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NOMINATIONS OF HON. MADELYN R.
CREEDON TO BE PRINCIPAL DEPUTY AD-
MINISTRATOR, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECU-
RITY ADMINISTRATION; HON. BRAD R. CAR-
SON TO BE UNDER SECRETARY OF THE
ARMY; AND DR. WILLIAM A. LAPLANTE, JR.,
TO BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR
FORCE FOR ACQUISITION

THURSDAY, JANUARY 16, 2014

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

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:34 a.m. in room SD-
G50, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Carl Levin (chair-
man) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Levin, Reed, Nelson,
Udall, Hagan, Gillibrand, Donnelly, Kaine, King, Inhofe, Ayotte,
and Blunt.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN

Chairman LEVIN. Good morning, everybody. The committee
meets today to consider the nominations of: Madelyn Creedon to be
Principal Deputy Administrator for the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA); Brad Carson to be Under Secretary of the
Army; and William LaPlante, Jr., to be Assistant Secretary of the
Air Force for Acquisition.

We welcome our witnesses and their families. We extend our
gratitude to the family members in particular, who are so critically
important for the support of our nominees through the long hours
that they work and the countless demands on them as a result of
their careers in public service.

To our witnesses, during your opening statements please feel free
to introduce your family members and others who are here to sup-
port you today.

Each of our nominees has an impressive record in public service.
Ms. Creedon has served in positions of distinction throughout her
time in Government service, positions including the Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense for Global Strategic Affairs; Assistant Adminis-
trator of the NNSA for Defense Programs; General Counsel for the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission; and a trial at-
torney in the Department of Energy (DOE); and of course, as coun-
sel to this committee for over 17 years. I think we’re all familiar
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with her deep knowledge of and passionate commitment to the na-
tional security of our country.

Mr. Carson was a member of the House of Representatives rep-
resenting the Second District of Oklahoma from 2001 to 2005. In
2008 and 2009 he served on Active Duty with an explosive ord-
nance disposal battalion in Iraq and was awarded the Bronze Star
for his service. Mr. Carson is currently serving as the senior-most
legal advisor in the Department of the Army, the Army General
Counsel.

Dr. LaPlante began his career in the Johns Hopkins University
Applied Physics Laboratory. He remained at the university for over
25 years. During that time he held a variety of positions, including
the Department Head for Global Engagement and Associate De-
partment Head of the National Security Technology Department.
Dr. LaPlante has been a member of the U.S. Strategic Command
Senior Advisory Group, the Naval Research Advisory Committee,
and the Defense Science Board. He is currently the Principal Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisition.

When they’re confirmed—usually I say “if confirmed,” but I'll be
very optimistic this morning, so I'll say “when confirmed”—Ms.
Creedon will take on a key leadership role in the Nation’s nuclear
security apparatus, while Mr. Carson and Dr. LaPlante will help
to guide the Army and the Air Force through the challenging fiscal
environment that we now face and will face even more so in the
Department of Defense (DOD).

We look forward to the testimony of our nominees and hopefully
to their confirmation, and we now call on Senator Inhofe.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me first repeat
what I've told those who are here at the table before the hearing.
Unfortunately, my effort to segregate the two committees of the
Environment and Public Works Committee and the Armed Services
Committee has been unsuccessful again. We're simultaneously hav-
ing a meeting upstairs two floors, so I will be going back and forth.

I will use your characterization of “when confirmed” also.

Ms. Creedon, it’s nice to see you again. It’s very rare that you
get someone who has such a deep background and interest in this.
You're predictable, and we appreciate that very much. Congress re-
mains committed to the nuclear modernization promises that were
made back when they were getting the votes for the New Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (START) and I will be asking some ques-
tions about that.

Secretary Hagel said earlier this month in Wyoming, and this is
a quote, he said: “We’ve got some work to do on modernization and
we're going to invest in the modernization we need to keep that de-
terrent stronger than it’s ever been. And you have my commitment
to do that.”

That’s a quote by Secretary Hagel and I was very glad to hear
that. When confirmed, you’ll play an important role in overseeing
the efforts to meet these modernization commitments. NNSA’s suc-
cessful execution and implementation of the nuclear modernization
program will be essential to avoid delays in cost growth. This will
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require the NNSA to implement changes in its organizational cul-
ture and improve the way it manages programs.

I'm happy to see my good friend Brad Carson here from Okla-
homa. I told him in my office yesterday that Joe Westphal has been
one of my best friends long before he had the position that Mr. Car-
son’s going to be confirmed in. He was also from Oklahoma. He
taught at the Oklahoma State University. So as long as we keep
Okies in that position I'm happy about it, Mr. Chairman. [Laugh-
ter.]

When I served on the House Armed Services Committee, I re-
member—I think I told you this story—that my last year on the
House Armed Services Committee would have been 1949—
1994 [Laughter.]

Anyway, at that time I remember we had witnesses that said in
10 years we’ll no longer need ground troops. I think we know that
now, that we have some real serious problems. We talked about the
drawdown, reducing the end strength from 490,000 to 420,000. No
matter how many smart politicians, Pentagon officials, or aca-
demics you put around the table, you will never be able to predict
the future and what our needs are going to be.

Discussions are also ongoing about future mix of Active and Re-
serve component forces that will have far-reaching implications for
the future of the force and its ability to meet our national security
needs.

Dr. LaPlante, the past several years have been challenging for
the Air Force’s acquisition community. The lack of accountable
leadership is one of the reasons for recent failures, including the
cancellation of the Expeditionary Combat Support System (ECSS),
a program that lost $1 billion in taxpayers’ dollars. Additionally,
questions remain if the Air Force will be able to perform an audit
by September 30, 2017.

Other critical programs, such as the Long-Range Strike Bomber,
are just beginning and ensuring an achievable and affordable ac-
quisition program will be critical to maintaining our Nation’s nu-
clear triad and conventional global strike capabilities.

Now, given your experience—and I really appreciate the time
that you gave me in the office to go over things. I really believe
that you have the background where you are going to be able to
try some new things.

Specifically, I have a chart that I've already explained to you,
that we want to be sure that we explain to this committee. I'm
looking forward to working with you and with all of those who are
before us today.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much, Senator Inhofe.

We’'ll now call upon our witnesses for their opening statements.

Secretary Creedon.

STATEMENT OF HON. MADELYN R. CREEDON, TO BE PRIN-
CIPAL DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SE-
CURITY ADMINISTRATION

Ms. CREEDON. Thank you, Chairman Levin, Ranking Member
Inhofe, distinguished members of the committee. I'm honored to be
here today and grateful to President Obama and Secretary Moniz
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for nominating me to be the Principal Deputy Administrator at the
National Nuclear Security Administration.

I would also like to introduce and thank my husband, Jim
Bracco, for being here today, but mostly for his patience over the
years, for putting up with the many long nights and weekends at
work and away from home, and with my being late to more things
than I ever want to count, but mostly for being enthusiastically
supportive of this new challenge.

I want to thank my daughter Meredith and my son John, who
have grown up to be incredible adults, for all of their support, even
though today their support is virtual. I know that they will watch
the Senate Armed Services Committee website tonight so that they
can critique me in the morning.

I also want to thank my parents, who still live in Indiana,
Marilyn and Richard Creedon. Through my dad’s 35-plus years of
service in the Army Reserve and my mom’s unending commitment
to volunteerism, they have instilled in me dedication to public serv-
ice and a deep commitment to my country.

My over 30 years in Government service supporting national se-
curity have been a special privilege, and if confirmed to be Prin-
cipal Deputy Administrator, I will have the honor to serve again
with the dedicated and highly talented men and women of the
NNSA. These men and women work every day to ensure that the
U.S. nuclear deterrent remains safe, secure, and effective, to pre-
vent the threats from nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism,
and to ensure that our nuclear-powered naval surface ships and
submarines can steam all over the world to secure our freedoms.

The NNSA has many challenges, but I have faith in the people
of the NNSA and look forward to the opportunity, if confirmed, to
work with all of them to address these many challenges. Just last
week I had the pleasure of accompanying Secretary Hagel as he
visited the NNSA’s Sandia National Laboratory in Albuquerque,
NM. While I was there in my role as the DOD Assistant Secretary
and had been to NNSA sites many times, it was a wonderful re-
minder of the impressive work done by the men and women of the
nuclear security enterprise.

The NNSA’s work remains as important and impressive as it has
ever been. Even in today’s budget environment and with Cold War
facilities decaying around the complex, the commitment of the
NNSA remains strong. It is a privilege to be asked to continue in
public service, and particularly to be asked to serve at the NNSA.

Maintaining nuclear security is a whole-of-government sport. The
Departments of State and Defense, as well as Members of Congress
and the personal and committee staffs, are all necessary to ensure
a bright future at NNSA. If confirmed, I will work to ensure that
this partnership remains strong.

In closing, I also want to thank Senators Reed and Nelson and
Senators Sessions and Vitter for their work on the Strategic Forces
Subcommittee when I was on the committee staff; and now Senator
Udall for his support; and for all the continuing commitment to
NNSA that all have given.

I look forward to this new challenge and to your questions, and
I thank you for your support.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much.



Now, Mr. Carson.

STATEMENT OF HON. BRAD R. CARSON, TO BE UNDER
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY

Mr. CARSON. Senator Levin, Ranking Member Inhofe, distin-
guished Senators of the committee: I do have a prepared statement
that I would propose I submit for the record and instead speak a
bit more extemporaneously and briefly.

Chairman LEVIN. That would be fine.

Mr. CARSON. I would like to thank President Obama for nomi-
nating me to this position and to the Secretary of Defense for his
support of the nomination. It’s been a great professional pleasure
of mine for the last 2 years to serve as General Counsel to the Sec-
retary of the Army, John McHugh. I look very steeply up to the ex-
ample he has set. Joe Westphal, the Under Secretary, who Senator
Inhofe has already mentioned, is a friend and a mentor as well. To
Generals Odierno and Campbell, soldier’s soldiers, combat leaders
extraordinaire, people who are respected not only within the Army
but far outside of it.

I have many friends here today from the Army’s Office of Gen-
eral Counsel and from across the Pentagon, and I am grateful to
be part of their team and to have been a small part of the effort
in the Army to try to do some good things.

Of course, behind me is my wife Julie, who is an attorney herself,
and she has sacrificed so much as I have pursued my own career,
often at the expense of the things that she would have done for her
own professional development. I am very grateful to her.

The Army is an amazing place, filled with extraordinary people.
I'm reminded of this most when I see any soldier who is under the
age of 35, because I know that each of them joined knowing that
they would be sent almost immediately upon the completion of
training to Iraq or Afghanistan. They joined not to avoid the fight,
because they wanted to be in the fight at its very hottest moments.

The Army has sacrificed much: 4,843 casualties in Iraq, 2,401 as
of today in Afghanistan, tens of thousands more wounded. All the
Services have contributed much to these conflicts, but the Army
has borne more than its sad share of those statistics. Perhaps even
more notable, 15,000 Awards for Valor, 9 Medals of Honor, 30 Dis-
tinguished Service Crosses, and more than 600 Silver Stars. It is
said when you go to Section 60 of Arlington National Cemetery
you’ll see all the Services well represented, but you can’t overlook
the contributions that the U.S. Army has made.

I think my background in law, politics, higher education, and
business have well prepared me to be the Under Secretary of the
Army. One thing I can assure the committee is that if I am con-
firmed I won’t forget the example of those people I've mentioned
and I will do my best to acquit myself in their honor.

I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Carson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY HON. BRAD R. CARSON

Thank you, Chairman Levin, Ranking Member Inhofe, and distinguished mem-
bers of the committee. It is a significant privilege to be considered for the important
role of Under Secretary of the Army, and I appreciate the committee’s rigor and dili-
gence as it considers my nomination. Before we begin, I would like to acknowledge



6

some of the many people who have played a part in this professional journey. I
would like to first thank President Obama for demonstrating his continued trust in
me with this second role in his administration. I am indebted to Secretary of De-
fense Chuck Hagel for his support and Secretary of the Army John McHugh for his
strong example of leadership and management. I am grateful to Under Secretary
Joseph Westphal for his mentorship. I would like to express my admiration for Chief
of Staff of the Army General Raymond Odierno and his Vice Chief of Staff General
John Campbell; it is only through close cooperation with military leaders that we
can accomplish the Army’s important work. I would like to recognize my current
staff at the Army General Counsel’s Office for their commitment to excellence and
professionalism. I would especially like to thank my wonderful wife, Julie, who has
been my constant companion and friend.

Since 2001, soldiers have completed more than 1.7 million deployments, with 4
in 7 deployments being to Iraq and Afghanistan. Every soldier under the age of 35
today joined up knowing one thing for certain: that as soon as training was com-
plete, he or she would be shipped half a world away and into the fight. The Army
has 6,000 soldiers who have spent, quite incredibly, more than 5 whole years in Iraq
or Afghanistan, and tens of thousands more who have spent 3 or 4 years in the
fight. But perhaps the best measure of the Army is found not in these statistics,
but in these: since 2001, soldiers have earned more than 15,000 awards of valor,
including 9 Medals of Honor, almost 30 Distinguished Service Crosses, and nearly
600 Silver Stars.

It is humbling to work among professionals of such strong will and high caliber,
but I believe my education and professional experiences have equipped me well to
lead them. In addition to the breadth of experience afforded by my current post as
Army General Counsel, I believe that my extensive and diverse background within
law, higher education, politics, and business, has imbued me with all the necessary
tools, the acumen, and the judgment to serve faithfully as Under Secretary of the
Army. I recognize the honor of serving in the Army and with the Army, and, if con-
firmed as Under Secretary, I assure you, I will be untiring in my efforts to sustain
the confidence placed in me. I am thankful for your consideration and appreciate
the opportunity to appear before you today, and I look forward to your questions.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Carson, and thank
you for mentioning Joe Westphal, too, and Senator Inhofe did as
well, because he’s a wonderful person who’s done a wonderful job.
I am glad you made reference to him and I should have actually
done that when I introduced you.

Dr. LaPlante.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. LAPLANTE, JR., PH.D., TO BE
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE FOR ACQUISITION

Dr. LAPLANTE. Good morning. Thank you, Chairman Levin,
Ranking Member Inhofe, and other members of this distinguished
committee. Thank you for having the hearing and inviting us here
to answer your questions.

I'd like to start by thanking President Obama, Secretary Hagel,
Secretary James, and Frank Kendall for their confidence in having
me as the Principal Deputy, as well as nominating me for the Ac-
quisition Executive. I want to offer a special thanks to Frank Ken-
dall and former Air Force Secretary Mike Donley for their espe-
cially persuasive powers to bring me into the Federal Government.
I would not be here if it wasn’t for them.

With me today is my family: my wife Joann, my two daughters
Clair and Caroline, Nathan, my sister Lyn, and my nephew Au-
gust, who is supposed to be in first grade in Illinois this morning,
but instead is here. August, I hope this is worth the travel for you.

I have spent over 28 years, like many of you, around defense sys-
tems, technologies, acquisition programs, touching all aspects of
those programs, all Services. This experience, along with the ten-
ure on activities like the Defense Science Board, offers a first-hand
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impression of the state and the challenges of defense acquisition.
Of course, this has evolved and changed over the years, whether
it was, for me at least, starting during the height of the Cold War
in the mid-1980s, living through the drawdown and all that we
went through in the mid-1990s with the lower force levels, the ac-
quisition reform initiatives, as we called them, back in the late
1990s, the first decade of the 2000s with the wars and the rapid
acquisition that we had to do, and where we are, of course, today,
which up until extremely recently had significant budget uncertain-
ties.

In all that time, like all of my colleagues who've been in those
forums, I've formed impressions and opinions on the challenges of
acquisition. Also, I come, though, from a community that des-
perately wants to make a difference. I come from a community that
wants to find the game-changing technology, bring it to the
warfighter, get it into production. I come from a community that
wants to invent the clever way to do contracting so we finish a de-
velopment contract on time. I come from a community that just
wants to make a difference.

It’s such an opportunity for me and a privilege to potentially be
able to come into the Government and, if confirmed, be the Acquisi-
tion Executive. I'm under no illusions of the challenges in the sys-
tem, of course. We’ve all seen the successes, we've all seen the mis-
fires. I would say coming into the Pentagon, just in the last several
months, I had my own impressions of what to expect. Many of
those impressions were confirmed. I also found that there are nu-
ances, of course, and subtleties that I had no appreciation for being
outside the Government.

Finally and probably most importantly, I found some surprising
successes, some good news stories, some positive indicators, some
of which I was unaware of, that I think we can build upon. What
I would pledge to this committee is, if confirmed, I will build upon
those successes, those bright spots, those best practices. I will di-
rectly take on the areas that we know need help in terms of im-
proving acquisition outcomes. I'll be transparent in doing so and be
honest as I can be on the state of the programs.

Again, I thank the committee for having the hearing and for in-
viting me here to answer your questions. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Dr. LaPlante.

Let me now ask all of you the standard questions that we ask
of our nominees. Have you adhered to applicable laws and regula-
tions governing conflicts of interest?

Ms. CREEDON. I have.

Mr. CARSON. Yes.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Have you assumed any duties or undertaken
any actions which would appear to presume the outcome of the con-
firmation process?

Mr. CARSON. No.

Dr. LAPLANTE. No.

Ms. CREEDON. No.

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



Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes.

Mr. CARSON. Yes.

Ms. CREEDON. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Will you cooperate in providing witnesses and
briefers in response to congressional requests?

Ms. CREEDON. Yes.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes.

Mr. CARSON. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Will those witnesses be protected from reprisal
for their testimony or briefings?

Ms. CREEDON. Yes.

Mr. CARSON. Yes.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Do you agree, if confirmed, to appear and tes-
tify upon request before this committee?

Ms. CREEDON. Yes.

Mr. CARSON. Yes.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Finally, do you agree to provide documents, in-
cluding copies of electronic forms of communication, in a timely
manner when requested by a duly constituted committee, or to con-
sult with the committee regarding the basis for any good faith
delay or denial in providing such documents?

Ms. CREEDON. Yes.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes.

Mr. CARSON. Yes.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Yes? Yes, Senator Reed.

Senator REED. Mr. Chairman, I have to go to the Banking Com-
mittee. I want to just say how enthusiastic I am about the nomi-
nees. Their service to the Nation already has been spectacular. I
look forward to their rapid confirmation.

I also want to commend the chairman on his attire today. He
looks great in that West Point tie. [Laughter.]

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Reed.

Senator REED. Finally, if we were as composed as August, we’d
get more business done here in the Senate. That’s all I have to say.
Thank you, August.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. That puts a lot of pressure on you to stay
awake. But you’re allowed not to.

Okay, thank you, Senator Reed, very much.

Let’s start with 7 minutes for the first round of questions.

First let me ask you, Secretary Creedon, the Air Force disclosed
yesterday that 34 intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) officers
were implicated in cheating on their monthly proficiency tests. In
your current position as Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global
Strategic Affairs, are you responsible for the oversight of training
and equipping those personnel?

Ms. CREEDON. No, sir, I'm not. Those people fall within the mili-
tary chain of command.

Chairman LEVIN. You are not in that chain?

Ms. CREEDON. Correct, I am not.



9

Chairman LEVIN. All right, so you are not involved in knowledge
of this. You were informed about the same time we all were?

Ms. CREEDON. Yesterday.

Chairman LEVIN. That’s totally understandable, given what your
job is and the fact that you’re not in the chain of command.

Secretary Creedon, let me ask you this about the NNSA, which
has had a history of program delays and cost growth, particularly
with its construction projects for new facilities. We, in the 2013 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act (NDAA), had a provision which
establishes in the NNSA an Office of Cost Analysis and Program
Evaluation (CAPE). My question is the following: If you’re con-
firmed and when you're confirmed, will you work without delay in
standing up that office?

Ms. CREEDON. Yes, sir.

Chairman LEVIN. The Department of Defense has a similar office
to evaluate its programs. How do you envision those two offices
working together on future projects?

Ms. CrREEDON. Senator, the CAPE Office in the Department of
Defense has been very helpful over the course of the past 18
months in providing assistance to the Nuclear Weapons Council in
determining some of the costing for several life extensions, and
they’ve also been very much involved with the NNSA, helping the
NNSA come to grips with various costing methodologies both for
life extensions and for construction projects.

I would hope, if confirmed, to be able to continue to draw on the
expertise at CAPE, particularly for their costing experience, which
is deep and extensive, as we set up a similar organization in the
NNSA.

Chairman LEVIN. Secretary Creedon, the NNSA is a semi-auton-
omous agency in the DOE. Can you explain the relationship be-
tween the NNSA and the DOE in setting safety and security regu-
lations?

Ms. CREEDON. Yes, sir. The statute that created the NNSA made
it clear that the administration reports to the Secretary of Energy
through the Deputy Secretary, and that the Secretary of Energy
sets the overarching policies for DOE, including for the NNSA. The
overarching policies and regulations that apply to the Department
also apply to the NNSA. The NNSA does have authority to make
modifications to those as necessary, should the Administrator make
that decision.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Mr. Carson, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2010 requires the Chief Management Officer of the Depart-
ment of Defense to establish a plan to ensure DOD’s financial
statements are validated as ready for audit by not later than Sep-
tember 2017. The Secretary of Defense has established the addi-
tional goal of ensuring that the statement of the Department’s
budgetary resources is validated as ready for audit by not later
than September 30th of this year. Is the Department of the Army
in your opinion on track to achieve those objectives, particularly
with regard to data quality, internal controls, and business process
reengineering?
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Mr. CARSON. Yes, Senator, the Army is on track to meet those
goals. There’s a lot of work still being done, many challenges to be
faced, but we are on track to achieve those goals.

Chairman LEVIN. Will you take all the steps you can and all the
ones that are available and needed, if confirmed, to ensure that the
Army moves to achieve these objectives without an unaffordable or
unsustainable level of one-time fixes and manual work-arounds?

Mr. CARSON. Yes, I will do everything in my power to make sure
that happens.

Chairman LEVIN. Let me ask you now about the servicemembers
who are wounded or injured in combat operations. I think the
American people and every one of us believe that they deserve the
highest priority from our Government for support services, healing,
recuperation, rehab, evaluation for return to duty, and successful
transition from Active Duty, if required, and then continuing sup-
port beyond retirement or discharge.

There’s a lot of challenges, obviously, that remain, despite the
enactment of a lot of legislation and a renewed emphasis over the
last few years. Can you give us your assessment of the progress to
date by the Army to improve the care, management, and transition
of seriously ill and injured soldiers, as well as the support needed
for their families?

Mr. CarsON. The Army’s faced a great challenge over the last 14
years of conflict in meeting those requirements, but I think we are
world leaders and are setting examples in every day making
progress that will be followed around the world for decades to
come. We are world leaders in this particular area. Our warrior
transition units, the community-based warrior transition units,
have been very successful in delivering basic care.

I've been involved with Secretary McHugh in ensuring the behav-
ioral health diagnoses for the tens of thousands of returning sol-
diers who've had difficulties there are satisfied. We are better in
burn care, in rehabilitation for people with traumatic injuries.

The Army has put forth a tremendous effort to meet this sacred
obligation to our veterans and I think there are many lessons for
other institutions to take from it.

Chairman LEVIN. Are you satisfied and will you take steps to en-
sure that sufficient facilities and services are available to the rede-
ployment of troops that are coming home from Afghanistan, par-
ticularly in the area of reintegration, medical services, so that we
can accommodate the increase in the soldier populations at their
home stations when that occurs?

Mr. CARSON. I give you my word in that, Senator.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much.

Senator Ayotte.

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank all of you for your willingness to serve, and your
families as well.

Let me start with you, Dr. LaPlante. New Hampshire is very
proud that the Air Force has selected Pease Air National Guard
Base, the home of the 157th Air Refueling Wing, as the top Na-
tional Guard base to receive the new KC-46A. We're very proud of
that, and I wanted to get an update on where we are based on your
position, your current position, and preparing for this hearing, and
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your new position, on the status of the KC—46A. Is it on track? Are
we going forward?

Dr. LAPLANTE. Thank you, Senator. The program is on track and
this past year in September it completed a successful critical de-
sign review with the contractor, with Boeing, and completed that
actually about a month ahead of schedule. The program has to date
had no engineering changes on the fixed price contract in the devel-
opment. A reminder, the Government’s liability, if you will, in the
program is capped under that fixed price arrangement.

We are on track to begin first flight of the KC—46 later this year.
All indications are the program is going well. I would also like to
call out the trainer that was competed for and selected by the Air
Force, the trainer for the KC—46. The actual trainer came in about
$250 million under what the independent cost estimate was for
that trainer. It’s on track.

Senator AYOTTE. That is music to my ears and I'm really glad to
know that that program is going so well and on track.

On another note, unfortunately I want to ask you about a pro-
gram from December 2012, where the U.S. Air Force cancelled an
information technology program called the ECSS, that it had been
working on since 2005. The Air Force scrapped the program after
putting in $1 billion into the project, with no identifiable benefit to
the military or taxpayers. There were also reports that the project
would have required an additional $1.1 billion to fix and the sys-
tem wouldn’t have been completed until 2020. That was obviously
cancelled by the Air Force.

Based on your experience and your preparation for this hearing,
particularly in the position you’re going into, who is being held ac-
countable in the Air Force for wasting $1 billion of tax dollars into
a failed Air Force acquisition program?

Dr. LAPLANTE. Senator, your characterization of ECSS and the
history is correct. From the accountability perspective, the direct
answer to your question is in 2011 and 2012 it’s my understanding
that the program manager for that program was removed and the
program executive officer for that program was removed.

Having said that, do you believe that we have firm accountability
in the acquisition system and are comfortable with where it is? I
am not. I think it is something, should I be confirmed, that I will
put extra emphasis on. But again, your characterization of ECSS
is correct.

Senator AYOTTE. Why did it happen and how do we prevent it
from happening again?

Dr. LAPLANTE. The best answer to why it happened from my per-
spective coming in to the Principal Deputy position and preparing
for this hearing today was achieved by careful review of what’s
called the acquisition incident report. That report should be avail-
able, has been available for the committee. It was commissioned in
the way a mishap, an airplane crash, for example, report would be
done, where an independent team came in, did fishbone analysis,
as they call it, failure analysis, interviews, and got to root cause.

It’s very, very sobering reading. It identified about six funda-
mental root causes, which in my assessment were probably baked
in, unfortunately, at the very beginning. I will go through a few ex-
amples.
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There was a lack of appreciation of the complexity of the data,
the data that was going to go into this business system. When
you're going to an enterprise business system, of course, the com-
modity everybody uses is the data itself. Not understanding that
data, not understanding how to get the quality of the data, was a
foundational error in the program.

Then two other quick things, but there are more: Not having a
good transition plan. In other words, going from these legacy sys-
tems, the as-is, to the to-be vision, in some ways the to-be vision
is often the thing that’s the easiest to come up with. That’s where
we all dream of having a nice, seamless enterprise business sys-
tem. The hard part and the part that was not done well was under-
standing the way to get from where they were with these legacy
systems and this data to that to-be. Just like when there’s con-
struction on a major highway you have to assume there’s still going
to be traffic and how’s the traffic going to use the system, the user
still had to use this as it was doing the transition.

Those are foundational errors that were baked into the program.

Senator AYOTTE. Here’s why your position that you’re going into
in particular is so important and why this billion dollar loss dis-
turbs me, as I know it disturbs all of us. The Air Force is proposing
that all Active Duty A-10s be divested by 2016, plus the Air Na-
tional Guard unit in Boise, ID, and that all Guard and Reserve
units be divested by 2017, in order to save money in 2019. A billion
dollars, that’s about $3.7 billion over the Future Years Defense
Program.

I think of that and I think $1 billion we lost on that, when we
have the A-10s that are incredibly important for close air support,
incredibly important for search and rescue, incredibly important to
our men and women in uniform. In fact, General Odierno has said
it’s the best close air support platform we have today. Despite this
effort to divest it, General Welch has said it is the best airplane
in the world at what it does.

These are the things that you’re going to be facing, that if we
waste $1 billion and then you come to us and say, divest a plane
that our men and women, especially those on the ground, care
about, they know, that it has saved lives. In your position this is
very important that this not happen again, and we look for areas
in the Air Force where you see this problem bubbling up, so that
we can not waste taxpayer dollars and we can make sure that the
dollars go to things that we know our men and women in uniform
need.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Thank you, Senator. I appreciate your concerns
on that particular platform. As we all know, there are very, very
difficult force structure trades that are being made by the leader-
ship and will be presented in the President’s budget.

I would say what I'm learning in the short time on the job is it
all costs money. It costs money to keep things, to maintain things.
It also costs money actually to divest. I think there are some very
difficult choices that the leadership is making with force structure,
as you point out. I know the Air Force, I know General Welch, is
keenly aware of your concerns, and that’s the fiscal environment
that they’re facing, how to go to a different force structure.
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Senator AYOTTE. I know my time is up, and obviously I do not
believe that the A—10 should be divested, because I believe it’s very
important. It saves lives. But not just that. What we need to avoid,
stepping back from it is, it’s hard to say to the men and women
on the ground, hey, we’re going to eliminate the A-10, but we wast-
ed $1 billion on an information technology system.

This is where you all, focusing on being better, need to make
sure that the resources we have go to where they need to go, you'll
have a very important role in this new position. I look forward to
working with you on that.

Thank you.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes, thank you, Senator.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Ayotte.

Senator Udall.

Senator UDALL. Good morning to all of you. It’s terrific to see all
three of you here. Secretary Creedon, I want to thank you for your
long history of public service. You’ve taken on a lot of daunting as-
signments. This is another one for you. The NNSA is a vitally im-
portant agency. You are going to be responsible for some of our
most sensitive and important programs. You really fit the bill in
my estimation for the job that’s in front of you. I'm going to ask
you some questions about the job the assignment you have.

I'd be remiss if I didn’t acknowledge my good friend Brad Carson.
We served in the House together. He’s a true patriot. If you look
at Brad’s biography, he’s walked the walk, including deciding at a
relatively old age, I think I can say, that he wanted to serve our
country, went to Officer Training School, was deployed in Iraq if
my memory is correct.

It’s just fantastic that you're going to have this opportunity to
serve us, Congressman, in the Army, along with our friend John
McHugh, with whom we also served in the House. I'm full-throated
in support of your nomination and look very much forward to vot-
ing for you to take on this important assignment.

Dr. LaPlante, I don’t mean to ignore you, but I have close connec-
tions with both of the other nominees. Thank you for your willing-
ness to serve as well.

I want to turn right to the NNSA, Secretary Creedon. Someone
suggested that if we separated the nuclear enterprise from DOE
we’d be better served. Would you share your thoughts on that de-
bate and that discussion we’ve been having?

Ms. CREEDON. Thank you, Senator Udall, and thank you very
much for those kind words. They’re most appreciated.

Senator UDALL. They’re well deserved.

Ms. CREEDON. Thank you.

Obviously, my views with respect to the NNSA at this point in
time would be my personal views. But I happen to believe that the
legislation that established the NNSA remains sound and that it’s
in the long-term best interests of the NNSA to be part of the De-
partment of Defense. I think having a cabinet-level agency respon-
sible for looking out for assisting with the NNSA is really incred-
ible and essentially important, particularly as we look to the long-
term budget debates that we know are going to continue in the fu-
ture as the budget goes down.
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That said, there are significant internal management challenges
with the NNSA that the NNSA has to deal with. But I think these
challenges can be dealt with within the flexibility provided in the
statute and that, at least at the moment—and obviously, if con-
firmed I'll know a little better when I get back into the NNSA
again. But at least at the moment, I haven’t identified any legisla-
tive changes that I think are necessary.

Senator UDALL. Madam Secretary, if we could clarify for the
record, you said Department of Defense. I think you meant Depart-
ment of Energy.

Ms. CREEDON. Energy, I'm sorry. The Department of Energy.

Senator UDALL. You did mean Department of Energy?

Ms. CREEDON. I'm sorry, I did mean Energy.

Senator UDALL. Thank you for that, those insights. They’re valu-
able because again of your broad experience.

I’'d be remiss in my second question if I didn’t ask you about the
recent news reports about what happened in Malmstrom. Do you
have greater concerns about larger systemic issues associated with
our ICBM force?

Ms. CREEDON. Senator, from my observation sitting where I have
over the course of the last 2% years—and obviously, it’s the mili-
tary chain of command; I'm not in that chain of command—Dbut it
is very troubling. I think to me it’s even more troubling for all of
those men and women who really do have a commitment, who
show up every day, who are dedicated.

As I mentioned in my opening statement, I had the opportunity
to travel with Secretary Hagel and we also went out to F.E. War-
ren Air Force Base and went out to one of the launch control cen-
ters, talked to the crew. He then had a very long discussion with
some of the folks out there. We had lunch with them, had some
pretty good one-on-ones, talked to the 20th Air Force commander.
They are so committed and they try really hard. They live in a very
difficult environment, and we need to support them fully, and it’s
just a shame when there are just bad apples.

Senator UDALL. Yes. We're going to need to work on this, and I
know you’re committed to it and focused on it, as am 1.

Let me turn to the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) number,
$350 billion. That’s the estimate that we’ll spend over the next 10
years on nuclear forces, I should say. That includes the NNSA pro-
grams. Do you think that’s accurate? Could you mention what that
investment’s going to purchase for us?

Ms. CREEDON. Yes, sir. I think the CBO did a pretty good job.
Obviously, determining the long-term costs of the entire enterprise
depend a little bit on what you put in and what you put out. But
I think CBO did a good job in getting what’s really at the heart
of the long-term challenges.

The NNSA challenges are with respect to both the modernization
of the complex—there are two big facilities left to address. We need
plutonium, we need highly enriched uranium processing facilities,
and pretty much, NNSA needs assured, understanding, and reli-
able budgets. DOD’s budget bow wave is coming in a few years and
it really has to do with the modernization of the platforms and the
delivery systems—the submarine, the bomber, and whatever is the
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future of the ground-based strategic deterrent, in other words the
next Minuteman III. Those are the bulk of the costs.

Senator UDALL. We're going to be working, I know, to do what’s
right to maintain our nuclear posture, but also keep control of
costs. We just have to do that, and I know you agree.

Let me turn to Congressman Carson. I'd be interested in your
thoughts about what’s in front of you. I'd ask you the traditional
question: What keeps you up at night as you anticipate taking on
this important assignment?

Mr. CARSON. These are extraordinary times in the U.S. Army,
where we are trying to manage coming out of two wars and the
many problems that dealing with that, that retrograde of equip-
ment and with soldiers who are transitioning back into either gar-
rison life or returning to the civilian world, along with their fami-
lies. That’s an extraordinary challenge.

We have a difficult budget climate and we have a drawdown in
forces, while at the same time still trying to meet the needs of the
National military strategy, which are quite robust. It’s that overall
challenge of managing the Army that is a very difficult one.

Senator UDALL. Youre up to it, I know, along with John
McHugh.

Dr. LaPlante, if I might I'd like to use what time I have remain-
ing—and I'll truncate my question. Basically, my question goes to
the proposal that the Air Force has put forth that would involve
developing an entirely new helicopter, given that we already have
a series of machines, a group of machines, that I think get the job
done. My concern is if we spend hundreds of millions of dollars so
the Air Force has its own unique helicopter and at the same time
we're cutting funding for the space surveillance systems and other
vital programs, to me that doesn’t fit.

I'd be curious to hear your comments on this.

Dr. LAPLANTE. In general, on items like new starts, whether for
helicopters or airplanes, we’re in an environment now where we’re
having to be very careful about starting anything new, and we’re
looking very carefully, as we should, at what the tradeoffs are be-
1};lween something new versus extending life, extending what we

ave.

I understand your concerns and I think in general the force
structure decisions that the Air Force is currently making are
going to be trading some of those very difficult things. I'll be happy
to work with you further on.

Senator UDALL. I'd like to follow up with you in more detail.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Absolutely. Thank you.

[The information referred to follows:]

Once confirmed, I will set up a meeting with you to discuss modernization initia-
tives in greater detail.

Senator UDALL. Thanks again to the panel and thank you for
your willingness to serve our country.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Udall.

Senator Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Creedon, in my opening statement I talked about our con-
cern, and it’s not just mine. Others have the same concern. In fact,
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when the New START treaty was put in place, there were some
commitments that were made and those commitments have not be-
come a reality. When you are confirmed what would be your effort
in terms of trying to reach the level that was agreed upon prior to
the voting on the New START treaty?

Ms. CREEDON. Senator Inhofe, not only does the NNSA have sub-
stantial budget challenges in front of it, but so obviously does the
Department of Defense in looking forward to the long-term mod-
ernization programs and investment programs to support the nu-
clear complex. The numbers that youre referring to are what have
been referred to as in the 1251 report. At least with respect to the
NNSA at the moment, the NNSA budget request for fiscal year
2014 was a little bit under the fiscal year 2012 1251 report and a
little bit over the fiscal year 2011 1251 report.

One of the challenges I think that has occurred over time is some
of the elements that were supposed to be covered by those funds
have ended up costing more. It’s caused a delay of the plutonium
facility and also has caused a relook of the approach on the ura-
nium facility.

Senator INHOFE. I really believe that if anyone can do it, you can
do it. I think the main thing we want to hear before this committee
is that you do have a commitment to do your best to try to get us
on track for security purposes.

Ms. CREEDON. I absolutely do, Senator Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Mr. Carson, we talked in the office about you’re
inheriting a little bit of a mess in terms of end strength, and it’s
because it’s the understanding that the Office of the Secretary of
Defense believes the Army end strength should be reduced to
420,000 from 520,000 Active, and 315,000 from 358,000 on Guard,
and then a comparable Reserve figure.

I know you've had some time to look at this, and you've also
heard from the Chief of Staff of the Army, who’s been quite out-
spoken on what his needs are. How are you going to handle that?

Mr. CARSON. It is a difficult challenge, of course. The Chief of
Staff of the Army and the Secretary of the Army himself have
talked about how the drawdown will make it more and more dif-
ficult to meet the many requirements that are placed upon the
Army. There’s really two questions there: What are the require-
ments that the Nation is going to ask of the Army, and what is the
right size for the Army to meet those, and can the country afford
an Army of that particular size?

Drawdowns are always very difficult. Maintaining the right
grade play, the right mix of officers and enlisted members in the
Army as you reduce by 30,000 or 50,000 members, maintaining sol-
dier and family resiliency, keeping morale up, the transition of
those soldiers who are leaving to go back into civilian life.

It’s going to be a great challenge, both on these strategic ques-
tions as well as on kind of the personnel and readiness side, to
make sure we manage this drawdown in a way that is equitable
and does justice to the sacrifice of our soldiers over the last decade.

Senator INHOFE. It’s tough, because you're going to hear from
some of the uniforms that it could increase risk. Of course, risk is
lives. It’s a tough issue to deal with. I know you will do everything
you can to try to make that a reality.
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Dr. LaPlante, again thank you for the time that you gave me in
my office. I have a slide that the Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency (DARPA), the Tactical Technology Office, put to-
gether in 2012 that shows from approximately 1975 to the present.
You see the chart here. The blue line is where it would be with
commercial aircraft. When you get into—everything’s fine up
through the F-117. Then with the F-18, the C-17, B-2, and the
rest of them, you see what is going up. We had a chance to look
at this.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator INHOFE. The question I would want to ask you is, the
last platform we didn’t have a problem with was F-117. Have you
had time to look? Do you have an analysis or an idea of, if we were
able to do that, why that same can’t be used as a model for some
of the other platforms?

Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes, thank you, Senator. As it turns out, being a
member of the Defense Science Board, we in fact looked at some
of this in studying adaptable systems, in fact with DARPA’s help,
a few years ago. Part of that, we actually looked specifically at the
F-117. A couple things I would offer that were in my view unique
in listening and interviewing the principals who were there.

The first was that it was a very small group of empowered, what
I would call today a cross-functional team. That is, the require-
ments, the user, if you will, the program manager, the systems en-
gineer, the lead contractor, am I told it was on the order of six to
eight people who were all empowered to make decisions, that were
in a protected environment. It was a highly classified program, but
it also had top-level support.

If you know some of the individuals that were there—and the
one I happen to know, and some of you may know, is Dr. Paul
Kaminsky, currently the Chairman of the Defense Science Board.
He was in part of that time the program manager as an Active
Duty colonel.

It was quite a talented team. When you listen to how they did
it, it’s remarkable. What it was, was it started with quick identi-
fication of what the hardest parts of the problem were, which in
their case was the signature itself and getting it to fly, then going
right to the prototyping and, if you will, experimentation to see if
they could actually make this thing work.

They had accidents, as Paul will tell you. They had fatalities. But
within about 3 years they were able to wring out some of the fun-
damental problems there and were able to go right into production.

There’s two pieces to that which I think are lessons for us. One
is the requirements side. Dr. Kaminsky will give the story of when
he was the program manager he was pressured, if you will, by
some of the leadership in the Services at the time of why the air-
plane could not fly in all weather: Why don’t we add a radar so it
can fly in all weather? Dr. Kaminsky knew that was going to be
a very difficult challenge and he resisted. He said: “No, if we do
that we’re not going to have the airplane.” He resisted it. He says
to this day we wouldn’t have that airplane if he had to put that
radar on it.

Senator INHOFE. He had to do that first?

Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes. It was understanding the requirements, re-
sisting changes to the requirements as needed, and an empowered
team. It proves it can be done, and I think it should be an inspira-
tion for all of us.

Thank you.

Senator INHOFE. I think that’s a great answer. You certainly
would be one of the rare persons who could make that a reality.

M}(ri time has expired. I'll wait a few minutes for the second
round.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Inhofe.

Senator King.
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Senator KING. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Creedon, the Ohio-class submarine is aging and we're getting
to the point where we’re talking about a replacement. Are there
particular challenges as we deliver the new reactor for the upcom-
ing Ohio-class replacements?

Ms. CREEDON. Yes, Senator. I would say the biggest challenge,
frankly, is ensuring that there is stable and predictable funding
with respect to that reactor. My understanding is the naval reac-
tors program has the technology fairly well in hand at the moment,
but it is a critical part of the success of that replacement sub-
marine.

Senator KING. Is multi-year funding part of the answer?

Ms. CREEDON. Senator, I'm going to have to pass on that ques-
tion. I will certainly look into it and get back to you. The NNSA
part of it is the research and development part of it and so multi-
year doesn’t really fit with the research and development part of
it. The procurement side of that is on the Navy side and so that’s
not an area of my expertise. I would have to get with the Navy and
get back to you on that side.

[The information referred to follows:]

Additional options may exist to reduce program costs and risks associated with
transitioning from the Okhio-class to Ohio-class replacement. The Navy is inves-

tigating various contracting and acquisition scenarios to increase efficiencies and re-
duce costs of construction.

Senator KING. You're talking about continuity of funding for the
research side year to year?

Ms. CREEDON. I'm talking about the research side and the NNSA
side, yes, sir.

Senator KING. Some predictable funding level from year to year
is an important part of your being able to meet this challenge?

Ms. CREEDON. Yes, sir.

Senator KING. In your prior position you were working on coun-
tering weapons of mass destruction, nonproliferation. Do you see
that as relevant experience to what you’re going to be doing now?

Ms. CREEDON. Absolutely, sir. In my current job I have the policy
responsibility for countering weapons of mass destruction at the
Department of Defense, and the Department of Defense has pri-
marily been focused on biological threats, chemical threats, and the
NNSA has also been primarily focused on the nuclear threats. But
there is also overlap where the two Departments work very closely
together.

Between the Department of Defense and the Department of En-
ergy, the NNSA, it’s essential that the two Departments work to-
gether so that we handle all aspects of the threats from weapons
of mass destruction that face this country.

Senator KING. It’s somewhat out of the scope of this hearing, Mr.
Chairman, but I woke up this morning suddenly thinking about
what happened in West Virginia, which was an accident. But it cer-
tainly raises the specter of what if it wasn’t an accident and how
vulnerable we are and what that did to a third of the State of West
Virginia by contaminating the water supply. It’s a daunting con-
cept.

Ms. CREEDON. It absolutely is, Senator. One of the things that
right now in my current job I'm working on is a new strategy for
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the Department of Defense for countering weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

Senator KING. Godspeed.

Mr. Carson, we've all—I suspect we’ve all—I know I have heard
from my governor and my adjutant general. I think one of the
toughest issues we’re going to face this year is the relationship be-
tween the Guard and the Reserve and the Regular Army. Do you
have thoughts on how this force structure issue should be ap-
proached, how do we make sense of it, bearing in mind the inter-
ests of the States as well as the national interest?

Mr. CARsON. I think it is going to be a very vexing problem for
us, and I think the only solution is to commit not to engage in
Army fratricide about the Active component/Reserve component
mix, but instead to work together in consultation with the gov-
ernors, with the adjutant generals (TAG) in the States, with the
National Guard Bureau, and the Department of Defense.

Everyone recognizes, myself especially as a reservist, that the
Reserve components have played a heroic incredible role over the
last 14 years of conflict, no longer simply a strategic reserve, but
an operational asset to the Army and to the other Services, too. I
don’t believe we're going to go away from that, but we do have to
look at the right mix as we come out of these wars, the right as-
sets, what functionalities the governors, for example, would like to
see in the Guard, what functionality we need to keep in the Active
component, the kind of boots-on-the-ground dwell ratio.

These are all very difficult questions and there’s no one solution
to it other than to say you must be committed to working with the
various stakeholders in the States, in the Guard, in the Active com-
ponent, and through leadership bring everyone together, because in
the end, whatever differences we may have seem quite superficial
given the commonality of interests that the National Guard, the
Reserve component altogether, and the Active component have.

Senator KING. You see essentially a new analysis of needs and
roles, as opposed to applying a rule of thumb of a ratio of two to
one or three to two or whatever?

Mr. CARSON. The Chief of Staff has talked about the historic
ratio of the Reserve component to the Active component of about
54 percent to 46 percent respectively. There’s been some discussion
by him in particular about maintaining that role going forward. I
don’t think it’s a new analysis. People value the contributions that
have been made by the Guard and the U.S. Army Reserve over the
last decade, the last 15 years. It’s taking what we’ve learned, tak-
ing that institutionalized knowledge, and then applying it for the
rather austere budget climate we find ourselves in.

Senator KING. By new analysis what I meant is we can’t just say
because the ratio was 54 to 46 2 or 3 years ago that’s what it’s
going to be ongoing. We have to stop and look and see, okay, what
do we need and what are the roles.

Mr. CARSON. That’s absolutely right. We have to look at what re-
quirements we have in each of the components, and then resource
them accordingly.

Senator KING. A second issue that we're going to have to struggle
with is personnel costs. You know the figures that personnel costs
are steadily eating up readiness and procurement and other parts
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of the military. Congress learned about a month ago how difficult
it is to even touch these issues.

Do you have thoughts about how we can deal with the personnel
cost issues without causing a firestorm of concern among Active
Duty and retired military? Should we do it all in a prospective way,
which means we don’t get the savings for a long time? How do we
approach this?

Mr. CARSON. It, too, is not an easy matter.

Senator KING. “Not easy” is an understatement.

Mr. CARSON. It’s particularly acute in the Army, though, because
we are a people-centric Service, where about 46 percent of our
budget goes to paying our soldiers. Those problems you talk about
that are chronic in the Department of Defense are notable in the
Army especially.

I do prefer approaches that don’t prejudice the interests of people
who have already made long-term commitments, whether it’s retir-
ees, whether it’s people who are close to retirement. It is certainly
better to start out on the front end, and those savings can be mani-
fested over years. There are other ways to find savings.

But it’s difficult—and this is my own personal view—to be mak-
ing changes that are contrary to either the explicit or implicit
promises we’ve made to servicemembers and for which they have
made, set expectations for the future as well. Those are very dif-
ficult things to do, and to be avoided in the absence of profound
countervailing benefits.

Senator KING. I completely agree. I believe you have an explicit
or implicit contract. People have expectations and that’s what’s
going to make this problem exceedingly difficult to deal with.

I'm almost out of time or I am out of time, but, Dr. LaPlante,
I just want to call attention again to that chart that Senator Inhofe
showed. If it takes 22 years to develop something from idea to com-
pletion in the private sector, you'd be out of business. That’s just
ridiculous. By the time you get finished, the technology’s changed
and you’re almost by definition building something that’s not state
of the art.

I think the example of the F-117 is a good example. We have to
figure out how to deal with that. It’s just unacceptable to take 20
years to develop a new weapon system. I commend to you to keep
looking at that prior example. In my experience it takes a small
group who have the power and the authority to make decisions.
The larger the committee, the lesser the results.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes, Senator, thank you, and I agree, and I look
forward to working with you. Thank you.

Senator KING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator King.

Senator Blunt.

Senator BLUNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. LaPlante, on the A-10 issue that Senator Ayotte raised, I'm
totally in agreement with the points she made. I would have made
them if she hadn’t and that might have been the principal thing
that you and I would have talked about. But that’s getting some
attention, and it’s particularly getting some attention based on the
comments of General Odierno and others who understand the
ground support that that particular plane provides. I hope that’s
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one of the things you’ll look at very carefully, and I think you said
you're going to do that. I just want to say I would have brought
that issue up in more detail, but I think Senator Ayotte did a good
job of covering our concerns about that.

Secretary Creedon, thanks for coming by one day this week to
talk about this assignment. I think the principle thing I would just
want to raise again here would be the importance of the transfer
Kansas City facility to that new campus. Everything from moving
a 6-ounce tool to an 87,000-pound piece of milling equipment has
h}?d to happen as part of that big transfer of what youre doing
there.

Then once that transfer’s completed, the other thing that I'd like
you to comment on briefly is just the importance of what we do
with the piece of property that the Federal Government has been
on for half a century and now would be leaving, after all the work
that’s done there and all the kinds of left-behind problems that
that work would mean would have to be dealt with.

Ms. CREEDON. Thank you, Senator. Yes, the new Kansas City
plant, which goes by the acronym of KCRIMS [Kansas City Re-
sponsive Infrastructure, Manufacturing, and Sourcing], is a very
important part of the modernization plan for the NNSA’s nuclear
complex. As you know very well, it’s the electronics. But the real
achievement with this new facility is that it'll be a much better
place for the workforce to work and they’ll be able to do the same
work in half the space, and they get out of a building that they’ve
been in since the late 1940s, early 1950s. It’s a long time coming
and it’s definitely needed.

That said, after our conversation yesterday I've done a little more
looking into it and the old Bannister Federal Facility that has both
the General Services Administration, the NNSA, and other Federal
entities in it, it will be a challenge in the future. It’s absolutely
something that, if confirmed, I will take on to make sure that in
the end it is the best result for the community as well as for the
NNSA to understand really how to deal and get rid of this old Fed-
eral facility in a way that’s really beneficial.

Senator BLUNT. For my colleagues on the committee, this is a fa-
cility that, as the Secretary indicated, we’ve been at for 60, 70
years now. Lots of nuclear work is done there. By this point, it’s
pretty well located right in the center of lots of things and has
great development potential, but only if the Government now deals
with it in a way that allows somebody to in the future use it for
that purpose. I'm pleased that Secretary Creedon understands that
in the depth that she does, as did the nominee that had the agency
that the committee reported out again just the other day after
those names had to be dealt with another time.

Mr. Carson, nice to see you again. We served in the House to-
gether for 4 years in districts that were pretty close together and
we were able to do some things there. This is an important assign-
ment for a lot of the reasons you’ve already been asked about today
in terms of restructuring the military.

While I'm in the mode of talking about Missouri facilities, I
would just call your attention to Fort Leonard Wood, where Gen-
eral Odierno was in the last week. Secretary McHugh has visited
there recently. I know General Odierno when he went to the chem-
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ical school, the biological school, the radiological school, the nuclear
school, all of which are there, said that this has unique possibili-
ties, both because of the location and community support, to look
at all of those homeland security applications.

As everyone does when they visit there, he mentioned the level
of community support and how important this base is seen to the
people that surround it. One of the neighbors, by the way, is the
Mark Twain National Forest, which gives us even more capacity to
do some things on the base that might in other places be seen as
intrusive or troublesome. I wanted to call his visit to your atten-
tion, but Secretary McHugh, who you and I also served with in the
House, has been there as well.

On the question that Senator King mentioned about the inte-
grated armed services, I've seen some reports lately that there is
a discussion of eliminating the Guard from the support services,
the helicopter services, the Kiowa, the Apache helicopters—a lot of
that has been done by Guard personnel, and a discussion that
maybe that assignment would come back to the full-time force.

I don’t know of any reason to believe that the Guard personnel
that have done that haven’t done an extraordinarily capable job
there. I will just continue to look, as I think you may have already
responded to, the importance of having that integrated Armed
Forces and looking at any comments that General Grass and others
in the Guard have to make about this.

But on the support generally of air support and other things that
come to the Army from the Guard, do you want to comment on
that?

Mr. CARSON. Certainly. It was a real pleasure serving with you
in Congress. I had my home in Oklahoma, of course, just down the
road from I know your home, and we worked together a lot on
issues.

Senator BLUNT. Right across the border.

Mr. CARSON. I hope at Fort Leonard Wood we’ll have a chance
to visit that together and give me a good excuse to go back to our
neighborhood.

As has been reported, part of the Army restructuring is going to
look at the aviation, both in the Active component and the Reserve
component, with the idea of streamlining it. We have a number of
assets, like our TH-67 training helicopters, that have to be re-
placed or supplanted by another airframe. The aviation community
wants to come to what they call glass cockpit dual-engine aircraft,
which are better for training and have more uses. They want to
save some money in operations and sustainment costs that they
can put into the long-term projects for the future of vertical lift, for
example, the next generation helicopters that may some day re-
place the Apache and the Blackhawk.

There is a restructuring that’s being examined. There’s been no
final decision that I'm aware of on those kind of issues. As I was
telling Senator King, I am confident that I will be a part of this
process if confirmed to consult with the governors, the TAGs, and
others to say, what functionality do you need in your National
Guard aviation units, the 12 aviation brigades that are in the Na-
tional Guard, what do you need here, so we can make sure that
those requirements are satisfied.
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Senator BLUNT. I would just suggest again that whatever you do
there I think needs to, as you've already committed, to have the ac-
tive communication with the Guard here, with the adjutant gen-
erals and the States, looking at the impact this has on the ongoing
mission and recruiting capability and maintaining the numbers
that these units have had, and look at the performance, as well as
looking about whether that particular skill also continues to be a
valuable skill for the States to have available in the State for the
other work that the Guard does in addition to being able to be
called up and used to support the full-time force.

I think this will be an issue that a lot of members, including me,
will take very seriously as it comes up, and I know you will, too,
and I wanted to raise it with you today.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Blunt.

Senator Gillibrand.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Carson, I am very concerned about cyber security and in par-
ticular in recruiting and retention of cyber experts. In the NDAA
for Fiscal Year 2014, I included language that would give career
credit to newly commissioned officers with cyber security experi-
ence. If confirmed, what additional steps will you take to ensure
that we'’re recruiting the best and the brightest into the field?

Mr. CARSON. It’s a real challenge to recruit this highly in-de-
mand skill set into the military, where our pay structure often
can’t compete with that of the private sector. We are fortunate that
we’'ve established relationships with some major universities, in-
cluding the one I used to teach at, the University of Tulsa, one of
three universities that is working closely with the military, with
Cyber Command, the National Security Agency, and others to try
to recruit and train people to come into the military.

These special programs like you mentioned can help do that. The
Army has been fortunate that we have met most of the filling of
the two new cyber brigades we’ve established. But it’s going to be
a continuing challenge for us, simply because these skills are so
highly in demand.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Do you need any additional authorities to
reach your goals?

Mr. CARSON. I'm not sure at this time we do need any authori-
ties, but I will commit to you that General Cardon, who runs Army
Cyber Command, could come in and talk to you specifically about
what our recruiting status is and if we do need some kind of spe-
cial provisions to allow that.

Senator GILLIBRAND. That would be helpful.

I authored a bill last year called the Cyber Warrior Act, which
leverages the talent pool that already exists within our National
Guard, and because of the National Guard’s dual mission it’s an
ideal place to attract those individuals. They might be working at
Google by day and could be a cyber warrior for their Service on
weekends and when their commitments are due.

However, I've heard that this idea isn’t as well received as it
might be because they think that it needs to reside within DOD
and focus should be on Active, not Reserve, forces. My question is,
please explain why, if you did create these units with a dual status,
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it would be detrimental to the Army and the overall goal of pro-
tecting our Nation against cyber attack?

Mr. CARSON. I don’t think it would be detrimental. That skill set
needs to be in both the Active component and the Reserve compo-
nent without doubt. I think some of the interesting ideas for re-
cruiting—for example, the Navy has allowed direct commissioning
of officers who had unique skill sets who didn’t have time to spend
4 or 5 months in training and they spread it out over time. These
are the kind of things we’re going to have to look at for our cyber
warriors, if you will.

But the skill set’s going to be needed in both the Active compo-
nent and the Reserve component, and I don’t think that anyone’s
denigrating the service of the Reserve community cyber community
in any way.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Okay.

Dr. LaPlante, I'm concerned that we aren’t able to move as
quickly as we need to to get the best, most cutting edge tech-
nologies, particularly in the cyber theater. What changes would you
propose in terms of implementing or improving Air Force’s cyber
acquisition strategy?

Dr. LAPLANTE. Of course, being cyber, there’s many aspects of
the problem. Let me first talk about the cyber resiliency part and
then I'll talk about the tools side.

What we need to do, and we’ve just begun it in the Air Force,
but much more work needs to be done, is bring the life cycle part
of the acquisition system together with the program executive offi-
cers and to begin to, if you will, first understand what the cyber
vulnerabilities are in your weapons system. While that sounds sim-
ple, it’s actually quite difficult, depending on what level of threat
you’re talking about. Then, when you understand what it is, begin
to put in what the mitigations are.

The mitigations can be technical, but it’s also important to re-
mind ourselves that mitigations can be just a different way to oper-
ate the system. Very simple what I just said, but it’s a very com-
plex endeavor and, if anything, also because of the way programs
buy things. We buy things by weapons systems, yet cyber works by
being connected. You're only as good as your weakest link, if you
will, for a weapons system.

We've already begun that. But I would say there’s much more
work to be done there. Related to that, we’re beginning to come up
with what I would call the beginnings of cyber resiliency metrics.
That is, things that we can give almost in a requirements way to
the program to say, you will build this system to this resiliency
against that threat.

But what I do think the Air Force and in fact the other Services
continue to need is flexibilities in dealing with implementing new
information assurance requirements. One of the concerns that a lot
of us have is that as we continue to learn more about what the
cyber threats are and we build up, let’s say, the requirements for
building information assurance into the system, by the time it actu-
ally gets to a program office it may be 2 years later.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Right. That’s part of the problem.

Dr. LAPLANTE. That’s part of the problem. We know what was
a problem 2 years ago——
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Senator GILLIBRAND. Is not a problem today.

Dr. LAPLANTE.—is not a problem today, and what’s a problem
today we didn’t even imagine 2 years ago.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Right.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Anything that will help us build the resiliency
and get the compliance part of the system to be much quicker in
reacting and not just do the normal push out information assur-
ance would be very helpful.

Senator GILLIBRAND. I think you need to, and I think you need
to make recommendations about how to do that and change proto-
cols accordingly.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Yes, and I'd be happy, if confirmed, to work on
that, work on that with you.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Turning to mental health, Mr. Carson, the
issue of mental health, including the stigma surrounding post-trau-
matic stress disorder (PTSD), as well as the rates of suicide in our
Services, is critical. I receive monthly suicide data and I am very,
very disheartened to see the number of servicemembers who fall
through the cracks in our system. If confirmed, what are your
plans to improve suicide prevention in the Army? What will you do
to ensure the Army is providing appropriate mental health care to
the servicemembers and their families?

Mr. CARSON. It is a major priority of the U.S. Army, it has been
for the last couple of years, to improve our suicide prevention pro-
grams and forestall suicides within the ranks among veterans who
have served in the U.S. Army. We have about 125 to 180 suicides
per 1,000—or for I guess 100,000 serving—125 to 185 suicides per
year of Active Duty members. That rate of 25 or so, 22 to 25 per
100,000, is in excess of what you find out in the civilian population
at large.

It comes from a number of fronts. We’ve put in together com-
prehensive soldier-family fitness programs, readiness and resilience
programs. We have suicide prevention hotlines. We have suicide
education standdowns. There is an almost heroic effort to try to
deal with this problem, a problem that’s difficult to understand and
to grapple with and has many different causes and is almost
unique in each circumstance.

A major part of that, though, is about our behavioral health
treatment, whether it’s reducing the stigma associated with getting
care and admitting to having behavioral health conditions. Sec-
retary McHugh has been a real leader on this in how he’s treated
PTSD and making sure diagnoses are uniform and fair and making
sure that we’re out in the community educating people.

It’s a multi-front war against suicide, but the Army is seized of
this issue and realizes it is a matter of paramount importance.

Senator GILLIBRAND. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Gillibrand.

Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. To all the witnesses,
I appreciate your service.

Mr. Carson, in June the Army announced its plans to integrate
women into combat roles, opening up positions within 27 brigade
combat units. Then there are other initiatives under way, including
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the Soldier 2020 initiative to examine the specifications for dif-
ferent billets within the Army.

If you could just talk about the status of the Army’s plans to in-
tegrate women into combat roles, I'd appreciate it.

Mr. CARSON. Absolutely. We have 147 mission occupation special-
ties that are not including those that are in the Special Forces and
under their control. Of those, 133 are open to women today. There
are 14 in the combat arms, combat engineers, that are not open to
women.

You have really two efforts going on. One is to look at those 14
military occupational specialities (MOS) and establish occupational
requirements for it, to revalidate those. The Army Research Insti-
tute, the U.S. Army Medical Research Environmental Medicine In-
stitute, working with the Training and Doctrine Command, are all
doing that kind of work. Over the next few months, in anticipation
of the deadlines set for us by the Secretary of Defense, we’ll be
talking about what the requirements are to serve in those par-
ticular MOSs.

At the same time, of course, we have the direct ground combat
exclusion of women. Even if it was in one of the 133 eligible MOSs,
you couldn’t necessarily serve in a combat unit or one that was
closely associated with it. We are in the process right now of open-
ing up all of those, of notifying Congress about those. Over the next
few months we’ll be opening up 33,000 positions across the Army
to women in those so-called closed positions.

We’re working on both the closed occupations and the closed posi-
tions.

Senator KAINE. Great. Thank you.

One program I've been impressed with in the Army is the Soldier
for Life program. My first bill, which was enacted as part of the
NDAA, was the Troop Talent Act of 2013, which largely focused on
the credentialing of Active Duty service personnel for the skills
they obtain with credentials that are meaningful in a civilian work-
force, designed to help folks get traction quicker as they move back
into the private workforce.

Could you talk a little bit about efforts under way and your focus
on that issue to assist either in Soldier for Life or more broadly in
the sort of credentialing work that’s being done within the Army?

Mr. CARSON. I think working on these issues of soldiers who are
transitioning out into civilian life are extraordinarily important
ones and ones I will be very committed to work on as the Under
Secretary. The veterans unemployment rate is much higher than
the national average. You just look at it in the unemployment pay-
ments that the Army is making. Ten years ago we spent about $90
million a year on unemployment compensation. Today we spend
$500 million on unemployment compensation.

We'’re trying to deal with these problems through a number of in-
novative programs, working with the Department of Labor, others,
the Veterans Opportunity to Work program, the Army Career and
Alumni programs, Soldier for Life, working with private sector em-
ployers, to where we have close relationships so they know the
quality and the skills that soldiers have.

There’s a number of programs. Again, it’s a multi-front war on
this problem, and I promise as the Under Secretary I'll both con-
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tinue and work with you and others who are interested in these
issues, because that transition is a difficult one for many soldiers
and in an era of downsizing of the Army those programs are going
to be among the very most important ones that we have.

Senator KAINE. Thank you for that.

Secretary Creedon, I think a question was asked on this topic be-
fore I came in, dealing with the recent controversy over the exam
and how that’s being done. I know some of the military personnel
in charge of nuclear weapons are not directly in the oversight of
NNSA, but there have been a number of incidents sort of touching
upon this issue that raise questions about just the general morale
level. These have come up in recent media reports about the Air
Force.

Are you concerned that there’s a lack of focus among officers
within U.S. Strategic Command and how that has affected atti-
tudes and focus within the NNSA, and in particular what do you
see yourself doing to contribute to a morale uplift? I know there’s
been an awful lot of reports of low morale within some of these per-
sonnel MOSs.

Ms. CREEDON. First, Senator, I have to certainly share the dis-
appointment with the announcement that came out yesterday with
respect to the Air Force. That said, the vast majority of the Air
Force as well as the Navy nuclear folks—and I know it’s probably
not well known, but there is also a really incredible cadre of Army
nuclear folks, known as Army 59s, that, even though the Army
doesn’t have nuclear weapons, they play a key role in just making
sure that the complex runs smoothly.

But nevertheless, morale is a huge problem. I think it’s some-
thing that hurts most those who do the job best and who are most-
ly committed to it, and that’s something that I really want to make
sure, at least within the context of the NNSA, if confirmed, that
the NNSA sees that they are highly valued, theyre essential to
maintaining a strong, effective, secure deterrent, and that they
really do play a key role. I think sometimes they don’t think that
the nuclear deterrent is always valued.

Senator KAINE. Thank you for that.

Dr. LaPlante, a parochial question. The Ballston area in North-
ern Virginia is a real concentration of Government offices con-
nected to research, so DARPA, the Office of Naval Research (ONR),
the Air Force’s Office of Scientific Research, National Science Foun-
dation, some work done down at Defense Geospatial Intelligence
Agency. What are your views about how the Air Force can work to-
gether with DOD and these kind of allied Federal research institu-
tions to do more research and development as we face the budg-
etary challenges that we're all familiar with?

Dr. LAPLANTE. First, I would say I know Ballston well. If any-
body has been with ONR, DARPA, or the Defense Science Board,
you’re actually spending time in Ballston all the time. We all know
Ballston well.

In general, obviously, the science and technology, particularly in
the times that we are in, where we’re drawing down, is, if any-
thing, even more important. Regardless of the geography of it,
science and technology is a priority for the Air Force and for being
the superior force in 2020, 2023.
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I would pledge that any community outreach, any geography
issues that the Air Force has, whether it’s in science, technology,
or others, we will engage the local community and we will be open-
minded and transparent in what we do. But again, without com-
mitting to anything, I am a fan of the concentration in Ballston be-
cause I've experienced it myself. I would commit to being trans-
parent with anything that the Air Force does.

Thank you.

Senator KAINE. Just quickly, you indicate as we draw down these
scientific and research investments will become even more impor-
tant. Could you just explain what you mean by that? I think I
know what you mean, but I'd like to make sure.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Sure. I think it goes somewhat as follows: that
when we'’re bringing force structure down, when we’re beginning to
look at what is essential versus what’s not essential, what we’ve al-
ways relied upon in the United States is having a superior, a tech-
nological military. We’re not going to change that.

What does it mean in today, 2014, to think about what it will
mean to be technologically superior 10 years from now? It’s going
to come very, very fast. I was on a study just a few months ago
on 2030 technologies. 2030 is 16 years from now. 1998 doesn’t seem
very long ago.

We have to be doing that work now. We have to be doing it in
addition to perhaps something we haven’t done before, which is
technology scan. The breakthroughs may be international. They
may not be domestic. This is the time, in my judgment and many
other people’s judgment, that we have to be emphasizing science
and technology, for that reason.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Kaine.

Senator Donnelly.

Senator DONNELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank all of you for your service to our country. Sec-
retary Creedon, I want you to know everyone in Indiana is very
proud of you and what you’ve accomplished.

Mr. Carson, it is nice to see another Blue Dog alum here and we
wish you the very best.

Dr. LaPlante, you’re not from Indiana, but we’re still proud of
you.

Congressman Carson, the first question I want to ask you is
about suicide prevention. It is something that we all have worked
very hard on. I certainly have had a big focus on this. It is part
of the defense bill that we moved forward that we have a study
that’s coming out in February as to how to best aid our men and
women who serve in the Armed Forces.

One of the areas that we had worked on in our office was to try
to, as part of the physical health assessments that’s made of each
soldier each year, that a mental health assessment be made, and
that we talk to the commander of each individual, who is there and
who sees them every day, who can tell if there’s changes, and also
to do some screening.

We're supposed to get that report back in February from the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense as to how this will work moving
forward. We would like to work with you, with the Army, obviously
with all of the branches, but as someone with the Army, to try to
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help us in this process, because we’ve lost more young men and
women to suicide than in combat last year.

I want to know the Army’s—I shouldn’t say willingness; I'm sure
you're willing. But we’d love to have you as a great partner in this
effort to try to end this scourge.

Mr. CARSON. I can assure you you will have our very much ut-
most partnership in this effort.

Senator DONNELLY. Additionally, Mr. Carson, you mentioned be-
fore 46 percent of the Army budget now is personnel. In your mind,
is there a red line that we get to that, we can’t cross that line in
terms of that percentage that’s dedicated to personnel, as opposed
to equipment or other areas?

Mr. CARSON. That number is historically rather stable in fact,
that while the Army budget has fluctuated over time, that 45, 50
percent is being spent on military personnel, not including our ci-
vilian personnel, is more or less stable in the Army budget. I think
that’s a good number. We are a people-centric Service. We spend
much more than the other Services do on our soldiers, and that
number is probably going to be one we try to maintain.

Senator DONNELLY. Do you see it remaining in that neighbor-
hood, that percentage, as we move forward? Because I know there’s
concern, for instance with the Navy. Where it was one third, it’s
about half now. Unless some changes come through in the future,
you’re heading up towards two-thirds. Do you see it in the Army
as being a stable number?

Mr. CARSON. I think we will budget to try to make it a stable
number. That means we have to make cuts in number of people,
let’s say, or in other areas, try to make this all balance, because
the Army has a view of what a balanced Army budget looks like,
the amount we spend on procurement or research and develop-
ment. But we are greatly concerned, and the Chief of Staff has spo-
ken quite eloquently about this, about the inexorable rise of com-
pensation costs, whether it’s health care benefits, whether it is pay
raises, benefits, these kinds of things.

I know Congress is very interested in this question. We are as
well, because as the most people-centric Service to keep that num-
ber stable we do have to get a handle on that increasing slope of
compensation.

Senator DONNELLY. Secretary Creedon, don’t take offense at this,
but I want to invite Mr. Carson and Dr. LaPlante to Crane Naval
Warfare Center. You're invited as well, but these two for very spe-
cific reasons.

Dr. LaPlante, we do a lot of work on counterfeit and counterfeit
detection there in terms of parts and supplies and equipment. Nat-
urally, in the position that we are hoping you are ascending to,
what do you see as your role in preventing the introduction of
counterfeit parts into the Air Force process?

Dr. LAPLANTE. I would tie counterfeit parts, unfortunately, as
part of the broader cyber resiliency issue. What we typically talk
about is we talk about the supply chain, and that is understanding
for our weapons systems where we're getting the parts and that in
fact these parts are truly what we think they are.

I would view the counterfeit part issue in terms of the job I'm
nominated for to be part of building the resiliency into that system.
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I think there are for selected military programs—we have gone to
Trusted Foundries, as you may know. In my view there’s a limit
to how much you can do with Trusted Foundries, only because
there’s a certain throughput. But I think we’re going to have to
start to build resiliency into starting with our most critical systems
end to end, and that’s going to include looking at the supply chain
and the parts.

Senator DONNELLY. I was wondering if you are a proponent, as
I am, of more aggressive forensic measures, because, as you said,
we certainly hope they are from trusted suppliers or whatever, but
constant spot check or determination on a lot of what we come
through, because of the critical nature of making sure these parts
are reliable and perform as advertised.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Absolutely. We talked earlier about science and
technology. I think this is an area that we should be investing in
in science and technology, noninvasive ways of doing surveillance
testing on large populations of ships, for example, to detect anoma-
lies and things that are in there, Trojan horses, whatever. I think
Ehat is an active, important area of research that we should be

oing.

Senator DONNELLY. Secretary Creedon, you have done so much
work in the nuclear area and in keeping our Nation safe. Just re-
cently we went through some challenges with North Korea. As we
look forward, looking at the government that they have there, the
actions that have been taken there—and I'm not asking you to be
an expert on all things North Korean, but what do you think are
the key steps in making sure that we’re able to continue to move
forward, continue to counter that threat, and what do you think
are the things that they respond to more than anything?

Ms. CREEDON. Senator, from my current position one of the
things that we’ve been very instrumental in is ensuring that the
United States is well protected from whatever the North Koreans
end up doing with respect to the development of their long-range
missiles, as well as their short-range missiles, which are a threat
to the theater and to our forces over there.

We’ve been very instrumental in March with respect to the Sec-
retary’s announcement to expand the capacity and the capability of
the ground-based strategic deterrent, to add 14 additional ballistic
missile defense interceptors at Fort Greely in Alaska. The chal-
lenge now is to continue to improve those interceptors so that they
become safe and efficient.

From a nonproliferation, counterproliferation, proliferation per-
spective with respect to North Korea, it’s absolutely essential that
we do everything possible to prevent them from achieving their
goals in their program, from getting the materials, the tech-
nologies. Whatever it is that they need to advance their program,
we have to work to be able to prevent them from getting those
things; also with respect to making sure that our allies in the re-
gion also feel that our extended assurance and deterrence is secure
and viable. I think we did that too not too long ago when we had
the B-52 flyover of the Korean Peninsula.

I think all of these things need to continue to press forward so
that we maintain a good posture with respect to North Korea.

Senator DONNELLY. Thank you.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Donnelly.

We will have a second round. We can have perhaps 3 minutes
for the second round. If we need a third round, we will.

Senator Donnelly raised an issue of counterfeit parts and I want
to make sure, Dr. LaPlante, that you are aware of the investiga-
tion, which was a very extensive investigation that this committee
held, into counterfeit parts. Millions, literally millions of counter-
feit parts, have found their way into our weapons systems. I would
hope that you would find out what we had to say, that you would
study what we did in the 2012 defense authorization bill, mainly
in the area of holding the contractors accountable for those parts
and accountable for the correction of those parts.

We've had a lot of effort now on the part of some contractors to
change our law and to not hold them accountable. But hopefully
that’s not going to happen. We would urge you to read this report.
It’s a pretty disturbing report. Mainly the source is Chinese. We
looked at the electronic parts, where they rip apart old computers,
take the parts and wash them, put new numbers on them. They
do it openly. It’s quite an amazing operation that they’re running
there, and we’re going to do everything we can to stop it, at least
as far as weapons systems are concerned.

Dr. LAPLANTE. Senator Levin, I know about the report. I will
definitely review it carefully, and I consider it extremely important.
As we say, it’s part of that broader cyber issue. I look forward to
working, if confirmed, with you on that. Thanks.

Chairman LEVIN. Mr. Carson, when you take this position you
will become the second Chief Management Officer of the Depart-
ment of the Army. It’s only a few years ago that we said that the
position that you’ll be confirmed to is the Chief Management Offi-
cer. We did this in 2007 out of frustration with the inability of the
Military Departments to modernize their business systems and
processes. We chose to have the Under Secretary serve concur-
rently as Chief Management Officer because no other official in the
Department of the Army other than the Secretary sits at a high
enough level to cut across all the stovepipes and to be able to im-
plement comprehensive change.

We hope that you will make modernization of the Army’s busi-
ness systems and processes a top priority.

Mr. CARSON. I assure you I will consider it a very top priority.

Chairman LEVIN. Do you think you have the resources and the
authority needed to carry out the business transformation of the
Department of the Army?

Mr. CARsON. I do.

Chairman LEVIN. If you find out that that’s not true, for what-
ever reason, you would let us know?

Mr. CARSON. Yes, of course.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator Blunt.

Senator BLUNT. No, thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. All right. Then Senator King or Senator Kaine?

Senator KING. One brief follow-up. Mr. Carson, I don’t expect you
to have this data at hand, but perhaps you could supply it. I'd be
interested in knowing, in that personnel cost figure that you were
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talking about, the breakdown within that figure of Active Duty
versus retired in terms of costs, of health care, retirement. Do you
see what I mean?

Mr. CARSON. Absolutely. I will get that to you, Senator.

Senator KING. I appreciate that. Thank you.

[The information referred to follows:]

Army retiree expenses are paid into the Department of Defense’s retiree accrual
fund, and the fund distributes payments to retirees. In fiscal year 2013, the Army
paid about $7.1 billion of the approximately $61.1 billion in its military pay budget

to the retiree accrual fund. This represents about 11.6 percent of the Army’s mili-
tary pay budget in that fiscal year.

Chairman LEVIN. Senator Kaine?

Senator KAINE. No additional questions, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. All right. Again, we thank you, thank you all,
for your service and for what you're embarked upon in the new po-
sitions that you’ll be confirmed to. We thank your families, your
supporters, particularly August. You've done a wonderful job, and
I know how important it is to an uncle to have a nephew or a niece
there by his side or her side. I only have one nephew, a lot of
nieces.

But it’s a good thing that you skipped school today. Don’t do that
too often, though. This has to be a special occasion. But we again
know how important it was to your uncle that you be here today.

We will stand adjourned, and we will move these nominations as
guickly as possible—even quicker than usual in the Senate these

ays.

[Whereupon, at 11:12 a.m., the committee adjourned.]

[Prepared questions submitted to Hon. Madelyn R. Creedon by
Chairman Levin 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. I have had over 30 years of experience in a variety of executive and legis-
lative branch positions. In addition to my current position as an Assistant Secretary
of Defense, I have served in management positions at the Department of Energy
(DOE), including as the first Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs at the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA). I also served as the General Coun-
sel of the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission. I was honored to serve
for many years as a member of the staff of the Senate Committee on Armed Serv-
ices with responsibilities directly related to those of the Principal Deputy Adminis-
trator of the NNSA.

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. If confirmed, I will focus on understanding the many specific responsibil-
ities and interactions that are necessary to ensure that I can effectively carry out
the duties of the office of the Principal Deputy Administrator of the NNSA. I firmly
believe that there are always actions that I can take to improve my ability to per-
form successfully in any position. That said, some of the key areas on which I will
focus are program and project management execution, safety and security, main-
taining science excellence and ensuring that the NNSA meets is national security
commitments.
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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. While there is currently not a permanent Administrator in place to pro-
vide guidance to this question, history would indicate that the Principal Deputy
would, among other duties and tasks, focus on the internal workings of the NNSA,
the budget, and interactions with Congress and other departments and agencies.

Question. Are there any special projects or assignments on which you will focus?

Answer. If confirmed, I would expect to work closely with the Administrator to
identify specific projects and assignments. I would also expect that some projects
would focus on restoring the trust in and credibility of the NNSA.

MAJOR CHALLENGES AND PROBLEMS

Question. What is your understanding of the role that you will play in the overall
administration of the NNSA, in the event that you are confirmed?

Answer. If confirmed, I would expect to be focused on the internal workings of
the NNSA, the budget, and interactions with Congress and other departments and
agencies. This would be consistent with the roles undertaken by my predecessors.

Question. In your view, what are the major challenges that will confront the Prin-
cipal Deputy Administrator?

Answer. The challenges that will confront the Principal Deputy are the same that
confront the NNSA itself. Implementation of the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) and
the President’s nuclear security agenda will be significant challenges, as will ensur-
ing the continued safety, security, and effectiveness of the stockpile and maintaining
a highly skilled, trained, and capable workforce at NNSA, its labs and plants. Doing
all this under increasingly constrained budgets will be even more challenging.
NNSA is midway through its first major life extension program and is beginning
work on the second even more challenging life extension program. Two major manu-
facturing capabilities are in need of replacement, threats from nuclear terrorism and
proliferation have become more complex, work is underway on a new reactor for the
Ohio-class replacement submarine, and the amount of money available to address
all of these challenges is decreasing. In addition, confidence in the management of
the NNSA has been questioned.

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

Answer. If confirmed as Principal Deputy Administrator, I will develop close
working relationships with key partners at NNSA headquarters and field offices, the
labs and plants, with other relevant executive branch partners, and with Congress,
to understand and address the various problems, issues, and concerns. I would work
to establish clear expectations, clear plans and requirements, clear lines of commu-
nications, authority and responsibility, and generally work to restore the credibility
of and trust in the NNSA.

Question. What do you consider to be the most serious problems in the perform-
ance of the functions of the Principal Deputy Administrator?

Answer. If confirmed, I will focus on those serious problems mentioned above. Re-
solving these problems will take time and the patience of NNSA stakeholders, as
well as their support and partnership. Reestablishing these baseline relationships
will be the key to success. If confirmed, I will work closely with the Administrator,
the leadership of the NNSA and its operating contractors, and the whole NNSA
team to achieve this goal.

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

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with the Administrator of the NNSA and the
whole NNSA team, as well as other departments and agencies, to identify, under-
stand, and prioritize the problems facing NNSA, and to develop appropriate
timelines to resolve these problems.

PRIORITIES

Question. If confirmed, what broad priorities would you establish in terms of
issues that must be addressed by the Principal Deputy Administrator?

Answer. If confirmed, and working in conjunction with the Administrator, I would
make reestablishing solid baseline relationships an overarching priority. I believe
this can be achieved while working on the specific problems that face NNSA. In ad-
dition, if confirmed, I would also focus on ensuring that the highly-skilled and tal-
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ented NNSA workforce is closely involved in identifying and resolving the many
challenges that face the NNSA. An additional priority would be to establish stability
in the program, budget, and workforce.

Question. If confirmed, how will you prioritize the NNSA’s budget and manage-
ment structure to ensure a safe, secure, reliable, and credible nuclear weapons
stockpile for the Nation?

Answer. Achieving this goal will become increasingly more difficult in the face of
declining budgets. As a result, focusing on improving NNSA’s overall process to ac-
curately estimate costs, establish clear program requirements, and execute those
programs will be a priority of mine, if confirmed. I would expect to work closely with
the Administrator, the NNSA leadership and the new Under Secretary for Manage-
ment and Performance to achieve these goals.

RELATIONSHIPS

Question. Please describe your understanding of the relationship of the Principal
Deputy Administrator with the following Officials:

The Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Energy.

Answer. If confirmed, I would report through the Administrator to the Deputy
Secretary and Secretary and represent the Administrator with these officials in his
absence.

Question. The Administrator of the NNSA.

Answer. If confirmed, the Administrator would be my immediate supervisor.

Question. The Deputy Administrators of the NNSA.

Answer. If confirmed, I would serve as the immediate supervisor for the Deputy
Administrators for Defense Programs, Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation, and Naval
Reactors.

Question. The Assistant Secretary of Energy for Environmental Management.

Answer. Within the NNSA, the Associate Administrator for Infrastructure and
Operations is the principal interface with the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Environmental Management (EM). If confirmed, I would interact with the Under
Secretary for Management and Performance on EM matters, given that the Assist-
ant Secretary for EM reports to that Under Secretary, as well as the Assistant Sec-
retary.

Question. The Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Nuclear, Chemical, and
Biological Defense Programs.

Answer. NNSA’s Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs is the main counter-
part to the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Nuclear, Chemical and Biologi-
cal Defense Programs. If confirmed, I would represent the interests of the Adminis-
trator and the NNSA with this Deputy Administrator, as called for.

Question. The Chairman of the Nuclear Weapons Council.

Answer. The Administrator is the principle interface with the Chairman and the
member of the Nuclear Weapons Council. If confirmed, I would represent and sup-
port the interests of the Administrator and the NNSA to the Chairman of the NWC
as appropriate.

Question. The Commander of U.S. Strategic Command.

Answer. The Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs is the principal inter-
face with the Commander of U.S. Strategic Command. As necessary, in the absence
of the Administrator, I would represent the interests of the Administrator and the
NNSA with the Commander in Chief of the U.S. Strategic Command.

Question. The nuclear directorates of the Air Force and Navy.

Answer. The Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs is the principal inter-
face with the nuclear directorates of the Air Force and Navy. As necessary, I would
represent the interests of the Administrator and the NNSA with these officials.

Question. The Associate Administrator of NNSA for Facilities and Operations.

Answer. If confirmed, I would serve as the immediate supervisor to the Associate
Administrator of NNSA for Facilities and Operations (Infrastructure and Environ-
ment).

Question. The Associate Administrator of NNSA for Management and Administra-
tion (APM).

Answer. If confirmed, I would serve as the immediate supervisor to the Associate
Administrator of NNSA for Management and Administration.

Question. The DOE Director of Health, Safety, and Security.

Answer. If confirmed, I would represent the interests of the Administrator and the
NNSA as called for.

Question. The Under Secretary of Energy for Science and the Director of the Of-
fice of Science.
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Answer. If confirmed, I would represent the interests of the Administrator and the
NNSA as called for.

Question. The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.

Answer. If confirmed, I would represent the interests of the Administrator and the
NNSA as called for.

MANAGEMENT OF THE NNSA

Question. What is the role of NNSA’s Management Council and, if confirmed,
what would be your relationship with the Council?

Answer. If confirmed, as the Principal Deputy Administrator, I understand that
I would be the lead official of the NNSA Management Council.

Question. In your view, are there any changes needed to the management struc-
ture of the NNSA?

Answer. If confirmed, I would consult directly with the Secretary, the Deputy Sec-
retary, the Administrator, and the Deputy and Associate Administrators regarding
what changes need to be made to the management structure of the NNSA.

Trust is clearly an issue that remains a challenge within the nuclear security en-
terprise, between headquarters and the field. What may assist in addressing this
issue is to further clarify lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability within
the entire NNSA enterprise. I understand the Secretary has begun to address these
management issues. It will also be critical to assess business processes to operate
more efficiently as well as NNSA’s capabilities for cost estimation and program exe-
cution.

Question. In your view are there clear lines of authorities and responsibilities in
the NNSA?

Answer. I am aware of the relationships prescribed under the NNSA Act and
know that governance of the NNSA will be a critical area to focus on if I am con-
firmed. I would expect to work closely with the Congressional Panel currently con-
ducting a review of NNSA governance. I understand the Secretary has begun to im-
plement reforms that would clarify lines of authority and responsibility specifically
in the areas of safety and security across the Department to include the NNSA, and
if confirmed would work to understand and implement these reforms.

Question. Do you believe that any changes are needed to ensure clear lines of au-
thority and responsibility?

Answer. I understand the Secretary has begun to implement reforms that would
clarify lines of authority and responsibility specifically in the areas of safety and se-
curity across the Department to include the NNSA. If confirmed, I would consult
directly with the Secretary, the Deputy Secretary, the Administrator, and the Dep-
uty and Associate Administrators regarding what changes need to be made to the
management structure of the NNSA.

Question. As Principal Deputy Administrator, how will you address the findings
and recommendations from the dozens of reports that have been published in the
past 2 decades regarding management problems at NNSA/DOE?

Answer. I am very familiar with the many reports that have been published over
the years identifying management challenges at DOE and NNSA. If confirmed, I
will work with the Secretary and the Administrator to continue to tackle these chal-
lenges. I would also want to personally engage with the members of the Congres-
sional Advisory Panel who have been charged with examining the governance struc-
ture, mission, and management of the nuclear security enterprise.

WEAPONS PROGRAMS 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
Federal NNSA workforce and at the labs and the plants?

Answer. If confirmed, recruiting and retaining world class talent within NNSA’s
Federal and contractor workforce will be a priority of mine. As the Federal agency
responsible for the management of the nuclear security enterprise, including one of
a kind detection and forensic capabilities, I believe it is essential for NNSA to pro-
vide meaningful and challenging professional opportunities that attract and retain
dedicated professionals. Central to this effort is fostering an enterprise-wide sense
of purpose in NNSA’s nuclear security mission. Particular attention must be placed
on ensuring that, as the current NNSA workforce ages, the administration main-
tains partnerships with the academic and university communities through pipelines
that encourage and attract the world’s best engineers, scientists, and technical ex-
perts. Also key to the health of the Labs is maintaining the ability to utilize the
independent research and development (R&D) funds.
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Question. If confirmed, what specific steps would you recommend for the NNSA
to ensure that adequate and appropriate technical skills are maintained in NNSA
workforce and at the labs and the plants?

Answer. Successful Federal workforce planning is essential for NNSA to retain
the appropriate degree of technical skills within the workforce. A combination of
well-designed recruitment and internship programs, academic partnerships, contin-
ued collaboration with minority serving institutions, and outreach programs with
the science and academic community is something I believe will remain critical to
NNSA'’s laboratories and plants.

Question. In your view, what are the critical skills that are needed in the NNSA
complex wide?

Answer. The success of NNSA’s laboratories, plants, and facilities in large part
relies upon the Federal and contractor workforce maintaining a diverse set of crit-
ical skills. Within the national security laboratories, as the fiscal year 2014 Stock-
pile Stewardship and Management Plan addresses, the critical skills and knowledge
needed include nuclear design and evaluation, computing and simulation, manufac-
turing and fabrication, electrical, mechanical, and materials engineering, project
management, nuclear criticality safety engineering and nuclear design code develop-
ment. Many of these same skills are also essential for the nuclear nonproliferation,
counterterrorism, and emergency response work of the NNSA. These are just some
of the essential skills that underpin the important work across the NNSA complex
and programs.

SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY

Question. What role, if any, will you have in ensuring safety and security in the
nuclear weapons complex?

Answer. If confirmed, the safe and secure operation of the nuclear weapons enter-
prise, personnel, and assets will be my top priority. I will work in partnership with
the Administrator, and in accordance with the Secretary’s vision to ensure a strong
professional culture that values security and safety. This includes executing existing
security and safety best practices and working with DOE and NNSA leadership to
provide an operationally safe and secure complex. I will also collaborate closely with
the Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board (DNFSB) to ensure that NNSA appro-
priately applies safety best practices and policies throughout the nuclear security
enterprise.

Question. In your opinion, what are the biggest safety and security threats to the
facilities and materials in the nuclear weapons complex?

Answer. I understand the critical importance of maintaining safety and security
at all NNSA sites. If confirmed, I will emphasize NNSA’s commitment to proactively
mitigate cyber, physical, materials, and transportation security threats, and ensure
operational safety standards are met.

Question. What role, if any, will you have in ensuring operational nuclear safety
in the nuclear weapons complex?

Answer. If confirmed, I will be committed to the safe and secure operation of the
nuclear weapons enterprise and the dedicated professionals serving in NNSA’s Fed-
eral and contractor workforce. I will work to ensure that NNSA sites, plants, and
staff are properly equipped and trained to effectively execute all applicable safety
and security standards and laws.

Question. What role, if any, will you have with the DNFSB?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work closely with the DNFSB on their recommenda-
tions. I am quite familiar with the DNFSB’s statutory responsibility to review the
design and ensure adequacy of operational nuclear safety controls at defense nuclear
facilities. It is critically important for the NNSA to work proactively with the
DNFSB early in the design and execution process so as to resolve any operational
nuclear safety concerns that could later play a role in the eventual cost of the
project.

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 stogkpile as safe, secure, and reliable, without the need for underground nuclear
testing?

Answer. The Stockpile Stewardship Program has been very successful to date in
maintaining a safe, secure, and effective deterrent without the need for under-
ground nuclear explosive testing. Some of the various experimental facilities that
underpin the success of the program are the National Ignition Facility (NIF) at
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory; the Z machine at Sandia National Lab-
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oratories; the Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test Facility at Los Alamos
National Laboratory; and the Joint Actinide Shock Physics Experimental Research
Facility at the Nevada National Security Site. Underlying the success of all these
facilities are the laboratory computational facilities. If confirmed, I will visit all the
sites in the NNSA enterprise to meet the workforce and see the capabilities that
assess the safety, security, and effectiveness of our nuclear weapons and the experi-
mental tools that contribute to broader national security. I will work to ensure that
these facilities are maintained so that the NNSA can continue to make the nec-
essary certifications in the absence of underground nuclear explosive testing.

Question. In your opinion, what are the greatest challenges confronting the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program?

Answer. The greatest challenge that currently confronts the Stockpile Steward-
ship Program is an unpredictable budget environment. NNSA must balance planned
life extension programs and infrastructure modernization investments while main-
taining the scientific research and experimental capabilities required certifying the
stockpile. I also believe that steady, continued investments in science and engineer-
ing at all of the sites remains a core requirement in order to maintain and attract
the high quality staff essential to the long-term mission of maintaining the deter-
rent without returning to underground nuclear explosive testing.

Question. Do you fully support the goals of the Stockpile Stewardship Program?

Answer. Yes.

Question. In your view what additional capabilities will the Stockpile Stewardship
Program need in the next 5 years?

Answer. I am not aware of any major additional capabilities required beyond
those already described in the fiscal year 2014 Stockpile Stewardship and Manage-
ment Plan, but requirements will have to be mapped against resource constraints.
NNSA needs to have the means to ensure that new technical and policy expertise
relating to nuclear policy is “grown” in NNSA as the nuclear workforce continues
to age. It is also critical that NNSA have consistent and predictable funding.

LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAMS IN SUPPORT OF THE NUCLEAR POSTURE REVIEW

Question. As a result of the 2010 NPR, the Nuclear Weapons Council has laid out
a schedule over the next 20 years that involves numerous demands on the NNSA,
these are the B—61 life extension program, the interoperable warhead, the W-88/
87 joint fuse program, the warhead for the long-range stand off weapon, in addition
to the maintenance of the existing stockpile systems (W-88, W-87, W-76, W-78, B—
61, B-83, and W-80).

What do you see as some of issues in this ambitious schedule that concern you?

Answer. In my current capacity as the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global
Strategic Affairs, I am very much aware that nuclear modernization work of this
kind is expensive, technically demanding, and time consuming. The Nuclear Weap-
ons Council has developed a strategy for managing the cost, scope, and schedule of
these modernization activities. This strategy should help refine the concurrent na-
ture of this work to better map our requirements, planned resources, and workforce
capabilities. Of course maintaining the budget needed to achieve the strategy will
be a challenge.

Quegtion. Are you concerned this schedule is achievable if sequestration con-
tinues?

Answer. I am very concerned about the effect of sequestration and general budget
constraints on this schedule. Consistent and predictable funding is essential to
maintaining the planned schedule for such complex and technically challenging
modernization programs. Given my experience at DOD, I am well aware how se-
questration, as well as continuing resolutions, can cause crippling uncertainty for
the people and the programs.

Question. The NNSA is in the early stages of an effort to develop an interoperable
warhead for the W—88 and W-78 systems.

If the cost of the interoperable warhead become prohibitive would you support life
extensions of the existing systems?

Answer. I believe that this decision would be in the purview of the Nuclear Weap-
ons Council, which has full awareness of and the statutory responsibility to consider
various technical, military, and budgetary options and issues.

Question. Do you support the current scope of the B-61 mod 12 life extension pro-
gram?

Answer. Yes.

Question. Are you concerned about the overall cost of the B-61 mod 12 life exten-
sion program and if so what particular issues are of concern?
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Answer. The B61-12 LEP was chosen as the option that meets military require-
ments at the lowest cost. If confirmed, I will continue the NNSA’s commitment to
a safe, secure, and reliable nuclear deterrent. This includes sustaining and main-
taining the nuclear stockpile, and modernizing the nuclear infrastructure and deliv-
ery systems. The President has said that the United States will retain a safe, se-
cure, and effective nuclear deterrent, as long as nuclear weapons exist. Modernizing
the stockpile is essential to achieving that goal but will become more challenging
in a constrained budget environment.

Question. The Senate Appropriations Committee has proposed a reduction of $168
million to the President’s fiscal year 2014 request for the B61 Life Extension pro-
gram. What impact will this have on the B61 LEP in terms of cost and schedule?
How might it affect other planned LEPs?

Answer. A cut of this magnitude would substantially delay the overall schedule
and could jeopardize the overall effectiveness of the weapon system. A slip to the
B61-12 LEP could also adversely impact the schedule for future LEPs.

OVERALL MANAGEMENT

Question. What is your view on the relationship and the relative duties and re-
sponsibilities of the Secretary of Energy as found in the Atomic Energy Act and the
Administrator of the NNSA?

Answer. The NNSA Act states that the Secretary establishes overarching policy
for the DOE and the NNSA and may direct DOE officials to review NNSA programs
and activities. These DOE officials can then make recommendations to the Secretary
regarding administration of the NNSA program and activities. Having served as the
Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs during the first year of the NNSA, I
have an appreciation for the critically important role of the Secretary in ensuring
the mission of NNSA is successfully executed, and the need to work cooperatively
with the other organizational units of the DOE.

Question. Do you believe that there are any organizational structure issues in the
NNSA that should be addressed to improve management and operations of the
NNSA, or that you would address if confirmed?

Answer. I believe the statutory structure of the NNSA is sound and that the pri-
mary challenge lies with implementing that structure. The challenges related to site
security and major project management have been among the most significant. If
confirmed, I will focus on implementing and then sustaining the reforms to security
that have been put forth by Secretary Moniz and implementing additional reforms
as needed. If confirmed, I will work with the Administrator, Deputy Administrators,
Associate Administrators and the leadership of the NNSA facilities to build on im-
provements to NNSA’s project management, program review, and cost estimation
expertise. This collaborative effort will include creating an implementation plan to
stand up NNSA’s Office of Cost Estimation and Program Evaluation as directed by
the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2014.

Question. The NNSA and DOE has been plagued by cost overruns and project can-
cellations related to the construction of nuclear facilities, nuclear weapons mod-
ernization programs, and nuclear stockpile stewardship facilities.

How serious are these cost overruns in your view?

Answer. Cost overruns are a very serious issue. NNSA is challenged in the coming
years with a significant uptick in work activity related to modernization of the
stockpile and responsive infrastructure. If cost overruns persist, NNSA’s critically
important mission could be adversely affected.

Question. What steps will you take, if confirmed, to ensure they are not repeated
in the future?

Answer. If confirmed, and as I stated before, I will work with the Administrator,
Deputy Administrators, and Associate Administrators to build on improvements to
NNSA’s project management, program review, and cost estimation expertise in an
effort to ensure we are committing to work that can be delivered on time and on
budget. This collaborative effort will include creating an implementation plan to
stand up NNSA’s Office of Cost Estimation and Program Evaluation as directed by
the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2014.

Question. Do you believe that the expertise of DOE personnel serving outside the
NNSA can be helpful to you if confirmed? If so, how do you expect to utilize this
expertise if you are confirmed?

Answer. Yes. DOE relies upon an exceptionally skilled workforce at the labora-
tories, plants, and headquarters. If confirmed, I would enthusiastically utilize the
world class expertise that exists throughout the complex to drive favorable outcomes
to NNSA’s toughest challenges.
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Question. Are you aware of any limitations on your authority, if confirmed, to
draw on that expertise?

Answer. No. I am not aware of any limitations on my authority, if confirmed, to
draw on the expertise that resides within DOE. If, however, any are identified, I
will work promptly with the Administrator, the Secretary and Deputy Secretary to
resolve any issues.

Question. What is your view of the extent to which the NNSA is bound by the
existing rules, regulations, and directives of DOE and what flexibility, if any, do you
believe you would have in implementing such rules, regulations, and directives?

Answer. If confirmed, I will adhere to the NNSA Act, which sets forth the rela-
tionship between the DOE and NNSA. DOE and the NNSA have a unique partner-
ship in order to ensure the integrity of the nuclear security enterprise. I anticipate
working closely with the Administrator in conjunction with the Secretary, the Dep-
uty Secretary and the other senior leadership throughout the Department to ensure
the NNSA runs smoothly and efficiently.

ADVISORY BOARD

Question. The NNSA had an external advisory board, which included technical
and other subject matter experts to provide advice to the NNSA. The charter for
the board was allowed to expire. In your view is there any benefit to reconstituting
an advisory board? Why or why not?

Answer. I believe there is great value gained by receiving advice and counsel from
external groups comprised of subject matter experts. If confirmed, I will work with
the Administrator to determine the most appropriate format to utilize outside exper-
tise.

FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Question. DOE and the NNSA have looked at, and have in some circumstances
used, third party or other alternate financing options for construction projects.

If confirmed, would you commit to review carefully any NNSA proposal to under-
take construction projects with funding approaches that deviate from the traditional
line item funding approach?

Answer. Yes. If the NNSA finds that third party financing arrangements are ben-
eficial in the future, if confirmed, I would commit to ensuring that Congress is fully
informed of all plans to use third party financing and that all projects are consistent
with executive branch and statutory requirements.

Question. In addition, would you commit to keep the committee fully informed of
any such proposals, to fully coordinate any proposal with the Office of Management
and Budget, and to ensure that any such proposals include a business case docu-
menting that any alternative financing approach is in the best interests of the tax-
payer?

Answer. Yes.

Question. One of the goals of the effort to modernize the nuclear weapons complex
is to reduce the number of square feet of building space.

As the NNSA proceeds with construction projects in the future, would you commit
to support the goal, and work to include in the total project cost of any new facility
the cost to dispose of any buildings or facilities that are being replaced?

Answer. Yes.

Question. In some instances the disposition of old buildings might be more appro-
priately handled by the Office of Environmental Management (EM). In your view
under what circumstances should EM be responsible for the disposition and under
what circumstances should the NNSA be responsible?

Answer. I support the current division of labor where EM disposes of facilities
with process-related contamination (i.e. contamination not commonly managed in
private sector operations, typically radioactive contamination) and NNSA disposes
of all other facilities. I understand that discussions are ongoing between NNSA and
EM to develop more specific criteria for transfer, and if confirmed as Principal Dep-
uty Administrator, I would support this work to further clarify roles and responsibil-
ities in this area. I recognize that the current inventory of process contaminated
surplus facilities DOE-wide will require substantial time and resources to disposi-
tion and these process contaminated facilities tend to present higher risks than
other surplus facilities, so I would support looking at ways for NNSA to complete
prudent risk reduction activities while awaiting transfer to EM.

Question. Do you believe that clear criteria exist on which to make disposition de-
terminations?
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Answer. If confirmed, I will review carefully the existing criteria for their ade-
quacy. If necessary, I will make recommendations to the Administrator to clarify rel-
evant criteria.

Question. The Facilities and Infrastructure Recapitalization Plan (FIRP) was ter-
minated in 2013. This program was intended to reduce the large backlog of deferred
maintenance for NNSA facilities.

With the termination of FIRP, how do you believe NNSA should continue to ad-
dress its backlog of deferred maintenance?

Answer. I understand, since the termination of FIRP, NNSA’s deferred mainte-
nance backlog has increased. If confirmed as Principal Deputy Administrator, I
would support NNSA efforts to prioritize the existing resources and identify oppor-
tunities for enterprise-level solutions to reduce the maintenance backlog.

Question. As Deputy Administrator, how will you ensure the deferred mainte-
nance backlog continues to be reduced?

Answer. If confirmed as Principal Deputy Administrator I will prioritize NNSA’s
existing resources and identify opportunities for enterprise-level solutions to reduce
the maintenance backlog.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

Question. What responsibility do you believe the NNSA should have for funding,
managing, and disposing of its current and future hazardous waste streams and for
future environmental restoration?

Answer. I believe that as the landlord of its eight sites, NNSA is responsible for
managing and disposing of its current and future hazardous waste streams and en-
suring that these operations do not create future environmental restoration obliga-
tions. Environmental restoration, however, is not a core NNSA capability—NNSA’s
responsibility is to ensure that EM, the partner DOE program with that core capa-
bility, and all NNSA stakeholders, including Congress, are aware of NNSA’s re-
quirements. This will require close teamwork and partnership between NNSA and
EM. If confirmed, I will work to ensure NNSA and EM work together to meet these
needs.

Question. What specific steps do you believe the NNSA should take to negotiate
programmatic responsibilities for environmental activities between the NNSA and
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management?

Answer. NNSA and EM are partners, each with their own core capabilities. NNSA
works with its EM counterparts at all levels to ensure each understands the total
requirement and how they will work together to protect workers, the environment,
and the public. I think the division of responsibilities between NNSA and EM is
well understood, but if confirmed, I will commit to review this relationship and to
ensure its continued success.

Question. If confirmed, what role do you anticipate you will play in this process?

Answer. If confirmed I would work to ensure that environmental restoration,
waste management, and facility disposition goals are included as appropriate in
each relevant senior manager’s performance goals, including mine, and are ad-
dressed in all strategic plans and budget submissions, and that each funding deci-
sion is fully informed by the risks it accepts.

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. NNSA’s Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation (DNN) programs are vital to
U.S. national security and are a first line of defense in reducing the risk of nuclear
terrorism and proliferation. If confirmed, I would commit to working with the Sec-
retary, Deputy Secretary, Administrator, and Deputy Administrator for Defense Nu-
clear Nonproliferation, as well as other strategic partners, to consider the future of
the DNN programs as we move towards the goal of permanent threat reduction
where possible, vice a prevention-focused approach. Great progress has been made
to date on securing vulnerable nuclear material worldwide, but much work remains
to address the nuclear terrorism and proliferation threat.

In this fiscally constrained environment, it will be critical to continue to move
some of our foreign cooperative relationships from assistance to partnership. In ad-
dition, we need to engage our international partners to ensure that work completed
to date is maintained and sustained.

Question. NNSA has significantly expanded its work in the Megaports program
in cooperation with the Department of Homeland Security and to secure vulnerable
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weapons usable materials worldwide, the Global Lockdown program, which is being
implemented in cooperation with the Department of Defense (DOD).

If confirmed, would you commit to keeping Congress fully informed as to the suc-
cess of, as well as any problems with these cooperative relationships?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I would commit to keep Congress fully informed of
these cooperative relationships. From my current vantage point as the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Global Strategic Affairs, I see the tremendous interagency
cooperation among the Departments of Defense, State, Energy, and Homeland Secu-
rity, the Intelligence Community, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation and if confirmed, I will work to ensure those important
relationships continue. These relationships leverage expertise and resources and en-
sure there is no duplication of effort and no major gap in addressing the broad scope
of nuclear security issues at home and abroad.

Question. The NNSA has responsibility for the bulk of the Federal Government’s
basic research on radiation detection technologies as well as other nuclear tech-
nologies, such as those used in nuclear forensics.

If confirmed, would you commit to undertake a review of the nonproliferation
R&D program to ensure that it is adequately funded and fully coordinated with the
activities of other Federal agencies?

Answer. I understand that an external review of the R&D program was completed
in May 2011, and that the recommendations from that review have been imple-
mented.

If confirmed, I will work with the Administrator and the Deputy Administrator
for DNN to ensure these critical R&D activities are fully supported and coordinated.

Question. The NNSA nonproliferation programs have occasionally had implemen-
tation issues that have resulted in large carryover balances.

In your view is the management in place to implement the new Global Lockdown
program and to ensure that the funds are spent in a timely and effective manner?

Answer. I understand there has been tremendous success in achieving President
Obama’s 4-year effort to secure vulnerable nuclear material worldwide but that
much work still remains for the future. If confirmed, I will work with the Adminis-
trator and Deputy Administrator for DNN to ensure the continued implementation
of the Global Lockdown program and that funds are spent in a timely and effective
manner.

Question. If not, what changes would you recommend?

Answer. I am not in a position to recommend any changes at this time. If con-
firmed, I would discuss this further with NNSA and DNN leadership.

NATIONAL LABORATORIES

Question. The NNSA, as the steward of the three National Security Laboratories,
has a responsibility to ensure that the labs are capable of meeting their broad na-
tional security obligations, not just those of the NNSA.

What is your view on the role of the three National Security laboratories in ad-
dressing broad national security challenges and the role of the NNSA in overseeing
those activities?

Answer. The three National Security Laboratories have a unique role in ensuring
a variety of national security challenges are met. Maintaining the vitality of the lab-
oratories and sites and the core competencies of the workforce at each site must be
a priority for the NNSA. NNSA laboratories and sites possess unique capabilities
that other agencies utilize to serve their national security missions. Supporting
these national security missions not only advances the Nation’s security interests,
but also exercises, challenges, and augments workforce skills and laboratory capa-
bilities. In addition, there are often direct benefits back to NNSA’s programs. I firm-
ly believe in order to recruit and retain top-notch personnel you must provide them
challenging and interesting work—including national security work—as well as
world-class laboratory equipment and facilities in which to work. NNSA has a role
to enable this kind of work and a responsibility to understand the benefits from
these efforts. NNSA also has a responsibility to oversee the work of the laboratories
to ensure they perform the work entrusted to them and they do so safely and se-
curely.

Question. In your view are there any changes that are needed to facilitate or im-
prove the work for others program at the three National Security Laboratories?

Answer. If confirmed, I will review the interagency work performed at the three
laboratories and make a recommendation to the Administrator about any changes
that may need to be made.
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Question. The three NNSA laboratories are Federally Funded Research and De-
velopment Centers (FFRDC) run under a government-owned, contractor-operated
model.

Do you see these laboratories as simply contractors, or partners in carrying out
NNSA’s mission?

Answer. As FFRDCs, the three NNSA laboratories have a special long-term rela-
tionship with NNSA. As such, they have access to information, equipment and prop-
erty beyond that of normal contractual relationships and operate in the public inter-
est with objectivity and independence, free of organizational conflicts of interest.
The NNSA contractor operators of the labs and plants have special and unique na-
tional security responsibilities. NNSA relies on the technical expertise of the three
laboratories as they are integral to the mission and operation of NNSA. I do, how-
ever, believe the relationships between Federal employees and the laboratories, as
well as the plants, must be strengthened.

Question. Do you believe the directors of the three NNSA laboratories have a stat-
utory duty to provide objective advice and opinions to Congress? If so, how will you
ensure Congress receives such advice?

Answer. The directors of the three NNSA laboratories have a statutory duty to
provide their advice and opinions to Congress as directed by various reporting re-
quirements, such as the requirement at title 50 U.S.C. § 2525 to provide a Stockpile
Assessment Report which is transmitted to Congress through executive agencies
and the President. If confirmed, I will make sure these statutory requirements are
carried out.

MATERIALS DISPOSITON PROGRAM

Question. The NNSA is responsible for implementing the U.S. commitment to the
Russian Government to dispose of 34 metric tons of weapons grade plutonium.
There are many issues and challenges facing the program including the fact that
it is substantially over budget.

What role will you play in ensuring that all aspects of this program will be on
schedule and on budget and if necessary to review alternative disposition tech-
nologies?

Answer. In my current capacity at DOD, I am aware that the Department is con-
ducting a review of options for plutonium disposition and that the Secretary of En-
ergy will make a determination on the path forward in the near future. If confirmed,
I would work with the Secretary, Deputy Secretary, the NNSA Administrator and
Deputy Administrator for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation, other U.S. Government
leaders, as well as our international partners to ensure that we are pursuing our
commitments in the Plutonium Management and Disposition Agreement with Rus-
sia and that the Secretary’s guidance is implemented.

Cost overruns are always a concern but even more so in today’s fiscal climate. If
confirmed I will work with the Administrator to implement the Secretary’s decision
effectively and efficiently.

NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

Question. The National Ignition Facility (NIF) supports nuclear weapons experi-
mental work but also has the capability to support a broad range of science and en-
ergy research challenges.

If confirmed, what role, if any, will you play in ensuring the success of the NIF
and to ensure that NIF is fully utilized?

Answer. If confirmed, I will support the Administrator in maintaining NIF as a
central part of the NNSA enterprise. It is an essential facility for understanding our
nuclear weapons stockpile in the absence of nuclear explosive testing to ensure a
safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent. NIF also contributes important capa-
bilities to basic science and energy research.

Question. What are the future implications to the facility and the stockpile stew-
ardship program if NIF does not achieve sustained ignition?

Answer. The work at NIF is vitally important to ensuring the safety, security, and
effectiveness of our nuclear weapons stockpile. All of NIF’s experiments contribute
to our knowledge of nuclear weapons characteristics and, in turn, to implementing
our stockpile stewardship program.

Question. Do you believe NIF should be utilized primarily to support stockpile
stewardship activities, energy research, or basic science?

Answer. NIF was built as a stockpile stewardship tool and I support its use to
maintain the stockpile.



45

CONTRACTOR-OPERATED FACILITIES

Question. What recommendations, if any, would you make to improve oversight
of and contractor management of the facilities in the nuclear weapons complex?

Answer. Before making any specific recommendations, and if confirmed, I would
review the existing system to understand the existing oversight methodologies. As
needed I would then work to ensure that there are clear lines of authority, responsi-
bility, and accountability for both Federal and contract staff; that performance ex-
pectations are understood to achieve mission requirements in an efficient and effec-
tive manner; and that there is a strong emphasis on strengthening the safety and
security culture. I understand that NNSA is making headway in its efforts to hold
its contractors accountable for performance, particularly in its capital construction
projects. I would hope to build upon these early successes.

Question. In your view what is the role of the NNSA field offices in the oversight
of the contractor-operated facilities?

Answer. The NNSA field offices, as the first line of oversight, are best positioned
to recognize potential issues before they become problems. For them to be successful
the partnerships between headquarters and field and between Federal and con-
tractor employees must be strong.

Question. Do you believe that recent problems contractor-operated facilities have
resulted from too little government oversight?

Answer. The Department has been criticized for both too little and too much over-
sight in regards to contractor-operated facilities. Before I take a view on the prob-
lem in specific instances, I would need to evaluate the situation in greater detail.
I understand that NNSA is working to improve oversight mechanisms, to include
clarifying roles, authorities, and functions for the organization. If confirmed I would
work to ensure that the right balance of oversight for the specific activity is
achieved and maintained.

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?

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.

Question. Do you agree to provide documents, including copies of electronic forms
of communication, in a timely manner when requested by a duly constituted com-
mittee, or to consult with the committee regarding the basis for any good faith delay
or denial in providing such documents?

Answer. Yes.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR SAXBY CHAMBLISS
MIXED OXIDE FUEL

1. Senator CHAMBLISS. Secretary Creedon, in his fiscal year 2014 budget request,
the President sought to end the Mixed Oxide Fuel (MOX) Fabrication Facility at the
Savannah River Site. Is this an opinion you share and would you recommend low-
ered funding for MOX in the upcoming budget cycle, if confirmed?

Ms. CREEDON. The Department is committed to the U.S. Plutonium Disposition
mission and to fulfilling its obligations under the U.S.-Russia Plutonium Manage-
ment and Disposition Agreement. However, the U.S. plan to dispose of surplus
weapon-grade plutonium by irradiating it as MOX fuel has proven more costly than
anticipated. As described in the fiscal year 2014 budget request, the administration
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is conducting an analysis of disposition technology options to determine how best
to complete the mission.

I understand that the analysis has not yet been finalized. If confirmed, and in
conjunction with the Secretary, Deputy Secretary, and Administrator, I commit to
work closely with Congress to ensure the United States meets its plutonium disposi-
tion obligations.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KELLY AYOTTE
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT

2. Senator AYOTTE. Secretary Creedon, according to a January 2014 Department
of Energy Inspector General (IG) report on the National Nuclear Security Adminis-
tration’s (NNSA) Management of the $245 million Nuclear Materials Safeguards
and Security Upgrades Project (Phase II) at Los Alamos National Laboratory, the
project “suffered from a number of project management weaknesses.” As a result,
the report said “the project will be delayed by approximately 1 year and will require
an additional $41 million more than anticipated to complete.” Can you address this
IG finding?

Ms. CREEDON. The Nuclear Materials Safeguards and Security Upgrade Project
(NMSSUP) is a project that upgrades security at Los Alamos National Laboratory’s
(LANL) Technical Area-55, a facility that houses high-security plutonium assets and
operations. I understand the project is scheduled to be completed in the spring of
2014. The original Total Project Cost (TPC) for NMSSUP was $245 million. The
NMSSUP project is currently tracking to deliver at or below the original TPC.

In April 2010, the original TPC was reduced to an estimated cost of $213 million.
This was done without a thorough understanding of the risks and based on unreli-
able Earned Value Management System data. In September 2012, LANL issued stop
work orders to contractors due to ongoing quality concerns with construction, and
in October 2012, LANL suspended work on the project because the expected cost
would exceed the $213 million budget.

Subsequently, after NNSA’s Office of Acquisition and Project Management (NA—
APM) was established, project management responsibility and accountability was
transferred to NA-APM by the NNSA Administrator and the Acquisition Executive.
In January 2013, LANL proposed increasing the TPC to $254 million; however, NA—
APM rejected that proposal and instead reached an agreement wherein the con-
tractor would absorb $10 million of the overrun. As a result, the revised TPC be-
came $244 million, $1 million below the original TPC.

3. Senator AYOTTE. Secretary Creedon, how will you ensure there are no more
delays or cost growth in this project?

Ms. CREEDON. I understand that NNSA has taken actions to foster an improved
culture of responsibility and accountability for delivering work on time and on budg-
et. Some of these reforms that have been administered by NA-APM have included
hiring a new Federal Project Director (FPD) with Level 3 project management cer-
tification. NNSA provided the new FPD with full Contracting Officer’s Representa-
tive authority. The FPD was also given additional Federal and contractor support
to execute his responsibilities. A new highly qualified contractor project manager
was also put in place on the NMSSUP project.

My understanding is that the NMSSUP project is currently in acceptance testing.
The total project cost will not be known until the project is accepted. I understand
that NNSA intends to ensure that the contractor is held accountable for any defects
and charged accordingly as NNSA previously did with the $10M in unallowable
costs.

The NMSSUP project represents a significant cultural change for the NNSA. NA-
APM and the NMSSUP Project Team demonstrated that with the right team, fo-
cused attention to detail, and top to bottom leadership involvement even a troubled
project can be righted when clear expectations are set and all parties accept ac-
countability for their role in project delivery. If confirmed, I will work to ensure
there is a successful conclusion to this and all other projects.

NATIONAL SECURITY LABORATORIES

4. Senator AYOTTE. Secretary Creedon, in your responses to the advance policy
questions, you discuss the health of our three national security laboratories. You say
that, “Maintaining vitality of the laboratories and sites and the core competencies
of the workforce at each site must be a priority ...” In the past, I have heard con-
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cerns about the loss of expertise and core competencies of our national labs sup-
porting our nuclear deterrent. Do you share these concerns?

Ms. CREEDON. I am concerned about retaining critical skills at the laboratories
and sites because it’s the people that enable the laboratories and sites to deliver the
best products for national security. If confirmed, I will face this challenge head on
by ensuring NNSA’s talented and highly skilled workforce—contractor and Fed-
eral—is sustained through effective workforce recruitment, mentoring, and develop-
ment. This workforce is the NNSA’s chief asset.

5. Senator AYOTTE. Secretary Creedon, if you do share these concerns, what is
causing this problem?

Ms. CREEDON. There are competing factors that stress our critical skills. As we
move further from the end of the Cold War, our ability to recruit topflight talent
into a nuclear weapons program is increasingly challenging, as nuclear weapons are
not viewed as an attractive [long-term] career. Over time the number of scientists
with certain skills, such as testing, has significantly decreased as it has been 20
years since the last nuclear test. I am most concerned that we ensure that the lab-
oratories and facilities are able to attract the best and the brightest, and that the
experiences are passed to the next generation so that they can further develop the
skills needed to maintain and certify the stockpile in the absence of testing. Key
to evolving the skills and attracting the top talent to maintain the stockpile of the
future are the facilities, computational, and experimental capabilities to ensure the
generation charged with this responsibility will have the skills to undertake the re-
sponsibility. If confirmed, I will examine how to strengthen NNSA’s ability to at-
tract and retain the next generation of scientists and engineers needed to accom-
plish the mission.

6. Senator AYOTTE. Secretary Creedon, how serious is this problem?

Ms. CREEDON. I believe the ongoing erosion of the workforce is a serious problem
that demands an immediate and long-term strategy at the Department. If con-
firmed, I intend to focus on this important challenge.

7. Senator AYOTTE. Secretary Creedon, what can we do about this problem?

Ms. CREEDON. This challenge must be met through workforce planning to ensure
that the Department is recruiting and then retaining professionals with the core
competencies, knowledge, and technical expertise NNSA needs to execute its mis-
sion. We also have to make sure that the NNSA, its laboratories and facilities are
seen as and are the best place to be working in the fields that are most critical.
As T addressed in my APQs, maintaining the vitality of the laboratories and sites
and the core competencies of the workforce at each site must be a priority for the
NNSA. I firmly believe in order to recruit and retain top-notch personnel they must
have challenging and interesting work as well as world-class laboratory equipment
and facilities in which to work. Moreover, this work must be valued by the nation.

If confirmed, I will work with the laboratories, the academic community, and
other institutions that are able to assist NNSA in meeting its responsibility to have
the most talented and capable Federal workforce.

[The nomination reference of Hon. Madelyn R. Creedon follows:]

NOMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
January 6, 2014.
Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:
Hon. Madelyn R. Creedon, of Indiana, to be Principal Deputy Administrator, Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration, vice Neile L. Miller, resigned.

[The biographical sketch of Hon. Madelyn R. Creedon, which was
transmitted to the committee at the time the nomination was re-
ferred, follows:]
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF HON. MADELYN R. CREEDON

Madelyn Creedon was confirmed by the U.S. Senate as the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Global Strategic Affairs on August 2, 2011. In this capacity she sup-
ports the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy in overseeing policy development
and execution in the areas of countering Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), U.S.
nuclear forces and missile defense, and Department of Defense (DOD) cyber security
and space issues.

Prior to her confirmation, Ms. Creedon was counsel for the Democratic staff on
the Senate Committee on Armed Services and was responsible for the Subcommittee
on Strategic Forces as well as threat reduction and nuclear nonproliferation issues.

In 2000, she left the Senate Armed Services Committee to become the Deputy Ad-
ministrator for Defense Programs at the National Nuclear Security Administration,
Department of Energy (DOE), and returned to the committee in January 2001.

Prior to joining the Senate Armed Services Committee staff in March 1997, she
was the Associate Deputy Secretary of Energy for National Security Programs at
the Department of Energy, beginning in October 1995.

From November 1994 through October 1995, Ms. Creedon was the General Coun-
sel for the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. This Commission,
under the Chairmanship of former Senator Alan Dixon of Illinois, was responsible
for recommending to the President military bases for closure or realignment.

From 1990 through November 1994, Ms. Creedon was counsel for the Senate
Committee on Armed Services, under the Chairmanship of Senator Sam Nunn.
While on the committee staff she was responsible for DOE national security pro-
grams, DOE and DOD environmental programs, and base closure transition and im-
plementation programs.

Before joining the staff of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Ms. Creedon
was a trial attorney and Acting Assistant General Counsel for Special Litigation
with the DOE Office of the General Counsel for 10 years.

Born and raised in Indianapolis, IN, Ms. Creedon is a graduate of St. Louis Uni-
versity School of Law, where she was captain of the moot court team. Her under-
graduate degree is in political science from the University of Evansville, Evansville,
IN.

[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, and certain senior military offi-
cers as determined by the committee, to complete a form that de-
tails the biographical, financial and other information of the nomi-
nee. The form executed by Hon. Madelyn R. Creedon 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
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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.)
Madelyn Raub Creedon

2. Position to which nominated:
Principal Deputy Administrator, National Nuclear Security Administration, U.S.
Department of Energy.

3. Date of nomination:
January 6, 2014.

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:
November 1, 1951; Indianapolis, IN.

6. Marital Status: (Include maiden name of wife or husband’s name.)
Married to James J. Bracco.

7. Names and ages of children:
Meredith Creedon Bracco; May 2, 1981.
John Edward Bracco; November 12, 1984.

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

Broad Ripple High School, Indianapolis IN; 1964-1969; High School Diploma

University of Evansville, Evansville, IN; 1969-1973; BA

Tulane University School of Law, New Orleans, LA; 1973-1974

St. Louis University School of Law, St. Louis, MO; 1974-1976; JD

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.

Counsel, U.S. Senate Committee on Armed Services, January 2001-August 2011

Assistant Secretary of Defense/Global Strategic Affairs, U.S. Department of De-
fense, August 2011-Present

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.

Trial Attorney, U.S. Department of Energy, July 1980-February 1990

Counsel, U.S. Senate Committee on Armed Services, February 1990-November
1994

General Counsel, Base Closure and Realignment Commission, November 1994-—
October 1995

Associate Deputy Secretary of Energy, U.S. Department of Energy, October 1995—
March 1997

Counsel, U.S. Senate Committee on Armed Services, March 1997—July 2000

Deputy Administrator for Defense Programs, National Nuclear Security Adminis-
tration, July 2000—January 2001

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.

Daughters of the American Revolution

Women in Aerospace

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

DOE Secretary’s Achievement Award, 2001

DOE Distinguished Service Award, 1990

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

Public Speaking Engagements:

1) Remarks to the U.S. Strategic Command (STRATCOM) Cyber and Space
Symposium, Omaha, NE, November 15, 2011
2) Remarks to the Monitor Exchange Publications and Forums 4th Annual De-
terrence Summit, Arlington, VA, February 15, 2012
3) Keynote address at the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics
(ATAA) 10th Annual U.S. Missile Defense Conference, Washington, DC,
March 26, 2013
4) Featured speaker at The Space Foundation 28th National Space Symposium,
Colorado Springs, CO, April 16, 2012
5) Remarks to the Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) Annual Missile De-
fense Conference, London, UK, May 30, 2012
6) Remarks to the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) Space Council Meet-
ing, Washington, DC, June 14, 2012
7) Remarks to the U.S. Strategic Command (STRATCOM) Deterrence Sympo-
sium, La Vista, NE, August 9, 2012
8) Keynote address at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars
Workshop on Nuclear Forces and Nonproliferation, Washington, DC, Novem-
ber 28, 2012
9) Remarks to the Department of Defense (DOD) 20th Anniversary Cooperative
Threat Reduction (CTR) Conference, Washington, DC, December 3, 2012
10) Keynote speech to the Daughters of the American Revolution (DAR) 112th
Annual State Conference Formal Banquet, Indianapolis, IN, May 18, 2013
11) Remarks to the Stimson Center on Deterrence, Washington, DC, September
17, 2013

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.

Articles and Other Publications:

1) Madelyn R. Creedon, “Space and Cyber: Shared Challenges, Shared Opportu-
nities” Strategic Studies Quarterly, Vol. 6, No. 1, Spring 2012, available at
http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2012/spring/springl2.pdf. accessed on August 12,
2013. Article attached.

2) Madelyn Creedon, “Ash Carter Got It Right in Aspen, Top DOD Nuclear
Weapons Official Responds,” Defense One, July 30, 2013, available at http:/
www.defenseone.com/ideas/2013/07/ash-carter-got-it-richt-aspen-top-dod-nu-
clear-weapons-official-responds/67721/?oref=d-river. accessed on August 12,
2013. Article attached.

17. Commitments regarding nomination, confirmation, and service:

(a) Have you adhered to applicable laws and regulations governing conflicts of in-
terest?

Yes.

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

No.

(c) If confirmed, will you ensure your staff complies with deadlines established for
requested communications, including questions for the record in hearings?

Yes.

(d) Will you cooperate in providing witnesses and briefers in response to congres-
sional requests?

Yes.

(e) Will those witnesses be protected from reprisal for their testimony or briefings?

Yes.

(f) Do you agree, if confirmed, to appear and testify upon request before this com-
mittee?

Yes.

(g) Do you agree to provide documents, including copies of electronic forms of com-
munication, in a timely manner when requested by a duly constituted committee,
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or to consult with the committee regarding the basis for any good faith delay or de-
nial in providing such documents?
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.

MADELYN R. CREEDON.

This 13th day of January, 2014.

[The nomination of Hon. Madelyn R. Creedon was reported to the
Senate by Chairman Levin on January 28, 2014, with the rec-
ommendation that the nomination be confirmed. The nomination
was confirmed by the Senate on July 23, 2014.]

[Prepared questions submitted to Hon. Brad R. Carson by Chair-
man Levin prior to the hearing with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
DEFENSE REFORMS

Question. The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of
1986 and the Special Operations reforms have strengthened the warfighting readi-
ness of our Armed Forces. They have enhanced civilian control and clearly delin-
eated the operational chain of command and the responsibilities and authorities of
the combatant commanders, and the role of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. They have also clarified the responsibility of the military departments to re-
cruit, organize, train, equip, and maintain forces for assignment to the combatant
commanders.

Do you see the need for modifications of any Goldwater-Nichols Act provisions?

Answer. The Goldwater-Nichols Act has had a significant and positive impact on
the Department of Defense (DOD) and the Army. The framework established by the
act has improved inter-Service relationships and strengthened the ability of the
Services to work with the combatant commands. I do not see the need for any modi-
fications.

Question. If so, what areas do you believe might be appropriate to address in
these modifications?

Answer. No modifications are needed at this time.

QUALIFICATIONS

Question. What background and experience do you have that you believe qualifies
you for this position?

Answer. I believe that, if confirmed, my diverse political, military, legal, and busi-
ness experiences have well prepared me to execute the duties of the Under Sec-
retary of the Army. I currently have the honor and privilege of serving as the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Army, a position in which I have had legal oversight of every
issue arising from the Army’s global operations. In addition to myriad routine mat-
ters, I have assisted Secretary of the Army John McHugh in developing military-
wide responses to particularly vexing problems and issues, such as ensuring that
soldiers with behavioral health conditions are properly diagnosed, creating whole-
some environments at all Army child development centers, and eradicating sexual
assault. More generally, I have been asked to advise at nearly every meeting of the
Army’s senior leaders, where issues of readiness, modernization, operations, and
personnel are discussed and decided.

It is helpful to also briefly summarize my education and professional career. Be-
fore joining the Department of the Army, I was a professor in the College of Busi-
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ness and the College of Law at the University of Tulsa, where I led a research insti-
tute devoted to energy issues and taught courses in property law, energy policy, ne-
gotiations and game theory, and globalization. I attended Baylor University, where
I graduated with highest honors and was inducted into Phi Beta Kappa. Studying
as a Rhodes Scholar at Trinity College, Oxford, I earned a B.A./M.A. in Politics, Phi-
losophy, and Economics. Upon returning to the United States, I graduated from the
University of Oklahoma College of Law, where I was recognized as the Outstanding
Graduate. I entered the practice of law at Crowe & Dunlevy, the largest firm in the
state of Oklahoma. During my early years of legal work, I focused on commercial
litigation, with a particular emphasis on antitrust. From 1997 through 1998, I was
a White House Fellow, serving in DOD. After completing the White House Fellow-
ship, I returned to practicing commercial litigation at Crowe & Dunlevy. In 2000,
I was elected to represent the 2nd District of Oklahoma in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. As a Congressman, I worked closely with other members of the Okla-
homa delegation to protect and enhance the state’s military installations. In 2005,
after leaving politics, I was a fellow at the Kennedy School of Government at Har-
vard University. Thereafter, I was a Director and then Chief Executive Officer of
CNB, LLC, where I oversaw a company with revenues in excess of $400 million per
year. From 2008 to 2009, as an officer in the U.S. Navy, I served in Iraq on active
military duty with the 84th Explosive Ordnance Battalion of the U.S. Army, as the
Officer-in-Charge of Weapons Intelligence Teams in Multi-National Division-South.
For my service, I was awarded the Bronze Star and Army Achievement Medal.

I believe that these varied experiences have prepared me for the extraordinary
challenge of serving as Under Secretary of the Army. I know first-hand the legal
and policy issues facing the Department of the Army in this time of continued war
and budget austerity. If confirmed, I will commit to using my skills and experience
to diligently and effectively perform the duties of Under Secretary.

DUTIES

Question. Section 3015 of title 10, U.S.C., states the Under Secretary of the Army
shall perform such duties and exercise such powers as the Secretary of the Army
may prescribe.

What is your understanding of the duties and functions of the Under Secretary
of the Army?

Answer. By statute, the Under Secretary of the Army performs such duties and
exercises such powers as the Secretary of the Army prescribes. By regulation, the
Under Secretary is the Secretary’s principal civilian assistant and advisor. To that
end, the Under Secretary is charged with communicating and advocating Army poli-
cies, plans, and programs to external audiences, including Congress, foreign govern-
ments, and the American public. The Under Secretary also advises the Secretary on
the development and integration of Army programs and the Army budget. Finally,
pursuant to section 904 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2008, the Under Secretary is the Chief Management Officer (CMO) of the Depart-
ment of the Army, responsible for business operations. In accordance with section
908 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009, the Secretary
of the Army acts through the Under Secretary to carry out initiatives necessary to
the business transformation of the Army.

Question. What recommendations, if any, do you have for changes in the duties
and functions of the Under Secretary of the Army, as set forth in section 3015 of
title 10, U.S.C., or in DOD regulations pertaining to functions of the Under Sec-
retary of the Army?

Answer. If confirmed, I will review the duties and functions currently assigned to,
and performed by, the Under Secretary, discuss my findings with the Secretary of
the Army, and recommend to the Secretary any changes that I believe necessary.

Question. Assuming you are confirmed, what additional duties, if any, do you ex-
pect will be prescribed for you?

Answer. I am confident that the Secretary will assign me duties that most appro-
priately support his efforts to ensure that the Department of the Army is effectively
and efficiently administered.

RELATIONSHIPS

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

The Secretary of Defense.

Answer. The Secretary of Defense, as head of DOD, possesses full authority, direc-
tion, and control over all of its elements. If confirmed, and subject to the authority,
direction, and control of the Secretary of the Army, I would communicate with the
Secretary of Defense on matters involving the Department of the Army. I would co-
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operate fully with the Secretary of Defense to ensure that the Department of the
Army fulfills the administration’s national defense priorities and, mindful of my role
as the Army’s CMO, I would make certain that the business operations of the Army
are effectively and efficiently organized and managed.

Question. The Deputy Secretary of Defense.

Answer. The Deputy Secretary of Defense performs such duties and exercises such
powers as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe. The Deputy Secretary is also the
CMO of DOD. If confirmed, and subject to the authority, direction, and control of
the Secretary of the Army, I would be responsible to the Secretary of Defense—and
to his Deputy—for the operation of the Army.

Question. The Deputy Chief Management Officer of DOD.

Answer. The Deputy CMO of DOD assists the Deputy Secretary of Defense in syn-
chronizing, integrating, and coordinating business operations within DOD. If con-
firmed as Under Secretary, I will work in close coordination with the Deputy CMO
on the full range of matters involving the management of DOD.

Question. The Director of the Business Transformation Agency.

Answer. To my knowledge, the Secretary of Defense disestablished this agency in
2011. The functions have been transferred to DOD Deputy Chief Management Offi-
cer.

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 Staff, and the Secretary of Defense. If
confirmed, I would cooperate fully with the Chairman in the performance of his re-
sponsibilities.

Question. The Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Answer. The Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff performs the duties pre-
scribed for him as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and such other duties as
may be prescribed by the Chairman with the approval of the Secretary of Defense.
If confirmed, I would cooperate fully with the Vice Chairman in the performance
of his responsibilities.

Question. The Secretary of the Army.

Answer. The Secretary of the Army is the head of the Department of the Army
and is responsible for, and has authority to conduct, all of its affairs. If confirmed,
my relationship with the Secretary of the Army would be close, direct, and sup-
portive. As CMO, I would be accountable to the Secretary for the effective and effi-
cient organization and management of the Army’s business operations and for car-
rying out initiatives he approves for the business transformation of the Army. I un-
derstand that all of my actions would be subject to the authority, direction, and con-
trol of the Secretary of the Army.

Question. The Chief of Staff of the Army.

Answer. The Chief of Staff of the Army performs his duties under the authority,
direction, and control of the Secretary of the Army and is directly responsible to the
Secretary. The Chief of Staff also performs the duties prescribed for him by law as
a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It is vital that all leaders of the Department
of the Army, civilian and military, work closely together as one team to face the
many challenges confronting the institution; if confirmed, I would coordinate with
the Chief of Staff of the Army in the performance of my duties.

Question. The Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works.

Answer. The Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works has, as a principal
duty, the overall supervision of Army functions relating to programs for conserva-
tion and development of national water resources, including flood control, naviga-
tion, and shore protection. If confirmed, I would continue the close professional rela-
tionship with the Assistant Secretary that I have developed as General Counsel, and
I would cooperate fully with the Assistant Secretary to carry out the Army’s civil
works activities.

Question. The other Assistant Secretaries of the Army.

Answer. The four other Assistant Secretaries of the Army set the Army’s strategic
direction by developing and overseeing policies and programs within their respective
functional areas. If confirmed, I will continue the close professional relationships
with each of the Assistant Secretaries that I have developed as General Counsel.
I will foster an environment of cooperative teamwork, which will ensure we work
together effectively on both the day-to-day management and long-range planning
needs of the Army. In particular, in my role as the CMO of the Army, I will coordi-
nate with the Assistant Secretaries in addressing any matter related to business op-
erations or business transformation that may impact their respective domains.

Question. The General Counsel of the Army.

Answer. The General Counsel is the chief legal and ethics officer of the Depart-
ment of Army and serves as counsel to the Secretary and other Secretariat officials.
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The General Counsel’s duties include providing legal and policy advice to officials
of the Department of the Army, as well as determining the position of the Army
on all legal questions and procedures. If confirmed, and particularly given my expe-
rience serving as Army General Counsel, I would establish and maintain a close
professional relationship with the new appointee, and would actively seek his or her
guidance to ensure that Army policies and practices are in strict accord with the
law and the highest principles of ethical conduct.

Question. The Inspector General of the Army.

Answer. The Inspector General of the Army is charged with inquiring into, and
reporting on, the discipline, efficiency, economy, morale, training, and readiness of
the Army, as so directed by the Secretary of the Army or the Chief of Staff of the
Army. As General Counsel, I have worked closely with The Inspector General. If
confirmed as Under Secretary, I am confident that this strong professional relation-
ship would continue.

Question. The Surgeon General of the Army.

Answer. The Surgeon General is a special advisor to the Secretary of the Army
and to the Chief of Staff of the Army on the military health service system. In that
role, The Surgeon General is charged with maintaining a medically ready military
force, as well as a trained and ready medical force. If confirmed, I intend to continue
my close professional relationship with The Surgeon General to ensure that the
Army’s health care systems and medical policies effectively and uniformly support
the Army’s objectives, responsibilities, and commitments across the total force. In
particular, I plan to focus on the advancement of key Behavioral Health (BH) initia-
tives, such as the BH System of Care (which logically and cohesively unifies eleven
major BH programs into a cohesive, evidence-based system), and the BH Data Por-
tal (which is an nationally-recognized automated method for collecting and dis-
playing real-time treatment data during patient visits).

Question. The Army Business Transformation Office.

Answer. In accordance with section 908 of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2009, the Secretary of the Army established the Office of Business
Transformation to assist the CMO of the Army in carrying out business trans-
formation initiatives. The Office of Business Transformation is headed by the Direc-
tor of Business Transformation, who is appointed by the Army’s CMO. If confirmed,
I intend to work closely and directly with the Army Business Transformation Office
in carrying out our important duties.

Question. The Judge Advocate General of the Army.

Answer. The Judge Advocate General of the Army is the legal advisor to the Chief
of Staff of the Army, the Army Staff, and members of the Army generally. In coordi-
nation with the Army General Counsel, The Judge Advocate General serves as mili-
tary legal advisor to the Secretary of the Army. The Judge Advocate General also
directs the members of the Judge Advocate General’s Corps in the performance of
their duties and, by law, is primarily responsible for providing legal advice and serv-
ices regarding the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ) and the administration
of military discipline. As General Counsel, I have worked closely with the Judge Ad-
vocate General on a wide range of matters. If confirmed as Under Secretary, I look
forward to continuing this close professional relationship.

Question. The Chief of the National Guard Bureau.

Answer. The Chief of the National Guard Bureau is a principal advisor to the Sec-
retary of Defense, through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on matters in-
volving non-Federalized National Guard forces and on other matters as determined
by the Secretary of Defense. The Chief of the National Guard Bureau serves also
as the principal advisor to the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Staff of the
Army. If confirmed, I would work with the Chief of the National Guard Bureau to
utilize the talents available in the Reserve components to strengthen the Army.

Question. The Director of the Army National Guard.

Answer. The Director of the Army National Guard serves as the principal advisor
on National Guard matters to the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Staff of
the Army. If confirmed, I would seek the input of the Director of the Army National
Guard on all matters of policy and procedure that would impact the more than
350,000 soldiers in the Army National Guard.

Question. The Army Chief of Chaplains.

Answer. From the earliest days of the Army, chaplains have been an integral part
of the total force. Chaplains are often the first to respond to incidents of death, com-
bat casualty, suicide, and sexual assault. The programs that the Chaplains lead
serve to bolster soldier and family resiliency in these difficult times. The Army Chief
of Chaplains leads the Army Chaplains Corps in its primary mission of providing
religious support to the Army, and advises the Secretary of the Army and Chief of
Staff of the Army on all matters of chaplaincy. As General Counsel, I have worked



55

closely with the Army Chief of Chaplains, and, if confirmed as Under Secretary, I
would continue this productive partnership. I understand the importance of, and
value in, consulting with the Army Chief of Chaplains in the exercise of my respon-
sibilities.

MAJOR CHALLENGES AND PRIORITIES

Question. In your view, what are the major challenges, if any, that you would con-
front if confirmed as Under Secretary of the Army?

Answer. The Army stands at a critical moment in its history, challenged to re-
shape into a leaner force still capable of meeting the Nation’s strategic priorities.
The base budget of the Army is being squeezed by the rising costs of compensation,
health care, and, to a lesser degree, procurement. Nonetheless, the Army’s obliga-
tions remain unchanged: training and equipping soldiers, guaranteeing high quality
medical care for wounded warriors, enhancing readiness, offering quality housing,
modernizing Cold War-era equipment, and meeting stringent recruiting and reten-
tion goals, to name just a few examples. If confirmed, I will do everything in my
power to ensure the Army meets these important, often sacred, obligations, no mat-
ter the fiscal environment.

But, to meet both its near-term and long-term challenges, the Army must create
and use a new operating framework. The Army must reduce its overhead, especially
as total force structure is thinned. The Army must pay attention not only to mone-
tary obligations, but also to drivers of cost. The Army must develop, publish, and
monitor metrics by which the success or failure of change can be determined. More
generally, the Army must move from a budget-based culture to a cost-based ap-
proach. This transformation cannot take place without the active involvement of the
Army’s senior leaders. The greatest challenge that I will face as Under Secretary,
if confirmed, is to assist in this process while ensuring that soldiers are prepared
and their families are protected.

Question. If confirmed, how would you prioritize and what plans would you have,
if any, for addressing these challenges?

Answer. If confirmed, I will focus on my responsibilities as CMO, which primarily
lay in transforming the business operations of the Army. As the principal civilian
advisor to the Secretary of the Army, I will also prioritize issues in concert with the
Secretary and the Chief of Staff of the Army. The priorities of the Secretary of the
Army and the Chief of Staff of the Army distill to two basic challenges: managing
the drawdown of the Army, while simultaneously tending to the Army profession.

LESSONS LEARNED

Question. What do you believe are the major lessons that the Department of the
Army has and should have learned from Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and
Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) regarding its title 10, U.S.C., responsibilities for
manning, training, and equipping the force?

Answer. Thirteen years of war have reinforced time-honored lessons, while offer-
ing up new ones as well. I would like to highlight a few particularly important ones
here, without making any pretention to comprehensiveness. First, OIF and OEF
have shown that the Army must continue to develop agile and adaptive leaders ca-
pable of operating with disciplined initiative. This is especially important at the jun-
ior level, where this capability has proven vital to mission accomplishment through-
out the conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan. Second, the Army’s training at the Com-
bat Training Centers has proven to be an effective and flexible means of ensuring
the mission readiness of deploying units. Third, physical and psychological resiliency
is an important attribute in soldiers and their families, and there is evidence that
resiliency can be improved through appropriate intervention. Fourth, cultural
knowledge of our allies and adversaries is invaluable and is a key attribute to be
developed throughout the Army. Fifth, programs such as the Rapid Equipping Force
and processes such as the Urgent Operational Needs requests have effectively and
expeditiously delivered needed materiel to warfighters. Sixth, modern conflicts in-
volve joint, interagency, intergovernmental, and multinational actions, and require
a “whole-of-government” approach. Seventh, the All-Volunteer Force proved capable
of sustained warfighting. Eighth, the Army was able to adapt to the many chal-
lenges it encountered in Afghanistan and Iraq because of its institutional side, the
sustaining base. Ninth, adversaries are innovative and adaptive, learn from recent
operations, and will exploit any weaknesses. Tenth, long wars mean long-term con-
sequences for the Nation and the Army. Eleventh, and most generally, the Army
must always maintain its focus on continual training and the maintenance of capa-
bilities to meet the needs of combatant commanders.
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The Center for Army Lessons Learned is leading the effort to capture the most
important lessons learned from OIF and OEF at the strategic, operational, tactical,
and institutional levels. If confirmed, I would work to ensure that these lessons are
not lost or forgotten, but are inculcated throughout Army doctrine, organization,
training, materiel, leadership and education, personnel, and facilities.

Question. If confirmed, which of these lessons, if any, would you address as a mat-
ter of urgent priority?

Answer. Although all of these priorities are important, the most critical is that
the Army has the right capabilities and the capacity to meet the Nation’s national
security requirements. If confirmed, I would work aggressively in support of the Sec-
retary of the Army to ensure that the Army is trained and ready to meet combatant
commander requirements.

ARMY MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING PROCESS

Question. Over the past several years, the Army’s planning, programming and
budgeting process has not kept pace with rapidly changing requirements. While this
is more understandable for operational events like the presidential decision to surge
additional forces into Iraq, it is less understandable with respect to long-term pro-
grammatic decisions such as the modular conversion of Army brigades or the more
recent decision to increase Army end strength. It has become routine for the Army
to submit “placeholders” instead of actual program plans in budget requests, and
to purchase temporary facilities followed almost immediately by additional funding
requests to buy permanent facilities to replace the temporary ones.

What is your understanding and assessment of the Army’s management and plan-
ning process and any changes or reforms of these processes currently underway?

Answer. The Army’s primary management and planning process is the Planning,
Programming, Budgeting, and Execution (PPBE) system. PPBE is a common process
for the entire DOD, customized to meet the needs of the individual Services. As re-
quired by the Government Performance and Results Act, the Army also has a stra-
tegic plan which is monitored through the Army Campaign Plan process. The PPBE
process works best when future conditions and fiscal projections are relatively sta-
ble; recent events, including the drawdown of conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, se-
questration, and the frequent changes in the DOD’s fiscal outlook have challenged
the Army’s ability to react quickly to changing circumstances and have made Future
Years Defense Program projections less relevant. I believe the fundamentals of these
processes are sound, but it is possible that they may need to be modified if less pre-
dictability is going to be the “new norm”. If confirmed, and subject to the direction
of the Secretary of the Army, I would make it my priority to assume an active and
informed leadership role in the management of the Headquarters, Department of
the Army planning, programming and budgeting process, while seeking appropriate
improvements in the systems by which we develop, prioritize, and resource our re-
quirements, particularly for the longer term. So, too, I will make it a priority to
streamline and improve the Army Campaign Plan, working with the Secretary of
the Army, the Chief of Staff of the Army, and other members of the Secretariat.

Question. If confirmed, what additional changes would you propose, if any, to cor-
rect or improve management and planning processes?

Answer. If confirmed, and subject to the direction of the Secretary of the Army,
I intend to explore ways to make our processes more agile and more responsive, so
that we may react more quickly to changing fiscal and strategic conditions. I also
intend to examine the Army’s Strategic Planning Process to ensure it fully captures
the priorities of the Secretary of the Army and then employ proven performance
measurement techniques to ensure we are making progress towards our desired out-
comes.

Question. In your view, does the Army have enough people with the right skills
to manage the changes being attempted, or is the Army undertaking more organiza-
tional change than it is capable of accomplishing during a time of war?

Answer. I believe that the Army has the right leaders, civilian and military, to
manage the organizational change necessary to keep the Army relevant and able to
execute the demands of the National Military Strategy. The Army has an excellent
leader development program and recognizes the value of investing in its people.
Both the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Staff of the Army have consistently
made leader education and training one of their highest priorities, and I am con-
fident we are heading in the right direction in this area.

Question. If confirmed, what changes in management would you propose, if any,
to reduce or eliminate the Army’s chronic cash flow challenges?

Answer. The Army does its best to accurately forecast its fiscal needs and ensure
they are represented in the President’s budget submission. Changing conditions, es-
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pecially those in war zones, unexpected pricing changes, and the delay between the
time the Army finishes work on its budget and the time it is appropriated by Con-
gress, have, in the past, resulted in cash flow problems. If confirmed, I will strive
to ensure Army requirements are included as part of the President’s budget request,
and, then, as we enter into the execution phase in a fiscal year, I will assist the
Secretary of the Army in monitoring that fiscal execution and participate in the de-
cisionmaking to reprioritize and reallocate funding to meet emergent needs.

Over the last several years, Continuing Resolutions and sequestration resulted in
significant uncertainty in our normal budget and execution processes. Continuing
Resolutions have become routine, having extended into or beyond the first quarter
in each of the last 5 years. Continuing Resolutions initiate the fiscal year under re-
strictions that disallow timely execution of planned programs and perpetuate fiscal
uncertainty. Under these circumstances, the Army must take a conservative ap-
proach until the appropriations are known. Once appropriations are received, the
Army must then execute them within very abbreviated timelines. This often leads
to sub-optimal execution decisions.

In order to more efficiently use the resources Congress provides for national de-
fense, I will work with Congress to develop a comprehensive budget request to re-
flect the Army’s funding requirements, as well as emphasize the importance of re-
ceiving appropriations on time, if I am confirmed.

DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES AS CHIEF MANAGEMENT OFFICER

Question. Section 904 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2008 designates the Under Secretary of the Army as the Army’s Chief Management
Officer (CMO). Section 908 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2009 requires the CMO of each of the Military Departments to carry out a
comprehensive business transformation initiative.

What is your understanding of the duties and responsibilities of the Under Sec-
retary in his capacity as CMO of the Department of the Army?

Answer. Pursuant to the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008,
section 904, responsibility for the business operations of the Department of the
Army is assigned to the Under Secretary of the Army as the CMO. The Secretary
of the Army has provided all the authority necessary for the CMO to effectively and
efficiently organize and administer the business operations of the Army. The CMO
is further responsible for developing a comprehensive business transformation plan
and a business systems architecture and transition plan.

Question. What background and expertise do you possess that you believe qualify
you to perform these duties and responsibilities?

Answer. My education and combined professional experiences as a lawyer and
professor of business law, my service as a member of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, and my current position as a senior Army leader have prepared me for the
duties expected of the CMO of the Army. In particular, as the General Counsel of
the Army, I have had wide exposure and gained intimate working knowledge of the
many important and complex issues impacting the Army.

Question. Do you believe that you have the resources and authority needed to
carry out the business transformation of the Department of the Army?

Answer. I believe the Army has dedicated adequate resources to business trans-
formation. I believe, and I know Congress concurs, that business transformation is
essential to all Military Departments, and, if confirmed, I will continue to ensure
that resource constraint does not inhibit changes needed in the Army’s business op-
erations.

If confirmed, I will also consult with the Secretary of the Army, the Office of Busi-
ness Transformation, and the Deputy CMO of DOD to assess if any additional au-
thorities are needed to continue to drive the transformational effort to success.

Question. What role do you believe the CMO should play in the planning, develop-
ment, and implementation of specific business systems by the Military Depart-
ments?

Answer. Over the last 2 years, the Army has put in place a robust governance
mechanism whereby the Army Business Council synchronizes business activities
and ensures alignment with the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). The Army
has also been steadily improving the planning and coordination needed to comply
with OSD directives and OSD investment requirements, while at the same time ma-
turing the Army Business Mission Area’s enterprise architecture. Just as important,
the Under Secretary’s office and the Office of Business Transformation have fully
integrated business management decisions within the overall Army Campaign Plan.
If confirmed, I intend to capitalize on that success and maintain the synchronization
between OSD and the Army.
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Question. What changes, if any, would you recommend to the statutory provisions
establishing the position of CMO?

Answer. The Army has seen substantial benefits from the original legislation that
established the CMO and the Business Transformation Office. Senior leaders em-
phasize the critical role these institutions have played in optimizing processes, re-
ducing systems investments, and communicating with the DOD Deputy CMO. All
of this flows from the unique enterprise-level view that the CMO can provide across
different functions. If confirmed, and in concert with the Secretary of the Army, I
will review our current approach and then determine whether any provisions should
be recommended for amendment or change.

ACQUISITION ISSUES

Question. What is your assessment of the size and capability of the Army acquisi-
tion workforce?

Answer. Over the past 5 years, the Army has made great strides in identifying
the necessary skills and in promoting the growth, training, and development of the
acquisition workforce. However, mounting fiscal pressures may impede the Army’s
ability to attract, recruit, and retain talented personnel within our acquisition work-
force. As the Army considers the size of the future force and assesses reductions in
civilian personnel, I am concerned about a consequent loss of knowledge, critical ex-
perience, and expertise that the Army needs to further its missions. The Army relies
on an experienced and competent acquisition workforce to oversee the development
and procurement of complex weapon systems, business systems, and other equip-
ment and capabilities. Continued challenges presented by sequestration, pay and
hiring freezes, and other reductions may cause attrition that would undo the posi-
tive gains achieved over the past few years in the development of a professional and
experienced acquisition workforce.

Question. If confirmed what steps would you take to ensure that the Department
of the Army has an acquisition workforce with the size and capability needed to
manage and reverse the acquisition problem?

Answer. I fully support ongoing initiatives to grow the capacity and capability of
the Army acquisition workforce. The Army requires critical skills in a diverse range
of disciplines, to include contracting, program management, systems engineering,
cost estimating, risk management, and test planning and management. If con-
firmed, I will vigorously support and advance efforts to enhance the growth of the
acquisition workforce and cultivate its expertise in all critical areas.

Question. Major defense acquisition programs in the Department of the Army and
the other Military Departments continue to be subject to funding and requirements
instability.

Do you believe that instability in funding and requirements drives up program
costs and leads to delays in the fielding of major weapon systems?

Answer. The continued instability of the Army’s fiscal environment has had a sig-
nificant impact on long-term program costs and fielding schedules of major weapon
systems. Major weapon systems programs involve the expenditure of significant re-
sources over several years to design, develop, test, and field cutting-edge capabili-
ties. Successful execution of these programs calls for predictable and stable re-
sources in order to meet planned program milestones and timelines. Indiscriminate
reductions under the Budget Control Act, as well as recurring funding shortfalls
under Continuing Resolutions, significantly impede the Army’s ability to execute
these programs. These reductions result in fewer procurement quantities, delayed
development or testing activities, and restructuring of the Army’s program execution
plans. Increased costs almost inevitably ensue.

Question. What steps, if any, do you believe the Army should take to address
funding and requirements instability?

Answer. I believe that the single most important step the Army can take to ad-
dress funding instability is to encourage and support the budget, appropriations,
and authorization committees in Congress in passing consistent, stable, and long-
term funding and authorization bills from which the Army can effectively and effi-
ciently plan. If confirmed, I will diligently communicate with Congress with respect
to the grave importance of stable funding to the Army.

Requirements stability is a prerequisite for successful acquisition programs. The
Army has made significant strides in developing processes to review requirements
in its major acquisition programs in an effort to identify potential tradespace. These
efforts must be reinforced to ensure the success of the Army’s acquisition efforts.

Question. The Comptroller General has found that DOD programs often move for-
ward with unrealistic program cost and schedule estimates, lack clearly defined and
stable requirements, include immature technologies that unnecessarily raise pro-
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gram costs and delay development and production, and fail to solidify design and
manufacturing processes at appropriate junctures in the development process.

Do you agree with the Comptroller General’s assessment?

Answer. Many of the deficiencies the Comptroller General cites are indeed com-
mon problems. The Army has undertaken significant efforts to prevent unrealistic
program cost and schedule estimates, confront ill-defined and unstable require-
ments, reduce reliance on immature technologies, and address concerns related to
any design and manufacturing processes across all of its acquisition portfolios. Con-
sistent with the DOD’s Better Buying Power initiative, the Army has instituted
processes to manage the review and validation of weapon system requirements and
emphasizes affordability in all acquisition programs. If confirmed, I will advocate for
sound and affordable acquisition strategies, working in close collaboration with the
Army’s requirements, resourcing, and acquisition organizations.

Question. If so, what steps do you believe the Department of the Army should
take to address these problems?

Answer. If confirmed, I would advocate (in close collaboration with the require-
ments, resourcing, and acquisition organizations within the Army) for sound and af-
fordable acquisition strategies to ensure that cost growth is avoided. Moreover, I
would work closely with Army requirements, resourcing, and acquisition commus-
nities to promote cost-informed trade-offs in system requirements in order to reduce
risk and ensure that programs remain affordable across their lifecycles.

Question. By some estimates, DOD now spends more money every year for the ac-
quisition of services than it does for the acquisition of products, including major
weapon systems. Yet, the Department places far less emphasis on staffing, training,
and managing the acquisition of services than it does on the acquisition of products.

What steps, if any, do you believe the Army should take to improve the staffing,
training, and management of its acquisition of services?

Answer. The Army established an Army Senior Services Manager (SSM) in 2010
to focus oversight and improve services acquisition. The SSM provides governance,
coordination, and comprehensive analysis of services acquisition across all Army
commands. If confirmed, I will work with the SSM and Army commands and organi-
zations to continue these efforts, identify areas for improvement, and monitor
progress.

Question. Do you agree that the Army should develop processes and systems to
provide managers with access to information needed to conduct comprehensive
spending analyses of services contracts on an ongoing basis?

Answer. Yes, I agree. The Army was the first Service to initiate the processes and
systems needed to address this matter through its implementation of the Request
for Service Contract Approval Form. This form is a checklist that helps identify in-
herently governmental functions, tasks that are closely associated with inherently
governmental functions, authorized and unauthorized personal services, and critical
functions. This form was developed for use in conjunction with the Contractor Man-
power Reporting Application and Panel for Documenting Contractors processes. The
Army has worked with the Under Secretaries of Defense for Personnel and Readi-
ness; Acquisition, Logistics and Technology; and Comptroller to expand these initia-
tives. This unified effort is intended to address the broader area of Total Force Man-
agement and management of service contracts.

Question. The last decade has seen a proliferation of new types of government-
wide contracts and multi-agency contracts. DOD is by far the largest ordering agen-
cy under these contracts, accounting for 85 percent of the dollars awarded under one
of the largest programs. The DOD Inspector General and others have identified a
long series of problems with interagency contracts, including lack of acquisition
planning, inadequate competition, excessive use of time and materials contracts, im-
proper use of expired funds, inappropriate expenditures, and failure to monitor con-
tractor performance.

What steps, if any, do you believe the Army should take to ensure that its use
of interagency contracts complies with applicable DOD requirements and is in the
best interests of the Department of the Army?

Answer. It is my understanding that the Office of Federal Procurement Policy has
issued policy, procedures, and guidance concerning the use of interagency contracts.
This policy directs acquisition officials to determine whether the use of an inter-
agency acquisition represents the best procurement approach in terms of cost,
schedule, performance and delivery. If confirmed, I will work with the Secretary of
the Army to assess the Army’s compliance with these policies, and I will examine
the Army’s internal processes to ensure that the concerns identified by the Inspector
General are addressed.

Question. On November 1, 2010, the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisi-
tion, Logistics and Technology (ASA(ALT)) established the Deputy Assistant Sec-
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retary of the Army for Services (DASA(S)) in response to the September 2010 direc-
tive “Implementation Directive for Better Buying Power—Obtaining Greater Effi-
ciency and Productivity in Defense Spending” from the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics (USD(AT&L)).

In your view, has the establishment of this position helped or hindered that
Arm};’s ability in obtaining cost-effective and efficient services to achieve their mis-
sions?

Answer. I believe the Army’s establishment of a single responsible official to over-
see services acquisition has led to improvements in its planning, coordination, and
execution. In December 2011, as part of Headquarters streamlining, the DASA(S)
functions were realigned under the SSM. The SSM is a member of the Senior Exec-
utive Service with a permanent staff, and his sole mission is to improve Army serv-
ices acquisition oversight and management. The SSM office has provided improved
visibility of services requirements forecasts, funding, and cost savings.

Question. What steps, if any, do you believe the Army should take to ensure that
this position is necessary?

Answer. The Army has already recognized the Senior Service Manager function
as an essential component in our institutional goals to increase efficiency and effec-
tiveness in services acquisition. If confirmed, I will continue to support the Army’s
regular review of services requirements and execution; support the development of
a services business intelligence capability to provide Army leaders end-to-end under-
standing of services acquisitions requirements, performance, and cost; and ensure
the Army continues to work with the Defense Acquisition University to incorporate
services acquisition management practices into training courses.

AUDITABLE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

Question. Section 1003 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2010 requires the Chief Management Officer of DOD to establish a plan to ensure
that DOD’s financial statements are validated as ready for audit by not later than
September 30, 2017. The Secretary of Defense has established the additional goal
of ensuring that the statement of DOD’s budgetary resources is validated as ready
for audit by not later than September 30, 2014.

In your opinion, is the Department of the Army on track to achieve these objec-
tives, particularly with regard to data quality, internal controls, and business proc-
ess re-engineering?

Answer. Yes, the Army is on track to achieve the congressionally-mandated audit
readiness objectives. The Army has been implementing and testing internal controls
and is currently achieving increasingly higher success rates in monthly testing.
Business processes have been thoroughly examined, end-to-end, and have been re-
engineered for efficiency. At the same time, the Army is ensuring that quality data
which is accurate, complete, and documented, is successfully transitioned from leg-
acy systems into the Enterprise Resource Planning environment and into financial
statements.

Question. If not, what impediments may hinder the Army’s ability to achieve this
goal and how would you address them?

Answer. While the Army is indeed on track to achieve the congressionally-man-
dated audit readiness objectives, key challenges should not be ignored. These chal-
lenges include maintaining: robust and continuous leader involvement, a competent
workforce, accountability and oversight, a well-defined and streamlined business ar-
chitecture, effective internal controls, and compliant financial systems. Each of
these challenges is identified in the Army’s Financial Improvement Plan (FIP), with
corrective actions identified for each noted current deficiency. The Army FIP is con-
sistent with the DOD Financial Improvement and Audit Plan and is geared to re-
move the obstacles to a successful audit.

Question. In your view, are the steps that the Army needs to take to meet the
2014 goal consistent with the steps that DOD needs to take to achieve full
auditability by 20177

Answer. Yes. The Army plan is consistent with the DOD plan.

Question. What steps will you take, if confirmed, to ensure that the Army moves
to achieve these objectives without an unaffordable or unsustainable level of one-
time fixes and manual work-arounds?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure accountability, leadership, and consistent gov-
ernance of this important project.

ARMY MODERNIZATION

Question. In general, major Army modernization efforts have not been successful
over the past decade or more. Since the mid-1990s, Army modernization strategies,
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plans, and investment priorities have evolved under a variety of names from
Digitization, to Force XXI, to Army After Next, to Interim Force, to Objective Force,
to Future Combat System and Modularity. Instability in funding, either as provided
by DOD or Congress, has been cited by the Army and others as a principal cause
of program instability. For the most part, however, the Army has benefited from
broad DOD and congressional support for its modernization and readiness programs
even when problems with the technical progress and quality of management of those
programs have been apparent—the Future Combat System is a recent example.

What is your assessment, if any, of the Army’s modernization record?

Answer. The Army has had many notable successes in ensuring that soldiers in
combat have the best equipment ready and available. The Army has fielded weapon
systems that provide soldiers with improved mobility, protection, lethality, and a de-
cisive advantage over our Nation’s enemies. There have been some notable strug-
gles, too, over the past 2 decades, and the Army is committed to drawing the right
lessons from the less successful acquisition programs. If confirmed as Under Sec-
retary, I will work to ensure that warfighter needs are met, while remaining fully
cognizant of the lessons learned from canceled acquisition programs.

Question. If confirmed, what actions, if any, would you propose to take to achieve
a genuinely stable modernization strategy and program for the Army?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with the Secretary of the Army and the Chief
of Staff of the Army to sustain a versatile and tailorable, yet affordable and cost-
effective modernization strategy. The Army has initiated a much longer timeframe
(30 years) for review of its modernization programs than it has had in the past. This
wider lens of review will help to stabilize programs and to better predict invest-
ments. This change in temporal scope, in conjunction with the continued support of
Congress in providing predictable appropriations, will help the Army achieve a sta-
ble modernization strategy and program. If confirmed, my focus will be on ensuring
that soldiers and units are enabled, trained, and ready to meet the future challenges
they may face.

Question. What is your understanding and assessment of the Army’s moderniza-
tion investment strategy?

Answer. Given today’s significant fiscal pressures, the Army’s investment in mod-
ernized equipment and capabilities will likely see across-the-board reductions in the
near term. The Army’s investment strategy in soldier weapon systems and capabili-
ties will focus on making prudent investment decisions with limited resources to en-
able the Army to field the best capabilities into the future. In the near term, equip-
ment investment will prioritize efficient acquisition, to include multi-year procure-
ments, scaled-down weapon system requirements to address affordability con-
straints, and divestiture of outdated legacy systems as appropriate. Limited re-
sources will be likely invested in key modernization programs such as the Joint
Light Tactical Vehicle (JLTV), the Armored Multipurpose Vehicle (AMPV), and the
deployed network. Upgrades to existing platforms like the Apache and Blackhawk
helicopter, the Abrams tank, Bradley Infantry Fighting Vehicle (IFV), and the Pal-
adin Self-Propelled Howitzer (PIM) will improve current capabilities. The Army will
also continue to prioritize long-term investment in Science and Technology to ma-
ture critical enabling technologies that support future, next-generation capabilities
for the Army. Overall, the Army will focus its attention on investments that provide
improved force protection, mobility, lethality, and situational awareness in combat.

Question. In your view does the Army’s modernization investment strategy appro-
priately or adequately address current and future capabilities that meet require-
ments across the spectrum of conflict?

Answer. In my view, the Army’s investment strategy in this area does address re-
quirements across the spectrum of operations that will be found in current and fu-
ture conflict environments. The Army’s ability to field these needed capabilities de-
pends, however, on the availability of stable and adequate resources.

Question. If confirmed, what other investment initiatives, if any, would you pur-
sue in this regard?

Answer. If confirmed, I would support ongoing efforts to ensure that the Army’s
equipment modernization strategy continues to be informed by evolving threats,
emerging warfighter requirements, the rapid pace of technological change, industry
research and development, as well as resource constraints. My efforts would strive
to find the most cost-effective ways to upgrade the Army’s current combat platforms
while also making critical investments in the capabilities needed to fight in future
operational environments.

Question. If confirmed, what actions, if any, would you propose to ensure that all
these initiatives are affordable within the current and projected Army budgets?

Answer. The Army has made great strides in the past several years in conducting
portfolio affordability analysis. This effort examines all life cycle costs, including
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procurement, training, and sustainment. If confirmed, I hope to further these efforts
and ensure the Army’s modernization strategy is consonant with its level of re-
sources.

Question. In your view, what trade-offs, if any, would most likely have to be taken
should budgets fall below or costs grow above what is planned to fund the Army’s
modernization efforts?

Answer. Consistent with the Secretary of the Army and Chief of Staff of the
Army’s Strategic Vision, the Army will defend the Nation against all current and
emerging threats by employing a balanced modernization strategy across all of its
portfolios and by maintaining a proper balance between current and future readi-
ness.

Question. In your view, should the Army trade-off requirements within a program
in order to make that program affordable?

Answer. Yes, the Army already does this with all of its programs that are in de-
velopment, and should continue to do so. As part of a program’s affordability assess-
ment, the Army must assess the individual cost of each capability associated with
the proposed system and ensure the overall program remains affordable.

ARMY WEAPON SYSTEM PROGRAMS

Question. What is your understanding and assessment of the following research,
development, and acquisition programs?

Ground Combat Vehicle (GCV).

Answer. The Army’s IFV is reaching the limit of its capacity to receive upgrades
that have proven critical for soldiers in combat operations. A new IFV remains a
key requirement and priority for the Army. The GCV program is currently geared
toward providing the Army with an IFV capability for rapidly deploying an over-
matching infantry squad anywhere on the battlefield. Nevertheless, the current fis-
cal realities have challenged the Army’s ability to afford ongoing development of a
GCV program.

Question. Stryker Combat Vehicle, including the Stryker Mobile Gun variant.

Answer. The Stryker Combat Vehicle is an acquisition program that has proven
to be highly successful in Iraq and Afghanistan. Blast-deflecting double v-hull im-
provements on the Stryker Combat Vehicle have saved lives in Afghanistan, and the
Army continues to procure vehicles under existing equipping plans. The Stryker Mo-
bile Gun System has also performed well in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Question. Joint Light Tactical Vehicle (JLTV).

Answer. The JLTV is a Joint Army and Marine Corps development program
which consists of a Family of Vehicles (FoV) with companion trailers that are capa-
ble of performing multiple mission roles. The JLTV will be designed to provide pro-
tected, sustained, networked mobility for personnel and payloads across the full
spectrum of military operations. JLTV addresses force protection performance and
payload limitations in current High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles
(HMMWVs), while providing more off-road mobility, fuel efficiency, and reliability
than Mine-Resistant Ambush Protected All-Terrain Vehicles.

Question. M1 Abrams tank modernization.

Answer. The Abrams Tank remains the best tank in the world, and the age of
the current tank fleet is low—only 3 to 4 years on average. As a result of experi-
ences in Iraq, the Army plans incremental improvements to the Abrams tank in
order to buy back power deficiencies, improve protection, and provide the ability to
accept future network and protection upgrades. These improvements will enable the
Abrams Tank to maintain its leading edge in measures of survivability, lethality,
and maintainability through 2050.

Question. M2 Bradley Infantry Fighting Vehicle modernization.

Answer. The Bradley FoV has been an integral part of the Army’s force structure
for decades, but requires modernization. The Army plans to make incremental im-
provements to the Bradley variants that will buyback power deficiencies, improve
protection, and provide the ability to accept future network and protection upgrades.
These improvements will enable the Bradley FoV to play a vital role in the Army
for years to come.

Question. Paladin Integrated Management (PIM) Self-Propelled Howitzer mod-
ernization.

Answer. The Army is fully committed to PIM, as it is one of the Army’s most crit-
ical modernization programs. The PIM system will replace the Army’s current
M109A6 Paladin Howitzer starting in fiscal year 2017. PIM’s new chassis will pro-
vide additional size, weight, and power capacity over the current Paladin fleet. The
first PIM system is expected to be delivery in mid-2015. PIM will provide the Army
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Armored Brigade Combat Team with a highly responsive indirect fire system capa-
ble of keeping pace with the Abrams and Bradley.

Question. Armored Multipurpose Vehicle (AMPV).

Answer. The AMPV will replace the M113 FoV, which has become operationally
irrelevant due to inadequate mobility, survivability, and force protection, as well as
the lack of size, weight, power, and cooling necessary to incorporate future tech-
nologies and the Army network. The AMPV will replace five M113 FoV mission
roles with the following variants: Mission Command, Medical Treatment, Medical
Evacuation, General Purpose, and Mortar Carrier.

Question. OH-58D Kiowa Warrior modernization.

Answer. The Kiowa Warrior has been a reliable capability for our Army for many
years and, at this time, the Army is conducting a holistic review of the Aviation
portfolio that may potentially involve a restructuring. It is my understanding that
any restructuring of the force would likely look to divest legacy capabilities and re-
tain the Army’s most modern, dual-engine platforms.

Question. AH-64E Apache modernization.

Answer. The Apache is the Army’s only heavy combat helicopter and is an invalu-
able asset on the modern battlefield, providing an immeasurable contribution to
combat power. The Apache’s history dates back to the 1980s, and the latest version,
AH-64E, is the second remanufacture of the proven system. Remanufacturing and
upgrading such a sophisticated asset is far more economical than developing a new
system, especially since the Apache is unmatched by any other combat helicopter
in the world.

Question. Armed Aerial Scout (AAS).

Answer. The Army has explored the availability of an affordable aircraft that will
meet the AAS requirement through a series of voluntary flight demonstrations; how-
ever, it has been determined that there is currently no commercially available AAS
alternative that would not require significant development. At this time, the Army
is assessing the Aviation portfolio holistically to determine courses of action to ad-
dress this requirement.

Question. Warfighter Information Network-Tactical (WIN-T).

Answer. The WIN-T program provides the Army a secure, high-speed, high-capac-
ity networking backbone for mobile, ad-hoc networks in tactical environments, and
underpins the Army’s Tactical Network modernization efforts. Developmental efforts
to date have supported successful development of key networking capabilities that
have been tested and are currently deployed and utilized by warfighters in Afghani-
stan today. WIN-T is vital to the Army’s endeavors to develop and field networks
for tactical environments.

Question. Joint Tactical Radio System.

Answer. These radios comprise a critical aspect of the Army’s and the DOD’s net-
work modernization effort and are the foundation of the Army’s tactical network and
communications. The radios provide manportable, vehicle-mounted, and aerial com-
munication and data transport services for the Army’s tactical network. It is my un-
derstanding that the Army is developing and executing a full and open competition
acquisition strategy designed to leverage industry innovation and capability.

Question. Joint Multi-Role Rotorcraft Program.

Answer. I understand that the Joint Multi-Role Technology Demonstrator is a
Science and Technology effort to help inform capabilities and requirements for the
planned Future Vertical Lift-Medium Program.

Question. Small arms modernization.

Answer. The Army’s Small Arms Modernization Program provides for the matura-
tion, demonstration, testing, and evaluation of emerging technologies in small arms.
The Army is focused on developing improvements that will enhance the lethality,
target acquisition and tracking, fire control, training effectiveness, and reliability of
weapons. Specific focus areas include maturing technologies that demonstrate light-
weight materials, wear resistant/protective/anti-reflective coatings, observational/sit-
uational awareness improvements and equipment enhancements. These improve-
ments would provide benefits to weapons, fire control equipment, optics, gun bar-
rels, training devices, suppressors, component mounts, weapon mounts, and weapon/
ammunition interfaces with the ultimate goal of providing soldiers world-class weap-
ons systems for the current and future battlefield.

Question. Personal protective equipment modernization.

Answer. The Army provides soldiers with the best protective equipment in the
world. Over the past 10 years, the Army has fielded, and continuously improved,
protective equipment that saves soldiers’ lives. Soldiers are equipped with a com-
plementary suite of protective capabilities (body armor/combat helmets) that guard
against multiple threats associated with ballistic, blast, and blunt force events, in-
cluding ballistic projectiles and fragmentation from Improvised Explosive Devices
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(IEDs). The Army is committed to making additional improvements to its current
state-of-the-art personal protection equipment, to include reductions in weight, inno-
vative solutions like the Pelvic Protection System, and improved performance
against bodily injuries such as traumatic brain injury.

Question. Distributed Common Ground System (DCGS).

Answer. The Distributed Common Ground System-Army (DCGS-A) provides
Army operational and tactical commanders automated intelligence capabilities and
connectivity to the Defense Intelligence Information Enterprise (DI2E). It processes,
fuses, and exploits data and information, and provides the Army the ability to re-
ceive national, theater, joint, and tactical sensor data; task sensors; and control se-
lect Army sensors. DCGS-A is the Army’s enterprise solution to Intelligence, Sur-
veillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) requirements. Because DCSG-A is primarily a
software system, the acquisition strategy emphasizes evolutionary development over
the life of the program.

MINE-RESISTANT AMBUSH PROTECTED VEHICLES

Question. What is your understanding and assessment of the Army’s long-term
strategy for the retention, disposal, utilization, and sustainment of its large Mine-
Resistant Ambush Protected (MRAP) vehicle fleet?

Answer. The Army intends to keep more than 8,500 of the best variants of
MRAPs, while divesting itself of older, less capable versions that are too costly to
ship, reset, upgrade, and sustain. Some MRAPs will be kept in CONUS for training.
Others will be maintained in pre-positioned stocks strategically placed around the
globe, where they will be ready for future contingencies. Vehicles that the Army
does not keep will be made available to other agencies, activities, and nations. I be-
lieve the strategy for MRAPs is appropriate, and, if confirmed, I will work with the
Secretary of the Army to ensure the MRAP strategy is continually refined and as-
sessed.

EQUIPMENT REPAIR/RESET

Question. Congress has provided the Army with billions of dollars over the years
to cover the costs to repair and replace equipment worn out by combat operations
and prepare forces for rotations in support of operations in Afghanistan and pre-
viously in Iraq.

In your view, is this level of funding sufficient to not only prepare Army forces
for OIF/OEF but to also improve the readiness of non-deployed forces for other po-
tential contingencies?

Answer. A fully-funded Reset program would ensure that equipment lost in the-
ater is replaced and equipment degraded by prolonged use in harsh environments
is returned to a fully ready state. The extreme temperature variations and high alti-
tude in Afghanistan add stress to aircraft engines and airframes as much as five
times greater than the Army’s normal operations tempo, while the rugged mountain
terrain in that country accelerates wear and tear on ground equipment. The seques-
tration in fiscal year 2013 negatively impacted the Army Reset program, but the
Army’s fiscal year 2014 request will begin to address funding shortfalls in the pro-
gram and improve equipment readiness. Due to the length of time required to plan
and execute depot repair programs, Reset funding must continue for 3 years after
the last piece of equipment leaves Afghanistan. Major weapon systems and equip-
ment requiring Reset include aircraft, weapons, radios, MRAPs, and tactical
wheeled vehicles.

Question. Is it your understanding that our repair depots are operating at full ca-
pacity to meet rebuild and repair requirements for reset?

Answer. It is my understanding that the Army constantly evaluates depot produc-
tion requirements and adjusts its needs to meet current and anticipated demands
and funding levels. Currently, our depots are operating at the levels required to
meet Army needs. The Army does have extra capacity above the current operating
levels and can increase production through additional overtime or hiring actions in
response to any funded need to accelerate repair of equipment returning from cur-
rent operations.

Question. What additional steps, if any, do you believe should be taken to increase
the Army’s capacity to fix its equipment and make it available for operations and
training?

Answer. I do not believe that any additional steps are required at this time to
increase the Army’s capacity to fix its equipment. The industrial base, both organic
and commercial, has successfully demonstrated that it has the capacity to respond
to the needs of the Army for operations and training.
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Question. What impact do you believe the decision to send additional Army forces
to Afghanistan is likely to have on equipment available for continued operations in
Iraq and for non-deployed unit training at home?

Answer. Withdrawn by committee.

Question. What are your views regarding the Army’s stated requirement that it
needs 3 years of overseas contingency operations funding post-Afghanistan retro-
grade to reset the force?

Answer. The Army has a deliberate and well-considered plan to retrograde and
Reset equipment out of Afghanistan. The 3-year period is the actual time needed
for some equipment to be retrograded from theater, inducted into a depot, and then
repaired. Indeed, many of the Army’s more complex systems, such as aircraft, take
more than 1 year to complete the induction and repair process alone, and aircraft
with battle damage will often take 18-24 months to repair. Over the last year,
depot-level maintenance Reset workload has exceeded 87,000 pieces of equipment,
and t(llle Army has Reset more than 292,000 pieces of other equipment in that same
period.

ARMY-RELATED DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE

Question. What is your understanding and assessment of the systems and proc-
esses for identifying, evaluating, and managing risk in the Army’s organic and com-
mercial defense industrial base?

Answer. The Army is actively engaged in several efforts to identify, evaluate, and
manage risk in its organic and commercial defense industrial base. The Army is
working with OSD’s Manufacturing and Industrial Base Policy office in the ongoing
sector-by-sector, tier-by-tier effort that is designed to establish early-warning indica-
tors of risk at all the defense supply-chain tiers. The Army, in cooperation with in-
dustry, is conducting a comprehensive combat vehicle portfolio industrial base study
and a similar study for tactical wheeled vehicles. The Army has also created a stra-
tegic plan to identify and retain critical skill sets within the organic industrial base.
The Army recognizes that a healthy industrial base is a treasured national security
asset.

Question. If confirmed, what changes, if any, would you pursue in systems and
processes to improve identification, monitoring, assessment, and timely actions to
ensure that risk in the Army-relevant sectors of the defense industrial base is ade-
quately managed in order to develop, produce, and sustain technically superior, reli-
able, and affordable weapons systems?

Answer. If confirmed, I would assess existing systems and processes used to iden-
tify risk to the industrial base, monitor its overall health, and I would implement
any improvements deemed appropriate to ensure that it remains reliable, cost-effec-
tive, and prepared to meet strategic objectives.

ARMY SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Question. What is your understanding and assessment of the role that Army
science and technology programs have played and will play in developing capabili-
ties for current and future Army systems?

Answer. Over more than a decade of war, the world has witnessed the value and
impact that technology brings to the battlefield and how capabilities, enabled by
technology, are critical to our warfighters. The Army’s Science and Technology mis-
sion is to enable soldiers to continue to dominate the battlefield, today and tomor-
row. To that end, the Army has established a 30-year modernization plan to guide
Science and Technology investments. I believe that to prevent, shape, and win fu-
ture conflicts in an ever-changing world, Army Science and Technology must deliver
timely technological solutions that address top priority capability gaps.

Question. Given the projected budget reductions, how will you ensure that Army
science and technology programs will successfully transition to operational
warfighting capabilities?

Answer. Science and Technology remains a critical investment to ensure our sol-
diers maintain a technological edge over potential adversaries. These investments
are required to develop and mature enabling technologies. If confirmed, I would sup-
port efforts to preserve investment in this area and ensure that it successfully tran-
sitions to the Army’s current and future acquisition programs. Given the great un-
certainty about, and increasing complexity of, future national security threats, it is
especially important that the Army also continues investing in basic research and
development.

Question. If confirmed, what metrics would you use to judge the value and the
investment level in Army science and technology programs?
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Answer. If confirmed, I would consider a variety of metrics to assess the value
of our investment in science and technology programs, to include measures evalu-
ating our success in transitioning these efforts into fielded capabilities, as well as
our effectiveness in fully leveraging investment by industry, other Services, and
other government research institutions.

ARMY LABORATORIES AND RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND ENGINEERING CENTERS

Question. What role should Army laboratories play in supporting current oper-
ations and in developing new capabilities to support Army missions?

Answer. Army laboratories deliver technology-enabled solutions needed for cur-
rent conflicts and help develop technologies that will enhance the Army’s future ca-
pabilities that will be needed to prevent, shape, and win future conflicts.

Question. If confirmed, how will you ensure that the Army laboratories and re-
search and development centers have a high quality workforce, laboratory infra-
structure, resources, and management, so that they can continue to support de-
ployed forces and develop next generation capabilities?

Answer. If confirmed, I promise to learn more and in great detail about the spe-
cific issues and challenges facing Army laboratories and centers in order to best en-
sure they have the necessary tools and personnel to effectively perform their mis-
sions. I fully recognize the important role that the science, technology, engineering,
and mathematics workforce and laboratory facilities have in facilitating the Army
of the future.

Question. Do you support the full utilization of authorities established by Con-
gress under the Laboratory Personnel Demonstration program that is currently
being run in many Army Research, Development, and Engineering Centers (RDEC)?

Answer. Yes, I have been informed that the authorities established by Congress
under the Laboratory Personnel Demonstration Program have given the laboratories
and centers the flexibility and tools necessary to manage and incentivize Army per-
sonnel performing this critical function.

Question. Do you believe that all RDECs in the Army’s Research, Development,
and Engineering Command (RDECOM) need enhanced personnel authorities in
order to attract and retain the finest technical workforce? Would you support expan-
sion of the Laboratory Personnel Demonstration authorities to all of RDECOM’s lab-
oratories and engineering centers?

Answer. It is my understanding that all the RDECOM laboratories and centers
are currently part of the Laboratory Personnel Demonstration, and that this gives
important management flexibility for the laboratory directors to shape their work-
force and remain competitive with the private sector. If confirmed, I would assess
the effectiveness of these existing authorities and recommend changes as needed
and appropriate.

Question. Do you believe that the Army’s laboratories and engineering centers
should have a separate, dynamic personnel system, uniquely tailored to support lab-
oratory directors requirements to attract and retain the highest quality scientific
and engineering talent?

Answer. If confirmed, I would fully examine this issue to better understand the
potential benefits and costs of such a system. However, with the exception of a few
organizations, it is my understanding that the Laboratory Personnel Demonstration
program provides the laboratory directors with the ability to attract and retain the
highest quality scientific and engineering personnel.

Question. How will you assess the quality of Army laboratory infrastructure and
the adequacy of investments being made in new military construction and
sustainment of that infrastructure?

Answer. If confirmed, I would engage with the appropriate Army organizations to
better understand the challenges facing our Science and Technology infrastructure
and develop solutions to ensure we are making the necessary investments in this
important area.

ARMY TEST AND EVALUATION EFFORTS

Question. If confirmed, how will you ensure that the Army’s test and evaluation
infrastructure is robust enough to ensure that new systems and technologies are
tested to verify their combat effectiveness and suitability?

Answer. If confirmed, I promise to become more keenly acquainted with the spe-
cifics regarding test infrastructure capabilities, and I will work to ensure the appro-
priate level of funding for test and evaluation infrastructure and instrumentation
1s budgeted.

Question. What metrics will you use to assess the quality of the Army’s test and
evaluation infrastructure?
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Answer. At this time, I do not have sufficient information to adequately answer
this question; however, if confirmed, I would assess the Army’s capability to accom-
plish all essential testing requirements.

Question. If confirmed, how would you ensure that weapon systems and other
technologies that are fielded by the Army are adequately operationally tested?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure that operational test protocols are observed,
and I will support the continuation of the Army’s current practice of conducting
independent operational testing by organizations not associated with the programs
undergoing test and evaluation.

ARMY INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS

Question. What major improvements would you like to see made in the Army’s
development and deployment of major information technology systems?

Answer. Information technology (IT) is critically important to both industry and
government. For the Army, IT is an enabler that provides warfighters an edge in
combat operations. On the business side of the Army, IT is used to automate com-
plex, critical business processes. If confirmed, I would work to ensure that the devel-
opment and deployment of major IT systems facilitate simplifying, streamlining, and
clarifying the interdependencies in the Army’s Enterprise Architecture.

Question. How will you encourage process and cultural change in organizations
so that they maximize the benefits that new enterprise information technology sys-
tems can offer in terms of cost savings and efficiency?

Answer. Leadership.

Question. What is the relationship between Army efforts at implementing enter-
prise information technology programs and supporting computing services and infra-
structure to support Army missions and efforts being undertaken by the Defense In-
formation Systems Agency?

Answer. The Army is in close, regular collaboration with the Defense Information
Systems Agency (DISA). As DISA’s largest supported organization, the Army be-
lieves that this partnership is critical. If confirmed, I would continue the trend of
developing Army enterprise information technology from a joint requirements per-
spective. Current examples of this approach include Defense Enterprise Email, the
Joint Information Environment and enterprise license agreements that leverage the
buying power of the entire DOD.

CONTRACT SUPPORT FUNCTIONS

Question. DOD has engaged in the privatization of many of its support functions.
As a result, the Department now relies heavily on contractors to perform acquisi-
tion, budget, and financial management functions that are critical to the execution
of the Department’s mission. Senior DOD officials have informed the committee both
formally and informally that, because of reductions in the acquisition work force, the
Department now lacks the capability to effectively oversee the work performed by
its support contractors.

Do you believe that the Army has become too reliant upon contractors to perform
critical functions?

Answer. If confirmed, I will examine this issue very closely. It is important to en-
sure that inherently governmental functions are not outsourced, and, if confirmed,
I will scrutinize those areas where the distinction may have been blurred. From an
operational perspective, the Army has processes in place to identify critical functions
that should rarely be outsourced; if an Army command believes that using contrac-
tors for a critical function poses unacceptable operational risk, it is able to bring
that work in-house.

Question. What steps, if any, do you believe the Army should take to ensure that
it hgs the resources it needs to provide effective oversight for its support contrac-
tors?

Answer. In order to ensure the Army has the resources it needs to provide effec-
tive oversight for its support contractors, I believe that an appropriately sized and
sourced workforce is necessary. A critical component of effective compliance is en-
suring the Army has sufficient organic personnel for oversight, to include a robust
number of contracting officer representatives supporting the operational and institu-
tional Army. If confirmed, I will work toward this end.

Question. The privatization of functions previously performed by DOD employees
now extends to many functions performed on the battlefield. As a result, many func-
tions that were performed by DOD personnel as recently as the Gulf War have been
performed by contractor personnel in the current conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Do you believe that DOD has reached, or exceeded, an appropriate balance in pro-
viding for the performance of functions by contractors on the battlefield?
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Answer. The use of the appropriate form of labor for specific functions is an im-
portant issue that requires constant rebalancing as missions and priorities change.
I believe that DOD needs to evaluate functions on a case-by-case basis and source
them as appropriate. The force of the future may not look the same as yesterday’s
force, or even the current force. The Army must do its part to take into account cur-
rent, specific circumstances when determining the appropriateness of a labor source.

Question. Where do you believe that DOD should draw the line between functions
on the battlefield that can and should be performed by contractors and functions
that should only be performed by DOD personnel?

Answer. I believe it is vital that the Army retain sufficient critical enablers within
the Active and Reserve components so that we can reduce the need for contractors
on the battlefield. The Army must also ensure that it retains essential oversight
personnel in the case of unforeseen requirements. Any use of contractors on the bat-
tlefield should be based on an appropriate and comprehensive assessment of risk.

Question. Do you believe that contractors on the battlefield are subject to appro-
priate levels of control and accountability for their actions, or would additional regu-
lation be appropriate?

Answer. I believe that we must continually evaluate how effective our policies and
regulations are at maintaining appropriate levels of control and accountability. The
true challenge is ensuring proper oversight and enforcement of our existing regula-
tions.

PRIVATE SECURITY CONTRACTORS

Question. The Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction reported that
Federal agencies including DOD have spent more than $5 billion for private security
contractors in Iraq since 2003.

Do you believe the Army should rely upon contractors to perform security func-
tions that may reasonably be expected to require the use of deadly force in highly
hazardous public areas in an area of combat operations?

Answer. Contractors have served alongside soldiers throughout our Nation’s his-
tory. While contractors may not always be the preferred method, they sometimes
provide resource options critical to meeting commanders’ requirements. The key is
determining and clearly demarcating the line between soldier and contractor respon-
sibility according to the situation. In certain cases, contractors may not be appro-
priate. In other cases, contractors may be the best sourcing solution to quickly fill
a critical need on short notice.

I believe that unit commanders and leaders at all levels play a valuable role in
determining those missions best suited for contractors depending upon the situation.
If confirmed, I will ensure that commanders have the training, experience, and flexi-
bility to make these difficult choices. For example, in particular local political situa-
tions, capabilities such as entry control and convoy security may be best handled
by a contractor. In other locations and times, this may not be the case.

Question. In your view, has the U.S. reliance upon private security contractors to
perform such functions risked undermining our defense and foreign policy objectives
in Iraq?

Answer. I do not believe that time has shown, or that history will prove, the use
of private security contractors to have undermined accomplishment of our objectives
in Iragq.

While contractors may augment Army organizations by freeing up soldiers to con-
duct more dangerous combat operations, it is certainly critical to ensure that con-
tractors possess the appropriate training and situational awareness. Contractors,
just like their civilian and military counterparts, must understand their role and
consistently function in support of operational and strategic objectives in an area.
When contractors are untrained or unaware of the impact of their actions, they may
negatively impact strategic-level objectives, resulting in long-term consequences.
(The same can also be said for government personnel, whether civilian or military,
but there is more flexibility to quickly effect change in those populations.) I believe
that proper oversight and control mechanisms are imperative to ensure that the ac-
tions of the military, government civilians, and contractors are fully consistent with
law and durably support the objectives of the United States.

Question. What steps would you take, if confirmed, to ensure that any private se-
curity contractors who may continue to operate in an area of combat operations act
in a responsible manner, consistent with U.S. defense and foreign policy objectives?

Answer. The Army and DOD have implemented policies to increase oversight and
management of Private Security Contractors (PSCs) accompanying the force. These
include contract requirements for training PSC employees on the authorized use of
force, increasing use of past performance databases, and prosecuting contractor em-
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ployees that violate use of force laws under the Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction
Act of 2000. Successful oversight is rooted in relevant training for contracting offi-
cers and commanders, vigilant monitoring and enforcement of applicable laws and
regulations, and awareness of the full range of corrective measures available to the
Government in the event of non-compliance. If confirmed, I will do my utmost to
ensure we build on these past improvements.

INVESTMENT IN INFRASTRUCTURE

Question. Witnesses appearing before the committee in the past have testified
that the military services under-invest in both the maintenance and recapitalization
of facilities and infrastructure compared to private industry standards. Decades of
under-investment in DOD installations has led to substantial backlogs of facility
maintenance activities, created substandard living and working conditions, and
made it harder to take advantage of new technologies that could increase produc-
tivity. These challenges have been exacerbated by current budget pressures.

What is your assessment of Army infrastructure investment?

Answer. The majority of Army infrastructure and facilities are in good shape. This
is the result of significant investments in sustainment and construction over the 10-
year period ending in 2012. These construction investments significantly modernized
facilities that supported the Army during transformation and realignment. However,
the Budget Control Act for 2011 reduced the Army’s ability to make continued and
necessary investments in our infrastructure and facilities. Prolonged under-invest-
ment in sustainment will cause Army infrastructure and facilities to degrade much
faster and, in turn, will increase energy consumption and overall operating costs.

Question. If confirmed, what actions, if any, would you propose to increase re-
sources to reduce the backlog and improve Army facilities?

Answer. As the Army’s end strength and force structure decline alongside its
available funding, millions of dollars will be spent maintaining underutilized build-
ings and infrastructure. Trying to spread a smaller budget over the same number
of installations and facilities will result in rapid decline in the condition of Army
facilities. To save money and free up resources, the Army must reduce energy con-
sumption at installations, reduce lease costs by moving to facilities opened up
through restationing and force reduction decisions, and synchronize routine sta-
tioning actions to minimize costs. Greater efficiency is the watchword.

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENTS

ngstion. DOD has requested another Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
round.

Do you believe another BRAC round is necessary? If so, why?

Answer. Yes, for the many compelling reasons stated in my answer to question
76. If the Army is unable to make the tough decisions necessary to identify ineffi-
ciencies and eliminate unneeded facilities, scarce resources will be diverted away
from training, readiness, and family programs. Additionally, the quality of Army in-
stallation services that support the warfighter will suffer.

Question. If confirmed, and if Congress were to authorize another BRAC round,
how would you go about setting priorities for infrastructure reduction and consolida-
tion within the Department of the Army?

Answer. BRAC legislation provides for developing closure and realignment rec-
ommendations based on specific selection criteria. I would prioritize Army rec-
ommendations consistent with congressionally-approved BRAC selection criteria,
Army force structure, and stationing plans.

Question. If confirmed and if Congress were to authorize another BRAC round,
what is your understanding of the responsibilities of the Army in working with local
communities with respect to property disposal?

Answer. I understand that BRAC law ordinarily provides for local communities,
through designated Local Redevelopment Authorities (LRA), to prepare reuse plans
that will guide future development and use of the property. The Army gives sub-
stantial deference to those plans in disposing of the property. BRAC law also usu-
ally provides Economic Development Conveyance authority, under which the Army
can convey property directly to a LRA to further enable those local reuse plans to
be implemented.

Question. It has been noted repeatedly that the 2005 BRAC round resulted in
major and unanticipated implementation costs and saved far less money than origi-
nally estimated.

What is your understanding of why such cost growth and lower realized savings
have occurred?
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Answer. I understand that BRAC 2005 was primarily focused on transformation.
Nearly half of the recommendations from 2005 were intended to take advantage of
opportunities that were available under BRAC authority to move forces and func-
tions to where they made sense, even if doing so would not save much money. This
transformation effort cost over $29 billion and resulted in a small proportion of sav-
ings, but it allowed the Army and DOD to redistribute its forces and personnel with-
in its infrastructure in a way that is typically difficult when not in the middle of
a BRAC round. The remaining recommendations implemented under BRAC 2005
paid back in fewer than 7 years—even after experiencing cost growth.

Question. How do you believe such issues could be addressed in a future BRAC
round?

Answer. Unlike BRAC 2005, which was implemented during a time that drove the
need for transformation, a future BRAC round would be implemented as Army end
strength is declining and the need for efficiencies is paramount. Consistent with
BRAC law and selection criteria, the Army would make savings a priority in the
development of specific recommendations.

END STRENGTH REDUCTIONS

Question. The Department last year laid out a defense strategy that proposes an
eventual end strength of 490,000 for the Army, which the Army is on pace to hit
by the end of 2015.

What is your understanding of the Army’s ability to meet these goals without forc-
ing out many soldiers who have served in combat over the past 10 years with the
implicit promise that they could compete for career service and retirement?

Answer. The Army is committed to retaining the best qualified and most talented
soldiers. Competitive selection boards and retention programs will enable soldiers
currently serving in the Army, including those who have served in combat, to com-
pete for continued service. Reduction programs will focus on overstrength Military
Occupational Specialties, identifying those that should depart our ranks through a
qualitative assessment of potential for continued contribution.

Question. To what extent will the Army have to rely on involuntary separations
in 2014 through 2018? How will sequestration affect this?

Answer. I understand that the Army will rely on involuntary separations to meet
end strength goals through fiscal year 2017. The present assessment is that contin-
ued sequestration is unlikely to impact these programs unless current end strength
targets change.

Question. What programs are in place to ensure that separating and retiring
servicemembers are as prepared as they can be as they enter a struggling economy?

Answer. In coordination with the Department of Veterans Affairs and the Depart-
ment of Labor, the Army has developed an enhanced version of its Transition As-
sistance Program. Called the Army Career and Alumni Program (ACAP), this com-
mander’s program features soldier counseling and training sessions, employment
and career workshops, and education opportunities, all while maintaining leader-
ship focus on, and involvement in, each soldier’s transition process. ACAP affords
soldiers the opportunity to prepare for successful post-Service careers.

Question. How fast can the Army responsibly and fairly reduce end strength while
maintaining the integrity and readiness of combat units?

Answer. The Army believes that it can responsibly reduce end strength by 15,000
to 20,000 per year, while still maintaining operational readiness.

Question. How does the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013, which restores $22 billion
to the DOD budget in 2014, and an additional $9 billion in 2015, affect the Army’s
end strength reduction plans?

Answer. I have been informed that the Bipartisan Budget Act and the funds it
restores will not impact current personnel drawdown programs.

Question. What is your understanding of the need for additional force shaping
tools requiring legislation beyond what Congress has provided the past few years?

Answer. The Army believes that, if reduction measures are required beyond fiscal
year 2017, additional tools may be required to target specific overstrength skills and
occupational specialties.

VOLUNTARY AND INVOLUNTARY FORCE SHAPING TOOLS

Question. Over the past several years, Congress has provided the services force
shaping tools to allow them to accomplish their drawdowns responsibly and hu-
manely while maintaining grade structure and critical specialties.

What voluntary and involuntary measures does the Army plan to use in the next
2 years to reach and maintain its target end strength of 490,000?
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Answer. The Army will continue to support requests for voluntary separation,
where possible. In some cases, service commitments may be waived to allow soldiers
to separate prior to fulfilling their remaining obligations. Involuntary separations
will continue through fiscal year 2015 in support of a reduced end strength
(490,000). Officer Separation Boards, Selective Early Retirement Boards, Selective
Continuation, Selective Retention Boards, Qualitative Service Program, Precision
Retention and a reduction in overall accessions will allow the Army to meet end
strength goals.

Question. How will the Army ensure that it retains the best personnel, given that
these individuals often have multiple opportunities in the private sector and may
be more likely to accept monetary or other incentives to leave early?

Answer. The Army will work to sustain robust promotion selection rates as a
means to incentivize continued service for the best-qualified soldiers. Existing pro-
grams allow the Army to identify and retain the best talent while releasing those
soldiers serving in over-strength skill sets. Soldiers who desire to leave the Army
prior to fulfilling remaining service obligations may request separation if they meet
criteria to participate in early release programs.

Question. How does the Army plan to attain the proper grade mix in senior en-
listed and officer communities to avoid the grade disparities that can take years to
correct? In your view, does the Army require any additional legislative authority to
allow end strength reductions by offering early retirement or other early separation
incentives?

Answer. End strength reduction programs target soldier populations in which the
inventory exceeds requirements. The Army proposes to shape the future force based
on grade and skill through a combination of reduced promotion opportunities, invol-
untary losses, and decreased demand and accessions. The Army will release soldiers
in overstrength areas based on specific current and future requirements. I have
been informed that the Army will not require any additional legislative authority
to meet end strength requirements for fiscal year 2015.

ANNUAL INCREASE IN RATES OF BASIC PAY BELOW THE EMPLOYMENT COST INDEX

Question. The Department requested an across-the-board pay raise for 2014 for
military personnel of 1 percent, versus a 1.8 percent rise in the Employment Cost
Index (ECI) benchmark, and has indicated that in order to restrain the growth of
personnel costs, similar below-ECI pay raises may be necessary over the next sev-
eral years.

What is your assessment of the impact on recruiting and retention of pay raises
below ECI in 2015 through 2018?

Answer. Compensation is, and has always been, an important component in moti-
vating men and women to join the Army and remain in service for a career. The
precise impact of lower pay raises on future recruiting and retention efforts is un-
clear. But continued authority to leverage limited bonus and targeted incentive pro-
grams may well mitigate any adverse impact of this proposal, especially in critical
specialties.

ANNUAL INCREASE IN RATES OF RETIRED PAY BELOW THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

Question. Section 403 of the recently enacted Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013 re-
duces the annual cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) for military retirees under the
age of 62 to CPU minus 1 percent. Monthly retired pay for those individuals would
be readjusted upward at age 62 as if the COLA reduction had not taken place and
retirees would receive full annual COLAs thereafter.

In your view how will this change to the law impact the Army’s planning and pro-
gramming assumptions about projected force and end strength requirements, reten-
tion, and advancement opportunities?

Answer. It is unclear whether or how this provision of law may affect retention
or the propensity of individuals to serve in the Army in the future. I have been in-
formed by experts in the Army that this change in law will have little to no impact
on current promotions, which are based on requirements. The Army is uncertain
about the impact this provision will have on end strength, as retention is a signifi-
cant driving force of this number.

Question. What impact will this change have on the Army’s annual budget and
personnel costs?

Answer. This adjustment will reduce the amount the Army is contributing to trust
funds that cover expenses related to military retirement payments for our soldiers.
While the associated Army savings will approach $200 million per year, I am con-
cerned about the impact on recruiting, retention, and soldiers and their families.
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Question. Do you support section 403 of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013? Why
or why not?

Answer. Compromise is the art of politics. I understand that the enacted adjust-
ment to COLA for military retirees will certainly help DOD control the growth of
military compensation costs; it is difficult to project the degree, if any, to which this
change will impact recruiting and retention. Nonetheless, adjustments to the COLA
are not, standing alone and in absence of countervailing benefits, a particularly de-
sirable course.

RELIGIOUS GUIDELINES

Question. In your view, do Department of the Army policies concerning religious
accommodation in the military appropriately accommodate the free exercise of reli-
gion and other beliefs, including individual expressions of belief, without impinging
on those who have different beliefs, including no religious belief?

Answer. Yes. Army policies appropriately accommodate the varied religious prac-
tices of soldiers, including those with no religious belief. Army and DOD policies are
intended to protect both the free exercise of religion, while avoiding the appearance
of an official endorsement of any particular religion. If confirmed as Under Sec-
retary, I will ensure that these policies are strictly enforced.

Question. Under current law and policy, are individual expressions of belief ac-
commodated so long as they do not impact good order and discipline?

Answer. Yes. The Army values the rights of soldiers to observe and practice their
diverse religious faiths, or to have no religious faith at all. Army policy permits sol-
diers to request waivers of regulations when necessary to accommodate religious
practices, and these waivers will be granted unless a compelling military necessity
otherwise exists.

Question. In your view, do existing policies and practices regarding public prayers
offered by Army chaplains in a variety of formal and informal settings strike the
proper balance between a chaplain’s ability to pray in accordance with his or her
religious beliefs and the rights of other servicemembers with different beliefs, in-
cluding no religious beliefs?

Answer. Yes. Army chaplains are well-trained to provide prayers in pluralistic set-
tings, where sensitivity to diverse religious beliefs is at a premium. At the same
time, chaplains, while providing ritualistic services on many occasions in both pri-
vate and public settings, are never required to act in a manner inconsistent with
the tenets of their endorsing agencies or in conflict with their individual convictions,
beliefs, or religious traditions.

Question. Recent press coverage focused on two separate events involving unit-
level Army equal opportunity training at Fort Hood and Camp Shelby that incor-
porated the views of an outside organization that certain organizations were “ex-
tremist” because of their faith-based opposition to same-sex relationships. The train-
ing appeared to officially endorse the views of the outside organization because it
did not expressly state that the views of the outside organization did not represent
the views of the Department of the Army or DOD. As a result some individuals who
received the training were confused about the official views of the Army and became
concerned that their affiliation with the organizations that were inappropriately
identified as “extremist” could subject them to administrative or disciplinary action
in accordance with Army policy prohibiting active support to extremist organiza-
tions. In fact, two of the organizations are included in the annual Combined Federal
Campaign to which members of the Army may make charitable contributions.

What are your views on the permissible extent to which an individual soldier or
Army civilian employee may express, in public or in private, sincerely-held personal
views based on religious belief or conscience to oppose recognition and acceptance
of same sex relationships or marriage?

Answer. Soldiers and Army civilian employees may express their sincerely-held
personal beliefs, whether based on religious tenet or philosophical conviction, about
the acceptance of same-sex relationships or same-sex marriage.

Question. If confirmed, what actions would you take to establish policy to clearly
articulate the appropriate balancing of expressions of sincerely-held religious belief
or matters of conscience by individual soldiers or civilian employees in the Army
workplace?

Answer. If confirmed as Under Secretary, I will ensure that the Army always pro-
tects the constitutional right of soldiers and Army civilians to hold and express reli-
gious beliefs and matters of conscience.

Question. If confirmed, what actions would you take to ensure that the develop-
ment and presentation of training delivered within the Department of the Army is
properly supervised and does not include views from organizations outside the Army



73

or DOD that are inconsistent with official policy except when including those views
is essential for the purpose of the training and are properly cited as the views of
an outside organization?

Answer. If confirmed as Under Secretary, I will support and sustain the meas-
ures, recently directed by the Secretary of the Army, that require all training mate-
rials and instruction to reflect the official policy of the Department of the Army. It
is inappropriate for training presentations to include material that is found on the
internet or gleaned from some other informal source which is not approved by the
Army. This action by the Secretary of the Army will ensure that incidents such as
those referenced in this question do not occur again.

Question. What is your assessment of measures taken at the U.S. Military Acad-
emy (USMA) to ensure religious tolerance and respect?

Answer. The USMA is working diligently to create an environment in which Ca-
dets, faculty, and staff, are supported in their personal faith choices, whatever those
may be. USMA leaders have reached out to members of all faiths and have imple-
mented policies to ensure religious tolerance and respect. If confirmed, I will see
that these values of religious tolerance and respect are realized at USMA.

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Question. How would you evaluate the status of the Army in successfully recruit-
ing and retaining high caliber personnel?

Answer. I understand that the fiscal year 2013 Army recruiting mission was ex-
tremely successful, attracting high-quality recruits comprised of 98 percent High
School Diploma Graduates and only 1.2 percent Category IV accessions across the
Active and Reserve components. These new soldiers are a reflection of the best of
America, highly qualified and with a genuine desire to serve.

Although consistently succeeding in meeting retention needs, the Army retains
only the most highly-qualified soldiers. This is a remarkable feat given that, in re-
cent years, the Army has increased retention standards, demanding the highest
qualifications and performance from those who would remain in the force. The sol-
diers the Army enlists and retains today and in the near future, are among the
smartest, most fit, and most capable young people in our Nation.

Question. How would you evaluate the recruiting and retention of uniformed and
civilian health care professionals?

Answer. The Army has a two-pronged approach for recruiting military health pro-
fessionals: directly recruiting fully-qualified health care professionals for military
health care positions and recruiting individuals into various military health care
training programs, such as the Health Professions Scholarship Programs. The Army
has been very successful in recruiting students into these training programs, upon
completion of which the student incurs an active duty service obligation. However,
the recruitment of fully-qualified health care providers remains a challenge, exacer-
bated by national shortages in various physician subspecialties. The Army uses a
variety of retention incentives, such as Special Pays and Professional Health Edu-
cation Training opportunities that have proven very effective in retaining military
healthcare providers.

Recruiting BH professionals continues to present a particular challenge. In 2013,
more than 2,900 prescreened health care professional candidates were referred; of
these, approximately 625 were behavioral health (BH) professionals. The ability of
colleges and universities to produce more qualified BH professionals has not kept
pace with the ever-increasing need for BH services. The Army must compete with
other government agencies, such as the Department of Veterans Affairs, as well as
the private sector, to recruit from the field of qualified candidates. If confirmed as
Under Secretary, I will support efforts to reinforce our recruiting and retention suc-
c?‘ssltlas, with a view to positioning the Army to compete favorably as an employer
of choice.

Question. What initiatives would you take, if confirmed, to further improve Army
recruiting and retention, in both the Active and Reserve components, including
health care professionals?

Answer. Inevitably, the recruiting environment will become more challenging. If
confirmed, I will work to ensure accession programs are appropriately resourced to
allow the Army to continue to recruit and retain the highest quality soldiers. I have
been informed of several promising initiatives, including working with the Depart-
ment of Education to improve recruiter access in public schools, evaluating non-cog-
nitive testing measures for applicant screening, and facilitating senior leader en-
gagement with students and leaders at top-tier educational institutions across the
Nation—particularly those hosting undergraduate and graduate medical programs—
about opportunities for service in the Army.
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GI BILL BENEFITS

Question. Congress passed the Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act in
2008 (Post-9/11 GI Bill) that created enhanced educational benefits for service-
members who have served at least 90 days on active duty since September 11. The
maximum benefit would roughly cover the cost of a college education at any public
university in the country. One purpose of the act was to recognize and reward the
service of those who served voluntarily after September 11, particularly those who
do not serve full careers and qualify for retirement benefits.

What is your assessment of the impact of the Post-9/11 GI Bill on recruiting and
retention in the Army, including the provision of transferability for continued serv-
ice?

Answer. The Post-9/11 GI Bill has enhanced the Army’s ability to recruit and re-
tain soldiers. In particular, giving soldiers the ability to transfer their Post-9/11 GI
gill benefits has greatly aided our effort to retain quality mid-grade and career sol-

iers.

MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE

Question. The transformation of the Armed Forces has brought with it an increas-
ing realization of the importance of efficient and forward-thinking management of
senior executives.

What is your vision for the management and development of the Army senior ex-
ecutive workforce, especially in the critically important areas of acquisition, finan-
cial management, and the scientific and technical fields?

Answer. My vision is for the Army to have a well-developed senior executive work-
force capable of partnering with senior military officers to lead the Army in accom-
plishing assigned missions. The Army is already a leader in strengthening civilian
talent management, especially through the Talent and Succession Management
process. This is an annual opportunity for communication with senior civilians, their
supervisors, and the Army regarding each person’s future potential and readiness
for new assignments. If confirmed, I will continue these measures and augment
them to ensure transparency and fairness. This will allow the Army to attract and
retain the best talent for all positions, including those in acquisition, financial man-
agement, and the scientific and technical fields.

Question. Do you believe that the Army has the number of senior executives it
needs, with the proper skills to manage the Department into the future?

Answer. I believe the Army presently has the number of senior executives it
needs. As with any large organization, we have a steady influx of new talent to re-
place those we lose to retirement and to other Federal agencies and the private sec-
tor. In anticipation of those losses, the Army has implemented the Senior Enterprise
Talent Management Program, which is designed to build a bench of high-potential
GS-14 and GS-15 leaders that establishes a robust talent pool ready and capable
of assuming executive level positions in the future.

SYSTEMS AND SUPPORT FOR WOUNDED SOLDIERS

Question. Servicemembers who are wounded or injured in combat operations de-
serve the highest priority from the Army and the Federal Government for support
services, healing and recuperation, rehabilitation, evaluation for return to duty, suc-
cessful transition from active duty if required, and continuing support beyond retire-
ment or discharge. Despite the enactment of legislation and renewed emphasis over
the past several years, many challenges remain.

What is your assessment of the progress made to date by the Army to improve
the care, management, and transition of seriously ill and injured soldiers and their
families?

Answer. I believe the Army has made great strides by implementing and continu-
ously improving three programs: the Warrior Care and Transition Program, the In-
tegrated Disability Evaluation System, and the Soldier for Life program. All three
programs are designed to address the care and transition of wounded, ill, and in-
jured soldiers. If I am confirmed, I will ensure that the Army continues to support
these vital programs for our most vulnerable soldiers and their families.

Question. What are the strengths upon which continued progress should be based?
What are the weaknesses that need to be corrected?

Answer. The strength of the Army’s Warrior Care and Transition Program is the
dedicated and highly-trained cadre of nearly 4,000 military and civilian personnel
who currently staff the 29 Warrior Transition Units, 9 Community-Based Warrior
Transition Units, and 49 Soldier Family Assistance Centers. If I am confirmed, it
will be a priority for me to continue to support the efforts of the many highly-dedi-
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cated professionals who are making a difference at these facilities every day. They
make sure Wounded Warriors are afforded the support, guidance, and assistance
they require to recover, return to the force, or successfully transition to Veteran sta-
tus, and integrate well into their communities.

Question. If confirmed, are there additional strategies and resources that you
would pursue to increase the Army’s support for wounded personnel, and to monitor
their progress in returning to duty or to civilian life?

Answer. If I am confirmed, I will work closely with the Secretary of the Army,
the Chief of Staff of the Army, the leadership of the Warrior Transition Command,
and the rest of the Army to ensure that we continue to make the changes and im-
provements necessary to maintain and enhance the support to soldiers who require
medical care. The Nation and the Army owe our soldiers no less.

SUICIDE PREVENTION

Question. The number of suicides in the Army continues to be of concern to the
committee.

If confirmed, what role would you play in shaping suicide prevention programs
and policies for the Department of the Army to prevent suicides and increase the
resiliency of soldiers and their families?

Answer. If confirmed, I will focus on providing clear guidance, effective policy, and
sufficient resourcing for the Ready and Resilient Campaign. One of the primary pur-
poses of this Campaign is to reduce suicides throughout our Army family by inte-
grating suicide prevention efforts across the Army and providing support to our sol-
diers, civilians, and family members. I am committed to ensuring that best practices
are incorporated throughout the Army.

FAMILY READINESS AND SUPPORT

Question. Soldiers and their families in both the Active and Reserve components
have made, and continue to make, tremendous sacrifices in support of operational
deployments. Senior military leaders have warned of concerns among military fami-
lies as a result of the stress of deployments and the separations that go with them.

What do you consider to be the most important family readiness issues for sol-
diers and their families, and, if confirmed, how would you ensure that family readi-
ness needs are addressed and adequately resourced?

Answer. For more than a decade, the Army has continuously asked its soldiers
to be apart from their families during long deployments, commit to Permanent
Change of Station moves to unfamiliar climes, and cope with the vagaries of a high
operational tempo. The Army understands that soldiers must have peace of mind
that their families are well cared-for at all times, and is therefore 100 percent com-
mitted to ensuring family readiness. Family readiness is the state of being prepared
to effectively navigate the challenges of daily living in the unique context of military
service. The Army has invested in a wide array of Family Programs to make this
concept a reality. Initiatives such as the Extraordinary Family Member Program
(which considers family members with special needs during the assignments proc-
ess), Child Development Centers (which provides soldiers with affordable, quality
day care), and the Financial Readiness Program (which offers soldiers financial
counseling) are just a few examples of the different ways the Army is committed
to helping its soldiers. If confirmed, I will commit to maintaining family readiness
by wholeheartedly supporting such programs.

Question. How would you address these family readiness needs in light of global
rebasing, deployments, and future reductions in end strength?

Answer. If confirmed, I would not change the overall direction of Army Family
Programs. My goal would be an Army of strong and resilient soldiers and families
who will thrive as we reduce our deployed footprint. With the restructuring of the
Army and the current austere fiscal climate, I would apply resources to programs
and services that have the greatest impact on sustaining soldier and family readi-
ness and resilience.

Question. If confirmed, how would you ensure support is provided to Reserve com-
ponent families related to mobilization, deployment, and family readiness, as well
as to Active Duty families who do not reside near a military installation?

Answer. If confirmed, I intend to continue the existing structured partnership
with the Guard and Reserve to support all Army families, regardless of their compo-
nent or geographic location, and to ensure the most efficient and effective delivery
of programs and services wherever and whenever they are needed most. I will also
continue to partner with the sister Services and local communities to fill gaps in
programs, to provide alternatives to government-provided services, and to support
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Eg‘eog}‘aphically-dispersed soldiers and families in order to reduce stress on Army
amilies.

Question. If confirmed, what steps will you take to sustain Army family support,
given current fiscal constraints?

Answer. Despite the fiscal climate, I would not change the future direction of mili-
tary Family Programs. I would, however, ensure that scarce resources are dedicated
to the programs and services that have the greatest impact on sustaining soldier
and family readiness and resilience.

MORALE, WELFARE, AND RECREATION

Question. Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) programs are critical to en-
hancement of military life for members and their families, especially in light of de-
ployments. These programs must be relevant and attractive to all eligible users, in-
cluding Active-Duty and Reserve personnel, retirees, and families.

What challenges do you foresee in sustaining Army MWR programs, particularly
in view of the current fiscal environment and, if confirmed, are there any improve-
ments you would seek to achieve?

Answer. Family and MWR programs provide a comprehensive network of quality
support and leisure services that enhance quality of life for soldiers, family mem-
bers, and retirees. Sustained reductions to these programs may negatively impact
future readiness and unit cohesion. Where possible, I will strive to improve program
offerings while focusing on delivering affordable, quality services that best enhance
the readiness and resilience of the military community.

ARMY CIVILIAN PERSONNEL WORKFORCE

Question. Section 955 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2013 required the Secretary of Defense to develop a plan to reduce the size of the
civilian personnel workforce by 5 percent over the next 5 years. The plan developed
by the Secretary does not meet this objective. Since the time that section 955 was
enacted, the Department has implemented hiring freezes and furloughs due to se-
questration. As a result, the DOD civilian personnel workforce is substantially
small(elr than it was when section 955 was enacted or at the time the plan was sub-
mitted.

Do you agree that the Army civilian employee workforce plays a vital role in the
functioning of the Department of the Army?

Answer. Absolutely.

Question. How does the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013, which restores $22 billion
to the Department’s budget in 2014, and an additional $9 billion in 2015, affect the
Army’s civilian personnel workforce plans?

Answer. The Bipartisan Budget Act will enable the Army to avoid further reduc-
tions in key mission areas. Civilian employees play a vital role in nearly all mis-
sions, so the Army expects to have fewer personnel reductions and enough funding
to replenish the skills lost through natural attrition. This will allow the Army to
hire the next generation of skilled professionals and to ensure mission-essential
trades and crafts are integrated into the future workforce. In short, the additional
funding will allow workforce planning to be accomplished in a calculated way.

Question. In your view, would it be preferable for the Army to make planned,
prioritized reductions to the civilian workforce, or to downsize using arbitrary reduc-
tions based on hiring freezes and workforce attrition?

Answer. In my view, the Army must use all tools available to shape our civilian
force while ensuring that the Army remains capable of meeting its mission objec-
tives. As the Army transitions to a force that is operationally adaptable, it is crucial
to employ solid workforce planning that will ensure that our civilian workforce pos-
sesses the skills and experience necessary to sustain the Army mission. Recently,
the Army has used hiring freezes, workforce attrition, voluntary early retirement,
voluntary separation incentives, and reductions in force to achieve the mandated ci-
vilian reductions. The use of planned, prioritized reductions is certainly preferable,
and if confirmed, this will be one of my goals.

SEXUAL ASSAULT PREVENTION AND RESPONSE

Question. In 2012, for the fourth year in a row, there were more than 3,000 re-
ported cases of sexual assault in the military, including 2558 unrestricted reports,
and an additional 816 restricted reports. Moreover, DOD’s most recent survey indi-
cates that the actual number of sexual offenses could be considerably higher, as 6.1
percent of Active Duty women and 1.2 percent of Active Duty men surveyed re-
ported having experienced an incident of unwanted sexual contact in the previous
12 months. This survey has been criticized by some because its conclusions are ex-
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trapolated from an unscientific sample set and the questions asked in the survey
were too imprecise. Both former Secretary of Defense Panetta and Secretary Hagel
have implemented new initiatives for addressing sexual assault in the military.

What is your assessment of the Army’s implementation of the new policies for ad-
dressing sexual assault offenses?

Answer. In my assessment, the leadership demonstrated by the Secretary of De-
fense and the Secretary of the Army in starting an unprecedented number of pro-
gram and policy initiatives to end sexual assault—more than 20 over the past
year—will have a decidedly positive impact on the reporting, investigation, and
prosecution of these offenses; on increasing the accountability of military leaders at
all levels; and on fostering cultural change. In the last 12 months, the Army has:

e Implemented a Special Victims Counsel Program available to all
servicemembers and their dependents who are victims of sexual assault;

e Added sexual assault prevention and response as a rated category for all
officer and non-commissioned officer evaluations;

e Required Command Climate Surveys for every officer assuming a new
command;

e Raised the level of leadership of the Army’s Sexual Harassment/Assault
Fes;l)onse and Prevention (SHARP) office to the Senior Executive Service
evel;

o Instituted expedited transfer of victims;

e Expanded the implementation of its special victim capability for the in-
vestigation and prosecution of offenses by instituting trauma-informed in-
vestigation training and increasing the number of special victim prosecu-
tors;

e Credentialed thousands of Sexual Assault Response Coordinators
(SARCs) and Sexual Assault Prevention and Response Victim Advocates
(SAPR VAs);

o Required judge advocates to now serve as investigating officers in Article
32 proceedings;

e Enhanced victim participation in the post-trial process of military courts-
martial;

e Required administrative separation of soldiers convicted of sexual assault
offenses; and

e Improved commander awareness of soldier misconduct.

The Army also continues to develop metrics to measure its progress in addressing
sexual assault and harassment. The tools used by the Army to evaluate its preven-
tion programs include:

e Workplace and Gender Relations Surveys;

e Personnel Screening and Certification;

e DOD and Department of the Army Inspector General; Inspections, work-
place inspections, and Annual Command Assessments

e Annual reports to Congress, OSD, J—1, and Army senior leaders;

e Quarterly reports to OSD, J-1, and Army senior leaders (including statis-
tics and analysis);

e Annual OSD and USMA Assessments;

e DOD Annual Report on Sexual Harassment and Violence at the Military
Service Academies;

e Annual “I. A M. Strong” Sexual Harassment/Assault Prevention Summit
Command Outbriefs;

e Command Climate Surveys within 30 days of assuming command, again
at 6 months, and annually thereafter for the Active component;

e Command Climate Surveys within 120 days of assuming command for
the Reserve component;

e Initial Entry Training Surveys;

SAPR program compliance inspections;

Department of Defense Safe Helpline feedback (for trends);

Workplace inspections;

Army Operational Troops Survey (OTS);

Health-of-the-Force installation visits;

Senior leader-conducted focus groups;

SHARP Red Team Assessments;

ﬁrmy SHARP Standdown Plan (directed by the Secretary of the Army);
an

e Army Directive 2013-20, Assessing Officers and Noncommissioned Offi-
cers on Fostering Climates of Dignity and Respect and on Adhering to the
Sexual Harassment/Assault Response and Prevention Program.
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These changes demonstrate the Army’s committed, holistic approach to effectively
change culture, prevent sexual assault and harassment in the ranks, provide world-
class support for victims, and prosecute offenders to the fullest extent of the law.
Assessment of the impact of these many policy changes, along with implementation
of the provisions of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 in
the coming year, will be a top priority of mine, if confirmed.

Question. What is your view about the role of the chain of command in changing
the military culture in which these sexual assaults have occurred?

Answer. I firmly believe that commanders must lead the effort to change Army
culture. The Army relies on commanders to ensure that our soldiers are properly
trained, equipped, safe, and healthy. The Army relies on commanders to ensure that
standards are met or exceeded, to maintain order in the ranks, and to instill values
in our troops. The Army also relies on commanders to discipline soldiers when these
standards are not met. As part of these responsibilities, commanders are ultimately
responsible for fostering respect within their units, creating a climate in which sex-
ual assaults and sexual harassment are not tolerated, and cultivating an environ-
ment in which victims feel comfortable reporting all forms of misconduct. To carry
out their responsibilities, commanders must have the authority and the tools to ad-
dress the problem of sexual assault in our ranks. In turn, the Army must hold com-
manders accountable in the event of failures, as is contemplated by the new rating
evaluation requirement. These crimes violate the trust that is at the core of the
Army profession.

Question. In your view, what would be the impact of requiring a judge advocate
outside the chain of command to determine whether allegations of sexual assault
should be prosecuted?

Answer. Requiring a judge advocate outside the chain of command to determine
whether allegations of sexual assault should be prosecuted would in effect create a
parallel justice system for sexual assault cases, in which commanders handle some
offenses but not others. In addition to generating confusion and inefficiencies in the
military justice system, I believe that this change might undermine the Army’s ef-
forts to change the military culture in which sexual assaults have occurred. Within
the Army, commanders are responsible for their soldiers’ performance, safety, mo-
rale, and well-being. In carrying out their responsibilities, it is critical that com-
manders have the authority and the tools to address problems within their ranks,
including sexual assault. Rather than removing commanders from their role within
the military justice system, the Army should instead hold them accountable for en-
suring that all victims feel comfortable in reporting misconduct and all soldiers be-
lieve that the system is fair and transparent.

Question. What is your understanding of the resources and programs the Army
has in place to provide victims of sexual assaults the medical, psychological, and
legal help that they need?

Answer. I believe that the Army is dedicated to providing sexual assault victims
with extensive medical, psychological, and legal support services. The Army is learn-
ing from the increasing body of peer-reviewed research about the neurobiology of
trauma and how it affects the needs, behavior, and treatment of victims of sexual
assault and other traumatic experiences. The Army is committed to both under-
standing this research and in implementing innovative and successful strategies to
combat the effects of Military Sexual Trauma. All sexual assault victims are as-
signed a SARC and SAPR VA. When a victim of sexual assault presents to any Mili-
tary Treatment Facility in the Army, his or her care is managed by a Sexual As-
sault Clinical Provider (SACP) and Sexual Assault Care Coordinator (SACC) from
initial presentation to completion of all follow-up visits related to the sexual assault.
The victim will be offered a Sexual Assault Forensic Exam, and if not already ac-
companied by a SARC or SAPR VA, the SACP or SACC will coordinate that process
and explain reporting options. The SARC or SAPR VA will also provide a referral
to appropriate services. With the implementation of the Special Victim Counsel Pro-
gram, the victim will also be notified of the availability of a Special Victim Counsel
by the SARC.

Question. What is your view of the steps the Army has taken to prevent additional
sexual assaults? In your view, are these steps adequate?

Answer. In 2013, the Secretary of the Army listed the prevention of sexual assault
as first among his published priorities for the Army. In June 2013, the Chief of Staff
of the Army also stated the prevention of sexual assault is his top priority. Con-
forming to this important guidance, the Army has made the prevention of sexual
assault a matter of utmost importance. Leaders at every echelon are committed to
preventing sexual assaults and caring for victims, and the Army is working dili-
gently to ensure that all soldiers share these commitments. For example, from the
day they join the Army and continuing throughout their careers, soldiers receive



79

training on sexual assault prevention. I recognize that training alone will not stop
sexual assaults, but it has brought unprecedented awareness of the issue to the
force. To eliminate sexual assaults, the Army must change the culture of the force,
which includes eliminating the stigma associated with reporting these crimes, re-
gardless of whether the reporting soldier is a victim or a bystander. The Army con-
tinues to look for new and innovative ways to combat the difficult problem of sexual
assault. With continued command emphasis, education throughout all of our ranks,
and resources devoted to victim care, I believe the Army will achieve the necessary
cultural change.

Question. What is your view of the adequacy of the training and resources the
Army has in place to investigate and respond to allegations of sexual assault?

Answer. I believe that the Army has invested a substantial amount of resources
and training toward the investigation and response to sexual assault allegations.
The U.S. Army Military Police provides Special Victim Unit Investigative Training
that focuses on memory and trauma, common victim behaviors, alcohol-facilitated
sexual assaults, sex offender behaviors, male victimization, and the innovative vic-
tim interviewing technique that has resulted in a more in-depth and complete recol-
lection of events than traditional methods of questioning. Investigators and attor-
neys from all three Services, as well as the Coast Guard and National Guard Bu-
reau, attend this training, and I am told that it is the best education available to
investigators and attorneys anywhere in the Federal Government.

The Army also has a dedicated group of nearly 30 Sexual Assault Investigators
(SAI) in the Criminal Investigation Command (CID), each of whom is specially
trained to ensure that allegations of sexual assault are fully and appropriately in-
vestigated. The Judge Advocate General also manages 23 specially-trained Special
Victim Prosecutor (SVP) Teams comprised of SVPs, paralegals, and SAPR VAs. Spe-
cial Victim Investigators collaborate closely with Special Victim Prosecutors, who
are hand-selected at the Department of the Army level for their expertise in the
courtroom and their ability to work with victims.

Developing a properly trained cadre of investigators is extraordinarily important
in our efforts to increase reporting because victims’ willingness to initiate and follow
through with investigations is directly related to whether they feel supported and
believed. If their initial contact with law enforcement is an unpleasant one, victims’
likelihood of pursuing cases is virtually nil. This is an issue that I am particularly
interested in and that I will continue to monitor closely if confirmed as Under Sec-
retary.

Question. Do you consider the Army’s current sexual assault policies and proce-
dures, particularly those on confidential reporting, to be effective?

Answer. Yes, I believe the Army’s system for receiving and processing reports of
sexual assault, including both restricted and unrestricted reports, is effective, al-
though this is a matter in which I will maintain a strong interest, if confirmed.
Since implementing the “restricted” reporting option (which does not initiate a law
enforcement investigation) in 2004, the number of total reports has continued to in-
crease. This option has been a very beneficial reform in the system; anecdotally, it
is credited with bringing a considerable number of victims forward who would not
have otherwise done so. Though the Army prefers for reports to be “unrestricted”
so that it may hold perpetrators accountable and remove them from the ranks, by
giving victims control over triggering the investigation, the restricted option gives
them time to understand the process, seek the counseling and care they need, and
to consult with an attorney if they wish. The conversion of restricted reports to un-
restricted is continuing to increase, which I believe to be evidence of the success of
our numerous SAPR initiatives and an indication that victims are gaining more
trust in the system. I am optimistic—although definitive data is elusive—that the
increase in reports for fiscal year 2013 reflects growing confidence in our system.
If confirmed, I will ensure that the Army continues to look for innovative ways to
combat this difficult problem.

Question. What is your view of the adequacy of resources in the Army to inves-
tigate allegations of sexual misconduct and to hold perpetrators accountable for
their actions?

Answer. I believe we have adequate numbers of and appropriate training for
criminal investigators, forensic laboratory examiners, and prosecutors to ensure the
successful investigation of sexual assaults and to hold offenders accountable. The
CID has 747 authorized agents at 71 Field Investigative Units to conduct sexual as-
sault investigations. The average experience level for the 22 civilian SAls is 18.1
years and 8 more SAIs have been added this year; these investigators are exclu-
sively assigned to handle sexual assault cases. Roughly 76 percent (54 of 71 Army
installations with a CID office) have SVU-trained agents assigned, and the goal is
to have SVU-trained agents at all CID field offices this year. In addition, the Com-
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manding General of CID and the Army Judge Advocate General have closely aligned
their forces and efforts to provide outstanding support to enable commanders to ad-
dress these serious crimes and to hold offenders appropriately accountable. These
leaders have prioritized the investigation and prosecution of sexual assaults and
have dedicated considerable resources to ensuring that sexual assault victims re-
ceive the full efforts of the best-trained and most experienced investigators and
prosecutors.

Question. What problems, if any, are you aware of in the manner in which the
confidential reporting procedures have been put into effect?

Answer. I am not aware of any problems with regard to the way confidential re-
porting procedures have been implemented. First and foremost, the Army must en-
sure that each victim gets necessary care and treatment. Toward this end, I under-
stand the need for the restricted option, and respect a victim’s choice to select that
option as he or she sees fit. Ultimately, however, the Army’s goal is to ensure that
victims feel confident enough in the Army’s process to report sexual assault through
the unrestricted reporting process, which will trigger thorough criminal investiga-
tions, ultimately allowing the military justice system to work in a fair, impartial
way. It is very important that the Army ensures that all soldiers understand what
the reporting options are, to whom they may confidentially report, and those who
have a duty to report if they are made aware of any allegation of sexual misconduct.

Question. What is your view of the appropriate role for senior military and civilian
leaders in the Secretariat and the Army staff in overseeing the effectiveness of im-
plementation of new policies relating to sexual assault?

Answer. Senior military and civilian leaders are responsible for ensuring that all
Army policies relating to sexual assault are implemented fully. They are also re-
sponsible for evaluating the effectiveness of these efforts, and for making changes
to those programs and policies, when appropriate. The National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2014 also contemplates that the Secretary of the Army may
review some sexual assault cases. If I am confirmed, I will ensure that the Army
continues to assess and improve its policies and programs to combat and respond
to sexual assault.

Question. Do you believe that sexual assault continues to be an underreported
crime in the Army?

Answer. Yes. The research is clear that sexual assault is one of the most under-
reported crimes in society at large, and this is no less the case in the Army or other
Military Services. The Army is working hard to foster a climate in which victims
trust their chains of command to support them if and when sexual offenses occur,
victims know that they will receive all necessary services and support from the
Army, victims are confident their allegations will be taken seriously, and that all
incidents of sexual assault and harassment will be thoroughly investigated. The in-
crease in reporting during this past fiscal year is possibly reflective of victims’ grow-
ing confidence in our system.

Question. If so, what are the barriers that discourage or prevent victims from com-
ing forward?

Answer. There are no doubt many reasons a victim does not always come forward
to report a sexual assault, whether in the civilian world or in the military. Data
from the 2012 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members
shows that victims of sexual assault often do not come forward because of privacy
concerns. Sexual assault is the most personal and intrusive of crimes, and victims
report feeling reluctant to report this crime because they feel ashamed or embar-
rassed and because they feel that others might blame them or retaliate against
them. Another one of the biggest barriers for victims is the fear of being ostracized
by their peers in the unit—and this is an issue whose remedy lies directly in the
hands of the leadership and authority of the commander. I believe that commander-
driven change in unit culture and compassionate, thorough support of victims are
critical to address these concerns.

Question. If confirmed, what additional steps would you take to remove barriers
to reporting sexual assaults?

Answer. If confirmed, I will begin by focusing on victim care and commander ac-
countability. The Army has made significant programmatic changes to ensure vic-
tims receive the support they need when they come forward to report a sexual as-
sault. I intend to evaluate the effectiveness of these (and related) efforts, and to look
for ways to continue to improve the Army’s programs and policies for victim care.
I also believe that effective leadership training, demonstrated values and account-
ability of leaders at all levels is essential.

In response to the Annual Report on Sexual Harassment and Violence at the Mili-
tary Service Academies for Academic Program Year 2011-2012, the Secretary of De-
fense wrote to the Service Secretaries and the Under Secretary of Defense for Per-
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sonnel and Readiness stating: “Despite our considerable and ongoing efforts, this
year’s Annual Report on Sexual Harassment and Violence at the Military Service
Academies demonstrates that we have a persistent problem. I am concerned that
we have not achieved greater progress in preventing sexual assault and sexual har-
assment among academy cadets and midshipmen. These crimes and abhorrent be-
havior are incompatible with the core values we require of our Armed Forces’ future
officers. A strong and immediate response is needed.”

Question. What has the Army done to respond to the Secretary of Defense’s re-
quirement for a strong and immediate response?

Answer. I have been advised that, under the USMA Superintendent’s guidance,
Cadets established the Cadets Against Sexual Harassment and Assault committee,
a SHARP-trained group of Cadets who are dedicated to preventing and responding
to sexual assault at the USMA. Additionally, the Superintendent has met with all
company commanders, regimental commanders, the brigade staff, and the Corps of
Cadets to address leadership responsibilities, and he has emphasized each member’s
responsibility for establishing a positive command climate in his or her unit that
is based on dignity and respect for all. The Superintendent addressed the same sub-
ject during his briefings to the staff and faculty at the beginning of first semester,
academic year 2013-2014, and he will continue to deliver this message to cadet
groups throughout the second semester of this academic year.

Question. If confirmed, what additional steps will you take to address the findings
contained in this report?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue to work with the Secretary of the Army, the
Chief of Staff of the Army, the Assistant Secretary for Manpower and Reserve Af-
fairs, the USMA Superintendent and the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-1 to ensure that
the Sexual Harassment/Assault Response and Prevention Program, both Army-wide
and at USMA, remains a top priority for Army leaders throughout the Army.

ARMY POLICIES REGARDING DRUG AND ALCOHOL ABUSE

Question. What is your understanding of the Army’s policy with respect to discipli-
nary action and administrative separation of soldiers who have been determined to
have used illegal drugs? Do you agree with this policy?

Answer. In 2012, the Secretary of the Army directed revisions to the criteria and
retention authorities for drug and alcohol-related separations. In short, the revised
policies reflect an increased responsibility on the part of the soldier to remain resil-
ient and follow substance abuse rehabilitative treatment, and it holds commanders
responsible for processing administrative separations. The revised policy directs
commanders to process administrative separations for those soldiers who commit re-
peated offenses, such as two serious incidents of alcohol-related misconduct within
a 12 month period, or for soldiers who test positive for illegal drugs twice during
their careers. The decision authority for retention is now the first general officer in
the chain of command with a judge advocate or legal advisor.

These revisions make the Army policy more responsive to the drug use and high-
risk behavior trends that were identified in the Army. I believe the revised policy
is well suited to assist the Army in identifying and retaining those soldiers who
demonstrate the responsibility and maturity to learn from their incidents of high-
risk behavior. At the same time, it provides commanders the necessary tools to proc-
ess soldiers out of the Army who are unwilling to change. I support the current pol-
icy.
Question. What is your understanding of the Army’s policy with respect to reha-
bilitation and retention on Active Duty of soldiers who have been determined to
have used illegal drugs or abused alcohol or prescription drugs? Do you agree with
this policy?

Answer. My previous response concerning the Army’s disciplinary policy on illegal
drug use outlines the Army’s focus on both soldier responsibility and command re-
sponsibility. The Army policy, which allows for soldiers with a single alcohol inci-
dent or a single positive drug test to be referred for evaluation, intensive education,
or outpatient treatment, reflects the Army’s understanding of soldiers in terms of
their ages and their representation of American society at-large. The Army under-
stands that younger soldiers may make poor decisions and makes allowances for
this by providing commanders with the flexibility to retain soldiers who have the
potential to learn from their mistakes and maintain Army standards. I support this
policy.

Question. Do you believe that the Army has devoted sufficient resources for imple-
mentation of its rehabilitation policies and objectives since 2001? If not, in what
ways have resources been insufficient?
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Answer. I have been advised that, while the Army has increased resourcing over
the past decade to combat the abuse and/or misuse of both legal and illegal sub-
stances, capability gaps still exist that require funding. These gaps primarily reside
within the Reserve component (Army National Guard and U.S. Army Reserve) in
the deterrence, prevention, and treatment realms. If confirmed as Under Secretary,
I will work to bridge these gaps.

DETAINEE TREATMENT STANDARDS

Question. Do you agree with the policy set forth in the July 7, 2006, memorandum
issued by Deputy Secretary of Defense England stating that all relevant DOD direc-
tives, regulations, policies, practices, and procedures must fully comply with Com-
mon Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions?

Answer. I agree with the 2006 memorandum of Deputy Secretary England and
the 2009 Executive Orders of President Obama that require all Department of De-
fense directives, regulations, policies, practices, and procedures to fully comply with
Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions. Since 2006, the Department of the
Army has reviewed and updated all Army regulations, policies, practices, and proce-
dures to ensure such compliance.

Question. Do you support the standards for detainee treatment specified in the re-
vised Army Field Manual on Interrogations, FM 2-22.3, issued in September 2006,
and in DOD Directive 2310.01E, the Department of Defense Detainee Program,
dated September 5, 2006?

Answer. I support the standards for detainee treatment specified in the revised
Army Field Manual on Interrogations, FM 2-22.3, and Department of Defense Di-
rective 2310.01E. Current Army directives comply fully with the provisions of the
Geneva Conventions, as noted above.

Question. Do you believe it is consistent with effective military operations for U.S.
Forces to comply fully with the requirements of Common Article 3 of the Geneva
Conventions?

Answer. Yes. It is entirely appropriate and consistent with effective military oper-
ations to comply fully with the requirements of Common Article 3 and establish a
standard for the conduct of detainee operations that applies the Law of Armed Con-
flict in all military engagements, no matter how characterized, and in all other mili-
tary operations.

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 Under
Secretary of the Army?

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.

Question. Do you agree to provide documents, including copies of electronic forms
of communication, in a timely manner when requested by a duly constituted com-
mittee, or to consult with the committee regarding the basis for any good faith delay
or denial in providing such documents?

Answer. Yes.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND
COMBAT INTEGRATION

1. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Carson, in your testimony you stated that in the next
few months the Army would be opening 33,000 positions that were previously closed
to women due to the direct combat exclusion. How many of these positions have al-
ready been opened?
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Mr. CARSON. The notification to Congress to open 33,000 positions occurred in
January 2014; we will open these following expiration of the required 30 continuous
days of congressional session. These 33,000 will be in addition to the approximately
22,000 positions the Army has already opened since May 2012.

2. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Carson, why is it taking so long to open them?

Mr. CARSON. I understand that the integration of women into previously closed
units is proceeding well. We began our work in 2012, focusing on the 14 Military
Occupational Specialties (MOS)—such as the enlisted Combat Engineer MOS and
the three enlisted MOSs in the Infantry, Armor, and Field Artillery branches—that
were closed because their missions were related to direct ground combat. Our plan
calls for all decisions on closed positions and occupations to be made by 2015, and
we are on schedule to meet that goal.

3. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Carson, are there intermediate steps that you feel are
necessary before you make this shift?

Mr. CARSON. To ensure success, the Army has directed Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) to conduct a Gender Integration Study. The Gender Integra-
tion Study surveys soldiers in formerly closed combat arms MOSs and female sol-
diers currently serving in the Army. I have been told that the results of this exten-
sive study will help the Army develop strategies to ensure the successful integration
of women into combat units and combat arms MOSs. I support the Gender Integra-
tion Study as a necessary intermediate step to opening closed positions and occupa-
tions.

4. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Carson, you specified that the Army is in the process
of revalidating occupational standards for 14 previously closed MOSs. How many po-
sitions are included in those closed specialties?

Mr. CARSON. I understand that there are approximately 100,000 positions in the
now-closed specialties.

5. §enator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Carson, at what pace are you opening up these posi-
tions?

Mr. CARSON. The Army’s plan has three decision points: December 2014 for the
enlisted Combat Engineer MOS 12B, March 2015 for the three Field Artillery
MOSs, and July 2015 for the remaining occupations and Army schools that are cur-
rently closed to women. We will decide to either notify the Office of the Secretary
of Defense of our intent to open additional occupations and positions or request an
exception to policy to keep the remaining occupations and positions closed if we can-
not meet the Secretary of Defense’s stated guidelines.

6. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Carson, how many of these positions have already
been opened?

Mr. CARSON. To my knowledge, the Army has opened 22,000 positions since May
2012.

7. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Carson, are you on schedule to meet the timeline
specified by the directive of Secretary Panetta and Chairman Dempsey?
Mr. CARSON. Yes.

8. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Carson, in your testimony you mentioned that the
Army is revalidating the occupational requirements for the previously restricted
MOSs. Could you please describe the methodology the Army is using to determine
combat effectiveness?

Mr. CARSON. Currently, TRADOC is conducting a Physical Demands Study to es-
tablish occupation-specific accession standards for the specialties that are currently
closed to women. The U.S. Army Research Institute of Environmental Medicine is
assisting TRADOC by developing valid, safe, legally defensible physical performance
tests to assess soldiers’ abilities to perform the critical, physically demanding duties
inherent in currently closed MOSs.

9. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Carson, is the expertise of service women, and in par-
ticular of those women who have already participated in combat operations and ac-
companied Special Forces into the field as members of Female Engagement Teams,
being sought out and utilized to inform this process?

Mr. CARSON. Yes they are. We are using a multitude of venues to gain lessons
learned from the experiences of female soldiers, particularly those who have de-
ployed, operated in Female Engagement Teams, and/or been members of Cultural



84

Support Teams. Their successes enabled the Army to start opening positions in May
2012.

10. Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Carson, in your testimony you stated that the Army
is not responsible for integrating the MOSs associated with Special Forces. Could
you clarify what role the Army has in selecting individuals for service in its Special
Forces and providing guidance to Special Forces in ensuring that the most qualified
candidates are allowed to compete for positions, regardless of gender?

Mr. CARSON. It is my understanding that Special Forces is an Army occupational
specialty and the assessment, selection, and training of Special Forces soldiers are
all conducted by Army personnel at the certified Special Operations Forces (SOF)
Center of Excellence. However, Special Forces is funded by U.S. Special Operations
Command (SOCOM), and the Army must coordinate changes to the Special Forces
MOSs with that combatant command. The Army, through U.S. Army Special Oper-
ations Command, is working with SOCOM to ensure the most qualified candidates
will be able to compete for positions, regardless of gender.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN
FINANCIAL IMPROVEMENT AND AUDITABILITY

11. Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Carson, if confirmed, you would, of course, serve as the
Chief Management Officer (CMO) in charge of overseeing, among other things, the
Army’s business transformation and financial improvement efforts. In your testi-
mony, in response to Chairman Levin’s question, you said that the Army is “on
track” to meet both the Statement of Budgetary Resources September 30, 2014, and
the Financial Statements September 30, 2017 auditability deadlines, but some chal-
lenges remain. As to both the legislatively-required 2014 and 2017 deadlines, what
are the greatest areas of risk to the Army’s ability to do so?

Mr. CARSON. Though the Army has clearly achieved several significant milestones,
I understand that key challenges remain. First, the deployment of our Enterprise
Resource Planning (ERP) systems requires us to undergo considerable financial
management changes, a major challenge for an organization as large and complex
as the Army. Second, our dependence on service providers for significant portions
of our business processes also poses a risk to meeting these objectives. A third chal-
lenge we face is quickly and effectively implementing any corrective actions result-
ing from the ongoing audit by an independent public accountant. Finally, funding
uncertainties, government shutdowns, and furloughs present risks to achieving
auditability.

12. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Carson, how is the Army mitigating those risks and
what additional steps would you take to adequately address these risks?

Mr. CARSON. I understand that the Army will continue the activities that have
facilitated success to date, particularly by following the guidance established by the
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller). The Army will ensure
change management is successful by implementing effective controls and processes
and transforming our financial management organizations to be more effective and
efficient. We are working closely with our service providers to ensure they follow
these new controls and processes. As weaknesses from our current Exam 3 are iden-
tified, we will implement corrective action plans. The Army leadership, both military
and civilian, will continue the active engagement that has helped establish the req-
uisite ac((izountability for audit readiness support at all levels and across all Army
commands.

13. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Carson, who should be held accountable if the Army
misses either the 2014 or the 2017 deadline?

Mr. CARSON. Army senior leaders, including the Under Secretary, should be held
accountable.

14. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Carson, has the Army, in your view, been successfully
implementing Business Process Reengineering (BPR) in connection with its
auditability goals?

Mr. CARSON. Yes. BPR is the centerpiece of our business process improvement
and audit readiness efforts. By leveraging our successful deployment of the General
Fund Enterprise Business System and the results of several audit examinations, we
have been continually reengineering our processes to improve efficiency and audit
readiness. The Army Financial Improvement Plan is focused on long-term, sustain-
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able business process improvements rather than short-term, manually-intensive ef-
forts that are difficult or impossible to sustain. This approach has resulted in sev-
eral “quick wins” that have confirmed the appropriateness and sustainability of the
Army’s plan.

Using an end-to-end process reengineering approach, we have analyzed all Army
financial and financial feeder systems, processes, and controls to ensure comprehen-
sive process optimization and accountability. Also, we are linking IT portfolio opti-
mization, enterprise architecture, Lean Six Sigma-informed continuous process im-
provement, and best business practices into a very powerful, synergistic method of
evaluation across all Army core business processes. While we have made significant
progress, there remains work to do. However, I am confident that our efforts will
broaden over the coming years.

15. Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Carson, in June 2010, then-Secretary of Defense Robert
Gates said that the Department of Defense (DOD) must significantly improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of its business operations stressing the importance of
changing how DOD does business. Yet, to date, DOD has struggled to implement
successful business transformation because it has failed to fully utilize BPR. Do you
agree with Secretary Gates’ comments and, if so, how will you improve the efficiency
of the Army’s business operations?

Mr. CARSON. Yes, I believe that this was an accurate assessment at the time. In
the years following Secretary Gates’ comments, I understand that the Army has
made significant strides in BPR and in improving the efficiency of the Army’s busi-
ness operations. We just released our 2014 Business Transformation Report that
highlights many of our successful efforts in 2013. Going forward, if I am confirmed
as Under Secretary, I will continue to emphasize four efforts to improve business
operations: (1) achieving audit-readiness goals for 2014 and 2017; (2) improving the
way we make cost-informed decisions for enterprise functions; (3) ensuring the
alignment of the activities of the Headquarters, Department of the Army with those
of DOD and Army operating forces; and (4) increasing momentum in improving the
efficiency and effectiveness of our business operations. On the fourth point, we will
continue to drive costs down on the business portfolio by reducing systems and re-
engineering high-cost processes. Also, we will increase our BPR efforts to streamline
processes and optimize the systems that support it. Finally, we will maintain our
support to the Army’s enterprise-wide Lean Six Sigma program in order to accel-
erate Army-level BPR and help lower-level commands to make their own processes
more efficient.

. 16;) Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Carson, how will you measure the success of your ef-
orts?

Mr. CARSON. I think that an actively managed performance assessment system is
the key to measuring success, understanding our costs, and helping the Army make
better resource-informed decisions. The Army Campaign Plan and the Army Busi-
ness Management Strategy establish our measures, and our business governance
structure provides the mechanism for Army leaders to routinely review progress,
identify problem areas, and develop timely strategies to overcome obstacles. In addi-
tion to these, we will cooperate with the DOD Inspector General and Government
Accountability Office (GAO), undergo external and internal audits, and utilize other
sources of assessment to assist efforts to refine our performance measures. If con-
firmed as Under Secretary and Chief Management Officer (CMO), I will work to en-
sure that we have the right performance assessment mechanisms in place to meas-
ure progress and adjust our plans as needed.

17. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Carson, what do you believe is the role of ERP systems
in improving how the Army does business?

Mr. CARSON. The Army’s four ERP systems are the backbone to a connected and
integrated Army business environment. While each ERP has a unique functionality,
they share valuable data, reduce inefficiencies in our business activities, and provide
the internal controls and traceability required for a credible financial management
system. Our ERPs are paramount for achieving audit-readiness.

18. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Carson, how do you plan to implement lasting cultural
change so that new processes are both welcomed and quickly accepted by Army per-
sonnel in connection with the Army’s financial improvement/business trans-
formation efforts?

Mr. CARSON. In my opinion, active, multi-echelon change management is the key
to ensuring that Army personnel readily adopt new processes. I believe that edu-
cation and training are the most important elements for lasting, transformative cul-
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tural change. To that end, we are reviewing our education and leader development
programs to place more emphasis on leader roles in performance assessment and
process improvement. Likewise, we are reengineering our institutional training pro-
grams to include hands-on training across the full range of our new ERP systems.

I also feel that to effect change, we must also be responsive to user and customer
feedback. I am confident that our change management plans include the right mech-
anisms to receive and consider user inputs and that our culture and personnel will
adapt as necessary to embrace these new processes.

19. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Carson, if confirmed, how would you make the redesign
of the Army’s business processes, wherever warranted, a priority?

Mr. CARSON. The Army has specified the improvement of business processes as
a major objective of the Army Campaign Plan, and Under Secretary Westphal re-
cently published the Army Business Management Strategy to provide detailed guid-
ance in this area. If confirmed, I will employ the principles in these documents to
take an active role in this important Army priority, which spans across all of our
major end-to-end processes and is driven by the development and successful fielding
of our ERP systems. I plan to press for the optimization of business processes and
the rationalization of the business Information Technology (IT) portfolios that sup-
port them. Reducing costs and improving effectiveness across our business oper-
ations would be among my main priorities if I became Under Secretary.

20. Senator MCCAIN. Mr. Carson, what lessons did you learn from the Air Force’s
failed Expeditionary Combat Support System (ECSS) program?

Mr. CARSON. The Air Force was very forthcoming about their ECSS challenges
when discussing ERP management with us. The biggest lesson from ECCS—which
was reinforced during our successful fielding of the General Fund Enterprise Busi-
ness System—is to reengineer existing business processes to work within the ERP
software rather than customizing the software to fit existing processes. We also un-
derstand the importance of having the right expertise on our government teams to
advise process owners on BPR efforts to align with the ERP software, and not rely-
ing solely on the contracted system integrator to perform this function. We have also
taken steps to maintain stability within our acquisition teams. Lastly, we under-
stand the importance of internal Army oversight processes over program duration.
I am confident we have learned the right lessons and have incorporated them into
our plans to ensure the successful fielding of Army ERPs and other business IT sys-
tems.

21. Senator McCAIN. Mr. Carson, how would you ensure that the Army effectively
implements these lessons to current and future ERP procurement efforts?

Mr. CARSON. As the CMO of the Army, I would play a very hands-on managerial
role in the governance structure we have established to continue to drive positive,
meaningful change in the way the Army does business. If confirmed, I will direct
the continuation of our robust audit and testing schedules to ensure we remain on
track. I look forward to a productive relationship and open dialog with our acquisi-
tion executive as we apply those lessons to complete the fielding of ERPs.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR KELLY AYOTTE
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD

22. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, in your view, how has the Army National Guard
performed in Iraq and Afghanistan?

Mr. CARSON. The Army National Guard (ARNG) and the U.S. Army Reserve
(USAR) have performed admirably in Iraq and Afghanistan.

23. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, could we have accomplished the missions in Iraq
and Afghanistan without the National Guard?
Mr. CARSON. No.

24. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, as the Army tries to maintain readiness and
necessary force structure under tighter budgets, do you believe it makes sense for
us to increase our reliance on the National Guard?

Mr. CARSON. It is my understanding that the Army plans to continue its reliance
on the Reserve component for operational depth and critical expertise in meeting
the National Military Strategy.
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INVOLUNTARY SEPARATIONS

25. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, to what extent has the Army utilized involun-
tary separations to achieve end strength reduction goals?

Mr. CARSON. To my knowledge, the majority of end strength reductions have been
focused on reduced accessions and normal attrition. The Army has used limited in-
voluntary separations to meet end strength goals for both officers and enlisted per-
sonnel.

26. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, how many enlisted soldiers and officers have
been involuntarily separated?

Mr. CARSON. I have been told that under the Qualitative Service Program (QSP),
the Army selected 123 Active component (AC) Noncommissioned Officers (NCO) and
37 NCOs from the ARNG and USAR for denial of future service in fiscal year 2013.
In fiscal year 2014, the QSP denied continued service to 497 NCOs from the AC
and 9 NCOs from the ARNG and USAR. Under the Selective Early Retirement
Board for fiscal year 2013, 103 colonels and 136 lieutenant colonels were selected
for early retirement. 73 officers have also been identified for early termination of
selective continuation on active duty.

27. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, are the soldiers being separated well-performing
soldiers with multiple combat tours?

Mr. CARSON. I understand that, in some cases, those identified for separation
were well-performing soldiers with multiple combat tours. While it is certainly lam-
entable that some honorable soldiers’ careers will be truncated, the Army is also
concerned that the overall force may not have the proper rank structure or mix of
specialties without involuntary separations. The Army recognizes and appreciates
the many hard sacrifices its soldiers and their families make daily. However, we
maintain that a reasoned, measured approach to involuntary separations is nec-
essary to ensure that the Army’s force structure can properly meet mission needs
and that we do not repeat the mistakes made during the Cold War drawdown that
left the force imbalanced.

28. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, to what extent do you anticipate that the Army
will have to use involuntary separations to achieve future end strength reductions?

Mr. CARSON. The Army will continue to use involuntary measures to shape the
force to the minimum extent possible; reduced accessions and natural attrition will
remain our primary levers to meet end strength.

29. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, setting aside the impact on a soldier who is in-
voluntarily separated, when soldiers see their brothers and sisters in arms, espe-
cially those not eligible for retirement, forced to leave the Army after multiple de-
ployments and years of faithful service, what impact could this have on unit morale
and readiness?

Mr. CARSON. Involuntary separations remain difficult and inevitably impact the
morale of the force. As discussed above, the Army will eschew the use of involuntary
separations except when it is absolutely necessary. We will also continue to actively
communicate to the soldiers and their families about the impact of budgetary con-
straints and the possibility of involuntary separation.

30. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, do I have your commitment that you will work
to avoid involuntary separations?

Mr. CARSON. Yes. If I am confirmed, I will work to ensure that lower accessions
and natural attrition will remain the Army’s preferred means to meet end strength
requirements. However, budgetary constraints will likely require some involuntary
separations.

31. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, are you aware of the requirement in section 525
of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 regarding reports
on involuntary separation of members of the Armed Forces?

Mr. CARSON. Yes.

32. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, will you ensure the Army complies with this re-
porting requirement?
Mr. CARSON. Yes.
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WOUNDED WARRIORS

33. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, recently the Army announced changes to the or-
ganization of its Warrior Care and Transition Program. Can you describe those
changes?

Mr. CARSON. Warrior Transition Units (WTUs) are located at major Military
Treatment Facilities and provide support to wounded, ill, and injured soldiers who
require at least 6 months of rehabilitative care and complex medical management.
The Army is restructuring the WTUs in response to the scheduled withdrawal of
troops from Afghanistan and the decline in the number of combat-wounded. The
transition will be completed by 30 September 2014. The changes are designed to im-
prove care and transition of soldiers through increased standardization, increased
cadre-to-soldier ratios, improved access to resources on installations, and reduced
delays in care. They are not related to budget cuts, sequestration, or furloughs. The
restructuring includes inactivation of the WTUs at Fort Irwin, CA; Fort Huachuca,
AZ; Fort Jackson, SC; Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst, NJ; and the U.S. Military
Academy, West Point, NY. As of 21 January 2014, each location has fewer than 35
soldiers assigned.

The restructuring plan also includes the inactivation of nine Community Based
Warrior Transition Units (CBWTUs) in Alabama, Arkansas, California, Florida, Illi-
nois, Massachusetts, Puerto Rico, Utah, and Virginia. The CBWTUs currently pro-
vide services for Army Reserve and National Guard soldiers who do not require day-
to-day care, allowing soldiers to continue their recoveries closer to home. CBWTU
soldiers will be re-assigned to 13 new Community Care Units (CCUs) at WTUs lo-
cated on Army installations. The Army will establish these CCUs at Fort Carson,
CO; Joint Base Lewis-McChord, WA, Forts Hood and Bliss, TX; Fort Riley, KS; Fort
Knox, KY; Forts Benning, Stewart, and Gordon, GA; Fort Bragg, NC; and Fort
Belvoir, VA. Forts Belvoir and Knox will each have two CCUs. The Puerto Rico
CBWTU will become a Community Care detachment under the mission command
of the Fort Gordon Warrior Transition Battalion. Soldiers will not have to move to
those installations or change their care plans to receive medical attention after this
reorganization.

34. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, why were those changes made?

Mr. CARSON. As of 21 January 2014, the WTU population was 7,078. This rep-
resents a decline of approximately 3,000 soldiers in the Army-wide Warrior Care
Transition Program population over the past 14 months, a result of reduced contin-
gency operations (fewer soldiers are arriving into WTUs/CBWTUs as fewer units de-
ploy) and reduced mobilization of ARNG and USAR soldiers. These changes will
allow the Army to scale the program to best meet the needs of the declining popu-
lation.

35. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, how can we sustain and improve the quality
support we are providing to our wounded warriors and their family members?

Mr. CARSON. The Army recognizes the care of our wounded, ill, and injured sol-
diers as a sacred obligation. Be assured that the Army will not falter in its commit-
ment to the best care and transition of our wounded warriors and their families.
They will continue to receive the best possible care and support as they transition
either back to the force or into civilian life as veterans.

The Army is constantly looking at ways to improve the care and support for our
wounded, ill, and injured soldiers and their families. To that end, the Army has de-
veloped numerous programs. The implementation of the Army’s System of Health
has empowered soldiers and their families with tools to improve their resiliency as
they heal. The Army has also established Soldier Centered Medical Homes, which
bring health care to soldiers in need. Moreover, the Warrior Transition Command
conducts an annual review that includes all key Army stakeholders to ensure we
provide quality care to our soldiers and their families.

The Army has also reorganized as part of ensuring that wounded warriors receive
optimum care. The force structure changes discussed above reflect the inherent
scalability of this program, which can expand or contract while continuing to meet
the evolving need. The standardization of care and transition services brought about
by the force structure changes will continue to ensure that all soldiers receive qual-
ity services and support across the Army.

In addition, the Army Medical Command and the Warrior Transition Command
actively participate in the congressionally-mandated Interagency Care Coordination
Committee which has studied and has made informed recommendations for im-
provements to the Services’ individual programs for wounded, ill, and injured mili-



89

tary members. These recommendations have been incorporated into the Warrior
Care and Transition Program.

The Army also uses information gleaned from independent sources to ensure con-
tinuous improvement; the Army Inspector General, DOD Inspector General, Recov-
ering Warrior Task Force, GAO, and other auditing agencies monitor satisfaction
levels of our wounded, ill, and injured soldiers. They provide timely and accurate
information that allows the Army to continue to both sustain and improve the qual-
ity support we are providing to our wounded warriors and their family members.

MODERNIZATION

36. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, what are the Army’s top modernization prior-
ities?

Mr. CARSON. My understanding is that, given significant fiscal pressures, the
Army’s investment in modernized equipment and capabilities will likely see reduc-
tions in the near-term. The Army will continue to prioritize a range of investments
focusing on incremental upgrades to existing systems and new developmental pro-
grams. The Army’s top priorities include the Network, Joint Light Tactical Vehicle,
Paladin Integrated Management program, Armored Multipurpose Vehicle, and avia-
tion platforms such as the Apache, Chinook, and Blackhawk helicopters.

37. Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Carson, do you believe the fiscal year 2014 omnibus bill
adequately resources the Army’s modernization priorities?

Mr. CARSON. The amount requested in the President’s budget submitted in fiscal
year 2014 adequately addressed the Army’s requirements for modernization prior-
ities. We are currently assessing the impacts of the fiscal year 2014 appropriation
on our equipment modernization investments.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MIKE LEE
ARMY

38. Senator LEE. Mr. Carson, with the military’s role in Afghanistan coming to
an end and reduced budgets due to sequestration, the Army will likely need to un-
dergo some form of restructuring. What are the biggest factors that you will con-
sider and will drive the way in which Army restructures in the coming years?

Mr. CARSON. The enduring priority of the Army is to preserve the high-quality
All-Volunteer Force. The Army is committed to the Total Force Policy, in which the
ARNG and USAR play key roles. In an era of likely budget austerity, the biggest
factors driving restructure will be the need to meet the force and readiness require-
ments of the National Military Strategy, while ensuring that the drawdown in Army
end strength is managed efficiently and equitably.

39. Senator LEE. Mr. Carson, the National Guard played a key and essential role
in the conflicts of the past decade. Do you believe that its role and relationship to
the Active components will change as our troops withdraw from Afghanistan?

Mr. CARSON. I believe that the ARNG provides operational capabilities and stra-
tegic depth to meet our Nation’s defense needs across the range of military oper-
ations. It is my understanding that there will be continuity in the relationship be-
tween the AC and Reserve components after the withdrawal from Afghanistan.

40. Senator LEE. Mr. Carson, how should the National Guard figure into the
Army’s need to cut costs in future years?

Mr. CARSON. It is my understanding that the fiscal environment will likely result
in cuts to all components of the Army. If confirmed as Under Secretary, I will work
to ensure that the cuts are distributed fairly across the components and are based
solely on the best interests of the Nation.

[The nomination reference of Hon. Brad R. Carson follows:]
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NOMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT

As IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,
SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
January 6, 2014.

Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed
Services:

Brad R. Carson, of Oklahoma, to be Under Secretary of the Army, vice Joseph W.
Westphal.

[The biographical sketch of Hon. Brad R. Carson, which was
transmitted to the committee at the time the nomination was re-
ferred, follows:]

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF BRAD R. CARSON

Education:
Baylor University
e 1985-1989
e B.A,, History
Oxford University
e 1989-1991
e B.A/M.A., Politics, Philosophy, & Economics
University of Oklahoma
e 1991-1994
e J.D.
Employment record:
Crowe & Dunlevy, P.C.
o Attorney
o September 1994—-August 1997
e Tulsa, OK
Department of Defense
o White House Fellow
o September 1997-December 1998
e Washington, DC
Crowe & Dunlevy, P.C.
o Attorney
e January 1999-February 2000
e Tulsa, OK
U.S. Congress
¢ Congressman (2nd District - Oklahoma)
e January 2001-January 2005
e Washington, DC
Harvard University
o Fellow, Institute of Politics
e February 2005-May 2005
e Cambridge, MA
Cherokee Nation Businesses, L.L.C.

o Chief Executive Officer/Director of Business Development
e June 2005—November 2008
e Catoosa, OK

U.S. Navy
o Officer-in-Charge, MND-S, Weapons Intelligence Teams
e December 2008—December 2009
e Basrah, Iraq

University of Tulsa

o Associate Professor & Director, National Energy Policy Institute
e January 2010-December 2011
e Tulsa, OK

Department of Defense
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e General Counsel, U.S. Army
e January 2012—present
e Washington, DC
Honors and awards:
Military Awards

¢ Bronze Star
e Army Achievement Medal

Academic Awards

e Rhodes Scholar

e Bledsoe Award for Outstanding Law School Graduate at the University
of Oklahoma College of Law (1994)

o Phi Beta Kappa

e Magna cum laude, Baylor University

[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, and certain senior military offi-
cers as determined by the committee, to complete a form that de-
tails the biographical, financial and other information of the nomi-
nee. The form executed by Hon. Brad R. Carson 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.)

Brad Rogers Carson.

2. Position to which nominated:

Under Secretary, U.S. Army.

3. Date of nomination:

November 21, 2013.

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:

Winslow, AZ; March 11, 1967.

6. Marital Status: (Include maiden name of wife or husband’s name.)

Married to Julie Kruse Carson.

7. Names and ages of children:

Jack David Carson; age 8.
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8. Education: List secondary and higher education institutions, dates attended,
degree received, and date degree granted.

Baylor University, B.A., 1989, 1985-1989

Oxford University, B.A/M.A., 1991 (1989-1991)

University of Oklahoma, J.D., 1994 (1991-1994)

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.

U.S. Congressman, 2nd District of Oklahoma, January 2001-January 2005, Wash-
ington, DC.

Fellow, Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, February 2005-May
2005, Cambridge, MA.

CEO & President/Director, Cherokee Nation Businesses, LLC, June 2005—-Decem-
ber 2008, Catoosa, OK.

Officer-in-Charge, Weapons Intelligence Teams, MND-S, December 2008—Decem-
ber 2009, Iragq.

Associate Professor of Business, Associate Professor of Law, University of Tulsa,
December 2009—January 2012, Tulsa, OK.

Director, National Energy Policy Institute, University of Tulsa, December 2009—
January 2012, Tulsa, OK.

General Counsel, U.S. Army, Department of Defense, 2011 (confirmed)/2012 (as-
sumed duties)-present.

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, Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, 1997-1998

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.

Oklahoma Bar Association, Member, 1994—present.

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.

U.S. Congress, 2nd District of Oklahoma.

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

Obama for America National Finance Committee, 2006—2008.

(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.

Williams for City Council, 2011, $500

Smith-Soap for Chief, 2011, $5,000

Obama Victory Fund, 2011, $1,000

Reid for Senate, 2010, $1,000

Edmondson for Governor, 2010, $4,000

Gumm for Senate, 2010, $1,000

Williams for House, 2010, $500

Burrage for Senate, 2010, $2,000

Boren for Congress, 2010, $2,000

Paddock for State Superintendent, 2010, $750

Adelson for Mayor, 2009, $3,000

AmeriPac, 2008, $2,500

Adelson for Senate, 2008, $2,000

Hoskin for House, 2008, $250

Rice for Senate, 2008, $250

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

Bronze Star, 2009

Army Achievement Medal, 2009

Board of Directors, National Job Corps Association, 2005-2008

U.S. Junior Chamber of Commerce Ten Outstanding Young Americans, 2002
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Rhodes Scholar, 1989-1991

White House Fellow, 1997-1998

Exceptional Contribution to Legal Services of Eastern Oklahoma, 1996

Bledsoe Award for Outstanding Law School Graduate from The University of
Oklahoma, 1994

Adjunct Professor of Law (Law and Literature), University of Tulsa College of
Law, 1997

Legal Services of Eastern Oklahoma, Board of Directors, 1997

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

“The Liberal Moment What Happened?” in Symposium Issue of Democracy: A
Journal of Ideas (along with Michael Sandel, Mi