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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR KAY R. HAGAN,
CHAIRMAN

Senator HAGAN. Good afternoon. Today the subcommittee wel-
comes the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations
and Low Intensity Conflict, or SOLIC, Mike Lumpkin, and the
Commander of Special Operations Command, Admiral Bill
McRaven, to receive testimony on the posture of U.S. Special Oper-
ations Forces and Department of Defense programs, policies, and
operations with respect to countering emerging terrorism threats,
in preparation for the committee’s markup of the National Defense
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Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015. We look forward to your
testimony.

Time permitting, today’s hearing will both have an open and
closed session. At the conclusion of this open portion, it is our in-
tention to reconvene in room SVC-217 in the Capitol’s Visitors
Center for the closed portion.

The Quadrennial Defense Review, or QDR, released last week de-
scribes the continuing threat posed by al Qaeda and the associated
groups this way, and let me quote: “Although core al Qaeda has
been severely degraded, instability in the Middle East and civil war
in Syria have enabled al Qaeda to expand its global reach and op-
erate in new areas.”

The QDR also highlights the role of Special Operations Forces,
or SOF, in addressing these challenges. While the Department pro-
tects SOCOM from some of the deeper cuts required by Congress
in its fiscal year 2015 budget request, SOF are not immune from
budget pressures. Specifically, I understand the growth of SOF will
now level off at 69,700 personnel, rather than the approximately
72,000 personnel that had been called for by previous QDRs.

Additionally, SOF rely heavily on enabling capabilities provided
by the Services, including intelligence, logistics, and other support,
that may be impacted by cuts to their respective budgets.

Lastly, I am concerned about the lack of a plan by the Depart-
ment to transition appropriate funding for SOCOM from the Over-
seas Contingency Operations, or OCO, budget to the base budget
in future years to protect the enduring SOF capabilities built over
the last 12 years. Admiral McRaven, you recently testified that
“SOCM relies heavily on OCO funding today, with the National
Mission Force in particular funded with 67 percent of OCO.” The
committee looks forward to hearing both of your perspectives on
these issues and the level of risk you believe the Department is as-
suming under the current budget pressures.

Of course, the ability of SOCOM to carry out the full range of
missions it has been assigned does not solely rely on the size of its
budget, but also on the authorities available to SOF. Last year, the
office of the ASD(SOLIC) completed a report which raised a num-
ber of concerns about the “patchwork of authorities used by SOF
to engage with partner nation security forces.” With Secretary
Lumpkin here, I hope we can hear your assessment of these au-
thorities and what, if any, changes we should consider as we pre-
pare for the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2015.

I also plan to ask for your assessment of recent changes to the
human rights vetting requirements, the so-called Leahy vetting,
and the impact of those changes on DOD security assistance pro-
grams carried out by special forces. The subcommittee is particu-
larly interested in hearing about the process for remediating for-
eign forces once they’ve been flagged under the Leahy vetting.

A particular area of focus for this committee this year is the in-
telligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance, the ISR assets, given
the Department’s decision to reduce its planned capacity for
around-the-clock unmanned combat air patrols. This decision, when
coupled with our combatant commanders’ comments about the
small percentage of their ISR requirement that is currently being
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supported, is concerning and I think we will all be eager to hear
your assessments.

Admiral McRaven, let me take this opportunity to applaud you
for the Preservation of the Force and Families Initiative and I also
look forward to hearing your thoughts on what the committee can
do to better support SOCOM in this regard.

Senator Fischer.

Senator FiSCHER. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and I join you
in welcoming our witnesses and thank them and the men and
women of the Special Operations community for their continued
service to our Nation. Their testimony today will play an important
role in informing the development of the NDAA for fiscal year
2015.

As instability and violence spreads across the Middle East and
North Africa, terrorist groups like al Qaeda are taking advantage
of that chaos. Today al Qaeda and other terrorist organizations
now operate in more countries and control more territory than ever
before. At the forefront of our efforts to combat global terrorism are
the men and women of Special Operations Command. As noted by
Admiral McRaven in his prepared remarks, our special operators
are engaged in more than 70 countries at any given time and are
often our first line of defense against an evolving and increasingly
dangerous terrorist threat.

However, demand for these elite troops continues to far exceed
supply, placing enormous strain on the readiness of the force. Fur-
ther, budgetary constraints are placing added pressure on our Spe-
cial Operations Forces and the enablers they depend on to accom-
plish their missions.

I look to our witnesses to update the committee on the status of
these forces, as well as outline efforts to ensure that these forces
maintain the readiness and capabilities required to operate in an
increasingly complex and challenging global security environment.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Senator Fischer.

I'm going to ask both of you to keep your opening statements
three to five minutes. We do have copies of your prepared state-
ments. So, Secretary Lumpkin, if you will begin.

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL D. LUMPKIN, ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF DEFENSE FOR SPECIAL OPERATIONS/LOW-IN-
TENSITY CONFLICT

Mr. LumMPKIN. Chairman Hagan, Ranking Member Fischer, dis-
tinguished members of the committee: Thank you for your stead-
fast support to our special operators in the United States Special
Operations Command. The authorities and appropriations the Con-
gress has provided the Department of Defense have allowed us to
prosecute the current fight and ensure we are prepared to confront
emerging threats and to protect the homeland. I'm pleased to tes-
tify with Admiral Bill McRaven, who has expertly led U.S. SOCOM
for the past three years.

The threat we face, especially from al Qaeda, is continuing to
change. Although the scale of the threat to the homeland has di-
minished, threats to our interests overseas are increasing. With
their leadership depleting, al Qaeda still retains sanctuaries in re-
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mote areas of Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen, and Somalia. Ter-
rorist organizations are also expanding in Syria, North Africa, and
the Sahel. The threat continues to evolve. We must maintain our
pressure on terrorist organizations to protect the homeland.

We are in a time of transition. We face a yet undetermined draw-
down in Afghanistan and new fiscal realities. It may be more dif-
ficult to maintain pressure on al Qaeda in the traditional safe ha-
vens. I closely monitor how the cuts to the Services impact the
readiness of U.S. SOCOM. We are assessing the impact on the crit-
ical enablers. For example, we are ensuring the cuts to the ISR
fleet will not erode our ability and capability to find, fix, and finish
targets. As we transition in Afghanistan and redistribute SOF to
other theaters, we need to ensure our operation and maintenance
accounts are resourced to support operations.

In accordance with the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2014, ASD(SOLIC) and the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics are strengthening our
roles in the oversight of U.S. SOCOM to maximize efficiencies and
maintain oversight responsibilities of Major Force Program 11.
These include routine interactions between my staff and U.S.
SOCOM and frequent dialogue between me and Admiral McRaven.
We owe the President the best strategic options to accomplish our
national strategic objectives.

This is conducted in close coordination and honest discussion
with the Congress as you exercise your oversight, authorization,
and appropriations responsibilities. We are moving from a state of
perpetual war to perpetual engagement, engaging with partners to
build their capacity, engaging problems before they become too big
to fix, and engaging in direct and indirect action to disrupt and de-
stroy our enemies.

As we move towards a globally networked perpetual engagement,
our efforts are grounded in the experiences that demonstrate the
success of this approach. Columbia and the Philippines are case
studies in how a small investment of SOF, resourced for an endur-
ing time frame, can have positive results. In the Philippines, a task
force of about 500 special operators and supporting general purpose
forces helped degrade a serious transnational terrorist threat from
Abu Sayyaf and Jemaah Islamiyah. In Columbia, we provided
counterinsurgency training and humanitarian assistance to prevent
narcotraffickers from developing sanctuaries. This effort in Colum-
bia not only resulted in a far more secure and prosperous nation
now, it has emerged as an exporter of regional security.

We have the same opportunities in Africa and the Middle East.
Our support to the French in the Sahel has been critical in stem-
ming the tide of extremism in Mali. Modest support to AMISOM
in the Horn of Africa has helped to reverse the trajectory of Al
Shabaab. These discrete activities and operations constitute a glob-
al SOF networks required for perpetual vigilance.

I am proud to represent the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Ma-
rines and civilians of U.S. Special Operations Command. Their sac-
rifices in this war are immense. Since October 2001, 385 special op-
erators have been killed in action and another 2,160 have been
wounded. 'm committed to doing everything I can to ensure these
warriors have the best training, equipment, and support we can
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provide. Working closely with Congress, we will surely have the
right strategies and policies in place to employ them effectively.

Thank you for your continuing support and I look forward to
your questions. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lumpkin follows:]

Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Secretary Lumpkin.

Admiral McRaven.

STATEMENT OF ADM WILLIAM H. MCRAVEN, U.S. NAVY,
COMMANDER, U.S. SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND

Admiral MCRAVEN. Thank you. Madam Chairman, Ranking
Member Fischer, distinguished members of the committee: Thank
you again for giving me the opportunity to address you. This is the
third hearing I've been to with this committee in my time as the
Commander of U.S. Special Operations Command.

I'd also like to recognize my friend and colleague Assistant Sec-
retary Michael Lumpkin. We have a great partnership and I value
ASD(SOLIC)’s oversight and support of SOF.

Madam Chairman, I'm pleased to say that since my last hearing
SOCOM has made some great strides in dealing with the current
conflicts, preparing for the future conflicts, and, most importantly,
taking care of our people. SOCOM continues to provide the world’s
finest warriors to the fight in Afghanistan. As we approach the end
of 2014, your Special Operations Forces will be ready to adjust to
whatever decisions are made regarding our future employment in
that country. Globally, we are developing plans to better serve the
geographic combatant commanders, who, owing to the past 12
years of engagement in Iraq and Afghanistan, have gone
underresourced with SOF forces.

SOCOM, as the DOD synchronizer for the war against terrorism,
is also working hard to better coordinate our activities locally, re-
gionally, and globally with both the geographic combatant com-
manders and the U.S. Ambassadors. I believe the future of Special
Operations will be in helping to build partner capacity with those
willing nations who share our interests. This will mean strength-
ening our existing allied relationships and building new ones. No
nation alone can stem the rise of extremism and we need our
friends and allies more now than ever before.

Our future as a Special Operations Forces is also inextricably
linked to the general purpose force and the interagency. The past
12 years have shown us that a whole-of-government effort is re-
quired to be successful against extremism, and in SOF we have al-
ways relied heavily on our fellow soldiers, sailors, airmen, and ma-
rines for support around the globe.

Finally, we have gone to great lengths to take care of our most
precious resource, our people. The Preservation of the Force and
Families Initiative (SOPOTFF) has already seen a marked im-
provement in the morale and the wellbeing of those who serve in
SOF. While we still suffer from the tragedy of high suicide rates,
I believe we have laid the foundation for keeping our force and
their families strong and resilient into the future.

Once again, thank you for your interest and your unwavering
support for the men and women in Special Operations. I look for-
ward to your questions.
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[The prepared statement of Admiral McRaven follows:]

Senator HAGAN. Thank you to both individuals. Thank you so
much for your statements and what you do for our country.

I do want to go ahead and begin the questions and we’ll have 6-
minute rounds.

While efforts were made to protect the Special Operations Forces’
capabilities in the fiscal year 2015 budget, I understand SOCOM
did sustain significant cuts in relation to what it had planned prior
to the Budget Control Act and the Bipartisan Budget Agreement,
possibly most notably in your opening testimony the leveling off of
the SOCOM growth from currently 69,700 personnel, almost 3,000
fewer than had been previously planned.

Admiral McRaven, what is the impact of these cuts to the SOF
capabilities, particularly with regard to the organic enabling capa-
bilities like combat support and combat service support? Under the
Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative, the Department has
proposed $26 billion above the fiscal year 2015 budget request for
various readiness, acquisition, and installation support activities
pending the availability of additional funds. So in conjunction with
both of those, how much of that $26 billion would be for SOCOM
versus other purposes?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am. The leveling off at 69.7 will
mean that we’re going to have to prioritize our efforts globally. We
had built a plan based on 72,000, so now it’s just a function of
making sure we can continue to meet the priority demands glob-
ally. I think we can do that with the current level of effort of 69.7.

The initiative you were referring to as the passback, we will get
approximately $400 million for SOCOM and most of that money I
will place back into readiness. So it is important for us to make
sure we’re maintaining our readiness as we continue to project
forces around the world. As was mentioned earlier, we have folks—
I think this week we’re actually in 84 countries around the world.
We've got approximately 7,000 people deployed globally right now,
and we think that and possibly more is going to be an enduring re-
quirement.

I'll add one more thing, ma’am. The cuts to us or the leveling,
if you will, to 69.7 is important and again I think we can prioritize
our efforts. Where I'm concerned is the cuts to the broader services.
As you pointed out in your opening comments, ma’am, we get our
enablers, most of our enablers, from the Services. We get a lot of
our readiness support from the Services as well, so they will pro-
vide us F-18s for our joint tactical air controllers to work, they will
provide us our ship steaming hours for our SEALSs to do underway.
So things that affect the Services absolutely affect—the cuts to the
Services absolutely affect U.S. SOCOM.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you.

Over the past 12 years the Department has built and sustained
a number of enduring capabilities using OCO. Without a transfer
of funding from OCO to the base budget in the coming years, much
of these capabilities could be lost. The problem is especially acute
for the Special Operations Forces. Admiral McRaven, you testified
that U.S. SOCOM relies heavily on OCO funding today with the
National Mission Force, in particular funded with 67 percent from
0CO.
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To both of you: Given the downward pressures on the base budg-
et, how does the Department plan to transition funding for
SOCOM’s enduring requirements from the OCO budget to the base
budget in future years?

Mr. LUMPKIN. Ma’am, I work regularly with the Comptroller and
the leadership in the Department to make sure not only that they,
one, understand the reliance of U.S. SOCOM on the overseas con-
tingency operations funding, but to do whatever possible we can to
transition OCO moneys to base moneys to support long-term oper-
ations. So we're working through the issue. It’s quite complicated,
as you're aware, but it has everybody’s attention. We're doing what
we can to make it.

Senator HAGAN. Can you put that in dollars to me versus the
percent? How much money are we talking about?

Mr. LuMPKIN. Do you know, Admiral?

Admiral McRAVEN. I do, yes, ma’am. We’ve got about $2.4 billion
of OCO that goes on top of our about $7.8 billion in base.

Senator HAGAN. That’s 2.4?

Admiral McRAVEN. $2.4 billion is what we get in terms of OCO
that goes into our total budget. So yes, ma’am, that does become
a concern when that money’s not available. As you pointed out, the
majority of that—Ill qualify that. The National Mission Force,
about 60-plus percent of their readiness, their O&M money, comes
from that OCO.

Senator HAGAN. Admiral McRaven, in your opening comments
you talked about the Preservation of Force and Families. You've fo-
cused a great deal on that effort, which I appreciate, and I'm sure
it certainly has made a difference to the stress on our special oper-
ators and their families. I'm proud that in fiscal year 2014 we au-
thorized $5 million for up to three pilot programs to assess the fea-
sibility and benefits of SOCOM by directly providing this family
support services.

Do you believe the families of the special operators face specific
Special Operations Forces-unique challenges when compared to
other military families?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Ma’am, I would say the challenges that the
SOF families face are very similar to the Service families. I
wouldn’t distinguish between the two. But what we’ve looked at is,
we are partnered with the Services in all of our family programs,
so we work very closely to make sure that if a Service has a family
readiness program or a family resiliency program in the area we
will absolutely send our members there.

However, what we'’re finding is, because of the increase and the
sustained rate of deployment for our SOF servicemembers, their
families I think over time will face additional stresses as their
servicemembers continue to be deployed for the foreseeable future.

Senator HAGAN. Of the pilot programs, how are they working? Do
you have any examples?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Ma’am, we haven’t started those yet. We will
start those now. This year we’re beginning to take a look at the
pilot programs. Now, we have a number of resiliency programs
with other organizations. We're tapping into some of the resiliency
programs within the Services. So with this money we’re building
the programs and we’re beginning to implement them this year.
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Senator HAGAN. Thank you. I do think that OCO funding is
going to be a huge issue.

Senator Fischer.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, Madam Chairman. If I could, I'd
like to follow up on a number of the points that you brought up.

Admiral, when we talk about the size of the force from the pro-
jected 72,000 to the 69.7, where do you accept the greatest risk
when you’re looking at not meeting that original number?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am. What we have actually done,
over the course of the last few years we, we U.S. Special Oper-
ations Command, have been working with the geographic combat-
ant commanders and recognizing that the war in Iraq was over and
that we were drawing down in Afghanistan, we've worked with
them to develop a plan to reapportion the forces that are coming
back from Iraq and Afghanistan to support their needs.

So as look at the areas where we are centering most of our effort,
we will continue to be heavily focused in the Central Command re-
gion. We are probably putting more effort now into Africa than we
have in the past. We're reinforcing our efforts in Latin America and
in Europe. And then of course we’re continuing to pivot as best we
can to Asia.

What I'm having to do, of course, is to prioritize our resources.
What I would tell you, though, is that prioritization is sometimes
dependent upon the host nation’s desire to accept available force.
So I will have the available force, I think, even with the 69.7. The
challenge is going to be whether or not the host nation wants to
have a SOF footprint in their country. That of course is all about
the geographic combatant commanders and the chiefs of mission
and how theyre able to work with the partner nations to make
that happen.

But I will have an available force of about 12 to 13,000 that we
can deploy globally for 365 days a year, and that is the force that’s
been built up really since 2001. So we’ve been fortunate that as
we've doubled the size of the force from 33,000 now to coming up
on 69,000, so there is available capacity out there.

We will still have to prioritize. I don’t want to mislead you.

Senator FISCHER. But you're talking about how you are going to
prioritize. When you look at the other Services and the proposals
there to sacrifice manpower—you folks are very dependent on the
other forces. You alluded to that in your earlier comments about
the planes. We need the guys with the planes, we need the guys
with the bases. When we look at the other Services that are going
to be cutting manpower, how does that affect you guys and the
added risk that your forces are going to face because of the
enablers?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am. Great question. To be honest
with you, I'm not sure we know just yet. I think we’ll have to see
how the Services take their cuts and how those cuts influence sup-
port to U.S. Special Operations. Intuitively, we recognize that as
the Services begin to draw down there will be less of some specific
military operational specialties, the MOSs, that we think we’ll
need. I have a tremendous partnership with the Service Chiefs and
with the geographic combatant commanders. So as they draw down
and the GCCs make their demands known for SOF and for the con-
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ventional forces, we are all partnered together to make sure that
we are shaping the force as best we can to meet the demands of
the geographic combatant commanders.

Senator FISCHER. So you’re continuing to coordinate with the
other Services as well?

Admiral McRAVEN. Yes, ma’am, absolutely. Almost daily.

Senator FISCHER. And they take your prioritization—when
they’re looking at their future plans, they are tying in yours as
well?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am.

Senator FISCHER. So that you can still meet the mission that you
have?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am. To clarify, though, my priorities
are really based on the priorities from the geographic combatant
commanders. So I don’t prioritize the force. What I do is I request
input from the geographic combatant commanders. My job as the
supporting commander is to provide them forces.

Now, there does come a time when I kind of run out of forces,
and so I've got to work with the GCCs and the Services to do the
best we can. But the priority is from the GCCs.

Senator FISCHER. Do you look at those guys and do you discuss
with them what that level is that they need to have in order for
you to perform your mission?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am, absolutely.

Senator FISCHER. And you feel confident that the numbers that
are being put forward now, that those missions can still be per-
formed?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am. I'm confident right now that
with the 69.7 we will be able to meet the majority of those mis-
sions. Now, again, it depends

Senator FISCHER. But also with the other Services?

Admiral MCRAVEN. With the Services.

Senator FISCHER. With their cuts in manpower——

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am.

Senator FISCHER.—are you going to be able to meet this?

Admiral MCRAVEN. I think it’s unknown at this point in time.
Again, I would tell you that intuitively I would say we’re going to
be strained on some of the key enablers, but empirically I'm not
sure I can give you an answer just yet until we see how those cuts
manifest themselves.

Senator FISCHER. And if you are constrained that’s going to de-
termine then where your forces are going to be deployed. You men-
tioned not just the Middle East, but also Africa and the pivot to
the Far East as well.

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am.

Senator FISCHER. So that will affect your mission.

Admiral McRAVEN. Yes, it will, yes, ma’am.

Now, what we are doing is we are partnering very closely with
the respective Service components in a region. For example, I have
a theater special operations command in Africa who is partnering
with Army Africa to make sure that we are able to give General
Rodriguez the very best capability that he needs. So we are—we’re
kind of exchanging things. So I may not have enough special oper-
ations helicopters, but Army Africa has a combat aviation brigade




10

that has helicopters that will do the job. So again, we’re partnering
in those areas where we have a delta and they have a surplus, to
get the best package available.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, sir.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Senator HAGAN. Senator Nelson.

Senator NELSON. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Gentlemen, thank you for your service to our country.

Following up on Senator Fischer’s comments, take for example
the Air Force’s plan of 55 steady-state drone patrols. Is that going
to be enough for you for your ISR needs?

Mr. LuMPKIN. If my understanding is correct, the SOCOM re-
quirement is 44 what they call CAPs. These are the orbits. The re-
duction is going to have an effect, the Air Force reduction, on sup-
port of U.S. SOCOM. They can source 15 CAPs organically, U.S.
SOCOM, based on reprioritization of aircraft and movement. But
that puts a significant burden on the Air Force, and their
downsizing will have an impact.

We're still looking through what that will look like and the scope
and regionally where it will be. One of the challenges we see as the
threat disperses globally and takes on farther reaches, it makes it
harder to get places. So basing for those RPAs, those remotely pi-
loted aircraft, becomes more difficult as you spread them across the
globe. Your orbits don’t always have the same impact as they do
in a more concentrated area.

Anything you’d like to add, Admiral?

Admiral McRAVEN. No, thank you.

Senator NELSON. When we pull out of Afghanistan, do you feel
confident that you can keep enough SOF forces in the area so that
if, for example, something happened that we had to go back in,
that we can do it on a quick turnaround and get back in?

Mr. LumPKIN. Thank you, Senator. From a policy perspective, as
we look at the absence of a bilateral security agreement, is what
I'm understanding you’re asking the question about, the absence of
one will make things significantly more difficult to conduct the
counterterrorism operations that U.S. SOCOM and U.S.
CENTCOM work in conjunction with the interagency.

So options are being looked at on what that would look like. But
it becomes significantly more problematic on how we would do
business and to meet the threats to this Nation without a bilateral
security agreement.

Senator NELSON. With the new demands that you have spoken
of with regard to Africa, Latin American, and so forth, how can you
take the reduction from 70-some thousand down to 69.7? How can
you deploy those forces in a way that you're meeting these expand-
ing threats?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, sir. Again, it comes to prioritization and
access. These are the real two issues. So if a geographic combatant
commander has a priority and I have the available force, which at
69.7 I will have the available force, then I can obviously prioritize
it to him. One of the areas where again it becomes a little bit of
an unknown for us is the access that we may be granted by a par-
ticular nation. The great thing about Special Operations Forces is
we are a small footprint, we are low cost. You can put a small Spe-
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cial Forces detachment in there or a SEAL platoon in there that
I think gives you great return on your investment. And if the pol-
icymakers decide that they don’t like the direction we’re heading,
it’s pretty easy to reverse the decision and pull them out.

So that is kind of fungible across the globe. Having said that,
there are a lot of nations where we are prepared to provide forces
to that may or may not be willing to accept them. The plan we’ve
developed makes the assumption that a lot of these nations will be
willing to work with us and partner with us, and that’s how we
have kind of built our plan for the future.

If that turns out to be a bad assumption in some cases, then we
may have more or less depending upon what the demand signal is
of Special Operations Forces.

Senator NELSON. Have some of the rough patches of several
years ago between Special Operations Forces and the CIA being in
various locations around the world where the question was a con-
flict and how all of that relates to the chief of mission, has that
been smoothed out in the last two or three years?

Mr. LumMPKIN. From my personal experience, to see where we
were when I was in uniform in 2001 to where we are today, the
relationship has grown significantly and we’re in lockstep, espe-
cially when you get outside the Beltway. Things get better. When
you're forward in the operational areas, the relationship is good.
There’s natural tension here in the Beltway, but our relationship
with CIA leadership is good. I see more things playing out in the
press than the tensions I feel working with the leadership here in
the city.

Senator NELSON. Thank you.

Admiral McRAVEN. Sir, I would even go so far as to say our rela-
tionship with the CIA is fabulous. I've been on the ground with the
Agency continuously for the last 10, 12 years and I will tell you
they have magnificent intelligence officers. We are partnered not
only at the chief of station level, but at the chief of mission level,
in many of the Nations we talked about. We have personal and pro-
fessional relationships that were brought together under fire. I
have never seen them this good and I have a great personal and
professional relationship with Director John Brennan.

So it’s the best I've ever seen in my 37 years of doing this busi-
ness, sir.

Senator NELSON. Thank you.

Senator HAGAN. Senator Graham.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you both.

If we went to the zero option in Afghanistan for whatever reason,
Admiral McRaven, what do you think would happen?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Sir, I'm not really in the business of specu-
lating, but if we go to a zero option I am concerned that we will
have a rise of al Qaeda. So I think we need to be clear-eyed about
the fact that al Qaeda still operates, admittedly in a much less vir-
ulent strain, in the federally Administered Tribal Areas. And of
course, we see some al Qaeda pockets up in the northern provinces
of Kunar and Nuristan.

I think we’re doing a pretty good job right now, both the military
and the interagency, of keeping them at bay, keeping their heads
down. I think that requires continuous pressure. I'd be concerned
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that if we went to a zero option, as Secretary Lumpkin said, it
would make that a lot more challenging. Does it mean that we
couldn’t do it? No, sir. I think we would find a way to keep the
pressure on. But it would make it significantly more challenging.

Senator GRAHAM. Well, I agree with President Obama when he
says that we can’t leave any troops behind without a bilateral secu-
rity agreement. That’s just a terrible spot to put our folks in. So
I hope we can get a BSA.

But I would just—my two cents’ worth, if we don’t have a signifi-
cant capacity for at least a while in Afghanistan, I could see this
thing turning pretty badly against us, and I hope we can avoid
that.

Secretary Lumpkin, do we have the authority legally under the
AUMF or other authorities to deal with al Qaeda threats that are
emerging throughout Africa and in Syria?

Mr. LUMPKIN. If it’s, again, one of those al Qaeda affiliates, then
the AUMF gives us the authority to act as necessary.

Senator GRAHAM. Are we locked in by their organizational struc-
ture? I mean, can the enemy use their organizational structure and
naming to deny us the capabilities to protect the country? Do you
know where I'm coming from?

Mr. LuMPKIN. I think, I believe, where you’re heading with this.
I think that if there is an affiliate, an associate, and it’s been recog-
nized, regardless of what they call themselves in the relationship,
I think that—of course, we’d go to the lawyers? group, but my
sense is that we would probably be in a good place to use the
AUMF.

Senator GRAHAM. Does the Congress need to do anything from
your point of view to enhance your legal standing?

Mr. LUuMPKIN. The AUMF has served us very well and gives the
Department the ability to do what’s necessary. Currently, however,
I think we’re at a point where the AUMF—at some point we need
to relook at it to make sure it serves us the best way. And I look
forward to working with the Congress if the decision is made to go
down that road.

Senator GRAHAM. From a general perspective, Admiral McRaven,
Secretary Lumpkin, is al Qaeda diminished, about the same, or on
the rise?

Mr. LumMPKIN. I think that if we were to kind of change the way
we look at it maybe, is that it is much broader. It is spreading. So
it’s expanding. However, as it’s doing that, as it fills security vacu-
ums globally, it takes a while for it to take hold and to have the
ability to organize and to attack the homeland.

So to answer your question, I would say currently, today, it is
spﬁ'egding globally, but its ability to attack the homeland is dimin-
ished.

Senator GRAHAM. Are you sure about that?

Mr. LUuMPKIN. I believe that to be true.

Senator GRAHAM. Libya is an example of it spreading and being
lethal to those in Libya who served our country.

Director of National Intelligence Clapper said that the 26,000 al
Qaeda affiliate members, whatever you want to call these folks, in
Syria are beginning to present a direct threat to the homeland. Do
you agree with that?
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Mr. LUMPKIN. Let me take one step back, if I may. When I talked
about al Qaeda being—I mentioned specifically the homeland, as it
being a threat, its ability to attack the homeland is diminished

Senator GRAHAM. Right.

Mr. LUMPKIN. It remains a regional threat.

Senator GRAHAM. But he said they were engaging in plans to
eventually attack the homeland, that these are Europeans and peo-
ple from all over the world that are going to Syria to get the experi-
ence, and they will go back to Europe, some may come back to
America; that he thought that the al Qaeda presence in Syria rep-
resented a threat to the homeland. Does that make sense to you?

Mr. LUMPKIN. The threat of the number of foreign fighters in
Syria—if we get into specifics, I'd rather shift it to the closed ses-
sion.

Senator GRAHAM. Sure.

Mr. LUMPKIN. But it does make significant challenges and in-
crease the threat to Europe and the homeland.

Senator GRAHAM. Admiral McRaven, you’ve been at this for a
very long time and our country owes you and people like yourself,
really the best among us, a great debt. If you could, could you give
us a sense of where the world is headed in terms of danger and
threats to the United States? I can’t imagine that sequestration is
a good thing, but we all imposed it upon ourselves and many of us
would like to fix it. Is the world more dangerous in terms of the
threats that we face as a Nation?

SOF people are just super men and women, but you do have your
limits. What worries you the most at night about the threats we
face?

Admiral McRAVEN. Sir, I’'m concerned about the second and third
order effects of terrorism as much as I am about the first order ef-
fects. The first order effects obviously are tragic and another strike
on the homeland is something that we need to expend a lot of re-
sources to ensure it does not happen.

But you raised the issue a few moments ago about ISIL, about
AQI in Iraq and Syria, and Al-Nusra and some of the bad actors
that are in Syria. My concern there is that you are—Syria is be-
coming an area where people are coming to get their jihad and,
more importantly than that, it’s creating pressure on the Levant in
ways that we’ve never seen before. So the number of refugees that
are flowing into Lebanon, the number of refugees that are flowing
into Jordan, a lot of this has created second and third order effects
by the al Qaeda and al Qaeda affiliates that are in Syria.

So I think it is easier to kind of explain of someone like AQAP.
We know that al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula is probably the
number one threat to the homeland in terms of plots that we may
see generating from there. But I think we also have to be very cau-
tious and concerned about what the extremists can do to create re-
gional effects that have global dynamics and global effects related
to them.

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you.

Senator HAGAN. Senator Manchin.

Senator MANCHIN. Thank you very much, and thank both of you
for your service. I'm going to go preside here, so I'll be very quick.
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Admiral McRaven, I'm concerned about the Special Ops within
the National Guard, 19th and 20th, and how that is going. I know
there was a movement, let’s say, a few years back to eliminate
that.

Admiral McRAVEN. Not on my watch, sir.

Senator MANCHIN. How are they performing?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Sir, they perform magnificently. We are—I
tell the story, on one of my very first trips to Afghanistan I got on
a helicopter in Bagram, went down to Kandahar, picked up a cou-
ple soldiers, spent most of that evening talking with a Special
Forces soldier. He had a Special Forces tab on. We got chatting. It
wasn’t until the end of the evening that I realized he was a 20th
Special Forces Group guy.

The work that they did for us in Afghanistan was tremendous.
No, sir, there is certainly no move afoot on my end to—

Senator MANCHIN. I know it wasn’t—I'm sorry, I didn’t refer to
your end. There has been a move afoot before.

Admiral McRAVEN. Sir, they bring great value to what we do.

Senator MANCHIN. That’s all. We needed to get that on record.
Thank you.

Let me just talk about and ask questions briefly about the
bitcoins in cyberspace, what’s going on, the ability to use this new
form of currency, if you will, to support terrorists, arms sales,
things of that sort. Are you following that pretty closely? Do you
have concern about that?

Mr. LUMPKIN. Yes, we do track that. The counter-threat finance
program is a tremendous return on investment for the small
amount of money we can put to follow the money of terrorist orga-
nizations. We have cells that focus on this. Each of the geographic
combatant commanders have this and there’s one at U.S. SOCOM,
and it’s a very tight-knit group that works together to address
issues.

Senator MANCHIN. The digital currency like Bitcoin, does that
cause you concern about how this money, how this currency moves?

Mr. LuMPKIN. Well, how any currency moves between terrorist
organizations, those who want to do us harm, causes us concern.

Senator MANCHIN. But bitcoins seem to be the hottest thing right
now.

Mr. LUMPKIN. It is, it is the trend, absolutely.

Senator MANCHIN. We've asked—I've been very outspoken on
this. I'm very concerned. I serve also on the Banking Committee
and I'm very concerned about what we see and a lack of oversight,
if you will, and also the volatility of this and the ability to be able
to use it for—the unscrupulous people using it for the wrong rea-
sons. I would say that would be a great concern for our security.

Mr. LUMPKIN. Absolutely. Thank you, sir.

Senator MANCHIN. I’'m going to have to run, but I thank you so
much. I'm sorry.

Senator HAGAN. Senator Reed.

Senator REED. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman.

Admiral McRaven, can you just give us—and I know this is an
open session—sort of a response to how you’re adapting SOCOM to
a battlefield that’s increasingly dominated by cyber operationally,
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in terms of interfering with equipment that you have a huge supe-
riority in, the whole spectrum? Can you give us a sense of that?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, sir. Our approach really has been to
stay closely partnered with the National Security Agency and now
Cyber Command as we look at our cyber requirements. So cyber—
National Security Agency and Cyber Command have done a great
job for the last 12 years that I have spent time intimately with the
cyber support teams that come from Cyber Command, that come
from NSA in supporting us.

What we do is we provide our demands. So if we’re looking for
a particular individual, then we will make sure that we are linked
with the NSA. They will through their technical means figure out
how to identify that person. So instead of us in U.S. SOCOM build-
ing an additional capability to conduct cyber operations, we use the
experts at Cyber Command and at NSA to do that.

What we do have is we have a small element at all of the com-
batant commands now that help us with the planning and the ac-
cess to NSA and the CYBERCOM.

Senator REED. You have I think emphasized the defensive as-
pects of CYBERCOM. Can you comment on any planning or consid-
eration of offensive operations that would involve SOCOM and
cyber threats?

Admiral McRAVEN. Sir, I'd prefer to hold that to a closed meet-
ing if I could.

Senator REED. That’s more than fair.

The other issue too is that we’re at a transition point in many
places. One transition point might be sort of shifting from active
preemption activities that SOCOM undertakes against threats ei-
ther to our forces or to the homeland, to more training of indige-
nous forces so that they can be capable of that. Can you comment
upon sort of how you’re trying to navigate that transition point?

Admiral McCRAVEN. Absolutely, sir, and I appreciate the question.
As we look forward for U.S. Special Operations Command and
what we’re trying to provide the geographic combatant com-
manders, we’re looking for how we balance the two. Our thrust, if
you will, is building partner capacity so that the host nation can
take care of its own security problems. But we should never forget
that if we need to, we need to be postured to conduct unilateral or
partnered operations that only we and potentially our partners
have the capability to do.

At the end of the day, my feeling is we need to continue to keep
pressure on al Qaeda and the associated movements, on the ex-
tremists that are out there. We do that by partnering with the host
nations where there is an extremist problem or where they are bor-
dering on an extremist problem and being postured to conduct di-
rect action if authorized to do so by the President.

Senator REED. This also raises a question that Senator Fischer
and others have raised, which is the resources that you need from
the non-SOCOM commanders to do that, the training, running
ranges, all those things that would help you train local forces and
also train your own forces. Again, you’ve commented on that, but
do you see that as a particular concern in terms of your mission
to train local forces?
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Admiral MCRAVEN. Sir, most of the training that we will do with
the host nation will be in their own country. So when we go down
we find—we use their range facilities. If they don’t have range fa-
cilities, through various authorities, 1206, 1207, or 1208, we help
kind of build those. It’s a modest MILCON, minor MILCON ap-
proach. But all of—not all of, but the bulk of our training is done
in country. So we don’t have a conflict with the big services in
terms of ranges for training the locals.

Senator REED. Let me ask you a question that was a concern of
Senator Graham, too, and he asked me to mention it. You might
want to take this one for the record but it might require a more
extensive answer. That is, if you or your forces detain an individual
in Afghanistan there’s a pretty clear pathway to get that person
through our system and ultimately into the Afghani system. Out-
side of that AO, can you comment on the policy or the obstacles to
successfully detaining someone who’s a threat?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Sir, I'm going to take your advice and take
that one for the record.

[The information referred to follows:]

[SUBCOMMITTEE INSERT]

Senator REED. Thank you. Well, that’s a thoughtful response.

Let me ask a question that’s very narrowly focused. JIEDDO,
which we’re all familiar with, has been a critical institution in
terms of protecting our forces against improvised explosive devices.
They're sort of being reformulated. It would seem to me that in
your role particularly, not only protecting your forces in the field,
but training and protecting forces as this threat evolves, and unfor-
tunately it’s going to evolve, what do you see the relationship with
JIEDDOQO? Could you take that into your command? I know there’s
been several posed. One it’s an OSD office, one it just goes away,
or it gets distributed. Do you have any views on that, because I
think you would be sort of the point of—mo pun, but the point of
the spear when it comes to these weapons.

Admiral McCRAVEN. Yes, sir. We haven’t done any looking into
bringing JIEDDO into U.S. SOCOM, so I'm not prepared to answer
that just yet in terms of an organizational change. Having said
that, we work daily with JIEDDO. I have liaison officers up there,
they have liaison officers with us. They are embedded with all of
our forces in Afghanistan. They have done a tremendous service for
this Nation over the last decade-plus.

What they ended up doing, of course, with the same methodology
that they used to find IEDs, kind of a network analysis method-
ology, is very helpful as we look at bad actors and other networks
around the globe. So as they have, rightfully so, I think, begun to
shift their focus—they continue to focus on IEDs, but they also
have this ability to look at networks—we are tapping into the great
expertise they have to make sure we understand what the problem
on the ground looks like. And they are a very valued partner.

Senator REED. Just a final comment. Given the fact that your
forces are the most forward deployed of any forces we have and will
be more so in the future, you're the first probably point at which
you will see different developments in IEDs, different developments
in network behavior, disguising networks, et cetera, so you will I
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assume have a feedback loop also wherever JIEDDO ends up or if
it ends up anyplace.

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, sir, I expect sir.

Senator REED. Thank you.

Senator HAGAN. Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and thanks to our
witnesses.

Just a report back from the field. Senator King and I did a
CODEL recently to Israel, Lebanon, and Egypt, and heard a lot of
real positives about the work of Special Forces, especially in the
training mission that you've described. For purposes of a massive
budget, even a massive defense budget, I think the training that
we do with other nations might be one of the best investments we
make, not only in the short term, kind of building capacity, but in
long-term relationship-building. The folks we train end up being
defense ministers and prime ministers and presidents. That’s an
investment that really works. So I wanted to praise you on that.

Mr. Lumpkin, I just wanted to look at—or Secretary Lumpkin—
page 3 of your testimony. You had a statement that caught my eye:
“We are ending the longest prolonged period of war in our Nation’s
history.” Is that your personal opinion or is that the administra-
tion’s position, or both?

Mr. LuMPKIN. When I look at just the number of years that we've
been engaged in conflicts, direct conflicts, since 2001 until today,
if you’re looking at those long periods, I used that as kind of an
absolute from my perspective.

Senator KAINE. The word I was interested in was “ending.” I
think it’s—I know it’s the case that administration witnesses before
this committee—and I'm not sure if it was you or not, but we had
a hearing on the authorization for use of military force in May
where we were asking how long will this war go on that was initi-
ated 9-14-01 through that authorization. And there was some tes-
timony that it would go for a decade more. There was some testi-
mony that it might go for another 25 or 30 years.

But the way I read this testimony, it sounds like there’s a sug-
gestion that at the end of our sort of 2014 activities in Afghanistan,
as we move to the next level, that the war is ending. Is that how
the administration now sees the end of the Afghanistan theater of
operations, that the war is ending?

Mr. LuMPKIN. The President has given very clear guidance that
he sees us coming off of a wartime footing, that we’re moving for-
ward to look at—the threats will be there, but direct conflict in the
sense of a traditional war, we see that coming to an end.

Senator KAINE. Just wrestling with what Congress should do, if
the war is ending at the end of our 2014 activities in Afghanistan,
then should the authorization expire?

Mr. LUMPKIN. Again, as I mentioned to Senator Graham earlier,
I think we’re at a point where, while the AUMF has supported the
needs of the Department in order to execute the missions at hand
in order to protect the homeland and American interests, I think
we’re at an inflection point that it may be a time to look at the
AUMF to see if it does need adjustment to better serve this coun-
try.
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Senator KAINE. Whether there might be a need to consider sort
of a chapter two version?

Mr. LumMPKIN. Potentially. And I look forward to working with
the Congress as they consider and shape these issues.

Senator KAINE. It was interesting, this morning we had a hear-
ing about a nominee, a very qualified nominee, I'm proud to sup-
port him, Admiral Rogers to be head of Cyber Command and the
NSA. It was an interesting hearing because he’s the nominee, not
the acting. But we were running into a lot of terminological ques-
tions that I think revolve ultimately around this question of what
are we in? Is it a war or is it a counterinsurgency?

For example, he testified that Edward Snowden, his activities
were clearly wrong, violated the law, had cost American lives, but
he wasn’t sure whether he would label him a traitor. He was—Sen-
ator Graham asked him a question about whether we were at war
and he originally said we’re in an engagement, not sure it’s a war.
But then he clarified: I mean, we’re not in a cyber war right now.

When pressed about what cyber activity has to do with whether
we're at war, he initially testified that if cyber activity led to the
need for armed conflict then that would be a war. But then when
I asked him, well, what about a cyber activity that would knock out
our power grid and disrupt our economy and then we do the same
thing to the other side, with no armed conflict, is that not a war,
he acknowledged these are pretty big, important questions that we
don’t have a current definition of.

My chair and ranking member and Senator Graham and I have
talked a lot about these issues. I'm very troubled that the AUMF
of 9-14-01 has no temporal limitation, no geographic scope or limi-
tation. I think it is being used in ways that I think might be appro-
priate for the Nation’s defense, but I think were clearly beyond the
contemplation of the members of Congress who voted for it at that
time.

I think the end of U.S. operations in 2014 in Afghanistan, hoping
that there will be a second chapter because of the successful nego-
tiation of a bilateral security agreement, I think that is an excel-
lent time to try to devise a chapter two, because I think continuing
to leave an AUMF that is just completely open-ended, I think it
poses real significant challenges for our oversight. If members who
are qualified to do great jobs have a hard time with the termi-
nology about what it is we’re doing, I think it creates challenge on
the battlefield. I think it creates significant challenges for our citi-
zens to try to understand what we’re in.

I think some of the controversies about programs like NSA are
less about the four corners of the NSA program than they are
about what is it in fact that this particular program is supporting,
is it a war, is it a half-war engagement, is it counterterrorism, is
it something else. I think the Special Forces side of our military
are going to be probably uniquely necessary to be at the table to
try to determine what in fact this chapter two is.

One last question, if I might, Madam Chairman. I know my time
is almost up. But if the AUMF were to expire, obviously the Presi-
dent would still have significant powers, the traditional powers, the
Commander in Chief powers to defend the Nation, the powers cre-
ated by international law. There are separate statutes that deal
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with counterterrorism activities. Has there been work done to, to
the extent of either of your knowledge, to determine, in the absence
of the current AUMF, would the DOD, more broadly our defense
establishment, have the tools necessary to wage the battle against
terrorism that is needed circa 2014?

Mr. LuMPKIN. Clearly, the President does have constitutional au-
thorities as the Commander in Chief. We have previously—al
Qaeda prior to September 11 has been engaged in the past, so it
can be done.

I think that we are at a natural inflexion point. I think it’s a
good time to sit back and look and see where we're at, look at the
threat in the future, and make sure we clearly craft something that
has left and right flanks, that has a program time to relook to
make sure it serves our interests, and gives us the ability to en-
gage the threats that face us not only today, but also tomorrow.

Senator KAINE. Admiral McRaven, would you have any addi-
tional thoughts on that?

Admiral McRAVEN. No.

Senator KAINE. Thank you very much for that.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you.

We're going to do one more quick round of six minutes and then
if necessary we’ll proceed to the closed session.

I wanted to ask about section 1208. Admiral McRaven, you point-
ed out that 1208 authority has been an enabler for our military op-
erations against foreign terrorist organizations. Why is this author-
ity so important to the counterterrorism operations and do you be-
lieve that an increase of the authority above the $50 million is nec-
essary, and if so why?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am. I can tell you that wherever we
are training forces to conduct counterterrorism operations, host na-
tion forces, surrogate forces, to do that, we are using the 1208 au-
thority. It is just an authority, of course, so it is an authority right
now for me to use up to $50 million to be able to provide training,
equipping, minor MILCON, important things, as we build this sur-
rogate force.

I'll defer to assistant Secretary Lumpkin. I know that
ASD(SOLIC) is requesting an increase in that authority for all the
reasons you just laid out. We are finding that our execution rate
in that authority already this year is closing in on $50 million be-
cause the demand signal out there for this kind of training and
support is so great. Frankly, I think as we move forward and we
find that we need to continue to put pressure on extremist groups
that are out there, we will need more training and probably more
authority. But I'll defer.

Senator HAGAN. Secretary Lumpkin, let me ask you, as part of
that: How do you differentiate support provided to the partners
under section 1208 versus other support provided under more tra-
ditional security force assistance authorities?

Mr. LuMPKIN. Thank you very much. Let me go back to the 1208
first and then I'll come back to that. As you're probably aware, I'm
not only Assistant Secretary of Defense, but I'm also performing
the duties of Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. So I have the
ability to look across the entire policy enterprise, just beyond this
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SOLIC world and domain. When you have that kind of view, you
truly see the benefits of the 1208 program and what it does to cre-
ate operational forces in support of U.S. interests. It’s a tremen-
dous capability.

We do have other authorities, and this goes back to in your open-
ing statement about the patchwork. We also have the 1206, which
does the global train and equip in support of counterterrorism oper-
ations and things of that nature. We've got counternarcotics au-
thorities. We have the—which we have Section 1004, which gives
us the ability to help U.S. law enforcement in support of their oper-
ations in counternarcotics operations, which is this real nexus be-
tween narcoterrorism and even al Qaeda and how they merge the
fungible moneys and how it passes across the different bodies.

We have the global security contingency fund, which is a new
fund that we have available that we’re working. It’s dual key au-
thority with State. We're kind of in the nascent stages and we're
working through it.

But one of my jobs is to grab these different authorities and to
make sure we’re leveraging them to the best of our ability to sup-
port U.S. interests. That is truly no small endeavor, to make sure
we're getting the best bang from the buck and the best return on
investment for the American people.

Senator HAGAN. You mentioned the global security contingency
fund. Do you think that Ukrainian assistance will come under that
area to help build the capacity of the security forces?

Mr. LUMPKIN. Because this is a dual key authority in conjunction
with State, I personally have not engaged with folks at the State
Department on this issue. But I'm more than willing to do so, abso-
lutely.

Senator HAGAN. In the fiscal year 2014 Defense Appropriations
Act, it included an expanded human rights, or Leahy, vetting re-
quirement for the DOD training, equipping, and assistance pro-
grams. To both of you: Do you agree with the intent of the Leahy
vetting requirements, and will the changes that have taken place
impact training and other engagement activities conducted by the
combatant commanders?

Mr. LUMPKIN. At the Department we fully support both the letter
of the law and the intent of the Leahy legislation. Most of our pro-
grams involve a training component as well as an equipping compo-
nent, so we already—the equipment addition for the most recent
legislation is not going to have a significant impact on what we’re
doing.

Just for a scope, I was just briefed that the State Department
does about 170,000 Leahy vetting line items per year. So it is a
massive undertaking. I have had some initial discussions with
them to make sure they can accept this additional

Senator HAGAN. How many more additional do you think it
might involve?

Mr. LUMPKIN. I'm trying to quantify that now, but from the De-
partment and within SOLIC I don’t think it’s going to be that sig-
nificant, to be honest with you, as we go forward, because again
most of our pieces already have a training component. So the
equipping component usually comes along with it.
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Senator HAGAN. In my opening remarks I mentioned something
about the remediation process. Do you have any recommendations
for improving the vetting process or for a remediation process, and
what do the other partnering nations actually do for remediation?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am. The remediation process is an
area where we have an inter-agency working group that’s getting
together to see how we can improve the process. As Secretary
Lumpkin said, I am fully supportive of the Leahy human rights
vetting, always have been. My concern has always been in the proc-
ess and how expeditious the process is for us to get to a solution
whether or not a particular unit has in fact committed gross
human rights violations or has not and therefore we can either con-
tinue on with training or not.

That process I think needs improving between State Department
and the Department of Defense and actually Capitol Hill. We are
working with all three of those in an effort to figure out how do
we adhere to the letter of the law and the spirit of the law, but
do so in a manner that allows us to get back into a training venue
as rapidly as possible if we can confirm that no gross human rights
violations have occurred. So I think there’s a good faith effort going
on amongst the inter-agency to get to that point.

Senator HAGAN. Of the 170,000, do you have any idea a percent
or number that people don’t make the vetting? And then, you men-
tioned gross human rights violations. Is domestic violence included
in any of these?

Mr. LuMPKIN. If I may, my understanding is that 2 percent don’t
pass the vetting requirement, of the 170,000. I don’t have the an-
swer gn the domestic violence piece, but I can take that one for the
record.

[The information referred to follows:]

[SUBCOMMITTEE INSERT]

Senator HAGAN. Thank you.

Senator Fischer.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Admiral, you used the term “irreconcilable” to characterize the
most extreme elements of our adversaries, the terrorists. How do
you separate those who you believe are reconcilable with those who
are irreconcilable? What'’s the difference here?

Admiral McRAVEN. Yes, ma’am. I think it requires thorough
analysis. We don’t take any steps to go after anyone unless we
know for a fact that they are kind of on the irreconcilable number
on the counterterrorism part of direct action. I'm not sure I can
give you a great example of who somebody—I mean, I know who
we think is irreconcilable. Whether or not they are irreconcilable
I think remains to be seen.

But we do look at a body of people—al Qaeda in the Arabian Pe-
ninsula, some of the most virulent members of al Qaeda in the Ara-
bian Peninsula, core al Qaeda, al Qaeda in the Islamic Lands of the
Maghreb. We know that the leadership there I would contend is ir-
reconcilable, that no amount of negotiations, no amount of placa-
tion, is going to put them in a position where they're prepared to
support universal values as we know them.

So as we look at all of the threats out there, I think a determina-
tion is—I know a determination is made as we go through the proc-
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ess of determining whether or not an individual needs to have ac-
tion against them. And that is, again, a very, very well defined,
thorough process to get to that point. But there are a lot of
irreconcilables out there.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you.

Mr. Secretary, do you have anything to add to that?

Mr. LUMPKIN. No, ma’am, I don’t.

Senator FISCHER. For both of you gentlemen: Last week I dis-
cussed the growth of extremists in Syria who want to attack us
here in the United States with General Austin at a hearing. His
response was, and I quote here: “They’ve grown at an exponential
rate and unless we do something to retard that rate a bit and pre-
pare ourselves to counter this threat going forward, then I think
we're going to have a significant issue.”

To both of you: Do you agree with his assessment?

Mr. LuMPKIN. I do. Left unchecked, the problem is only going to
get worse.

Senator FISCHER. Admiral?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am, I do.

Senator FISCHER. And at what point do you see these extremists
in Syria becoming a threat to the United States, to the homeland?

Mr. LuMPKIN. I think that the threat is already bleeding over be-
yond the borders of Syria, as we’re having a spillage into the sur-
rounding nations, which increases, as Admiral McRaven mentioned
earlier, the pressure in the Levant. So I can’t give you a definitive
date when the homeland is in direct threat, but it’s not in the too
distant future.

Senator FISCHER. Admiral?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am, I would agree with Secretary
Lumpkin. Again, my concern about the threat and Syria, while we
can talk about some of the threats in the closed session, I do think
one of the greater threats is the pressure that they are putting on
the Levant and the pressure on Lebanon and the pressure on Jor-
dan and how that will have a cascading effect across that area,
which will have a cascading effect across both North Africa and
Southern Europe and eventually the United States.

Senator FISCHER. Can you speak in open session about how we’re
preparing for those threats?

Mr. LuMPKIN. I cannot. I'm sorry, ma’am.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you.

Also, General Rodriguez last week described eastern Libya as the
fastest-growing area of extremism, and also stated that his biggest
intelligence gap was from northern Mali to eastern Libya. Can you
describe the extremist threat that we’re seeing now in eastern
Libya, either of you gentlemen?

Mr. LuMPKIN. Well, I don’t want to get into

Senator FISCHER. How does that compare to other regions?
Where does that fall on a scale there?

Mr. LUMPKIN. I think that’s kind of the important part, is where
does it fall on the scale. My sense is that Libya isn’t where Syria
is today, but again, left unchecked, left without the proper engage-
ment and building the partnership capacity with the nascent Liby-
an forces, that we could end up in a situation where it’s not too
dissimilar if no attention is paid to it.
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Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am, I would agree with the Sec-
retary.

Senator FISCHER. Where do you see, I guess, our gaps in this re-
gion? Can you speak about that in open session?

Mr. LUMPKIN. Again, I'd prefer to do that in closed session.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Senator HAGAN. All right. I had about one or two more quick
questions.

Senator FISCHER. You can have my time.

Senator HAGAN. I don’t need to take your time. You can have
time, too, but I did want to just mention, going back to the Leahy
vetting, this is an area that I know that Chairman Levin is inter-
ested in, looking at the remediation process. So I hope that
SOCOMs going to continue this conversation with us.

One question on the rapid acquisition authorities. Admiral
McRaven, SOCOM is unique among the combatant commands in
that it not only generates requirements, but also performs acquisi-
tions to provide solutions to these multiple needs and problems.
For urgent requirements, I understand the Capabilities and Devel-
opments System, Urgent, can be used when the SOF units identify
a time-sensitive capability gap or requirement related to the pos-
sible loss of life or mission failure. Do you believe it would be ad-
vantageous for SOCOM to have additional or more flexible rapid
acquisition authorities, and if so what would you suggest?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am. The combat mission needs state-
ment is what a soldier downrange will submit through the process
if he has a requirement that is, again, very urgent, loss of life, or
it puts us in a position to have a comparative advantage over the
enemy. As soon as that combat mission needs statement comes in,
we convene a group at U.S. SOCOM and we take a very quick look
at this. We turn this within about 24 hours to determine whether
or not we can meet the needs of the soldier downrange.

The only issue we have with the combat mission needs statement
right now is it is procurement money. So we can go out and procure
a system for him. What we can’t do is—we don’t have any RDT&E
authority within the combat mission needs statement. So if there
was something that really required some development and it may
mean we couldn’t get it to him on the battlefield in the shortest pe-
riod of time, but we might be able to get him a better product if
we had a little bit of RDT&E money that we could apply towards
that authority of the combat mission needs statement, do the
RDT&E, figure out what the development is, and then get it
downrange to him. So that’s the only thing I would add there.

Senator HAGAN. But you're saying that still from a timeliness
factor?

Admiral MCRAVEN. I'm sorry, ma’am?

Senator HAGAN. It’s still a timeliness factor?

Admiral MCRAVEN. Yes, ma’am, it is, absolutely.

Mr. LUMPKIN. And, ma’am, if I may, we work with U.S. SOCOM
within the Office of the Secretary of Defense. We have the
Counterterrorism Technical Support Office, and what we do is we
have the ability and we do have research and development dollars
in order to support when we can, where we can. We also support
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the interagency as well on requirements, as well as State and local
law enforcement, and there is also an international component to
it as well where we work with our partners and allies to develop
technologies.

But we can help, but there are limitations still.

Senator HAGAN. Let me ask one quick question on Syria. Do you
agree that, absent a change in the balance of power on the battle-
field in Syria, that the Assad regime will not come to the negoti-
ating table in a good faith manner? And in your view are there a
sufficient number of moderate and vetted elements of the Syrian
opposition to change the balance of power on the battlefield? And
do you believe that we’re in a position to conduct a large enough
training and equip program for the vetted moderate elements of
the Syrian opposition force to have a type of impact if we chose to
do so?

Mr. LUMPKIN. A lot of questions there.

Senator HAGAN. I know. I can go back to them. The question is
training the moderate and vetted elements of the opposition force.

Mr. LUuMPKIN. I would prefer to talk about that in a closed ses-
sion, to be honest with you.

Admiral MCRAVEN. Senator, I can tell you that I have the capac-
ity to do that. If a decision is made to train moderate Syrians, we
in the Special Operations arena have the capacity to do that.

Senator HAGAN. Okay. A final question, on attacking the finan-
cial network of the Haqqani network. A major support for the in-
surgency in Afghanistan is the Haqqani network, based out of the
sanctuaries in Pakistan. They provide support both in terms of con-
ducting cross-border attacks against the United States, against the
coalition and Afghan forces, and terms of providing financial sup-
port and equipment to the insurgency.

The Haqqanis have a widespread financial network that supports
their numerous licit and illicit activities in the region. To both of
you: In your view, do we have an in-depth understanding of the
banking and business relationships, both illicit and licit, that fi-
nance the Haqgani network?

Mr. LuMPKIN. I would submit it’s a work in progress. So I would
say we're working to get that, because it changes and it adapts. So
we're working that.

Senator HAGAN. How are we doing to track this financial net-
work and then go after their business interests that support the
network? And what are these businesses?

Mr. LuMPKIN. I think that’s a closed session item, to be honest
with you, ma’am, if possible.

Admiral MCRAVEN. Ma’am, I can tell you we do work with the
FBI and we work with Treasury and we have, a little bit like in
the counterthreat finance piece, we do have folks that are looking
at how the Haqqani network functions. I think we understand the
basic structure of it. The hard part is I'm not sure we understand
the exact mechanisms that if we interdicted would really make a
difference.

I think also a lot of people don’t fully appreciate that it doesn’t
cost a whole lot to train and equip a Haqqani fighter to move from
Pakistan into Afghanistan. So you would have to undercut a very
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large portion of their funding, I think, in order to have a significant
impact on the fighters that we see in the P2K area in Afghanistan.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you.

Well, no other questions?

Senator FISCHER. No.

Senator HAGAN. And Senator Kaine, you said no, too. Well, then
we're going to adjourn. Do you want to go to closed session?

Senator FISCHER. Yes, please.

Senator HAGAN. We will adjourn and we will very, very quickly
proceed to SVC-217. This session is adjourned. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 3:27 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]



