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SENATOR CARL LEVIN (D-M): Good norning, everybody.

The comm ttee receives testinony this norning on the U S. strategy
in Afghanistan and in Iragq. This norning's hearing is Secretary
Panetta's first appearance before this conmttee as secretary of
def ense, and we wel cone you, M. Secretary.

It's also likely to be Admral Millen's |ast appearance before he
retires at the end of this nonth. Since the admral's appoi ntment by
Presi dent Bush as the 17th chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
2007 and his reappoi ntnment by President Cbama in 2009, Admiral Millen
has | ed our arned forces through one of the nost conpl ex four-year
periods of security challenges in recent history.

Anmong the chal |l enges occurring on Admral Millen's watch have been
the followi ng: a drawdown of forces in lraq; a shift to a
counterinsurgency strategy and a surge of U S. troops in Afghanistan;
a reduction of U S. troops in Afghani stan; support of NATO operations
i n Li bya; managenent of a volatile relationship with Pakistan's
mlitary; and counterterrori smoperations agai nst al-Qaida and ot her
transnational terrorist groups, including the extraordinary raid by
our Special Operations Forces this past May that killed bin Laden in
Paki st an.

Thr oughout hi s chai rmanship and nore than 40 years of
extraordinary service to this nation, Admral Millen has provided
st eady, dedicated | eadership and thoughtful, principled and
courageous mlitary judgnment. Admiral Millen has been joined
t hroughout this tinme by his w fe Deborah, who has been equally
tireless in pronoting initiatives on behalf of our mlitary famlies
and wounded warriors. On behalf of everyone on this commttee,
Adm ral , thank you.

The strategy the president charted in Decenber 2009 in his West

Poi nt speech is on track to achieving its objectives. These include
di srupting, dismantling and degrading al -Qaida, and training the
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Af ghan security forces to provide security for their country so
that Afghanistan will not again serve as a safe haven for extrem sts
plotting attacks agai nst us.

As outlined in the West Point speech, the president's strategy
called for a surge of an additional 33,000 U S. troops to Afghanistan
to break the insurgency's nonentum and to help build the capacity of
the Afghan security forces. And he stated at that tinme that 18 nonths
| ater, these U S. surge troops would begin to cone honme. Qur mlitary
men and wonen have perfornmed nagnificently in Afghanistan. Coalition
and Af ghan forces have reversed the insurgency's nonentumin nuch of
Af ghani stan, and seized the initiative in key areas, including
Tal i ban strongholds in the south.

At the sane time, the NATO Training M ssion has added 100, 000
soldiers and police to the ranks of the Afghan security forces, which
are partnered with coalition forces in the field and are increasingly
in the lead in operations. The Tali ban has been reduced to suicide
attacks and roadsi de bonbings. In this regard, the assassination of
M . Rabbani, the | eader of Afghanistan's H gh Peace Council tasked
wi th pursuing reconciliation talks with the Taliban, was tragic.
However, that despicable act only highlights that the Taliban can no
| onger hold territory and are detested nore than ever by the Afghan
peopl e because of their attacks on civilians.

The president's decision to bring home the U S. surge forces by
2012 nmaintains the sense of urgency at the highest |evels of the
Af ghan governnent. Further, as 33,000 U.S. troops draw down by next
summer, the Afghan arny and police at the sane tinme will grow by
anot her 70,000, to a total of over 350,000, and these forces wl|
increasingly be in the | ead, be nore capabl e and equi pped, and nore
than willing to take on the Tali ban.

The growi ng capabilities of the Afghan security forces represent
t he best chance for success of the m ssion, creating a secure
Af ghani st an which can no | onger be the staging ground for an attack
agai nst us. And this commttee has heard directly the mlitary
commanders charged with i nplenenting the president’'s decision say
that they support it, and this includes Admral Millen and CGeneral
Martin Denpsey, who will succeed Admral Millen as chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, and General John Allen, commander of the NATO
International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan.

Af ghan security forces have now assuned the lead in seven areas
t hroughout Af ghani stan. NATO and | SAF-participating countries have
agreed with President Obhama and President Karzai that Afghanistan's
security forces should assune responsibility for protecting the
Af ghan peopl e throughout the country by 2014.
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This transition to Afghan control does not nean that the United
States wi Il abandon Afghani stan. The strategic partnership agreenent
currently being negotiated between the United States and Afghani stan
will help define the long-termrelationship between the two countries
and play an inmportant role in denonstrating to Afghanistan and its
nei ghbors that the United States intends to remain engaged in this
region and that we're not about to repeat the m stakes of 1989, when
the United States turned its attention el sewhere follow ng the Sovi et
wi t hdrawal from Af ghani st an.

Clearly, great challenges remain. Forenost is the threat posed by
the mlitant extrem sts | aunching attacks agai nst Afghan and
coalition forces fromsanctuaries in Pakistan, particularly the
Haggani group in North Waziristan and the Afghan Taliban shura in
Quetta. The U. S. anbassador to Afghani stan, Ryan Crocker, has said
that a series of recent attacks, including the deadly attack on the
U S. enbassy conpound in Kabul, were the work of the Haqganis
operating out of Pakistan.

Qur ambassador to Pakistan, Caneron Munter, said that there is
evi dence |inking the Haggani Network to the -- to the Pakistan
governnent. The anbassador added that, quote, "This is sonething that
must stop." Secretary Panetta recently said, quote, "The nessage they
need to knowis we're going to do everything we can to defend our
forces.” And | was glad to read a few days ago that Pakistan's
| eaders have been personally infornmed that we are, in fact, going to
do just that and act nore directly.

Now, |'ve repeatedly witten to Secretary Cinton to press to have
t he Haggani group added to the State Departnent's |ist of foreign
terrorist organi zations to make nore tools available to our
government agencies to sanction that organization. This step is |ong
overdue. | hope the State Departnment will nove quickly to designate
the Haqganis as a foreign terrorist organi zation.

When Senators Shaheen, Merkley and | visited Afghanistan in
August, we heard repeatedly how the insurgents' safe havens in
Paki stan pose the main threat to our troops and Afghan troops and
coalition troops in Afghanistan. In our discussions wth Pakistan
officials, we heard the sanme excuses that we've heard before about
why Paki stan forces are unable, for whatever reason, to go after the
Hagganis in northern Waziristan in Pakistan. Wen | pressed Paki stan
Prime Mnister Glani on why Pakistan has not publicly condemed the
deadly cross-border attacks on our troops by the Haqganis and by the
Af ghan Tal i ban, he was unable to provide an answer as to why there
has been at |east no public condemmation by Pakistan's | eaders of
those terrorists who are using their soil to cross the border into
Af ghani st an.
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And it is sinply unacceptable that these deadly attacks on our
forces continue while Pakistan's |eaders decline to go after the
Haqgani s and even fail to publicly condem their violent cross-border
attacks. Because of providing that safe haven and because of
connections between Paki stan intelligence and the Haggani s, Pakistan
bears some responsibility for the attacks on us. A positive
rel ati onship with Paki stan remains an inportant objective. But in
order for there to be a nornal relationship between our two
countries, it is inperative that Pakistan actively break its ties
with the mlitant extrem sts using their soil against us.

The bal ance of ny statenent relative to both Afghanistan and Iragq
will be put in the record at this point, and | call upon Senator
McCai n.

SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN (R-AZ): Thank you, M. Chairnman.

And | et nme thank our distinguished witnesses for joining us this
norning and for their continued service to our country.

| also want to echo the chairman in recognizing Admiral Miullen in
his final appearance before our commttee as chairman of the Joint
Chiefs and thanking himfor a lifetinme of devoted service to our
nation and to his fellow nmen and wonen in uniformwho do everything
we ask of themand nore to keep us safe.

This is an inportant tinme for this commttee to consider the wars
in lrag and Af ghani st an.

If we continue on our current trajectory, all US. troops will be
out of Iraq in just over three nonths. In that sane tinme, 10,000 U. S.
forces will depart from Af ghanistan to conply with the president's
aggr essi ve drawdown schedul e.

| have deep reservati ons about both of these | oonm ng deadlines. In
Iraq during ny repeated visits to that country, every mlitary
commander |'ve spoken with and every know edgeabl e civilian expert |
have consulted with has told nme that the United States nust | eave at
| east 10,000 troops in Iraq beyond this year to support the lragis in
safeguarding their country's stability, which both of our nations
have paid a huge price in blood and treasure to achieve thus far. For
this reason, many of us were very concerned to see recent nedia
reports suggesting that the adm nistration had dramatically reduced
the nunber of troops that it was considering for a post-2011 force in
I rag perhaps as |ow as 3,000 troops.

Adm nistration officials have since insisted that such a nunber is

not final and that no ultinmate decision has been made. | hope this is
true, because everything | have heard fromour mlitary commanders on
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the ground |l eads ne to believe that such a minimal force -- force
presence in lraq after this year would significantly jeopardi ze the
real but tenuous gains we have nade in that strategically inportant
country.

As Anbassador Jeffrey and General Austin testified to this
commttee in February, the Iraqi security forces still have major
gaps in their capabilities that will persist beyond 2011. This |eads
to a set of mssions in which Iraqgi forces will require sustained
US mlitary support, fromintelligence collection and fusion,
trai ni ng and mai nt enance, counterterrori smcooperation, air
soverei gnty and, perhaps nost inportantly, a continued need for U S.
forces in the disputed territories of northern lraq. If US mlitary

support is not forthcomng in helping Iraqi forces to fill these gaps
in their capabilities, the country's stability will be put at grave
risk.

| understand that Anericans are war-weary. But | would urge the
president to listen to the advice of our mlitary commanders and to
mai ntai n the necessary presence of U S. forces in Iraq that all of
the major political |eaders in Irag have told many of us they need
and want. In short, the admnistration nmust ensure that it does not
withdraw fromlraq as irresponsibly as they often claimthat the Bush
adm ni stration invaded Irag.

I would also urge the adm nistration to listen to our mlitary
commanders i n Afghani stan and to consider slow ng the pace of the
presi dent's announced drawdown. The fact is, as General Petraeus
recently testified before the Senate Sel ect Conmttee on
Intelligence, no mlitary commander recomended the plan that the
presi dent adopted -- to draw down 10,000 troops this year and the
remai ni ng 23, 000 surge troops by next sumrer. Admral Millen, you
yoursel f have stated that the president's plan would incur nore risk
than you had been prepared to accept.

The reason none of our conmmanders reconmmended this drawdown plan
is because it would take vital conbat power out of the hands of our
commanders on the ground just when they need it npbst, during next
year's fighting season, which will continue through the sumer. After
achi eving so much after 10 hard years of fighting, and with the
prospects of success finally being wwthin reach, at exactly the
nonment when we should be limting the risk to our mssion, the
president's plan would do the opposite; it would increase the
difficulties and risks to our m ssion.

| visited Afghanistan in July again, and it was clear that our
counterinsurgency strategy is working at a tactical mlitary |evel,
in all of the ways that Admral Millen outlines in his prepared
testinmony. Qur counterterrorismoperations are inflicting enornous
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damage on al-Qaida and their Taliban allies. W and our Afghan
partners have taken critical terrain away fromthe insurgency. Afghan
security forces are grow ng bigger, better and nore professional. The
Tal i ban can still launch spectacul ar attacks, |ike the one that
tragically killed fornmer President Rabbani on Tuesday, and these send
a damagi ng signal to our Afghan friends, who fear that our security
gains are fleeting and that the Taliban will return to power. But
such attacks are occurring froma position of grow ng weakness, not
nmounting strength. And now is not the tinme to put our security gains
at unnecessary ri sk.

This is especially true in [ight of the ongoing strategic
chal l enges we face in this canpaign, challenges that, if not
seriously addressed, could Iimt and even jeopardize the tactical
gains that our troops are making at such great cost. One such
chal l enge is the persistence of weak, corrupt and predatory Afghan
governance. The other, far larger challenge is the probl em of
Paki stan, in particular the fact that insurgent groups |like the
Haggani Network continue to enjoy sanctuary in the country, as well
as active support from Pakistan's intelligence service, which they
continue to use to attack and kill Afghans, Pakistanis, Indians and
Ameri cans.

This is the fundanental reality fromwhich we nust proceed in
reeval uati ng our policy towards Pakistan. But we nust al so recognize
t hat abandoni ng Pakistan is not the answer. W tried that once. W
cut off U. S. assistance to Pakistan in the past, and the probl em got

wor se, not better. | say this with all humlity, not recogni zing just
yet what a better alternative approach would be. | hope this hearing
will provide sone clarity on howto proceed in this critical matter,

which likely will have the |argest bearing of all on our national

security and interests.
Thank you, M. Chairnman.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you, Senator MCai n.

Secretary Panetta.

SECRETARY LEON PANETTA: Thank you, M. Chairman.

I would ask that ny full statenment be made part of the record.

SEN. LEVIN: It wll be.

SEC. PANETTA: Chairman Levin, Senator MCain, nenbers of this
commttee, it is an honor to for nme to appear you for the first tine
as secretary of defense and to represent the nen and wonen of the
departnment of our arnmed forces.
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| want to thank you on their behalf for your dedication and for
your support, particularly in a time of war, and for your
determination to join nme in doing everything possible to ensure that
they succeed in their mssion of protecting Amrerica and keeping us
saf e.

When | testified before this commttee as the nom nee for the
secretary of defense, | pledged that I would treat Congress as a ful
partner. And in the nonths since, |'ve had the opportunity to consult
with you, many of you, on all of the challenges that the departnent
faces, and | will continue to do so. It's inportant to have your
gui dance and your consult as we deal with the challenges facing our
depart nent.

Before turning to the pressing issues of the challenges of the
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, | would like to briefly address the
chal | enge of the defense budget, which relates to, obviously,
everyt hing we do.

As you know, the departnment has been undergoing a strategy-driven
process to prepare to inplenent the nore than $450 billion in savings
that will be required over the next -- (audio break) -- as a result
of the debt ceiling agreenent. Wiile this review is ongoing and no
speci fic decisions have been made at this point, I'mdetermned to
make these decisions strategically, |ooking at the needs that our
Def ense Departnment has to face not just now, but in the future, so
that we can nmaintain the nost domnant mlitary in the world, a force
that is agile, ready, capable and adaptabl e.

These reductions will require hard decisions, and those deci sions
will force us to take on greater risk in our m ssion of protecting
this country. My goal is to try to make those risks acceptabl e, but
that is areality. The guidelines that | will be putting in place as
we nove forward on these decisions are the foll ow ng:

First of all, I want to naintain the best mlitary in the world.
Secondly, | do not want to hollow out the force. Every tine we have
gone through these reductions in the past, danger has al ways been
that we've holl owed out the force. | amnot going to do that.

Thirdly, it requires a bal anced approach in order to achieve the
significant reductions that I"mrequired to do. So | amgoing to | ook
at all areas. I'mgoing to | ook at efficiencies, reducing overhead,
duplication -- there are opportunities -- try to achi eve savings --
addi ti onal savings in those areas. Procurenent, |ooking at the whole
process of tightening up on our contracting, creating greater
conpetition with regards to our procurenent area.

I"malso going to | ook at the conpensation area. The fact is that
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in some of those areas, the costs have increased by 80 percent.
Health care alone in the mlitary costs some $52 (billion), $53
billion.

But | have to do it in a way that does not jeopardize the
vol unteer force, and to that extent, I've got to maintain faith with
those that have gone depl oynent after deploynment, put their lives on
the line. W cannot underm ne the comnmtnments we have nade to them
Nevert hel ess, we do have to ook at reforns in these areas.

And | astly, as | said, we do have to maintain faith with those
that are out there fighting every day.

W are -- we are going to have to | ook at how we turn a corner. W
have -- we have gone through a decade of war in which the defense
budget has nore than doubl ed, and now we have to | ook at a decade
where we have to prevent war but be able to fight wars and win wars,

i f we have to, recognizing we have | ess resources. That's the
chal l enge that we face as we confront this budget issue.

The departnent is taking on its share of our country's efforts to
achieve fiscal discipline, and we will. And I want to caution
strongly against further cuts to defense as we go through that,
particularly with the nechanismthat's been built into the agreenent
cal |l ed sequester. This nechanismwould force defense cuts that in ny
vi ew woul d do catastrophic damage to our mlitary and its ability to
protect the country.

I know you share ny concern about the process of sequester. It is
kind of a blind formula that nmakes cuts all across the board and
guarantees that we will hollow out the force. Working with this
commttee and others in Congress, |'mconfident that we can neet our
national security responsibilities and do our part to help this
country get its fiscal house in order but at the sane tine maintain a
strong national defense. We do not have to make a choi ce between
fiscal security and national security.

Even as the departnent grapples with the budget, our nost
i medi ate chall enges are the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. MWy
submtted statenent goes into nore details on the progress we are
maki ng and the chall enges that remain to achieving our strategic
objectives, but let nme just briefly address both of these efforts.

["ll begin with Iraq, where our focus has been on ending the war
in a responsible way that allows Iraq to becone a secure, sovereign
stable, self-reliant nation and a positive force for stability in
that region. Today fewer than 50,000 U S. forces remain in Iraqgq, and
based on the Novenber 2008 security agreenment reached with the Iraqi
governnment under the |last admi nistration, we are planning to draw
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down our conbat troops in lraq by the end of the year.

Still, as you know, last nonth the Iraqi political |eadership
i ndicated publicly that they are interested in an ongoi ng training
relationship with the United States in a post-2011 period. As a
result, General Austin and Anbassador Jeffreys (sic; Jeffrey) have
been in the process of negotiating with Iragi |eaders as to what
their needs are and how we can address that.

We are seriously considering this request, and | want to make

clear that no final decisions have been nade. W'll continue to
consult extensively with the Iraqis but we will also consult with the
Congress before such decisions are nade as to what a post-2011
training presence will [ook |ike.

I want to be clear that obviously any future security relationship
inlrag will be different fromthe one that we've had since 2003. The
United States wants a normal, productive relationship and a cl ose
strategic partnership with a sovereign Irag and with other countries
-- simlar, frankly, to the partnerships we have with other countries
in the region and around the world. This kind of security assistance
woul d be a neans of furthering our strategic partnership with Iraq
that |1 ooks to the kind of future role that can best address their
security needs.

But there's no question that challenges remain there. They have to
stand up a consul for higher policies. They have to develop a
resolution to the Kirkuk situation and di spute.

They have to pass a hydrocarbons | aw. They have to pronote
security efforts to deal with Irani an-supported Shia extrem st groups
that have been attacking their forces as well as ours. They have to
have security efforts to go after the remants of al-Qaida which
still remain in Iraq. And they have to work at a political process
that builds a safer and stronger Iraq for the future.

As we've noved decisively since 2009 to end the war in Irag, we
have al so turned our attention, our focus and our resources to
Af ghani stan and the effort to build a stable and secure country there
that does not provide a safe haven to al-Qaida or to its extrem st
affiliates. Because of the hard work and the sacrifices of Afghan and
coalition forces, we've established conditions that are putting
Af ghans on the path to assune |ead responsibility for security
nati onwi de by the end of 2014.

The insurgency has been turned back in much of the country,
including its heartland in the south. And Afghan national security
forces are increasingly strong and capable. And as the chairnman
poi nted out, we have made significant progress with regards to our

http://www.fednews.com/printtranscript.htm? d=20110922t3266 9/22/2011



FNS Transcript Page 10 of 70

primary m ssion of disrupting, dismantling and ultimtely
defeating al -Qaida, particularly with the operations that took down
bin Laden and that continue to take down key | eadership of al-Qaida
and their affiliates.

Thi s undeni abl e progress has allowed us to begin transitioning to
Af ghan security control. W' ve done that in seven areas of the
country since July. As this transition comrenced, we began
I npl enmenting a gradual and responsi ble drawdown that is essential to
the success of that transition process and | asting security and
stability in Afghanistan. And General Allen, who has briefed ne just
this week again, is in the process of |aying out those plans that
will provide a responsible transition that will not underm ne the
security of Afghanistan

While ny overall assessnent is that our effort in Afghanistan is
headed in the right direction, I think we also have to be cl ear-eyed
about the challenges that remain. First, as the Taliban |ost control
of territory last year, they shifted away from | arge attacks on our
forces to greater reliance on headline-grabbing attacks. In recent
weeks, we've seen a spate of such high-profile attacks, including the
attenpt to attack the United States enbassy and NATO headquarters in
Kabul |ast week and the assassination of former President Rabbani,
the chairman of the H gh Peace Council, this -- just this |ast
Tuesday.

At this tinme of |oss, we have conveyed our condol ences to the
famly of Professor Rabbani and the Afghan people. But we are
concerned that these attacks, because of the loss of |ife and because
they represent an effort to disrupt the process we have nade, nust be
confronted and cannot be allowed to conti nue.

Overall, we judge this change in tactics to be a result in a shift
in nmomentumin our favor, and a sign of weakness of the insurgency.
Wil e overall violence in Afghanistan is trending down, and down
substantially in areas where we concentrated the surge, we nust be
nore effective in stopping these attacks and limting the ability of
i nsurgents to create perceptions of decreasing security. W are
wor king with our Afghan counterparts to discuss with them how we can
provi de better protection against these attacks, but the bottomline
is that we can't let these sporadic attacks deter us fromthe
progress that we' ve made.

The second challenge is the difficult canpaign we have ahead of us
in the east, where the topography, the cultural geography and the
conti nui ng presence of safe havens in Pakistan give the insurgents
advant ages they have | ost el sewhere in the country. W cannot all ow
terrorists to have safe havens from which they | aunch attacks and
kill our forces. We cannot allow that to happen. And we have to bring
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pressure on the Pakistanis to do their part to confront that
I ssue.

The third key challenge is that we nust not underestimate the
difficult tasks the Afghans still face in devel opi ng governance t hat
can nmeet the m ni nrum needs of the Afghan people and hel p themtake
and sustain control of their country.

| believe we're capable of neeting these challenges if we keep our
efforts focused and maintain our dedication to the fight. W have
sone tough -- we've had sone tough days in this canpaign, and
undoubtedly there are nore tough days that |ie ahead.

This is a heavy burden that | feel personally now as secretary of
defense every tine | wite a condolence letter. Since taking this
office, 1'"ve been to Dover to receive the renmains of those who were
killed in the Chinook helicopter crash last nonth. |'ve been to
Arlington, and |'ve been to Bethesda. And in spending tine with the
famlies of those who've died or have been seriously wounded in the
service of this country, there isn't a famly nenber who hasn't cone
up to me and said if you really care about what happened to ny |oved
one, you will carry on the mssion that they gave their life for or
were seriously wounded for. W owe it to those who've paid this price
to continue the hard work of doing this right and protecting our
country.

I'"d also like to close by recognizing the man sitting next to ne,
M ke Miull en. He has worked tirelessly and successfully to advocate

effective operations -- for effective operations in Afghani stan and
Irag. And the strategy that is now bearing fruit owes much of its
success to his vision and his determnation. | know that all of you

and that all of Anmerica join ne in thanking himfor his decades of
dedi cated service and his extraordinary work on behalf of our country
and our nmen and wonen in uniform M ke has set a standard for

responsi bilities and performance of chairman that will forever be his
| egacy, and | am deeply grateful for his service and for his
friendship.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you, Secretary Panetta.

Adm ral Ml l en.

ADM RAL M CHAEL MJULLEN: Thank you, M. Chairman, Senator MCain,
menbers of the commttee.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to
di scuss the situations in Afghanistan and Iraq. As this will -- and
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Chai rman, you said "nost likely." | actually |iked Senat or
McCain's characterization of it definitely will be ny |ast hearing.
(Laughter.) This will be the last tinme | appear before you in

uniform | hope.

Let nme begin by expressing ny deep gratitude for the exceptional
support you provide our nmen and wonen and our famlies. You and | may
not al ways agree on every issue, and | think it's fair to say that
you don't al ways agree anobngst yourselves, but none of you ever has
failed to put forenost in your mnds the best interests of our troops
and their famlies. The issues you debate here, the votes you take
hold in the balance the very lives of Amrerica' s sons and daughters.
Where they fight, whomthey fight, how they fight and, just as
critically, what care and support they need when they cone honme from
the fight dom nate your discussions. It is easy to | ose perspective
inthis town, to forget what really matters. You haven't, and for
that Deborah and | are eternally grateful.

Now | et me turn to sonme of those fights | tal ked about. In
Af ghani stan, | believe the security situation is steadily inproving.
The mlitary conponent of our strategy, to the extent it can be
separated fromthe strategy as a whole, is neeting our objectives.
Af ghan and | SAF forces have wested the initiative and the nmonentum
fromthe Taliban in several key areas. The nunber of insurgent-
initiated attacks has for several nonths been the same or | ower than
it was at the sane tinme |ast year. And we are on a pace and even
slightly ahead of our end-strength goals for the Afghan national
security forces.

The process for transition to Afghan lead of certain districts and
provi nces has al ready begun, wth seven localities now in Afghan
hands. And we are wel |l -postured to begin the wthdrawal of 10,000
Anerican troops by the end of this year.

As we have advanced, the Taliban have adapted. More than ever
before they are concentrating their efforts on attacks that wll
produce a maxi mal psychol ogical inpact for a mniml investnent in
manpower or mlitary capability. The recent truck bonmb in Wardak
falls into this category, as do the attacks agai nst Kabul -- the
attacks |l ast week in Kabul, including the one on our enbassy, and the
assassi nation Tuesday of fornmer Afghan President Rabanni.

These acts of violence are as nuch about headli nes and pl ayi ng on
the fears of a traumati zed people as they are about inflicting
casualties -- nmaybe even nore so. W nmust not m sconstrue them They
are serious and significant in shaping perceptions, but they do not
represent a sea change in the odds of mlitary success. W w |
continue to work with the Afghan governnment to inprove the protection
of key |eaders. W will continue to put pressure on the eneny and
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expand the ANSF, their capability and the territory they hold.

But as | have said many tines, M. Chairman, no anmount of mlitary
success alone in counterinsurgency is ever enough. Qher critical
chal | enges pl ague us -- challenges that underm ne our efforts and
place at risk our ultimate success in the region. First anong them
innmy view, is the pernicious effort and effect of poor governance
and corruption. Corruption makes a nockery of the rule of law It
del egitim zes the very governing institutions to which we wll be
transitioning authority, and it sends an aggrieved popul ace further
into the waiting arnms of the Taliban. If we continue to draw down
forces at pace while such public and system c corruption is |left
unchecked, | believe we risk |eaving behind a governnment in which we
cannot reasonably expect Afghans to have faith. At best this would
|l ead to |l ocalized conflicts inside the country; at worst it could
| ead to governnent collapse and civil war.

A second but no | ess worrisone challenge we face is the inpunity
Wi th which certain extrem st groups are allowed to operate from
Paki stani soil. The Haqgani Network, for one, acts as a veritable arm
of Pakistan's Internal Services Intelligence agency????. Wth | Sl
support, Haqgani operatives plan and conducted that truck bonb
attack, as well as the assault on our enbassy. W al so have credible
intelligence that they were behind the June 28th attack on the Inter-
Continental Hotel in Kabul and a host of other smaller but effective
oper ati ons.

In choosing to use violent extrem smas an instrunent of policy,
t he governnent of Pakistan, and nost especially the Pakistani arny
and |1Sl, jeopardizes not only the prospect of our strategic
partnership but Pakistan's opportunity to be a respected nation with
legitimate regional influence. They may believe that by using these
proxies, they are hedging their bets or redressing what they feel is
an i nbal ance in regional power. But in reality, they have already
| ost that bet. By exporting violence, they ve eroded their internal
security and their position in the region. They have underm ned their
international credibility and threatened their econom c well -Dbeing.
Only a decision to break with this policy can pave the road to a
positive future for Pakistan.

As you know, |'ve expended enornous energy on this relationship.
["ve met with General Kayani nore than two dozen tines, including a
two and a half hour neeting | ast weekend in Spain. |I've done this
because | believe in the inportance of Pakistan to the region,
because | believe that we share a common interest against terrorism
and because | recognize the great political and economc difficulties
Paki stan faces. |'ve done this because | believe that a flawed and
difficult relationship is better than no relationship at all. Sone
may argue |'ve wasted ny tine, that Pakistan is no closer to us than
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bef ore, and may now have drifted even further away. | disagree.
Mlitary cooperation again is warm ng. Information flow between us
and across the border is quickening. Transparent -- transparency is

returning slowy.

Wth Pakistan's help, we have disrupted al-Qaida and its senior
| eadership in the border regions and degraded its ability to plan and
conduct terror attacks. Indeed, |I think it would be in -- we would be
in a far tougher situation in the wake of the frostiness which fel
over us after the bin Laden raid were it not for the groundwork
General Kayani and | had laid, were it not for the fact that we could
at | east have a conversation about the way ahead, however difficult
t hat conversation m ght be.

What matters nost right nowis noving forward. Wile the
rel ati onshi p nust be guided by clear principles to which both sides
adhere, we can no | onger focus solely on the nost obvious issues. W
shoul d hel p create nore stakehol ders in Pakistan's prosperity, help
t he Paki stani people address their economc, political and internal
security chall enges, and pronote |ndian-Paki stani cooperation on the
basis of true sovereign equality.

It can't just always be about counterterrorism not in the |ong
run. Success in the region will require effort outside the real mof
security. W nust agree upon a strategic partnership declaration with
Af ghani stan that will clarify and codify our long-termrelationship.

We nmust work toward a reconciliation process internal to
Af ghani stan that provides for redress of grievances and a state-to-
state interaction between Afghani stan and Paki stan to resolve matters
of nmutual concern. And we nust nake clear to friends and enem es
al i ke that Anerican presence and interest and commitnent are not
defi ned by boots on the ground, but rather by persistent, open and
mut ual Iy beneficial engagenent.

That leads ne briefly to Iraq, where we are now endi ng our
mlitary m ssion and setting the stage for just such a |ong-term
strategic partnership. W are on pace to renove all American troops
fromlraq by the end of the year, per the Strategic Framework
Agreement and the orders of the commander in chief. As you know, we
are also in discussions wwth the Iraqi governnment about the
possibility of |eaving behind a residual training force. No final
deci si ons have been made by either our governnent or theirs, but I
can tell you the focus of those discussions remains centered on
capability -- the sorts of capabilities for which the Iraqgis believe
they need help, and the sorts of capabilities we believe we can offer
t hem

I know you share ny conviction that having shed the bl ood we shed
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in places |ike Msul, Fallujah, Tikrit and Basra, we owe it not
just to the Iraqi people but to the nenory of those who never made it
hone to get this partnership right for the future.

M. Chairman, | canme into this job hunbled by the scope of these
efforts and the sorts of challenges that exist, by wars in lIraq and
Af ghani stan that weren't heading in the right direction. | |eave
satisfied in the know edge that one of those wars is ending well,
while the other one certainly could if |larger and nore |ocal issues
are addressed.

| | eave hunbl ed now by the performance and the resilience of nen
and wonen in uniformand their famlies, who did not shrink fromduty
when duty sent themin harm s way.

Agai n, thank you for all you have done to make possi bl e what they
have done.

SEN. LEVIN: Admiral, again, on behalf of every nenber of this
commttee, and | know every nenber of this Senate and all the people
who we represent, we thank you for that extraordinary service and
your statenment as well about our troops.

Let's try a seven-minute first round. Hopefully, there' Il be tinme
for a second round, but we don't -- we never know that in advance.
Let ne -- let me go back to Pakistan. Admral, you nmade a very,

very strong statenent about the Pakistanis giving safe haven to the
Haqgani Network, to the al-Qaida group, that are attacking and
killing our people, the Afghan troops, the coalition troops. And I
totally share it.

And | just want to ask the secretary the first question. | assune
fromyour statenent that you basically share what Admral Millen has
said in perhaps nore detail than you did, but that you basically
share his thoughts about the need for Pakistan to end that safe haven
situation.

SEC. PANETTA: Absol utely.

SEN. LEVIN. Can you -- and you said the other day that we're not
going to allow these types of attacks to go on. And |'m wonderi ng,
can you nmake it clear what kind of options are available to us to
stop those attacks if the Pakistanis will not prevent them from
happeni ng?

SEC. PANETTA: M. Chairman, |'ve nmade clear that we are going to
do everything we have to do to defend our forces. | don't think it
woul d be hel pful to describe what those options would | ook |ike and
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tal k about what operational steps we mght -- may or may not take.

I think the first order of business right nowis to, frankly, put
as nmuch pressure on Paki stan as we can to deal with this issue from
their side. Admral Millen has nmet with General Kayani. | know t hat
Director Petraeus net with General Pasha. There's been a very clear
nessage to themand to others that they nust take steps to prevent
the safe haven that the Haqganis are using. W sinply cannot all ow
these kinds of terrorists to be able to go into Afghanistan, attack
our forces, and then return to Pakistan for safe haven and not face
any kind of pressure fromthe Pakistanis for that to stop.

SEN. LEVIN: Now, that's been our position for sonme tinme. And we've

heard their excuses for sone tine as well. Wien | pressed G| an
about not even publicly condemming those attacks, his first reaction
was that he has. And | said: Well, send ne the clippings if you have.

He backed off inmediately and said: Wll, maybe |I didn't, but at a
| ower | evel we've made statenments publicly.

M. Secretary, a nunber of us -- our |eaders -- have told the
Paki stanis, apparently fairly directly, that we are going to have to
take steps to end these attacks. And even though you' re not able to
outline those kind of possibilities here publicly, would you say that
the Paki stan | eaders are aware of what options are open to us so that
they' re not caught by any surprise if, in fact, we take steps agai nst
t hat networ k?

SEC. PANETTA:. | don't -- | don't think they would be surprised by
the actions that we m ght or mght not take.

SEN. LEVIN. Admiral, on the troop reductions in Pakistan (sic),
the president has announced that after the surge forces are -- return
honme, the 33,000 by next summer, in his words, that he -- that our
troops are going to continue to cone hone at a steady pace as Afghan
security forces nove into the lead. Is that a position or policy that
you support ?

ADM  MJULLEN: 1 do.

SEN. LEVIN. Admral, is it your assessnent that the NATO training
mssion is on track to build an Afghan arnmy capabl e of assum ng
security responsibility in Afghanistan in accord with the tinetable
that's been set?

ADM MJULLEN: Actually, fromthe -- nmy own perspective on the

training mssion is one, if we go back a couple of years -- and |
think sonetines we understate the significant inprovenents. W had no
structure -- neaning schools, classroons, curriculunms, et cetera -- a

coupl e of years ago. And I think General Bill Caldwell and a | ot of
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ot her people have focused on this in a way that has provided a
dramati c both breakthrough and ranp-up of Afghan security force
capability.

And many of us a couple of years ago -- yourself included, M.
Chairman, and this commttee -- increasingly concerned about the
police in particular. Not unlike Iragq, the police training and
getting themon the street lags the mlitary, but that gap has been
significantly closed.

The issue of illiteracy, which was a huge issue -- and it stil
remai ns a challenge -- but we have put in place a literacy training,
whi ch has been very effective. So we see them out now, trained --
typically, during a week we've got sonewhere between 25(, 000) and
35,000 Afghan military and police in training. W are putting in
pl ace branch schools for their -- for their arny. W've inproved the
trai ning capacity and capability for their -- on their air force --
for their air force.

So we've really nade great strides there. And they are nore and
nore taking the lead in the field. And | am encouraged by the
advancenents -- it's -- there's a lot of tough issues left with
respect to them but the way it's being integrated is a great, great
i mprovenent. And | think so far, it's been very, very successful. W
are by no neans where we need to be as of this nonent, though;
there's a ot of hard work left.

SEN. LEVIN:. The course that we're on, you believe, wll allow us
to neet the cal endar which has been --

ADM MJULLEN: As far as | can see, yes, sir.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you. Now, relative to Iraq, Admiral, let nme ask
you this question. There is a security agreenent, which was entered
into by President Bush and Prinme Mnister Maliki in 2008, which set a
deadl i ne of Decenber 31st of this year for the withdrawal of the
remaining U S. troops in Irag. After eight-and-a-half years of
conflict in lrag, the end of this year is going to mark the
conpletion of the transition of responsibility for Iraq's security to
t he governnent of Iraq.

What you've testified to here today, | think, is that what we are
considering is a training mssion, at the request of the Iraqis, so
that that particular part of our presence could remain if it is
negoti ated and agreed to.

The chief of staff of the Arny, General Odierno, has cautioned

publicly that we should avoid creating the inpression of a |arge
American presence in Ilraq by agreeing to have too many soldiers --
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US soldiers in that country after the deadline to withdraw this
Decenber. Do you -- first of all, have you read those comments of
General Odierno or have you talked to himabout this? And do you
basically agree that that appearance needs to be avoi ded?

ADM MJLLEN: | actually did talk to General Odierno about his
comments, and we had a very good di scussion about that. And --

SEN. LEVIN: | assune you urged himto keep part of the comments
private while the president is considering this decision.

ADM MJULLEN: We tal ked about -- there was no one nore sensitive
when he was a commander on the ground over there than -- conmments
fromsonme of us in Washington. And so | think we just all have to be
very careful and --

SEN. LEVIN: But putting that aside for a nonment -- | agree with
that, but putting that aside, in terns of a mssionin lraq, would
you agree that we nust be careful to avoid keeping a | arge nunber of
troops in Iraq as being, nunber one, inconsistent with the agreenent
that President Bush has entered into; nunber two, that it could

unl eash a -- sonme street denonstrations, which possibly could result
ininstability, but that whatever we are negotiating should be at the
request of the Iraqis and should -- we should be very careful in

terms of the nunbers that we m ght negotiate?

ADM MJLLEN: 1 think -- | think we have to be very careful about
the nunbers. For ne, at a very high level, the nost critical part of
this is to get the strategic partnership right, as the secretary
testified, and that we really are in the m ddle of negotiations right
now with respect to what do the Iragis wants and what -- quite
frankly, what can the Iraqgi political |eadership deliver. And as the
secretary said, there has been no determ nation and no deci sion at
this point.

SEN. LEVIN. And the issue is not what the Iragis want. The issue
is what we believe is going to be appropriate, if any, after they
make a request.

ADM MJULLEN: Well, actually, | --

SEN. LEVIN: It's our decision. |Is that correct?

ADM MJULLEN: | think it will be, certainly, but that's part of the
negoti ati on.

SEN. LEVIN: O course.

Secretary Panetta, do you want to add anything to that in terns of
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continuing training mssion in lraq?

SEC. PANETTA: No, | think it's inportant that the whol e purpose of
these negotiations is to -- is tolisten to what is it that they need
in order to ensure that they can provide security, in order to ensure
that they can deal with the threat of terrorism in order to ensure
that they can take the steps necessary to be able to deal with
security threats within their country. W' ve got to -- we've got to
take the -- listen to their needs, take theminto consideration,

i ndi cate what -- you know, what can be provided in order to neet
those concerns, and then obviously, through a process of negotiation,
arrive at, you know, what it -- what is that going to |look Iike. And
that's the process that's going on now And clearly it's going to be
limted. Clearly it's not going to reflect the nunbers that we' ve had
there in the past. But it does have to neet their needs, and that's
what's being negotiated by General Austin as we speak.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you.

Senat or McCai n.

SEN. MCCAIN. Well, Secretary Panetta, | don't want to waste the
time of the commttee in nmy questioning, but the fact is that one of
the reasons why this has been delayed as nuch as it has is because of
the Iragis wanting to know what our assessnment was as to how many
troops should be there, and that has not been forthcomng. And it's
very difficult for the Iraqis to make a decision w thout us making
our input into what those needs are. And if we are basing it all on
Iragis' needs, that to me is an inconplete picture, because we need
to know what Anerica's national security needs are as paranount
reason for |eaving Anerican troops in harms way.

Adm ral Mullen, do you believe that U S. forces should remain in
the disputed territories of northern Irag as part of a post-2011
m ssi on?

ADM MJLLEN: Again, Senator, | think certainly that is a very,
very contentious area and it's sonething --

SEN. MCCAIN. Do you believe or not believe that they -- we should
have --

ADM MULLEN: | think -- | think the security posture in that area
has to be such that that doesn't in any way, shape or form bl ow up.

It's a very tough area. And the exact conposition of how that
shoul d happen is a product of these negotiations. And quite frankly,
I've gotten feedback --
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SEN. MCCAIN:. So you will not -- so you will not give your opinion
as to whether we need to have a residual peacekeeping force in
northern Iragq as post-2011?

ADM MJULLEN: No -- sir -- there have -- there -- quite frankly,
and very recently, there is still a very contentious debate about
t hat issue.

SEN. MCCAIN. | understand there's a debate. | was asking for your
opi ni on.

ADM MJLLEN: That that's an issue that a security force is going
to have to be there to resolve, yeah. Its conpositionis, |I think, to
be determ ned.

SEN. MCCAIN. Well, every nunber that |1've heard and been briefed
on is at least 5,000 troops would be needed in that area, U S
troops, to prevent what has already been a very volatile area. And if
were weren't there, there probably woul d have been conflict.

Froma -- froma -- Admral Millen, froma mlitary and strategic
st andpoi nt, how beneficial would it be if the president decided to
del ay the departure of the renmining surge forces fromthe sumer of
next year to the end of next year?

ADM MJULLEN: The -- | think fromthe standpoint -- now |'m now
i nto Afghanistan, sir?

SEN. MCCAIN. Mmhmm (Affirmative.)

ADM MJULLEN: The -- fromthe standpoint, as | testified to before,
in ternms of risk, the commanders -- every conmander -- and this is
not just General Allen or Ceneral Petraeus before him-- would |ike
as nmuch conbat power for as |ong as possible.

So | think there is increased risk. Although to get it done by the
end of sumer -- and while | said to the chairman a little while ago,
do | support the president's policy -- and absolutely | do -- General
Allen is just working his way through really what it's going to be at
the end of this year. He hasn't worked it through -- worked through
what it neans for next year. That's based on the -- that will be
based on conditions on the ground. So generally speaking, a
commander's going to want conbat power for as |ong as possible. That
said, the decision has been made to bring themout by the end of
summer. And | think the risk -- while the risk is up, | think it's
manageabl e in that there's no question that we can get there and
sustain the mlitary's success and the mlitary conponent of the

canpai gn.
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SEN. MCCAIN. But there is no doubt that every mlitary | eader,
i ncludi ng General Allen, has testified openly that by accel erating
the withdrawal, it does increase the mlitary ri sk.

ADM MJLLEN: |t does increase the risk.

SEN. MCCAI N. Thank you.

ADM MJULLEN: The mlitary risks.

SEN. MCCAIN: Yeah, the mlitary risk.

ADM MJLLEN: Yes, sir.

Senator McCain, if | could just say one other thing just quickly.

I nean, one of the things that we've |learned -- and you -- you know,
all of you have been going to Iraq and Afghani stan certainly as |ong
if not longer than I; | started in 2004. And we've |learned a | ot

about the inportance of conposition of forces in addition to just
sheer nunbers. And so there's been pressure on both sides of this
Issue in two countries. And that is sonething that | take away at the
end of nmy tour, that it isn't just sinply always about numbers. And
it's -- and in Afghanistan in particular, it's the conbined security
forces, because the Afghan security forces are going to be in a |ot
better shape a year from now.

SEN. MCCAI N. Thank you.

ADM MJULLEN: So that's just part of the |l esson that |I've |earned.

SEN. MCCAI N. Thank you.

Finally, again, back to Irag. M. Secretary, it's not a training
m ssion in the disputed areas. It's a peacekeeping mssion. So if
you're confining it all to only training m ssion, then you haven't
got the conplete picture of the security risks in Ilraqg that | have.

M. Secretary, obviously you have stated publicly about -- and I
appreciate it very nmuch -- the degree of cooperation between the
Haqgani Network and the ISI, the trucks, the IED factories, the
amoniumnitrate factories, the attack on the -- on the -- it was

based at the hotel. And you understandably said that you coul dn't
share with us the operational options you have. And | understand
t hat .

But we better understand what the options are to bring about a
change in the present status quo which is not acceptable, which is
the Haqgani Network killing Anericans and that being supported by
Paki stanis. So the Congress does have a role to play, especially not
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on just policy but also on funding. And I think you're going to
have a real uphill battle here in convincing the Congress to naintain
a level of funding and assi stance to Paki stan unless there is sone
change.

And as | said, | don't know exactly what the way through this is.
As 1've nentioned earlier, we all know that we tried cutting off al
relations with themonce and that didn't turn out well. But I
strongly recommend that you start discussing with nmenbers of Congress
what our options are to try to bring about a change in the status
quo.

Finally, could I -- nentioned -- hasn't Tuesday's killing of the
former president, Rabbani -- show that the Taliban doesn't want to
reconcile, it wants to nurder and maimits way to victory?

SEC. PANETTA: There's no question that when that happens, and it's
done by the Taliban, that it certainly is an indication that at |east
that particular faction that that individual was fromis not
interested in pursuing reconciliation, if they're blowng up a
peacemaker in that process.

I think, you know, it does raise concerns. It raises suspicions.
Neverthel ess, | think obviously we have to continue to try to pursue
the opportunities that are out there, but we ought to do it with our
eyes open. W ought to do it understanding who we're dealing with and
where they're coming from and not expect that -- you know, that this
is by any neans going to be easy in dealing with them

SEN. MCCAIN. My tinme has expired, but General Allen said that it's
pretty clear that the Taliban are still -- has their highest priority
wi nning on the battlefield. Wuld you agree with that?

SEC. PANETTA: | think fromeverything I've seen, they continue to
pursue their goals. And | don't think we can, as | said,
underesti nate where they' re comng from The best signal we can send
to the Taliban is that we're going to continue to fight them and that
we're going to continue to be there and that we're not going
anywhere. And if we can send themthat clear signal, | think that
nore than anything would influence their willingness to devel op
reconciliation.

ADM MJLLEN: Senator McCain, to sone degree that's becom ng nore
and nore aspirational. | nean, a discussion | had with General Allen
earlier this week, and with Senator Panetta, he sees their |eadership
par ked in Pakistan, the fighters on the field in Afghanistan are nore
and nore disgruntled, their norale's down, it's harder to resource
them So | would agree that that is what they would like to
acconplish; they're just noving further and further away from
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acconplishing that part of their m ssion.

SEN. MCCAIN:. I wish we were sending as clear a signal as you just
descri bed, M. Secretary.

And again | want to thank Admiral Millen for his outstanding and
dedi cated service to the nation. And | thank you, M. Chairnman.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you, Senator MCai n.

Senat or Reed.

SENATOR JACK REED (D-RI): Well, thank you very nuch, M. Chairman.

Wel come, M. Secretary.

And |l et ne also thank Admral Millen for extraordinary service to
the Navy and to the nation, great integrity, intelligence and
remar kabl e service. So thank you very nuch, sir.

In fact, | think in your opening comrents you nentioned how you
have been sort of the principal intermediary within General Kayani.
And | think when the history is witten, your contributions will be

extraordinary, particularly at the time when they had to redepl oy
fromtheir border with India into the tribal areas and your efforts
and others were critical in making that happen.

But in your dialogues with General Kayani -- and | think you
appreci ate and you' ve expressed the conplex relationship we have with
Paki stan. They are at tines hel ping us i measurably, at other tines
ai di ng people who are attacking us. Correct nme if |I'mwong, but
there are two points that | think -- | hope you' re nmaking. One is
that we will have a presence in Afghanistan after 2014, a robust
counterterrorismpresence, a training presence, a(n) assistance
presence, because one of the notions running around is that we're
going to be all out by 2014 and it will be Pakistan's, you know,
excl usi ve encl ave.

The second point, if you' ve raised or not -- and correct ne if you
think I"'mwong -- is that when we cone out -- or cone down, | should
say, let me say conme down, in 2014, we will not have to rely upon the

l i nes of communi cation through Paki stan and ot her support mechani sns
t hey provide, which would give us nore operational flexibility to
stri ke anywhere in the region.

Is that accurate? And have those points been made?

ADM MJLLEN: |'ve -- at least fromny perspective, | think i's
I nportant to know that we continue on this path to shift |ead
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security responsibility to the Afghans by the end of 2014.

Wil e there may be sone ongoi ng di scussi ons about what's next, the
di scussions that |'ve seen essentially nodel it not unlike lraqg: a
shift to a training mssion and then obviously a negotiation with the
Af ghans about, you know, what the long-termstrategic relationship
will be.

That's why | think this strategic partnership declaration
currently being negotiated is so inportant because that really is a
commtnment we're going to be there |longer than 2014. Not unlike
Paki stan, we |eft Afghanistan in 1989. They renenber that. So that
| ong-term comm tnent is absolutely critical

The pieces of it -- we just haven't put that together. The -- you
-- there are people -- we can specul ate about that, what the
conmposition mght be. | honestly don't know, and there's been no

determ nati on except to say that there is this long-term conmmtnent.
And how we do that, which I think will be critical, is going to be
i nportant.

And if we leave -- if we leave the region, it's ny view, not
unl i ke what happened before, we'll be back. It'lIl only get worse. And
you've got a very unstable -- two unstable countries, quite frankly,

one wth nucl ear weapons, terrorists who seek nucl ear weapons. And
the proliferation of them w thout any question, should we depart,
will bring us back in a much nore difficult situation.

SEN. REED:. Before | ask the secretary to comment, though, let ne
focus again on -- you know, we are going to have a |long-term
presence. But it's going to be -- it's not going to be the sane
footprint we have today.

ADM MJULLEN: No, | -- absolutely.

SEN. REED: W're not going to be supplying 150,000 troops. W're
not going to depend upon the gasoline being trucked from Karachi up
through there, et cetera. And that, | would think -- and agai n,
correct ne if I"'mwong -- would give us nore operational
flexibility, which I would hope the Pakistanis woul d appreci ate.

ADM  MULLEN: | think they will. I -- certainly we will have nore
operational flexibility because we just won't have as nany troops.
That said, we're working hard to create other options even right now
to supply our troops. There are a lot of difficulties associated with
that. So | would not say that we're going to be conpletely done with
respect to needing that -- the ground LOC com ng up fromthe south.

SEN. REED:. M. Secretary, your conments on these topics?
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SEC. PANETTA: | think fromthe very begi nning the president has

made clear that we will have an enduring presence there. And we're in
the process, obviously, of negotiating that now with the Afghans with
regards to the agreenent with -- on forces. But | think it's clear
that, you know, as we draw down, as we try to provide this transition
that we're working towards, that in the future we are -- we have to
be prepared to listen to their needs and what will -- you know, what
will they need in terns of training, in terns of security in the

future that will give us the opportunity to ensure that all of the
gai ns that have been made w Il continue on the right track.

SEN. REED: Let ne raise another aspect of the policy in the

region, that is -- you know, as we cone down, we're going to put a
| ot of increased burden upon, first, the Afghani national security
forces. And | concur with your assessnent that -- and particularly

Adm ral Millen's assessnent that there's been a remarkabl e progress.
Now, the question is can that progress be sustained; and then second,
the i ssue of governance, which is the -- sort of the wild card every
pl ace we | ook across the gl obe, and not just in the devel oping world,
but everywhere we | ook.

But with respect to -- | would have to think that the strongest
el enent we have is the Afghan national security forces. The issue of
corruption -- | know we have a task force. | know we're trying to
root it out. But frankly, that's a long-termeffort. Then the
question becones, | think, is: Ww are we going to financially
support these Afghan national security forces? W can't do it by the
United States alone. |Is there an international agreenent? Because it
consunes probably, what, 40 percent of the budget if they were fully
funding their forces, M. Secretary?

SEC. PANETTA: | think -- first of all, Senator, | think -- |I'm
relying a great deal on General Allen as he devel ops the plans not
only for how we begin to bring down the surge, but also what happens
bet ween now and 2014. And | have a trenmendous anount of confidence in
his ability to lay out a plan that, as we transition areas, that we
bring in capable Afghan arny, police to be able to provide the
security.

In the seven areas that we have already transitioned, by the way,
it is working very well. Now, admttedly, those are the easier areas.
We've got sone nore difficult tranches to do. W'll do anot her
tranche in the fall

But I think one of the things that he's working on is to make sure
that as we transition, as we reduce our forces, that there is a
conpetent mlitary force, Afghan mlitary force, that's in place to
provi de security. W'IlI|l have a chance to see that take place, and |
think that will obviously inpact on how we neasure the transition
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goi ng down.

Wth regards to the cost, | nean, that is -- it is a concern, that
we devel oped this large force; what is the sustainability? Because it
-- it's not cheap. And so the effort right now -- and | think General
Al'l en is making good progress on this -- is how can we reduce the
cost of how we maintain and sustain that force in the future? And
they are making progress at reducing the cost. And in addition to
that, this isn't a cost that we ought to bear; it's a cost that NATO
and ot hers ought to bear as well.

SEN. REED: Thank you.

Thank you very nuch, Chairman

SEN. LEVIN:. Thank you, Senator Reed.

Senat or | nhof e.

SENATOR JAMES | NHOFE (R-OK): Thank you, M. Chairman.

First of all, | echo the remarks nmade about you, Admral Mullen,
for your service, and | thank you very nuch for that.

Secretary Panetta, you -- | was jotting down things during your
openi ng statement; sone things | didn't find in the printed
statenent. But | applaud you on a great statenent, but on three

things in particular. First of all, a |ot of people question the

m ssion, the value of the m ssion, where we are today. And | think
there's -- the ones who know it best are the fighters in the field
and the commanders in the field and the famlies of those who have

| ost their lives. And when you nade this statenent, | was thinking
that was just unique to ne; that as | visit the famlies of those who
have | ost people, | have yet to have one of them deny that or talk

about how we cannot allow this m ssion not to be carried through. And
that's a very difficult thing. These are young people, and there's
famlies of these young people. And I -- so | think naybe that's
pretty consistent; not just Oklahoma and our exposure to these
peopl e, but el sewhere, too.

SEC. PANETTA: Right.

SEN. I NHOFE: A second thing you said that | think is very
significant, and that is, |looking at any future cuts -- whether they
conme through sequestration or anything el se, would be, using your
wor ds, devastating to our abilities to defend ourselves. And closely
related to that, and the question | want to ask you, when you talk
about the hollow force and we're going to avoid the hollow force, the
easy thing to do for soneone in your position is to put all the

http://www.fednews.com/printtranscript.htm? d=20110922t3266 9/22/2011



FNS Transcript Page 27 of 70

resources in what's bl eeding today, and all too often that
happens. So what gets neglected, it's usually naintenance, it's
noder ni zation. And if we don't do that, they're going to have the
hol | ow force.

So | guess the first thing I'd ask you, |I know -- | know what's
happeni ng to your resources, | know where they're commtted. How are
you going to maintain the -- or avoid the hollow force that we've

seen in the past?

SEC. PANETTA:. | think the key is not to take the sinple way out,
which is to reduce everything by, you know, sone kind of percentage
across the board, and try to take everything down. That's what we've
done in the past.

SEN. I NHOFE: That's right.

SEC. PANETTA: And the result is that training was weakened, the
force was weakened; they didn't have the weaponry, they didn't have
the equi pnent, they didn't have the training. And as a result, you
know, we did hollow out the force.

So ny approach is to | ook at key areas here and nmake sone tough
deci sions with regards to savings that do not involve just saying
we're going to take everything down by a certain percentage. |'mjust
not going to do that.

SEN. I NHOFE: Well, and also -- and I would hope that you woul d be
| ooking toward the future in terns of nodernization and nmai nt enance -
- those things that are not visible to the American peopl e today.

SEC. PANETTA: Right.

SEN. I NHOFE: And | know that's what you neant and that's what you
will do.

SEC. PANETTA: Yeah.

SEN. I NHOFE: Let ne just ask both of you on -- Senator Reed tal ked
about the fact that -- the long-termcomitnent, the -- and sonet hing
that a lot of the Anerican people don't think about, and that is if
we have to cone back a year fromnow, each nonth that goes by, the
terrorists gain greater capability. W' re tal king about nucl ear
capability, delivering systens and all of that.

| know t hat when Netanyahu paid his visit here, his concern is
each tine that goes by -- he was referring to Iran -- but the
capability of the other side is increasing. So to nme, that kind of
ties into sonmething that | have thought of as a m stake, whether it's
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this president or past presidents, in nmaking wthdrawal dates --
just the general concept, the fact that we are telling the eneny what
to do -- what we're going to do and when we're going to do it. And if
they know the tineline, in thinking about the nentality that we're
dealing with, they don't think -- we think in terns, the Anericans
generally do, of hours and days; they think in terns of years and
decades.

Last week Anbassador Crocker said -- and I'mgoing to quote now --
he said, "What we have to do is, | think, denonstrate the strategic
patience that is necessary to wn a long war. It's going to require
nore resources. It's going to require nore tine. | hope we can bring
those to bear and -- because as hard, painful, as expensive as it has
been in blood and treasure, it's cost us a lot -- a lot |ess,
actually, than 9/11 did."

Vell, in ternms of just the concept of setting these dates, | would
just say: Do you believe that when the dates were set, one
i mredi ately gone by us -- that is July of '"11 -- then the sunmer of

"12, Decenber of '14 -- do you think that denponstrates the strategic
patience that he was tal king about? What's your feeling the
wi t hdrawal dates, as a concept?

SEC. PANETTA: Well, you know, | understand your view on that. And
you know, | guess -- | guess ny approach to it is that the nost
I nportant -- the nost inportant signal we can send is if we do this
right and we pay attention to conditions on the ground and nake sure
that it works. Wether we have a date or not, the key here is making
this transition work, making sure that the areas that we transition
remai n secure, meking sure that stability is put in place, nmaking
sure that we don't allow that country to ever again becone a safe
haven for the Taliban. In many ways, that's ny test for whether this
wor ks or not.

Whet her there's a date or not, obviously, you know, we'll have --
we'll have differences over that. But | think the real key is how do
you -- how do you conduct this transition in a way that nakes clear -

SEN. | NHOFE: Ri ght.

SEC. PANETTA:. -- that we're headed in the right direction.

SEN. I NHOFE: Yeah. Well, and | think that -- and it's a difficult
thing to deal with -- | have to say this: that during every visit
|'ve made over there, the Afghan and the coalition personnel
unani nously said that setting the dates was a bad idea. And | know
that you take that in consideration.
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W've talked a little bit about sonmething | want to el aborate on,
and that is, you know, we seemto concentrate on the bad things that
are happening, but Admral Millen, this thing that's happeni ng over

in ternms of the training program-- | was over there on New Year's
Day, and | spent a long tine going over and | ooking at what they're
doing inthis -- in the Kabul mlitary training center. And you | ook
at that -- you' d think that was -- it mrrors what we're doing in

this country, the segregation between infantry and artillery --

ADM MJLLEN: Yeah --

SEN. INHOFE: -- and | just applaud everyone who had anything to do
with that. | -- the last figure | got was about $12 billion a year,
the costs. And I would hope that you would | ook at the successes
we're having there, not just in the abilities of these guys that
we're training, but in their attitudes, because in each case they'd
stop and say: All right, why are you doing this? And they were very
proud.

They are | ooking for the day when they are going to be able to do

ADM _MJULLEN: Yeah --

SEN. INHOFE: -- the very job that they're being trained for. Do
you have any conments to make on that --

ADM MJLLEN: Yes, sir, I've visited the sanme -- |'ve visited the
police acadeny there, and one of the things that | took away was
exactly what you said.

SEN. | NHOFE: Yeah.

ADM MJULLEN: What | didn't understand is -- clearly, we' ve focused

so much on illiteracy, but in fact the officer corps is aliterate
force. They have 85 to 90 percent force. So the illiteracy chall enge
has obvi ously been, you know, with the -- with the -- on the enlisted

side. And we've nade great inprovenents there, against what seened to
be i npossible two years ago, as we used to discuss it.

General Caldwell has actually this year returned because of the
analysis $1.6 billion in '11. W know 12 billion (dollars) a year
isn't going to work. There's been a lot of detailed work to | ook at
how do you get that significantly down, and actually John Allen has
got a lot of confidence in that work. W know that there's got to be
sonething there, long term but it can't be at this level. So do the
Af ghans. They understand that.

So I -- you know, fromthat nodel standpoint, |I'mvery encouraged
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with where we -- where we are and where we've cone fromin | ess
than 24 nont hs.

SEN. | NHOFE: Yeah. And | am too.

And | know, Secretary Panetta, you're kind of newin this
particular job, but you're fully famliar with what we're tal king
about there, and the successes, and | would just hope that nothing is
done that's going to change that successful pattern that has been
devel oped.

My time's expired, but I do have a question for the record having
to do with coalition forces, which | will ask for the record.

Thank you very nmuch, M. Chairnman.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you. It will be asked for the record. Thank you,
Senat or | nhof e.

Senat or Webb.

SENATOR JAMES VEBB (D-VA): Thank you, M. Chairman.

And | et nme begin by joining everyone el se in thanking Adm ral
Mul len for his many years of service and adding a particularly
personal note in that we've had the pleasure of know ng each ot her
for nore years than | can count since we were plebes at the Naval
Acadeny trying to figure out what the hell entropy was and how you
can nmeasure the thernodynam c properties of steam (Laughter.) It's
been a long journey, and M ke Miullen fromday one all those years ago
has al ways been known for his forthrightness and for his integrity.
And it's been a -- just a great honor to be able to work with you in
your present capacity, and also wish your famly and Deborah well.
She has done enornous things for veterans and for wounded warriors
and those other areas. So again, thanks so nmuch for your service, and
we | ook forward to seeing you on other occasions.

It occurred to ne when listening to the exchanges that we tend to
go tactical when we have these discussions. And at the sane tine
think -- fromny perspective, we should be struggling here with the
strategi c and operational nodel that we should be using, |ooking into
the future in order to address the issue of international terrorism
There's not a cure-all, but | think if we | ook at the nodels of the
past 10 years, how we have struggled with this issue, we ought to
have a better idea in terns of how we're going to nove into the
future on these things.

We can start with the nodel of Iraq. You know, certainly the
di scussions that |I've listened to today clearly indicate that we have
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inherited certain responsibilities as a result of what, in ny
view, was a great strategic blunder. There was no al-Qaida activity
in lrag when we invaded. W ended up as an occupying force in the
m ddl e of sectarian violence that followed our invasion. W' ve spent
well over a trillion dollars. And at the sane tine, as | and others
were predicting, we have seen the enpowernent of lran in the process.

We can then go to the Afghani stan nodel, where there were
legitimately issues in terns of international terrorism But nore

recently, we have assuned the risk and the expense of -- clearly of
nation-building. It's costly, it's casualty-producing, and I, quite
frankly, don't know what the outcone is going to be. I"'mgoing to --

I"mgoing to ask a question about that in a m nute.

And then we've seen recently an addition to this nodel in Libya,
where we have seen unbridled presidential discretion in terns of the
deci sion when to use mlitary power beyond all normal historical

precedent. | have spoken about this many tinmes. W have a definition
of a humanitarian mssion in order to unilaterally introduce the
Anerican mlitary into a theater of -- theater of operations. | worry

about that. It's a vague and worrisone standard when you apply it
into the future and when an adm ni stration cones forward and says
this isn't conflict; we don't have to discuss that with the Congress.
I think we all ought to be thinking hard about the inplications down
t he road.

And then we have, especially recently, the use of speci al
operations, and nore particularly, Predators fromrenote bases
attacking terrorist targets and highly secret mssions in renote
| ocations, and all of these occurring in areas which have fragile
governnmental systens or, quite frankly, no governnental systens.

And so really what | cone back to is what have we | earned from
this? What is the nodel now for the future in terns of how we define
the existential threats to the United States and how we apply
mlitary force to then? And Admral, this is your final voyage here

on the Arned Service Conmmttee. I'd |like to hear your thoughts on
t hat .
ADM MJULLEN: As | listen to you, Senator Wbb -- and | appreciate

not only your comrents, but obviously the friendship that is pretty
speci al just because of where we both came from And | think that
honestly we're, to sone degree, learning as we go here.

Qovi ously, the decisions get nade about where we go to fight and
how we fight. And we | earn | essons fromthat, clearly. | nean lraq --
this is notw thstandi ng whet her we shoul d have gone there or not, but
certainly once there, with a conventional force that needed to
dramatically shift and devel opnment of an understandi ng which we'd
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| ost, we'd forgotten about what counterinsurgencies were, and now
evolution in that regard to where we are, and in ny view -- which
spoke to very early in this job -- left us under-resourced
Af ghani st an.

| nean it's -- and clearly, you know, the main effort has shifted
there. It's -- in ways, it's the sane kind of fight, but it's a nuch
di fferent place and the conplexities are enornmous, and it's not just
one country anynore.

I do -- you know, just back to Iragq for a second, | hear the Iran
enbol dennent piece and | get that, but they' ve -- |'ve watched them -
- in ways what's happened in the Arab Spring has just rejected al -
Qaida, rejected Iran. And so as they've tried to insert thensel ves

even in these -- in the opportunities in the Arab Spring, it hasn't -
- in fact, it's being -- continuing to be rejected. And then, you
know, the president's decision with respect to Libya, obviously it's
a-- it was a conpletely different way to support the overall efforts
t here.

| was -- | nmean we have, in these hearings and historically, we've
beat NATO to death. W haven't heard a word today about NATO s
support -- negative word today about NATO s support in Afghanistan.

met with all nmy counterparts | ast weekend. It's extraordi nary where
NATO i s on these kinds of things versus where they were two or three

years ago. And | would argue there -- and | was delighted to sort of
see Europe take the lead there -- again, | don't get to decide what
we do, that's sonebody else -- and quite frankly have an inpact,

however we got to that decision.

But I think all of that -- and I -- | take the tactical counsel
wel |, but there are strategic inplications for all these things.
Significant differences. And | guess | would want to really carefully
| ook at the | essons and integrate that into the |onger-termstrategic
view, how do we get ahead of this. And right nowit's sort of very
much one at a tine.

I"d like to figure out -- and existential -- for nme there's only
two existential threats to our country right now. One are the nucl ear
weapons that Russia has, and | think we have that very well
controlled inside New START. And the other is cyber, quite frankly.

So | think -- | nean, you pose very inportant and difficult
questions that out of all this, if we can step back fromday to day,
we owe ourselves sone answers about how to nove ahead, because it's
not going to get any easier. | think the -- there will be situations
where the use of mlitary force will continue to rise, maybe not in
the scale that we have right now, but taking what we've | earned, as
difficult as this decade has been, and figuring out what that neans
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for the future is a very inportant effort.

SEC. PANETTA: Senator, if | coul d?

SEN. VEEBB: Yes, M. Secretary.

SEC. PANETTA:. Senator, you've raised sone very inportant issues,
and this is really a very appropriate tine to rai se those questions,
as we're in the process of trying to trimover $450 billion fromthe
def ense budget. We have to | ook at |larger strategies here as to what
ki nd of defense systemdo we need to build as we confront those
chal | enges and as we | ook to the future.

| nean, part of this has to be based on the threats that are out
there. I nmean, clearly we're going to continue to have a threat from
terrorismand we're going to have to confront that. | don't think it
necessarily nmeans that we put 150,000 people into different countries
in order to deal with that. You know, we have ways to do that that
are much nore effective, nmuch nore agile, nmuch nore efficient that
can confront that. But that's an area we need to tal k about.

We continue to have the threat of nuclear capability from both
North Korea and Iran. W've got to be prepared to deal with that
threat. We've got to be able to confront China. W' ve got to be able
to deal with the cyber-threat. W' ve got to deal wth the challenge
of other rising powers. | nmean, all of these things are the kinds of
threat that we're going to confront.

What kind of force do we need to have that woul d nmake us effective
at dealing with those threats? That's sonething | -- clearly | need
your advice and gui dance on as we try to structure the future in the
Def ense Depart nent.

SEN. VEBB: Well, ny time has expired, M. Chairman. |'d just like

to -- on that point, M. Secretary, just one sentence, that if we or
you i ndeed want the country to have the patience wth respect to
fighting a long war, | think it's going to be even nore inportant to

define very clearly what is the vital national interest in terns of
our current operations in Afghanistan. Thank you, M. Chairnman and
Adm ral Millen. Mke, good luck to you.

ADM MJLLEN: Thank you.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you, Senator Wbb.

Senat or Sessi ons.

SENATOR JEFF SESSI ONS (R-AL): Thank you, and thank you for that
good discussion. It's the kind of thing that we do need to be talking
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about. It's critical to the core of our strategic world
posi tioni ng.

Secretary Panetta, you said that the Defense Departnent had
doubled in the last 10 years. Actually, | find that to be 84 percent
I ncrease, not quite double. And over 10 years, that's the base
budget; that's a significant increase, but not as nuch as a | ot of
the other accounts in our governnment have had over the |last 10 years.
And the war costs are beginning to cone down. This year it's 159

billion (dollars). Next year we expect 118 (billion dollars),

t hereabouts, the cost of the -- both wars, overseas contingency
operations. The 10-year cost for the -- both wars was about 1.3
trillion (dollars), and that's less than this year's deficit. Qur
total deficit this year will be about 1.4 trillion (dollars), and the
war costs will be a little bit nore than 10 percent of that.

So | guess | think it is inmportant for all of us to realize we
wi Il not bal ance the budget by the war cost com ng down.

SEC. PANETTA (?): That's true.

SEN. SESSI ONS: They just will not. And it did cost us a |ot of
bl ood and a [ ot of treasure, and we shoul d never underestimte that.
But in ternms of balancing the budget -- and |I'mranking on the Budget
Commttee, so I'mseeing these grimnunbers -- and they are really
tough. They are really tough. And | believe the Defense Departnent
has to tighten its belt, as I think both of you do.

And Admiral Millen, you've been quoted frequently about the
greatest threat to our national security is our debt. And | think it
IS.

So you' ve used today, | believe, Secretary Panetta, 450 billion
(dollars) is the -- as the anmount that was part of the debt ceiling
that you're -- we've already voted. So the vote we did on the debt
ceiling takes the defense budget down about $450 billion over 10
years, which is pushing 10 percent. However, the challenge |I know
that you are faced with is what happens if there's not an agreenent
within the commttee and the sequester takes place.

Admral Mullen, it looks to ne like it will be about 850 billion
(dollars) over 10 years -- nmybe 800 (billion dollars), sonme have
said -- reduction in spending. In your best mlitary judgnment, is

that acceptable? Is that an acceptabl e reduction in spending?

ADM MJLLEN: Absolutely not. | nean, actually, our estimates go to
about 1.1 trillion (dollars). So if we -- if sequester goes into
ef fect.
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But it's not only just the anount, it's howit's executed, because
it's peanut butter; it's everything. And it wll -- fromny
perspective, it has a good chance of breaking us and putting us in a
position to not keep faith with this all-volunteer force that's
fought two wars and that needs to be reset in everything el se that we

| ook at for the future. And it will inpose a heavy penalty on
devel opi ng equi pnent for the future. And if we're not able to -- and
it will hollow us out. So I think we do need to participate, and |'ve
argued for doing that in the current -- in roughly the current

amount .

Secretary Panetta said a very inportant thing in his opening
statenment, that whatever changes we nake -- and this also was at the
heart of this discussion with Senator Webb -- it's got to be
strategically focused; we've got to have a strategy. And having that
strategy or different views of the future and then what is it going

to take to neet that -- this is not the '70s, it's not the '90s. This
is a-- fromny perspective, a nuch nore dangerous tine because of
the world that we're living in. And the world keeps show ng up on our
doorstep for -- for the use of the mlitary.

So we have to be very judicious about that. And | think the work
that we've done to | ook at how we would do this at the 450 billion
(dollars)-plus level has forced us to ook into the abyss of what it
would be if we had to roughly double that. And I think it would be
i ncredi bly dangerous for our country's national security to go there.
And to your point, we are not going to solve that debt problemon the
back of the Pentagon. You can't do it if you zeroed the budget.

SEN. SESSIONS: That's correct. W have a $1,400 billion deficit
this year, and the total defense budget is 529 (billion dollars).

ADM _MJULLEN: Ri ght.

SEN. SESSI ONS: Not possible. And --

ADM MJLLEN: Senator Sessions, just one other thing: W have the
same probl em you have here. Yes, it's 10 percent. But there's -- we
have our own discretionary accounts and our own mandatory accounts.
And in fact, if we can't get at sone of the mandatory side -- pay,
benefits, those kinds of things -- we're way above 10 percent on the
accounts that we can affect -- nodernization, which is where we
al ways end up goi ng, nodernization and force structure, the people
accounts. So we get smaller faster, which, again, | think, would be -
- significantly smaller faster. And | think it would be very
danger ous.

SEN. SESSI ONS: Admiral, just briefly, you said you could break the
mlitary. | have a sense about our fabul ous nen and wonmen in uniform
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They're willing to do tough things. They're willing to take their
share of the cuts. But it could be very denoralizing if it's -- if
there's a perception that they' ve been targeted for exceptional cuts
that others aren't taking. Wuld not you agree?

ADM MULLEN: | would conpletely. | think the service chiefs would
tell you -- and |I've seen it nyself -- we've all tal ked about
tightening our belts. And we don't get nuch pushback. There can be
sonme specific areas. There is concern for changing the retirenent
system and that's not -- you know, that isn't on the imedi ate
hori zon. W -- Secretary Panetta and | both agree we've got to figure
out as we -- if we make these changes that we grandfather them
properly to keep faith with those that we contracted for -- with that
are in the force right now But yes, they are extraordinary, and I
think they are willing to do their fair share here. But they are --
they are not willing and should not be willing to do that at an
exceptional |evel.

SEN. SESSI ONS: Well, let nme just point out for ny coll eagues the
sequester is not an across-the-board sequester. The Defense
Departnent, even though | ast year we went up -- we had -- it was a

flat budget, from528 (billion dollars) to 529 (billion dollars) --
got no increase, basically, last year in the base defense budget. So
you' re tal king about 15 or nore percent, naybe nore percent than
that, whereas in the last 10 years defense has gone up 84 percent,
but the food stanp program has gone up 297 percent. The Medicaid
program has gone up 113 percent. In the |ast year, our nondefense --

two years -- in the last two years nondefense discretionary went up
24 percent.
So | guess what I'mworried about is that our commttee -- they

really do need to reach an agreenent that can produce sone reductions
in spending that are significant and neet the goals that the
commttee was given. But it would be unacceptable, | think, to allow
these unfair cuts because Medicaid, for exanple, and the food stanps,
Earned I ncone Tax Credit are exenpted under the sequester from any
cuts.

Secretary Panetta, thank you for your, | thought, strong opening
statenment that represents a mature, solid view of where we are. Wuld
you |l i ke to comment before we wap up?

SEC. PANETTA:. Senator, |'m probably one of the few people here
that, having worked on a nunber of budget summts, ultimately did
achi eve a bal anced budget. And let ne tell you, if the idea is that
you can rely on sequester in order to get there, that's an
i rresponsi bl e view. Sequester was al ways fashioned -- | actually was
in the conference in G amm Rudman when we fashioned the first
sequester. And it involved, incidentally, entitlenment prograns as
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part of the sequester. That's why it never happened. But when you
devel op these kinds of, you know, doonsday mechani sns that are
supposed to bl ow everybody up in the hope that they'll do the right
thing, very frankly, it doesn't work very well.

The responsibility does lie with the people in that conmttee to
| ook at the entire federal budget. You can't deal with a federal
budget that's close to $4 trillion and expect that you can do it
t hrough sequester on the discretionary side alone. Discretionary
accounts are one-third of that budget. Two-thirds of that budget is
in the mandatory area. You've got to be willing to put all of that on
the table if you're serious about reducing the deficit. And | hope
the conm ttee does do that when they | ook at all these issues.

SEN. SESSI ONS: And just briefly one quick question. Based on your
experience in the previous effort that succeeded in bal ancing the
budget, would you agree that the depth of our challenge this tine is
far greater than it was when you nmade that achi evenent |ast tinme?

SEC. PANETTA: It sure is. | nmean, the last tinme we bal anced the
budget, | thought we were in Valhalla and that everybody woul d be
able to -- we'd be able to continue to operate on a bal anced budget

and that, you know, it would stay in place, that we wouldn't dare put
us back into a huge deficit again. Unfortunately, that happened, and
now it's nuch worse than it was when | faced that issue. It's a huge
chal | enge, but neverthel ess this Congress has a responsibility,
working with the admnistration, to get us on a track to ultimately
reduce that.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you, Senator Sessions.

Senat or Akaka.

SENATOR DANI EL AKAKA (D-HI): Thank you very much, M. Chairnman.

| want to say good norning and add ny welcome to our w tnesses
this nmorning. Admral Millen, and please convey ny "al oha" to Deborah
as well. 1 join ny colleague in thanking you and your famly for the
many years of outstanding service to our country.

And to ny classmate Secretary Panetta, | want to say "aloha" to
you, too, and to Sylvia, and wi sh you well in your responsibilities.

I want to thank our nmen and wonen in uniform as well as their
famlies, for all of the sacrifices. As you both know, we face
difficult decisions regarding our future in Iraq and Afghani stan.
However, the one thing that is not in doubt is the fact that our
soldiers, sailors, airnmen and Marines continue to serve with honor
and distinction, and we are proud of them
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Secretary Panetta, the special inspector general for Afghanistan
rel eased an audit showi ng that efforts to track the billions of
dollars in aid provided to Afghanistan since 2002 has been hanpered
by nunerous factors. As we |look to the future, what are sone -- sone
of the adjustnments that are being made to increase accountability of
how t hese dollars are being spent?

SEC. PANETTA: Senator, one of ny -- one of ny concerns it that |
think we have to be able to audit the books of the Defense
Departnent. And while this is done now in each of the areas, we don't
have an overall auditability for the Defense Departnent. The effort
right now, | think, is on track for sonething |ike 2017 in order to
conpl ete that process. | think that's too long. | think we've got to
be able to be auditable. W've got to be accountable to the Anmerican
peopl e about how these dollars are being spent. And so for that
reason, | basically urged all of the people in our budget shop to do
everything necessary to try to speed that process up so that we can
track these dollars and nmake certain that the taxpayers are getting
t he best bang for the buck.

SEN. AKAKA: Thank you.

Secretary Panetta, |ast quarter |SAF rated three additional units
wi thin the Afghan National Arny that are capable of operating
i ndependently. As we continue to transition regions of Afghanistan
back to host-nation control, what is the state of the remaining units
that are attenpting to achieve this high rating |evel ?

SEC. PANETTA: Senator -- and I'll yield to Admral Millen, who has
worked directly wwth this issue, but ny understanding now is that the
nunmber of units that have that capability has gone up and gone up
dramatical ly.

What | -- what |'ve seen both in the trips I've taken there and
listening to General Allen is that there are nore and nore units that
are operational, that are able to go into battle, that are able to
conduct the kind of operations that have to be conducted in order to
defeat the Taliban. So we are seeing -- it's taken a while, it's
taken a lot of training, it's taken a ot of work -- but what we are
seeing are units that are increasingly capable of engaging in battle.
And if we're going to be able to make this transition, we've got to
make sure that all of their units have that capability.

ADM MJULLEN: Can | just say, Senator Akaka, that over 70 percent
of the police units are rated at the top, in the top-three
proficiency |levels; 90 percent of the overall ANSF units are
partnered with | SAF, and the ANSF | ead occurs in about 60 percent of
our operations. Now that is just a far cry fromwhere we were 12 or
18 nonths ago. So the -- as the secretary says, the trends are all in

http://www.fednews.com/printtranscript.htm? d=20110922t3266 9/22/2011



FNS Transcript Page 39 of 70

the right direction. | don't want to overstate this. There's an
awful lot of hard work that's left. But in this area in particular,
it has been extrenmely successful over the course of the |last year and
a half. And we |l ook for that to continue, and we see nothing that
gets in the way of themcontinuing to take the | ead, becone nore
proficient so that they can have the | ead throughout the country by
the end of 2014.

SEN. AKAKA: Thank you.

Admral Millen, the Joint | ED Defeat Organization was created in
2006 to reduce or elimnate the effects of all fornms of inprovised
expl osi ve devi ces used against the U S. and coalition forces. Wiat is
your overall assessnent of how the organization is achieving its
three-part mssion to attack the network and defeat the device and
train the force?

ADM MJLLEN: | think the joint IED force organi zati on has been an
enor nous success. |'mnot unaware of the anpunt of investnment that's
taken. What strikes ne is when it was stood up and heavily focused --
al t hough not exclusively on Iraq -- it had an enornous inpact across
all three of those mssion sets, first of all. It's been led by -- it
Is currently being | ed by sonebody who's been in the fight. And as we
shifted the main effort to Afghanistan, the IED threat is stil
extrenely difficult and yet the enemnmy is shifting nore and nore to
t he spectacul ar attacks on the one hand and to a very heavy focus on
|ED inplants. And it's a different kind of -- it's a different IED
set. And we've needed this organization | think to be in touch with
the fight and to be able to respond as rapidly as we can.

And actually, | appreciate the efforts on the part of many here in
the senator -- Senate -- Senator Casey |eading the effort to continue
to put pressure on the ammoniumnitrate piece in Pakistan so that we
can cut that down as rapidly as possible. There is -- there is a view
that we should integrate this into our overall organization. |'m not
there yet. | think we need to wait until it's nmuch nore obvious that
we fully integrate the Joint |ED organi zati on, because oftentines, in
our big bureaucracy, that can bring an outfit to parade rest or
elimnation. And it's too vital for our overall fight to do that at
this tine.

SEN. AKAKA: Thank you. Admiral Millen, you are an outstanding
| eader and have served your country wi th honor over the last four
decades. In your view, aside frombudgetary issues, what do you see
as the biggest challenge facing our mlitary in the future?

ADM MJULLEN: | think when people ask me about the future as we
| ook into discussions that we're hearing right now, | think if we are
able to retain the right people, take care of our famlies, reset
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this force, we're the nost conbat-experienced force in our

history, and that -- and that we not hollow it out. You know, it may
be best- sunmarized by: W may be the biggest threat to ourselves if
we don't get this right. But if we keep the people right -- and that
doesn't nean keep all the people -- if we -- if we are able to ensure

that this best force |I've ever seen in ny life stays whol e at

what ever size and is supported, then I think we can address whatever
threats are out there and provide the mlitary capabilities and
provide for the vital national interests.

So it may be that in the budget world we have -- our care has to
be so precise that we don't break this force, break faith with our
people. If we get that right, I think we'll be OK for the future.

SEN. AKAKA: Wel |, thank you very nmuch, Admiral Millen, and thank
you for your service, and ny best to you and your famly in the
future.

Thank you, M. Chairman.

SEN. LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Akaka.

Senat or Ayotte.

SENATOR KELLY AYOITE (R-NH): Thank you, M. Chairman.

I want to thank both of you for being here today. And Adm ral
Mul | en, obviously we will mss having you before this commttee, and
t hank you so nuch for your decades of service to our country.

| wanted to ask you about -- on -- Director C apper testified |ast
week before the House/ Senate Intelligence cormittees that the re-
engagenent rate fromthose that we have rel eased from Guant anano Bay
is at an all-time high, 27 percent, which neans that out of the 599
det ai nees who have been repatriated from Guantanano, there are 161 of
them who we' ve either confirnmed or suspected of re-engaging in
terrorist activities or insurgent activities that obviously put our
troops in danger, further underm ne security in areas that we're
fighting and are threats to the American people.

So I would ask both of you, at this point, would you agree with ne
that that re-engagenent rate is unacceptable?

SEC. PANETTA: No, there's no question that, you know, we can't --
we can't allow that to happen where, you know, you rel ease
i ndividuals that inmediately go back into the battle and start
killing our forces.

Now one of the protections is that any kind of a transfer that's
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made, | have to certify that the country that accepts that
transfer has taken all of the precautions necessary to ensure that
that doesn't happen. Now I haven't -- | haven't -- | haven't done any
of that up to this point as secretary, but you can be assured that
I"mnot going to certify unless I'mdam sure that that's going to
happen.

SEN. AYOITE: And can we have your assurances that you -- | nean,
you just said that you won't all ow soneone to be transferred from
Guant anano to another country unless you can be assured that they're
going to re-engage back in the battle to harm us.

SEC. PANETTA: That's correct.

SEN. AYOITE: | appreciate that. And one of the issues | would ask
both of you about is if tonorrow we capture a high-value terrorist
outsi de of Iraq and Afghani stan, where do we put them assum ng we
want to interrogate, assum ng we want to detain, assum ng we continue
to have security concerns about themif we were to inmediately
rel ease himor put themin sone other country?

SEC. PANETTA: Senator, the approach nowin dealing with that is
very much, you know, kind of |ooking at a case-by-case approach. W
did it recently with Warsane, who is a terrorist who we | ocated and
captured. W were able to gather a great deal of intelligence from
him As we devel oped that case, they -- there was a deci sion nade
that he could be prosecuted in the courts, so he was transferred for
t he purpose of being prosecuted.

Wth regards to the issue of -- you know, of ability to detain
i ndi vi dual s under the |aw of war provision, that is an area, frankly,
that | think we need to work with the Congress to deci de how we do
that, because the answers to that aren't very good right now

SEN. AYOITE: | would agree with you. | think we need a long- term
detention policy. And right now would you both agree with ne there
isn't an alternative to Guantanano that exists right now?

ADM MJLLEN: First of all, | agree with the thrust of what you're
saying. And we -- the mlitary commanders -- there's not a mlitary
commander out there that wants to see anybody back, and the return
rate is far too high, and -- Secretary Panetta as well. None of us
want to see that happen.

We do need a long-termdetention policy. | think the Warsane case
actually is instructive. W actually in that case kept himat sea for
a while. Now that has limts. You don't want your Navy all -- you
know, conpletely tied up. And that is a case-by-case basis, and in
fact, you know, noving in that direction, there is a way to keep him
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and that is the -- that -- and he is being kept right now, having
gotten to the point where he can be prosecuted.

But the aw of war piece is a -- you know, it's a very hard
problemthat is only going to -- it's -- fromny perspective, it's
going to take everybody getting together. It -- it's been very
contentious; we understand all that. But without that, it's really
put -- it's given us this return rate, and it puts people on the
ground who are in the fight in a pretty tough spot.

SEN. AYOITE: Wen you tal k about the situation with Warsanme, we
couldn't do that with every single individual, though, put themon a
ship, could we, in terns of a practical reality?

ADM MJLLEN: | nean, you -- no. | nean, not really.

SEN. AYOITE: | think we're going to need nore ships if we're going
to do that.

ADM MJLLEN: Yeah. Right.

SEN. AYOITE: You know, one of the concerns that | have that brings
me to this is Attorney Ceneral Hol der pledged this week that the
adm ni stration would close the -- Guantanano Bay prior to the 2012
presidential election. And ny concerns about his coments are that,
heari ng what you have said and what our mlitary |eaders have said
before this commttee, right now we don't have an alternative. And we
have a recidivismrate that's unacceptable. So | would just say that
-- to both of you -- | think it's very inportant that we not put
political considerations ahead of making sure that these individuals
get back in theater to further harmus, our allies and our troops.

SEC. PANETTA: W get -- you know, you we try to |look -- the bottom
line here, Senator, is we've got a real conflict here. Obviously, the
president is very intent on closing Guantanano and not adding to the
Guant anano popul ation. At the sane tinme, Congress has made very clear
that there's no other place that we're going to be able to put these
i ndi vidual s, through |egislation of one kind or another. W have got
to be able to resolve that for the benefit of this country. And |
woul d hope that, working together with the Congress, we could find a
way to deal with these conflicts.

SEN. AYOITE: Well, | hope so, too. | firmy believe we should keep
Guant anano open. | think that it is a top-rate detention facility.
|'"ve been there. And | think that is the best way to nove forward.

And | am hopeful that we will resolve this because, as we all know,
it's very inportant that we not -- it nust be so -- nmake our troops
so angry when they cone across soneone that we had, we rel eased, and
they're now confronting again. So | don't want themto be in that
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posi tion.

| wanted to ask you about Iran and, in particular, lran's
i nfluence on Iraq right now. Admral Millen, how would you descri be
Iran's surrogate activities in southern lraqg? And is Iran providing
weapons to Shiite mlitias in Ilraq, who are in turn attacking our
troops? And how much is Iran contributing to increased violence in
I raq?

ADM MJLLEN: 1 think over the sunmer there was a significant spike
into what the secretary said earlier with respect to Iran supporting
two Shia extrem st groups, AAH and KH. And they have control of that
-- very clear. Because we went by several channels, but politically
tolraqg; Irag went to Iran, and it stopped. So it is -- there's no
question that Iran can control this, and it's a very dangerous
potential. And they're shipping EFPs and IRAMs in particular, and the
| RAMs are getting bigger and bigger. And so there is a -- there is a
great downsi de potential for destabilizing particularly southern
I raqg.

That, actually, | think Prime Mnister Maliki and the Iraqi

| eadership is concerned about. So in that regard, it is in one -- on
the one hand, up to them It's very clear that they -- if they want
to do it, they can do it. They are -- they have been warned about

continuing it, and consistent with what the secretary has sai d about
t he Haqggani Network, you know, that if they keep killing our troops,
that will not be sonething we will just sit idly by and wat ch.

SEN. AYOITE: My tine is up, but | would -- appreciate your answer,
and | woul d suggest also that as we | ook at troop levels, that it is
in our national security interest, particularly with respect to Iran,
that we have a governnent in Iraq that is independent of Iran, and
that we do not allow lraq to be in a situation where Iran has a
greater influence than we would want themto, given our posture
toward Iran, our concerns about Iran. And so |I'm hopeful that we wll
take that into consideration, to make sure that we have enough troops
to secure Iraq. Thank you.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you, Senator Ayotte.

Senat or McCaskill.

SENATOR CLAI RE MCCASKI LL (D-MO) : Thank you, M. Chairnan.

And | -- we're all sounding |ike a broken record, Admral Millen,
but you're the real deal. And you have been an incredible | eader for
our mlitary, and your famly has been terrific. And | haven't always
i ked every answer you've given, but | never doubted for a mnute you
were giving nme absolutely your nost honest assessnment of any question
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that was being put your way. And that's all we could ask for as
the United States Senate, is that kind of forthright, you know, this
isn't always easy real good information. So thank you for that.

I want to talk a little bit about sustainability. | think it is
sonmet hing that, as we have devel oped as the strongest mlitary, |
believe, in the world, counterinsurgency strategies, | think that the

mlitary has done a good job of figuring out how we work with a
counterinsurgency situation, but I'mnot sure that we focused enough
on sustainability. And we've got a country, Afghanistan, that has,

wi t hout our hel p, sonmewhere between 2 (billion dollars) and $3
billion GDP, and they're now getting 16 billion (dollars) a year in
GDP because of foreign aid.

Now, there are two parts of sustainability. One is what we're
doing for their arned forces, and what we're doing for
infrastructure. And | have yet to have anybody explain to nme how t hey
afford the army we're building for them They can't afford it. They
can't afford to pay for the arny we're building for them | nean, we
built a university for themfor their mlitary that will cost $40
mllion a year just to maintain and operate, and their GDP w t hout
all the foreign aid is not going to be sufficient to even operate
t hat .

And the other part, before either of you respond, is the
infrastructure. And I need to know who did the sustainability
anal ysis on the Kabul power plant. How do we spend 300 nmillion
t axpayer dollars for a power plant that they can't afford to operate
now even with the 16 billion (dollar) GDP that they have with our

aid? It is sitting there as a $300 nillion generator that is used
every once in a while when there's a power plus or when there is a
problemw th the electricity they're buying -- | don't renenber which

one of the "stans," but they're buying electricity fromone of the
"stans" at a much cheaper cost than it will be to operate the $300
mllion power plant we built for them

And I'mvery worried that we are throwi ng noney at sonething that
is just not sustainable. And that is the ultimate insult, | think, to
the nen and wonmen who have risked their |ives.

ADM MJULLEN: | think -- | nean we tal ked about this earlier,
Senator McCaskill -- this is a critical issue that we are -- we want
to understand. And two, there's a lot of detail work going on right
now. And it is not finished. It isn't sonmething I could bring and say
here's the answer. But we recognize that $12 billion a year isn't --
for the ANSF isn't anything close. It's got to be -- dramatically,

70, 80 percent less at best in order to be able to sustain it. And it
al so needs to be shared. This isn't just a U S. burden in the |ong
run. It needs to be shared with other partners froman international
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perspective, but done in a way that allows themto provide for
security.

So we're working -- | nmean, we just got themto a point where we
started to build themup. Your questions are valid. W' re asking them
of ourselves froman infrastructure standpoint.

But | also don't associate their GDP this year wwth that's what
it's going to be forever, as well. There's an opportunity to devel op.
Whether it will or not | think's an open question. It's a question,
actually, | think Afghan seniors are starting to understand, the
governnment of Afghanistan, to sone degree. | don't think we're going
to have any answers here in the next couple of nonths, but over the
course of the next 12 to 18 to 24 nonths, | think we'll know a | ot
nore about that, and questions |ike the one you raise, we'll have a
better -- we'll have a better perspective on it.

I don't know enough about the -- I'll have to get back to you on
the Kabul -- the electric plant. But it's the sane kind of question.
And we are | ooking at and the president has tasked us with | ooking at
the infrastructure piece of this along the Iines of what you're
tal ki ng about, not just the mlitary, but the State Departnent and
ot her agencies as well.

SEN. MCCASKI LL: Secretary Panetta, we've spent 70 billion
(dollars) in Afghanistan just on reconstruction and devel opnent.

That's not MLCON. That's not any of our ongoing training of the
mlitary. That's none of our mlitary operations on the ground. And |
really do think it's inportant that you require -- both your
repl acenent, Admiral Millen, and you, Secretary Panetta, require the
senior | eadership of all of our mlitary and the Pentagon to read the
war contracting conm ssion's summary report.

SEC. PANETTA: Yes.

SEN. MCCASKILL: It is an eye-opening piece of work done by a very
credi bl e and bi partisan organi zati on made up of a | ot of expertise.
The report has just come out. And it is -- it is really frustrating
when you realize how fast and | oose and sl oppy that we have pl ayed
with so nuch of this noney. I -- and | need to know right now who is
maki ng the decision on the $400 mllion -- | don't know if the
Aneri can people are aware that for the first time in history our
Def ense Departnment has asked for a reconstruction fund. W' ve gone

from CERP, which started -- | renenber it being described to nme when
| first came to this commttee as noney that would be used to fix
broken wi ndows in storefronts. We're now up to nultiples of billion

dollars in CERP
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And now for the first tinme we actually have an Iraq reconstruction
fund as part of a defense budget. And | don't know what the thought
process was that we would get -- and what | don't like about it is it
gi ves everyone the opportunity to blur the |lines between State, AID
and the Pentagon as to who's in charge of this reconstruction and who
is maki ng the decision as to whether or not there's sustainability
and security that is adequate enough for us to begin to invest hard-
earned M ssouri and United States taxpayer dollars in these various
infrastructure projects. |I'mnot confident about the process of
approval, especially in light of some of the things that have been
built that clearly have been a giant waste of nopney.

SEC. PANETTA: Yeah. Senator, | don't disagree with a thing you
said. And ny job is to try to nmake sure that we take a hard | ook at
all of those issues because frankly, based on the budget
constrictions that we're facing, we sinply can't afford to operate
that way. We're going to have to go back. W're going to have to | ook
at these infrastructure issues. W' re going to have to | ook at
reconstruction funds. W're going to have to | ook at every area to
determ ne, you know, just exactly what is needed, are we doing this
right, are we getting the best bang for the buck, or is it something
we just sinply don't have to do.

You know, for exanple, on the whole issue of sustainability of the
force, in looking at what now i s an unacceptabl e cost of about $12

billion a year, they've been able, by virtue of |ooking at
infrastructure -- we don't -- we don't have to build the | evel of
infrastructure in Afghanistan that we build here in this country. It
doesn't have to be that. So we can -- we can find savings there. W

can find savings in other areas to try to reduce those costs. W are
going to have to inplenment nuch better discipline in order to nake
sure that we not only are accountable to you, but to the Anerican
peopl e.

SEN. MCCASKI LL: I just want -- | want to make sure we circl e back
and make sure that the CERP funds and the infrastructure investnents
we've made -- | hope soneone is tasked to going back to Iraq and
actually trying to docunent what difference it nmade in the success or
failure of our m ssion.

SEC. PANETTA: Sure.

SEN. MCCASKI LL: I don't think we should hold onto the notion that
we' ve got to spend a huge anount on buil ding schools and health
centers and hospitals and roads and power plants -- that the Anerican
peopl e have to spend a | ot of nobney on that under the rubric of a
counterinsurgency. And | just want to nake sure that that strategy
has been borne out as successful. And | frankly haven't seen that
docunent ati on yet.
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ADM  MJLLEN:. Well, | think it's -- and we can certainly do the
work. | -- fromny perspective, when | go back to the origins of CERP
-- and while there certainly were those projects that were nore
expensive than others -- but the vast majority of it was --
particularly at the height of the surge, in that tine frane, was
turned to enable young soldiers in the field to -- it wasn't just
wi ndows and storefronts. It was a |l ot of other things that really did
make a difference. And while it may not be docunented to the degree
that we need to, there's no question in ny mnd that it was
significant in turning the tide and getting Iraq to where we are
ri ght now.

Sonme of the bigger projects we can certainly take a | ook at and
answer that question.

SEN. MCCASKI LL: Thank you.

Thank you, M. Chairnman.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you, Senator MCaskill.

Senat or Col li ns.

SENATOR SUSAN COLLINS (R-NME): Thank you, M. Chairnman.

Secretary Panetta, first let nme thank you for your very forthright
comments on the dangers of excessive budget cuts. | too amvery
concerned about the possibility of a sequester. | think it would be
the height of irresponsibility for Congress to allow that kind of
i ndi scrimnate automatic cut to take place, particularly since it so
di sproportionately affects the Departnent of Defense. That's just
wong. And it troubled nme when it was included in the debt package,
and | had a hard tinme deciding to vote for the package because of it.

So | very nmuch appreciate your putting this commttee on notice
about how devastating it would be, were that to go into effect. So |
just wanted to begin by thanking you for that.

Admral Mullen, | also would be remss if | did not thank you for
your nore than -- | think it's 40 years of service. It has been such
a great pleasure to work with you, not only in your current position
but when you were chief of naval operations. | appreciate all that
you' ve done for our Navy, for our country and for -- and for working
with us in such a collaborative way. You' ve been an extraordi nary
| eader, and we will m ss you both.

I want to follow up on the issue of lranian influence in Iraq,

because | amvery concerned that with the withdrawal of our forces
and the shrinking of our civilian presence as well, that we're
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creating a vacuumthat Iran is rushing to fill. W have seen a
steadily increasing flow of arns and noney and training to the Shiite
mlitias, particularly in southern Iraq, and ny fear is that there
will be sonme in lrag who wll use those strengthened mlitias to
exert power and seek to effect change outside of the newy
established political channels, especially in southern Iraq.

So, Admral Miullen, I wll start with you. What concrete steps are
we taking to counter that malign Iranian influence in Iraq? | know
we've nade it clear verbally that it's unacceptable -- both of you
have -- but what are we doing about it and what can we do about it?

ADM  MJLLEN: wWell, and it -- 1'd talk about the political channel,
whi ch actually for tenporary effect -- and that tenporary effect is
still in place -- shut it down significantly fromwhere it was when

it was spiking this sunmer.

General Austin is not sitting back at all in ternms of his
operations and actually our support for Iraqi security forces in
t hese operati ons.

I think along the lines of what you tal k about, Senator Collins,
the -- obviously Sadr and his group are not insignificant, but
they're outliers, and this is sonething that, fromthe standpoint of
this is an area they also really want to focus on -- and | think the
political |eadership -- and I know that Prime Mnister Mliki very
much understands this, although I don't know -- | don't -- | get the
vacuum pi ece, but at some point in tine lraq's got to take -- it's
got to take charge of its own -- Iran is not going away. They've had
influence in that -- in -- on that border, and particularly in the
south, forever. And actually, over the course of ny tine in that
region, which started in the early '80s, you know, there is -- there
Is sort of an understanding up to a point, but at sonme point in tine,
you know, the lraqis say that's enough.

And |'m hard-pressed to believe that having fought for what
they' ve fought for, that they're going to sacrifice their sovereignty
to this country. They're -- the backgrounds are deep and very
contentious historically, and that Iraq has to take concrete steps --
and they are taking sone.

They're clearly consuned in the political battles right nowto
figure out how they're going to nove forward here, to include, you
know, that kind of bal ance.

In the end, and | don't know if it's next year or the year after
that, Iraqg is going to have to figure that out. And that's part of
what | think needs to be, you know, tied to the strategic
rel ati onship we have that they knowto -- froma strategic |evel,
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we're not going anywhere; we're going to be there with themin
support. And we certainly want to continue to push back on Iran in
every single way, not just in what they're doing in Iraq.

SEC. PANETTA: Senator, when | last went to Iraq, it was right in
the m ddl e of these | RAMs bei ng provided that were -- you know, we
wer e taking heavy casualties as a result of that. And | nade very
clear to themthat that was unacceptabl e.

| think as the admral has pointed out, we actually did have sone
encouraging results. Prime Mnister Mliki was concerned. He
i ndicated that concern. But nore inportantly, his national security
advi ser and he nmade very clear to Iran that that had to stop. And
that was a very inportant nessage to the Iranians.

Secondly, there were operations -- General Austin conducted
operations, the Iraqgis conducted operations agai nst those groups as
well to nake clear that we were not going to give thema free |icense
to be able to conduct those kinds of attacks.

The conbi nation of that did result in a hiatus in terns of what

was taking place. W don't assune, however -- and Ceneral Austin has
made clear -- that this is a tenporary thing, and that Iran is going
to come back and try to do the sanme thing. | think Prinme Mnister

Mali ki -- | think he understands that he -- his country cannot all ow

Iran to be able to conduct that kind of influence within his country,
provi de those kinds of weapons and basically underm ne his
governnment. That's what's happening. And | think he gets that
nmessage.

But we're going to have to continue to nake sure that they take
the right steps. And | think Iran needs to understand that we're
going to be around a while here, making very clear to themthat we're
not -- we're not sinply going to ignore what Iran is doing in Irag.

SEN. COLLINS: Another troubling player, which all of us have
di scussed, is Pakistan providing safe havens and underm ni ng the
efforts in Afghani stan. Senator G ahamand | are both nmenbers of the
Appropriations Conmittee, and |ast night we net |ate and approved the
foreign operations bill that places several conditions and
restrictions on the Pakistan counterinsurgency capability fund. One
of themis that the secretary of state nust certify that Pakistan is
cooperating with U S. efforts against the Haggani Network and ot her
terrorist groups.

Do you, M. Secretary, support putting that kind of restriction on
our assistance to Pakistan?

SEC. PANETTA: You know, I'mgoing to let the State Departnent
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reply to you directly. But as far as |I'm concerned, anything that
makes clear to themthat we cannot tolerate their providing this kind
of safe haven to the Haqganis and that they have to take action --
any signal we can send to them | think, would be inportant to do.

SEN. COLLINS: Thank you. | had a feeling you mght defer to State
on that. But | do think it's really inportant. And the best way to
send a strong nessage is to start conditioning the funding.

Adm ral Millen, a successful transition in Afghani stan depends in
part on the Afghan forces' wllingness and notivation to fight for
their own country. And I know you've told ne before that the Afghans
are fierce fighters, and I've heard that fromtroops in the -- on the
front lines, as well. But attrition in the Afghan national security
forces continues to run very high, as much 32 percent per year. And
bet ween January and June of this year, there were nore than 24,000
Af ghan sol di ers who went AWOL.

What troubles nme is that is nore than twice as nany as for the
sane period a year ago.

So that to nme does not represent progress.

The Departnent of Defense has noted in its nost recent 1230 report
that if levels of attrition seen throughout the | ast five nonths
continue, there is significant risk to the projected ANA growth. What
efforts have been undertaken to increase the |ong-term comm tnent
anong Afghans? After all, as with Iraq, ultimately, both of these
countries' citizens are going to have to take responsibility for
their own security.

ADM MJULLEN: Ma'am it wasn't that |long ago that we had those kind
of nunbers and that kind of percent in the police, as well. And as --
| think you' ve seen the attrition rate in the police cone down to
meet our goal. We're not happy with that. And I know on the arny side
in particular that this is an issue that General Allen and General
Cal dwel | and the command addresses regul arly.

Sonme of it got better tied to how we pay them but it's -- it
still is -- as you've described, it's a significant issue that's
approaching roughly -- at |east ny nunbers are about 30 percent per

year. And we do find an awful |ot of Afghan soldiers who want to be
there and who want to provide for their country, but there's clearly
a lot that don't have that nessage yet, and there's -- we need to
continue to work -- | knowthis is a -- this is a huge priority for
M ni ster Wardak, the mnister of defense, for General Karim, who is
their -- ny counterpart there, and that they continue to work very
specifically to reduce this. But we don't have all the answers.
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And to your point, clearly, it is a significant risk factor in the
overall strategy. But | -- at least | haven't seen, nor has any
commander told nme, that it puts the strategy at risk. So it's
significant, but it's sonmething we think we can continue to address
over tinme, and know we have to.

SEN. COLLINS: Thank you bot h.

SEN. LEVIN:. Thank you, Senator Collins.

Senat or Udall .

SENATOR MARK UDALL (D-CO): Thank you, M. Chairman.

Good norning, gentlenen. | knowit's been one of those nornings on
Capitol H Il when we have a | ot happening, but | think it's
illustrative of the inportance of this testinony today that | think
all -- every nmenber of the conmttee has found the tinme to cone and
to ask questions and engage in a dialogue with both of you.

| think, Admral -- and I was -- | wasn't here -- but | think in
your testinony you said that we need to refrane our relationship with
Paki stan. | want to build on Senator Collins' |line of questioning

about sanctions with a bit of a focus on how sanctions or reductions
in mlitary aid to Pakistan m ght hinder our mssion in Afghanistan.
And nore broadly, I'd invite both of you just to comment further on
how we do reframe that relationship w th Pakistan.

SEC. PANETTA: Well, you know, we have -- we have indicated, with
regards to assistance to Pakistan, that it is -- it is conditioned on
several things that we've got to pay attention to. Nunmber one, are
they cooperating with regards to going after targets in al-Qaida and
-- the remaining targets? | nmean, we -- in ny prior position, we
identified a series of those targets that remain and we said: W need
your cooperation to be able to go after them So |I think that's kind

of one test.

Second is whether or not they're going to take action with regards
to the safe havens and dealing, you know, with the Hagganis. | think
that is another area that -- in which, you know, we've got to say:
You have got to take steps to be able to stop that from happeni ng.

And thirdly, that we would like, frankly, for themto continue
efforts to go after the terrorists that are threatening them They
did -- to their credit, took action in Swat; took action in South
Waziristan. They took a lot of casualties. | commend themfor the
action they did, but very frankly, they've got to continue that
pressure on those terrorists.
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Look, | have nade clear to themthat terrorismis as nuch a threat
for themas it is for the United States. But it's very inportant that
t hey cannot choose between terrorists. If you' re against terrorism
you' re against all terrorists. And that's sonething | think that we
have got to make clear to them tinme and tinme again.

ADM  MULLEN: | would try to expand the di scussion beyond -- |
mean, certainly to include -- it's got to be where the secretary
mentioned, in terns of included in the franmework.

I went to Pakistan in 2008, and one of the things that | addressed
to the political and mlitary | eadership, along with then Steve

Kappes, who was the deputy at CIlA -- | actually believe that the ISl
has got to fundanentally shift its strategic focus. They're -- they
are the ones who inplenment as -- | would argue as a part of

governnment policy the support of extremsts. It's not just Haggan
because we' ve al so had our challenges with LET, which is an

organi zation they put in place. So in many ways, it's the proxy piece
here. The support of terrorismis part of their national strategy to
protect their own vital interests because of where they live. And
that's got to fundanentally shift.

| also believe there has to be enough patience on both sides that
that's -- they'|ll probably be the last ones to shift. And how quickly
that can be done certainly is an open question. | think we need to
listen to them This is a country that's generally in decline,
al though their financial situation is better now than it was a year
ago. And so nuch of it focuses on, as it does in many countries,
how s their econony doing? Is there a way to open up their markets?
As they | ook out to the future, would they |ike to see Afghani stan
settled -- |1've believed for sonme tine Kashmr actually unlocks the
whol e region, that it's an enornously difficult problemthat | don't
think, frommy perspective, has got to be -- there's got to be
pressure brought to bear on solving that problemas well, that they
can -- one of the things | get constantly is their nunber one crop is
cotton. They can't market that cotton here for lots of reasons that
are well out of ny |ane.

So so nmuch of it is far beyond just the security issue. He's got
2,000 detainees in Swat, roughly. He's got no place to put them no
place to take theminto a |l egal systemthat can't handle it. So
there's a whole rul e-of-1aw piece here. There's a chai rman of
accountability for corruption in this country that needs to sign off
on corruption charges. It's a terribly corrupt country in many ways.
And that chair has been vacant for the | ast 18 nonths.

So there's a series of things that need -- | think we need to | ook

at and have sone patience. And | get this has been a long tine. It's
just not going to be solved overnight. But | think we need to broaden
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it, certainly to include the security issue, the support -- and
they have, quite frankly, supported us to significantly inpact al-
Qai da. But they're pretty choosy about which terrorists they support
with us and the ones that they won't support.

SEN. UDALL: Thank you for that conprehensive overview It strikes
me -- and | wouldn't want to pin the two of you down, but at times it
appears |ike Pakistan and its | eadership are both playing the role of
arsoni st and fireman. And that's problematic. Admral, you nentioned
the econom c policy change tied to their textile industry that woul d,
I think, still be worth considering on behalf of the Congress and --
on the part of the Congress. And is that sonme homework for us.

Let ne nove in the time | have remaining to reports of fraud,
wast e and abuse in federal contracts in Iraq and Afghani stan. The
Comm ssion on Wartinme Contracting estimated that at |least 31 billion
(dollars) has been lost to fraud and waste. And this is not a
surprise to you two. It's not acceptable in good econom c tines,
certainly not when we're in tough tines. But at the sanme tinme | think
we've got to be careful that we don't, in putting in place nore
oversi ght, bog down the good projects that are under way. How do we
get the right anmount of noney to the right projects on tinme? And M.
Secretary, what other steps are we going to take to ensure that tax
dol | ars are not squandered by contractors?

SEC. PANETTA:. There actually were sone pretty good reconmendati ons
in that report. And I've asked our people to inplenent those
recommendations. | think -- | think the key here is that, you know,
wi t hout burdening the operation with, you know, additional
bureaucracy, the fact is in the contracts thensel ves, when you
devel op the contracts, that's the first point where you put the right
requirenents in, and you do, you know, the kind of immediate
oversight at that point that assures you that these contracts are
bei ng handled right. There's a series of other steps that they've
recommended, but my goal is to try to put those into effect because
frankly, that kind of waste, that kind of loss is sonething that's
i ntol erabl e.

ADM MJULLEN: Could I just nmake one quick conmment ? When Cenera

Pet raeus took over there, out at |SAF, we actually -- he put in place
a Navy two-star admral that had done this work in Iraq for himto
run a task force over the course of about, | think, six or eight

nonths to attack this issue. And she came up with many good
recommendati ons. And those now are being inplenented agai nst existing
contracts. Some contracts have been -- were cancelled as a result of
that, because we recognize we're feeding the eneny in too many

pl aces.

We've also in the departnent over the course -- and this canme out
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of Iragq the last many years -- dramatically increased the nunber
of contract oversight -- contract -- contract expertise in our own
departnent, which we had devastated in the '90s, to put back in place
I ndi vi dual s that can oversee this.

So I think we all recognize that this is an area that we've got to
-- we've got to inprove on, one, financially; twd, it's -- you know,
we're feeding the fight against us. And we're trying to do that as
rapidly as we can.

SEN. UDALL: That -- Admral, good point. That's the worst kind of
two-fer -- (chuckles) -- taxpayer dollars being squandered, plus
going to the eneny.

Any opportunities to recoup sone of those pilfered funds? Any
place in place to do so?

SEC. PANETTA: | think -- you know, frankly, it's too early to tel
right now. | have asked that they | ook at that and determ ne whet her
or not sone of that can be regained. | doubt it, but I think it's
worth a shot.

SEN. UDALL: Maybe Admiral Miullen in retirenent could take that on
in one of his mssions. (Soft |aughter.)

Thank you, Admral Millen, by the way, for your trenendous
service. And | know we all on the conmttee wi sh you the very best.
And | think it's a tribute to -- you don't |ike to hear these
expressions of gratitude, but we're going to keep them com ng your
way regardl ess of your sentinents. So thank you so much

ADM MJLLEN: Thank you, sir.

SEN. LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Udall.

Senator Vitter.

SENATOR DAVID VITTER (R-LA): Thank you, M. Chairnman.

And thank you both for your service. | apologize if |I go over
guestions that other nenbers have asked when | was absent.

Adm ral, what advice would you give us as to the right nunber of
U S. troops to keep in Iraq next year?

ADM MJULLEN: | actually believe that it's -- and this in the
training piece -- | really do believe it's tied to the m ssion.
think what -- first of all, assumng there's a nunber, that -- first
and forenost we have to be able to protect ourselves. W cannot put
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anybody in a position that is -- that is not able, whatever our
m ssion, to protect ourselves. And |I'mactually confident that's well
understood up ny entire chain of conmand.

Secondly, it is -- you know, we're in the m ddle of negotiations
right now, and honestly, in the end, | actually believe -- and we've
been working with the Iraqi mlitary for a significant period of
time. So we think we understand where the gaps are. The lraqi
mlitary understands where the gaps are. In the end, it's going to be
sonmething that Prime Mnister Maliki and the political |eadership
makes a decision on, tied to -- actually, not just to -- not just the
training mssion, but also to |ook at -- there's a -- there's a
Departnent of State m ssion here, as we sort f nove to nornmalize and
put a -- put a relatively significant m ssion in under the Departnent
of State unbrella as well.

So the honest -- and there's been a lot -- we've done a | ot of
anal ysis on this. | nean, Lloyd Austin has extraordinarily -- has
covered this extraordinarily well. So -- but it really in the end

depends on the mission, and that's not determ ned yet.

SEN. VITTER. Well, let's take parts of that at a tine. Wiat's the
m ni mum nunber, in your opinion, would be required to protect
thensel ves? | nean, that's sort of the -- where you start --

ADM MJULLEN: But inside -- how nmuch training am|l going to do,
who's going to do it -- again, assumng we -- we're going to do this,
where is it going to exist -- it's -- it depends on where it is in
the country. It's different west than it is north than it is south or
in Baghdad. It just -- it's just not -- | know, you know, people --
you, others would |love to, you know, have ne get a nunber out there.
| -- honestly, it's just -- it's not determned yet. It really does
depend on what we're going to do and where we're going to do it and
how often we're going to do it.

SEN. VITTER. OK Well, | guess I'ma little frustrated, Admral,
because on our side, on the U S. government side, we're part of the
political |eadership. So I'masking -- (chuckles) -- for that advice

as we have that --

ADM MJLLEN: Sure.

SEN. VITTER. -- as we have that discussion.

ADM MJULLEN: Well, Secretary Panetta said earlier -- and | think
it's inmportant that, you know, when we get to that point, that we'll

-- you know, | probably won't be here -- but | nmean, he'll consult
with Congress. We'll consult with Congress when we get to that point.
But we're -- honestly, we're just not there yet. We'd be having, from
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nmy perspective, circular conversations about this, because we just
don't know what's goi ng on in Baghdad.

SEN. VITTER. OK. To both of you, we've talked a | ot about a new
approach to Pakistan, and it's been a pretty broad discussion. It
seens |like we don't have a clearly defined new approach, and that's
because it's a difficult issue. And I'm not suggesting it's an easy
thing. But it seens very inportant to me that we conme up with a
clearly defined approach and clearly lay that out. And I think that's
i nportant for the Pakistani governnment. | think it's also inportant
for the American people to have confidence that we're not just noving
al ong and bei ng taken advantage of again. Wien do you think and how
do you think we'll lay out that clear new approach?

SEC. PANETTA: Well, Senator, | think that's already happened. You
know, the Pakistanis, as we all understand, this is a conplicated
rel ati onship. On one hand it's necessary because, you know, we're
fighting a war there and we're trying to defend our country there,
and they do give us sone cooperation in that effort. | nean, just
recently they helped us with a guy named Martani (ph), who was --
who's a terrorist who they helped -- apparently they hel ped capture.
And they've given us other areas of cooperation. At the same tine, we
know what these other problens are, when they allow these safe havens
to take place fromwhich forces attack our people.

| think the nost inportant thing is that the United States and the
Congress, we all have to speak with one voice, one clear voice to the
Paki stani s that makes very clear that we cannot tolerate their having
these kinds of safe havens. W cannot tolerate having terrorists
com ng across the border, attacking our forces, killing our soldiers
and then escaping back into that safe haven. That is not tolerable.
And they should -- they are the first ones that ought to take action
on that.

My experience with the Pakistanis is that if everybody speaks with

one voice, if we all convey the sane nessage -- Admral Millen has
done that with Kayani, Director Petraeus has done that with General
Pasha, and you know, |'ve done that with ny counterparts -- sent a

very clear nessage that this is unacceptable, that the nore we keep
that kind of pressure on them the nore they understand that they've
got to do sonething about it. Nowthat's just the nature of the
relationship. It isn't -- sonetinmes that's not very satisfying, but
frankly, the only way to deal with the Pakistanis is to keep giving
them a cl ear nessage where the lines are.

SEN. VITTER. Well, | agree with all of that, and | agree with
speaking with one voice. Has it been articul ated about what the
consequences of their not changing in those ways are?
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SEC. PANETTA: |'ve made very clear that we will do everything

necessary to protect our forces. And I -- you know, | haven't -- |
haven't spelled that out for them but | would be very surprised if
they were surprised by what we did to fulfill that conmtnent.

SEN. VITTER: And what about in terns of aid to the Pakistan
gover nnent ?

ADM MJULLEN: | like the termthat Senator Collins used and
obvi ously Senator Graham | think it needs to be conditioned. | think
we need to be careful about, you know, definitions of terns here,
because if they're too broad, they can be lots of things -- did they
make progress or didn't they nmake progress? |I've, as has -- | think
|"ve been there 27 tinmes; I've net with him(multiple ?) nore tines
than that with Kayani and with the rest of their |eaders many tines.
It's an enornously conpl ex problem

And | -- fromny -- the strategic way to approach this, fromny
perspective -- Secretary Panetta, Secretary Gates before him
Secretary Clinton, the president, the vice president, SRAP Hol br ooke,
SRAP Grossman -- terribly talented people for -- and not just our
country, for along time -- | think we need to continue to stay
engaged.

And | don't know where the breakthrough's going to take place, but
| think we -- | think we can get there, and we need to be there when
the -- you know, when the |ight goes on.

And if we're not, | think it's a very dangerous |ong-term out cone
should we cut it off. So | think we have to be careful about the
conditioning, and yet it is an area -- it's a lot of noney and there

-- this is a tw-way street.

SEN. VITTER. Well, let nme just end on how | began this |ine of
questioning, which is | think a new approach to Paki stan needs nore
definition, at |least for the Anerican people. Maybe it's been nore
clearly defined in private discussions with them | don't know I
think it needs nore definition for purposes of our continuing to
support any engagenent. And | woul d encourage that, because | don't
think it's clearly defined even anong nmenbers, nmuch | ess the Anmerican
peopl e.

Thank you.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you, Senator Vitter.

Senat or Manchi n.

SENATOR JOE MANCHIN Il (D-W/): Thank you, M. Chairnman.
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And first of all, to Admral Millen, again, congratulations on a
nost successful career. | look forward to your next career of
service, because I"'msure it will be sonmething. | don't think that

you're ready to retire.

ADM MJULLEN: OCh, yes, | am (Laughter.)

SEN. NMANCHI N: Well, let's just say this part of public service.
And of course, Secretary Panetta, | have the utnobst respect, but
nostly the confidence. | feel nore encouraged and confident with you

comng in and this new venture of yours and all your past services.
So | look forward to much success.

Wth that, | do want to make a statenent, and | think you al
probably have known ny feelings about what is going on and how | feel
about the engagenents we have. But it's ny deep belief that we should
be rebuil ding Anerica, not Afghanistan or Irag. And today w th our
nation facing a stagnant econony and a death-spiral of debt, | don't
believe that we can have it all, any longer have it all, or pretend
that we can. W nust choose what as a nation that we can and cannot
afford to do. W nust nake a choice whether we will spend hundreds of
billions of dollars to rebuild our nation -- build other nations or
our own.

And sone may be believe that making the choice will weaken our
security, and | truly don't believe that. Admral Millen, as you have
said yourself, debt is the greatest threat to our national security.
If we as a country do not address our fiscal inbalances in the near
term our national power will erode, and the cost of our inability to
mai ntain and to sustain influence could be great.

This nation cannot in good conscience cut billions in services and
prograns at hone or call on Anericans to pay nore in taxes in order
to fund nation-building in Afghanistan that is estimated to cost $485
billion just over the next decade. Let there be no m stake, we are at
a crossroads in our nation's history, and |I think every one of us in
Congress and the president and, Secretary, yourself as secretary of
def ense, we all have choices to nake.

I, for one, will not ask Anericans to pay to rebuild anot her
nation, and | have sinply said | choose to rebuild Arerica. To be
clear, | want to share with you just a few of the facts and insights

that have hel ped ne formulate ny opinion that we nmust, for the good
of our nation and our national security, fundanmentally shift fromthe
president's strategy in Afghanistan to a pure ni ssion of
counterterrorism | wll be specific for the record.

At a current rate of our deficit spending, CRS projects our
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nati onal debt will exceed $23.1 trillion by 2021. By the next
decade, we will spend nore on interest on our debt than defense,
education and energy conbined. At the sane tine, the Afghan econony
Is grow ng at | eaps and bounds, while our econony stagnates. And
that's only because Anerican tax dollars are funding the Afghan
econony.

Prelimnary estimtes suggest that Afghanistan's GDP growh rate
was 20.4 percent in fiscal year 2009 and '10, while United States
growh rate GDP was 2.2 percent. Al so, in 2011 Afghanistan's growth
rate was 8.2 percent, while our -- United States of Anerica's --
growh rate was only 1.6 percent.

This mght be worthwhile if we were building a stable and self-
suf ficient Afghani stan, but instead of building a capacity, the Wrld
Bank reports that Afghan inports and exports have declined for the
| ast four years. Domestic revenues funded only 9 percent of
Af ghani stan's public expenditures from 2006 to 2010. This isn't an
econony that can function on its own in any way. It's an econony that
is entirely fueled by the Anerican tax dollars.

In the com ng days and weeks we will engage in endl ess partisan
fights over whether we -- whether we could and should be investing
$50 billion nore to rebuild Anerican transportation infrastructure,
funding that | do support. But we could have already paid for that
and nore with the $72.7 billion we have already invested to build
Af ghani stan i nfrastructure since 2002, not to nention the billions
nore that we are projected to spend in the years ahead.

W will debate how to pay for the billions needed to nodernize
Ameri can schools, while the Conm ssion on Wartime Contracting
estimates that 30 (billion dollars) to $60 billion has been wasted on

corruption in Irag and Afghanistan. That is noney wasted and stol en
fromthe taxpayers that could pay for all the school nodernization
that the president has proposed and, again, that | support.

And perhaps the greatest insult of all is that in spite of the
bl ood and treasure that we have invested in Afghanistan, we are still
not their preferred partner of future econom c growh projects. And
["ll be specific. In 2007 the state-owned China Metallurgical G oup
Corporation won a contract to devel op the Aynak copper deposits in
Lowgar -- in Lowgar province. This deposit nay yield up to $88
billion of copper ore. To ny know edge, China does not have one boot
on the ground and has not contributed one penny to security of
Af ghani stan. Instead, we are directly and indirectly hel ping China
profit while we | ose our brave nen and wonen fighting to keep
Af ghani st an safe.

Secretary Panetta, as |'ve said, | have great respect for you --

http://www.fednews.com/printtranscript.htm? d=20110922t3266 9/22/2011



FNS Transcript Page 60 of 70

truly do -- and for your service, Admral Millen. | know that this
is a new chall enge for you, Secretary Panetta. But | hope that you
woul d take these concerns to heart. I'mtruly sincere about what |

beli eve and what |'ve said, and |I've given it great thought. And |'ve
researched the best that | can with all of the different information
avai lable to me to cone up with the conclusion that | have conme up
with that we should get out as quickly as we can. Go and fight

terrori smanywhere and everywhere it may take us to keep it fromthe
shores of Anerica, and |I think the Anerican people will be behind us.
But I do not believe that we can win and change the Afghans or the
Iragis or the Pakistanis fromwhat they believe in.

And with that being said, | hope that we really do prevent that
from happening here again as it happened in 9/11. And we will support
that effort. So with that, | have a statenent for you on that, that -
- if your people would like to respond to that. And if either one of
you woul d want to, you're nore than wel cone, and --

SEC. PANETTA: Senator, you know, |'ve -- you've shared those views
with me before, and | understand your concerns. | think all of us, as
the admral has expressed, are concerned about the econom c situation
in this country and that it is a threat to our national security and
that we have to pay attention to it. At the sanme tinme, it's inportant
that if we're going to protect this country, protect our econony and
protect our people that we al so have to be able to respond to those
threats to our national security and that it would not -- it would
not behoove us to -- you know, to just focus on the economc
chal | enges wi thout focusing on the national security chall enges as
well. That's our responsibility.

And | think -- you know, the reality is that, you know, from9/11
-- we just celebrated the 10th anniversary of 9/11. And we were
attacked. This country was attacked, and a | ot of people died as a
result of that attack. And we have a -- we had a responsibility to
respond to that. And what we have to do now is to make sure that
pl aces |i ke Afghani stan and Paki stan don't becone safe havens so that
al - Qai da can agai n plan those kinds of attacks against the United
States, particularly with regards to Afghani stan

So that's the mission here. And you know, | know there are
differences as to why we got into it. I know there are differences
that are there as to how a |Iot of this has been conducted. But | also
want to tell you that | think -- | think all of the efforts and al
of the blood that has been spilled -- that in fact, we have nade

i nportant progress here, that with regards to terrorism | think we
have seriously weakened al -Qaida and their ability to conduct those
sanme attacks.

| think with regards to Iragq and Afghani stan, we've turned the
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corner. We're in the process of beginning to draw down in Iraq;
we're -- you know, we're in the process of drawing down, as well, in
Af ghanistan. And | really do think that, you know, if you | ook at
that, we're on the right path in both places towards, hopefully,
having a stable governnent there in both areas that can both secure
and govern thensel ves.

It's going to take work. It's going to take commtnent. |
understand there's been waste, | understand, you know, that m stakes
have been made. But | also believe that this is a point where the
United States has got to stick with it and not just wal k away from
those responsibilities, |largely because the last thing we should do
is to say to those famlies who have | ost | oved ones that sonehow all
of this was in vain. The nost inportant thing we can do to pay
tribute to those that have lost their lives is to nake this right.

SEN. MANCHIN: Sir, | know nmy tinme has expired. And | would only
say that | support the war on terror wherever it nmay take us and
whatever it costs. | just don't think at the expense of the United
States, when we have to let our infrastructure crunble, that we're
building their infrastructure, which does not seemto give us nmuch of
an advantage with them because they don't seemto appreciate it or
respect what we're doing, the sacrifices we're making.

So let's take the war of terror to them anywhere they may go.
Let's make sure that we never forget what they have done. And we'll
puni sh and bring justice wherever it nmay be. Thank you, sir.

ADM MJLLEN: If | could --

SEN. LEVIN: Senator --

ADM  MJULLEN: If | could just say, very quickly, I think -- to
Secretary Panetta's last point, | think we just have to be very
careful and thoughtful about the consequences of how we -- how we
come out, how we withdraw, and that against the price that has been
pai d; and what does that nean for the future, about the health of our
force and that sacrifice.

And then lastly, and just briefly, inlraq, | was there not too
|l ong ago -- a nonth-and-a-half, two nonths ago -- flying over Baghdad
at night. And I had a couple soldiers with nme who had fought, | ost
col | eagues, troops that they cared dearly about, in Baghdad. It
| ooked like -- the lights at night, it alnost |ooked |ike Las Vegas.
But nore inportantly, they saw traffic on the streets. They'd never
seen traffic on the streets in Baghdad at night. It is a different
pl ace.

Wien | took this job, this -- we were at -- we were at the height

http://www.fednews.com/printtranscript.htm? d=20110922t3266 9/22/2011



FNS Transcript Page 62 of 70

of the surge discussion and debate then. The despair about where
this was going was enornous, with no end in sight. And now, the end
is in sight. And there are -- there's potential for 26 m|lion people
to lead a better life.

| understand the investnent. This isn't about how we got there,
why we got there; it's just where we are right now. That's why the
responsi bl e novenent here over the course of the next year or so --
or whatever it is -- and the strategic partnership, and the
opportunity that we have in that part of the world to have a friend,
IS pretty enornous.

SEN. LEVIN: Thank you, Senator Manchin.

Senat or Gr aham

SENATOR LI NDSEY GRAHAM (R-SC): Thank you, M. Chairman.

Adm ral Millen, when you | ook back on your time in the Pentagon, |
hope you feel very satisfied, because it's been a tough tour of duty.

ADM MJLLEN: Yes, sir.

SEN. GRAHAM You have had a lot -- and we haven't always agreed --
but there's been a |lot of social change in the mlitary; there's been
a lot of change in the world. And you have been consistent. You have
told us what you think, what you think is best for the country, for
the mlitary. And that's the best anybody could do. So I am very
proud of your service and you -- and | consider you a friend.

ADM MJLLEN: Thank you, sir.

SEN. GRAHAM To ny good friend from Wst Virginia: | couldn't
di sagree with you nore. (Laughs, laughter.) Let nme tell you that if
you don't see things different in Iraq, you just haven't been |lately.

And to those Iragis who have fought and died: God bl ess you. Al-
Qaida's the biggest loser in Iragq. Wuld you agree with that,
Secretary Panetta?

SEC. PANETTA: Absol utely.

SEN. GRAHAM They canme to Anbar and they tried to take over, and
the Iraqgi people said: No, thank you. And with our help, al-Qaida was
delivered a punishing blowin Iraqg. Do you agree with that?

SEC. PANETTA: Yes.

SEN. GRAHAM Now, you're the guy that said: W need to go into
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Paki stan and get bin Laden. God bl ess you. That was a hard
deci sion by the president, and he took your advice and he nade a
calculated risk. Well done, M. President. Going in on the ground was
the nost risky option, but the highest payoff -- and well done.

To be secure, don't we have to do nore than just kill terrorists
in the war on terror?

SEC. PANETTA: That's right.

SEN. GRAHAM All right. So here's ny construct. It's great to kill
bi n Laden, because that deters other people fromwanting to be bin
Laden, if they can be deterred. But the best thing |I think we could
do as a nation, Admral Miullen, is to provide will -- capacity to
will.

If there is a country out there who says, you know, | see al-Qaida
just like you do, and | don't like the Taliban any nore than you do;
["'mwlling to fight them wth your help, isn't it in our national
security interest to help thenf

ADM  MJLLEN: Yes, sir, in terns of certainly the counterterrorism

SEN. GRAHAM There will be 352,000 Afghans under arns by the end
of the year. Is that correct?

ADM MJILLEN: That's correct.

SEN. GRAHAM And our job --

ADM MJULLEN: By the end of next year.

SEN. GRAHAM Excuse ne. Over the end of next year. So that makes

nme feel good as an Anerican, know ng that those 352,000 will take the
fight to the Taliban, because -- tal k about infrastructure crunbling
here at honme -- the Wrld Trade Center crunbled. And that

i nfrastructure crunbl ed because of -- a place called Afghanistan

provi ded sanctuary to al -Qaida, and they executed the whol e attack
for less than a mllion dollars.

Do you agree with nme, Secretary Panetta, that if things continue
to go like they' re going in Afghanistan, the |ikelihood of
Af ghani stan ever becom ng a safe haven for terrorists to attack this
country is very renote?

SEC. PANETTA: That's correct. The whole -- the whole point is to -
- for themto achieve sufficient stability so that never happens
agai n.
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SEN. GRAHAM And sinply put, isn't it better to fight themin
their backyard with the hel p of people who live in their backyard
than having to do it all from hone?

SEC. PANETTA: Yes.

SEN. GRAHAM All right. So those who' ve served in Afghani stan and

Irag -- you are changing the world. And it is costly. It takes nore
tinme. It's nore labor-intensive to build will to -- capacity to wll
than it is to kill a single individual.

Drone attacks are part of a strategy, but the ultinmate blow to
thi s ideol ogi cal novenent called the war on terror is to have the
good peopl e over there fight back and win. And you know what ? They
want to fight back.

ADM  MJULLEN: Ri ght.

SEN. GRAHAM W th our help, they'lIl win. So that's ny two cents
wort h.

Back here at hone you're trying, Secretary Panetta, to go through
t he defense budget and over the next decade take out a substanti al
amount of noney because we're broke as a nation. Right?

SEC. PANETTA: That's what they --

SEN. GRAHAM It's painful, isn't --

SEC. PANETTA: -- that's what they tell ne. (Laughs.)

SEN. GRAHAM It's painful.

SEC. PANETTA: It is.

SEN. GRAHAM (I naudible.) You do it with a smle on your face, but
you got to -- and | want to hel p, because the defense budget shoul d
be on table. Nothing is sacrosanct. The senator from Wst Virginia is
right; we're broke. But you don't beconme wealthy by allow ng your
enemes to grow in strength and cone back and get you the second
tinme.

So we're going to put the defense budget under scrutiny. And
whether it's 400 billion (dollars), 350 billion (dollars), 450
billion (dollars), it's going to be substantial over the next decade.

Triggers in the debt ceiling bill -- are you famliar with thenf

SEC. PANETTA: Yes.
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SEN. GRAHAM As | understand this legislation, if this

supercomm ttee can't find the 1.4 trillion (dollars) they're charged
with finding in terns of savings over the next decade, there will be
a trigger pulled to achieve that savings, and $600 billion will come

out of the Defense Departnent. Is that correct?

SEC. PANETTA: Roughly, in that area --

SEN. GRAHAM On top of what you're trying to do.

SEC. PANETTA: That's right.

SEN. GRAHAM If we pull that trigger, would we be shooting
ourselves in the foot?

SEC. PANETTA: We'd be shooting ourselves in the head. (Laughter.)

SEN. GRAHAM That's why | like you. It would be the dunbest thing
-- do you know why Congress would do such a dunb thing? You don't
have to answer that.

SEC. PANETTA: (Laughs.)

SEN. GRAHAM | don't know either. That's the dunbest construct in
the entire world. To try to find $600 billion in savings is to put
t he Defense Departnent at risk, destroy the finest mlitary in the
hi story of the world, and I am di sappointed in ny Republican Party
for allowing that to be part of the puzzle.

Now let's go to Irag. You're not going to tell me the nunber.
understand why you're not going to tell ne the nunber. But we're
going to talk about Iraq in terns of our strategic interest. On a
scale of 1 to 10, how inportant is it that Irag end well, in terns of
our national security interest?

SEC. PANETTA: (Chuckles.) It's certainly 8 and above.

SEN. GRAHAM OK. So let's look at it in terms of 8 and above. The
resourcing for a(n) 8 and above situation should be robust but

reasonabl e. When General Odierno says that we don't want a -- too
| arge a force, | agree. The lraqis want to take over, but they need
our hel p.

If you | ooked at the Kurdish-Arab dispute as a potential failure
point in the future of Iraq, where fighting could break out, Admral
Mul | en, how woul d you rate that as a risk?

ADM _MJULLEN: Hi gh.
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SEN. GRAHAM OK. If you |l ook at the construct that you've conme up
wi th, where you have a peshnerga, Afghan security force and Anerican
soldier form ng a new brigade or conpany, that construct is paying
di vidends, isn't it?

ADM MJLLEN: Yes, sir, it has.

SEN. GRAHAM They call it the "lion's brigade." So what | would
ask you to do when you sit down and | ook at the nunber of troops, to
make sure that that fault |ine does not crack, because we've got a
plan to integrate the peshnmerga, the Afghan -- lraqi security forces.
And we're the referee. Over tine, we're going to build a transition
force that will be nore stable.

You said sonmething: Capacity and capability is as inportant as
nunbers. | agree with that, but there's a tine in mlitary
engagenents where nunbers do natter. We're at the point now where
capability matters. So ny point about 3,000 -- and | know that's not
the nunber -- intelligence gathering: Wiat ability do the Iraqis have
to gather intelligence on their own, conpared to us?

ADM MJLLEN: 1 woul d describe that as one of the gap areas that,
you know, they clearly need to work on. It's not none, but it's an
area that they certainly --

SEN. GRAHAM But they don't have close to what we have. And if you
want to keep Iran at bay, the nore we know about what Iran's doing,
the better off the Iraqgis are. (Is that correct ?)?

ADM MJLLEN: Sir, but Senator Graham 1 don't think we shoul d nmake
themus either. They -- yes, they need to inprove. But it's not --

SEN. GRAHAM But we have a national security interest still in
Irag, right? So it's in our national security interest to know what's
goi ng on inside that country. So when you |ook at the fault |ine of
the Kurd-Arab dispute, you look at intelligence-gathering
capabilities they don't have, and when you look at training their air
force, training their arny and having a force-protection plan for our
di pl omats, the nunbers begin to add up. And all |I'msaying is that,
woul d you feel confortable with a menber of your famly serving in a
foll owon force of 3,0007?

ADM  MJULLEN: | would -- | have confidence that whatever -- if --
assum ng there is a nunber, that force protection wll be -- wll be
-- that our force protection will neet the needs of whoever m ght be
t here.

SEN. GRAHAM One | ast --
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ADM MJLLEN: So in that regard, yes.

SEN. GRAHAM OK. One last question and then ny tine's expired.

Secretary Panetta, we've cone up in the foreign operations markup
wi th sonme conditions and benchmarks on Pakistan. | want to provide it
to you. And you -- would you wite nme a letter and see if you think
we're on the right track?

SEC. PANETTA: Sure.

SEN. GRAHAM Si nply put, you have infornmed the Pakistanis enough
is enough. | believe we can't trust them or abandon them Do you
agree with that sinple statenent?

SEC. PANETTA: That's where we are.

SEN. GRAHAM You can't trust them but you can't abandon them But
woul d you agree with ne, if sonething doesn't change in Pakistan
substantially, that we're on a collision course wth Pakistan?

SEC. PANETTA: It has to change. W can't -- we can't continue the
situation that's there now

SEN. GRAHAM Thank you both for your service.

SEN. SHAHEEN: Thank you all very much, Secretary Panetta, Adm ral
Mul I en, for being here this norning and for your endurance.
Hopefully, this is the end.

| want to echo all of ny colleagues, Admral Millen, in expressing
ny deep appreciation for your |eadership and for your service to the
country. Thank you.

I would Iike to pick up fromwhere Senator G aham ended on
Paki st an. Because as you both pointed out in your comments, what
happens in Paki stan has a great deal to do with what happens in
Af ghani stan. And | had the opportunity to acconpany Chairman Levin to
Af ghani stan in August. Senator Merkley was with us as well. And one
of the things that we heard fromour mlitary | eaders when we were
there was the grow ng i nfluence of the Haggani Network and the inpact
that they were having because of not only their own operations but
because of their support for the Taliban and other terrorist groups
not only in Afghanistan but inside Pakistan itself. So ny question,
Admral Mullen, is first to you, and that is: Do you think that
General Kayani, the Pakistani |eadership recognizes that the threat -
- the threat the Haggani s present not only to Afghani stan and to our
forces there but also to their own internal security and to their own
mlitary?
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ADM MJLLEN: | think you said sonething very inportant, Senator --
and | think the secretary would agree with this -- which is what

we' ve seen over the course of the |ast several years is the -- is the
com ng together of many of these terrorist organizations in ways that
-- | nean, years ago, they didn't |like each other nmuch at all. But we
see nore and nore of that, including recently the attacks -- the

attack on our enbassy.
And that's worrisone.

The -- with respect to the future, it's very clear the toughest
fight is going to be in the east, and the Haggani network is enbedded
I n Paki stan essentially across fromhosts Paktia and Pakti ka, which,
as General Petraeus said, is sort of the "jet streamto Kabul." And
they want to own that. That's really their goal. But they're also --
they al so have, because of the relationships with other organi zations
-- TTP woul d be one; al-Qaida would be another -- there is also an
internal threat that Pakistan is trying to deal with. And in fact,
they' ve sacrificed greatly, lost lots of soldiers, lost lots of
citizens.

And that is a priority for General Kayani and his | eadership. He
has about 150,000 troops deployed in the west. He can't sustain that.
| mean, he can't rotate them And they don't get to -- they -- not
many of them have been able to rotate out over the |ast several
years. So | think we need to recognize that there's been plenty of
sacrifice there. Haqgani -- that group is a tough group, and they
have not been willing to take themon mlitarily. There's concern
about the ability to do that. That's why this enphasis, | think, is
so inportant. And in the end it's going to be the strategic
| eadershi p of the Haggani network, not the troops on the ground for
t he Haqgani s, that can effect this change.

So | think the risk there is very high. Over the course of the
next couple of years | think the biggest fight is going to be in the
east, enabled certainly by us, but also Afghan security forces and
coalition forces, nore than anyplace el se. The south I'mnot going to
say is not problematic, but we're in a nmuch better place in Kandahar
and Hel mand than we were a couple years ago. It's going to be the
east, | think, that in the end answers this froma security
standpoi nt. And Haqgani is at the heart of that.

We haven't tal ked about Quetta today. W haven't tal ked about
Mul | ah Orar and the Taliban. They haven't gone away. And that needs -
- that's a part of this, which also we need to work with the
Paki stanis to hel p address. And we do get sone cooperation there as
well. So it's a mxed bag in terns of their overall support. In ways,
as the secretary said, they' ve hel ped. In other ways, they haven't.
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SEN. SHAHEEN: Thank you. | was not aware until we had our neetings
i n Paki stan of the extent to which they still had troops fighting the
terrorists within Pakistan and the anount of casualties, both
civilian and within their mlitary, that they've already endured. So
| think it is inportant to point that out. W also visited RC East
while we were there. And are you confident that we have enough troops
and we have a strategy on the ground there that can address the
growi ng i nfluence of the Haqganis and that path or trail that goes
back and forth between Paki stan and Afghani stan in that region?

ADM MJLLEN: 1 think -- | nean, one of the things that General
Petraeus did while he was there was sort of set up this |ayered
defense. And it's a nmuch tougher spot -- tougher fight for the
Hagganis than it was a couple of years ago. W have a new comrander -
- and | think, actually, it's inportant -- we didn't talk about this
today -- a new teamthere with Anbassador Crocker as well as Ceneral

Allen. And it's an exceptionally strong team And |I'mactually -- |
| ook for a positive outcone because of that team and a positive
trend.

General Allen is looking at howto, first of all, finish this
fighting season, if you will, and then, based on the results, nost of
us expect he's going to have to redistribute sonme forces in the east
fromthe south for next year. The specifics of that |I think he's
still working his way through. So in that regard, ny expectation is
that there will be sone net increase in the east not com ng from
outside the country but frominside the country as things have gotten
better in the south and he | ooks to a tougher fight in the east in
t he next couple of years.

SEN. SHAHEEN: | appreciate your nmentioning the new teamthere.
They were very inpressive.

SEC. PANETTA: Yeah, they really are.

SEN. SHAHEEN: | think both of you al so nmentioned the confluence of
India and their inpact in the region. And one of the things that we
heard fromthe | eadership in Pakistan was their efforts to -- or
their overtures to try and reduce tensions with India. How nmuch of
that do you think is real and has the potential to have a real
I npact, and how nmuch of it is show and not going to have any rea
I mpact ?

SEC. PANETTA: | think -- you know, | think it is real. | think
they are making an effort at trying to see if they can find a way to
resol ve the issues between Pakistan and India. And, you know, | --
they' ve nade efforts at that. | think what has to happen is that they
really do have to nake this a higher priority. They've got to really
focus on this.
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This is -- you know, | think in terns of the security of Pakistan,
that, you know, if they could find a way to resolve their differences
with India, that country would be a different country. But to do

that, to achieve that, | really do think that they have to put a
large -- a nmuch larger effort into trying to resolve those
differences with India. They can't -- you can't neet one day and
then, you know, wait a long tine, and then cone together and then,
you know -- it's got to be constant. And that's sonething that

they' re not doing right now.

SEN. SHAHEEN: And ny tinme has expired, but just a final follow
on: How receptive do you think India is to those kinds of overtures?

SEC. PANETTA: Well, you know, | nean, India has in sone ways
resisted engaging as well. And I think -- | nean, | think both sides
need to kind of roll up their sleeves and get to work on this. It's
tough. It's tough politically in both areas. But in the end, we are
never going to achieve stability in that region until the issues
bet ween Paki stan and I ndia are resol ved.

SEN. SHAHEEN: Thank you both very nmuch. At this tinme, we'll close
t he heari ng.

SEC. PANETTA: Thank you.

END.
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