both the
sexual assault victims intervention program for the Navy and the
victims advocacy program for the Marine Corps to provide a report-
ing mechanism for victims to ensure that victims are not subse-
quently harmed either professionally or personally and to ensure
that we aggressively go after cases of alleged sexual assault.

The Naval Criminal Investigative Service (NCIS) is the principal
investigative body for all reported incidents of that activity in the
Department. The NCIS reports directly to the senior leadership of
the Secretary on all matters, and obviously has the very close per-
sonal attention of the Secretary. I would expect, should I be con-
firmed, that I would play an active role in supervising the disposi-
tion of cases.

Senator ALLARD. And you support that policy?

Mr. AVILES. Absolutely, sir. I believe it needs the highest atten-
tion within the Department. Having said that, I don’t want to give
the impression that the Secretary would in any way try to influ-
ence unfairly any sort of criminal proceedings that might be
brought against——

Senator ALLARD. Well, I don’t think anybody expects that. We
just want to make sure that due process applies.

Mr. AVILES. Due process must be respected, but by the same
token this is something that the Secretary sent the message out
loud and clear that he will not tolerate and that is the only appro-
priate response.

Senator ALLARD. Very good. That wraps up questions for me, and
I think that takes care as far as the committee is concerned. I have
always been a strong proponent of the idea of the Government Re-
sults and Progress Act (GRPA), and where we evaluate it. I just
would hope that each one of you would do your best to make sure
that those provisions are implemented under your supervision. I
think that’s key. I think we’re only about 60 percent there as far
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as meeting the requirements of that particular act, and it’s some-
thing that I continually push. It’'s a personal thing with me, but I
think it’s important for accountability. I think the President needs
it. I think this committee needs it. I think appropriators and budg-
et committee all need to have this report that comes out of the
GRPA.

So I just would like to have all of you commit to this committee
that you're going to do what you can to move that issue forward,
and I think that’s important.

Ms. JoONAS. Yes, sir.

Mr. AVILES. Yes, sir.

Mr. PAUL. Yes.

Senator ALLARD. Okay. Thank you. That completes all our ques-
tions. I want to thank all of you for taking the time to be here
today. We want to thank you personally for your service and will-
ingness to step forward in these new positions, and we look for-
ward to working with you. Thank you very much. I declare the
committee adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 10:55 a.m., the committee adjourned.]

[Prepared questions submitted to Tina Westby Jonas by Chair-
man Warner prior to the hearing with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
DEFENSE REFORMS

Question. More than a decade has passed since the enactment of the Goldwater-
Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 and the Special Oper-
ations reforms.

The goals of Congress in enacting these defense reforms, as reflected in section
3 of the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act, can be sum-
marized as strengthening civilian control over the military; improving military ad-
vice; placing clear responsibility on the combatant commanders for the accomplish-
ment of their missions; ensuring the authority of the combatant commanders is com-
mensurate with their responsibility; increasing attention to the formulation of strat-
egy and to contingency planning; providing for more efficient use of defense re-
sources; enhancing the effectiveness of military operations; and improving the man-
agement and administration of the Department of Defense (DOD).

Do you support full implementation of these defense reforms?

Answer. Yes. Establishing the combatant commands, specifying responsibilities,
and focusing on “jointness” have enhanced the readiness and warfighting capabili-
ties of U.S. Armed Forces.

Question. What is your view of the extent to which these defense reforms have
been implemented?

Answer. These reforms have strengthened the role of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the combatant commanders, and have made joint operations the
norm. They have helped to improve the interaction among the services in conducting
military operations. These reforms have significantly improved the ability of the De-
partment to protect America’s security and further its vital interests.

tQuestfz;on. What do you consider to be the most important aspects of these defense
reforms?

Answer. I would consider each of the goals noted above to be an important aspect
of these defense reforms. Probably the most important outcome of these reforms has
been a more intense focus on joint operations and joint requirements. If confirmed,
I would work to help Secretary Rumsfeld increase the emphasis on joint require-
ments during the Department of Defense’s new 2-year internal budget cycle.

RELATIONSHIPS

Question. What do you see as the relationship between the Under Secretary of De-
fense (Comptroller) and each of the following?
The Secretary of Defense.
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Answer. The Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) is the principal assistant
and advisor to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense on fiscal and budg-
etary matters. The Under Secretary (Comptroller) also performs such other duties
as the Secretary or Deputy Secretary may prescribe.

Question. The Deputy Secretary of Defense.

Answer. Please see the answer to A above.

Question. The other Under Secretaries of Defense.

Answer. My relationship with all other senior officials of the Department will, for
the most part, be based on the role described above. If confirmed, I will work closely
with the other Under Secretaries to carry out the policies and guidance of the Sec-
retary and Deputy Secretary.

Question. The Assistant Secretaries of Defense.

Answer. My relationship with the Assistant Secretaries of Defense and other sen-
ior officials of the Office of the Secretary of Defense would be similar to that de-
scribed above in relation to the other Under Secretaries of Defense.

Question. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Answer. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is the principal military advi-
sor to the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense.
If confirmed, I intend to work closely with the Chairman and Joint Staff on resource
and financial management issues.

Question. The Secretaries of the Military Departments.

Answer. The Secretaries of the Military Departments carry out the policies of the
President and the Secretary of Defense in their respective Military Departments
and formulate recommendations to the Secretary and to the Congress relating to
their Military Departments and the Department of Defense. If confirmed, I intend
to work closely with the Secretaries of the Military Departments, and specifically,
their Assistant Secretaries for Financial Management. I will ensure that they are
aware of the President’s and the Secretary of Defense’s policies and priorities and
assist them in contributing to the successful development and implementation of ef-
fective DOD policies and programs.

Question. The heads of the defense agencies.

Answer. As the Department’s Comptroller and Chief Financial Officer, I will, if
confirmed, work closely with the heads of the defense agencies, and specifically,
with our financial management counterparts in those agencies. I will ensure that
they are aware of the President’s and the Secretary of Defense’s policies and prior-
ities and assist them in contributing to the successful development and implementa-
tion of effective DOD policies and programs.

Question. The Assistant Secretaries for Financial Management of the Services.

Answer. In the role of Comptroller and Chief Financial Officer for the Depart-
ment, I will, if confirmed, work closely with the Assistant Secretaries of the Military
Departments for Financial Management in the development and execution of the
bu(ti:getary and fiscal policies and initiatives of the President and the Secretary of
Defense.

Question. The General Counsel.

Answer. As the Department’s Comptroller and Chief Financial Officer, I will, if
confirmed, rely on the General Counsel, who is the Chief Legal Officer of the De-
partment of Defense, on all legal matters, and will consult and coordinate with the
General Counsel on all matters relating to programs, projects, and activities of De-
partment of Defense, as well as matters relating to financial management, account-
ing policy and systems, management control systems, and contract audit adminis-
tration, that may have legal implications.

Question. The Inspector General.

Answer. As the Department’s Comptroller and Chief Financial Officer, I will, if
confirmed, consider it my responsibility to support the Department of Defense In-
spector General (DODIG) in carrying out his or her duties as set forth in the Inspec-
tor General Act.

Question. The Director, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

Answer. As the Department’s Comptroller and Chief Financial Officer, I will, if
confirmed, consider it my responsibility to support the Director of the Office of Pro-
gram Analysis and Evaluation (PA&E) in fulfilling his or her role of providing inde-
pendent assessments for acquisition systems. I will also work with the Director of
PA&E to ensure the success of the combined program/budget review.

DUTIES OF THE COMPTROLLER

Question. The duties of the Comptroller of the Department of Defense are set
forth in section 135 of title 10, United States Code, and in DOD Directive 5118.3.
Among the duties prescribed in statute are advising and assisting the Secretary of
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Defense in supervising and directing the preparation of budget estimates of the De-
partment of Defense, establishing and supervising Department of Defense account-
ing policies, and supervising the expenditure of Department of Defense funds.

Assuming you are confirmed, what duties do you expect that Secretary Rumsfeld
will prescribe for you?

Answer. I expect that he will charge me with duties that are consistent with the
statute.

This would include developing budget estimates that properly support our mili-
tary forces.

In addition, I believe that he will expect the Comptroller’s office to closely monitor
the execution of funds to ensure that they are used effectively, efficiently and in a
manner consistent with legislative requirements.

With respect to financial management, he will want me to continue the progress
the Department has made toward meeting its business management modernization
goals and ensure compliance with the provisions of the Chief Information Officers
Act and other relevant legislative requirements.

Question. What background and experience do you possess that you believe quali-
fies you to perform the duties of the Comptroller?

Answer. My previous assignments in the Department of Defense, on the House
Appropriations Committee, in the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and
most recently as Chief Financial Officer for the FBI have required daily and exten-
sive involvement in budget and financial management issues.

I have led and managed offices with responsibilities similar to those in the Comp-
troller organization.

Question. Do you believe that there are any steps that you need to take to en-
hance your expertise to perform these duties?

Answer. Through my previous assignments I have had extensive experience with
a wide range of the Department’s budgeting and financial management activities,
which will enable me to successfully carry out my duties as the Comptroller, if con-
firmed.

Question. Do you expect Secretary Rumsfeld to make any changes in the duties
of the Comptroller as set out in DOD Directive 5118.3?

Answer. I have not had the opportunity to discuss such matters with Secretary
Rumsfeld. Therefore, it would be premature to offer any thoughts on the question
at this time.

MAJOR CHALLENGES

Question. In your view, what are the major challenges confronting the next Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)/Chief Financial Officer?

Answer. I believe that there are two primary challenges confronting the next
Comptroller:

o First, the Comptroller must prepare and manage a budget that supports
the welfare and morale of our men and women in uniform; finances the
operational requirements necessary to fight and win the global war on ter-
rorism; and supports the continued transformation of the Department’s
forces and weapons systems.

e Second, the Comptroller must continue the progress made to modernize
our business systems and meet the goals set by the Secretary of Defense,
particularly to reform the Department’s financial management systems.

Question. If confirmed, what plans do you have for addressing these challenges?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work closely with the Joint Staff, the Services, and
senior members of the Department, OMB, and Congress to address the resource re-
quirements of the military. Also, if confirmed, I will move aggressively to meet the
goals for the modernization of our business systems.

AUTHORIZATION FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE PROGRAMS

Question. Do you believe that an authorization pursuant to section 114 of title 10,
U.S. Code, is necessary before funds for operations and maintenance, procurement,
research and development, and military construction may be made available for ob-
ligation by the Department of Defense?

Answer. I understand that it has been the Department’s practice to work with all
the oversight committees to resolve these matters. If confirmed, I will respect the
prerogatives of the Department’s oversight committees and will work closely with
the committees to achieve a consensus necessary to meet our defense needs.
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SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FOR MILITARY OPERATIONS

Question. At what point, if any, do you believe it will be appropriate to include
funding for military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq in the Department’s annual
budget requests?

Answer. There are many factors that need to be considered in such a decision,
including the views of Congress. If confirmed, I will carefully consider all these fac-
tors as we develop budgets to meet our defense requirements.

Question. In your view, will the Services have sufficient funding to cover current
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan through the current calendar year?

Answer. I do not know the precise status of funds and therefore cannot make a
judgment at this time. If confirmed, I will work closely with the Services to assist
in providing sufficient funding to meet the operational requirements in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan through the remainder of the calendar year.

CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

Question. In order to exercise its legislative and oversight responsibilities, it is im-
portant that this committee and other appropriate committees of Congress are able
to receive testimony, briefings, and other communications of information.

Do you agree, if confirmed for this high position, to appear before this committee
and other appropriate committees of Congress?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, when asked, to give your personal views, even if those
views differ from the administration in power?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, if confirmed, to appear before this committee, or des-
ignated members of this committee, and provide information, subject to appropriate
and necessary security protection, with respect to your responsibilities as the Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree to ensure that testimony, briefings and other communica-
tions of information are provided to this committee and its staff and other appro-
priate committees?

Answer. Yes.

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

Question. DOD Directive 5118.3 designates the Comptroller as the Chief Financial
Officer of the Department of Defense.

Does Secretary Rumsfeld intend to continue to designate you, if confirmed as the
Comptroller, as the Chief Financial Officer of the Department of Defense?

Answer. Yes.

Q)uestion. If so, what would be your major responsibilities as Chief Financial Offi-
cer?

Answer. If confirmed as the Chief Financial Officer for DOD, I would have the
duties established in the Chief Financial Officers Act, which include the responsibil-
ity to:

e oversee all financial management activities relating to the programs and
operations of DOD;

e develop and maintain integrated agency accounting and financial man-
agement systems;

e direct, manage, and provide policy guidance and oversight of DOD’s fi-
nancial management personnel, activities, and operations;

e prepare audited financial statements; and

e monitor the financial execution of budgets.

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

Question. For the past 3 years, the administration has pursued a Business Man-
agement Modernization Program (BMMP) aimed, in part, at correcting deficiencies
in the Department’s financial management and ability to receive an unqualified
“clean” audit. Two years ago, Secretary Zakheim testified before the Readiness Sub-
committee that DOD’s financial management modernization would be complete by
2007. At that time, he stated, DOD would be able to provide a full, repeatable ac-
counting of resources and funding.

Do you expect DOD to meet that 2007 time line for financial modernization?

Answer. I have not been involved in the efforts ongoing at the Department, but
will certainly support the efforts to achieve the goal of a clean audit opinion on the
Department’s 2007 financial statements. I will reserve judgment on how long full
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financial management modernization will take until I have had the opportunity to
assess the Department’s plans and progress.

Question. If not, do you support continuing the BMMP?

Answer. I support the goals and objectives of the BMMP. If confirmed, I plan to
review its progress toward the achievement of the 2007 time line.

Question. The BMMP advocates top-down leadership in establishing an enterprise
architecture for business systems modernization. The Services, however, appear to
be taking the lead in establishing their own pilot programs for modernizing business
systems, despite the risk that a Service-led approach could produce numerous in-
compatible systems.

Do you advocate an OSD-led approach to business modernization?

Answer. Yes. I believe it is critical that we have top management lead this effort.

Question. If so, what controls are in place to ensure such an approach takes place?

Answer. My understanding is that the Department has in place an extensive gov-
ernance process to ensure strong OSD leadership of DOD business modernization.

If confirmed, I will work to ensure that OSD governance and controls are suffi-
cient to ensure consistency with BMMP across the entire department. I will review
the program to determine whether or not additional controls are needed.

Question. A critical requirement of the BMMP is an “enterprise architecture” that
would establish standards and requirements for modernization or new acquisition
of business information technology systems.

Why is establishing an effective enterprise architecture so important?

Answer. An effective enterprise architecture will provide the road map to ensure
that future IT investments contribute to achieving an integrated DOD network of
business systems.

It will enable the Department to consolidate the essential business rules with
which all business IT systems must comply to ensure efficient and effective process-
ing of the Department’s business transactions.

In addition, it will allow the Department, for the first time, to evaluate the impact
of business decisions made in one functional area on the other functional areas
within the Department.

Question. When can Congress expect to see a fully developed enterprise architec-
ture?

Answer. I do not have all the details of the current plan. However, I understand
that because the Department of Defense is so large, an incremental approach is the
only practical option to develop the architecture. I understand that the first incre-
ment of the architecture will be ready by fall 2004 and will support an unqualified
audit opinion on the Department’s consolidated fiscal year 2007 financial state-
ments. If confirmed, I will keep Congress informed of the Department’s progress to
fully develop an enterprise structure.

Question. One of the key facets of the BMMP is the establishment of functional
domains.

Please describe the purpose of functional domains.

Answer. As I understand it, “domain” is the term the Department uses for its
major business functional areas, which are Logistics, Acquisition, Installations and
Environment, Human Resources Management, Accounting and Financial Manage-
ment, Strategic Planning and Budgeting, and Technical Infrastructure.

The goal is to overhaul business systems in each of these areas.

Question. Are you supportive of the current construct, or do you plan to revise
these functional domains?

Answer. I am unable to make a judgment at this time without additional detail.
If I am confirmed, I will review the current construct, the progress made to date,
plans for moving the Department forward and recommendations for improving the
process.

REQUIRED REVIEW OF SYSTEMS IMPROVEMENTS

Question. Section 1004(d) of the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2003 required the Department to review all financial systems im-
provements to ensure they comply with the newly defined enterprise architecture.

If confirmed, how would you comply with the requirements set forth in section
1004(d)?

Answer. If confirmed, I would review the actions already underway to fulfill this
legal requirement, and work to make whatever changes or additions that are needed
to achieve full compliance.
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GAO RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REFORM

Question. In recent testimony before the Readiness and Management Support
Subcommittee, the Comptroller General of the United States, David M. Walker, of-
fered two suggestions for legislative consideration which, in his words, are intended
“to improve the likelihood of meaningful, broad-based financial management and re-
lated business reform at DOD.” These included establishing a senior management
position in the Department to spearhead DOD-wide business transformation efforts,
and giving the leaders of DOD’s functional areas, or “domains,” control of systems
investments.

What is your view of these suggestions?

Answer. I would need to carefully review the recommendations before making a
judgment. However, if confirmed, I would be happy to review the suggestions in
light of the Department’s progress and plans for future financial management re-
forms and provide those views to the committee.

Question. Do you have any recommendations to ensure that reforms currently un-
derway continue for the foreseeable future?

Answer. I agree that sustained high-level leadership is critical to success. If I am
confirmed, I will work toward maintaining and sustaining high-level support for
these reforms.

Question. In his written testimony, Mr. Walker asserted that the Services con-
tinue to make “their own parochial decisions” regarding investments, without receiv-
ing the scrutiny of the DOD Comptroller. The GAO suggestion that DOD’s func-
tional areas, or domains, receive and control the Services’ funding for systems in-
vestments is designed to counter those parochial tendencies.

In your judgment, is the establishment of such controls within OSD feasible? If
so, should such controls be exercised within the Comptroller’s office?

Answer. I think these controls are important for success. If confirmed I will work
to ensure that the department will comply with public law on business system in-
vestment decisions.

Question. Mr. Walker has also testified that the Department of Defense should
fix its financial management systems before it tries to develop auditable financial
statements. According to Mr. Walker, “Given the size, complexity, and deeply in-
grained nature of the financial management problems facing DOD, heroic end-of-
the-year efforts relied on by some agencies to develop auditable financial statement
balances are not feasible at DOD. Instead, a sustained focus on the underlying prob-
lems impeding the development of reliable financial data throughout the Depart-
ment will be necessary and is the best course of action.”

Do you agree with this statement?

Answer. I agree that modernizing the Department’s business systems is the only
long-term, sustainable solution to its financial reporting inadequacies. In general, I
support the current complementary measures the department is taking to obtain ac-
ceptable financial statements by 2007. If confirmed, I will carefully review the De-
partment’s initiatives in this area and make changes if necessary.

COORDINATION WITH THE NETWORKS AND INFORMATION INTEGRATION (NII) OFFICE

Question. The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for NII plans to estab-
lish a systems engineering oversight board to ensure that development and imple-
mentation of new systems adhere to the established enterprise architecture.

What is your understanding of the progress to date in establishing this board?

Answer. Successful transformation of the Department’s business practices de-
pends in large part on how well people work together inside the Pentagon. I need
to learn more about the systems engineering oversight board you referenced. How-
ever, if confirmed, I will coordinate all business transformation efforts with the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for NII.

Question. What is your understanding of whether the office of the Assistant Sec-
r(;f@ar); for NII will coordinate with the DOD Comptroller to prevent duplication of
effort?

Answer. It is my understanding that the BMMP is co-chaired by the DOD Comp-
troller and the Assistant Secretary of Defense for NII. If confirmed, I would continue
my predecessor’s efforts to coordinate Business Enterprise Architecture (BEA) initia-
tives and BMMP related policies and directives with NII to avoid duplication.

IMPROPER USE OF FIRST AND BUSINESS CLASS TRAVEL

Question. The GAO recently reported that breakdowns in internal controls re-
sulted in improper first and business class travel by DOD employees, and increased
costs to taxpayers.
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What actions has DOD taken in response to this report?

Answer. I am not current on all the measures that DOD has taken in this regard.
If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department implements policies and controls to
correct problems in internal controls identified by GAO, and to analyze data from
the travel card program to monitor compliance.

TRAVEL AND GOVERNMENT PURCHASE CARDS

Question. The increased use of government travel and purchase cards were signifi-
cant financial and acquisition reform initiatives of the past decade. Concerns, how-
ever, have been raised in the past several years about the controls put in place for
both the travel and purchase cards.

What is the status of DOD efforts to ensure proper controls are in place that will
not jeopardize the benefits accrued from the proper use of these cards?

Answer. I know from my previous experience at the Department that a number
of actions were taken to strengthen controls for both the travel and purchase cards.
If confirmed, I will work with the Services to ensure that policies and controls are
in place to identify problems and to monitor the future performance of these pro-
grams.

RESERVE COMPONENT MILITARY PAY SYSTEMS

Question. The GAO recently completed a report that identified extensive problems
with the National Guard’s pay system. Modernizing the military payroll system is
part of the longer term Business Management Modernization Program, however, it
is essential that corrections be made immediately in this system to minimize per-
sonal hardships on deployed guardsmen, reservists, and their families.

What will you do to address these pay problems in both the short and long term?

Answer. I believe it is of the utmost importance that all service members are paid
correctly and on time. If confirmed, I will review and analyze current operations to
ensure that we have implemented viable processes and systems to ensure that all
service members are paid properly.

INVENTORY MANAGEMENT

Question. Do you believe DOD has adequate information about and controls over
its inventory?

Answer. I understand that the Department has had problems relating to control
over its inventories and audit of its financial statements. Material weaknesses pre-
clude DOD from providing reasonable assurance that its assets are being adequately
protected and that inventory is not misstated on its financial statements.

Question. If not, what steps would you take, if confirmed, to improve inventory
management?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisi-
tion, Technology, and Logistics) to ensure that proper physical controls, as well as
acceptable valuations, of the Department’s inventory are incorporated into the new
business processes and systems. As the Department transforms its business proc-
esses and transitions to new systems, these weaknesses should be resolved.

GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT

Question. If confirmed as Comptroller, what would your responsibilities be with
respect to DOD implementation of the requirements of the Government Performance
and Results Act (GPRA) to set specific performance goals and measure progress to-
ward meeting them?

Answer. I would collaborate with the Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation,
to ensure that the Annual Defense Report includes realistic annual performance
goals and corresponding performance measures and indicators. These executive-level
goals and metrics should represent the leading performance trends that the Sec-
retary must monitor to manage risk across the Department, and to maintain
progress toward accomplishing the long-term outcomes of the defense strategy.

Question. What additional steps can the Department take to fulfill the goal of the
GPRA to link budget inputs to measurable performance outputs?

Answer. If confirmed, I would work with the Director, Program Analysis and
Evaluation to encourage the Components to make sure that the performance goals
(and associated measures of performance) of their individual strategic plans support
the overall outcome goals of the defense strategy.

Question. Do you believe the Department should not be required to pay for envi-
ronmental damage it causes?
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Answer. I believe that the Department should mitigate environmental damage
caused by its actions, as required by law.

COLLECTION OF CONTRACTOR TAXES

Question. The Comptroller General has reported that the 27,100 DOD contractors
owe more than $3.0 billion in back taxes, and that the Department of Defense has
not fulfilled its duty under the Debt Collection Improvement Act of 1996 to help re-
coup these back taxes.

What steps will you take, if confirmed, to improve the Department’s performance
in this area?

Answer. I am committed to doing what is necessary to help the Department of
Defense fulfill its duty under the Debt Collection Improvement Act of 1996—to in-
clude the collection of all monies owed to the Federal Government from any contrac-
tor with whom we are doing business. If confirmed, I will take the steps necessary
to ensure the Department has processes and systems in place to be fully compliant
with the Debt Collection Improvement Act of 1996. I look forward to working with
other government agencies to improve the tax collection process.

Question. Do you believe that the Department needs additional statutory author-
ity to be effective in identifying and recovering back taxes from contractors?

Answer. If confirmed, I will explore this issue with other agencies, specifically the
IRS and the Treasury, after which I can better address the need for legislation.

LEASING MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEMS

Question. The recent DODIG report on the Air Force 767 tanker lease proposal
raises significant concerns over leasing versus purchasing major military equipment.
The Department created a “Leasing Review Panel,” co-chaired by the Comptroller,
to review all major leasing agreements, but that panel did not discover the problems
with the tanker lease that the DODIG has identified.

What is your opinion of leasing versus buying major capital equipment?

Answer. The potential benefits of leasing need to be carefully balanced against
total ownership costs. Leasing may have potential benefits to the Department and
to the Military Services such as greater flexibility in dealing with transformation
and changing requirements. In some cases therefore, it may make sense to pursue
leasing as an acquisition alternative.

Question. Do you anticipate making significant changes to the Leasing Review
Panel to ensure that it is prepared to effectively review future leasing proposals?

Answer. I am not familiar with the workings of the Leasing Review Panel. How-
ever, if confirmed, I will review the operating guidelines of the Leasing Review
Panel to ensure that proposed leasing arrangements are reasonable from a budg-
etary perspective, display good financial stewardship, comply with all laws and reg-
ulations and obtain needed defense capabilities in the most cost-effective manner
possible.

Question. The DODIG report concludes that the proposed tanker lease failed to
meet three of the six criteria for an operating lease as described in OMB Circular
A-11. What is your view of this issue?

Answer. I am not familiar with specific details of the DODIG Report. If confirmed,
I intend to review the DODIG Report and the specific recommendations of the In-
spector General.

BASE CLOSURE SAVINGS

Question. The Department has asserted that additional base closures are needed
to bring the Department’s base structure in line with its force structure.

In your view, have the previous base closure rounds resulted in significant reduc-
tions in DOD costs?

Answer. Yes. I understand that independent studies conducted by the General Ac-
counting Office and the Congressional Budget Office have consistently supported the
view that realigning and closing unneeded military installations produces savings.

Question. If similar savings result from future base closures or realignments, do
you believe there are unfunded needs within the Department that could benefit by
redirecting resources away from excess infrastructure?

Answer. Yes, savings that may result from future base realignments and closures
would help transform the Department of Defense. Funds no longer required to oper-
ate, sustain, and recapitalize eliminated excess physical capacity could be used,
among other things, to recruit quality people, modernize equipment and infrastruc-
ture, and develop capabilities needed to meet 21st century threats.
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LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL LIABILITY OF THE ARMED FORCES

Question. GAO has noted that DOD continues to lack a complete inventory of con-
taminated real property sites, which affects DOD’s ability to assess potential envi-
ronmental impact and to effectively plan, estimate costs, and fund cleanup activi-
ties.

In determining the long-term budget for the Department of Defense, what is the
current estimated total cost of environmental restoration, compliance, and conserva-
tion, and any other environmental costs, including pollution prevention and tech-
nology R&D?

Answer. I understand that the Department’s financial statements for fiscal year
2003, show that total environmental liability for fiscal year 2003 is approximately
$61 billion.

Question. What is the Department’s plan to refine this estimate to meet GAO’s
concerns?

Answer. I have not been involved in the Department’s discussions on how it plans
to refine the estimate. If confirmed as the Comptroller, I will work with the Services
to improve their estimating processes and to maintain an up-to-date inventory of
sites requiring environmental cleanup.

[The nomination reference of Tina Westby Jonas follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
March 11, 2004.

Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:

Tina Westby Jonas, of Virginia, to be Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller),
vice Dov S. Zakheim, resigning.

[The biographical sketch of Tina Westby Jonas, which was trans-
mitted to the committee at the time the nomination was referred,
follows:]

BIOLOGICAL SKETCH OF TINA W. JONAS

Ms. Jonas entered government service in 1986 and has served in both the execu-
tive and congressional branches of government. Her work includes over a decade of
professional budget experience in the national security field. From 1995 to 2001, she
served as a professional staff member for the United States House of Representa-
tives on the House Committee on Appropriations, Defense Subcommittee. Other out-
standing assignments include serving as a senior budget examiner in the Intel-
ligence Branch of the National Security Division at the Office of Management and
Budget (1991-1995), Congressional Affairs Specialist with the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency (1990-1991), associate staff member with the Select Commit-
tee to Investigate Covert Arms Transactions with Iran (1987-1988), and a legisla-
tive aid for Representative Bill McCollum (1986-1990).

On April 30, 2001, Ms. Jonas was sworn in as the Deputy Under Secretary of De-
fense for Financial Management at the Department of Defense. In that capacity, Ms.
Jonas was the principal adviser to the Department of Defense Chief Financial Offi-
cer and other senior Department of Defense officials for accounting, financial re-
form, and fiscal matters. Evaluating over 1,100 financial and feeder systems, Ms.
Jonas served as the focal point for automated and process reform within the Depart-
ment of Defense, providing the financial and analytical services necessary for effec-
tive and efficient use of the Department of Defense’s resources.

In August 2002, Ms. Jonas joined the Federal Burea of Investigation (FBI). In her
current position, she serves as the FBI’s Chief Financial Officer and Assistant Direc-
tor of the Finance Division.

Ms. Jonas earned a Bachelor of Arts degree in Political Science from Arizona
State University in 1982 and a Master in Arts in Liberal Studies with a concentra-
tion in International Affairs from Georgetown University in 1995.
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[The Committee on Armed Services requires all individuals nomi-
nated from civilian life by the President to positions requiring the
advice and consent of the Senate to complete a form that details
the biographical, financial, and other information of the nominee.
The form executed by Tina Westby Jonas in connection with her
nomination follows:]

UNITED STATES SENATE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Room SR-228
Washington, DC 20510-6050
(202) 224-3871
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES FORM

BIOGRAPHICAL AND FINANCIAL INFORMATION REQUESTED OF
NOMINEES

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Complete all requested information. If more
space is needed use an additional sheet and cite the part of the form and the ques-
tion number (i.e. A-9, B—4) to which the continuation of your answer applies.

PART A—BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Biographical information furnished in this part
of the form will be made available in committee offices for public inspection prior
to the hearings and will also be published in any hearing record as well as made
available to the public.

1. Name: (Include any former names used.)
Tina Westby Jonas.
Tina Westby (Maiden name).

2. Position to which nominated:
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller).

3. Date of nomination:
March 11, 2004.

4. Address: (List current place of residence and office addresses.)
[Nominee responded and the information is contained in the committee’s executive
files.]

5. Date and place of birth:
April 4, 1960; Oak Park, Illinois.

6. Marital Status: (Include maiden name of wife or husband’s name.)
Married to David Sall Jonas.

7. Names and ages of children:
None.

8. Education: List secondary and higher education institutions, dates attended,
degree received, and date degree granted.

Arizona State University, 1978 to 1982, Bachelor of Arts, Political Science, 1982.

Georgetown University, 1992 to 1995 Master of Arts, Liberal Studies, 1995.

9. Employment record: List all jobs held since college or in the last 10 years,
whichever is less, including the title or description of job, name of employer, location
of work, and dates of employment.

Chief Financial Officer and Assistant Director (Finance Division), Federal Bureau
of Investigation, FBI Headquarters, Washington, DC, August 2002 to Present.

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense (Financial Manage-
ment), The Pentagon, Washington, DC, April 2001 to August 2002.

Professional Staff, U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Appropriations,
Defense Subcommittee, The Capitol, Washington, DC, April 1995 to April 2001.

Budget Examiner, Office of Management of Budget, New Executive Office Build-
ing, January 1991 to April 1995.
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10. Government experience: List any advisory, consultative, honorary or other
part-time service or positions with Federal, State, or local governments, other than
those listed above.

None.

11. Business relationships: List all positions currently held as an officer, direc-
tor, trustee, partner, proprietor, agent, representative, or consultant of any corpora-
tion, company, firm, partnership, or other business enterprise, educational, or other
institution.

None.

12. Memberships: List all memberships and offices currently held in profes-
sional, fraternal, scholarly, civic, business, charitable, and other organizations.

International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP), Member.

Army and Navy Club, Member.

Philmont Country Club, Family Membership.

Republican National Committee, Contributor/Donor.

Meridian International Center, Contributor/Donor.

Holocaust Museum, Contributor/Donor.

Mount Vernon, Contributor/Donor.

St. Mary’s Parish, Member.

13. Political affiliations and activities:

(a) List all offices with a political party which you have held or any public office
for which you have been a candidate.

Arizona State University, College Republicans, 1982.

Intern, Sellers for U.S. Senate, 1982.

Volunteer, George Bush for President, 1988.

(b) List all memberships and offices held in and services rendered to all political
parties or election committees during the last 5 years.

Republican National Committee, Contributor/Donor (see below).

(c) Itemize all political contributions to any individual, campaign organization, po-
litical party, political action committee, or similar entity of $100 or more for the past
5 years.

I have attached a listing of contributions that represent a good faith review of my
financial records. If I find at a later date that I have omitted any contributions, I
will report them to the committee at that time.

14. Honors and Awards: List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary society
memberships, military medals and any other special recognitions for outstanding
service or achievements.

Department of Defense Medal for Distinguished Public Service, 2002.

Office of Management and Budget, Professional Achievement Award, 1992; Divi-
sion Award, 1994.

15. Published writings: List the titles, publishers, and dates of books, articles,
reports, or other published materials which you have written.

None.

16. Speeches: Provide the committee with two copies of any formal speeches you
have delivered during the last 5 years which you have copies of and are on topics
relevant to the position for which you have been nominated.

I provided some informal opening remarks at the Department of Defense Profes-
sional Development Institute in 2002. I do not have a copy of the remarks. However,
my memory is that I emphasized the importance of the Department’s financial
workforce in improving financial management. In addition, during my tenure I did
testify before the House Government Reform Committee on the status of the Depart-
ment’s financial improvement efforts.

17. Commitment to testify before Senate committees: Do you agree, if con-
firmed, to respond to requests to appear and testify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate?

Yes.

[The nominee responded to the questions in Parts B-F of the
committee questionnaire. The text of the questionnaire is set forth
in the appendix to this volume. The nominee’s answers to Parts B—
F are contained in the committee’s executive files.]
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SIGNATURE AND DATE

I hereby state that I have read and signed the foregoing Statement on Biographi-
cal and Financial Information and that the information provided therein is, to the
best of my knowledge, current, accurate, and complete.

TINA WESTBY JONAS.

This 15th day of March, 2004.

[The nomination of Tina Westby Jonas was reported to the Sen-
ate by Chairman Warner on May 12, 2004, with the recommenda-
tion that the nomination be confirmed. The nomination was con-
firmed by the Senate on July 22, 2004.]

[Prepared questions submitted to Dionel M. Aviles by Chairman
Warner prior to the hearing with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
DEFENSE REFORMS

Question. You previously have answered the committee’s advance policy questions
on the reforms brought about by the Goldwater-Nichols Act in connection with your
nomination to be the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management and
Comptroller).

Have your views on the importance, feasibility, and implementation of these re-
forms changed since you testified before the committee at your confirmation hearing
on June 27, 2001?

Answer. No, my views have not changed. As I stated at the time of my first con-
firmation hearing, I truly believe that our military is now stronger and more effec-
tive as a result of Goldwater-Nichols.

Question. Do you see the need for modifications of Goldwater-Nichols Act provi-
sions based on your experience as Assistant Secretary of the Navy? If so, what areas
do you believe it might be appropriate to address in these modifications?

Answer. I am not aware of the need for any specific modifications to Goldwater-
Nichols. However, if confirmed, I am committed to working with Secretary England
to contimée to evaluate this law and make what recommendations I believe to be
warranted.

DUTIES

Question. Section 5015 of title 10, United States Code, states the Under Secretary
of the Navy shall perform such duties and exercise such powers as the Secretary
of the Navy may prescribe.

Ass1{1)ming you are confirmed, what duties and powers do you expect to be assigned
to you?

Answer. If confirmed, I expect that Secretary England will rely on me to support
him in providing effective leadership for the Navy-Marine Corps team. Based upon
his earlier testimony, I also expect that the Secretary will seek my assistance to
focus on strategic business and management areas within the department as well
as traditional leadership roles in areas such as personnel assignments and special
program oversight.

Question. Secretary England has expressed the view that clarification of authority
and responsibilities between the Service Secretaries and the executive offices within
the Office of the Secretary of Defense is needed.

Do you agree with Secretary England’s view, and, if so, please state specifically
what changes you recommend?

Answer. Yes, I agree with Secretary England’s view. This area is not clear in law
and responsibilities between Service Secretaries and the executive offices within the
Office of the Secretary of Defense vary depending on the individuals in these posi-
tions. Secretary England seeks clarification of roles and responsibilities between
OSD and the Services. I support that recommendation.

RELATIONSHIPS

Question. If confirmed, what would your working relationship be with:
The Secretary of the Navy,

The Chief of Naval Operations,

The Assistant Secretaries of the Navy,
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The General Counsel of the Navy,

The Vice Chief of Naval Operations, and

The Judge Advocate General of the Navy.

Answer. During my tenure as Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Manage-
ment and Comptroller) I worked very closely with each of these individuals as part
of Secretary England’s leadership team. This team approach is highly effective in
addressing issues and solving problems important for the Department of the Navy
and for the Department of Defense. I would expect to continue to be a part of this
close knit team and would expect to take a larger role in orchestrating the team
process.

Question. If confirmed, what changes, if any, would you recommend regarding the
duties and functions of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Financial Manage-
ment and Comptroller, as set forth in sections 5016 and 5025 of title 10, United
States Code, or in regulations of the Department of Defense or Department of the
Navy?

Answer. I would not recommend any changes.

MAJOR CHALLENGES AND PROBLEMS

Question. In your June 2001 responses to previous advance policy questions from
this committee in connection with your nomination to serve as the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Navy for Financial Management and Comptroller, you indicated your
belief that providing adequate resources for the Navy’s warfighting priorities and
ensuring the availability of accurate, reliable and timely financial management in-
formation would be your most significant challenges.

What do you consider to be your most significant achievements in meeting these
challenges during your service as Assistant Secretary of the Navy?

Answer. The most significant achievement has been the improvement of our cur-
rent readiness account. Since 2001 the Department of the Navy has been able to
resource current readiness accounts in order to provide combat ready forces when-
ever required. For fiscal year 2004 funding for core readiness accounts have in-
creased approximately $8 billion (nearly 22 percent), over the amount available for
these purposes in fiscal year 2001. While these increases supported current readi-
ness and warfighting capability, the Department was also able to increase mod-
ernization funding by $9 billion (nearly 19 percent), over the same period. This was
possible not only because of the significant amount additional resources provided by
the Congress, but also because of the commitment by senior leadership in the De-
partment of the Navy to change the way we do business. The Secretary of the Navy,
the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), and the Commandant of the Marine Corps
(CMC) have fostered a culture of change where long held and cherished assumptions
are challenged and every opportunity to drive out cost is explored in order to free
up capital to invest in equipment modernization and transformation.

An additional significant achievement comes in the area of financial management.
The Department of the Navy has developed a financial management improvement
plan consistent with the larger Department of Defense goal of achieving an unquali-
fied opinion on the fiscal year 2007 financial statements. This effort requires a sig-
nificant commitment throughout Navy and Marine Corps commands in order to re-
alize the goal. A near term result of this overarching effort has been the reduction
in the time required to provide quarterly financial statements to approximately 21
days from the close of the reporting period. The Department of Defense did not pre-
viously provide quarterly statements and the normal standard of performance was
to provide financial statements 4 months after the close of the fiscal year. While the
overall effort to improve financial reporting is extremely important, it has not and
will not come easily. It will require the sustained attention and commitment of the
senior leadership of the Department and the support of Congress to succeed.

Question. How would you assess your accomplishments during your service as As-
sistant Secretary of the Navy in improving the readiness of the Department of the
Navy and eliminating deficiencies?

Answer. I cannot claim any specific credit or individual accomplishment related
to the improved readiness of the Department of the Navy. The improvements made
in this area are principally a result of the changed culture brought about by the
leadership of the Secretary of the Navy, the CNO and the CMC. Their unflagging
drive to ensure that critical readiness functions were funded without sacrificing
modernization priorities is what has properly motivated the leadership team to
achieve the positive results we have enjoyed.

Question. What do you view as the major readiness challenges that remain to be
addressed and, if confirmed, how would you approach these issues?
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Answer. First, I would like to note the tremendous emphasis on readiness that
has characterized the last 3 years. This commitment by Congress and the adminis-
tration enabled the Navy and Marine Corps to respond so quickly and perform so
well to Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom. The challenges
that remain will be in resetting our forces upon return from operations in Afghani-
stan and Iraq and support for future global war on terrorism activities. Combined
with your strong support, and our pursuit of effectiveness and efficiency, we have
been able to meet readiness challenges. If confirmed, I would expect to continue to
play a significant role in addressing future readiness challenges.

Question. In your view, what are the major challenges that will face the Under
Secretary of the Navy?

Answer. The major challenge that will face the Under Secretary of the Navy will
be the continued modernization and transformation of the finest Navy and Marine
Corps in the world while assisting the Secretary of the Navy in addressing complex
day-to-day issues associated with the follow-on phases of Operation Enduring Free-
dom, Operation Iraqi Freedom, and the over-arching global war on terrorism.

END STRENGTH

Question. The Navy’s proposed budget for fiscal year 2005 includes reductions of
7,500 personnel in the active duty ranks and 2,500 in the Naval Reserve. The Chief
of Naval Operations has publicly stated that his goal is to reduce the Navy’s Active-
Duty Force to 350,000 sailors from the current authorized level of 373,800.

What is your understanding of the justification for these significant reductions in
active duty and Naval Reserve Forces?

Answer. The Navy’s end strength goals represent a long-term policy to right size
the manning levels on our ships as new technology and streamlined processes and
procedures are introduced to the Fleet. The Navy also plans to reduce the number
of sailors serving on shore duty and replace them, where needed, with civilian em-
ployees or contracted services from the private sector.

Question. How will the Navy achieve the reductions in active duty and Reserve
Forces proposed for fiscal year 2005 and when will the end strength of 350,000 be
realized?

Answer. To achieve the end strength reduction needed to match the Navy’s man-
power requirements, it will be necessary to use a number of different force shaping
tools. Currently, there are a number of tools available to the Navy, such as the Per-
form to Serve Program and Assignment Incentive Pay. Historically, involuntary
methods of force shaping have had a negative effect upon morale or retention. As
such, we continue to explore voluntary methods that would allow us to effectively,
and more precisely, shape the force without perturbing continued success in recruit-
ing, retention, and the quality of service.

TRANSFORMATION

Question. Secretary Rumsfeld has established transformation of the Armed Forces
to meet 21st century threats as one of the Department’s highest priorities and has
stated that only weapons systems that are truly transformational should be ac-
quired. Secretary England has stated that the naval services will continue on the
path of transformation to better tailor naval forces to meet new threats to America
and to continue to emphasize combat capability, personnel, and technology and busi-
ness practices.

1Please describe your understanding and assessment of the Navy’s transformation
plans.

Answer. The Secretary of the Navy’s transformational roadmap for this depart-
ment unequivocally shares the same high priority and desired end-state that the
Secretary of Defense envisions for all of Defense. Navy’s transformation plans
though demanding and far-reaching, are already beginning to create the Navy of the
future. Our transformational roadmap challenges the practices and assumptions of
the past and seeks changes in concepts, processes, and capabilities to achieve not
just more jointness, but true integration and interoperability. The Global Concept
of Operations and Fleet Response Plan are just two examples of how new thinking
can improve the geographic dispersion of naval power and time of response during
crises, respectively. These concepts take advantage of focused manpower and our re-
cent readiness investments, but do not involve buying ‘new things.” New acquisition
programs, however, such as CVN-21, DD(X), LCS, and the JSF as well as reconfig-
ured platforms such as SSGN and DDG-51 improvements, all electronically netted
together, incorporate the advanced technologies and intelligent industry initiatives
that dramatically improve capabilities and reduce operating risk of joint forces.

Question. What is your vision for Navy and Marine Corps Transformation?
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Answer. I believe Sea Power 21, the Navy—Marine Corps team’s transformation
vision, encompasses and integrates powerful extensions to current joint capabilities,
as well as a range of innovative new capabilities. Seabasing is the overarching ex-
pression of this vision, incorporating the initiatives that will allow the joint force
to fully exploit our Nation’s command of the sea and unfettered access to the far
corners of the globe, to project (Sea Strike), to protect (Sea Shield), and to sustain
integrated warfighting capabilities (FORCEnet). The emerging challenges of the
21st century demand we have a Joint, netted, power projection force that offers
flexible and persistent combat capability. I believe the Naval Transformation Road-
map briefly outlined above helps take us there.

Question. In your view, what will be the role of the Naval Reserve in the trans-
formed Navy?

Answer. The role of the Naval Reserve is and will be to provide ready, relevant
forces to augment or reinforce the active component. The Fleet Forces Command is
reviewing all Reserve programs to ensure the optimum integration of Active and Re-
serve Forces in the future. Naval Reserves must be seamlessly integrated with the
active Force whenever and wherever needed.

LOW DENSITY/HIGH DEMAND FORCES

Question. If confirmed, how would you address the Department of the Navy’s chal-
leng)e in manning low density/high demand units, ratings, and occupational special-
ties?

Answer. As Secretary England noted in his confirmation testimony last year, the
challenge in manning low density/high demand units and occupational specialties
will become greater in the future as technology becomes more sophisticated and
fewer, but more skilled and more multi-functional sailors and marines are needed.
Moreover, the challenge in this personnel area today is particularly important for
the Navy and Marine Corps since the unique skills and specialties possessed by our
people in some of these units are critical to our capability to prosecute the global
war on terrorism. Therefore, sustaining the right quality and quantity of personnel
is essential to maintaining optimum capability.

The Chief of Naval Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps have
a number of transformational initiatives underway in this arena, commonly referred
to as the “war for people.” If confirmed I would assist the Secretary and his senior
military leadership in fostering these ongoing programs and initiatives.

MORALE, WELFARE, AND RECREATION CUTS

Question. The Navy’s budget for fiscal year 2005 reduces appropriated funding for
morale, welfare, and recreation programs from $397 million in 2004 to $342 million
in 2005.

What is the rationale for cuts of this magnitude and how will they be distributed
throughout the Navy?

Answer. In keeping with the Department of Defense’s strategy of transformation
in the 21st century, Navy is engaged in an aggressive search for efficiencies in all
facets of shore installation management, including MWR programs. The effort is
linked to the CNO’s Sea Power 21 initiative to identify shore installation manage-
ment savings that can be realigned to recapitalize the Navy’s combat platforms.

While the overall MWR budget request is down for fiscal year 2005, we intend
to support fully core MWR programs.

Question. What impact will these reductions have on sailors and their families
and on specific programs supporting Navy dependents such as community centers
and child care centers?

Answer. The Navy is currently engaged in a complete review of fiscal year 2005
MWR funding and the potential impacts of reductions. The Navy intends to ensure
that the outside of the continental United States and afloat programs are funded
to meet the unique requirements of those populations. Additionally, the Navy does
not intend to discontinue any MWR programs within the continental United States
that are well supported by patrons, to include childcare centers.

NATIONAL SECURITY PERSONNEL SYSTEM

Question. Secretary England has indicated that the Navy will be the first Service
to implement the provisions of the National Security Personnel System (NSPS),
which was adopted last year as part of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2004. The NSPS authorities are intended to increase the flexibility of
Departmental leaders in managing the civilian workforce. As many as 300,000 posi-
tions within the Department of Defense are scheduled to be converted to the NSPS
by October 1, 2004.
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If confirmed, what role will you play in implementation of the NSPS for civilian
personnel in the Navy?

Answer. The Department of Defense (DOD) has recently reviewed its process to
design and implement NSPS and is adopting a comprehensive, collaborative ap-
proach that will take the time necessary to design it right and not be driven by a
pre-determined implementation date. Thus the October 1, 2004, date no longer ap-
plies. If confirmed, I will assist Secretary England in the design and implementation
of NSPS. Currently, the primary responsibility for implementation of NSPS within
the Department of the Navy is the Assistant Secretary for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs. It is my understanding that these responsibilities will not change if I am
confirmed.

Question. What are the fundamental principles that you will apply in managing
personnel reform of this magnitude?

Answer. Secretary England has identified a number of fundamental principles
that, if confirmed, I would apply. These include comprehensive communications, per-
sonnel training, and a phased process to ensure that we can capture lessons learned
and correct problems early.

Question. How will you involve unions and the Office of Personnel Management
(OPM) in the implementation of the NSPS within the Navy?

Answer. Both Secretary England and Dr. Chu, Under Secretary of Defense (Per-
sonnel and Readiness) have emphasized the need for a collaborative approach with
all NSPS stakeholders, including OPM and our union representatives. The solicita-
tion of union input on the design of the system and regular communication during
deployment are important for NSPS’s success.

Question. What steps will you take to fully inform civilian employees of the
changes which are being planned?

Answer. The Department is developing a comprehensive communications plan to
ensure effective communication with employees. I expect that we will use a variety
of tools including e-mails, web sites, town hall meetings and articles in DOD papers
to reach all of our employees.

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS PERSONNEL RETENTION

Question. The retention of quality sailors and marines, officer and enlisted, active-
duty and Reserve, is vital to the Department of the Navy.

What initiatives would you take, if confirmed, to further improve the
attractiveness of active and Reserve component service?

Answer. Our retention rates remain high. However, in order to continue this suc-
cess, it is essential to rely upon existing tools as well as new, innovative approaches.
Secretary England has previously identified a number of innovative techniques that
should be studied further. These techniques include, performance based compensa-
tion, employment portability for spouses, and better integration of active and Re-
serve personnel. If confirmed, I will assist Secretary England in the further evalua-
tion, and if appropriate, utilization of these techniques.

NAVY EXPEDITIONARY WARFARE

Question. Section 5038 of title 10, United States Code, establishes a requirement
to maintain a position of Director of Expeditionary Warfare on the staff of the Chief
of Naval Operations. This officer’s duties, as described in that section, are to provide
staff support for issues relating to “amphibious lift, mine warfare, naval fire sup-
port, and other missions essential to supporting expeditionary warfare.” Congress
established this requirement after the 1991 Persian Gulf War in an effort to address
critical shortfalls in these areas, particularly in the area of mine countermeasures
capabilities. There have been recent press reports that the Department of the Navy
intends to abolish this office.

What is your understanding of the Department of the Navy’s plans, if any, for
changing the current status of the Director of Expeditionary Warfare and the func-
tions for which the Director is responsible?

Answer. It is my understanding that the Department has no plans at this time
to either change the status of the Director of Expeditionary Warfare (N75) or his
responsible functions. Last fall several initiatives for reorganizing portions of the Of-
fice of the CNO staff were explored to include potential impacts on N75. The final
reorganization plan, however, did not impact the status of N75 under section 5038,
title 10, United States Code.

Question. Do you believe that a change to the legislation would be required to im-
plement such a change?

Answer. Yes, and I would expect that Congress would be briefed before any pro-
posed change was advanced.
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE

Question. Do you regard ballistic missile defense as a core mission of the Navy?

Answer. Ballistic Missile Defense is an important capability for the Nation. Navy
systems and tests have shown great promise in recent years. I fully support the re-
cent agreement between Navy and the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) that provides
full time commitment of an Aegis equipped cruiser to MDA, as well as a plan to
modify other Aegis equipped ships to conduct MDA missions when required.

Question. Do you support the current division of responsibility in which the MDA
is responsible for ballistic missile defense research and development and the serv-
ices are responsible for procurement of ballistic missile defense systems?

Answer. Navy and MDA are working together to develop and field the systems
that will deploy on board ships. I believe that both organizations are doing what
they do best to support the delivery of a range of capabilities over the entire ballistic
missile defense system. In the future, as MDA continues to improve the ballistic
missile defense system through spiral development, a collaborative process is being
refined to ensure that shipboard systems are upgraded accordingly.

Question. What steps do you believe the Navy needs to take to ensure that Aegis
ships are available to provide radar coverage against potential missile attacks?

Answer. The Navy will have an important role in the ballistic missile defense mis-
sion. We have worked collaboratively with MDA, as well as with the combatant com-
manders, to deliver the Navy component of an integrated defense system. The ships
that will initially perform the ballistic missile defense mission are modified and
MDA is currently producing the computer programs that they will require to per-
form the mission. The operational chain of command continues to develop the tac-
tics, techniques, and procedures that will be used when initial defensive operations
commence this fall. Detailed training for our sailors has been underway for over a
year now.

CRUISE MISSILE DEFENSE

Question. In your view, how serious is the cruise missile threat to the Navy?

Answer. The emerging generation of advanced cruise missiles is one of the pri-
mary threats to Navy ships. Cruise missiles are widely proliferated and the Office
of Naval Intelligence estimates that over 75 countries will be capable of deploying
cruise missiles. The vast majority are older sub-sonic missiles such as Styx, Exocet
BLK I and Harpoon. However, several nations including Russia, China, India as
well as western nations are expected to field, in the near term, more capable cruise
missiles. The attributes of anti-ship missiles that challenge US Navy air defenses
include higher speed, greater maneuverability, and reduced signature.

Question. If confirmed, what actions would you take to ensure that the Navy is
adequately addressing this threat?

Answer. There are a number of programs currently being developed to address the
anti-ship cruise missile threat. For example, the Navy is introducing sensor and
combat systems improvements that enhance detection particularly in challenging lit-
toral environments. To counter faster, more maneuverable threats, the Navy is de-
veloping improvements to Standard Missile variants, introducing the Evolved Sea
Sparrow Missile and making upgrades to the Rolling Airframe Missile. Decoys and
electronic countermeasures like NULKA and the Shipboard Electronic Warfare Im-
provement Program are also being fielded. If confirmed, I will assist the Secretary
of the Navy in the continuation of these projects, as well as in any other programs
he identifies that may better address the anti-ship cruise missile threat.

NUCLEAR-POWERED CRUISE MISSILE ATTACK SUBMARINE (SSGN) MISSILE TUBES

Question. What steps, if any, do you believe the Navy needs to take to ensure that
non-nuclear launches from SSGN missile tubes are not mistaken for nuclear
launches?

Answer. No additional steps need to be taken. SSGNs will carry non-nuclear
Tomahawk cruise missiles. A non-nuclear cruise missile launch cannot be easily
mistaken for a nuclear submarine launched ballistic missile due to differences in
launch, trajectory, and flight characteristics.

NAVY FORCE STRUCTURE

Question. The Chief of Naval Operations has publicly stated that the Navy has
a requirement for 375 ships.

Do you agree with this requirement?

Answer. The Chief of Naval Operations has stated that 375 is not an precise num-
ber, but one that is about the right number to analyze the types of scenarios and
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the kind of forward presence commitments that this nation needs. I concur with the
assessment that there is not a precise number. I concur with the Secretary of the
Navy’s Department of the Navy (DON) Objectives for 2004, which require the trans-
formation of our naval military capabilities to achieve the objectives of Sea Power
21 and Marine Corps Strategy 21. Implementation of Sea Power 21 will require a
strategy that will provide our Nation with widely dispersed combat power from plat-
forms possessing unprecedented warfighting capabilities. The Navy’s Global Concept
of Operations was created to meet the requirements demanded of the global environ-
ment. This naval defense strategy calls for a fleet with the ability to respond swiftly
to a broad range of scenarios and defend the vital interests of the United States.

Question. How will the Navy meet that goal?

Answer. As the Secretary of the Navy has stated in his DON Objectives for 2004
it is vital the Navy and Marine Corps fully understand and work toward developing,
in concert with DOD and Congress, a financing strategy for shipbuilding.

The Navy’s 30-year plan accurately documents the funding requirements and the
Navy’s budget submissions support the requirements with a balanced funding ap-
proach that meets the needs of the shipbuilding budget as well as the other funding
challenges ahead. The Navy’s fiscal year 2004 budget requested approximately $12
billion for seven new ships, and fiscal year 2005 requests funding for $10 billion for
construction of nine new ships, a significant commitment toward achieving our
needs. Over the long term, the shipbuilding funding level must continue to grow,
and the Navy’s budget plans accurately reflect that need. The Navy’s shipbuilding
plan is realistic in stating an average of $14 billion will be required for an average
build rate of approximately 11 ships per year. In addition to new construction, an
average of $2 billion per year is required for conversion and overhauls.

Question. In your view, what is the required number of ships for the Navy?

Answer. Per the Defense Planning Guidance, the required number of ships must
be able to support an operationally agile fleet that is dispersed, netted, and part of
the joint force, that will deliver the combat power needed to sustain homeland de-
fense, provide forward deterrence in four theaters, swiftly defeat two aggressors at
the same time, and deliver decisive victory in one of those conflicts. Currently the
Navy’s Global Concept of Operations will have the capability to increase striking
power, enhance flexibility, and improve responsiveness. I support the Navy’s objec-
tive force of about 375 ships using current crewing concepts and force rotational re-
quirements. This number is subject to change based upon the types of ships that
f\(l)mprise the fleet and the evolution of the National security challenges facing the

ation.

Question. How will the Navy meet that goal?

Answer. In addition to a healthy and robust ship building funding profile, the
Navy intends to use a combination of investments in new technologies, changes in
crewing concepts, a surgeable fleet response plan and modernization of certain criti-
cal legacy systems and platforms to facilitate the fleet transition to the numbers,
type and mix of ships required to execute the range of missions anticipated in the
21st century.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY (S&T) PROGRAM

Question. The fiscal year 2005 budget request for defense S&T still falls short of
the Secretary of Defense’s goal of dedicating 3 percent of the total defense budget
to science and technology. In particular, the Navy science and technology program,
especially the investment in long-term, innovative work which has been so success-
ful in confronting emerging threats, has declined significantly over the last 3 years.

If confirmed, how do you plan to address the shortfalls in the Navy science and
technology program?

Answer. Dedicating 3 percent of the overall defense budget for the S&T account
is a worthy goal, but it may need additional structure to take into consideration
other measures of S&T output. We are currently participating in an effort led by
the Office of the Secretary of Defense in determining meaningful S&T efficiency and
effectiveness output metrics. If confirmed, my recommendations to the Secretary of
the Navy and the leadership team would be to invest wisely in technologies impor-
tant to the Naval Services with clearly stated objectives, measurable milestones or
progress advances and defined exit criteria.

MILITARY SPACE

Question. Do you believe that the current Department of Defense management
structure for space programs sufficiently protects Navy space equities?

Answer. Yes, the Department of the Navy (DON) is a full partner in the Depart-
ment of Defense management structure for space programs and is actively engaged
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with national and joint space organizations on matters pertaining to space capabili-
ties, development, space science and technology, research and development, acquisi-
tion, operations, and assessments.

Question. In your view, how actively should the Navy be engaged in the manage-
ment of space programs?

Answer. The DON must remain heavily engaged in the management of space pro-
grams because of our critical dependencies on national and joint space systems. Our
cadre of naval space experts play a critical role in ensuring space systems, such as
transformational communications, are appropriately prioritized and realized within
larger national and joint capabilities.

Question. In your view, is the Navy adequately involved in the requirements proc-
ess for space programs?

Answer. Yes, the DON is actively involved in the space system capabilities devel-
opment process. Our space experts are involved in the Joint Capabilities Integration
and Development System (JCIDS) and the National Security Space acquisition proc-
ess.

Question. What is the Navy’s appropriate long-term role in space systems, other
than as a user of space information and products?

Answer. Space has long been and will remain critical to naval warfighting. DON
has been in and will remain in the forefront of operationalizing space, and currently
leads the next generation narrowband system acquisition, Mobile User Objective
System. DON also contributes with joint space S&T/research and development
(R&D) initiatives, Naval Observatory enabling efforts as the provider of precise time
and positional data to global positioning system (GPS) and other space assets, and
direct participation in the National Reconnaissance Office.

JOINT OPERATIONS

Question. If confirmed, what recommendations, if any, would you have for improv-
ing joint force integration?

Answer. Joint force integration remains a challenge, but steps have been taken
to improve the process. If confirmed, I would advance continuing the initiative start-
ed with the JCIDS and Enhanced Planning Process. These approaches will help en-
sure that from inception, future systems take into account joint integration needs.
Additionally, as if confirmed as Undersecretary, I would support the Secretary of
the Navy’s call for a high priority to be placed upon commonality and interoper-
ability across all Services.

LITTORAL COMBAT SHIP

Question. The Navy has selected three teams of contractors to develop concepts
for the Littoral Combat Ship. There is much effort going into the development of
the sea-frame for this ship.

Do you believe that there is enough emphasis on the focused mission modules,
both from a funding and technical maturity standpoints?

Answer. Yes. The mission packages comprised of mission modules for the Flight
0 ships have been clearly defined and adequately funded. The Flight 0 mission mod-
ules are being selected from mature technologies that can be deployed in the near
term. We have an extensive experimentation plan and fielding plan to ensure we
balance technology risk with the ability to deliver capability.

Question. The Congressional Research Service (CRS), among others, says that the
Navy’s requirements derivation process for the Littoral Combat Ship was flawed
and that as a result, the Littoral Combat Ship may not be the best approach to meet
the needs identified by the Navy.

What is your view of this issue?

Answer. The Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) is derived from a solid foundation of
analysis. The National Security Strategy and the Strategic Planning Guidance es-
tablished the framework for addressing the gaps in the littorals. LCS was derived
through analysis and experimentation to address mine warfare, anti-submarine
warfare, and small surface boat threats in the littoral region. Analysis was per-
formed to evaluate material and non-material approaches to close the capabilities
gaps. The results of this analysis showed a relatively small, shallow draft, and high-
speed ship (i.e., the LCS) was the best alternative. Industry proposals are being re-
viewed in a down-select process for the sea frame with award in May 2004.

My view of the issue is that the U.S. must address the gaps in littoral warfare
capabilities today, not tomorrow. Analysis validates that LCS is the right solution
to close those gaps and industry is ready to deliver those capabilities in new and
innovative ways.
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Question. If confirmed, what steps, if any, would you take to address the concerns
raised by CRS?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to work with the senior leadership of the
Department of the Navy to address these concerns.

SURFACE COMBATANTS

Question. With the early retirement of Spruance class destroyers, the Navy sur-
face combatant fleet is declining significantly below the levels recommended by the
2001 Quadrennial Defense Review. While Arleigh Burke destroyers are still being
built, the current Future Years Defense Program has Arleigh Burke construction
stopping well before any DD(X)-class destroyers are near completion.

Do you believe it is wise to end construction of one class of destroyers before the
next class is further along in design and construction? If so, why? What is the level
of risk associated with such an approach?

Answer. The President’s budget submission reflects the balance between force
structure, industrial base, and the relative maturity of follow-on designs. If con-
firmed, I will support the Secretary of the Navy to keep that balance as a central
consideration in future budgetary submissions. In this case, the end-year of the
DDG-class production line corresponds with the start-year of procurement for both
LCS and DD(X). We have an acceptable level of tactical and strategic risk at this
Foint, but we now need to move forward with the new platforms required for the
uture.

Without question, both Navy and industry are committed to the success of the
DD(X) program. It is the centerpiece of our future Navy, and we cannot afford to
wait to get these ships to sea. We decided to assume a manageable level of risk to
achieve important capability gains in our future surface combatants. The Engineer-
ing Development Modules for DD(X) are moving forward, LCS is moving forward as
well, and at this point that the risk associated with both the DD(X) and LCS pro-
grams are acceptable.

OFFICER PROMOTION SYSTEM

Question. The Navy has had problems in the past with antiquated information
systems supporting promotion selection boards and lengthy delays in forwarding re-
ports of selection boards consistent with the requirements stated in the Senate re-
port accompanying S. 2060 (S. Rept. 105-189).

What is your understanding of the adequacy of the information systems at Navy
Personnel Command that support the Navy’s promotion selection board processing?

Answer. Through a number of system upgrades since 2000, the Navy has steadily
improved the processing of board records. This has furthered our goal of ensuring
a fair, accurate, and unbiased process. Further information system upgrades to
streamline the reporting process are under development. Navy has addressed re-
porting requirements to ensure commanding officers make potentially adverse infor-
mation about an officer selected for promotion known before promotion takes place.
If confirmed, I will assist Secretary England in his ongoing efforts to improve the
selection board process.

Question. If confirmed, what steps will you take to ensure that complete and accu-
rate reports of selection boards are forwarded to the Senate in a timely manner?

Answer. Secretary England reported earlier that Navy has undergone an exhaus-
tive review of the processing of selection board reports within the Department of De-
fense and other reviewing authorities to ensure timely submission to the Senate.
Problems previously experienced by the Navy in processing reports of selection
boards were attributed to delays in the receipt of adverse information on officers se-
lected for promotion. Efforts by Secretary England and uniformed leadership have
greatly improved the receipt of this information for boards held this fiscal year. I
am confident that these efforts will further expedite the process and ensure the
timely submission of reports of selection boards. If confirmed, I will assist Secretary
England by seeking further efficiencies to this process.

INVESTMENT IN INFRASTRUCTURE

Question. Witnesses appearing before the Committee in recent years have testified
that the military services under-invest in their facilities compared to private indus-
try standards. Decades of under-investment in installations has led to increasing
backlogs of facility maintenance needs, substandard living and working conditions,
and has made it harder for the Services to take advantage of new technologies that
could increase productivity.

Do you believe the Department of the Navy is investing enough in its infrastruc-
ture? Please explain.
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Answer. Yes, much more so than in the past, today’s facility investment strategy
focuses on decisions that enhance shore readiness and quality of service, effectively
maintain infrastructure assets to sustain operations in support of our deployed
Naval Forces, and strive to recapitalize our facility inventory more consistent with
private industry standards. The Navy’s fiscal year 2005 budget request is a bal-
anced product of this investment strategy. This is a major issue that we evaluate
annually and will continue to review as part of our program and budget develop-
ment process.

An important initiative to ensure proper and adequate infrastructure and installa-
tion funding, is the establishment of Commander, Navy Installations Command, a
single office with the responsibility of improving the efficiency and effectiveness of
Shore Installation Management (SIM). The consolidation of those functions from di-
vesting claimants facilitated the establishment of common standards of operation,
promoted new efficiencies through promulgation of best practices, and implemented
Navy-wide SIM policies.

IMPLEMENTATION OF CHANGES FOR DISABLED RETIREES

Question. What is your understanding of the Navy’s progress in implementing a
system for payment of combat related disability pay and changes in law authorizing
disabled retirees to receive both retired pay and veterans’ disability compensation?

Answer. The Navy is making good progress in the implementation of Combat Re-
lated Special Compensation (CRSC). In April of 2003, the Naval Council of Person-
nel Boards was identified as the organization within the Department of the Navy
to review all CRSC applications. The CRSC Branch stood up, and began reviewing
applications on 1 June 2003. Since that time, the Navy has received over 8,700 ap-
plications.

Question. How many applications for special compensation for combat-related dis-
ability pay has the Navy processed since implementation in 2003 year, and how
many will be processed before the end of 2004?

Answer. The Navy has received over 8,700 applications, processed over 5,300, and
continues to process aggressively those outstanding applications. The total number
of applications that will be received is unknown. In light of the new eligibility cri-
teria established in the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2004,
we now estimate that we will receive approximately 77,000 applications during the
first 2 years of the program.

NAVY MARINE CORPS INTRANET

Question. It has been reported that the attack of the Welchia Worm on August
18, 2003, infected over 75 percent of the Navy Marine Corps Intranet (NMCI)
workstations.

Can you describe what has been done to secure the NMCI network since then?

Answer. The Department has implemented both technological and process related
improvements in an attempt to secure the NMCI network. We recognize that those
who intend to practice cyber maliciousness will continue to evolve the viruses they
use and that no system is 100 percent impervious against all viruses. However, we
are committed to constantly improving the level of security in the system. Our cur-
rent improvements served us well in January of this year during the major outbreak
of the MyDoom.A virus. The private sector struggled with infection rates that
ranged anywhere between 1-in-12 to 1-in-3 emails. NMCI recorded only 7 total in-
fections out of more than 160,000 seats and all of these were quickly quarantined
and cleaned before the infection got a foothold.

Question. What is the current status of the implementation of the NMCI program?

Answer. NMCI is operational. As of April 1st, 2004, EDS has “assumed oper-
ations” for over 303,000 DON seats and approximately 170,000 have been “cut-over”,
or transitioned, to the NMCI network.

NAVY TRAVEL CARD PROGRAM

Question. The Navy has been criticized by the General Accounting Office for its
management of its purchase and travel card programs.

What actions have been taken by the Department to implement GAO’s rec-
ommendations and provide more effective oversight of these programs?

Answer. The Department of the Navy has taken a number of aggressive actions
to address recommendations to both the travel card and purchase programs. For the
travel card these include critical review of major commands with high delinquencies
to identify actions they will take to reduce delinquency and prevent misuse, mandat-
ing the use of use of split disbursements whenever possible to ensure recoupment
of funds, closing unused accounts and accounts of personnel who have separated,
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and increased training with the new instruction for all program personnel. These
actions have dramatically reduced travel card delinquencies for both the Navy and
the Marine Corps. The department will continue to monitor and review the travel
card program to prevent and detect future fraud and misuse.

For the purchase card these steps also include a critical review of commands with
high delinquency rates, increased training and requiring a 100-percent review by ac-
tivity level managers of all transactions on a semi-annual basis. These direct actions
have resulted in historically low levels of purchase card delinquencies for both the
Navy and the Marine Corps and substantially reduced the number of improper pur-
chase card transactions.

ACQUISITION WORKFORCE

Question. The Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act (DAWIA) estab-
lished specific requirements for managing the Defense Acquisition Workforce and
authorized a series of benefits for the workforce.

What is your assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the Department of
the Navy’s implementation, to date, of DAWIA?

Answer. The Department of the Navy has actively embraced the DAWIA at all
levels of its acquisition workforce. Our strengths include well established programs
that provide periodic training, staff mentoring and professional development for this
very valuable workforce, actively updating them with the latest Federal Acquisition
Regulation changes and new, best-value contracting methods and procedures. More-
over, senior leadership continues to partner with industry and advance innovative
acquisition strategies like Economic Order Quantity acquisition and multi-year
funding procurement that lower risk, lower cost, and/or reduce scheduled comple-
tions.

Question. In your judgment, does the Department of the Navy’s current acquisi-
tion workforce have the quality and training needed to adapt to new acquisition re-
forms, as well as to the increased workload and responsibility for managing privat-
ization efforts?

Answer. Yes. I believe the Department of the Navy’s current acquisition workforce
has all the requisite tools, core competencies and periodic training requirements to
responsibly manage all our acquisition workload. This includes the newest efforts
in both privatization and outsourcing. DAWIA expertise certification process and
continued learning requirements are keystones for that program’s success across all
of Navy and DOD alike.

COMPETITIVE SOURCING

Question. Over the past several years, DOD has increased its reliance on the pri-
vate sector to perform certain activities including equipment maintenance and facil-
ity operations. Some have supported this effort while others have expressed concern
that core activities are being jeopardized by reducing our reliance on military per-
sonnel and civilian employees of the Federal Government.

Answer. I am committed to ensuring the DON applies its resources in an effective
and responsible way. Part of finding the right way to do that involves making sure
we have the right functions performed by the right people. In some cases that
should be our military and civilian personnel; in others, the private sector possesses
the best capability to provide support and services. There is not a “one size fits all”
answer. We need to focus on those core functions that we must do to accomplish
our mission and then determine what the best source is to accomplish those func-
tions that support the core competencies.

Question. What impact will the recent changes to OMB Circular A-76 have on the
Department’s plan for public-private competitions?

Answer. The recent changes to OMB Circular A-76 will facilitate our public-pri-
vate competitions. The changes reinforce our commitment to apply a competitive en-
vironment to sourcing decisions. We are also renewing our emphasis on the develop-
ment of performance-based specifications to obtain the goods or services we need
without unwarranted restrictions.

Question. Are there other effective alternatives that the Navy is pursuing to
achieve the benefits of public-private competition?

Answer. We are examining functions performed by military personnel in particu-
lar to determine whether the work can be done by civilian employees or contractors,
as well as a critical analysis of whether the work needs to be done at all.

Question. Do you believe that outsourcing can yield substantial savings for the
Department of that Navy?

Answer. Studies have shown we consistently produce savings when we make
sourcing decisions in a competitive environment, whether the outcome is continued



106

use of government employees or contractor performance. The process causes us to
look closely at what needs to be done and to find the best way to do it.

MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEM ACQUISITION

Question. Please describe the approach and progress made by the Navy to reduce
cycle time for major acquisition programs.

Answer. The Navy has embraced evolutionary acquisition and spiral development
as the cornerstones on which the naval acquisition community will accelerate the
delivery of affordable warfighting capability to meet Naval Power 21 and Marine
Corps Strategy 21 objectives.

The Acoustic Rapid COTS Insertion program is an excellent example of evolution-
ary acquisition. The Navy is actively disseminating the lessons learned from these
successes to facilitate full implementation of the evolutionary acquisition philosophy.

Question. What specific steps has the Department of Navy taken to adopt incre-
mental or phased acquisition approaches, such as spiral development?

Answer. The new DOD Instruction 5000.2, “Operation of the Defense Acquisition
System”, establishes a strong preference for evolutionary acquisition and spiral de-
velopment. The Navy assisted in the development of this instruction. Both evolu-
tionary acquisition and spiral development can reduce major acquisition program
cycle time. The new Secretary of the Navy Instruction 5000.2C, which is currently
being routed within Navy for approval, will provide further implementation guid-
ance and institutionalize the new philosophy. If confirmed, I will strongly support
and advance this acquisition approach. Navy acquisition managers will be expected
to exploit fully the flexibility of the new acquisition policies in structuring evolution-
ary acquisition plans appropriate to the capability needs and the pace of advancing
technology for their systems.

Question. How will the requirements process, budget process, and testing regime
change to accommodate spiral development?

Answer. The Navy has encouraged and supported programs in dealing with the
key enablers for spiral development, such as time phasing of capabilities, full fund-
ing for spirals/increments, operational testing, and evolutionary sustainment strate-
gies. Discussions have been held with the capability assessment, resources, test, and
logistics communities to enhance support within these communities for evolutionary
acquisition and spiral development. Program managers have been directed to struc-
ture plans and coordinate activities with relevant stakeholders as early as possible
within each program acquisition cycle. Acquisition plans and documents should re-
flect these agreements.

SERVICES CONTRACTING

Question. DOD spends over $60 billion a year on services. Concerns raised by the
DOD Inspector General about the management of these contracts led Congress to
pass section 801 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002,
which requires each of the military departments to establish a management struc-
ture for the procurement of services comparable to the structure already in place
for the procurement of products by the Department of Defense. Section 801 also re-
quires each department to designate an official to be responsible for the manage-
ment of the procurement of services.

By way of comparison, the Air Force has established a Program Executive Officer
for Services, with responsibility for handling all services acquisitions in excess of
$100 million. The committee also understands that the Air Force has established
a management structure for smaller acquisitions.

What is the Department of Navy doing to better manage its services contracts,
and, specifically, to implement the requirements contained in section 801?

Answer. On March 10, 2003, the Department of the Navy issued its “Department
of the Navy Management Oversight Process for Acquisition of Services (MOPAS)”
guidance. In conjunction with existing Navy guidance on the procurement of prod-
ucts the MOPAS guidance establishes criteria, review/approval thresholds and
metrics requirements for services contracts. The guidance utilizes existing strengths
and organizational structure to evaluate needs. Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Re-
search, Development, and Acquisition) (ASN(RDA)) will review services acquisitions
designated as Special Interest by the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Tech-
nology, and Logistics) and will review and approve services acquisitions with a total
planned dollar value of $1 billion or more, as well as services acquisitions identified
by ASN(RDA) as special interest. Review and approval authority for lower dollar
value contracts are delegated to the appropriate Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Navy. Additionally, acquisition workforce training is being conducted to foster un-
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derstanding of and compliance with these procedures, and compliance is being re-
viewed during procurement assessments of acquisition activities.

CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

Question. In order to exercise its legislative and oversight responsibilities, it is im-
portant that this committee and other appropriate committees of Congress are able
to receive testimony, briefings, and other communications of information.

Do you agree, if confirmed for this high position, to appear before this committee
and other appropriate committees of Congress?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, when asked, to give your personal views, even if those
views differ from the administration in power?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, if confirmed, to appear before this committee, or des-
ignated members of this committee, and provide information, subject to appropriate
and necessary security protection, with respect to your responsibilities as the Under
Secretary of the Navy?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree to ensure that testimony, briefings, and other communica-
tions of information are provided to this committee and its staff and other appro-
priate committees?

Answer. Yes.

[The nomination reference of Dionel M. Aviles follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
February 6, 2004.

Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:

Dionel M. Aviles, of Maryland, to be Under Secretary of the Navy, vice Susan
Morrisey Livingstone, resigned.

[The biographical sketch of Dionel M. Aviles, which was trans-
mitted to the committee at the time the nomination was referred,
follows:]

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF DIONEL M. AVILES

Dionel M. Aviles was nominated on June 12, 2001 by President George W. Bush
to serve as the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management and Comp-
troller) and was sworn in on July 17, 2001.

From 1995 to 2001, Mr. Aviles served as a professional staff member on the staff
of the House Armed Services Committee and was responsible for defense budgeting
and finance issues, as well as Navy shipbuilding and other procurement issues.

Prior to working at the House Armed Services Committee, Mr. Aviles served for
4 years in the National Security Division of the OMB in the Executive Office of the
President. He began his service at OMB as the budget examiner for Navy procure-
ment and research and development programs and ended as the assistant to the di-
vision director responsible for the development of the defense accounts for the Presi-
dent’s Budget.

Before joining OMB, Mr. Aviles served as a program engineer at the Naval Air
Systems Command. He worked on various Tomahawk missile projects in the Cruise
Missile Project. Prior to his government service at the Naval Air Systems Command,
he worked as a production support engineer for the Standard Missile and Phalanx
Gun programs.

A native of Bryan, Texas, he graduated from the United States Naval Academy
in 1983 with a bachelor’s degree in mechanical engineering. In 1993 he earned a
master’s degree in business administration from the School of Business and Public
Management at George Washington University.

Mr. Aviles served on active duty in the United States Navy from 1983 to 1988
as a surface warfare officer and is an officer in the Naval Reserve.
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[The Committee on Armed Services requires all individuals nomi-
nated from civilian life by the President to positions requiring the
advice and consent of the Senate to complete a form that details
the biographical, financial, and other information of the nominee.
The form executed by Dionel M. Aviles in connection with his nomi-
nation follows:]

UNITED STATES SENATE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Room SR-228
Washington, DC 20510-6050
(202) 224-3871
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES FORM

BIOGRAPHICAL AND FINANCIAL INFORMATION REQUESTED OF
NOMINEES

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Complete all requested information. If more
space is needed use an additional sheet and cite the part of the form and the ques-
tion number (i.e. A—9, B—4) to which the continuation of your answer applies.

PART A—BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Biographical information furnished in this part
of the form will be made available in committee offices for public inspection prior
to the hearings and will also be published in any hearing record as well as made
available to the public.

1. Name: (Include any former names used.)
Dionel M. Aviles.

2. Position to which nominated:

Under Secretary of the Navy.

3. Date of nomination:
February 6, 2004.

4. Address: (List current place of residence and office addresses.)
[Nominee responded and the information is contained in the committee’s executive
files.]

5. Date and place of birth:

January 23, 1961; Bryan, Texas.

6. Marital Status: (Include maiden name of wife or husband’s name.)
Married to the former Kimberly Lee Corbin.

7. Names and ages of children:

Thomas William Aviles (7 years old).

8. Education: List secondary and higher education institutions, dates attended,
degree received, and date degree granted.

George Washington University, 1991 to 1993, Master of Business Administration,
December 1993.

University of Maryland, 1989 to 1990, No degree granted.
MU.S. Naval Academy, 1979 to 1983, Bachelor of Science, Mechanical Engineering,

ay 1983.

Texas A&M University, 1978 to 1979, No degree granted.

Satellite High School, Satellite Beach, Florida, 1975 to 1978, High School Di-
ploma, June 1978.

9. Employment record: List all jobs held since college or in the last 10 years,
whichever is less, including the title or description of job, name of employer, location
of work, and dates of employment.

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management & Comptroller), 1000
Navy, Pentagon (Room 4E569), Washington, DC, July 2001 to Present.

Professional Staff Member, U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Armed
Services, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, DC, March 1995 to July
2001.
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Budget Examiner, Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and
Budget, 725 17th Street, NW, Washington, DC, April 1991 to February 1995.

10. Government experience: List any advisory, consultative, honorary or other
part-time service or positions with Federal, State, or local governments, other than
those listed above.

Engineer, Department of the Navy, Program Executive Officer for Cruise Missiles
and Unmanned Aerial Vehicles, Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, VA, Janu-
ary 1990 to April 1991.

Naval Officer, U.S. Navy, 1983 to 1988, U.S. Naval Reserve, 1988 to present.

11. Business relationships: List all positions currently held as an officer, direc-
tor, trustee, partner, proprietor, agent, representative, or consultant of any corpora-
tion, company, firm, partnership, or other business enterprise, educational, or other
institution.

None.

12. Memberships: List all memberships and offices currently held in profes-
sional, fraternal, scholarly, civic, business, charitable, and other organizations.

U.S. Naval Academy Alumni Association (1983—present), 247 King Street, Annap-
olis, MD, Life Member, no offices held.

Our Lady of the Fields Catholic Church (1995-present), 1070 Cecil Avenue,
Millersville, Parishoner, no offices held.

Republican Party (1979-present), c/o Republican National Committee, 310 First
Street, SE, Washington, DC, Member, no offices held.

National Rifle Association (1993 to present), 11250 Waples Mill Road, Fairfax,
VA, Life Member, no offices held.

Navy Federal Credit Union (1979-present), P.O. Box 3000, Merrifield, VA, Mem-
ber, no offices held.

Anne Arundel Fish and Game Conservation Association (1993—present), P.O. Box
150, Arnold, MD, Member, no offices held.

United Services Automobile Association (1982—present), 9800 Fredericksburg
Road, San Antonio, TX, Member, no offices held.

Society of American Military Engineers (1988—present), 607 Prince Street, Alexan-
dria, VA, Member, no offices held.

Reserve Officers Association (1995—present), One Constitution Avenue, NE, Wash-
ington, DC, Life member, no offices held.

Ducks Unlimited (2003—present), One Waterfowl Way, Memphis, TN, Member, no
offices held.

13. Political affiliations and activities:

(a) List all offices with a political party which you have held or any public office
for which you have been a candidate.

None.

(b) List all memberships and offices held in and services rendered to all political
parties or election committees during the last 5 years.

Member of the Republican party. No offices held or services rendered during the
last 5 years.

(c) Itemize all political contributions to any individual, campaign organization, po-
litical party, political action committee, or similar entity of $100 or more for the past
5 years.

Ehrlich Gubernatorial Campaign (2002), $700.

Bush for President Campaign (1999), $1,000.

Bush Gubernatorial Reelection Campaign (1998), $500.

14. Honors and Awards: List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary society
memberships, military medals, and any other special recognitions for outstanding
service or achievements.

Navy Commendation Medal (2 awards).

Navy Achievement Medal (2 awards).

National Defense Service Medal.

Navy Expert Pistol Medal.

15. Published writings: List the titles, publishers, and dates of books, articles,
reports, or other published materials which you have written.

None.

16. Speeches: Provide the committee with two copies of any formal speeches you
have delivered during the last 5 years which you have copies of and are on topics
relevant to the position for which you have been nominated.

Commissioning speaker for U.S.S. McCampbell (DOG 85) on August 17, 2002.

Commissioning speaker for U.S.S. Mason (DOG 87) on April 12, 2003.
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17. Commitment to testify before Senate committees: Do you agree, if con-
firmed, to respond to requests to appear and testify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate?

If confirmed, I agree to appear and testify upon request before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.

[The nominee responded to the questions in Parts B-F of the
committee questionnaire. The text of the questionnaire is set forth
in the Appendix to this volume. The nominee’s answers to Parts B—
F are contained in the committee’s executive files.]

SIGNATURE AND DATE

I hereby state that I have read and signed the foregoing Statement on Biographi-
cal and Financial Information and that the information provided therein is, to the
best of my knowledge, current, accurate, and complete.

DIONEL M. AVILES.

This 9th day of February, 2004.

[The nomination of Dionel M. Aviles was reported to the Senate
by Chairman Warner on May 12, 2004, with the recommendation
that the nomination be confirmed. The nomination was confirmed
by the Senate on September 24, 2004.]

[Prepared questions submitted to Jerald S. Paul by Chairman
Warner prior to the hearing with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
DUTIES

Question. Section 3141 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2002 stated that the Principal Deputy Administrator shall be appointed “from
among persons who have extensive background in organizational management and
are well qualified to manage the nuclear weapons, nonproliferation, and materials
disposition programs of the administration in a manner that advances and protects
the National security of the United States.”

What background and experience do you possess that you believe qualifies you to
perform these duties?

Answer. The diversity of my background and experience will likely provide the
most effective tool for coordinating the activities of the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA). This diversity includes perspective from education and ex-
perience as Nuclear Engineer and Marine Engineer; Operating Systems of power
plants, both nuclear and fossil; experience coordinating nuclear fuel operations;
ptiacticing as an attorney; and serving as an elected official in the Florida State Leg-
islature.

Question. Do you believe that there are actions you need to take to enhance your
ability to perform the duties of the Principal Deputy Administrator?

Answer. My ability to perform my duties will be greatly enhanced by maintaining
a visible proactive presence at our laboratories, plants, and offices within the com-
plex where I can establish a close meaningful relationship with our front line man-
agers and their teams.

Question. Section 3141 goes on to state that the Principal Deputy Administrator
“shall perform such duties and exercise such powers as the Administrator may pre-
scribe, including the coordination of activities among the elements of the adminis-
tration.”

Assuming you are confirmed, what duties and functions do you expect that the
Administrator of the NNSA would prescribe for you?

Answer. If confirmed, the Administrator would likely assign me the following re-
sponsibilities:

e Partner with the Administrator in leading the NNSA.
e Serve as the “common superior” for the resolution of management issues
arising between/among headquarters and field offices.
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e Serve as first line supervisor for NNSA senior managers in headquarters
and the field.

e Lead the Management Council (senior headquarters managers) and the
Leadership Coalition (Management Council plus Site Managers and Direc-
tor of the Service Center).

e Lead the NNSA on DOE Management Challenges and 2004 priorities.

e Senior NNSA focal point for the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
(DNFSB) on management issues.

e Chair NNSA’s Diversity Council and champion diversity in the NNSA
workplace.

MAJOR CHALLENGES AND PROBLEMS

Question. The Principal Deputy Administrator is a new position.

What is your understanding of the role that the individual appointed to this posi-
tion will play in the overall administration of the NNSA?

Answer. The role of the Principal is to partner with the Administrator in provid-
ing leadership to and management of NNSA. In the short run, the Principal Deputy
will focus on being the driving force in completing the re-engineering of NNSA.

Question. In your view, what are the major challenges that will confront the Prin-
cipal Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs?

Answer. Consistent with my responsibilities to ensure full implementation of re-
engineering, one major challenge will be consolidating our business and technical
services, together with the people who performs them, from Oakland and Nevada,
to the NNSA Service Center in Albuquerque by the end of this fiscal year.

Additionally, identifying and remedying gaps and skill mix mismatches through-
out the organization will be a continuing challenge that I will address.

We must be certain that the most qualified vendors available are selected to carry
out the complex scientific and technical work needed by the Stockpile Stewardship
Program and Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation.

Question. Assuming you are confirmed, what plans do you have for addressing
these challenges?

Answer. In each case cited above, I would work closely with the NNSA senior
leadership team at headquarters and at our site offices and service center to ensure
that each activity is being managed in an efficient and cost effective manner. The
NNSA Chief Operating Officer has established teams to oversee the specific chal-
lenges discussed above and he is working closely with the headquarters and field
managers to address areas of concern. He has developed milestones for each phase
of implementation and is holding managers accountable for adherence to these
schedules. If confirmed, I will ensure the responsibility for guiding these efforts and
accomplishing these key objectives.

Question. What do you consider to be the most serious problems in the perform-
ance of the functions of the Principal Deputy Administrator?

Answer.

e The most serious problems involve the design and implementation of an
appropriate line oversight and contractor assurance policy for the NNSA
complex.

e A lesser problem is the number of delinquencies in the technical quali-
fications program. NNSA has a significant number of individuals, in some
instances because of job changes due to re-engineering, who have not com-
pleted the technical qualifications for their positions.

e Finally, the role of headquarters offices in overseeing the performance of
the Site Offices and the Service Center needs to be more clearly defined.

Question. If confirmed, what management actions and time lines would you estab-
lish to address these problems?
Answer.

e If confirmed I would look at immediately assigning an individual from
the Service Center to assess the status of each site and contractor. As Prin-
cipal Deputy I will enforce a deadline to have the line oversight and con-
tractor assurance system designed and the first steps of implementation un-
derway. The completion of the design of a system will include a resources
loaded schedule that I will monitor.

e Each manager will be required to plan for completing the qualification of
each individual in the program who works for that manager. The manager’s
performance appraisal plan will include this item. Through the Chief Oper-
ating Officer, I will monitor progress.

e In my role of leading the Leadership Coalition, I expect to drive the reso-
lution of issues regarding roles and responsibilities. I will monitor and ef-
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fect how the roles and responsibilities are carried out. The Principal Deputy
should initiate this effort at the first Leadership Coalition, should he be
confirmed.

PRIORITIES

Question. If confirmed, what broad priorities would you establish in terms of
issues which must be addressed by the Principal Deputy Administrator?

Answer. The first priority for the Principal Deputy will be completing NNSA’s re-
engineering so that we have a fully functioning Service Center supporting our Site
Offices and Headquarters.

Finalizing the roles and responsibilities among Headquarters, Site Offices, and
the Service Center will be another priority.

Accelerating and completing NNSA’s workload reduction initiatives is a third pri-
ority.

RELATIONSHIPS

Question. Please describe your understanding of the relationship of the Principal
Deputy Administrator with the following officials:

The Secretary of Energy

Answer. Under the NNSA Act the Secretary, acting through the Administrator,
can direct the activities of NNSA. In addition, the Secretary sets policy for NNSA
and NNSA implements it.

Question. The Administrator of the NNSA

Answer. The Administrator is the direct supervisor of the Principal Deputy. He
sets priorities for the Deputy and serves as the common superior to resolve any dis-
putes between the Principal Deputy and the other Deputy Administrators.

Question. Other Deputies in the NNSA

Answer. The other Deputies are direct reports to the Principal Deputy who is
their first line supervisor providing coordination, integration, and oversight of their
performance.

Question. The Assistant Secretary for Environment Management

Answer. The Principal Deputy will oversee the transition of legacy waste cleanup
from the responsibility of EM to NNSA. As the common superior for both the head-
quarters cleanup element and the Site Office managers, the Principal Deputy re-
solves any issues between headquarters and the field.

Question. The Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Nuclear, Chemical, and
Biological Defense Programs and the Nuclear Weapons Council

Answer. The current incumbent is Dr. Dale Klein. In addition to his other duties
within the Department of Defense, Dr. Dale Klein serves as the Executive Secretar-
iat for the Nuclear Weapons Council (NWC). NNSA legal representative to the NWC
is the Administrator and, if confirmed, I will, along with the Deputy Administrator
for Defense Programs, provide support to the Administrator in this critical role.

Question. Commander, Strategic Command

Answer. The current incumbent is Adm. James O. Ellis, Jr., USN. The Com-
mander of Strategic Command is the central customer at the Department of Defense
for the work of the NNSA. Along with the 3 laboratory directors, he provides his
judgment annually on the certification of the stockpile along with the Nuclear
Weapons Council to the Secretary of Defense. I expect that continual interactions
with the Commander in Chief of Strategic Command regarding military require-
ments and stockpile size and composition will remain the primary responsibility for
the Deputy Administrator for DP.

Question. The Nuclear Directorate of the Air Force and Navy

Answer. (1) The current incumbent is Major General Robert L. Smolen, USAF.
The Directorate is responsible for establishing Air Force policy and strategy for nu-
clear weapon systems, has oversight of nuclear operations and requirements and
manages all aspects of the Air Force arms control activities ranging from treaty ne-
gotiation support to implementation and compliance.

(2) The nuclear weapon Directorate of the Navy is broken into policy and technical
organizations. The policy organization is the Strategy and Policy Branch within the
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations. Rear Admiral Carl V. Mauney is the current
incumbent. The Navy’s nuclear weapon technical organization is Strategic Systems
Programs. The current incumbent is Rear Admiral Charles Young. The Director of
Strategic Systems Programs is responsible for all research, development, production,
lsogistics, storage, repair, and support of the Navy’s Fleet Ballistic Missile Weapon

ystems.

Interactions with both of these important offices are and should continue to be
handled by the Principal Assistant Deputy Administrator for Military Application.
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Question. Associate Administrator of NNSA for Facilities and Operations

Answer. The Principal Deputy is the first line supervisor for this Senior Executive
who is responsible for the corporate management and oversight of NNSA’s facilities
management policies and programs, project management systems, and safeguards
and security programs. There will be daily interaction with this Associate Adminis-
trator to provide oversight and resolve any issues that may arise among Head-
quarters and/or field managers, and to ensure the vitality and security of the indus-
trial and laboratory infrastructure of NNSA. The Principal Deputy performs the an-
nual performance appraisal of this Senior Executive, including the establishment of
the performance plans and recommendations for compensation and awards.

Question. Associate Administrator of NNSA for Management and Administration

Answer. The Principal Deputy is the first line supervisor for this Senior Executive
who is responsible for the overall business management aspects of the NNSA enter-
prise by providing for the financial, procurement and acquisition, human resources,
information technology and day-to-day business operations of NNSA. There will be
daily interaction with this Associate Administrator to provide oversight and resolve
any issues that may arise among Headquarters and/or field managers, and to en-
sure the overall vitality of the NNSA business programs. The Principal Deputy per-
forms the annual performance appraisal of this Senior Executive, including the es-
tablisélment of the performance plans and recommendations for compensation and
awards.

MANAGEMENT OF NNSA

Question. What is the role of NNSA’s Management Council and, if confirmed,
what would be your relationship with the Council?

Answer. Broadly speaking, the role of the NNSA Management Council (Senior
Headquarter Managers) is to address and make decisions on matters which, for the
most part, impact the entire NNSA complex. For example:

e Personnel appointments for key Headquarters and field senior leadership
positions that affect major NNSA activities/operations;

e Major organizational changes—such as re-engineering, etc;

o Business practices and systems (implementing E-Gov and other adminis-
tration data management systems, such as IMANAGE);

o Budget matters such as the functioning of the NNSA Planning, Program-
ming, Budgeting and Evaluation (PPBE) activities;

e Issues of interest to the NNSA Leadership Coalition (Managers of the
Site Offices, and the Director of the Service Center together with the NNSA
Management Council) such as, contract management, budget, and Site Of-
fice interfaces with the Service Center.

Role of the Principal Deputy

I have discussed my potential role on the Management Council with Ambassador
Brooks. I would provide management oversight of all Council activities for Ambas-
sador Brooks. I would set the agenda for the weekly meetings and ensure that sub-
ject matter experts scheduled to brief the Council are fully prepared. I would ensure
that the Management Council’s focus is on decisionmaking and implementation. My
goal would be to help ensure that NNSA is being managed and operated consistent
with the spirit and intent of the NNSA Act.

WEAPONS PROGRAM WORK FORCE

Question. If confirmed, what specific steps would you recommend for the NNSA
to retain critical nuclear weapons expertise, particularly design capabilities, in the
NNSA workforce?

Answer. Monitoring the status of our critical nuclear weapons expertise will be
one of my highest priorities if confirmed. NNSA’s nuclear weapons expertise resides
in the workforces of our Management and Operating (M&O) contractors who man-
age the weapons laboratories, production plants and test site. NNSA relies on these
contractors to maintain that expertise, but carefully monitors their status. We in-
clude performance metrics in each of our eight M&O contracts to ensure our con-
tractors give this their highest priority. I will ensure that senior management and
our contractors watch for negative trends in advance so that we can take appro-
priate corrective measures.

Question. If confirmed, what specific steps would you recommend for the NNSA
to ensure that new weapons designers are appropriately trained?

Answer. Activities that exercise weapons design skills are the most important ac-
tion NNSA can take to appropriately train new designers. As time passes, NNSA
continues to lose experienced designers from our laboratory workforces, and within
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the next decade we will have very few who have hands-on experience from designing
new warheads, or planning and conducting underground nuclear tests. I believe we
must continually seek worthwhile program activities that can exercise these skills
as well as ensure that the expertise in our workforce is properly archived and that
the next generation of designers learns from the current designers before they re-
tire.

Question. In your view, what are the critical skills that are needed in the NNSA?

Answer. I believe the Chiles Commission review was on target regarding the criti-
cal skills needed for the future. As I understand it, the NNSA worked with its con-
tractors following the review and has established processes for contractors to ensure
that those skills are maintained, and establish processes for NNSA to ensure that
we have appropriate operational awareness and oversight of the status. I would en-
courage each contractor to maintain its own list of critical skills and periodically re-
ports metrics on recruitment, development, and retention of those skills.

SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY

Question. One of the biggest initiatives of the Department of Energy and the
NNSA over the past year was to establish a new design basis threat (DBT) stand-
ard.

If confirmed, what recommendations would you make to help ensure the NNSA
meets the new DBT?

Answer. I would ensure that detailed schedules are in place along with milestones
and timelines to adequately assess progress by the sites in implementing site safe-
guards and security upgrades included in approved plans. Further, I would ensure
that sites maintain this schedule, assess any delays that may occur, and champion
requests for additional resources as needed.

Question. How should the NNSA maintain an appropriate balance between adding
security personnel and investing in force multiplying technologies and infrastructure
in this area?

Answer. Utilizing additional manpower to provide necessary upgrades in the level
of security protection is generally the most expensive approach. Therefore, I believe
it is important the NNSA invest in technologies that are available, reliable and cost
effective to effectively complement the need for additional protective personnel.

Question. In your opinion, what are the biggest threats to the nuclear weapons
program?

Answer. In my opinion the biggest threats to the nuclear weapons program is its
aging facilities, systems and equipment compounds by the lack of necessary re-
sources to upgrade these facilities to today’s security standards for protection and
storage.

STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM

Question. What is your view of the Stockpile Stewardship Program’s progress to-
wards its goal of being able to continuously certify the U.S. enduring nuclear weap-
ons stockpile as safe, secure and reliable without the need for underground testing?

Answer. While I have not yet received classified briefs about the Stockpile Stew-
ardship Program, I understand that it has been able for almost a decade to certify
that the Nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile is safe, secure, and reliable. I also un-
derstand that it has solved problems in the stockpile that in the past would have
been resolved using nuclear testing.

Question. In your opinion, what are the greatest challenges confronting the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program?

Answer. Again, I have yet to received a detailed briefing, but from my under-
standing the greatest challenge confronting the Stockpile Stewardship Program is
maintaining confidence in the judgments in the absence of full scale testing data.
The analysis must be rigorous and reviewed to ensure that we avoid a false sense
of confidence in the safety, security and reliability of the stockpile. If the data sug-
gests that there is a problem in the stockpile we must be prepared to initiate testing
if necessary for comprehensive, accurate analysis or withdraw the weapon from the
stockpile until it is repaired, if that was possible.

Question. Do you fully support the goals of the Stockpile Stewardship Program?

Answer. Yes, the Stockpile Stewardship Program is one of this country’s most im-
portant national security programs. If confirmed, I will work with the administra-
tion to ensure that this program receives the resources necessary to continue to its
success.
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NUCLEAR POSTURE REVIEW

Question. The Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), which was released in January
2002, contained the administration’s plan to reduce the number of operationally de-
ployed strategic nuclear warheads to between 1,700 and 2,200 by the year 2012.
These reductions were included in the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty in
2003.

Will any dismantlements occur as a result of the NPR and the Moscow Treaty?

Answer. It is my understanding that the answer is yes and that by 2012, the size
of the nuclear weapons stockpile will be substantially reduced from today’s levels.

Question. With the large number of refurbishment and other life extension pro-
gram activities planned over the next 8 years, is there enough facility capacity and
are there sufficiently qualified personnel in the NNSA workforce to also take on a
large increase in dismantlement during the same time period?

Answer. As I understand it, the NNSA will continue to be able to dismantle war-
heads, but the rate of dismantlement will depend on the workload needed to support
other priority activities including life extension programs, warhead surveillance, and
stockpile maintenance modifications and alterations.

Question. The NPR stated as one of its priority goals achievement of a reinvigo-
rated infrastructure across the nuclear weapons complex.

With competing budget priorities for the Stockpile Stewardship Program, directed
stockpile work, safeguards and security, and maintenance and recapitalization, what
steps would you take, if confirmed to ensure the infrastructure continues to be revi-
talized and well maintained?

Answer. I believe it is essential that our country has a modern and responsive
nuclear weapons infrastructure as called for in the Nuclear Posture Review to main-
tain deterrence with a much smaller stockpile. I believe NNSA is on the right track
with its FIRP program that will ensure that the current weapons complex is
brought back up to modern standards, as well as looking at what the complex of
the future will need to ensure the security of future generations to come, such as
building a Modern Pit Facility.

Question. What recommendations, if any, would you make to improve manage-
ment of the facilities in the nuclear weapons complex?

Answer. NNSA reengineering efforts are aimed at improving efficiency and effec-
tiveness. Based on my experience, management can best be improved by establish-
ing clear performance objectives and the means for fairly judging contractor per-
formance. I have been impressed with the work NNSA has been doing to clearly de-
fine and measure performance through its PPBE process. I also support NNSA’s ef-
forts to establish model contracts that streamline the interface between the govern-
ment and its contractors by establishing assurance and evaluation systems based
on external validation. If confirmed, I will focus my efforts on fully implementing
NNSA’s Contractor Assurance Systems.

FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Question. Upon its creation, NNSA inherited an infrastructure in need of signifi-
cant work, particularly at the nuclear weapons plants, but throughout the aging nu-
clear weapons complex. At the request of the Department of Energy, Congress, in
section 3133 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, estab-
lished the Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization Program (FIRP).

Although FIRP appears to be making good progress in revitalizing the infrastruc-
ture through elimination of maintenance backlogs, what recommendations would
you make to ensure that current and future maintenance needs under the Readiness
in Technical Base and Facilities program are met so that the nuclear weapons com-
plex is revitalized when FIRP is terminated in 2011, as originally planned?

Answer. Based on my current understanding of facility conditions, I would rec-
ommend that NNSA develop a corporate strategy to ensure smooth and appropriate
transition that will avoid falling back into an unacceptable deferred maintenance
backlog. I understand a complex-wide coordinated plan to achieve required space re-
ductions, modernize the facilities and shift to a preventative maintenance approach
rather than relying on corrective maintenance. I believe these programs are taking
appropriate steps to define and manage maintenance requirements. We need to
make sure both group’s efforts are appropriately integrated as we approach the end
of FIRP in 2011.

PIT PRODUCTION CAPABILITY AND MODERN PIT FACILITY

Question. In his testimony before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee, on March
24, 2004, Admiral Ellis, USN, Commander, United States Strategic Command,
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while discussing the aging effects on plutonium, stated that “[wle assume that
there’s some risk in any significant delay to the current design of the Modern Pit
Facility. Some would argue that we are accepting unacceptable risk by not having
it in operation until the end of the next decade.”

Please describe the progress being made on the environmental impact statement
and design work for a Modern Pit Facility.

Answer. If confirmed, I look forward to reporting back to the committee as I have
not been fully briefed on this matter. However, I do know that on January 28, 2004,
the NNSA announced a delay of unspecified duration in the release of the MPF—
EIS and selection of a preferred host site location.

Question. Please describe what process should be used to communicate military
requirements on the Modern Pit Facility from DOD to DOE.

Answer. While I have not been briefed on these issues, nuclear weapons require-
ments are coordinated through the joint DOE/DOD Nuclear Weapons Council
(NWC). Primary duties of the NWC are to prepare nuclear weapons stockpile plans,
to include the size and composition of the stockpile in the out years, and to rec-
ommend these plans for approval by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of En-
ergy, and ultimately, the President. As I understand it the NWC regularly receives
and acts on information concerning the Modern Pit Facility. This includes informa-
tion on its appropriate size, timing, and capabilities.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

Question. What responsibility does NNSA have for managing and disposing of its
current and future hazardous waste streams and environmental restoration?

Answer. NNSA is responsible for environmental operations at NNSA facilities, in-
cluding managing waste streams from its activities and decontamination/decommis-
sion of surplus facilities. It is my understanding that NNSA assumed responsibility
for five of its sites from the Office of Environmental Management during the late
1990s for disposing of waste from the ongoing operations. In fiscal year 2006, an
additional two NNSA sites will take over that responsibility.

Question. What specific steps is NNSA taking to phase these activities into its
planning budgets in view of the cap DOE has placed on the activities of its Environ-
mental Management (EM) program?

Answer. It is my understanding that part of the fiscal year 2006 DOE budget
planning process, NNSA is working with DOE’s Office of Environmental Manage-
ment to develop a plan to transition all EM responsibilities at NNSA sites to the
NNSA. A new office within NNSA’s Office of Infrastructure and Security (NA-50)
has been assigned responsibility for evaluating NNSA’s liability and coordinating
the transition. If confirmed I will fully engage in this process and report back to
the committee that progress.

Question. What is the current plan, including milestones, to ensure that this re-
sponsibility is clearly identified and integrated into NNSA planning?

Answer. Again, it is my understanding that NNSA’s Office of Infrastructure and
Security has developed a field data call for fiscal year 2006 EM activities consistent
with NNSA’s PPBE process. NNSA will independently analyze environmental man-
agement requirements at its sites and integrate these new budget responsibilities
into the fiscal year 2006 budget request and Future Years Nuclear Security Plan.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION PROGRAMS

Question. In your view, are any policy or management improvements needed in
the Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation Programs? If so, what improvements would
you recommend?

Answer. Uncosted balances remain a management challenge that all programs
face. The Office of Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation (DNN) needs to continue to ad-
dress its uncosted balances and implement and revise the practices it has created
to reduce them.

Question. In the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, the De-
partment of Energy (DOE) was authorized to use international nuclear materials
protection and cooperation program funds outside the borders of the former Soviet
Union (FSU).

Do you anticipate DOE will use this authority? If so, in what countries and for
what purposes?

Answer. The NNSA Act of fiscal year 2000 directed the DNN to reduce the global
threat of weapons of mass destruction. Therefore, it is my understanding that
DNN’s mission is global. The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2002 further strengthens DNN’s ability to continue working on Material Protection,
Cooperation, and Accounting (MPC&A) activities throughout the world. Pursuant to
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the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget, DNN plans to support MPC&A work in
countries of concern worldwide.

NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

Question. The National Ignition Facility (NIF) is scheduled to reach ignition by
2010 using a new cryogenics target technology.

In your opinion, is this technology feasible, and if confirmed, would you support
restructuring the NIF budget to reduce the overall cost of the project with the goal
of completing the project sooner than the current schedule would allow?

Answer. I have not been fully briefed by the Defense Programs staff on all tech-
nical details of the program for achieving ignition on the NIF. However, it is my
understanding that NNSA scientists regard ignition as a great scientific challenge,
and they are confident that they will ultimately be successful. Based upon prelimi-
nary briefings with the Defense Program’s staff, I have not been presented with a
reason at present to restructure the NIF Project. The current budget plan for stock-
pile stewardship strikes a proper balance in schedule and resources for addressing
this challenge.

Question. In your view, does the scientific information offered by the NIF program
provide enough value to justify its cost as part of the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram, even if the NIF does not reach ignition?

Answer. Yes, at present NIF is the only facility that can reasonably be expected
to approach the conditions of temperature and pressure attained in a nuclear weap-
on, and that makes it essential for stockpile stewardship even though it costs sev-
eral billion dollars to construct. I understand from our scientists that there are
many important stockpile areas that can be investigated without requiring ignition.
One such area that provides value is the physical properties of weapons-related ma-
terials. There are similar needs in the field of nuclear engineering, with which I am
familiar, but here the conditions of temperature and pressure are much higher.

Question. Would you agree that the NIF is a key Stockpile Stewardship facility?

Answer. Yes, as a nuclear engineer, I realize how important it is to have a facility
like NIF to investigate issues in a regime approaching that found in a weapon. It
will also be an important facility for training and maintaining the expertise of weap-
ons designers.

Question. In your view, if the NIF fails to reach ignition, does that preclude us
fronq) being able to certify a nuclear weapon, without underground testing in the fu-
ture?

Answer. While I believe the ability to certify a nuclear weapon without under-
ground testing in the future depends on many factors including NNSA’s plans to
achieve ignition on NIF. I have not been fully briefing on all of the issues associated
with the scientific impacts if NIF fails to achieve ignition. However, I do understand
that NIF is already providing good scientific data for the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram. Our future ability to certify the safety, security, and reliability of our nuclear
weapons stockpile using science based judgments, without underground testing will
depend on our ability to continue to conduct a program of these types of activities,
including NIF. We must maintain confidence that the program is providing us all
the information needed to certify the ability of the weapon to perform its assigned
mission.

Question. In your opinion, could the NIF meet its goal of ignition with a number
of lasers below the 192-laser design?

Answer. I understand from NNSA scientists that the full 192 beam NIF is needed
to reach ignition. It is not so much a matter of the laser energy as it is the configu-
ration of the laser beams that requires the full set of 192 beams. All the beams are
needed so that the NIF target can be illuminated as planned.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTING

Question. Do you support the current moratorium on testing?

Answer. Yes, I fully support the current moratorium on testing. Based on the
briefings I have received, the Stockpile Stewardship Program is working today to
ensure the continued safety, security and reliability of this Nation’s nuclear deter-
rent without returning to full scale testing.

Question. Do you believe that there is a need at the present time to resume under-
ground nuclear weapons testing to support the current stockpile or to support new
or modified nuclear weapons?

Answer. At the present time there is no need to resume underground nuclear
weapons testing to support the current stockpile. As I understand it, there are no
requirements from the Department of Defense for any new nuclear weapons and
that the ongoing Life Extension Programs (W87, B61, W80, W76) and the work as-
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sociated with the Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator do not require a resumption of
underground nuclear testing.

CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

Question. In order to exercise its legislative and oversight responsibilities, it is im-
portant that this committee and other appropriate committees of Congress are able
to receive testimony, briefings, and other communications of information.

Do you agree, if confirmed for this high position, to appear before this committee
and other appropriate committees of Congress?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, if confirmed, to appear before this committee, or des-
ignated members of this committee, and provide information, subject to appropriate
and necessary security protection, with respect to your responsibilities as the Prin-
cipal Deputy Administrator for the National Nuclear Security Administration?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree to ensure that testimony, briefings and other communica-
tions of information are provided to this committee and its staff and other appro-
priate committees in a timely manner?

Answer. Yes.

[The nomination reference of Jerald S. Paul follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
February 3, 2004.

Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:

Jerald S. Paul, of Florida, to be Principal Deputy Administrator, National Nuclear
Security Administration. (New Position)

[The biographical sketch of Jerald S. Paul, which was transmit-
ted to the committee at the time the nomination was referred, fol-
lows:]

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF JERALD S. PAUL

Representative Paul was elected to the Florida House of Representatives in 2000.
During his first 2 years in the Legislature, Representative Paul served as Deputy
Majority Whip.

He chairs the House Subcommittee on Agriculture and Environment Appropria-
tions and chairs the House Subcommittee on Environmental Regulation. He also
serves on the following committees: Energy, Appropriations, Business Regulation,
Natural Resources, Procedures, Rules and Public Security.

Representative Paul holds a Bachelor’s Degree in Marine Engineering from Maine
Maritime Academy, a Merchant Marine Academy in Castine, Maine, where he also
completed a minor in Nuclear Power Operations. He later earned a post bacca-
laureate degree in Nuclear Engineering from the University of Florida where he
graduated with high honors and completed his thesis titled “Neutronics Analysis of
A Liquid Bonded Nuclear Fuel.” He formerly worked as a Reactor Engineer at
power plant reactor units where he was responsible for nuclear fuel operations ac-
tivities and reactor core operations activities. He is a practicing attorney having re-
ceived his Juris Doctor of Law from Stetson University College of Law.

He represents Florida on the Southern States Energy Board. Representative Paul
has been appointed to represent Florida on the National Conference of State Legis-
lators Committees on Environment and Natural Resources and was most recently
appointed by the U.S. Department of Energy to serve as a member of Secretary
Abraham’s Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee.

In his first year as a State Representative, Florida Trend magazine recognized
Representative Paul as one of the top eight newly elected legislators in the Florida
House of Representatives “who could shape government until 2008.” That same year
the Florida Chamber also recognized Representative Paul as one of the Top 20
newly elected legislators.
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Representative Paul’s wife, Kristy, is an elementary school teacher and they have
two children.

[The Committee on Armed Services requires all individuals nomi-
nated from civilian life by the President to positions requiring the
advice and consent of the Senate to complete a form that details
the biographical, financial, and other information of the nominee.
The form executed by Jerald S. Paul in connection with his nomi-
nation follows:]

UNITED STATES SENATE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Room SR-228

Washington, DC 20510-6050
(202) 224-3871

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES FORM
BIOGRAPHICAL AND FINANCIAL INFORMATION REQUESTED OF
NOMINEES

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Complete all requested information. If more
space is needed use an additional sheet and cite the part of the form and the ques-
tion number (i.e. A-9, B—4) to which the continuation of your answer applies.

PART A—BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Biographical information furnished in this part
of the form will be made available in committee offices for public inspection prior
to the hearings and will also be published in any hearing record as well as made
available to the public.

1. Name: (Include any former names used.)
Jerald Scott (“Jerry”) Paul.

2. Position to which nominated:
Principal Deputy Administrator, National Nuclear Security Administration.

3. Date of nomination:
February 3, 2004.

4. Address: (List current place of residence and office addresses.)
[Nominee responded and the information is contained in the committee’s executive
files.]

5. Date and place of birth:
February 26, 1966; Lancaster, Ohio.

6. Marital Status: (Include maiden name of wife or husband’s name.)
Married since 1988 to Kristina Lee Paul; Maiden name of wife: Kristina Lee
Holmbeck.

7. Names and ages of children:
Son, Jared Duane Paul, 9 years old.
Daughter, Lauren Elizabeth Paul, 6 years old.

8. Education: List secondary and higher education institutions, dates attended,
degree received, and date degree granted.

04/1992-12/1994—Stetson University College of Law, St. Petersburg, Florida, De-
gree: Juris Doctor of Law (12/1994).

08/1989-12/1990—University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, Degree: Post Bacca-
laureate Degree Nuclear Engineering (12/1990).

08/1985-04/1989—Maine Maritime Academy, Castine, Maine, Degree: B.S. Marine
Engineering (04/1989), Minor 1: Nuclear Power Operations, Minor 2: Power Control
Engineering.

9. Employment record: List all jobs held since college or in the last 10 years,
whichever is less, including the title or description of job, name of employer, location
of work, and dates of employment.



120

11/2000-Present, Employer: Florida Legislature, Location: Tallahassee, Florida,
Title/Description: Elected State Representative.

05/1996-Present, Employer: Mckinley, Ittersagen, Gunderson and Berntsson, P.A.,
Location: Port Charlotte, Florida, Title/Description: Law Partner (Civil Practice,
Government, Administrative Law).

12/1994-05/1996, Employer: Charlotte County Attorney Office, Location: Port
Charlotte, Florida, Title/Description: Attorney (Government, Administrative, Envi-
ronmental, Land Use Law).

05/1994-07/1994, Employer: Sarasota County Attorney Office,Location: Sarasota,
Florida, Title/Description: Law Clerk (Government, Administrative, Environmental,
Land Use Law).

01/1994-05/1994, Employer: Fowler, White, et al. Law Firm, Location: Tampa,
Florida, Title/Description: Law Clerk (Admiralty/Maritime Law).

01/1991-04/1992, Employer: Georgia Power Company, Location: E.I. Hatch Nu-
clear Plant, Baxley, Georgia, Title/Description: Reactor Engineer.

10. Government experience: List any advisory, consultative, honorary or other
part-time service or positions with Federal, State, or local governments, other than
those listed above.

U.S. Department of Energy Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee
(NERAC).

Member, Select Committee on Public Security—Florida House of Representatives.

Represent Florida on the Southern States Energy Board (Since 2000).

Chair Subcommittee on Environmental Regulation, Florida House of Rep.

Chair Subcommittee on Environmental Appropriations, Florida House of Rep.

Represent Florida on the National Conference of State Legislators, Committees on
Environment and Natural Resources.

Serve on following committees in Florida House of Representatives: Energy, Natu-
ral Resources, Rules, Procedures, Appropriations, Business Regulation.

Served on Public Utilities Advisory Committee, Sarasota County, Florida.

Served as legal counsel and provided legal counsel to the following governments:
including Charlotte County, Florida; City of Punta Gorda, Florida; Gasparilla Island
Bridge Authority; Charlotte County School Board; Englewood Water District.

11. Business relationships: List all positions currently held as an officer, direc-
tor, trustee, partner, proprietor, agent, representative, or consultant of any corpora-
tion, company, firm, partnership, or other business enterprise, educational, or other
institution.

Partner: Law firm of Mckinley, Ittersagen, Gunderson & Berntsson, P.A.

Managing Member: J&K Paul Family, Limited Liability Company (LLC).

Managing Member: Capitol Energy, LLC.

Member: Sibling Rivalry, LLC.

Member: Advisory Committee for University of Florida Department of Nuclear
and Radiological Sciences

Member: Advisory Committee for University of Florida College of Engineering

Clients whom I represent or provide legal consultation: Charlotte County Govern-
ment, Charlotte County Tax Collector, Gasparilla Island Bridge Authority, Placida
Church of God, J&J Homes, Cape Haze Marina Bay, Hollis Kachler, Jr., Pamela
Johnston and Family, and Bocilla Utilities.

12. Memberships: List all memberships and offices currently held in profes-
sional, fraternal, scholarly, civic, business, charitable, and other organizations.
Current:
Florida Bar.
Florida Blue Key.
Rotary International Service Organization.
Charlotte Harbor Environmental Center Board of Directors.
Big Brothers/Big Sisters of Southwest Florida Board of Directors.
Former:
Tau Beta Pi Engineering Honor Society.
Alpha Nu Sigma Nuclear Engineering Honor Society.
Phi Delta Phi, International Legal Honor Society.
Law Review, Stetson University College of Law.
American Society of Naval Engineers (ASNE).
American Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers (ASME).
American Nuclear Society (ANS).
Charlotte County United Way, Board of Directors.
Englewood Chamber of Commerce, Board of Directors.
Charlotte County Chamber of Commerce, Government Affairs Committee.

13. Political affiliations and activities:
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(a) List all offices with a political party which you have held or any public office
for which you have been a candidate.

I am serving my second term as an elected State Representative, Florida House
of Representatives. I have not been a candidate for other public office(s).

I served as Deputy Majority Whip (2000-2002) in the Florida House of Represent-
atives.

Committeeman: Sarasota County Republican Executive Committee (1991-1994).

Committeeman: Charlotte County Republican Executive Committee (1994—
Present).

(b) List all memberships and offices held in and services rendered to all political
parties or election committees during the last 5 years.

None, other than listed in section 13(a), above.

(c) Itemize all political contributions to any individual, campaign organization, po-
litical party, political action committee, or similar entity of $100 or more for the past
5 years.

N/A.

14. Honors and Awards: List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary society
memberships, military medals and any other special recognitions for outstanding
service or achievements.

Alpha Nu Sigma, Nuclear Engineering Honor Society.

Dr. Glenn Schoessow Nuclear Engineering Honorary Scholarship.

Tau Beta Pi, Engineering Honorary Society.

Order of The Engineer, Engineering Honorary Society.

Institute of Nuclear Power Operators (INPO) Scholarship.

John Hancock Engineering Honorary Scholarship.

American Society of Naval Engineers (ASNE) Scholarship.

Albian S. Coffin Math Achievement Scholarship.

Maine Maritime Academy Academic Scholarship.

Phi Delta Phi, International Legal Honorary Society.

Navy Expert pistol qualification award

Certifications/Licenses:
U.S. Coast Guard 3A/E Engineer License.
3rd Class Engineer License—State of Maine.
Certified Nuclear Fuel Inspector.
Nuclear Power Plant Root Cause Analysis.
Licensed Boiler Operator License.
Florida Bar License (Federal and State Court).

15. Published writings: List the titles, publishers, and dates of books, articles,
reports, or other published materials which you have written.
Neutronics Analysis of Liquid Bonded Nuclear Fuels (1990):

Research for High Honors Thesis at University of Florida, compiled and pub-
lished as part of a topical report with James S. Tulenko, Richard Wright, Glenn J.
Schoessow, Jerald Paul, University of Florida Department of Nuclear Engineering
Sciences, presented at The American Nuclear Society International Topical Meeting
on LWR Fuel Performance in Avignon, France April 21-24, 1991.

Stetls\;)n Law Review Local Government Symposium, Published at Vol. 23, Spring
1994, No.2:

1. Environmental Law: Davey Compressor Co. v. City of Delray Beach, 613 So.
2d 60 (Fla. 4th DCA 1993).

2. Land Use Planning & Zoning: Corn v. City of Lauderdale Lakes, 997 F. 2d
1369 (11th Cir. 1993).

3. Land Use Planning & Zoning: Lee County v. Sunbelt Equities, II, LTD. Part-
nership, 619 So.2d 996 (Fla. 2d DCA 1993).

16. Speeches: Provide the committee with two copies of any formal speeches you
have delivered during the last 5 years which you have copies of and are on topics
relevant to the position for which you have been nominated.

Submitted herewith.

17. Commitment to testify before Senate committees: Do you agree, if con-
firmed, to respond to requests to appear and testify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate?

Yes.

[The nominee responded to the questions in Parts B-F of the
committee questionnaire. The text of the questionnaire is set forth



122

in the appendix to this volume. The nominee’s answers to Parts B—
F are contained in the committee’s executive files.]

SIGNATURE AND DATE

I hereby state that I have read and signed the foregoing Statement on Biographi-
cal and Financial Information and that the information provided therein is, to the
best of my knowledge, current, accurate, and complete.

JERALD S. PAUL.

This 13th day of February, 2004.

[The nomination of Jerald S. Paul was reported to the Senate by
Chairman Warner on May 12, 2004, with the recommendation that
the nomination be confirmed. The nomination was confirmed by the
Senate on July 22, 2004.]



TO CONSIDER THE NOMINATIONS OF TINA
WESTBY JONAS TO BE UNDER SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER); DIONEL M.
AVILES TO BE UNDER SECRETARY OF THE
NAVY; JERALD S. PAUL TO BE PRINCIPAL
DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR OF THE NA-
TIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRA-
TION; WILLIAM A. CHATFIELD TO BE DIREC-
TOR OF THE SELECTIVE SERVICE; AND
MARK FALCOFF TO BE A MEMBER OF THE
NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD

TUESDAY, MAY 11, 2004

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

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:36 a.m. in room SD-—
106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator John Warner (chair-
man) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Warner, McCain, Inhofe,
Roberts, Allard, Sessions, Collins, Ensign, Talent, Chambliss,
Graham, Cornyn, Levin, Kennedy, Byrd, Lieberman, Reed, Akaka,
Bill Nelson, E. Benjamin Nelson, Dayton, Bayh, and Clinton.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. Before I turn to the matters at hand, and a
quorum being present, I ask the committee to consider five civilian
nominations: Tina Jonas, to be Under Secretary of Defense (Comp-
troller); Dionel Aviles, to be Under Secretary of the Navy; Jerald
Paul, to be Principal Deputy Administrator of the National Nuclear
Security Administration; William Chatfield, to be Director of the
Selective Service; and Mark Falcoff, to be a member of the National
Security Education Board. All of these nominations have been be-
fore the committee the required length of time.

Is there a motion to favorably report the nominations?

Senator LEVIN. So moved.

Chairman WARNER. So moved. Second?

Senator McCAIN. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to object,
and will not object except to say that I will hold these nominations
until we get the requested information that has been outstanding

(123)
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for a long period of time now concerning communications on the
Boeing issue. I won’t waste the time of the committee much longer,
but we’re approaching a time where I will be asking a vote of the
committee to see whether we subpoena these documents or not.

Chairman WARNER. Senator, you have been straightforward in
that. I've done my best to date, and will continue to help you gain
that material. But you have kept the chairman and the ranking
member informed continuously of your views.

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. The issue of the nomination is before the
committee. All in favor, say aye. [A chorus of ayes.]

Opposed? [No response.]

Ayes have it. The nominations are now proceeding to the floor.

[The nomination reference of Tina Westby Jonas follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
March 11, 2004.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:
Tina Westby Jonas, of Virginia, to be Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller),
vice Dov S. Zakheim, resigning.

[The nomination reference of Dionel M. Aviles follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
February 6, 2004.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:
Dionel M. Aviles, of Maryland, to be Under Secretary of the Navy, vice Susan
Morrisey Livingstone, resigned.

[The nomination reference of Jerald S. Paul follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
February 3, 2004.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:
Jerald S. Paul, of Florida, to be Principal Deputy Administrator, National Nuclear
Security Administration. (New Position).

[The nomination reference of William A. Chatfield follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
September 3, 2003.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:
William A. Chatfield, of Texas, to be Director of Selective Service, vice Alfred
Rascon, resigned.
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[The nomination reference of Mark Falcoff follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
February 5, 2004.

Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:

Mark Falcoff, of California, to be a Member of the National Security Education
Board for a term of 4 years, vice Cornelius P. O’Leary, term expired.

[Whereupon, at 9:38 a.m., this executive session was adjourned

in order to take up the matter of allegations of Iraqi prisoner
abuse.]






NOMINATION OF GEN GEORGE W. CASEY, JR.,
USA, FOR REAPPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE
OF GENERAL AND TO BE COMMANDER,
MULTI-NATIONAL FORCE-IRAQ

THURSDAY, JUNE 24, 2004

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

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room
SD-106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator John Warner
(chairman) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Warner, McCain, Roberts,
Allard, Sessions, Collins, Talent, Chambliss, Dole, Levin,
Lieberman, Reed, Akaka, Bill Nelson, E. Benjamin Nelson, Dayton,
and Clinton.

Committee staff members present: Judith A. Ansley, staff direc-
tor; and Leah C. Brewer, nominations and hearings clerk.

Majority staff members present: Charles W. Alsup, professional
staff member; Ambrose R. Hock, professional staff member; Greg-
ory T. Kiley, professional staff member; Elaine A. McCusker, pro-
fessional staff member; Paula J. Philbin, professional staff member;
Lynn 1? Rusten, professional staff member; and Richard F. Walsh,
counsel.

Minority staff members present: Richard D. DeBobes, Democratic
staff director; Daniel J. Cox, Jr., professional staff member; and Mi-
chael J. McCord, professional staff member.

Staff assistants present: Bridget E. Ward and Pendred K. Wilson.

Committee members’ assistants present: Darren M. Dick, assist-
ant to Senator Roberts; Arch Galloway II, assistant to Senator Ses-
sions; James P. Dohoney, Jr., assistant to Senator Collins; Lindsey
R. Neas, assistant to Senator Talent; Clyde A. Taylor IV, assistant
to Senator Chambliss; Christine O. Hill, assistant to Senator Dole;
Russell J. Thomasson, assistant to Senator Cornyn; Frederick M.
Downey, assistant to Senator Lieberman; Elizabeth King, assistant
to Senator Reed; Davelyn Noelani Kalipi, assistant to Senator
Akaka; William K. Sutey, assistant to Senator Bill Nelson; William
Todd Houchins, assistant to Senator Dayton; and Andrew Shapiro,
assistant to Senator Clinton.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER,
CHAIRMAN

Chairman WARNER. Good morning all. I first want to join with
the ranking member and all members of the committee in thanking
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our respective staffs for the extraordinary work that they per-
formed in assisting each of us individually and collectively such
that we were able to achieve, after 16 days of hearings, a bill last
night representing the Senate’s 2005 authorization for the men and
women of the Armed Forces. It was quite a feat.

I have one other issue to address this morning, and I have dis-
cussed this with the ranking member. I went back over several
transcripts of earlier hearings, and there are clear passages where,
in the course of the questions being propounded by Members of the
Senate, the witnesses are literally struggling to provide the an-
swer, but time was insufficient within which to put into the record
the full breadth of the witness’s response before the Senator went
on to a successive question. The ranking member and I are going
to ask our colleagues to be a bit more cautious as we question our
witnesses to give them the full opportunity to respond.

In any event, we have had a wonderful start to today’s hearing.
We have had the privilege of meeting with the General and his
wonderful family. I think the best way to start here, General, is
simply to say that we are meeting to consider your nomination to
be the first—and I underline “the very first”—Commander of Multi-
National Force-Iraq (MNF-I), an important new position estab-
lished to oversee U.S. and coalition military activities in Iragq.
These military activities, as a part of the Multi-National Force,
were first authorized by the United Nations (U.N.) Security Council
resolution 1511 in October 2003 and reinforced and extended by
the U.N. Security Council resolution 1546, which was passed
unanimously on June 8, 2004.

The Commander of MNF-I will also be responsible for coordinat-
ing military and security activities with the new interim Iraqi gov-
ernment following the transfer of sovereignty on June 30.

So we welcome you, General, again back before the committee,
given that you have just been before us for your important position
which you presently hold. I would like to ask if you would kindly
introduce your family who have joined you at this important hear-
ing today.

General CASEY. Thank you very much, Senator. I would like to
start by introducing my wife of 34 years, Sheila. Since Sunday is
our anniversary, I would like to take this opportunity to thank her
publicly for all the love and support that she has given our family
and me over the last 34 years and for all she has done for Army
soldiers and families over that period of time. She has managed to
do all that and have a career at the same time.

Chairman WARNER. That is wonderful.

General CASEY. My son Sean and his wife Jennifer, and my son
Ryan. They are the parents of our five grandchildren who are the
apples of our eyes, and I am very proud of both of them. Sheila’s
sister, Clare O’Brien, and her husband Dick. They have the distinc-
tion of being both family and friends. So it’s great to have every-
body here with us.

Yesterday Ambassador Negroponte at his swearing in said that
he was going to Baghdad, but he was not going alone because of
the support his family gave him, and I feel the same way.

Chairman WARNER. I think that is wonderful. This committee is
very family-oriented, and we appreciate each of you finding the
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time to join us today. This is an important milestone not only in
the career of General Casey, but an important milestone in the ef-
forts of our Nation towards providing freedom for the Iraqi people.

I understand, Senator Roberts, that your son is a close friend of
the family and has joined with us today.

Senator ROBERTS. Yes, sir, he is. I am looking over the room. I
am not quite sure where he is right now, but that has not changed
much in about 31 years. [Laughter.]

But at any rate, he just got married a couple of weeks ago, and
we were delighted to have the General’s son down to Shreveport for
a small wedding of 750 people.

I am delighted to see you here, General.

General CASEY. Thank you, Senator.

Senator ROBERTS. Welcome to your family and to David’s frater-
nity brother.

Chairman WARNER. Well, I thank you, colleague.

Our nominee today is especially well qualified for his challenging
position. He currently serves as Vice Chief of Staff of the United
States Army. He has been extensively involved in preparing Army
troops for deployment to Iraq. He just returned from a trip to the
region with Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz over the weekend.

Prior to his current assignment, the nominee was the Director of
the Joint Staff and has also served as the Director for Strategic
Planning, J-5, on the Joint Staff, and as Commander of the Joint
Warfighting Center in Suffolk, Virginia, developing joint concepts
and doctrine for joint and combined warfare.

Additionally, General Casey served as Commander, 1st Armored
Division, garrisoned in Germany during the operations in the Bal-
kan region.

At this time next week, the sovereignty of Iraq will have formally
passed to an interim Iraqi government as Iraq continues its path
to elections and a hopeful democratic future. The past few months
have been particularly challenging from the continuing violence
against the coalition military forces, against the new interim gov-
ernment, against innocent civilians, and most importantly, against
our own coalition forces.

We are reminded that the security situation in Iraq remains ten-
uous and that Iraq continues to be a very dangerous place for our
American forces, as well as coalition forces and, indeed, for the ci-
vilians, the contractors, and many others, which is an essential in-
frastructure for the overall military operations.

We are fortunate to have a nominee, as I said, with all of these
qualifications.

I am going to ask Senator Levin at this point in time if he would
provide us with his opening comments.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN

Senator LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, thank you. Thank you also for
your leadership in shepherding through our annual defense author-
ization bill which was passed last night by a unanimous vote. That
is a real tribute to you. It is also a tribute to our staffs. They have
done a superb job, and you made that clear last night on the floor
as well. I know all the members of our committee who worked so
hard on this bill, and who also made it possible for the bill to have
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unanimous support, join us in thanking our staffs for their work
on this bill last night and in the months before.

Chairman WARNER. It was team effort, Senator, and you were
my partner in it. I am very proud of the manner in which so many
of our committee members came over and actively participated in
that process.

Senator LEVIN. Let me join you also in welcoming and congratu-
lating General Casey and his wife, Sheila, their family, and their
friends on his nomination for such a vital position. It is vital to the
future of our country, of the world, and to the future of Iraq.

I join you, Mr. Chairman, in thanking particularly his family for
their support of General Casey. Without their support, as we know,
nobody can take on the responsibilities that General Casey has and
will take on.

I believe that General Casey is the right person to be the Com-
mander of the Multi-National Force in Iraq. He has the tactical
skills, having commanded at all levels from platoon to division. He
has the staff skills, as he knows the Pentagon well, having served
as the Director of Political Military Affairs on the Joint Staff and
later as the Director of the Joint Staff. He has the educational
background in international affairs. He has had international expo-
sure, including in the Middle East with the United Nations. He un-
derstands the importance of coalitions, and the nuances of coalition
command and coalition building. He understands the complexity of
dealing with the diverse Iraqi factions.

A major challenge for you, General Casey, will be establishing
the relationship between the coalition forces and a newly sovereign
but interim government. The letters from Secretary Powell and
Prime Minister Allawi annexed to the U.N. Security Council resolu-
tion speak of coordinating bodies at the national, regional, and
local levels. How will they function? Who will adjudicate disputes?
What will be the command relationships? What will be the legal
status of the coalition military forces and of American civilian secu-
rity contractors? Will you, General Casey, have authority over
those contractors? How will you and Ambassador Negroponte di-
vide responsibilities? Who adjudicates differences there?

Military commanders have been ordered to reorient priorities
from offensive operations against the insurgents to training of Iraqi
security forces. Allegedly some of our commanders feel that their
forces are stretched thin and insurgents are taking advantage of
that fact. There are many concerns which arise as a result.

Those challenges are identified here just simply to demonstrate
the complexity and the broad range of problems that you are going
to leap right into as soon as you are there. I have great confidence
that you are going to do an outstanding job as Commander of the
Multi-National Force. I have confidence that you will tell us wheth-
er the force levels are high enough, that you will be frank and di-
rect on this issue with us at all times. You will tell us when you
need more, and what you need more of, and who you need more
of and what missions perhaps cannot be carried out as they should
be because you do not have enough people or equipment. We are
going to rely on you heavily to give us that in an unvarnished fash-
ion.
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Again, I congratulate you. I look forward to joining our chairman
promptly in bringing your nomination to the floor and in seeing
you confirmed.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Levin.

This morning a group of us, Senator Levin and others, met with
the President, and I raised the question of the status of forces
agreement (SOFA). The very candid response by the White House
was that while they had not achieved the conventional type of sta-
tus of forces agreement, they felt that the extension of certain other
documentary things relating to this issue would be sufficient.

I hope that you put your own personal attention to that because
it is terribly serious. Our forces are following the orders of their
commanders, and they might well participate in some operation
which eventually could come under the scrutiny of the future Iraqi
judicial system, and we have got to provide the protection for our
forces, as well as the coalition members.

I would like now to propound the series of advance questions.
You have answered those questions and provided for the record the
responses. So we need not go over each of those questions.

But we do have the other questions which we always ask our
nominees, and I shall now tend to that.

Have you adhered to the applicable laws and regulations govern-
ing conflicts of interest?

General CASEY. I have, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Have you assumed any duties or undertaken
any actions which would appear to presume the outcome of the con-
firmation process?

General CASEY. I have not, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Will you ensure that your staff complies with
deadlines established for requested communications, including
questions for the record and hearings?

General CASEY. I will, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Will you cooperate in providing witnesses
and briefers in response to congressional requests?

General CASEY. I will.

Chairman WARNER. Will those witnesses be protected from any
possible reprisal for their testimony or briefings?

General CASEY. They will.

Chairman WARNER. Do you agree when asked before any duly
constituted committee of the United States Congress to give your
personal views, even if those views differ from the administration
in power and which you are serving?

General CASEY. I will, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Do you agree to provide documents, includ-
ing copies of electronic forms of communication, in a timely manner
when requested by a duly constituted committee of the United
States Congress or to consult with the committee regarding the
basis for any good faith delay or denial in providing such docu-
ments?

General CASEY. I do.

Chairman WARNER. Now, General Casey, we are pleased to offer
you the opportunity to make an opening statement, if you so desire.
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STATEMENT OF GEN GEORGE W. CASEY, JR., USA, FOR RE-
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE OF GENERAL AND TO BE
COMMANDER, MULTI-NATIONAL FORCE-IRAQ

General CASEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator
Levin, distinguished members of the committee. I would like just
to make a short opening statement here.

I must say, though, it is much more comforting having the other
Service Vice Chiefs on my flanks here. [Laughter.]

First of all, I am honored by the confidence of the President and
the Secretary of Defense in forwarding my nomination to the com-
mittee to serve as the first Commander of the Multi-National
Force-Iraq. I appreciate your thoughtful consideration of the nomi-
nation.

If confirmed, I look forward to our continued close consultation
in the time ahead and I will strive to work in concert with you as
I have in my current job as the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army.

In that regard, I would like to thank you for your continued sup-
port of the men and women of the United States Army. In my du-
ties as the Vice Chief of Staff, I recently had the opportunity to
travel to Iraq to meet with our soldiers and leaders. I can assure
you that these great young Americans are fully and faithfully dis-
charging their duties in both Iraq and across the globe in prosecut-
ing the war on terrorism in large part due to the unwavering sup-
port that you, this committee, have provided to them and to their
loved ones back home. Thank you very much.

There is no greater honor for a serving officer in the Armed
Forces of the United States than to command. If I am given the
privilege of commanding Multi-National Force-Iraq, the soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines from all coalition countries will have
my unwavering and my untiring support. I fully appreciate the
depth of their sacrifices, particularly those service men and women
who have given their lives in the effort to create a free, secure, and
stable Iragq.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to taking
your questions.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much. We will proceed with
a 6-minute round.

Might I say, with the greatest of respect, given that this is a new
position and the swiftness with which the administration under-
standably had to proceed to fill this post and, I think, the some-
what limited time for you to prepare, if you in any instance feel the
need, you might wish to elect to amplify your responses for the
record after you have gone back and referred to such documents
and other sources as to help you complete your answer to the ques-
tion.

General CASEY. Thank you, Senator. I appreciate that.

Chairman WARNER. Now, please describe your command rela-
tionship with the Commander of Central Command (CENTCOM),
currently General Abizaid.

General CASEY. Sir, I am his direct subordinate. I work directly
for General Abizaid.

Chairman WARNER. Direct?

General CASEY. Direct subordinate.
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Chairman WARNER. So it is one four-star reporting to another
four-star.

General CASEY. That is correct.

Chairman WARNER. That has been ironed out and established?

General CASEY. It has been, and we have talked face-to-face.

Chairman WARNER. No diminution in the command and control
of the Commander in Chief (CINC) in this particular situation.

General CASEY. None at all. None at all, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Then describe what you understand your re-
lationship will be to the newly appointed U.S. Ambassador, Ambas-
sador Negroponte?

General CASEY. Senator, I will be the principal military advisor
to Ambassador Negroponte. I have it, as one of my main priorities,
to build a close and cordial relationship with the Ambassador so
that not only myself, but also myself and my staff will work closely
with the Ambassador and his staff to achieve unity of effort for the
United States mission.

Chairman WARNER. How will you interface with the interim Iraqi
government that will become the legal authority in Iraq on 30 June
or 1 July?

General CASEY. Sir, that relationship will be one of partnership,
and as General Abizaid has directed, we will transition the rela-
tionship from one of occupation to one of partnership. As you men-
tioned earlier, we will build the coordination mechanisms that will
allow the close cooperation and coordination for all policy and oper-
ational matters that we will have to deal with. But I think your
statement is correct. We will build that relationship over time here
as we go forward.

Chairman WARNER. What role, if any, will you have with the
overall contracting community, those that are performing numer-
ous contracts in support of our overall goals of the coalition in that
region?

General CASEY. Senator, I will have oversight of the force protec-
tion requirements of the contractors that are there fulfilling the
military contracts. I would like to take you up on your offer there
to give you some more specifics for the record about what my pre-
cise relationship is.

[The information referred to follows:]

As the Commander of MNF-I, I supervise all contracting activities in support of
MNF-I operations throughout Iraq and ensure a secure environment for contractors
to provide their contractual services to the personnel in this command. I set the pri-
orities for contracting requirements and activities and ensure that resources are
available to accomplish contracting goals. It is my responsibility to ensure that sys-
tems are in place to ensure efficient contract formation, execution, supervision, com-
pletion, and termination. When necessary, I have the authority to initiate discipli-
nary actions for violations of U.S., host nation, and international law. Contractors
and the MNF-I share force protection information. Contractors are required to con-
tinuously gather, interpret, and expeditiously disseminate information on the secu-
rity situation throughout Iraq. MNF-I provides threat information to contractors,
including information on routes, specific threats, and general threats. When contrac-
tors perform duties on military installations, the military provides their perimeter
security. When contractors are not on military installations they must provide their
own security.

Chairman WARNER. Now, the respective military commanders of
their respective units of other nations, will they all report through
you up to CENTCOM?
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General CASEY. They will report through Lieutenant General
Metz who is the Multi-National Corps Commander. He is directly
responsible for supervising the tactical and operational level oper-
ations in the country. So he is the Commander of the multi-na-
tional divisions. He reports to me. I report to General Abizaid.

Chairman WARNER. That is very clear.

I mentioned in the opening statement the status of forces agree-
ment, which will not be achievable in the normal—I should say the
historic framework, although it was sought by this country. I can
see obvious reasons why this government, newly established, is
somewhat hesitant to get out too far in front on that. There has
to be left a period of time within which the new government takes
root and so forth. But every day is critical to that trooper over
there under your command.

So what is your current understanding of the framework of
agreements that give protection to our troops, and what is your un-
derstanding of the successive framework that will be established,
as I have been told this morning by the National Security Advisor?

General CASEY. By the successive framework, you mean?

Chairman WARNER. We are currently going to operate on an ex-
tension.

General CASEY. Right.

Chairman WARNER. I think we have taken some initiatives be-
fore the United Nations, but thus far they have not been fruitful
is my understanding to tie that down more firmly. So you will be
operating on an extension of the existing framework of agreements
with the coalition council which will be phased out fully by June
30. Is that your understanding?

General CASEY. That is correct, Senator. I talked to General
Sanchez about this subject this morning, because I am, as you are,
very concerned that we have the appropriate protections in place
for our armed service members.

The understanding I have now is that Ambassador Bremer has
modified his order number 17 to take out the provisions that di-
rectly drew its authority from occupation law, but still provides us
with the same protections that we had under the original provision.
It is his intent to complete the negotiation of that prior to his de-
parture on the 30th. Once I get there, my intent is to review that
document and begin working toward a follow-on agreement.

Chairman WARNER. I would urge you, if you have any concerns
about the adequacy of the protection for the forces under your com-
mand, that you would communicate those concerns to this commit-
tee very promptly.

General CASEY. I will do that, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Lastly, the subject of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). NATO has a footprint there largely
through the member nations in NATO as a part of the coalition
forces, but what role do you envision in addition to its current par-
ticipation?

General CASEY. Senator, I believe we, the United States, will
make suggestions to NATO that they potentially consider a role in
training Iraqi security forces, and that would be a big help to us
if we could get them to do that.
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Chairman WARNER. Well, we have a magnificent commander, as
you well know, in General Jones. I know that he wishes to be coop-
erative, but I might tell you I think member nations have not given
him quite the degree of support to which he is entitled, and I hope
that improves in the future.

Senator Levin.

Senator LEVIN. This morning, one of the things we did talk to the
President about was precisely that topic—seeking that kind of
greater support from NATO as an organization. Hopefully, that will
be forthcoming.

In addition, we raised the issue of trying to get support from
some Muslim nations to try to get some troops or police or other
forms of support on the ground there to take away the propaganda
that the terrorists and the insurgents use that this is just a west-
ern deal rather than an international, multilateral, multi-national
deal that involves the Islamic world as well. Hopefully that is going
to be forthcoming one of these days, weeks, or months as well.

General, let me ask you if you are going to be the commander
of the Special Operating Forces and the Iraq Survey Group as part
of your command.

General CASEY. I have been told by General Abizaid that I will
have tactical control (TACON) of the national forces, the national
Special Operating Forces that are operating in Iraq, and that the
Iraq Survey Group will be directly under my command.

Senator LEVIN. In your prehearing questions, you stated that you
are going to command General Petraeus in his efforts in training
and equipping Iraqi security forces. Will the resources for the train
and equip effort be under your control?

General CASEY. Senator, to the best of my knowledge, not all of
them. There are police resources that come through the Depart-
ment of State that we will require close coordination with them to
get those.

Senator LEVIN. You made reference in your answers to the chair-
man to the coordinating bodies that are referred to in the Powell
and Allawi letters that were annexed to the U.N. Security Council
resolution 1546. Will U.S. forces at any level be under the com-
mand of any other commander but a U.S. commander?

General CASEY. No, Senator, they will not.

Senator LEVIN. Will Iraqi forces be under your command?

General CASEY. The Iraqi forces will generally be under the com-
mand of the Iraqis. They will operate with us. In some cases,
should the Iraqis choose, they may give us operational control over
them for a specific mission.

Senator LEVIN. There has been a press report that General Metz,
who is the tactical commander currently under General Sanchez,
has said that military commanders have been ordered to shift their
emphasis from offensive operations and raids against insurgents to
training Iraqi security forces more quickly and to protecting and
improving infrastructure. Some are very much concerned about
that move because it could create safe havens, for instance, in
places like Fallujah.

Do you know if there has been such a shift? Is that an accurate
report?
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General CASEY. I have not seen that specific report. When we
were there, we went around and visited each of the divisions. There
was talk about a lower U.S. profile after the 1st of July. But at no
time did I hear anyone talk about shifting from an offensive mind
set to a defensive mind set. In fact, that would be my main concern
here. This is something that I am trying to work through in my
own mind, and I will work through with my commanders, once I
get on the ground. But we have to maintain an offensive mind set
here.

Senator LEVIN. Training and equipping is, of course, critical. We
have got to get those Iraqi security forces trained and equipped.
That is an essential move. We are hopeful that other nations will
provide more of those trainers and more support for that. That is
one of the things which we talked to the President about this
morning. I am sure you would support that effort as well.

General CASEY. Absolutely.

Senator LEVIN. Prime Minister Allawi has stated his intention to
recall several divisions of the Iraqi army. As a matter of fact, he
had previously opposed the disbanding decision of Ambassador
Bremer of the Iraqi army. A number of us have expressed concerns
about that decision to disband the Iraqi army also.

Do you support Mr. Allawi’s intention to recall units of the Iraqi
army after appropriate vetting? Were you involved in the decision
or aware of the decision to disband that army after the war?

General CASEY. I was not involved in the decision, Senator. I,
like everyone else, was aware of it.

The discussion of the structure of the Iraqi military was one of
the main topics of Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz’s mission to Iraq
last week. The outcome of that session or those sessions that we
had there was conveyed in Prime Minister Allawi’s press con-
ference of a few days ago.

It is my understanding that he has basically backed off of the
idea of recalling full divisions. He has agreed to convert the Iraq
Civil Defense Corps (ICDC) forces that we have built, into national
guard divisions. The way they will do that is they will put brigade
and division headquarters on top of them which gives the Prime
Minister the opportunity to bring some mid-level officers that are
vetted back in to fill those headquarters.

Senator LEVIN. They will have internal security functions I as-
sume. Is that not correct?

General CASEY. They will have regional internal security func-
tions. That is correct, Senator.

Senator LEVIN. You support that?

General CASEY. I do.

Senator LEVIN. General Casey, you are going to be responsible
for the operation of Abu Ghraib and other prison facilities in Iraq.
That is going to include the responsibility for interrogation tech-
niques used by our forces. In your capacity as Vice Chief of Staff,
were you familiar with those abuse reports, and if so, when did you
become familiar with them? Did you have an opportunity to review
the reports of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)
relative to Abu Ghraib and other facilities in Iraq?
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General CASEY. I was aware of the reports, Senator. I was made
aware of them in mid-January, about the same time everyone
else—

Senator LEVIN. That was the first time?

General CASEY. First time, when everyone else was made aware.

I have seen copies of the ICRC reports, but after I actually came
up and testified before this committee. So I was not privy to those
prior to that time.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Levin.

Senator McCain, indulge me a minute. We are going to, as a
committee, be briefed this afternoon by the Department of Defense
on stages of the Red Cross participation. We are going to start with
the security systems at Guantanamo Bay (GTMO), and then in
subsequent hearings, we will be covering both the Iraq and Afghan-
istan situations. Those will be closed briefings today.

Senator McCain.

Senator McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, General
Casey, for your outstanding service. We are very grateful that you
are assuming your new position of incredible responsibility, and we
are very proud of you.

We have had a pretty rough last 24 hours in Iraq, have we not,
General?

General CASEY. Yes, we have, Senator.

Senator MCCAIN. The situation in Iraq is not exactly as we envi-
sioned it to be after our spectacular military victory, is it?

General CASEY. It is not how I envisioned it to be, Senator.

Senator MCCAIN. What do you think has gone wrong?

General CASEY. I think the insurgency is much stronger than I
certainly would have anticipated. I think they have got support
from external sources. But that is the main difference that I see,
Senator.

Senator MCCAIN. There were some of us who felt very strongly
that we needed more troops in Iraq. I note now that we are up to
about 140,000. Is that not correct?

General CASEY. That is correct.

Senator MCCAIN. There are media reports that there is con-
templation of even more troops, as many as five additional bri-
gades. Have you heard that speculation?

General CASEY. I have. I saw that press report yesterday.

Senator MCCAIN. But you have not been engaged in those discus-
sions?

General CASEY. I was actually, Senator. That is not a request for
forces, as was portrayed in that article. That is CENTCOM doing
some prudent planning in the event the security situation changes,
but it is not a request for forces or even an informal request for
forces that the report portrayed.

Senator MCCAIN. Do you think we need more forces there?

General CASEY. Senator, I have been on the ground for all of 3
days. I do not have a good enough appreciation to give you an an-
swer for that. I can tell you that if I get there and think I need
more, I will ask for more.
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Senator McCAIN. I would like to go back to Fallujah a second.
Napoleon had a line. He said, “If you say you are going to take Vi-
enna, take Vienna.” Right? A couple of months ago, the command
in Baghdad said that we were going to either capture or kill al-
Sadr and put out a warrant for his arrest.

After four American citizens were killed and dismembered in
Fallujah, the command in Baghdad announced that we were going
to go in and do whatever was necessary to bring to justice those
who were responsible for these murders and atrocities, and we
were going to have Fallujah under control.

I do not believe, General, that we can make statements and then
act in an opposite way.

Apparently this unrest and series of terrorist activities are pri-
marily in the Sunni Triangle, at least in the last 24 hours or so,
and all reports I see are that Fallujah is now a sanctuary for these
people. I believe the agreement was that they would turn over their
weapons and disband. No weapons have been turned over, and mi-
litias have control of the city of Fallujah.

How do you explain statements that are made in one way and
now a situation where, at least in the view of some experts, the at-
tacks are being orchestrated from Fallujah?

General CASEY. Senator, I do not have insights into the decision-
making process that led to the current situation. I will take your
insight, though, not to over-promise what I cannot deliver, and I
think that is something that I made a note of.

Senator MCCAIN. I am very concerned, as I know you are, about
this increasing sophistication of the insurgency. I think everyone is
also aware that we have been unable to secure the borders, which,
as you mentioned, is one of the contributing factors in this influx
of foreign fighters. It seems to me, General, that we need to make
decisions pretty quickly as to whether we are going to be able to
secure that border or not, and if we want that border secured, what
it is going to take to secure it.

I have great admiration for everyone who is serving in Iraq from
General Abizaid on down, but I think you would agree that we are
in a very critical time as regards the situation in Iraq. Success or
failure may be dictated by what happens in the next few months.
Would you agree with that?

General CASEY. I absolutely agree with that, Senator.

Senator MCCAIN. If you need more help, then I think that you
ought to ask as quickly as possible. The most disingenuous answer
I have ever heard in my life was that the commanders on the
ground did not ask for them. It is not the decision of the command-
ers on the ground. I do not think I have ever met a one-star Gen-
eral who wanted to be a two-star General that would say that he
needed more help. So I hope that you will make an assessment as
quickly as possible as to what your needs are in order to success-
fully bring about this evolution of bringing freedom and democracy
to the Iraqi people. I do not see how you have an environment right
now that does not make that transition extremely difficult. I would
be very interested in your thoughts.

I thank you again for your service and your willingness to take
on the challenging and daunting task that lies ahead of you.
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General CASEY. Senator, thank you. That is, from my view, two
good pieces of advice. Do not promise what you cannot deliver, and
make a quick assessment and act on it, and I will do those.

Senator MCCAIN. You agree with my assessment about the prob-
lem on the borders? Is that correct?

General CASEY. I do, Senator. In fact, that was a point of discus-
sion during the security discussions we had with Deputy Secretary
Wolfowitz and the Iraqi security officials. There is a clear recogni-
tion that we, the Iraqis, and the coalition need to do something on
the borders.

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator McCain.

Senator Lieberman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Casey, thank you and your family for being willing to ac-
cept this command. At the outset of your statement, you said there
was no greater honor for a soldier than to accept a command of this
kind. In my opinion there have been few soldiers who have accept-
ed a command of this kind that is more important to the security
of the United States than the one that you are accepting now. So
I am extremely grateful to you for doing that.

I say that because Iraq has now become a major battleground—
the major battleground—on the war against terrorism. As Senator
McCain has just said and you have agreed, the next 2, 3, 4 months
as this interim Iraqi government attempts to assume leadership
and is threatened by the Saddam loyalists and foreign terrorists,
our ability to maintain the security that will allow this new Iraqi
government to take hold is critically important. If the terrorists
should gain victories here and in the worst case make it impossible
for the elections to take place and Iraqi self-government to go for-
ward, it would be a terrible setback in our war against terrorism
and in our general pursuit of a stable and peaceful world. So I
thank you for taking on this critical command at this critical mo-
ment.

I want to ask you in that regard to speak about your own vision
of a strategy for U.S. and coalition forces to achieve the improved
security environment that we all want throughout Iraq. I want to
pick up on some of your answers to Senator Levin and Senator
McCain and particularly to tell you that I was encouraged to hear
you say that you believe the offensive mindset must be continued,
because there are stories always coming up that we intend to go
back to garrisons and the like.

What does an offensive mindset mean in this case, particularly
as the Iraqis take over and we have a new relationship with the
Iraqi security forces themselves?

General CASEY. Senator, for me an offensive mindset means that
the leaders of the Multi-National Force are constantly focused on
the enemy and constantly assessing his vulnerabilities and what
they can do to take advantage of those vulnerabilities. That is a
continuous process. While we may be less visible with our heli-
copter flights or less visible with our patrols, the leaders need to
stay focused on the enemy so that we can push to get the intel-
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ligence we need to conduct precise operations with the Iraqi secu-
rity forces. That is the mindset that we cannot lose.

Senator LIEBERMAN. A few months ago, General Abizaid was
here with General Sanchez. We asked them what some of their
main needs were at that point in Iraq, and the answer, I think
General Abizaid gave, was better intelligence. What is your sense
of how we are doing there?

In that regard, I was heartened to see in the last couple of
weeks, going back to Fallujah, that presumably intelligence identi-
fied some houses where leaders of the enemy perhaps were located,
and we hit them from the air.

So, one, what is your assessment of our intelligence at this point?
Two, can we expect more offensive actions of that kind against the
enemy?

General CASEY. It is hard for me to say specifically, because I do
not have direct visibility of what is going on in theater right now,
but I think the short answer is General Abizaid’s and General
Sanchez’s intent is to continue to seek out the foreign fighters and
the former regime loyalists and attack them where they are. So in
general terms I think you will continue to see that.

[The information referred to follows:]

We are confident in our intelligence assessment that current levels of offensive
actions by foreign fighters, terrorists, and/or former regime elements will remain the
same in the near term with spikes in the run up to the National Conference, the
U.S. Presidential elections, and the Iraqi elections. Violence should begin to decline
once Iraqi security forces become more expansive and proficient and are able to in-
crease their control over troubled areas. We expect foreign fighters and terrorists
to continue their attacks against soft targets such as Iraqi Police, the Iraqi Interim
Government, and supporters of the government. These groups will also continue to
conduct attacks against coalition forces. We will continue to conduct offensive ac-

tions as necessary to neutralize, destroy, and eliminate foreign fighters terrorists
and former regime elements that threaten the security and stability of Iraq.

Senator LIEBERMAN. As you now begin to head over to assume
your command, are there specific regions within Iraq, based on
what you know and the visit you made last week, where you have
greater concerns about security, and if so, what plans do you have
to improve security in those specific regions?

General CASEY. Certainly the Sunni Triangle, Senator, is the
area that I believe is my greatest concern. As to specific measures
to conduct operations within the Sunni Triangle, I will have to
work those once I get on the ground there.

I will tell you I have a general idea that if you want security,
you have to have intelligence, and if you want to have intelligence
in a counter-insurgency environment, you have to change the per-
ceptions of the people, first, toward the insurgency and, second, to-
ward the coalition forces. You do that through a variety of means
where you apply all the elements of national power. Then you get
the intelligence. Then you get the security.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Well said.

How about your top operational priorities as you head over to as-
sume command of the Multi-National Force-Iraq?

General CASEY. Working with the Iraqi forces to defeat the insur-
gency and training Iraqi security forces are my top two priorities.
The third priority, in conjunction with the United Nations and the
embassy, as you said, is the elections.
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Senator LIEBERMAN. Right.

General CASEY. I believe, as you suggested, we are going to have
to fight to get to the elections. But 80 percent of the Iraqi people
want to have those elections. They want to elect their own govern-
ment, and we need to help them get there.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I agree. I have been encouraged by the news
reports that the Iraqi people are encouraged by the new govern-
ment, Prime Minister Allawi, President Yawer, and we have to give
them an opportunity to take hold.

Let me ask you a final question about NATO. I know we have
a NATO summit coming up. We have made some progress, obvi-
ously, through the U.N. Security Council resolution in, if you will,
internationalizing the commitment to a self-governing, stable Iragq.
But unfortunately, as Chairman Warner indicated earlier, our al-
lies still have not been very forthcoming with support.

Ideally, what would you like from our NATO allies? Troops on
the ground, money for civilian reconstruction, a more fulsome in-
volvement in the training of Iraqi security forces? What would be
your priority list?

General CASEY. Those all sound good to me, Senator. [Laughter.]

Really, my number one priority for international forces would be
a brigade for the security of the U.N. mission.

Senator LIEBERMAN. That is very interesting.

General CASEY. Whether it is a NATO force or if it comes from
other countries with the U.N., that would be my

Senator LIEBERMAN. Right, to create the confidence that will
bring the U.N. back in and keep them there.

General CASEY. Allows them to set up the elections.

Senator LIEBERMAN. To do what they do.

General CASEY. Yes.

Senator LIEBERMAN. General Casey, thanks a lot. I wish you the
best. To say the least, I know that you and your family are in the
prayers of all members of this committee and I would say of all
Americans. Godspeed.

General CASEY. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator ROBERTS. Excuse me, General Casey. All of a sudden, it
looks like I am presiding.

General CASEY. I am just trying to find out if Dave came back.
[Laughter.]

Senator ROBERTS. What do you need? I can get the gavel, and we
can get this done. [Laughter.]

Just let me start by thanking you for being here today and, as
my colleagues have indicated, for your service to our country.

I do not think anybody has to tell you that you have got a very
tough job under very difficult circumstances. I do not know of a
tougher job in regards to our national security than the one you are
assuming. It is in the midst of the prisoner abuse scandals, tough
resistance from the insurgents and foreign fighters, what I think
now is a virtual terrorist assault in this next 6-day period, and
quite frankly, some questions here at home about the mission at
hand in terms of our resolve, and with the 24-hour news cycle,
maintaining that resolve may be one of our biggest challenges.
That is up to us, not to you. But at any rate, it certainly exists.
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We have talked about security being the foundation for victory
in Iraq. You have just been over there. You came back and gave
me the benefit of a courtesy call. You were optimistic about the cal-
iber of people in regards to the transitional government, and we get
that from most people who are familiar with that situation.

But I am interested in your assessment of the challenges in
training and the current effectiveness—and I really want to em-
phasize the current effectiveness—of the Iraqi security forces who
are going to have to shoulder this burden along with us. I know
there is a 1,000-member intelligence force and that the intelligence
head of that force has been conducting public hearings with the
Iraqi people saying I have no prison, please feel free to come to the
intelligence security forces, and get down on that family and that
clan level so they feel free, from a security standpoint, to share the
intelligence that we need so we can better predict the situation on
the ground.

There is a 5,000 member outfit now called the Iraqi Intervention
Force.

How far along are we in terms of the current effectiveness of
these two organizations so that we can, at least, meet the chal-
lenges of the next 6 days and, as many Senators have pointed out,
the next 2 or 3 months? I know we are in the midst of training.
I know we need the NATO training, and I know we need more
training. But right now, how effective are we in this crucial next
6-day period?

General CASEY. Senator, I do not know right now the status of
that intelligence force. I think, as I mentioned to you, I am going
out to the agency tomorrow to talk about precisely that subject.

Senator ROBERTS. Well, they are working overtime on it, I can
assure you of that, but I think it is absolutely essential.

Let me touch on something that Senator McCain and Senator
Lieberman also brought up. I am not sure, as the Iraqi forces try
to take on more responsibility—and I certainly hope they can—in
regards to how the practices and the procedures that our force op-
erate under change. I am not sure how we do that yet. I know pret-
ty much what the plan is or what we would like to do. But we are
in the midst of a terrorist assault right now, and my guess is that
will continue for the next 6 days and in the 6 months leading up
to the election.

Now, Fallujah is the classic case in terms of being a unique chal-
lenge. If you go out to Walter Reed and you talk to the marines
involved who were there, the heroes of the day, they indicate we
should have the green light. We should have been offensive to the
point that we took care of that situation as opposed to simply pull-
ing back. That echoes the concern that was stated by Senator
McCain.

How do you anticipate dealing with such challenges after June
30? I know Fallujah is going to be there, and there are several
other areas in the Sunni Triangle. How are we going to do that?

General CASEY. They are currently working now, Senator, to set
up the consultation mechanisms to allow us to do that. When I
talked to General Sanchez this morning, he said that he was quite
comfortable that he has the access that he needs to discuss and
work through sensitive offensive operations, which is what we
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would call the situation in Fallujah. So they are going to have to
be discussed, and they are going to have to be done in conjunction
with the Iraqi security forces, which I think will be a great asset
to us.

Senator ROBERTS. I hope they will be a great asset to us. I just
think the Iraqi Intervention Force—I hope we can get to the train-
ing, but I have my doubts in terms of their battle effectiveness as
of right now.

General CASEY. I think your doubts are justified right now, Sen-
ator.

Senator ROBERTS. I have to say that I am a great fan of General
Jim Jones, and I am a great fan of what he has tried to do and
what NATO has done and is trying to do in Afghanistan. I think
there were 31 nations involved in that. But in terms of their com-
mitanent, even in Afghanistan, we now find it is short of what we
need.

So I am not as sanguine about this in terms of the training by
NATO. I hope we get that, but I think there ought to be a message
at the NATO summit that either NATO fulfills its obligations—all
this talk about out of country operations, et cetera. I think we are
at a crossroads here, and if we cannot get their help in terms of
training, I think some pretty straight talk is due at that summit.
Obviously, you are not going to be a participant in that, but that
is just my view.

Thank you for what you are about to undertake, and it is in out-
standing hands. I wish you godspeed.

General CASEY. Thank you very much, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Roberts.

Senator Roberts and I had the privilege last night of speaking to-
gether at a dinner in honor of General Tommy Franks. I must say
Senator Roberts’ speech brought the house down. Mine barely
propped it up. [Laughter.]

Senator Ben Nelson.

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Casey, thank you for your service to our country, and I
thank your family for continuing to support you as you work to
help us achieve freedom across the world and make a safer world
for all of us.

In previous times when you have testified, I have always thought
you have been direct and candid. I think you have been today and
I think you will be in the future, because you are going to be asked
to give us your honest impression, your honest opinion about where
we are and where we are going, that’s what it is going to take to
get us there.

In the face of the changing nature from occupation to partner-
ship, my first question is, do you have any thought about what
kind of a partnership we have here? Is this an equal partnership?
Is everybody a senior partner? Or is there a senior partner and a
junior partner? Are we associates in the process, or will that
emerge over a period of time?

General CASEY. Senator, I would say that is going to emerge over
a period of time. We will establish the consultation mechanisms
and the more we interact, the more sharply the relationship will
become defined.
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Senator BEN NELSON. But it is probably safe to say that as it re-
lates to our military and control of our military, that we are not
going to be the junior partner in that particular respect.

General CASEY. Yes, Senator. All of the U.S. coalition forces will
be under my command, the command of the Multi-National Force.

Senator BEN NELSON. In that regard, it seems to me that as we
look forward to the transition and getting you international sup-
port, going to NATO and as part of the NATO summit and request
for NATO support, that we may have the wrong party asking for
NATO support. I do not think that our government is in a position
to get yes for an answer. We have, thus far, have not even gotten
a maybe.

It seems to me—and I would like your candid impression of
this—if the new government of Iraq, following on July 1, were to
ask NATO for support, that NATO would be more inclined to look
at it and try to find a way to be supportive as opposed to presently
being disinclined to respond to our requests or our suggestions, if
not a formal request. What are your thoughts about that?

General CASEY. I think you are exactly right, Senator. That spe-
cific idea was discussed with the Iraqi leadership, and I would not
be at all surprised to see a request like you suggest prior to the
summit.

Senator BEN NELSON. General Casey, I am pleased you think it
is a good idea because I wrote Secretary Powell suggesting that
some time ago, and so it is nice to have some confirmation of that.

In that regard, do you think that it is a possibility that NATO
could come in and provide the security for United Nations, rec-
ognizing that we think about NATO support and we talk about
NATO troops, when the truth of the matter is there are not as
many NATO troops as people might imagine. How many NATO
troops do you think could be available if NATO said we will give
you all that we have?

General CASEY. Senator, I do not have any view on that. I would
have to check.

Senator BEN NELSON. But do you think that they could give
enough at least to provide security, if they were so inclined, to do
so at the request of the new Iraqi government?

General CASEY. I certainly would hope that even with what they
fu‘fe doing in Afghanistan and Iraq that there would be a brigade

eft.

Senator BEN NELSON. As it relates to the number that we have
there right now, 140,000 American troops, you have already indi-
cated if you think you need more troops, you will ask for more. If
we had more, would the time frame for the troops being there be
reduced? Is there some correlation between how many troops we
have and how fast we can get the job done?

General CASEY. Intuitively you would say yes, but I am not sure,
having not been on the ground.

Senator BEN NELSON. But if you find out that is the case, you
are not going to be reluctant, I take it, to ask for more support of
troops on the ground.

General CASEY. No, I will not, Senator. I would say that it is the
training of the Iraqi security forces, as Senator Roberts suggested,
that is the key.
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Senator BEN NELSON. I think you are right, but what bothers me
a little bit is that Ambassador Bremer said some time ago that that
was sort of a hollow support system, that it is almost there but not
there. Therefore, it is going to take some time. Any thoughts about
how long it might take to get a sufficient Iraq security force so we
can begin to reduce our presence there?

General CASEY. Actually, as we traveled around to the divisions
and had our meetings, the division commanders were fairly positive
in the fact that the equipment that they had been needing for so
ong

Senator BEN NELSON. Our division commanders?

General CASEY. Our division commanders—is actually starting to
flow to the Iraqi security forces in good quantity.

Senator BEN NELSON. It is fast enough? I was of the impression
that maybe it is not coming quite as fast as they would like it to.

General CASEY. I am sure it is not.

Senator BEN NELSON. Okay.

1General CASEY. But it is coming in good quantity and at a good
clip.

I think you will see that we will start getting some quality forces.
There are some quality forces there in different parts of the coun-
try now, but I think you will start seeing quality forces across the
country by late fall.

Senator BEN NELSON. Well, again, I thank you very much, look
forward to your service and to work together to find a way to sup-
port what we are doing in Iraq. We know that we cannot afford to
lose it, and we do not want to have to keep redefining what win-
ning it is. So I thank you very much, look forward to working with
you. Thank you.

General CASEY. Thank you, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator.

The distinguished Senator from Alabama.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Casey, it is great to have you with us, and I am de-
lighted that you will be taking charge in Iraq. You are a senior offi-
cer, a four-star General. I was looking at your educational back-
ground of Georgetown University and a masters in international
relations at the University of Denver. You were a platoon leader
in the 509th Infantry Airborne, a ranger, a military observer for a
year with the United Nations Truce Supervision in Jerusalem,
which gave you some insight into the Middle East problems. You
were a fellow with the Atlantic Council for a year. You commanded
the 3rd Brigade, 1st Cav Division and spent time in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. Then the Commanding General, 1st Armored Divi-
sion, and the Joint Warfighting Center Commander. Of course, now
you are the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army. I think it will enable
you to be more effective in dealing with Washington, more effective
dealing with our NATO allies, and even our friends in Iraq. Your
experience and your rank will just be an asset there, and I think
it is a good decision that you will be going.

It seems to me that the security situation in Iraq is emblematic,
or part and parcel, of a group of very tough, violent people who,
in the past, particularly Saddam Hussein, have achieved power by
intimidating good people, by killing good people, and intimidating
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them from standing up for themselves or being able to maintain a
decent government. The thugs, through their violence and terror
and intimidation, have been successful, and Saddam Hussein was
a master of that.

Do you sense that is sort of what we are about, that there is a
group of good people that would like to see a stable, prosperous,
free Iraq, and then there is a group of people who want to seize
power there for whatever reason, whether it is religious or secular,
money or just power, and somehow we have to encourage and em-
bolden the good people to stand firm and defeat these people?

General CASEY. I do agree with you, Senator. That is exactly the
strategy that we need to pursue.

Senator SESSIONS. So that does call on us to deal with the Iraqi
military and Iraqi security police and security forces. I was there
in August of last year. We emphasized that and went out to Kirkuk
where they have a remarkable center that is quite effective I be-
lieve for training military. I thought at the time we had too few
people moving through and moving too slowly.

Do you see the center as something that we can utilize to train?
Are you optimistic about being able to train increasing numbers of
people to a high degree? Do you consider that part of your respon-
sibility?

General CASEY. It is clearly my responsibility to assist the Iraqis
and organize training and equipping of security forces. I am sorry,
sir. I missed the place, the training center.

Senator SESSIONS. I believe it is Kirkuk out in the desert there
about 80-90 miles from Baghdad. It is really an extraordinary
place. The buildings were, for the most part, never completed, but
brand new buildings with streets. Saddam Hussein never really oc-
cupied it, but it is an extraordinary facility I thought.

What about General Petraeus and his relationship there? How do
you expect to interface with him?

General CASEY. He is my direct subordinate, and he will work for
me as my principal subordinate for organizing, training, and equip-
ping the Iraqi security forces.

Senator SESSIONS. I know we are stepping up our efforts to train
Iraqi police, but they are under brutal attack, because if the Iraqi
police succeed, the bad guys lose. If the Iraqi army succeeds, the
bad guys lose. What thoughts do you have about how we can go
from forces that are capable under certain circumstances, but
under hostile military attack have not performed well? How can we
make that transition to move them from being capable under cer-
tain circumstances, as they are today, to a higher level capable of
defending themselves and bringing fire power against significant
hostile forces?

General CASEY. Senator, I would say, first, it will be a phased
approach. It is not going to happen all at one time across the coun-
try. It is going to happen in different places faster than it is going
to happen in others.

The second point I think I would make, Senator, is that we need
to maintain our focus on producing quality security forces rather
than trying to crank out large numbers.

Third, the equipping piece is a big part of it. We can run a 3-
week training course, but if the guy does not have a good rifle, does
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not have a uniform, does not have a radio, does not have a vehicle,
it is really a hollow force. So maintaining our focus on quality over
quantity I think will help us in the long run.

Senator SESSIONS. We have had top officials in the Defense De-
partment admit that, for various reasons, it has been difficult to
get the equipment and the weapons necessary for our security
forces. Will you tell us that if there is a difficulty there, you will
let us know? Maybe this Congress and this Senate can help you get
what you need for those people.

General CASEY. Senator, I will.

Senator SESSIONS. General, I thank you for your service to your
country. My time is up. You have a great career. This is going to
be a tremendous challenge. It is important for the world and to the
United States that we be successful. I believe the vast majority of
the people in Iraq do want a good and stable and free government.
That is what they want. There is a tough group out there that
want to deny that and seize power themselves. It is going to take
a lot of skill, military, diplomatic, personal, to join our forces with
the free Iraqi forces to defeat these people. I wish you godspeed.

General CASEY. Thank you, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator. I wish to associate my-
self with your closing remarks. They are well stated.

Senator Dayton.

Senator DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, I want to thank you also for your willingness to assume
this responsibility, and thank you for your offer to stop by yester-
day. I am sorry I had to cancel our meeting. We had a series of
votes.

I wanted to take this opportunity, since I was not on the floor
last night, to thank our chairman and ranking member for their
successful completion of the defense authorization bill. Both of you
just did a superb job, and it is an honor to serve under both of you.
Thank you very much.

Chairman WARNER. Well, you were an active participant.

Senator DAYTON. Well, I was. I went over with these two gentle-
men to Iraq last July. I will not reveal their ages, but they are sev-
eral years older than I am, and I could not keep up with either one
of them in 115 degree July weather. So if you need a couple of ad-
ditional troops on the ground, you could not do any better, I guar-
antee. [Laughter.]

General CASEY. I think they are more useful back here. [Laugh-
ter.]

Senator DAYTON. Well, that might be.

All of us agree that it is imperative that the United States
achieve success in this undertaking in Iraq in both reality and per-
ception. One of my concerns is that I see just incredibly heroic
American forces, men and women, have achieved the successes that
they were initially sent over to achieve and the President sent
them in for. They overthrew the Saddam Hussein regime. They de-
termined that there are no weapons of mass destruction that
threaten our national security.

Now it seems that success has been redefined almost in a way
that makes it much more difficult for us to realize. The President
noted recently that, “success is now freedom and independence, se-
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curity and prosperity for the Iraqi people.” How long do you think
it would take realistically to achieve that measure of success, free-
dom and independence, security and prosperity for the Iraqi peo-
ple?

General CASEY. Freedom, independence?

Senator DAYTON. Freedom and independence, security and pros-
perity for the Iraqi people.

General CASEY. I would be hard-pressed to put a time limit on
that, Senator.

Senator DAYTON. I would too, sir. It concerns me because, as 1
say, I think our Armed Forces, the coalition forces achieved suc-
cess. We won the victories that they were initially sent over to win,
the overthrow of the regime, the capture, elimination of Saddam
Hussein and his sons, and most of his top people, henchmen, and
then determining that there are no weapons of mass destruction.
In my view those are the victories that our forces were sent over
to achieve. Now they are caught in this very much more protracted
and nebulous struggle with these terms that if I even apply them
to our own American history, took us years, even decades to real-
ize.

Another rationale that has been set forth here today by some of
my colleagues is, “Iraq has become the major battleground in the
war against terrorism.” Another statement here today is we are in
the midst of a terrorist assault.

We may by the actions, not of our forces, but by the political in-
eptitude of this undertaking over the last year-plus have created in
Iraq the major front of battleground in the world against the forces
of terrorism, but that did not, in my judgment, exist prior to our
invasion of that country. In the void, perhaps, that has been al-
lowed to develop there, perhaps that is the case.

But I think we have to be careful with our terminology here so
we do not misperceive our situation there and misrepresent it to
ourselves and the American people.

What percent of the “insurgents” are, in your judgment, inter-
natignal terrorists and what percent are Iraqis who want us out of
Iraq?

General CASEY. Senator, again, not having spent a lot of time on
the ground there, I will give you my judgment, and that is, a rel-
atively small percentage are foreign extremists, and the majority
are former regime loyalists.

[The information referred to follows:]

We cannot document this with hard intelligence and cannot prove it definitively,
but the MNF-I Counterterrorism Team estimates that 10 percent or less of all fight-
ers in Iraq are associated with Abu Musab al-Zarqawi or are considered to be for-

eign fighters; the remainder are a mixed bag of former regime elements, Iraqi
Sunnis, Baathists, Shia, and others that want the coalition out of Iraq.

Senator DAYTON. Maybe sometime after you have had a chance
to be there, if you could, update us. Certainly, we cannot allow the
country to become a breeding ground or a staging area for inter-
national terrorists whether they are operating there or planning
assaults against the neighbors in the region or against ourselves.
But I think it is important to the make that differentiation.

You also talked, sir, about changing the perceptions of the Iraqi
people toward the coalition forces. You also this morning talked
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about developing a more offensive mindset for our forces. Do you
see those as compatible or complementary goals?

General CASEY. I do not believe I said a more offensive mindset.
I said to maintain an offensive mindset.

Senator DAYTON. Continuing.

General CASEY. But it is thinking competitively about an enemy.
That is the mindset I am talking about. It is not necessarily offen-
sive operations all the time. Again, you have to keep thinking
about your enemy and how you can get an advantage on it. That
is the spirit of the mindset that I would like the force to have.

Senator DAYTON. Let me ask it this way then. Do you think,
given all that has transpired in the last year, that it is possible to
change the views of the general Iraqi population, whatever those
views are? I am sure they are a mixture toward the coalition forces.

General CASEY. I do believe it is possible, Senator, especially
after the 30th of June. We will then be in a position of supporting
the Iraqi security forces and protecting the Iraqi people from the
murderers, as you saw today, that killed 50 to 70 people today,
Iraqis. That is a big difference from being an occupier to being a
protector of the Iraqi people.

Senator DAYTON. I met this last weekend with a dozen Iraqis,
now most of them American citizens but still all of them, in fact,
born in Iraq, and some of them now are also legal residents of our
country in Minnesota. Several of them had been in Iraq just in the
last couple of months, one of them for an extended period of time.

I guess I would commend the International Red Cross report to
you for your assessment of what they also related to me about the
conditions in Iraq. I do not fault our troops. I think they are in an
impossible situation over there, being the police and patrol that
they were not trained to be and should not have to be, but in the
vacuum of that society, they were put in that position. The way
they have had to interface with the Iraqi population, as I say, has
been difficult.

I am trying to understand why is it that over this period of a
year from the published opinion polls and anecdotal reports, the at-
titude of a lot of the Iraqi population, just the regular people to-
ward our presence there has really changed. The way in which the
42,000 Iraqis who have been incarcerated for some period of time
have been apprehended, I think is instructive, and also the failure,
according to the report, of our providing families with information
about where their loved ones are being held, for how long they are
going to be held, when they are going to be released, if they are
going to be released, if they are alive. All of that, I think if you
take 42,000 people who have had that experience and multiply that
by family and friends, in my mind anyway, you start to get a size-
able group of people that have not had the kind of experience that
you are going to consider befriending our forces. That makes our
forces more vulnerable to these kinds of attacks.

Finally, I just would say, based on that conversation as well—
my time is up—but I commend for your consideration that there
has been talk here about a NATO force coming in to supplement
our forces. The Iraqis, in their view, would see United Nations
forces as far preferable to NATO forces because it would be a dif-
ferent complexion. There would be hopefully Arab nations partici-
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pating in that U.N. force. It would be truly international. So I hope
we can keep in mind the advantage, at least as they presented it,
of a U.N. supplement force rather than just a NATO force.

Thank you. Good luck, sir.

General CASEY. Thank you, Senator.

Is there a specific ICRC report that concerned you?

Senator DAYTON. I read off of the web site. I will get you a copy,
sir.

General CASEY. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much.

Senator DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Collins.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, let me begin by joining my colleagues in thanking you
for your willingness to take on what is a daunting and dangerous
challenge. We very much appreciate your public service.

General, we all awoke this morning to the very bad news of co-
ordinated attacks on a number of police stations in three different
cities in Iraq. Less than a week from now, the coalition will com-
plete the transfer of sovereignty to the Iraqis. In view of these con-
tinuing attacks and the targeting of Iraqi police forces, what is
your assessment of the ability of the new Iraqi army and the police
forces to provide security for the Iraqi people?

General CASEY. As I said, Senator, right now my assessment is
that they are not capable of providing security country-wide. They
are capable in different places around the country but not country-
wide. So as Prime Minister Allawi has asked, they need the sup-
port of coalition forces for an interim period here, as we build
strong Iraqi security forces to take the role themselves.

Senator COLLINS. Is there still a problem with Iraqi forces being
infiltrated by insurgents and thus, when called upon to fight the
insurgents, we are finding that it is not clear whose side some of
the Iraqi police forces are on?

General CASEY. I think you will always have a problem like that
in the situation we have right now. I did not get a sense that it
is a severe problem, but it is something that everyone is keenly
aware of.

I did hear an interesting report about this 36th battalion of the
Iraqi Civil Defense Corps (ICDC) that was formed out of the rep-
resentatives from the political parties. So it was really a multi-eth-
nic unit. Because of that, it became self-vetting. If someone was a
bad guy and reporting, the other folks were telling on them. That
will help us a lot. One of the things we talked about in the security
discussions was in fact vetting. The Iraqis know themselves who
the bad guys are, and I think it will make a big difference after
June 30.

Senator COLLINS. I also want to talk to you about security from
a different perspective. From all reports, we have an unprecedented
number of private security forces that are supplementing our
troops in Iraq. Some in fact have suggested that private security
forces, numbering approximately 20,000 people, comprise the third
largest armed force in Iraq. Does our heavy reliance on private sec-
tor contractors for security suggest that we have either an inad-
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equate number of troops in Iraq or the wrong mix of troops on
which to draw?

General CASEY. Senator, that is a great question. I do not know
enough about the private contract security to give you a credible
answer right now. So I would like to take that one and get back
with you, if that is okay.

[The information referred to follows:]

No. I think we have an adequate number of troops in Iraq, and I think we have
the right mix of troops. We have enough troops to ensure our force protection and
accomplish all necessary and required missions as we work to obtain security and
stability in Iraq. We are taking all necessary, appropriate, and available measures
to ensure the protection of U.S. and multi-national forces. The number of troops and
the mix of troops are steadily improving due to the training of Iraqi security forces
and the introduction of additional forces as part of MNF-I. Every day the number
of Iraqi security forces is increasing. The new security forces personnel will contrib-
ute to short-term and long-term benefits to the command as they assume security
missions right away and represent the future stability and security of Iraq. The mix
of troops will benefit from the anticipated arrival of troops from other Arab nations.

I do not think we rely too heavily on private security contractors. We have two
types of private security contracts in Iraq: reconstruction support services contracts
(RSSC) and private security detachment contracts. The reconstruction support serv-
ices contracts help ensure the safety of contractors and program management office
(PMO) personnel in Iraq. These contracts are designed to ensure the security and
protection of PMO personnel and the 10 major prime reconstruction contractors and
their subcontractors as they deploy, occupy work sites, and perform reconstruction
activities throughout four regions in Iraq (i.e., CPA Baghdad, CPA Central, CPA
North, and CPA South). The contractor also provides personal physical security pro-
tection for PMO fixed facilities and personnel. A contractor also protects the trans-
portation of cargo from the point of entry in Iraq to the point of destination, usually
DOD warehouses. Private security detachment contracts are necessary due to the
special risks associated with military service in Iraq, including the risk of capture,
kidnap, and murder.

Senator COLLINS. Does it trouble you or concern you that we
have such large numbers at a time when it appears we do not have
an adequate number of military police units, for example?

General CASEY. Again, Senator, I do not know enough about the
private security contractors to give you a credible answer. So I will
get back with you on that.

[The information referred to follows:]

No. I am not troubled or concerned about the number of private security contrac-
tors in Iraq. I believe we do have an adequate number of military police units. As
noted above, the private security contracts protect reconstruction activities by other
contractors, unsure the safe transportation of cargo and provide personal protection
services. The private security companies are primarily engaged in the business of
providing security to civilian contractors and their materiel. They also provide secu-
rity inside military facilities, for example, building and site access, and provide es-
sential personal security for key leaders. The military police units are employed in
traditional military police roles. They ensure force protection on military bases, con-
duct searches as necessary, operate detention facilities, conduct law enforcement
missions, and do other missions to ensure the security of the force. They are respon-
sible for base perimeter security, access to military bases, and other key force pro-
tection missions. The numbers of military police appear to be adequate to accom-
plish all required missions.

Senator COLLINS. Well, it is an important issue to this committee
and also to the Governmental Affairs Committee which I chair. The
issue has arisen, for example, in the prison abuse case where it ap-
pears that some private sector contractors may have been involved
in the abuse. We know that a lot of the security for coalition au-
thority personnel is being provided by private firms. We have seen
the problem of private contractors being killed or subjected to vio-
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lence. I am just wondering. That seems to be an unusual war
where we are so heavily dependent on the private sector to provide
the troop strength essentially that in previous conflicts would have
been provided by the military itself.

General CASEY. It is a different dimension. I agree with you. 1
would also note, as we have talked previously, what we are doing
in the Army to rebalance our low density/high demand capabilities,
we are, in fact, creating 24,000 additional military police (MP) over
the course of the next 3 or 4 years. So we are taking some steps
there to mitigate that.

The whole contractor issue is something that I need to get a lot
smarter on, and I think you are right. It is an issue we all need
to pay attention to.

Senator COLLINS. Well, I look forward to continuing a dialogue
with you on that issue. I wish you well. Be safe.

General CASEY. Thank you, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator Collins.

Senator Clinton.

Senator CLINTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Casey, over the past year, I have enjoyed getting to
know you and working with you in your capacity as Vice Chief of
Staff of the Army, and I think that one of the most striking trib-
utes to your success in that position is how sparsely attended this
hearing is. Boring is good, General Casey. [Laughter.]

I applaud you on that. It is something I have not yet figured out
how to do, but clearly you are a master at it. [Laughter.]

It goes to the heart of your success in your present position, and
I know your success in the future as well.

General CASEY. I am going to have to think about that. [Laugh-
ter.]

Chairman WARNER. I note for the record that when we com-
menced the hearing, we had half a committee present and a num-
ber have rotated in and out.

Senator CLINTON. Well, Mr. Chairman, I was more thinking of
the press and the public, particularly the press.

Chairman WARNER. I am proud of the committee. That is where
my head count goes.

Senator CLINTON. That is right. I agree with that, but I think the
fact that the press is not here and breathing down the General’s
neck is a good sign for the future.

Chairman WARNER. Yet.

Senator CLINTON. Yet?

Senator LEVIN. They are not breathing down his neck yet.
[Laughter.]

Senator CLINTON. General, there are a number of issues that
have already been addressed by members of the committee, and I
want to touch on a few others to get your reaction.

I, along with a number of my colleagues, have expressed concern
about the increasing role and presence of private contractors in
performing a variety of security functions in Iraq. I am not talking
about preparing meals or being parts of convoys with supplies but
actually performing security functions that put them in the line of
fire. In fact, we now know that they are not only engaged in what
amounts to, if not military, certainly paramilitary actions, but they
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are developing their own networks and intelligence services within
Iraq. Yet, they are neither bound by the U.S. rules of engagement,
nor as I understand it, are they protected by any kind of military
shield with respect to the takeover of sovereignty on June 30.

Could you give us your thoughts about this relationship that ex-
ists now, and do you have any plans to try to clarify the relation-
ship between U.S. forces in Iraq and contractors and the new sov-
ereign Iraqi government and these private contractors?

General CASEY. Again, as I mentioned, I do not know everything
I need to know about this subject, Senator, and it is something that
I will commit to looking into.

I do know that as part of the Coalition Provisional Authority’s
(CPA) order number 17, that they are looking to revise and extend,
that they are working the issue of whether contractors get protec-
tion or not. It is still an open issue to the best of my knowledge.

Senator CLINTON. But would that protection be military protec-
tion, General? Is that what the CPA is looking to?

General CASEY. I am sorry. It is protection under the SOFA-like
arrangements of the order 17.

Senator CLINTON. So that would go to the position they would
hold vis-a-vis the Iraqi government after the takeover, as I under-
stand it, if this CPA provision is accepted.

General CASEY. My understanding is basically it would say that
contractors who are providing support to the Multi-National Force
mission would receive protections similar to those of the Multi-Na-
tional Force. That is what they are trying to adjudicate right now.

Senator CLINTON. Would that, in your view, include those secu-
rity forces that are working to secure the other contractors who are
in Iraq, those working on resumption of electricity, on the mainte-
nance of the oil pipelines, or would they be in a different category?

General CASEY. Senator, I do not know the specifics of that.

Senator CLINTON. The other issue that is related to that that I
would like to follow is whether there will be additional calls on our
forces with respect to protecting the contractors, and not only the
contractors providing security, but the contractors doing necessary
revitalization and rehabilitation work in Iraq. With respect to the
U.N.s recent decision not to provide continuing exemption for
American forces from the International Criminal Court of Justice,
how do you view that as affecting the status of the forces under
your command within Iraq?

General CASEY. With respect to the contractors that provide sup-
port to the U.S. military there now, we provide support for them
and security for them as part of our ongoing mission. For example,
the people that run the dining facilities, that drive our trucks and
things, they are provided the same security that we provide to our
forces.

Senator CLINTON. General, the other piece of this, though, is that
as I understand, the United Nations has just refused to continue
any exemption for our military forces from potential prosecution
under the International Court of Criminal Justice. This is a murky
area, and I know that it is not yet resolved. Do you have any reac-
tion to that? Have you been given any guidance as to what, if any,
changes you have to oversee when you take command in Iraq?
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General CASEY. Senator, I just heard that same report this morn-
ing. I do not know the details. I do know that as we talked earlier
here, Jerry Bremer is focused on getting an extension of his order
17 approved so that our forces and supporting contractors have the
protections that they need, and he expects to do that prior to June
30.

Senator CLINTON. General, have they yet identified the person
who will be your counterpart in this new Iraqi government, the
commander of whatever forces or security personnel that this new
government will put into place?

General CASEY. General Babakur is the senior military advisor
to the Prime Minister of Iraq, and he will be my direct interface.

Senator CLINTON. So even though he is what is called an advisor,
he will have not only the responsibility for interacting with you but
will he have any line command or any operational responsibility so
far as you know?

General CASEY. I am not 100 percent sure of that, Senator.

Senator CLINTON. All of these questions about how we interact
with the post-June 30 government are really going to be in your
lap, General. I know that it is going to be a very challenging task
for you to line this up and to get the appropriate understandings.

But one thing I was struck by is that news reports indicate
CENTCOM is asking for five more brigades. Is that an accurate re-
port?

General CASEY. It is not, Senator. We talked about that a little
bit earlier before you came in. CENTCOM is doing some contin-
gency planning for increased levels of violence. It is not, as the re-
port suggested, an informal request for forces. It is planners doing
planning.

Senator CLINTON. Finally, General, are there any projections that
you are aware of that have looked to the numbers of troops we will
need over the next 1 to 5 years?

General CASEY. Senator, Central Command and Army planners
continuously assess and reassess that.

Senator CLINTON. What is the range of troops? Do you have
knowledge of that?

General CASEY. Right now we are looking at sustaining planning.
Because we have to designate units 2 and 3 years in advance, we
want to give them that notification so they have the stability. But
we are planning on sustaining the current force levels through at
least another rotation. So, Operation Iraqi Freedom 4 (OIF—4)——

Senator CLINTON. Do you know what percentage of Guard and
Reserve members that will be consisting of?

General CASEY. My sense is it will stay somewhere between 30
and 50 percent.

Senator CLINTON. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you very much, Senator. We brought
up and I am glad you brought it up again, the status of forces
agreement. The General has been very forthcoming to the extent
that anyone knows the full answer to that important question.

Senator Reed.

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

Thank you, General Casey. We all welcome your appointment.
You are a superb professional with great experience and you were
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given a difficult job, and we appreciate what you are going to do
for us.

What is your relationship, as you understand it, with Ambas-
sador Negroponte? Are there separate lines of communication
through his office, the Secretary of State to the President, separate
lines through your office to the Department of Defense? What is
the coordination mechanism?

General CASEY. I am his principal military advisor. It is a prior-
ity relationship for me to ensure that we work closely together and
that our staffs work closely together so that we have unity of effort
in the U.S. national mission.

Senator REED. But

General CASEY. I will finish up here. My chain of command is
General Abizaid, Secretary of Defense, President.

Senator REED. As the advisor to the Ambassador, does that imply
that he will make the decisions and you will provide advice on mili-
tary matters?

General CASEY. I will provide advice how the military can best
support the operations that he——

Senator REED. He will make the ultimate judgments that have
to be made there in the country?

General CASEY. He will make the ultimate policy judgments. 1
will make the ultimate military judgments with guidance from
General Abizaid and the Secretary of Defense.

Senator REED. The obvious question. Who gets to break the tie
if you disagree?

General CASEY. We have the possibility of pushing things back
up our separate chains. So the decision is taken here in Washing-
ton.

Senator REED. Thank you, General.

General, there was an announcement, which was encouraging, of
the disbanding of these militias. Since that announcement, I have
not heard a great deal of practical information about how that is
going, what is the time frame, will it really happen. I ask the ques-
tion because we all recognize that the Iraqi security services that
we are trying to create are months, if not years, away from deploy-
ment, and these militias are on hand, ready to go. Given the Prime
Minister’s avowed intention to get tough with the insurgents, there
is I think at least the temptation to start using these militias rath-
er than disbanding them. Can you comment upon that?

General CASEY. As part of the discussions that we had with Dep-
uty Secretary Wolfowitz and the Iraqis last week, the militia agree-
ment was discussed. Although I have not seen it directly, the Iraqis
and the CPA worked out agreement with a number of the militias
basically to disband over a period of time. Not having, again, a lot
of time on the ground there, my personal perception is that it is
probably a good thing because what people there are running
around with guns ought to be working for the Iraqi security forces
or for the coalition.

Senator REED. Well, I agree with that. I think there is sort of an
intermediate situation where they are not formally part of the Iraqi
security services but they are working in some way for the Iraqi
government, and given the number of these militias and their con-
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flicting loyalties, that could cause you a huge problem. So, again,
this is an issue of concern which I hope you can address.

There is some evidence or information in the media that particu-
larly in the north, the Kurdish Peshmerga is very active, very well
organized, and unlikely to easily disband unless all their political
objectives are achieved, and also beginning to encroach upon areas
where Sunni Arabs were planted years ago. Is that an issue that
you are concerned about?

General CASEY. I was concerned enough about it to ask both of
the Presidents on our visit what their expectation was for the
Peshmerga to disband. What I got back was a willingness to par-
ticig)ate in the militia agreement process that they had signed up
to do.

Senator REED. Looking at this situation in the last year or so
since my first trip in July with the chairman and Senator Levin
and then subsequent trips with Senator Clinton and again with
Senator Levin, there seems to be a progression or trend on the in-
surgency. It started off with kind of random potshots at our troops.
Many times people were paid to just close their eyes and fire an
AK-47 to improvised explosive devices (IED) which require some
sophistication in terms of building them and in placing them, and
now in the last few days, insurgent attacks which appear to be
pretty well coordinated. That is a very disturbing trend. Do you
want to comment on that trend, General?

General CASEY. Senator, I do not think there is any question that
over time the insurgency has become increasingly sophisticated.
Whether they can continue to sustain the level of operations that
they had in April remains to be seen. It has already dropped off
from the peak in April, but it is still above where it was previous
to that.

Senator REED. Then on our side, the tactics seem to be shifting
too. It appeared, several weeks ago, around Fallujah that the ma-
rines were going to enter the city, root out the insurgents. That
was called off hastily because of objections presumably from inter-
nal Iraqi political forces, turned over now to Iraqis, our profile low-
ering. But now we are using apparently attack helicopters to go in
and take out selective targets. Sort of a lowering of our profile and
then the hope the Iraqis will step in.

The question is, are we creating a vacuum there, or are we doing
something that looks a lot like what the Israelis have been doing
in Gaza and other places for years, using high tech to go after indi-
vidual targets? The question is, of course, is that going to be an ef-
fective strategy over time?

General CASEY. As I have mentioned earlier, because of the cur-
rent state of training and equipping of the Iraqi security forces,
there will be a phased process here as we gradually bring them to
a level where they can take over the security responsibilities for
themselves.

It is that interim period here that I think you are talking to.
What I talked about here earlier was that we, as a Multi-National
Force, need to maintain an offensive mindset that will continue to
develop intelligence to go after the insurgents and facilitate the
precise application of force, like what you are talking about hap-
pened recently in Fallujah.
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Senator REED. Thank you, General. Good luck.

General CASEY. Thank you, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you, Senator Reed.

Just an announcement to our colleagues. Even though most of
them have finished their work here, there are staffs and others
who are following these hearings. It is imperative, in the judgment
of the ranking member and myself, that this committee review the
hearing we have had this morning as quickly as we can and hope-
fully express our support for the President’s nomination that you
have now received and that we allow the Senate to review the com-
mittee’s recommendation in the way of a confirmation process ei-
ther this evening or first thing tomorrow morning.

So, Senator Levin and I are looking to the 3 o’clock hour, at
which time the committee will be given the opportunity to receive
briefings from the Department of Defense, an initial briefing I
stress, on the relationship between the International Red Cross
and our command structure and the oversight of our prison struc-
ture in all areas of responsibility (AORs).

So, General, I am quickly going to ask a few questions here. We
are going to take a minute or 2, each of us.

The United Nations, hopefully, will begin to reestablish its mis-
sion. I presume you have that on a high priority of your security
demands.

General CASEY. It is, Senator. It is specifically stated in the U.N.
Security Council resolution.

Chairman WARNER. Yes, I am aware of that. Good. But I think
it is important this record reflect your commitment to that.

Back to that resolution 1546, unanimously approved on June 8,
the document refers to the requirement to reach agreement with
the government of Iraq regarding “policy on sensitive offensive op-
erations.” Now, as the Commander of the MNF-I, what does this
language mean to you? Anything above and beyond the interpreta-
tion of the English language? Perhaps it was left in that form pur-
posely to give you the latitude to work with your counterparts to
effectively carry out the missions. Is that correct?

General CASEY. I believe that is the case, Senator.

Chairman WARNER. The recent violence, which several col-
leagues, notably Senators Sessions and Collins, and others on this
side have raised, led the new Prime Minister to suggest that some
form of martial law might be implemented in order to restore order
and establish security. I suggest we not try and put too much in
the record about that today because I think that is a subject that
you will have to put high on your agenda as you work with the
United States Ambassador and the Iraqi government and your
counterparts in the Iraqi forces.

If that decision were to be made by the successor government,
this committee will bear down very closely in its oversight respon-
sibilities and just see what is the role of the coalition forces in im-
plementation. Obviously, in the minds of the Iraqi people, all of the
various nuances in these laws and regulations and working rela-
tionships are lost. It is the American GI and the coalition GI that
gets the flashback when the necessary use of force is applied. So
this is very important to this committee to follow should that step
eventually be taken. So I will just make that by way of reference.



158

General CASEY. Thank you, Senator. I will look closely at that if
that does in fact occur.

Chairman WARNER. I know you will. We are very fortunate to
have a man of your vast experience and capabilities take on this
position.

I had another question I wrote down here, being an old farmer.
I am out of the business now. You do not put two bulls in the same
pen, and I am not entirely sure how it works putting two four-stars
in the same pen. But we know both of you quite well from years
of experience with General Abizaid and now recent experience with
you. We are going to follow that. We are going to see just how well
that works.

General CASEY. I think you will find, Senator, that it will free
General Abizaid up to be more proactive.

Chairman WARNER. I beg your pardon?

General CASEY. I think you will see that it will free General
Abizaid up to be more proactive throughout the rest of his theater,
something I know he is concerned about.

Chairman WARNER. Well, I think that is a very important consid-
eration for the creation of this post. Nevertheless, still two bulls in
the same pen.

Senator Levin.

Senator LEVIN. I know a couple of bulls in the Senate pen.
[Laughter.]

Chairman WARNER. Yes. You are looking at two of them right
now.

Senator LEVIN. They have great respect for each other.

Chairman WARNER. Order please. You think up your own meta-
phor. [Laughter.]

Senator LEVIN. Literally, it can lead to tremendous respect, 1
think, given the backgrounds of both of you. But it is a good cau-
tionary note in any event.

I want to get back to this issue that the chairman raised about
the martial law. It goes back to the point that Senator McCain
made with you about raising expectations because now, once that
statement is made by Allawi, if that is, in fact, just announced and
it was just put on your doorstep to implement it, that is one heck
of a load. It may be a load you would not have suggested or rec-
ommended be made.

So I concur in what our chairman has said that that probably
needs to be pretty high up there on your list of things to look into
because of that representation that was made, because I do not
think they can enforce their own martial law. They do not have the
forces to do it, so here you would have an announcement made that
is left for us to implement, but we may not have been part of that
decision to make the announcement. So I support what the chair-
man said in that regard.

I want to just get back to the one issue that you commented on.
That has to do with if you needed additional forces, that you will
recommend them. I think you made a very forthright statement
here that if you think that you need more troops, you will ask for
more. I do not want to just raise unnecessarily a sensitive subject
around here, but we had an Army Chief of Staff who just predicted
we would need more troops than the civilian leaders said they
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thought we would need in Iraq, and when General Shinseki made
that prediction, he was severely criticized by civilian leadership.

I just hope that that has not chilled the determination of our uni-
formed leaders such as yourself to give us the unvarnished facts
when we ask for them or even if we do not ask for them, if you
feel that we need them. We are heavily relying upon you to give
us that information. So it may be undesirable. The civilian leaders
that you report to may not want to hear it.

That has happened before. Frankly, it happened during the Clin-
ton administration apparently. According to all the reports, there
was a well-known general around here who made a request that
turned out to be embarrassing to the civilian leaders for certain
kinds of equipment to go into the Balkans. It created a problem,
but it was the right thing to do. Whether it was right or wrong,
it was the honest thing to do. He expressed his own opinion on
that.

I just want to reinforce this point. When we ask that question
which the chairman asked about will you give us your honest, pro-
fessional advice, and you said you sure will, we really count on you
to do that and, more importantly, the troops count on you to do
that. That is something that I know is first and foremost in your
heart and mind is to do what is right for the troops. So that may
cause some painful problems in terms of civilian leadership if you
ask for something they do not want to hear, but we need you to
do that and to give it to us straight. Everything I know about you
I think we can count on you to do that.

General CASEY. You can, Senator.

Senator LEVIN. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Senator Dayton.

Senator DAYTON. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I want to just follow up with that, General, because one of my
frustrations over the last year, year and a half regarding the situa-
tion in Iraq is that I am not sure we get the truth. I certainly know
we do not get the whole truth, and I do not think we get nothing
but the truth.

By way of illustration, we get this working paper, unclassified,
Iraq status. The last one I received is dated June 22 this year. It
starts out, the highlights of over 12,000 dialogue activities have
been held, various things in governance, time table. I have seen
that before. Then it gets to essential services, water, telecommuni-
cations, the number of telephone subscribers in Iraq is up. Cell
phone subscribers is up. Essential services, transportation, it goes
into food security and health education. I do not doubt that any of
those are essential services. Then it goes into program manage-
ment.

Finally, I get to page 20 and it gets to the electricity overview
which in the past has been up quite near the front. I certainly con-
sider it an essential service. It says here, due to unforseen prob-
lems, the goals set by Ambassador Bremer in January to reach a
certain level of capacity in daily production will not be reached
until at least June 30. Then it gives a couple charts and it has got
a couple of graphs that I cannot distinguish between the various
shades of gray to really tell.
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But again, with the Iraqis I met with in Minnesota over the
weekend who had been, a couple of them, in Baghdad up till about
2 weeks ago and had been there over the previous couple of
months, they told me that the typical electricity situation in Bagh-
dad now on a given day is 8 hours of electricity, 16 hours of no
electricity. They said sometimes it is worse.

We were in Iraq last July, as I said earlier, when it was 115 de-
gree temperature. Electricity was 95 percent of what the Iraqis
were concerned about in terms of daily comfort. It is essential for
refrigeration. It is essential for air conditioning. It is essential in
the major cities I was told for also running water and sanitation.
So if there is not electricity on a regular, consistent basis, we have
got a lot of unhappy people with understandable reasons. Here is
something, it seems to me if it is true what I was told, that is ex-
tremely significant, has a huge impact.

Our forces unfairly bear the brunt of this because a year ago—
and the electricity situation back then I think was even better in
Baghdad than that. Certainly the situation prior to our invasion in
Baghdad, from what I am told, was better than what was reported
to me. But the Iraqi citizens thought if we can take over their
country militarily in 3 weeks, we are omnipotent and we ought to
be able to provide electricity more reliably and to a greater degree
than Saddam Hussein. We are falling short of that, and now it
seems a year later we are falling short of, arguably, even what it
was back then.

I realize that there are difficulties and the like, but you would
have to ferret through here to find that information buried on page
20. It says in a very kind of antiseptic way, it has not met a goal,
whereas in the real world over there, as I say, which I would not
have found out if I had not met with these citizens. There is a real
life impact that is not represented here that is huge. Again, for our
forces and the way they are going to be perceived and treated by
Iraqi citizens and everything else, the vulnerabilities, this is huge.

We are not getting that information in my experience on a fac-
tual, upfront basis. I would ask that you see that we do, please and
certainly find out if they are not getting electricity in Iraq, they are
not going to be feeling very favorable toward our forces.

Thank you.

General CASEY. That was something that was brought up by the
Iraqi government officials that we met with. Everyone is very keen-
ly aware of the need to do better in electricity.

I would also point out, though, that part of the problem, a good
part of the problem is because the terrorists are attacking the elec-
trical infrastructure. They are stealing that from the Iraqi people.

Senator DAYTON. Then the suggestion was made why can we not
bring in generators the way that have been brought in for some of
our base camps operations and for the coalition force headquarters
in the palace. We may have to improvise. I do not know, but I just
know that if the situation is as they described it, this summer you
are going to have a whole lot of very unhappy people.

Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Thank you.

Senator Clinton.
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Senator CLINTON. General, just two quick things. One to follow
up on Senator Dayton.

We get reports that a lot of our troops are performing functions
that they were not trained for, and that seems particularly true
with respect to some of these civil projects. We have had reports
that people who were trained for infantry are trying to help with
controlling sewage, and there is not a significant amount of troops
for the engineering, the kind of fundamental building block work
that is required. I do not know whether that is the case or not, and
I would like to get some sense of that. It may be that you have
enough troops, but it may also be, as we are told consistently, that
the mix of troops may not quite be right for the changeover and
the new kinds of responsibilities you face.

Finally, on a matter that is not perhaps at the top of the press-
ing issues that you confront. There was a very poignant report this
morning on, I think it was, National Public Radio by the man who
had been Jerry Bremer’s consultant for cultural affairs. He spoke
in detail about how we had established base camps in places like
Babylon on the archaeological sites and that we, through the ef-
forts to protect these sites and then to establish a permanent pres-
ence, had perhaps taken some actions that were contrary to pre-
serving not just the archaeological heritage of the Iraqis but the
biblical heritage of the entire Judeo-Christian world.

Would you look into that, General? Because I was deeply dis-
turbed, in the aftermath of the initial efforts, that we had the
looting of the national museums and the like and we found out that
damage might not have been as great as had originally been re-
ported. So I would like to know where we stand with respect to
some of these very valuable ancient sites that mean so much to
people around the world.

General CASEY. I will do that, Senator. By chance, I did happen
to visit that Polish base camp, and I can tell you that he inherited
that from the marines who went in first. But he is doing everything
in his power to mitigate the effects of his presence there on the cul-
tural sites.

Senator CLINTON. Thank you.

Chairman WARNER. Senator, thank you for raising that question.
On one of the three or four congressional delegations that I have
been on to that region, we went to those very areas at Babylon and
we were impressed with the security that our multi-national forces
had provided and that the restoration and preservation of some of
areas was going right on. I am glad that you have reinforced, in
your response to the Senator’s question, your commitment to do the
same.

General CASEY. They actually have two full-time Polish archae-
ologists there that are with the multi-national force.

Chairman WARNER. We met with one of them. A remarkable
piece of history.

We were doing a little homework up here, as you were speaking
with other Senators, about this question of your area of responsibil-
ity and that of General Abizaid. Now, you are heading a command
that was specifically established really by the United Nations reso-
lutions. Let me read from the most recent one, which is 1546,
adopted just 8 June of this year. Section 9 notes that the presence
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of the Multi-National Force in Iraq is at the request of the incom-
ing interim government of Iraq and therefore reaffirms the author-
ization for the Multi-National Force under unified command, estab-
lished under resolution 1511 in 2003—that is the earlier U.N. reso-
lution—having regard to the letters annexed to this resolution.

In our questions to you, routine questions to our nominees, we
ask what will be the relationship of your command MNF-I to the
United Nations. Your response, “The U.N. will be interacting with
MNF-I in their efforts to establish democratic election processes
and humanitarian reconstruction assistance. MNF-I will, with the
Iraqi security force, provide security for these efforts. I envision the
relationship between the MNF-I and the U.N. as a partnership,
pursuing the common goal of building a democratic Iraq.”

Now, as to precedence for two four-star officers being more or
less in the same AOR, there is this Pacific Command and the Ko-
rean Command. If you look down in the fine print, the Korean
Command is in a sense a deputy to the overall commander in the
Pacific, the CINC. It is my understanding according to our quick
research.

General CASEY. In the U.S. chain, that is correct.

Chairman WARNER. Yes, that is correct.

Now, I ask for the record—and you may not be able to provide
it—what reporting chain do you have, if any, up through your com-
mand to the United Nations?

General CASEY. Senator, I know of no reporting chain that goes
back to the United Nations.

Chairman WARNER. Because the Korean Commander does have
a reporting chain.

General CASEY. That is correct, but in my situation I am not
aware that I do.

Chairman WARNER. All right. I just wonder if you would refine
that for the record.

General CASEY. If it changes, I will come back to you.

Chairman WARNER. Just provide it in today’s record at the earli-
est possible time because I think that is very important. Reporting
up and what directions, if any, could they send down to you in your
capacity as commander.

General CASEY. All right, Senator, I understand. But my chain
of command is through the Secretary of Defense and the President.

Chairman WARNER. I understand that but there is reference in
here to their having established this.

I thank you very much.

Senator Levin, we have been joined by Senator Nelson. I am
wondering if you might forgive the chairman if I absent myself and
say thank you first and foremost to you, General, and to your fam-
ily. I wish you all the best of good fortune, and thank you again
on behalf of not only just those of us here in the United States, but
people all over the world for your accepting this very challenging
post in the cause of freedom. Thank you.

General CASEY. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator BILL NELSON. Mr. Chairman, before you depart, follow-
ing up on that line of questioning about the question of where the
responsibility lies, clearly an American commander is responsible
to the American chain of command. But, of course, it can get a lit-
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tle more convoluted since we have the phase-in of the government
over the period of a year and a half, first with June 30 and then
with elections in January 2005, to be followed by the parliamentary
elections in December 2005, a year and a half from now. In the
course of that year and a half, if the new transitional government
were to say we do not want the American forces there, which is not
a remote possibility given the fact of a campaign for the parliament
in the heat of elections that Iraq is certainly not experienced in and
in what we have already heard from people. They are glad the
Americans liberated them, but they do not want us there as occupi-
ers, we are going to be likely facing the situation, what about our
troops being there, absolutely necessary for stabilizing Iraq for the
transitional government, with the transitional government sud-
denly saying, “Get out, Americans?”

That puts us, that puts commanders like this, that puts his chain
of command in a very difficult situation because clearly, it is not
going to be in the interest of the United States to get out because,
at the end of the day, what we want is a stabilized Iraq. They sim-
ply do not have the army. They do not have the police force, and
they are not anywhere close to it even though we are helping train
them. So I think we have got some real straining and grunting that
W% aﬁ‘e going to be doing here over the course of the next year and
a half.

Chairman WARNER. Your observation is well taken, Senator.

Senator BiLL NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I would just note for Gen-
eral Casey the subject that you have heard me speak of ad infini-
tum, just to say that we had a downed flyer that we walked away
from in the Gulf War in 1991, Captain Scott Speicher. The good
news is that we have had a dedicated team over there under Major
General Dayton, who has now rotated back, and under a specific,
smaller Speicher team that was looking for any evidence. They
were very dedicated. I went over there just to give them some “atta
boys” not only as the Senator but as a Senator from the State
where the family lives.

The sad news is that we have not found any conclusive evidence.
This clearly is just one of thousands of things that you have to con-
sider, General Casey, but ultimately coming to some conclusive evi-
dence is important. It is not only important for that family that has
been in this limbo for so many years, but it is also important to
every pilot in the United States military that they know, if they
are downed, that somebody is coming after them. We have a pilot
that we did not go after through a series of mistakes. So I just
want to put that on your radar screen, General Casey.

General CASEY. Thank you, Senator. One of the elements of the
Army’s soldier’s creed is that I will never leave a fallen comrade.
So we take that very seriously. Thank you.

Senator BILL NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LEVIN. I have never seen anybody take an issue more se-
riously than Senator Bill Nelson of Florida has taken on in the
Scott Speicher case. He raises this on every occasion. He has gone
to Iraq solely for that issue. When he is there—I have been with
him when he has done this—he raises this issue. I want to com-
mend him. I had no doubt what your answer would be and you
should have no doubt of the tenacity of Senator Nelson and a num-
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ber of other members of the committee, I am sure, on behalf of the
American people, the families, and the flyers, as you put it. I want
to thank Senator Nelson too. He is absolutely right in what he is
doing here. Until we find out for sure what happened, we just have
to press on. It is a kind of a mission that we can never forget.

General, thanks to you and your family.

General CASEY. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator LEVIN. This hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:09 p.m., the committee adjourned.]

[Prepared questions submitted to GEN George W. Casey, Jr.,
USA, by Chairman Warner prior to the hearing with answers sup-
plied follow:]

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
DEFENSE REFORMS

Question. More than 15 years have passed since the enactment of the Goldwater-
Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 and the Special Oper-
ations reforms. You have had an opportunity to observe the implementation and im-
pact of those reforms, particularly in your assignments as Vice Chief of Staff of the
Army, Director of the Joint Staff, and Commander of the Joint Warfighting Center,
U.S. Joint Forces Command.

The goals of Congress in enacting these defense reforms, as reflected in section
3 of the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act, can be sum-
marized as strengthening civilian control over the military; improving military ad-
vice; placing clear responsibility on the combatant commanders for the accomplish-
ment of their missions; ensuring the authority of the combatant commanders is com-
mensurate with their responsibility; increasing attention to the formulation of strat-
egy and to contingency planning; providing for more efficient use of defense re-
sources; enhancing the effectiveness of military operations; and improving the man-
agement and administration of the Department of Defense.

Do you agree with these goals?

Answer. Yes, the Goldwater-Nichols act has improved our joint operations. The
goals of Goldwater-Nichols have been confirmed in the war on terrorism.

Question. Do you b