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OPENI NG STATEMENT OF HON. ROGER F. W CKER, U. S
SENATOR FROM M SSI SSI PPI

Chai rman Wcker: This hearing will come to order.
Thank you-all for comng. The commttee neets this norning
to discuss the topic that is of great interest to every
menber of this panel. W're here to tal k about defense
I nnovati on. We nust change the way the Pentagon does
busi ness, otherw se there's no way we can nmaintain
deterrence particul arly agai nst China.

Today, we'll hear fromthree experts. Shyam Sankar
serves as the Chief Technology O ficer at Palantir, which
has done inportant work for the mlitary. M. Sankar has
publ i shed wi dely on innovation, and we | ook forward to
hearing his ideas today. W'II|l also hear fromNate D ller,
who has worked at both the Departnent of Defense and the
House Appropriations Conmttee, where | previously worked
in another life. Today, M. Diller is the CEO of D vergent
Technol ogi es, which is seeking to make revol utionary
changes in manufacturing, and we need revol uti onary changes
i n DOD.

And finally, Janes Geurts, is wth us today. 1In
addition to having one of the cool est nicknanmes around
Hondo, he is ably and successfully served this country as
t he acqui sition executive for both SOCOM and the Navy. So

t hank you-all for being here to tal k about innovati on.
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The past few years have been marked by sone success in
I nnovati on i nprovenents, but we have nmuch nore work to do.
Most of our work is actually ahead of us in this regard.
believe we're poised to go faster and further than we have
thus far. [|I'moptimstic that many of ny coll eagues' i deas
for inprovenents and reformw || have an enthusiastic
reception in this new Pentagon team

| appreciate ny friend, Ranking Menber Reed, for
hol ding a hearing in the previous Congress on the planning,
progranmm ng, budgeting, and execution of the Reform
Comm ssion. | expect we can continue to nake progress in
this new Congress. As a matter of fact, M. Reed, and ny
col | eagues, we need a gane changer, and we need it right
NOW.

The commttee took steps | ast year to renove
unnecessary steps fromthe acquisition process and get
def ense i nnovators nore powerful hiring authorities. W
can and should continue on that positive trajectory. |
recently rel eased the FORGED Act, and published this white
paper entitled Restoring Freedom s Forge: Anerica's
| nnovati on Unl eashed.

And | nust say, | appreciate the positive coments and
response that we've heard fromindustry and from gover nnment
officials. The white paper lays out in specific detail ny

plan to inplenent smart spending practices at DOD. The
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FORGED Act proposes the nost conprehensive set of budgeting
and acquisition reforns in decades.

It focuses on five areas. First, we nmust cut the red
tape that burdens our defense workforce. Qur regul ations
are full of outdated and excessive conpliance requirenents.
Addressing this is exactly the type of work that DOGE is
contenpl ating, and | hope we can nmake progress in this
area. Contracting regulations total nore than 6,000 pages.
Fi nancial regulations add up to nore than 7,000 pages. |'m
I nterested to hear our w tnesses address how this commttee
can reduce the statutory and regul atory burdens, even as we
retain the core el enents of good policy.

Second, we should harness one of our nation's core
advant ages; our world class tech sector, which is built by
American entrepreneurial spirit. Governnent unique
requi renments, have made it nearly inpossible for commercia
conpani es and startups to do business with the Departnent
of Defense. W need to reward conmercial innovation by
maki ng it possible for innovative conpanies to work with
t he Pent agon.

Third, we nust create conpetitive pressure by rapidly
qgualifying new suppliers to help build our weapon systens.
More than 20,000 suppliers have exited the Navy
shi pbui | di ng i ndustrial base in the past 20 years, and

that's just the Navy's industrial base. 20,000 suppliers
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gone. | hope our witnesses wll address how we can | ower
barriers to second sources, and how we can adopt

technol ogies like 3D printing, which can dramatically
reduce costs and expedite production schedul es.

Fourth, we nust enable senior officials to nmanage
progranms by reducing the bureaucracy's ability to veto
their decisions. A typical acquisition nmust satisfy nearly
50 docunentation requirenents and get 50 external sign-
offs. W need to be careful about the taxpayer's noney,
but that is excessive. W need to give program nmanagers
all of the tools they need to success while retaining an
appropriate | evel of checks and bal ances.

Finally, we should nodernize the Defense budget
process by allowi ng noney to nove as fast as technol ogi es
and threats change. It currently takes at |east two years
to request and receive funding. Meanwhile, the commerci al
sect or depl oys new generations of technologies in | ess than
two years, and the Pentagon is continually |agging behind.

We cannot keep conducting business as usual. | repeat
W need a gane changer in this regard, and we need it now,
because the United States is entering the nost dangerous
period we've faced since Wrld War II. Qur adversaries are
rapi dly innovating and | everagi ng conmerci al technol ogi es.
In response, we nust expand our capacity to produce and

sustai n high-end weapons |i ke ships, aircraft, and
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mssiles. At the sane tine, we nust adopt autononous,
adapti ve, and networked or swarm ng systens.

This is not an either-or effort. W nust produce
traditional and innovative systens quickly, and at the
scale of relevance. Doing so wll ensure that we can deter
our adversaries fromtaking action agai nst us and our
interest. In other words, peace through strength. | |ook
forward to discussing those initiatives and nore with our
wi tnesses. And again, | welcone all three of themto our
hearing, and | recognize ny friend, Ranking Menber Reed,

for his remarks.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JACK REED, U.S. SENATOR FROM RHODE
| SLAND

Senat or Reed: Thank you very much, M. Chairman. And
|l et nme join you in welcom ng our wtnesses, M. Janes
Geurts, M. Shyam Sankar, and M. Nathan Diller. Thank
you, gentlenen. You bring unique and i nportant
perspectives to this discussion, and this is a very serious
and i nportant di scussion.

For many years this conmttee has exam ned vari ous
chal l enges for the defense acquisition system Tine and
time again, we have heard the systemis too slow, too
rigid, and too outdated to keep pace with the changi ng
world. As such, the commttee has worked hard and nade
progress towards streanlining the acquisition system

| nportantly, we have hel ped provide the Departnent of
Defense with significant flexibility in the acquisition
authorities, including initiatives like mddle tier
acqui sition, rapid acquisition authority, and other
transaction authority. These authorities are intended to
enabl e the departnent to tailor acquisition strategies and
contracting approaches to fit the needs of each program

| ndeed, |engthy risky prograns demand nore rigor and
oversi ght, whereas | ess risky non-devel opnment progranms may
nove qui cker with fewer bureaucratic checks on the process.

| woul d ask our witnesses for their views on the successes
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and shortcom ngs of these acquisition authorities.

Responsi bl e regulation is key to the success of the
acqui sition and i nnovation ecosystem Decentrali zing
certain aspects of the systemis beneficial, but going too
far may result in poor coordination anong officers, and
coul d introduce duplication and waste. The |ack of
coordi nati on anong the services or stove piping is
especially problematic for prograns that are intended to
| nprove joi ntness throughout the force.

Several years of legislation to reform stove piping
has hel ped alleviate the issue. And further deregulation
I n sonme areas may be useful, but | would caution against
gui ck deci sions that could undercut the progress we have
made. Many existing statutes and regul ati on exi st because
of past failures by the departnent, or poor behavior from
I ndustry, and it's inportant that we remain unconproni sing
stewards of taxpayers' dollars. And | would ask for the
Wi tness's views on this issue, also.

Further, we nust renenber that our acquisition network
Is only as strong as our workforce. To neet grow ng
demands, the acquisition workforce nmust grow accordingly to
I ncl ude contracting officers, subject matter experts, and
skilled technicians in the defense industrial base. In
this regard, |I'mconcerned that we have al ready begun to

see attacks on the departnent civilian workforce. The
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Trunp Adm ni stration has taken pride in the threat to sl ash
t he bureaucratic workforce, arguing a fal se equival ence
bet ween fewer personnel and greater efficiency.

Ironically, reducing the acquisition workforce is
likely to increase the contracting tineline and elimnate
positions that support acquisition professionals wll
I nject new inefficiency into the network. | would
appreciate our witness's thoughts on the interdependencies
of the acquisition workforce and their recommendations to
make sure that acquisition workforce is appropriately sized

and trai ned.

Finally, | would like to point out that innovation is
nore than technol ogy. Inproving the Defense Departnent's
I nnovation strategies wll require nore than overhauling
systens or increasing funding. It will require bold
thinking by | eaders at every level of the enterprise. |I'm

rem nded of a quote attributed to Wnston Churchill,
"Gentl enen, we have run out of noney now. W have to
think." Successful innovation requires creative people to
not only adapt to new technol ogi es, but to adapt processes
to new situations where technology is not yet avail abl e.
Now, we nust think.

To help us do so, |I look forward to hearing fromthis
i nsightful panel of experts, and | hope we can work

together to develop a better understandi ng of how t he
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Departnent of Defense can adapt quickly to a changing

worl d. Thank you again to our wtnesses, and | | ook

forward to your testinony. Thank you,

TP One
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Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very nuch, M. Reed. And

l et me say, we're going to hear fromour w tnesses now, and

we'll have a round of five-mnute question and answer. |'m
going just so that this Senator will understand and be
prepared. |1'mgoing to yield ny five mnutes to M. Sheehy

because he has to preside in a few nonents. So, after the
openi ng statenents, M. Sheehy will ask questions and
they' Il be followed by the ranking nenber, and then we'l]l
go forward with Senator Fischer and on down.

M. Sankar, we're delighted to have you and you are

recogni zed for as nuch as five m nutes.
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STATEMENT OF SHYAM SANKAR, CHI EF TECHNOLOGY OFFI CER
AND EXECUTI VE VI CE PRESI DENT, PALANTI R TECHNOLOG ES

M. Sankar: Well, thank you, Chairman W cker, Ranking
Menber Reed, nenbers of the commttee. Thank you for the
opportunity to testify today. M. Chairman, | want to
commend you on your proposal. | was fist punping in the
air when | was reading it, and this is exactly the kind of
reformthat we need to w n.

|'ve spent nearly two decades at Palantir fighting the
bureaucracy to deliver cutting edge technology to our war
fighters. And ny nessage today is sinple; that defense
I nnovati on and procurenent are broken at precisely the
nmonent. W need themto deter and defeat our adversaries,
and for reasons that are profoundly un-Anmerican.

The root of the problemis that the Pentagon is a bad
custoner. |It's also the only custoner. The defense narket
I's functionally a nonopsony where a sol e buyer shapes the
mar ket with prescriptive requirenents, conplex regul ations
in five-year plans worthy of Stalin, the Cold War is over,
and everyone has given up on Communi sm except for Cuba, and
seem ngly, with the DOD.

The nonopsony has created a divide between defense and

comrercial sectors. | call this the great schism but you

can think of it like the Berlin Wall. On the conmerci al

side of the wall, conpanies are free to conpete and to
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I nnovate. On the Defense side, a dw ndling nunber of
contractors toil away for the nonopsony. More and nore,
they resenbl e state-owned enterprises instead of the

I nnovati ve founder-driven conpanies that they were once
were. The conpanies fit enough to clinb the wall and
defect to the free world did so | ong ago.

M. Chairman, if we're going to wn again, we need to
tear down this wall. And your report hel ps us do just
that. First, cut the red tape. Defense procurenent is
constrained by nountains of regulations that paralyze
| eaders and punish creativity. This is not what was
I ntended, but this is reality.

And the road to hell is paved with good intentions.
For exanple, the DOD 5,000 series, it was 7 pages when
David Packard wote it inthe '"70s. It's now 2,000 pages.
That's an 11 percent conpounded growth rate. One of the
few areas the Departnent outperforns the market.

El i m nati ng burdensone regul ati on nust be a priority
because no anmount of process can save us, but it can
destroy us.

Second, unl eash innovation. To do that, we need to
reverse this great schism During the Cold War, 6 percent
of Defense spending on maj or weapons went to defense
specialists. Chrysler nade cars and mi ssiles. General

MIls nmade serial and torpedoes. That great schism we
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need to turn it on its head. Today, that 6 percent has
turned into 86 percent going to defense specialists.

Ameri ca needs our prinmes, and that's precisely why we need
to ensure that they are subject to commercial incentives
and to market pressure to keep themfit.

We can fix this by ending the cost-plus nentality,
whi ch makes us sl ower, poorer, and dunber. SpaceX reduced
| aunch costs by 85 percent. That sinply isn't possible in
a cost-type domain. W also need to stress a conmerci al
first mndset in procurenent. FASA is already the | aw of
the land. Perhaps we should just enforce it.

Third, increased conpetition. Yes, please. But also,
we need to increase conpetition inside of government.
During the early Cold War, the services conpeted agai nst
each other to develop the best ballistic mssiles. The
Navy's Polaris, and the Air Force's Mnuteman ultimately
won, but not before the Jupiter, Thor, Atlas, and Titan
wer e devel oped in sonme form

Today, the bureaucracy woul d di sparage that that
contest as duplication. | see a conpetitive market with
mul ti pl e buyers' pressure to innovate and no single point
of failure for the departnent.

Fourth, enabl e decisive action. W are a nation born
of Founding Fathers. W understand the inportance of great

creative |leadership. In place of the cargo cult that
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worshi p's process. Let's enpower our people. W wouldn't
have |1 CBMs wi t hout Schriever, the nuclear Navy w thout

Ri ckover, the Apollo program w thout CGene Kranz. |
chal | enge you to nanme a conparabl e figure overseei ng nost
maj or prograns today. And it's not for a lack of talent,
but we need to stop rotating people |ike fungible cogs
every two or three years, and give themthe tine and the
space to create.

Fifth, nodernize the budget process. A budget is a
pl an, and right now we are planning to fail. No private
conpany could survive if it took two years to budget for
projects internally. They would be conpl etely outconpeted
in the market. The fiscal OODA | oop is not survivable, and
that's what sets the pace for the industrial base.

Deci sion-makers in the building deserve to be treated
| i ke deci sion-makers with a pot of noney and the discretion
to reprogramrapidly to neet new threats unless we actually
do believe in central planning.

We shoul dn't be under any illusions about how hard
t hese changes will be. You have to nobilize talent around
It and attack the problem again and again, and that's why |
think this hearing and this proposal is so val uable.

M. Chairman, | |ook forward to taking your questions.
Thank you.

[ The prepared statenent of M. Sankar follows:]
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Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very nuch,

M. Dller,

TP One

you' re recogni zed.
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STATEMENT OF NATHAN P. DI LLER, CH EF EXECUTI VE OFFI CER
DI VERGENT | NDUSTRI ES | NC.

M. Diller: Chairman Wcker, Ranking Menber Reed, and
di sti ngui shed nenbers of the conmttee, it is an honor to
di scuss defense innovation and acquisition reformw th you
t oday.

At the core of this discussion, we nust focus on
ensuring Anerica' s ability to deter aggression and create
t hat overwhel m ng strength, while mnimzing risk to human
life, and reducing the burden on the taxpayer.
Unfortunately, Anerica's ability to deter is at its | owest
poi nt in many, many decades.

That said, the FORGED Act coupled with a nultitude of
ot her successes, | eaves ne nore optimstic today that
Anmerica cannot only reverse this trend, but actually do it
In a way that creates a renai ssance in Anerican
manuf acturing and actually unl ocks human creativity. But
we nust act today.

| think the word forge provides sonme personal narkers
for me. Anerica' s manufacturing output tripled that of
China during the tinme that | was pulling forged pl ows
growng up on a farm By the tine | flew F-16s dropping
forged bonbs, we were at parity. Today as we discussed The
FORGED Act, China nore than doubles our manufacturing

out put .
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After years in defense innovation and acquisition, |I'm
convinced that a nation that does not manufacture
t echnol ogy cannot maintain a technological and mlitary
advantage. And this is what led ne to transitioning to
di vergent technol ogies today | ed by Kevin Czinger and his
son Lucas, where they are truly revolutionizing the factory
today, bringing us an ability to actually turn great ideas
i nto hardware for deterrence.

Daily, Divergent seemngly transfornms a car factory
Into a weapons factory. |t is operating at production
scal es, leveraging 700 patents driven by Al. And right
now, we are literally printing our 253 mle an hour
hypercar in the norning and cruise mssiles in the
afternoon. This can be done. It is all nade in Anerica.

W're in agreenents with nost defense prinmes and many
of our great Anerican startups delivering capabilities for
air, land, sea, and space. The capital efficiency that
conmes fromthis agility can reduce taxpayer burden
i ncrease war fighting capability, and quickly rebuild U S
gl obal innovation and manufacturing dom nance.

What acquisition reformis needed to bol ster defense
I nnovati on and attract conpanies |ike Divergent to create
Anerican mlitary advantage? First, we have to be very
clear of turning Anerica's software advantage into a

har dwar e advantage. W nust foster conpetition for fully
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digital and Al -driven design and production systens so
America can build.

We must scal e innovation successes. New acquisition
pat hs and organi zati ons have created access to nobilize a
broad industrial base with the ability to create a hedge
portfolio of software-driven hardware. But it is not clear
that we have the structure to scale this to success.

Three, we need to build a civil reserve manufacturing
network so America can build. The factory is the weapon.
The taxpayer buys billions of dollars of weapons every year
solely for war. Wy are we not buying sone factories as a
service? These factories distributed, could produce parts
for legacy platforns to ensure we can fight tonight, can
scal e a hedge portfolio, or produce comrercial goods in a
way that bol sters conpetition, increases our mlitary
resiliency and capabilities, and saves billions of dollars
to the taxpayer.

The termforge is fitting to express the gravity of
this nonent. This act of forging is literally defined eras
In civilization going back to the Bronze Age as societies
use the process to turn ideas into hardware. The title
FORGED Act is appropriately to conmuni cate the energency
situation that we are in in Anerica today as our eroded
capacity of turning ideas into hardware is creating this

national crisis.

20
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Fortunately, visionaries nobilize a whol e-of -nation
effort in Wrld War Il. It is tinme for Freedom s Forge
2.0. And while we're in energency state, | amoptimstic
because | believe the ingredients are present for a general
generational shift in manufacturing and defense i nnovation
that could be nore notable than going fromthe Stone Age to
the Bronze Age. |'mconfident Anerica will forge that
peaceful and prosperous era together. Ladies and
gentlenen, it's tine to build.

[ The prepared statenent of M. Diller follows:]

[ COWM TTEE | NSERT]
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Chai rman W cker:
Dller.
M. Ceurts.

TP One

Thank you very,
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STATEMENT OF HONORABLE JAMES F. CGEURTS, FORMER
ASS| STANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY, RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND
ACQUI SI TI ON

M. Ceurts: Chairman Wcker, Ranking Menber Reed,
di sti ngui shed nenbers of the commttee, it's good to be
back here with you, again. And it's quite an honor to be
here for this discussion. Having spent the |ast al nost 40
years of mny career trying to drive innovation in
acquisition as a person in uniform as a civilian, as an
appoi ntee, and now in the private sector, it's a subject
that's near and dear to ny heart, and | think critically
| nportant for our nation.

|"ve had the honor to | ead sone of the nation's finest
acquisition teans in tinme of war and gl obal conpetition.
And |'ve seen what's possi ble when there's a clear
understandi ng of intent, a sense of urgency at all levels
of the organi zation, a close connection between the
acqui rer and the operator, a robust and diverse network of
i ndustry partners, transparency to all the stakehol ders,
and an enpowered and account abl e acqui sition workf orce.

Unfortunately, over the | ast several decades, our
ability to do this at scale across the departnent has
decayed. The industrial base that service so well after
Wrld War Il is not up to the challenges right now that we

need as a nation alone. The accumul ati on of decades of
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statutes, regul ati ons, processes, special interests, all
wel | -i ntentioned about which perneate the bureaucracy, have
hobbl ed our ability to adapt and change

The risk-averse culture that that's driven has
di ffused accountability across nultiple organizations,
departnents, and the workforce so that it's unclear who's
actual ly accountable to deliver, and they are not enpowered
to actually deliver the results we need fromthem

The chal | enges facing the departnent and nation are
many. The nation needs to be innovative, productive, and
agile; while also ensuring they're relentl ess stewards of
t he taxpayer dollar rather than trying to rebuild the
I ndustrial base we once had. | believe we need to focus on
building the future industrial network that we need that
gives us the ability to scale and the ability to be agile
in this time of global conpetition.

Har nessi ng our collective capabilities, talents, and
I nnovations into such a dynam c and aligned network w ||
hel p overcone the limtations, and linear thinking, risk-
aver se approaches that have been inpairing the nation's
conpetitive capability.

Since I'mthankful that this conmttee is placing such
an enphasis on this issue and amoptimstic with the tenets
of the FORGED Act, we have a systenmtic issue and we' ve got

to attack it systematically. W've tried over the | ast
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coupl e of decades tweaki ng, maki ng sone changes here,
maki ng sone changes there. But if we're really going to
act at the scale and with the speed, we need as a nation,
we need to overhaul both our approach to the industri al
base, focusing on this industrial network, as well as
| everaging a clearly accountabl e and enpowered acqui sition
wor kf or ce.

Thanks for the opportunity to appear before you, and |
| ook forward to your questions.

[ The prepared statenent of Hon' Geurts follows:]

[ COWM TTEE | NSERT]
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Chai rman Wcker: Thanks to all three of you. I'm
going to add for the benefit of the listening public and
those in the audience. Typically, in a hearing |ike this,
where there are three witnesses, the majority suggests two
of the witnesses, the mnority suggests one. It would be
hard for the listening public to know which w tness today
was a majority wtness and which witness was a mnority
W tness. So, | do appreciate your thoughtful testinony.
And at this point for it to begin our questioning, Senator
Sheehy, you were recognized for five m nutes.

Senat or Sheehy: Thank you, Chairnman.

Everyt hi ng you guys said, of course is, | think,
pretty blatantly accurate for everybody. And the word
I nnovation is throwm around a | ot for defense acquisition
and systens developnent. And | don't think we really have
an innovation problem Private conpanies innovate. W
have all these fusion |abs within the mlitary that
I nnovate actually pretty well. The challenge is adopting
the innovation on a programmatic |level and then fielding it
qui ckly.

And | think, Hondo, you know, when you and | were in
t oget her, you know, | served as a SEAL team | eader and we'd
have I ED threats that would -- the eneny would watch with
t he bi nocul ars how we woul d di sarm an | ED or what

technol ogy we'd use. And the next day they woul d change
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their design. Literally, the next day. | nean, they go
back to their garage, they'd rewire it, and then cone out
the next day. And our policies for fielding equipnment to
counter those I EDs were stuck at the pace of our defense
acquisition system W'd send that feedback back hone, and
maybe a year or two later, we'd get a new jammer or a new
tactic out and God bl ess the guys out there doing it which
is me a lot of the tine.

Unfortunately, our ability to innovate, we didn't
I nnovate at the speed of the threat. W innovated at the
speed of bureaucracy. And we can innovate, but adopting
that quickly is the biggest challenge. So, | nean, it's
open to anybody, especially you, Hondo, comng from a
career in that acquisition system You know, what's the
si ngl e bi ggest change we can nake as a | egislative body
qui ckly to encourage adoption of the innovation that
al ready exists?

M. Geurts: Yes, sir. Thank you for the question.
concur. Many of our roadbl ocks are self-inflicted and
culturally reinforced, and it's for a lot of different
reasons. | think the nunber one thing you can do is that
you can enpower the program manager and hold them
accountable. R ght now, program nmanagers answer to a --
you know, dozens and dozens of fol ks they have to go get

perm ssion to nove a dollar to a better priority. |If they
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see a new technol ogy that conmes out, they have to spend
years creating a programto adopt. | think that's one.

And then, two, breaking down this barrier so that --
| isten, we need defense prinmes. As Shyam said, we need new
entrants, we need commercial providers. W need program
managers that have the authority to actually pick, have
visibility of all those things, and then rapidly be able to
choose the best perforner.

And then, finally, we've got to break down the barrier
that we've created between the person buying the equi pnent
and the person using the equipnent. Again, well-

I ntentioned headquarters staffs that have accumul ated over
time reviewing that reviewer to doer ratio. So get the
doers doing, get themaligned with the operational needs,
give themthe flexibility to nmake the best decisions and

t hen hold them accountable to deliver.

Senat or Sheehy: And M. Sankar, a question for you.
| love your witeup, by the way. Agree 100 percent. And
when | got out, | actually started a defense conpany
nyself. We ended up having to split the conpany in two
| argely for investnent purposes, because what you refer to
as, you know, that wall, which is very accurately
portrayed.

But in addition to the acquisition regulations and

the, you know, DCAA accounting requirenents and all that,
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there's also a restriction of you can innovate sonething
comercially and to bring that innovation back in and have
a cross-feed val ve where the defense technol ogy benefits
from comercial innovation is alnost not allowed. And
therefore, we're mssing out on a nassive pool of --
especially as we nove into machine | earning nodels and Al,
we can't benefit from comercial.

I n your experience, how can the DOD better |everage
commerci al innovations to make sure that the defense
I nnovation is adopted at the speed that private sector
I nnovation is?

M. Sankar: Well, thank you. You know, | think
Congress and its wisdomsaw this in the '90s, right? This
is why we have the Federal Acquisition Streanlining Act,
which is that the commercial, you have a nuch broader
mar ket around whi ch you can anortize your R&D in the
comrercial world, and you can bring that stuff at a | ower
risk and with nuch greater speed to the DOD.

W were able to deliver the operation warp speed
supply chain in two weeks during Operation War Seed,
because actually two years before that, we had built very
simlar solution in oil and gas. You can't connect those
dots prospectively. | didn't nmake that investnent in oi
and gas because | knew it would pay off when the nation

needed it for a Covid vaccine distribution.

29
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But really, if you're going after these hard probl ens,
you can benefit whol e-of-nation. At sone point in tine,
every car, canmera, and serial box that Anmericans bought
actual Iy subsidized our national security. So, | think
woul d attack this systematically by thinking about what are
the barriers that have neant that we have devel oped a
defense industrial base and | ost our Anerican industrial
base.

Now, | think the real issue here, to your point, we
don't have an innovation problem You know, innovation
doesn't need capital. Anerica's capital markets are the
deepest and richest in the world. Dare | say, if you're
unabl e to finance your idea, that probably tells you
sonet hi ng about your idea in this country.

But i nnovation does need custoners. And so,
shortening that OODA | oop, the fiscal OODA loop. | think
we'd be better off spending half the noney tw ce as
quickly. It's really time, speed has a quality all of its
own here. And that's how we drive up comercial adoption.
It wwll pull these folks into the industrial base in a way
that we real ly need.

Yes, we need to cut the red tape. W need to get rid
of sone of these regulations. But | think the biggest
barrier is encouragi ng adopti on, enpowering our people. So

much of this, | couldn't agree nore with Senator Reed's
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comments that technology is -- it's not a technol ogy
problem It's actually a people problem a |eadership
problem You can't chop off a lot of our regulations. You
know, somethi ng goes wong, we conme up with a new rule.
We're trying to chop off one end of the distribution of al
the things that can go wong. You can't do that w thout
maki ng sure nothing can go right either.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you, M. Sankar. M. Reed.

Senator Reed: Thank you very much, M. Chairman.

M. Geurts, we all recognize how critical a workforce
Is to get anything done, and this is particularly a case in
acqui sition. What's your assessnent of the departnent's
acqui sition workforce today in terns of its capacity and
capability?

M. Geurts: | think it is mxed. W have a very
tal ented workforce that's been hobbled for a bunch of
years. But they're also not fully informed on the ful
mar ket that's available to them And so | think as we nake
-- as a commttee here nmakes all of these what it's | ook
| i ke very val ue-added changes, we've got to nake sure we
handl e the i npl enentation step. Because right now we have
| ots of great authorities in the departnent. W have not
| npl emented themto their full extent, nor trained the
wor kforce to be able to | everage themto their full extent.

So, part in part wwth change in the authorities and
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rul es needs to be rapid inplenentati on gui dance, and then
rapid training, and then hold everybody accountable after
you' ve done those two steps.

Senator Reed: One of the observations that | made,
particularly in regard to submarine construction, is Covid
sort of triggered a premature retirenent of a | ot of
gover nnment supervisors, workforce acquisition specialists,
et cetera. And we're lacking in those people, their
experience, frankly. And it cones down to people, as M.
Sankar said. Do we have to nmake a special effort to
rebuild that workforce?

M. Ceurts: Sir, | would do two things. One, we've
got to review the reviewer to doer ratio. So we have a | ot
of the workforce tied up in nmultiple |levels of reviewthat
coul d be deployed to help i mediately and get those assets
doi ng work, not review ng other people's work they're
doi ng.

Secondly, we need to create a training pipeline, which
fully informs them of how commerci al markets work, how
venture capital markets work, how traditional manufacturing
wor ks, how new advance nanufacturing works so they're
exposed to all of these opportunities, and then hold them
accountable for creating a strategy that bets | everages all
of those capabilities.

Senator Reed: Thank you, M. Sankar, thank you for
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your testinony. One of the approaches we took was trying
to attract the non-traditional defense contractor. That
was a termthat's sort of changed over tine because now
many of these non-traditional defense contractors are
actually defense contractors. |In addition, they al so have
access to and involved with governnents in many different
capacities. Wuld you recomend any changes to this
approach of the non-traditional defense contractor?

M. Sankar: Thank you. | think what we seek with
non-traditionals is the sane power of the American econony,
which is that people will take their private capital and
put it at risk to build new things and offer it to the
government, not at the taxpayer's expense. And if it
works, that's great, and if it doesn't, no harmto the
t axpayer.

And that's what you see with the non-traditionals,
that they're going and raising private capital. They're
putting their balance sheet at risk, they're delivering
t hese innovations. If | was to contrast that to the
traditional market, what the nonopsonist prefers is | wll
pay you by the hour. | wll control everything you're
doing. | will own what you ultimately create. And then we
are surprised that that category of traditional player
isn't investing nore in R&D. Well, | think, literally,

we've gotten the industrial base that we' ve incentivized

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

getting. So, | think, you know, ny hope is actually we
could find nore ways of turning what we today view as the
traditionals into non-traditional, that would be the

al cheny that really powers our national security.

Senator Reed: One other aspect. Just observation and
we all understand that the defense industrial base has
shrunk dramatically from 20 years ago. A lot of that was
t hrough nergers, acquisitions. |In some cases, |looking at a
t hreat eni ng young conpetitive conpany and buying it for
reasons that m ght not be appropriate. How can we sort of
stop that?

M. Sankar: Well, |I'mspending ny tinme personally on
that. So, | think the antidote to the Last Supper, this
consol i dation wave that happened is what we should call a
first breakfast. You know, how do you know as Pal antir has
bl azed a trail, survive the valley of death? | want to now
| oner the | adder and nmake it possible for many nore new
entrants to get there.

How do | reduce the tine it takes to get
accreditation? How do | enable it to field, yourself, not
In an exercise that's not real, but in the actual war
fighting needs. GCet nore feedback and nore scale as a
consequence. W need a positive-sum m ndset here. And the
bi g shrinking that happened during the Last Supper

encourages a zero-sumthinking, which we need to get out
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of .

Senator Reed. Thank you.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very nmuch, M. Reed.
Before | turn to Senator Fischer, M. Geurts, this changing
the reviewer to doer ratio we could do that w thout a
changing the statute, could we not?

M. Ceurts: In sone cases, yes, in sone cases, no.
So, there are certain parts of the statute that require,
you know, different offices review things. | think over
tinme, we've let the functional side get -- you know, the
contracting fol ks have to review it independently,

I ndependent flight test authority. So many of those are
internal, but a ot of those are driven by either statute
or intent from external stakehol ders.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very nuch. Senator
Fi scher. You're recogni zed.

Senator Fischer: Thank you, M. Chairman.

M. Ceurts, the inpact of CRs on the departnent, it's
wel | docunented whether limting new starts or the
chal | enges of increasing production rates. Wile CRS
result in concrete negative inpacts, the departnent has
little influence over whether a CR actually occurs since
appropriations are the purview of Congress. Based on your
experience, are there any specific recommendati ons you have

t hat woul d enabl e the departnent to continue to nmake

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

36

progress on certain progranms, even through a CR?

M. Ceurts: Thank you. Yeah, CRs are very damagi ng
to a rapid and agile workforce. One of the reasons is you
have to -- if you' re applying an award of contract for the
year and now the CRS occurring, you're doing it in, you
know, three-nonth increments or two-nonth increnents, and
it ties up both sides. So, | think anywhere we can create
authorities, if it's small prograns, if it's prograns that
we're know - -

Senator Fischer: Sir, is there any place right now
that the departnent can continue its progress or does it,
do you know of anything or it's all shut down?

M. Ceurts: It's really challenging because of the
specificity of the CR and the challenges. | think sonme of
the services have asked for special authorities in areas
that are very dynamc. | know the Arny has asked for
authorities to be able to rapidly reprogram and be fl exible
in like electronic warfare, and UASs, counter-UASs. So |
think there's areas where it's really a dynam c environnent
that | think we could work together to build a trust to be
able to have nore flexibility in the CR period.

Senator Fischer: GCkay. Thank you. M. Dller, do
you have anything to add froma private sector perspective
on this?

M. Diller: Yes, Senator, | think there have been
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sone not abl e changes just over starting with the Fiscal
Year 2024 Defense Appropriations Bill, that that provided
sonme of that agility that is key. |If we |ook at how

gui ckly our acquisition nodel works, where we're budgeting,
and in instances, it's taking four years for sonething to
actually cone avail abl e.

That certainly is not the case froma private sector
If we | ook at the pace that |arge | anguage nodels in
artificial intelligence have occurred right there. Those
budgets were being built two to four years ago. And so |
woul d commend the work of the appropriators that have
| ooked to see what type of flexibility allows the speed of
I nnovation that is actually happening in the private
sector.

It gets to this question of adoption, of innovation.
And so, | think really great pilots have happened. And
when we | ook at the ability to scale, it certainly -- at
sonme point the nmeasure needs to be how can we get the
funding that actually allows that production and the
nmovenent ?

And | think there's been increased abilities. W |oo0k
at digital approaches to actually creating trust across the
Pot omac River, where the Pentagon and the Congress can
actually get a higher degree of assurance that the noney is

bei ng spent quickly. This is being piloted right now with
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DIU and | think that is going well. It's good for
I ndustry, it's good for trust across the |legislative and
executive branch.

Senat or Fischer: Thank you. M. Sankar, in your work
wth the departnent, what are sone of the key factors that
limt your conpany's ability to innovate?

M. Sankar: | think really if you think about our --
when we first started the business, | thought our
conpetition was going to be the prinmes. That the prines
woul d be threatened by the innovation of what we were
creating. But actually, the entity that was nost
t hreat ened was the existing programof record. So, it's
our inability to tol erate heterogeneous innovation con ng
from a nunber of pl aces.

You know, all innovation starts off as sonething that
I's heterodox. It's going to challenge the status quo; it's
going to upset the apple cart. So, we need to enable nore
flowers to bloom and to recognize that innovation is
fundanental |y messy and chaotic. And any attenpt to put
process around it and nmake it clean destroys the
I nnovati on.

Senator Fischer: M. Geurts, as a fornmer acquisition
official, what do you think are DODs nbst prom sing
initiatives to be able to take advantage of that comrerci al

I nnovati on?
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M. Ceurts: So, | think, if |I |look back 10 to 15
years ago, | think there was a divide between the
commercial industry's interest in national security and the
governnment's trust that they could actually deliver
sonething relevant to national security. And if you | ook
over the last 5 years in particular, that has, that el ement
I s broken down. So, the conversations are starting to
occur, the trust is starting to occur, the denonstrated
success is starting to occur. Now, we have to do that at
scale as a matter of business, not as an exception.

Senat or Fischer: Thank you. Thank you, M. Chair.

Chai rman W cker: Thank you, Senator Fischer. Senator
Shaheen.

Senat or Shaheen: Thank you, M. Chairman. And thank
you to each of our w tnesses for being here today.

| recently took over as the ranking nenber of the
Senate Foreign Relations Commttee. And one area that
conmes up over and over again is ensuring that our foreign
mlitary sal es process works not just for us, but for our
allies, for our mlitary, and for our industries. And to
ensure that we maxi mze the capabilities of our alliances,
we need to focus on being able to fight in an interoperable
and coordinated way with our allies and partners. | assune
that you would each agree with that. You're noddi ng.

So, M. Ceurts, how should industry and gover nnent

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

40

t hi nk about and be working to ensure that Anerican

busi nesses can work with our counterparts, wth our allies
In Australia and Japan and South Korea to ensure that
systens are built on conpatible architectures that all ow
coordi nati on between our forces in conbat?

M. Geurts: | think a couple things. One would be
anywhere we can reduce the FMS burden in terns of
regul ation, and statute, and things that make it hard to do
FMS sal es, and things that disincentivize our allies and
partners wanting to use the FM5 system

Secondly, | think as comercial --

Senat or Shaheen: Are there specifics that you woul d
poi nt to?

M. Geurts: | think there's been a nunber of studies
on areas that we can break down. A lot of it's the review
timeline. A lot of it's the external authorities. | think
there's work to be done there. And then I think as
comrercial is global, there are areas where we can | everage
comrerci al capabilities that do span nany of our allies and
partners that are already interoperable fromthe start and
| everage those versus trying to back in interoperability
froma custom DOD-nade area. W've got to differentiate
it. It's not one or the other. W need both.

Senat or Shaheen: | certainly agree with that. M.

Diller, one of the things that has happened as the result
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of the war in Ukraine is that we've watched how creative

t he WUkraini ans have been with many of their responses to
that war. Do you think that there are | essons that we
shoul d be taking from what the Ukrainians have been able to
do?

M. Diller: Yes, ma'am Unfortunately, | don't know
that our defense prines or our startups responded in the
way that we necessarily would want to that type of crisis.
| do think, fundanentally, as has been discussed with ny
col |l eagues, this is an industrial -based problemin Anerica,
not just a defense industrial-based problem

And so how do we | ook at taking the next |eap that
allows the factory to be part of that war system that war
fighting systen? You see agility in Ukraine that you are
actually getting hardware to evolve at the speed of
sof t war e.

On your previous question about FMS, if we can
actual ly have 21st century manufacturing systemthat is
digitally driven. 1t allows us to actually have that
factory evolving at the pace of the war to close that OODA
| oop, as it's called, and to create both interoperability
bet ween nations, and to be able to scale and remain agile
i n warfare.

Senat or Shaheen: Thank you. M. Sankar, |I'ma big

proponent of small business. They create 16 tines nore
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patents than | arge businesses. One of the ways that we try
and take advantage of that innovation is through the Small
Busi ness | nnovati on Research Program which has been very
successful. | knowit's a programthat Palantir has worked
W t h extensively.

So, | amvery concerned about the order that just cane
out fromthe acting director of the Ofice of Managenent
and Budget that essentially puts on hold any financi al
assi stance that's dedicated to any prograns |ike SBIR
There are 82 of those prograns within the Departnent of
Def ense. What does it do to the research that's going on
I n our small businesses when there's that kind of a halt on
the program and we don't know how long it's going to | ast,
and we don't know whether it's going to be forever, or if
they're going to be able to resune what they're doi ng?

M. Sankar: Well, what | can certainly speak to is
the value of small business. So, if we think about the
Anmerican system This is about David versus Goliath, and
you know, we need the small business programto continue to
encourage nmany nore Davids to get out there. But we should
be clear that we want David to get big. You know, where,
where the small business program may be failing our
existing entrepreneurs is it's just enough to keep them
small. A class of indentured servants living as small

busi nesses. But that's not what we aspire for them W
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want the small guy to have an opportunity to becone the
next ki ng.

And so, if there were ways of continuing to evolve
t hat program so that we were hol ding ourselves collectively
nore accountable to how many of our snmall businesses were
able to get big, how many of them are now defining the next
frontiers of what we're doing in defense innovation,

t hi nk the nation would be nmuch better off.

Senat or Shaheen: | certainly agree with that, and
hope that we can | ook at the next stages of the SBIR
Programto do that.

Chai rman W cker: Thank you, Senator Shaheen. Senat or
Rounds.

Senat or Rounds: Thank you, M. Chairman. First of
all, let me thank all of you for being here today and
hel ping us in this project.

Al bert Einstein, in a letter to President Roosevelt,
Identified the risk of losing to Nazi Germany with regard
to the possibility of a nuclear bonb. He tal ked about the
need the United States to take |l ead role and basically
begin that project. At the sane tine, once that occurred,
the Manhattan Project was ordered, we started a process
wi thin our industrial base and within the scientific
community that was unbelievable at the tinme. And part of

It had to do with a whole lot of really, really bright
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peopl e talking to one another, both fromw thin the
Departnment of Defense, within the National Laboratories as
t hey had existed back then, the universities, but also the
mlitary, and the political |eaders.

Today, | guess ny question, to begin with, we face a
very simlar situation right now with the inplenentation of
Al, and with adversaries who are noving very, very rapidly.
And this tool that we have, this Al tool, the countries
that are best able to incorporate it and to nove it forward
as quickly as possible, are going to win the race
mlitarily and economically as well.

M. Ceurts, in the tinme that you were within the
Depart nent of Defense, how often did you actually have a
round table or a visit with sone of the key thought
| eaders, industrial base |eaders, innovators? D d you ever
sit down and just have a round table with them or is that
restricted?

M. Ceurts: Yes, sir, | did. | would, both of ny
time in special ops and in the Navy, we would create the
forum for those kinds of discussions. And | would concur.
Havi ng t hose kinds of discussions is fully available within
the statute and critically inportant to understanding the
opportunities that are in front of us and how to | everage
the full ecosystem

Senat or Rounds: M. Sankar, Palantir is recognized as

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

45

an innovative organi zation, a thought |eader a proven
facilitator in many cases with regard to Al inplenentation.
How often are you invited into the Pentagon to sit down and
to visit, to tal k about how you can coordinate with our

pur chasi ng organi zers, the acquisition people, in terns of
actually acquiring the best and coordinating it with the
weapon systens that we have today?

M. Sankar: |1'd say it's pretty a m xed bag. There
are certain parts of the community that are very proactive
I n seeking advice and interest fromoutsiders, actually
even seeking help and pulling together the right groups of
fol ks who woul d be conpletely non-traditional and very far
away from defense. And there are others that have a nore
captive sort of approach to this.

Senator Rounds: You ever been invited in to sit down
and tal k?

M. Sankar: A fewtinmes | have, yes.

Senator Rounds: M. Diller?

M. Diller: So that, | think, if we |look at the
I nnovati on progress that's happened over the |last, you
know, decade or so. | think you kind of see three
different eras of this starting with the conversation wth
the launch of DIU. Eventually, though, that conversation
needed to nove into sonething nore neani ngful, which

think started where we got to contracts, where notable
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civil reformallowed those conversations to happen agai nst
sonetinmes large inertial hurdles that thought that
conversation coul dn't happen.

| think we need to get to this third era that actually
I's how do we turn this into capability? How do we actually
scale to get hardware and software so that this is not an
epi sodi ¢ conversation, but this is the way we conduct war
in America, this is how we nobilize Arerica for war. And
that is still a gap that | think is needing to be filled.
But |"moptimstic that we're on a path building on these

successes and these pilots that is possible.

Senator Rounds: Look, | agree with you that that's
the path forward. |'mjust questioning whether or not our
acqui sition process today will allow that to happen.

M. Geurts, we have a rapid acquisitions process that
sone of the branches are able to access. |Is there any
reason why all of our acquisitions shouldn't be based upon
a rapid acquisitions approach?

M. Ceurts: Sure. | couldn't agree nore. | get a
little frustrated when we have the rapid acquisition
communi ty and then everybody else. W should all be rapid.
And to your previous point, |I'ma huge believer in the
net wor ks, and we do have a culture of |awers that | ook to
everyt hing bad about having conversations versus what's

appropriate. And | think that's an area where we can do
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much, nmuch better as a comunity. |In fact, we have to.

Senator Rounds: M. Sankar, rapid acquisitions.

M. Sankar: | could not agree nore that everything
shoul d be rapid. You know, speed is our greatest strength.
The Anerican entrepreneurial spirit of, essentially, when
everything is on the line, we throw away the rul e book and
we execut e.

Senator Rounds: M. Diller, you agree?

M. Diller: 100 percent.

Senat or Rounds: Thank you. Thank you, M. Chairnman,

Chairman Wcker: M. Sankar, if there were a round
tabl e and your conpetitors were invited and not you, you'd
have a problemw th that?

M. Sankar: Well, arguably that's what's happeni ng
today. | nean, it happens. People need to get the best
counsel they can. W need to nove together. There are
going to be lots of opportunities to keep conpeting. What
we need to nove away fromis a big nonolithic approach
where you had one chance to get involved to actually every
quarter we are adapting new technol ogies, and there's a
constant kind of reshuffling of who are the perforners on
t he worKk.

Chairman Wcker: Very hel pful. Senator Hirono.

Senator Hirono: Thank you, M. Chairman. M. D ller,

as one of the authors of the recently rel eased Bl ueprint
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for Breakthroughs in Defense |Innovation report, you
recomrend gi ving the conbatant commanders, including

| NDOPACOM the | argest AOR, specific funding to accelerate
the rapid fielding of new technol ogies to solve theater-
speci fic problens.

What advant ages woul d such a change inject into the
def ense acquisition system and how woul d you address
concerns fromthose who argue the conbatant conmanders
al ready have a say in how DOD prioritizes and procures
ener gi ng technol ogi es?

M. Diller: Yes, Senator, those recommendati ons were
specifically building on the success that Chairman Cal vert
on the House Appropriations Commttee chanpi oned when he
added $220 mllion of colorless funding to ADIU, Agile, and
enterprise fielding capability.

There's been incredi ble success in being able to
provide that flexibility directly to the conbatant conmand,
who right nowis urgently devel oping capabilities to ensure
the potential 2027 risk is deterred and to nmake sure that
there is proper balance. This was specifically how do we
nove into 21st century acquisitions of making sure that
there's a digital thread, there's digital accountability
bet ween the appropriators, nmaking sure that that is tied
back into a resourcing approach that is institutionalized

In the Pentagon and is tied directly to that war fighter
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capability.

So, it's not necessarily acquisition, it's not
acquisition authority, but it is sonething that's nuch nore
stronger than just the conmbatant command, asking to
actually have a say of where dollars go.

Senator Hrono: | think that is an inportant kind of
we | ooking at who gets to nmake these kinds of decisions and
who gets to weigh in. And | agree wth you that | think
t he conmbat ant commanders shoul d have a greater say.

For M. Geurts, everyone agrees that DODs acquisition
wor kf or ce nust nanage conpl ex requirenents pat hways and
extensive reporting structures, which does create a risk-
averse culture. It's been acknow edged that the DOD has a
ri sk-averse culture. Wat kind of training or tools do
acqui sition professionals need to better |everage the
exi sting innovative procurenent pathways |ike OTA? It's
the other transaction authorities or the mddle tier
acqui sition pathway. So we've tried to create innovative
ways for faster acquisition, but not if people do not take
advant age of these pat hways.

M. Geurts: Yes, Senator. There are plenty of
pat hways. At SOCOM | think we created 17 different ways
to buy things, and then we enpowered program nmanagers to
pick the right one and held them accountable to deliver.

| think we have to get away fromthe idea that we're
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efficient if we pick one way to do everything, and then
train everybody to one standard as opposed to exposing them
to all the different opportunities and then training them
what's the right tool to pick for what's the right job.

Part of that is enpowering the program nanager so they have
the authority to pick that tool, and it's not spread out

bet ween what | egal thinks, what contracts thinks, what the
operator thinks. | think that will go a | ong way.

Senator Hirono: Do the other panelists agree with M.
Geurts' approach?

M. Sankar: Yes, | do agree. If | was to add one
thing on top of that is it's really bringing acquisition
closer to the operators, to the war fighters. There's a
way in which, where we divide these things up so cleanly
and expect that acquisition can deliver on its own.

Anot her way of thinking about your question on conbat
commanders is it's the answer to the nonopsony. You know,
we have 13 SOCOMVs, we can introduce a | ot nore denmand
signal. W should be celebrating the heterogeneity and the
needs across our SOCOVs rather than having a unitary
solution driven by the services that that needs to be
uni ver sal

Senator Hirono: Before | run out of tinme, | wanted to
mention the inportance of SBIR, and this is a way for us to

really support and encourage particularly small conpanies

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



51

to be innovative and creative. And we should be supporting
it. But now, apparently, there's a pause on the, these
initiatives, SBIR So, M. Sankar nentioned, | think that
you understand the inportance of SBIR 1'd like to know if
the other two panel nenbers agree. M. Mller?

M. Diller: Yes, ma'am |, as the director of
AFVERX, | issued thousands of thema year. There are
reforns that shoul d happen, but it has done incredible
things to help nobilize the Anerican industrial base.

Senator Hirono: M. Geurts, you agree?

M. Ceurts: Yes, ma'am

Senator Hi rono: Thank you.

Chai rman Wcker. Thank you, Senator Hi rono. Senator

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Er nst .
Senator Ernst: Thank you, M. Chair. And gentl enen,
t hank you for being here today. | amparticularly excited
about the discussion today, and | hope that we can take
this informati on and your thoughts, and actually act on it.
So I'll start with you M. Diller. | serve as the
chair of the Senate Conm ttee on Snmall| Busi ness and
Entrepreneurship, and I'mworking on a bill to actually
reformSBIR Wile it's inportant, | agree, it needs to be
reformed. So what |1'd like to do is revanp phase 3
acqui sitions, and a nunber of the efforts you' ve hel ped

create have been very successful in scaling technol ogies
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frominnovative small businesses to the war fighter.

So, M. Diller, how can we reform SBI R and expand on
this work across the DOD i nnovative ecosysten?

M. Diller: Yes, ma'am First, thank you for your
| eadershi p and being a chanpion for small businesses. W
tal k about nobilizing Anerica. This particular capability
with SBIRis key. Wen we picked it up in AFVERX, it was
not a perfect program but it was a tool that we had. And
thanks to the help here on Capitol HIl, it has been better
year after year.

| think there are three inportant things that we need
to do in the SBIR program One, | think expanding the
nunber of conpani es who can get in. This frustrates to
sonetinmes the venture capitalists because they can't pick
easily. But this is a venue, the conversation about how do
we bring in many conpanies for the conversation. This is
the venue for that conversation. So, actually, nore SBIRs
with | ower dollar anounts initially, but we also need to be
very del i berate about scaling, and only scal e and scaling
qui ckly.

Those best conpanies, we need to be better at
judi ci ous reviewers of which conpanies to scale. And then
buil ding on things like the stratify programthat can
literally take a conpany froma $50,000 programin one year

to a $50 mllion programthe next year through proper due

52
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diligence internal to the Departnent of Defense.

The | ast piece of that is that due diligence. Mking
sure that the dollars that are going through the SBIR
Program are actually going to American conpani es and are
not feeding the adversary. And that piece is making sure
that that is consistent and rigorous across the departnent
with clarity for those conpanies that want to nake sure
t hey have clean capital. How is that conversation
happeni ng? And there's nore opportunity to build the
proper relationship with industry to get everyone on board
with that nobilization?

Senator Ernst: That's fantastic. And naking sure the
dollars go to Anerican conpanies is extrenely inportant as
well. | have focused on that.

M. Sankar, as chair of the Senate DOCGE Caucus, |
couldn't agree nore with your Defense Refornmation paper
where you state that small busi ness program shoul d not be
wel fare. | agree whol eheartedly. And in the past decade,
25 conpanies they're notoriously known in ny circles as
"SBIR MIIs" received 18 percent of all award dollars at
DOD anounting to about $2.3 billion. That's a $92 mllion
wi ndfall per conpany in a program neant for small
busi nesses.

GAO reports that these frequent flyers have | ower

sal es and investnents and fewer resulting patents. W have
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a problemhere. So, M. Sankar, how can we elimnate this
wast e of taxpayer dollars, and reorient the SBIR programto
its original purpose as a source of nerit-based seed

f undi ng?

M. Sankar: | could not agree nore. That's clearly
an abuse of the intent here. One thing we could think
about is tinme limting; how long a conpany is eligible.
It's not just about the size and stayi ng bel ow sone sort of
threshold. But |ook, we aspire for this small conpany to
get big, and | don't knowif the right threshold is five
years or 10 years, but there's sone anobunt of tine that we
woul d expect you to have the opportunity to get big. W're
going to bet on other entrepreneurs in the future.

The other part is nore of a top down. As we neasure
the efficacy of the SBIR Prograns, we should really be
t hi nki ng about how many bi g conpanies were we able to
create. And | think that wll help us have a clear head as
we t hink about the next rounds of investnents that we're
going to nake.

Senator Ernst: Yeah, | agree. And if you go back and
you | ook at the conpanies that are benefiting fromthese
prograns right now, nost of themexist on the East and \West
Coast. Very few of those dollars are actually getting
spread into Mddle Anerica. And | do think that that this

w Il change in the future and provide opportunity for nore
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M. Ceurts, | wll

the record, but | appreciate your service to our

[ The information referred to foll ows: ]

[ COWM TTEE | NSERT]
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get back with you on questions for
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M. Geurts: Thank you, nm'am

Senator Ernst: Thank you. Thank you, M. Chair.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very nmuch, Senator Ernst.
A few of our nmenbers of the commttee have referred to a
paper witten by M. Sankar, entitled The Defense
Ref ormati on, consisting of 19 Pages. Sone of them are just
title pages, but | ask unani nous consent that we enter that
into the record right after M. Sankar's testinony.
Wt hout objection, it is so ordered.

[ The information referred to foll ows: ]

[ COWM TTEE | NSERT]
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Chai rman Wcker: And Senator Kaine, you are
recogni zed.

Senat or Kaine: Thank you, M. Chair. And thanks to
our witnesses. | appreciate this hearing. | think it's
really inportant that we dig into this.

And if | could, M. Chairman, |'d like to reconmend,
as we're looking at this topic, that we also think about a
hearing on workforce, because |I think acquisition reformis
needed. | think a | ot of our challenges are al so around
| nadequat e workforce in the defense industrial base. And
|'"d love to have a committee hearing on that topic as well.
This is sonething M. Ceurts and | have tal ked about
bef ore.

M. Diller, you nmentioned DI U, the Defense |Innovation
Unit, and | want to ask you, and then the others, if you
care to comment. How would you assess? |'ve been
| npressed with their mssion, and |'ve been inpressed with
sonme of what they've done, but | haven't been involved with
it in a day-to-day way. Maybe you-all have. How would you
assess both the performance of DI U, but maybe nore
I nportantly, the prom se of D U?

M. Diller: Certainly, froma performnce
perspective, this is a startup inside a very, very conpl ex
bureaucracy. For years, those startups internal to the

bureaucracy | argely get eaten by the bureaucracy. You can
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| ook at the rate of hiring to actually be able to build the
organi zation. Even when the top | eadership in the Pentagon
says go higher, the frozen mddle certainly makes that a
chal l enge. | saw the sane thing when | was in AFVERX

So given those headw nds that they nust address, |
think it provides -- they've been nmking great progress.
There have been great conpanies that are getting built
because of the collaboration. Real contracts are now
turning into capability that is actually deterring an
adversary.

Senat or Kaine: Wat advice would you give to the
Pent agon today about DIU and the way they should sort of
position DIU within the DOD?

M. Diller: | think the NDAA that had been passed
over the last couple of years of elevating specifically --
the challenge that we've had with innovation in the past is
when these new technol ogies cone to the forefront. It does
not necessarily fit in with our traditional program
executive officers. |t doesn't necessarily fit in with our
trai ning and adoption pipelines. And nmany tines, it
doesn't necessarily have an obvious fit in one of the
services. And this is nothing pejorative to the service.
It's just new, and we don't have a honme for it.

And so, DIUis fit that place of actually identifying

joint capabilities to support the joint war fighter. And |
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think that elevation as it is being reported directly to
the Secretary of Defense, so that the conversation with
great conpanies in this ecosystemcan be free and open, so
that it is encouraging actual use of existing authorities.
Right? |s a culture change that is using existing
authorities to create the speed so that we can actually
nove in in a relevant pace?

And | think that structure is there. There's a |ot
still to build out in that structure. DIUis the small
acquisition piece of this. There's an adoption piece on
the back end that m ght not quite be there, and there's
sonme questions of what specific problens are these
organi zations solving that doesn't fit into the beginning
either. So, there's room

Senator Kaine: Let ne swtch gears. A lot of the
testinony this norning has been about encouragi ng
I nnovati on and energing technol ogi es that, as you say,

m ght not fit directly within the silo nentality. | want
to tal k about acquisition innovation in an ongoing area
that we've had a |l ot of problens in that shipbuilding and
subs.

W had to put $5.7 billion at the end of the year into
the Virginia Cass Sub programto try to nove it nore into
on-time, on-budget. And that was after we did a

supplenental bill in April, putting noney into the program
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on top of the base budget. M. Ceurts and | have deal't
with this. Wat would be a way to think of acquisition
reformin the context of |ike ship and sub building? How
should we | ook at different contract vehicles? Wat would
your thoughts be on that?

M. Geurts: Yeah, sir. | think we should | ook at
I nnovation acquisition reformin all phases. There's great
t echnol ogy. W spend over $10 billion a year on ship
repair. There's state of art technology that could enhance
that today, reduce those bills, get throughput up.

| go back to this. W need a network of perforners.
We need a big ship building -- you know, capital-intensive
shi pyards, but we need to have them connected to a whol e
network. Whether it's conmercial service providers that's
got digital data, whether it's Nate's rapid manufacturing
and adaptable things. That's a piece | think we're
m ssi ng.

We have these kinds of pockets of old | egacy things,
new comrerci al things we haven't yet tied that together
into a well-perform ng network where people can cone in and
out of that network as their performance nerits.

Senator Kaine: Ohers have thoughts on shi pbuil di ng
in particular in ny last 17 seconds?

M. Diller: Just briefly, if you go |ook at --

M. Geurts: Take the whole 30 seconds. |'m

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

M. Diller: W are living in an industrial age that
does not match the talent pool that we have out there. W
real ly must think about what the next leap is in
manuf act uri ng.

Senator King: So back to the workforce question. |
appreciate that. Thank you, M. Chair.

Chai rman Wcker. Thank you very much, Senator King.
Senat or Budd.

Senator Budd: M. Ceurts, thanks for your service at
the SOCOM So, what are sone of the takeaways that you' ve
had from SOCOVs approach to rapid acquisition? And do you
think it's realistic to apply those | essons |earned to
mlitary services?

M. Ceurts: Absolutely. | think a couple of those
key things are rapid decision-nmaking, creating venues to
get exposed to all the technical capabilities and
performance that are out there, like soft works. | think
it is having the trust of Congress and the relationship to
be flexible. And | think it's enpowering the program
executive officers to nanage a portfolio, not nmnage
I ndi vi dual prograns.

Senator Budd: Appreciate that. M. Sankar, M.
Diller. M. Sankar, we'll start with you first. So,
what's been your conpany's experience havi ng navi gated the

Pent agon' s accounting and invoicing standards regul atory
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requi renents terns of paynent, all that. How has that

af fected your ability to do business with the DOD, and you
said you' ve been there, | believe, a couple of decades, M.
Sankar, so maybe in the early days as a small er conpany,
maybe nmuch nore intimdating at that point. So, if you
want to go back in history alittle bit, what was it like
as a startup trying to do business w th DOD?

M. Sankar: It was quite conplicated. | can't tel
you the nunber of times we submitted invoices and sonehow
didn't fill out the right, you know, tick box sonmewhere.
And that nmeant the invoices would get kicked back. People
al ways say you can count on the governnent to pay its
bills. | think you can in the end, but perhaps not al ways
on time, just given how byzantine the process is.

So, | think it's not commercial. That's kind of the
reality of it. And we should be thinking about where the
di vergence from commerci al standards hel ps the taxpayer,
hel ps the governnent, and where is a vestige of how we've
built the systemover tine. | think it does act as a
deterrent and to new entrants comng in.

Senat or Budd: So, as for the small business fol ks
that are out there |istening, what woul d paynent terns be
like for a small business perhaps in the early days? What
woul d be expected?

M. Sankar: Well, everything is paid in arrears, of
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course. So, you can't structure it any other way. Maybe
the paynent terns are quite reasonable, net 30, sonething
i ke this.

Senat or Budd: Then what's the difference between that
and reality?

M. Sankar: You could probably add a coupl e nonths on
t hat .

Senat or Budd: Quch. Well, 1I'mglad you survived.
M. Diller?

M. Diller: Sure. W have one contract right now
with the governnent that is a cost accounting. |If we can
avoid it, we will not do that again. It does not serve --
| don't think the governnment well for this type of work,
and it certainly does not serve the snall business well.
And so, | think there -- you know, going back to this
question of the reviewer versus the doer, we still have
failed to get the Departnent of Defense into the 21st
century to digitize the reviewer part at a pace of
rel evance so that there can be nore doers.

And that work still is lacking significantly. |It's
sl owi ng down the governnent. It is creating waste, and it
I's keeping us fromgetting the best technologies in the
hands of our war fighter.

Senat or Budd: Thank you. M. Geurts, acquisition

professionals, they often cite the high costs, the robust
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penal ties, and disincentives to taking programmtic risks.
And | think it results in a culture of conpliance over
I nnovation. You've nentioned that a little bit this
nmor ni ng.

So, in contrast, in the non-DOD world, many industry-
| eadi ng conpani es, they celebrate failure and they adopt an
Iterative approach to | earning quickly. How m ght program
managers be able to achieve rapid iteration while
mnimzing the risks of failure?

It seens to ne, if you want to address the cul tural

| ssue here, and | don't knowif it's a class or a -- |'ve
heard sonebody ask, what tools do you need? | think it's
nore than that. | think it's a cultural issue. So, if you

agree or disagree, please weigh in on that a little bit,
too. It is absolutely a cultural issue. There's training
you can do to expose people to the tools.

M. Ceurts: Yeah. But if they're in the wong
culture, they won't take advantage of the tools. And so, |
think it goes back to bei ng outcone-focused, having unity
of command, who's in charge, and then hol ding that person
accountable. And in the SOCOM worl d, there was nore of
that than there was, and there was flexibility.

You can create strategies where you'll have rivalries
and nultiple perfornmers because you can act very

efficiently. And then if a conpany perforns well and has a
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product, the operator wants you buy nore of them |If they
don't, you buy less and go to a different product. That
doesn't align well wth a centrally planned -- you know, 30
percent of our programelenents are less than $10 mllion a
year where you send 47,000 pages of budget docunentati ons,
and then you get hauled up in front of a staffer if you
make a decision that's the right decision, but doesn't
align wwth that bureaucracy. W've got to get to a better
spot in that regard.

Senat or Budd: Thank you.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you, Senator Budd. Senator
Ki ng.

Senator King: Thank you, M. Chairman. 1'd like to
go back to Senator Reed's opening statenment at the end
where he tal ked about Churchill and the necessity of
thinking fast. The first step, it seens to nme in this
process is to have a better focus on what we need in the
future and not what we needed in the past.

The prime exanples to nme are hypersonics and directed
energy. The ground-based interceptor program Those
mssiles up in Alaska that are designed to hit a bullet
with a bullet are $70 nmillion apiece. By the way, | got
t hat nunber froman Al app on ny phone. But the point is,
we have been fighting the last war. |Instead of talking

about directed energy, which costs 50 cents a shot rather
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than $70 mllion the focus has been on nissiles and
mssiles. And by the way, those mssiles won't do anything
wi th hypersonics. That's another technology that we were

| at e on.

And so, this process has to start wth acquiring the
right things. New technologies win wars. Genghis Khan
conquered the world because of the invention of the
stirrup. The Battle of Agincourt was won by the | ongbow.
Wrld War |, the tank, Wrld War Il, the atomi c weapon. So
| think this discussion has to start before we get to al
the processes that we're going after the right products.

M . Sankar, do you have any thoughts on that?

M. Sankar: Yes, | do. | love the tank exanple in
particul ar because it was the Royal Navy that built the
tank. It was widely --

Senator King: They were called tanks because the code
nanme was tankers for the Eastern front or sonmething |ike
t hat .

M. Sankar: And | think this shows you, | think, even
before the tank, there was the |land boat, which Churchill -
- you know, this seens to be a hearing about Churchill in
many ways. But the reason | think that's really inportant
Is it was a heterodox approach. If you had asked the
British Arny to think of what they were going to need to

win Wrld War |, they woul d' ve been wong. In fact, they
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wer e wrong.

Senator King: They would have said nore troops and
deeper trenches.

M. Sankar: We have to recognize that the innovation
to fight and win the next war will cone fromthe edges of
our mlitary. The people who are closest to those
problens. It's very unlikely to come fromthis city.

Senator King: And we wouldn't have had a nucl ear
navy, but for Admiral Rickover.

M. Sankar: And as Zumwalt said, the Navy had three
enem es; the Soviet Union, the Air Force, and Hyman
Ri ckover. So he was not wi dely loved, but I think we need
nore tol erance for the heretics, you know, because these
heretics end up bei ng our heroes.

Senator King: WlIl, | hope that -- and | don't know
how you inject creativity into the process. M. GCeurts, do
you have any thoughts on that?

M. Geurts: | also think, sir, that we need to invest
in the capacity to act quickly. So back to M. Diller's
comment, even if we plan nuch better, if we don't have the
I ndustrial network that can react quickly, then we're going
to -- if we have to wait to create that to decide the
perfect thing we want. And so, |I'malso a fan of the plan
for the unplanned, create the capacity to rebuild. W' ve

| ost the m ddle of our industrial base. W've got very big
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performers, alot of little small perfornmers. And that's
where | think the comrercial marketplace venture, you know,
scaling into that m ddl e becones really inportant.

Senator King: Speaking of acting quickly, this is a
chart that derived fromour dear departed chairman, Jim
| nhofe. It conpares the tine it takes fromconcept to a
new product starting back in 1945. The dark line is
mlitary aircraft. The light blue line is a comrerci al
aircraft, and the red line is an autonobile.

So back around in the '60s and '70s, those three
t hi ngs took about the sane tine to get to prototype and
actually going. But sonething happened. And now, a
mlitary aircraft is like 25 or 30 years from concept to
devel opnent. Commercial aircraft nuch, nuch faster. And
an aut onobil e has gone down. So, | believe that a | ot of
this is because of the bureaucratic things that we've been
tal ki ng about today, the inpedinents to actually getting
sonme of these products to nmarket.

The other thing that bothers ne is the proclivity of
the Pentagon to have its own product. [t can't buy
sonething off the shelf. Senator Tillis used to bring the
spec for the handgun which was | don't know how many
t housand pages. Instead of going to commercially avail abl e
handgun, all of that would require -- requirenents creep as

anot her problem The definition of requirenents and then
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requi renments keep stacking up. M. Dller, do you have any
t houghts on those ideas?

M. Diller: Sure. The Air Force has enptied the
museuns and the boneyards for C130 hub caps. This took us
days to build. It will take nonths to get it certified.

It finally was to fly. It took nonths to certify. Nothing
changed. The data was avail able on day one. The hardware
was avail able on day one. It did not change. W have to
change the pace of adoption. W nust digitize our

I ndustrial base. W nust digitize our bureaucracy

Senator King: Wth your indul gence, M. Chairman, one
of the problens is the risk-averse, which has been
di scussed. As |'ve observed the devel opnent of
hypersoni cs, for exanple, the Chinese seemwlling to fail.
They do tests and fail. W have to have every test work.
And that has dramatically, in ny view, slowed down our
devel opnent of sonme of these inportant technol ogies. M.
Sankar, you're nodding your head. |s that correct?

M. Sankar: | nean, just like the Starship. El on
| earns nore fromthe Starship breaking up than he does from
an inherently waiting and sl owi ng down to get the right
perfect |aunch one tinme around.

You know, the value, the rate of learning. The first
derivable learning is our conpetitive weapon. It's how

qui ckly we are adapting, not what are we capabl e of doing
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today. |It's how nuch are we changing tonorrow? | could

not agree nore.

Senator King: Thank you. Thank you, M. Chairman.

Chai rman W cker:

Wl |, thank you very nuch. Now,

before | recognize Senator Banks, | think we need to add to

the record a snmaller copy of that chart.

Senator King: |'l

| provide it to the commttee.

[ The information referred to follows:]

[ COWM TTEE | NSERT]
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Chairman Wcker: Provide it. | find it very
interesting. And also, M. Diller, if you don't m nd,
Senat or Banks, what is the object that you just picked up?
And tell us a little nore about that.

M. Dller: So, Senator Wcker, going to your first
point. If Anerica goes to war tonight, we will go to war
with the multi-trillion-dollar |egacy force that we have
today. Wien we tal k about innovation, while there are
great third offsets, hedge forces, replicators of
aut ononous robots, we nust nmake sure that innovation is
supporting the multi-trillion dollar force that we have
t oday.

The G130, as the Air Forces said, did not have a
supply chain for hubcaps. They had enptied the nuseuns;
they had enptied the boneyards. This is available to be 3D
printed, literally designed by Kevin Czinger and his team
at Divergent Technologies, and he did it in days digitally
desi gned. You know, there was a degree of data avail able
that is unprecedented with | egacy approaches.

But the challenge of getting this adopted into the DOD
bureaucracy is one that -- it goes back to this risk
aversion; it goes back to how do we digitize this entire
systen? How do we use digital engineering and digital
manuf act uri ng because this saves the taxpayer billions of

dollars, and it allows aircraft that are available today in
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a |legacy force to fly tonight. Many of them cannot do that
t oday because of the horrific, horrific debt that we have
at our depots and in our sustainment enterprise. This
means innovation. It is there and avail abl e.

Chairman Wcker: Be a little nore specific about what
t he hol dup is.

M. Diller: The holdup is the risk-aversion. Look,
there are things that fail. 1t goes through our
ai rwort hi ness processes as you look at this, right? 1In
sone instances, there are sone parts that if they fail, it
Is a loss of human life. And howis it that we make sure
that we're using digital approaches to identify where are
t hose safety critical things? How do | consune data in a
21st century manner that is a digitized touch to that
engi neering design, that is taking a degree of data, when
we are certifying cars parts for Aston Martin, Bugatti,
McLaren, we are doing that wth data sets that are
unpr ecedent ed and unconsunabl e today by the Departnent of
Def ense.

Those conpani es, the highest brand nane conpanies in
the world, would not be offering those safety critical
parts on their vehicles if they did not have assurance of
t hose data sets.

When we | ook at the Departnent of Defense, that's

going to take years unless there is encouragenent. And
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thanks to your team this initial |anguage started with the
25 NDAA, we nust build on it. W nust drive that adoption.
There are incredible innovators in the Departnent of the
Air Force that want to do this, but it is going to take a
nudge to actually digitize and to nmake sure that that
massive risk aversion is saving dollars for the taxpayer
and providing war fighting capability.

Chairman Wcker: Thank you very nmuch. Senator Banks,
you' ve been indul gent, and the chair will be indulgent wth
you on your questions.

[ Laught er ]

Senat or Banks: Thank you, M. Chairnman.

M. Sankar, what kind of a difference would it nmake if
we gave the conbatant commands their own acquisition
authority?

M. Sankar: | think it is the single biggest
difference that we can nake here. You know, the Depart nent
of Defense is the only institution I know of that divides
up supply and demand. The integration of supply and demand
Is the beating heart of any conpany, that consensus driving
process.

The SOCOvs handl e the demand, real world events, the
services, man train equi pped, they provide the supply.

That would work if we really thought every SOCOM and al

needs were perfectly knowabl e and unitary across space and
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time here. But actually, all of our advantage cones from
the fact that we mght need slightly different things and
the signal for where that conmes fromis the conbatant
conmander .

So how do we give the people closest to the fight, the
ability to express a little bit of conpetitive denand
signal ? 90 percent of what you want is probably com ng
fromthe services, but that 10 percent gap is what's going
to make or break us in that fight.

How do we give thema little bit of budget, alittle
bit of authority and ability to break the nonopsony and
I ntroduce sonething like a free market where there's
mul ti pl e demand si gnal s com ng.

And, you know, if we go back to world war, |ike how
did we have a world where every service was conpeting to
build an |CBM? Well, maybe a SOCOM commander shoul d deci de
whet her the Navy or the Air Force has the better idea and
concept for their specific force enploynent or the energent
needs that they're actually seeing. And |I think that
conpetition will get us all to be better.

Senat or Banks: It seens |ike common sense. Wy
aren't we doing that already?

M. Sankar: You know, | think having the |uxury of
havi ng won the Cold War, is we view that as duplication.

We view that as wasteful. Wy can't we just pick the right
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answer upfront? | think our systemis exquisitely designed
to solve all problens that can be sol ved, deductively, top
down, we can think our way through it.

But the prom se of America, is that there's so nuch
nmessiness, it's all inductive, you know, and our systemis
very, very bad. It's poorly set up currently. To find the
t hi ngs you got to reason your way through. You got to
experience it, roll up your sleeves, get dirty and realize
new i nsi ghts as a consequence of doing that. | think we
solve that by giving a little bit of strategic autonony to
t he SOCOM commanders to buy what they need and to build
what they need.

Senat or Banks: So, play that out. How would the
services and the defense agencies react if they had to
conpete wi th anot her buyer?

M. Sankar: Well, | think, you know, |ike nost people
don't really like conpetition. O course, a part of that's
going to be athreat. But | think if you get past the
initial hysteresis, you'll have the next step fromthat is,
okay, well, how do | actually change what |'m building so
that the SOCOM commander wants what |'m building? That's
where we're going to start to get the | everage fromthat.

| can think about it as this is also the idea around
conpeting progranms and conpeting program nmanagers that |

saw in the Forge deck, where if we have -- what is the
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I ncentive for a program nanager to adopt new commerci al
approaches that actually disrupts their existing progranf
So, | think today's incentive with a unitary effort is
deny, deny, deny, pretend it doesn't exist, block it.
Versus actually |'m conpeting agai nst anot her great
American one corridor down. | want to be the first person
to adopt the disruptive technology so that | can w n.

Senat or Banks: Do you have a good exanpl e where the
conbat ant conmand's, |ack of acquisition authority caused
del ays, or even hurt the m ssion?

M. Sankar: Well, | think you could |ook at the
success of Project Maven, which really didn't conme fromthe
services. You know, people |love to derive OSD | evel
efforts as bureaucratic or not sustainable. But that
I nnovation really cane fromthe 18th Airborne. It cane
fromCENTCOM It cane fromUCOW it cane fromthe Afghan
NEOQ. It cane fromthe energing demand signal in the world,
the crisis that had to be responded to, the |earning that
could only happen there, folded in capabilities that
ultimately scaled to the force.

Senat or Banks: M. Geurts, program nmanagers in the
private sector are obviously paid nore than governnent
enpl oyees. They al so get bonuses and stock options for
good performance. But in DOD, the uniformmlitary

personnel and civilians managing our critical weapons
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prograns get paid the sane whether they deliver or not. Do
you think the limted pay for performance systemthat the
DOD has tried, has worked?

M. Ceurts: M experience both personally and
professionally, is it's not a pay issue. The high majority
of program managers want to deliver an operationally
rel evant capability for the war fighter. They are just
mred in a bunch of distractions, a bunch of outside
st akehol ders. Many nore people can say no than can say
yes. And so, they spend 90 percent of their tinme nmanagi ng
your bureaucracy, not managi ng the effort.

And then | think the other piece is we've got to al so
get to the point to be innovative, you have to start things
qui ckly, we also have to be able to kill things quickly.
And for lots of different reasons and |I think that's one of
the challenges If you give SOCOV acquisition authority,
we'll start a lot of things. But if we can't kill the
things that aren't perform ng for whatever reason, then you
won't have a highly functioning adaptive system

Senat or Banks: Well put. | yield back.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very nuch. Senator
Craner.

Senator Cranmer: Thank you, Chairman W cker, Senator
Reed, thank all three of you for being here.

|'ve stayed the whole tine because this, frankly, this

7
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Is why I'mhere -- is what you're tal king about. |'m not
sure of all the solutions, but so far, | like what I'm
hearing. And this is exactly why by the way, Senator Kelly
and | stood up the Defense Mddernization Caucus. So, thank
you for your comments today.

|'"'mgoing to go a conpletely different direction than
| was planning to, or that ny staff was planning ne to. |
was thinking back to ny first days on -- in the Senate.

And it was at that tinme when DOD was | ooki ng for sonmebody
to, you know, to win a contract for cloud conputing. And
the Jedi, renenber the Jedi conpetition? And | renenber

t hey chose M crosoft and Anmazon early 2019 to conpete, |ate
in 2019, they awarded Mcrosoft. And what resulted in that
was, of course an inmedi ate protest.

And then they went on a while longer, flipped the
script, chose, you know, Amazon, then M crosoft protested,
and then NSA took over. Anyway, about five years later, we
have conpani es doi ng cloud conputing. | was very
frustrated by the ability for a conpany who didn't win the
contract, regardless who the conpany is, to protest the
conpany who did, and then hold up, you know, nodernization
by five years now, a |l ot of things were happening in the
meant i nme.

But then we fast forward to today, where we read about

now what | believe to be the nost innovative agency within
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the DOD, the Space Devel opnent Agency, which has been under
attacks since the day we stood it up by swanp creatures and
| egacy space operators and | egacy acquisition of
procurenment officials and a protest that | al nost guarantee
you, will slow up the proliferated war fighter space
architecture, which is the worst thing that coul d happen.

And it's even led as, you know, to a PIA claimthat
| ooks nore political than it does real to nme, quite
honestly. And | would just |ike each of your comrents or
opi ni ons about the protest regime and whether there's nore
that can be done there. Don't get ne wong, conpetition
requires the ability to challenge, but it shouldn't provide
the opportunity to make the country less safe. And I|'|
just start with you M. Geurts, we can just go down from
t here.

M. Geurts: Yeah, sure. | do agree there needs to be
an avenue, but that avenue over tine has gotten abused.
One thing | suggested early on was you get one bite at the
appl e; you could protest the GAO or court of federal clains
you couldn't protest twce. | also think there should be
sone | ook at behavi or over tine and sone disincentive for
what | would call chronic protesting, particular by
I ncunbents.

M. Sankar: | agree. |It's also been abused that |

think it's a hard problemfor the reasons that you've
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already articulated. But |I think one way that we could
really buy this down is by doing nore bakeoffs, nore things
in parallel, getting nore things fielded, because anyone
can win a fiction witing contest. You know, it has no
correlation to your ability to perform

But when we have the satellites in space, we'll be
able to tell one way or another, maybe we' || deci de,
actually, we should have 50-50. Maybe we shoul d have
multiple performers. Maybe we're working bad deci sions
because we're evaluating you through a fiction witing
contest instead of enpirically in the field.

Senator Cranmer: | thought, by the way, the exanples
one of you used a little bit ago, Elon Miusk | earning nore
fromblowing up. | was at the Starship |aunch with
President Trunp, and it was very confusing for several of
t he busi ness people there to hear Elon speak so positively
about the booster that didn't cone back. And they had to
put in the water and |li ke, but we |earned so nuch.

You know that's a tough culture in our business and in
governnent but it's one we have to foster. M. Dller,
your comments on the protest.

M. Diller: Sure. It gets to that risk. | went to
the French test pilot school and the speed that nmy 5-year-
old was able to learn French conpared to nme, he didn't

care. Right. He did not have this risk averse cul ture.
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It's the same with Elon Musk. Wen we | ook at these
protests, if we take this approach or chairman of the joint
chiefs of staff use this phrase, “acquire to require”, and
it's exactly what Sean was saying, how do we slowy build
trust? Because it's at the core, it's a trust issue. |If
we actually work together at the beginning in ways that OIs
allow us to, that trust can be billed.

Chairman Wcker: Thank you very nuch, Senator Craner.
M. Sankar, before | go to Senator Warren, do we have the
statutory authority in place to have the type of bake off
that you descri bed?

[ Laught er. ]

M. Sankar: W absolutely do. And we have
participated in just those sorts of down sel ect processes.

Chai rman Wcker: Ckay. So it's just a nmatter of the,
folks in charge doing that. Senator Warren

Senator Warren: Thank you, M. Chairman, and thank
you for holding this hearing. So, DOD buys a |ot of stuff
from def ense contractors and to protect the mlitary and
taxpayers, it's long been the | aw that defense contractors
must gi ve DOD contracting officers certified cost and
pricing data, to help verify that a price that's being
charged is fair and reasonabl e.

One of the big exceptions to this though, is for

“comerci al goods and services” based on the principle that

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

82

the market will make sure it's a fair price. |If you could
buy it on Amazon, that's a fair price. You don't have to
go into all the background on how you got there. | get
that, and I amall for comrercial buying.

But the fact is, this is turned into a nmassive
| oophol e where big defense contractors w thhold data, even
t hough there's no nmarket and DOD effectively, the only
custoner, doesn't have this information so that these giant
conpani es can price gouge the mlitary.

So | want to give you an exanple here. For years, the
Arnmy was buyi ng Chi nook helicopter engi nes from Honeywel |,
and Honeywel | successfully | obbied Congress so its engines
woul d be treated as commercial, and Honeywel|l woul dn't have
to turn over the certified cost and pricing data. Now, M.
Sankar, you're the CTO of Palantir, a billion-dollar tech
conpany that contracts with DOD. Once Honeywel |l got the
engi ne noved to a commerci al engine, what do you think
happened to the price?

M. Sankar: [|I'mnot famliar, Senator.

Senator Warren: Well, it went up, not down by a
hundred percent. And that's the problem we've got here.
Too often, DOD is outgunned when it is negotiating with
t hese gi ant defense contractors, which is exactly why it
needs the cost and pricing data to avoid being ripped off.

Now, M. Sankar, your conpany Palantir, is |ooking to

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

83

create a consortiumw th anot her defense tax conpany
Anduril, is that right?

M. Sankar: Yeah.

Senator Warren: To jointly bid for sonething called
“ot her transactions agreenents”, or since we have to give
everything initials OTAs, where the governnent also waives
t axpayer protections on how to get pricing information.

And I"msure it's not your intent to teamup w th another
organi zation in order to price gouge the mlitary. So,
this next question should probably be easy here.

DODs | nspector General recommended requiring bid
contractors to alert mlitary contracting offices when the
price of a good or service goes up by 25 percent. |n other
words, nmove it up so other people -- and can get eyes on
it. M. Sankar, do you agree with the G s recommendati on?

M. Sankar: | do agree. | think the price signal is
part of the conpetitive market and encouragi ng nore
entrants and capital to efficiently be allocated to inprove
t hi ngs.

Senator Warren: Excellent. And will Palantir agree
to do that voluntarily?

M. Sankar: | would defer to ny team here, but |
don't think we woul d've any conceptual disagreenent with
t hat approach. Ckay.

Senator Warren: So, can | treat that as a yes?
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M. Sankar: | would defer to ny team
Senator Warren: Well, | want to be cl ear here,
because --

M. Sankar: As the CTO we don't speak on the business
si de.

Senator Warren: W only know about npbst of these
over charges because of the work that the Departnent of
Def ense I nspector General has done. This is the person who
President Trunp just illegally fired on Friday night, along
wth at |east 16 other 1G. | am deeply concerned that
this admnistration is renoving exactly the cops on the
beat, that we need to identify waste and to prevent these
ki nds of increases.

So, M. Sankar, do you think it helps or hurts
nati onal security to have Senate confirnmed watchdog who can
be there on pricing questions like this to call balls and
strikes?

M. Sankar: As a technol ogist, what | can speak to
I's, when you look at Intel in the |ate sixties, 96 percent
of the market for integrated circuits was the Apollo
program and the DOD, but Bob Noyce says the co-founder of
Intel, the co-inventor of the transistor, always envisioned
a bigger commercial market, our ability to deliver a salt
breaker and ultimately have an asymretric threat agai nst

Soviets --
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Senator Warren: |'msorry, can you relate that to the
guestion | just asked?

M. Sankar: Yeah, | promse it'll get there. So, our
ability to deliver a salt breaker was because actually he
could create integrated circuits that were thousands of
ti mes cheaper than when we were building Apollo. That was
only possi bl e because he had an eye towards the commerci al
mar ket .

So | conpletely agree that if you have a fake
commercial itemthat doesn't actually have commerci al
applicability, if the conpany is not able to | everage a
di versified R&D base that goes beyond the governnent, that
that is the promse that should lead to price perfornmance
| nprovenents for the government, then you're not getting
t he value of the comercial item

But when we | ook at space, for exanple, | grew up in
t he shadow of the Space Coast. The cost to get a kil ogram

into orbit for the shuttle was $50,000 a kilogram So the

cost with Starship heavy reuse will be 10 bucks. So,
Senator Warren: M. Sankar, | very nuch appreciate
that you're trying to push here on cost, | amtoo. The

guestion | had asked you is whether or not we need | Gs, who
are the whistleblowers, who say people are cheating on the
cost, for exanple, on the definition of commercial, are

sonebody who can help us bring these costs down.
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Pent agon i s spending $440 billion this year on
contracts. It's inportant for us to get better procedures
in place to get sonme eyes on what they're doing. And IGs
hel p us do that. Thank you.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very nuch, Senator.
Perhaps M. Sankar would like to respond on the record to
that last matter. And with regard to deferring to your
team once you've had a chance to do that, perhaps, M.
Sankar, you coul d suppl ement your question on the record
al ong with other things.

[ The information referred to foll ows: ]

[ COW TTEE | NSERT]
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Chai rman Wcker: Senator Schmtt.

Senator Schmtt: Thank you, M. Chairman.

And I'll start where M. Sankar left off and ask a
guestion. And all three of you feel free to chine in.
al so serve on the Commerce Committee. And to ny surprise,
in my first year, | was naned the ranking nmenber of the
Space and Sci ence Subconmittee. | would not have put that
on ny Bingo card in comng into the Senate in ny first two
years. But | found it fascinating because of the
I nnovation that's happening in space, driven by the
commercial private sector, right?

One of the things that we were able to do was to
extend the learning period which is kind of essentially
all ow ng these conpanies to innovate and any regul ati ons
that would cone really sort of follow the path of what has
wor ked.

So not to artificially constrain the innovation on the
front end with a bunch of bureaucrats who are just sort of
making it up, not really knowi ng where the rules of the
road really should be. I'mwondering is there a scenario
or how woul d we construct sonething simlar? | nean, we're
all getting at this challenge of innovation. And how do
you unlock it in what seens to be a Pentagon that has j ust
sort of been captured by centralized planning.

| mean, | think our great advantage agai nst conmmuni st
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China is our ability to innovate, they're really good at
copying. W're really good at innovating, but if we
hanstring our ability to innovate, we | ose our advantage,
right?

So, this exanple of a learning period as it relates to
commer ci al space, what would be a version in your mnd
that, that we could sort of replicate in the NDAA?

M. Sankar: Well, | think the conmercial SpaceX is a
great exanple where -- you know, SpaceX wasn't given the
nonopoly. They had to earn it. W had nultiple conpeting
approaches to get to space, and they thought that they
could do that at a price performance |evel, no one el se
could. And that's clearly been proven to be true. And I
think if we applied that nore generally, which is |ike the
I nductive bottons up innovation is the Anerican spirit,
that is our conpetitive advantage. How do we get nore
shots on goal for all the efforts we're going to? Less
certainty in the top-down centralized planning, nore space
to have new perforners, new entrants, present the heterodox
| deas.

| think for that to really take hold, you either need
to have conpetitive programoffices within the services or
you need to enpower the SOCOMs to create that sort of
demand signal that varies, that pushes the adoption of

I nnovat i on.
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If I look at our own conpany, the history, all of our
adoption cane fromthe field. It came fromlraqg; it cane
from Afghanistan. It didn't conme fromthe program offi ces.
It actually cane despite the programoffices. They were
resistant to this as sonething that was going to screw up
their cost schedul e perfornance.

And so, | think the kiss of death would be trying to
create sone sort of snoboth process to go from new i deas
that are innovative to scaling them | prom se you that is

al ways going to be hard, that is always going to be nessy,

It's going to be interpersonally friction full. [If we wap
that in process, we wll kill it and snother it. But if we
enabl e ourselves to lean into that friction, we wll be

able to field the cutting-edge technol ogi es we need.
Senator Schmtt: So, in addition -- | want the other,
two to chine in too. In our neeting, prior to this
hearing, we talked a little bit about having the
conpetition anong services is an idea. Conbatant
comranders having sone flexibility to adjust so whether
It's sort of a separate pot of noney dedicated for that,
we' ve tal ked about in this commttee about having a
separate pot for smaller players, the disruptors, who m ght
conme into the marketplace, what other concrete ideas exist?
And | guess, because | won't have tine to ask the

second question, but in the context of, if we were at war
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right now, like, let's say we're at war wth China
tonorrow. Like what would we do differently? Like, what
would we do differently that we're not doi ng now?

M. Ceurts: Yeah. Just quickly and happy to do a
follow up, but |I think we |everaged the full, | go back to
this industrial network. W have trenmendous commerci al
capacity we aren't tapping into and | everagi ng. W have
tremendous -- we have to rebuild manufacturing, but not
rebuild what we used to have, rebuild it with nodern
technology that's flexible. W have to think about, let's
take contested | ogistics, |everaging electric vehicles,
things that already exist, rather than trying to recreate
this giant purpose-built force, becone really fast
adopters, integrators, and not try and be the inventors of
ever yt hi ng.

There's plenty of invention around. W need to be
super-fast at inporting it, integrating it, and then
getting it into the hands of our wonen and nen in service.

M. Diller: | think there are nodels that exist.
They have been practiced over the |ast few years. They

were not scal ed. | don't know that we have the structure

to actually scale those currently. W have done incredible

wor k; the departnent should be comrended on incredi ble work

of these nmultiple pilot projects. Eventually, that nust

turn into, wthout becom ng overly bureaucratic, right?
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This is the risk, build on those successes of reachi ng out
to thousands of conpani es.

And speed is everything. How do you scale themin a
relevant tineline? |It's possible. It does require sone
flexibility. It requires transparency fromthe departnent
that's going to create the trust for speed.

Thank you.

Chai rman W cker: Thank you, Senator Schmdt. M.
Sankar, |1'mso glad Senator Schm dt asked that question.

If we found ourselves at war i medi ately, go ahead and be
the third response to that question.

M. Sankar: | think we would lean in heavily into the
pri macy of people. Do you have the right person in charge
of these prograns? You'd stop rotating themi mredi ately.
You' d go deep on focus. You'd probably do a ot nore with
vertical integration of the capabilities, not reliant on
thin horizontal supply chains.

But | think we would organize around the nost credible
peopl e and humans we have and |imt the nunber of prograns
we have, concentrate our arrows behind those things. And
t oday, we kind of have this bingo card approach to rotating
our general officers around nmaking sure in the spirit of
jointness, that they have this array of experiences. |
t hi nk that probably helps you in peace tine, but |I think it

strictly hurts you.
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You know, you haven't even been in the role |long
enough to learn fromthe m stakes you've made. You don't
even know their mstakes yet. It takes a long tinme for
t hese progranms to get to the point where you're up the
| earning curve. | don't think you could just randomy
replace Elon or 3 enn Shotwell and expect these rockets to
keep working. They have accunul ated this know edge over 20
pl us years of building them

Chairman Wcker: Are we in peace tinme now?

M. Sankar: In ny opinion? No. but |I think we got
to get the whole country to realize that.

Chai rman W cker: Thank you very much. Senator Rosen.

Senat or Rosen: Well, thank you, Chairman W cker and
of course, Ranking Menber Reed. Really an inportant
hearing. 1'd like to thank each of you for being here to
and testifying today. You know, | want to build upon a
little bit about what Senator Warren brought up on
conpetitive pricing, because consolidation of our defense
i ndustrial base is concerning, to say the | east. Because
since the 1990s, the nunber of U S. aerospace and defense
prime contractors have shrunk from51 down to 5. 51 to
five.

As a result, the Departnent of Defense is increasingly
dependent on a small nunber of contractors for critical

def ense capabilities. This constrains us in nmany ways and
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| hope for a bigger conversation on the value of early-
stage research and what it can teach us. You've been
speaking to that, but that's a nmuch | arger conversation we
can’t have in five mnutes.

M. Dller, how should DOD hel p support advanced
t echnol ogy?

Qur small businesses that do that, especially those
who struggle to find private capital, we want themto be
nore attractive for investnents so they can survive the
I nfanous vall ey of death stage, acconplish technol ogy
transition, and becone part of our defense industrial base.

And for Secretary Geurts, I'mgoing to ask you a
foll ow up. For those defense-focused small busi nesses who
can't find the private capital, they don't nmake it across
the valley of death. How m ght public private partnerships
I ncentivize donestic investors to help support then? So,
M. Diller and then M. Geurts?

M. Diller: Yes, ma'am Thank you. Wen we | aunched
what we called AFVWERX 2.0 in 2020, we created this process
cal l ed AFVERX Prinme Process. You can say what you want the
particular marketing around that. But what it didis it,
recogni zed that there are many technol ogi es, energing
technol ogi es, that DOD can actually become an incredible
i ncubator to: one, reduce the technical risk, two, reduce

the regulatory risk, and three, reduce the re adoption
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risk.

And we were able in a few instances to actually, |
thi nk establish a dual set of technologies to sone degree,
an actual market in Anmerica, because of that approach.
Because very quickly, sone of those conpanies at the
begi nning came in on a $50,000 snmall business contract that
we' ve been tal king about, but were given authorities to
turn that $50, 000 contract into a $50 mllion contract over
t he course of a year.

And so speed is everything. GCetting the departnent to
understand the critical nature of speed, and as we are in a
wartinme footing, that is yet ever nore critical. Those
t hi ngs have been piloted. There have been initial npose by
the departnent to create the flexible funding to actually
get themto scale. W nust double down and nmake sure that
t hat success can scal e.

Senator Rosen: M. Geurts, what do we do if they
don't nmeke it across? How do we incentivize these public-
private partnerships --

M. Ceurts: | think we need to be careful that |
don't think every conpany is going to nake it across. And
we want to nmake sure we don't over rotate the other way, so
that you know, if you don't have a product that neets a
need at a price that's affordable and reasonable, then you

may not neke it across.
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Where | do think we have to focus nore is howto
qui ckly scal e the products and services that we need. And
I n many cases, these small busi nesses have a piece of the
solution, but aren't the whole solution. And so that's
where | think there's opportunity to create a network where
either they get together or they band together with either
comrerci al or another conpany that can help get them
acr oss.

Senat or Rosen: You can connect thenm they can
potentiate their value together. Well, | want to keep a
little bit on this potentiation, because technol ogy supply
dependent a fragile global supply chain fromcritical
m nerals to sem conductors. Nevada, of course, ny hone
state, we mne |ithium nmagnesium and other critical
m neral s.

VWll, we have a role to play in these technol ogi es
too, but only if we nmake a concerted effort to
strategically | everage our resources, |everage our
advant ages to overcone our gl obal supply chain chall enges.
So again, Secretary Geurts, what specific strategies can
the U S enploy to mtigate these vulnerabilities,

I nvesting in donmestic industry to help it strengthen our
supply chain resilience?

M. Ceurts: Yeah, I'mreally optimstic on the focus

of not only owning our supply chain, but adding nmultiple
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sources of supply to build resilience. And | think, you
know, five years ago, that wasn't part of the conversation.
It's part of every conversation now, and |ooking at all the
resources we have, and then how do we incentivize that is
going to be critically inportant, whether it's the rare
earth and mnerals all the way to being able to, you know,
remanufacture a part that's been out of production for 30
years.

Senator Rosen: Thank you. And I'll submt this
question for the record, but as the only fornmer software
devel oper here in the United States Senate, | want to talk
alittle bit about high quality systens and software and
how we prioritize across the enterprise DODs managenent of
techni cal debt, which cost of choosing speed over quality,
and when we devel op software systens. |'Il submt that for
the record for you. Thank you.

[ The information referred to foll ows: ]

[ COWM TTEE | NSERT]
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Chai rman Wcker: Thank you, Senator Rosen. Senator
Scott.

Senator Scott: Thank you, Chairman. Thank you for
hol ding this hearing. M. Geurts, when | was in business,
| had a witten purpose for everything we spent noney on.
When | went to Wall Street to raise noney, they wanted to
get a return on their investnent. Wen | becane governor
of Florida, there's 4,000 |ines to the budget, what we did
was we had a witten purpose for every line. And if they
didn't neet the purpose, we didn't continue to fund them
Is that how DOD wor ks?

M. Ceurts: | would say yes and no. | would say
there's a witten purpose in about a stack of budget docs
this thick, where there's a purpose agai nst every budget
line. Are those | ooked across and are they scrubbed the
way they need to be? No. |Is return on investnent | ooked
at as close as it needs to be? No. And are we good at
stopping things we started, we're horrible at that. And
that's one of our biggest inhibitors to innovation, is we
can't stop things that aren't adding value to fund things
that we need to be working on.

Senator Scott: Can you give ne an exanple where it
didn't hit a purpose and there was sone accountability?
Li ke, did they stop a progran? D d sonebody |ose their

j ob? Can you gi nme one exanple of, you know, there was a
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written purpose for sonething, it didn't happen, and sone
where there was change nade?

M. Ceurts: Not sure | have a clear exanple of that
as nmuch as many tines we are issued sonetines through
congr essi onal budget changes activities to go work on that
were not in our original plan. Sone of that can be val ue
added. Sone of that may not be value added. | can't give
an exanple of where there was a purpose for funding that
and sonebody didn't execute the purpose. You could argue
whet her the purpose was the right purpose but | can't give
an exanpl e.

Senator Scott: So you don't have an exanpl e where

anybody was ever held accountable for not fulfilling their
pur pose?
M. Geurts: Well, | think there's plenty of exanples

of that. You can |look at what | did as a Navy secretary
and the Ford Program manager.

Senator Scott: So, what happened? D d sonebody get
fired?

M. Geurts: Yes, he did.

Senator Scott: And why? Wat didn't he do?

M. Ceurts: D dn't execute the outcones | expected as
a program manager

Senator Scott: Good. M. Sankar, M. Dillard, do you

guys |like to conpete?
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M. Sankar: | love it.

Senator Scott: How about you?

M. Diller: Absolutely.

Senator Scott: Ckay. So, to conpete, does it mnake
you better?

M. Sankar: 100 percent. Wthout exception.

Senator Scott: So, have you |ost?

M. Sankar: Yes.

M. Diller: Oten.

Senator Scott: Ckay. And when you did, what'd you
do?

M. Sankar: Get better.

M. Diller: Try harder.

Senator Scott: OCkay. So do you feel like that's the
way DOD operates, where they're out trying to get people to
go conpete, to find out the best product service, things
i ke that?

M. Sankar: | think it attenpts to but sonetines the
nature of the conpetition can be a fiction witing contest,
li ke an RFP. Sonetines the conpetition is so constrained
and not real world enough that it doesn't provide a |ong
enough runway. Sonetines the conpetitions are just too
short, where actually what you want is, you want to be able
to get a bunch of people in continuous conpetition that

j ust because you're w nning today, | want to have an
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next month with a better nousetrap, and try to win with
t hat and show up the nonth after that and do that again.

Senator Scott: And are you rewarded for that?

M. Sankar: Spiritually, right now we are, but |
think we're at the beginning of a broader transition with
DOD, where | think that can result in the sort of rewards
t hat make this sustainable.

Senator Scott: GCkay. For both of you, if you had
three things you're going to do to, you know, to force big
change at DOD, what would you do?

M. Sankar: | feel like I'"'mstarting to sound |ike a
broken record, but nmy two core suggestions, the first would
be have conpeting prograns. Do not give a program a
nonopoly on a certain capability area. Let nultiple
departnents, organi zations, units, prograns wthin the
governnent conpete with each other. That's why SpaceX is
so innovative right now, is because it is a food fight
bet ween various different agencies. W should enbrace that
when we were winning that's what it | ooked |ike.

The second one is, push nore authority to the
conbat ant conmanders to decide what they need. Use that to
drive signal and reformation to the services and the
departnment broadly.

Senat or Scott: M. Diller.
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M. Diller: Digitize. The future is digital, and we
are not there yet. Second, be clear that there are
different types of portfolios that attract different types
of conpanies that need a different culture, and nake sure
that there is a path of doing that.

And | astly, make sure that we actually have the
ability to manufacture in Anerica. DOD could be the
catal yst to actually shift American manufacturi ng.
Manufacturing is not a DOD problem this is an American
problem And it nust be solved to avoid the crisis that we
have in building, turning ideas into hardware.

Senator Scott: Thank you, Chairman.

Chairman Wcker: Very good. Senator Scott. Senator
Kel |y.

Senator Kelly: Thank you, M. Chairman. Thank you,
all of you for being here today. As the Ranking Menber of
the Airland Subcomm ttee and the co-chair of the Defense
Moder ni zati on Caucus, along with Senator Craner, |'m
focused on mai ntai ning our conpetitive edge over our
adversaries. To achieve this, we've got to ensure that our
mlitary is not only equi pped with cutting edge technol ogy,
but also as the infrastructure to remain effective in
contested environnents, where supply chains and sust ai nnent
coul d be disruptive.

| don't know if the three of you saw an order from OVB
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fromthe White House | ast night or yesterday, an expansive
order with repercussions across the country. And it's
unprecedented in this order and I'll explain here in a
second where | think the defense inpact could be. But this
Is cutting, pausing Medicaid health plans, Pell Gants,
Meal s for Kids, nutrition prograns for pregnant nothers,
prograns to hel p honel ess veterans.

And it appears that it also may freeze federal funding
and grants for Departnent of Defense Research in
manuf act uri ng technol ogy and other snmall business
| nnovati on prograns.

So, | want to ask each of you, starting with M.
Geurts, have you | ooked at this nmeno that was issued | ast
night? And are you concerned that a bl anket freezing of
these funds -- how would it inpact our readi ness and
ability to conpete with China and ot her adversaries?
want to start with M. Ceurts.

M. Ceurts: Sir, | have not seen the exact nmeno you
referenced. But nore globally, one of the challenges with
the DOD as a custoner is there's lack of trust that they'l
be there and they wll start, stop, start, stop. And |
think that could send a bad signal to business. And then
also, if we stop a bunch of research and are not staying on
the technical edge, that could be detrinmental to the force.

Senator Kelly: And M. Sankar, for Palantir
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specifically, let's just say in a couple days, you find out
that that contract paynent that you were about to receive,
you're not going to receive it, and you're not going to
receive it next nmonth or the nonth after that. Could you
tal k specifically about how it would inpact your conpany?

M. Sankar: | think you can imagine that it causes
quite a bit of heartburn, particularly for services already
rendered. But it's a difficult environnent.

Senator Kelly: And where are your enployees?

M. Sankar: Al over.

Senator Kelly: Al over how nany

M. Sankar: 4,000 total.

Senator Kelly: If you didn't get paid by the federal
governnment for the next three nonths, how many of them do
you think you'd have to lay off?

M. Sankar: | would rather not think about it.

Senator Kelly: You'd rather not think about it.
kay. M. Diller, for divergent, what would be the inpacts
i f your federal dollars contract paynents were to stop?

M. Dller: As a dual use conpany that really is just
starting into the defense space, certainly, it would deter
us fromcontinuing that. | think, you know, we've seen
this over the years, and this is one of the many things
that creates risk for conpanies. And in sone instances

when | was a director of AFVWERX, you sinply could not
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convi nce sone commercial conpanies to go do business with
t he Departnent of Defense. And so obviously, trust is key
on these things. And understanding continuity of
agreenments made is inportant.

Senator Kelly: Yeah. So you're going to find out in
t he next probably 24 hours if it's going to inpact you and
your conpany and your enpl oyees and people who live in
t hose communities. But this is an unprecedented overreach
fromthe Wite House, with a directive fromOVB to freeze
prograns that folks on this commttee, in the United States
Senat e aut hori zed noney to be appropriated for very
speci fic prograns.

Prograns -- |'l|l get back to, that help honel ess vets,
nutrition prograns for nons, but also progranms that affect
our safety, our readiness, and our troops to nake sure that
t hey have the conbat power that they need to wn, winin a
very tough environnent.

So I'mvery concerned about this action that the Wite
House took without, | guess they notified us. They say it
goes into effect at 5:00 PM | suggest when you get back to
your conpanies that you take a close | ook and see what the
I npact is going to be to you and your enpl oyees and our
readi ness. Thank you, M. Chairman.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you. Senator Kelly. Senator

Sul |1 van.
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Senator Sullivan: Thank you, M. Chairman. |[|'I|
comrent on follow up on Senator Rosen conment about
critical mnerals, ill actually conmment on a really good
executive order. And the critical mneral issue, is the
good news is Biden's out Trunps in, especially for ny
state. W have incredible resources of critical mnerals
for our mlitary.

And Joe Biden spent four years shutting down Al aska
because radi cal environnental groups said, don't mine in
Al aska, get it fromChina. So that's what we did for four
years. And Donald Trunmp is changing that on day one.

So Senator Rosen asked about critical mnerals, the
good news, the nost inportant news for critical mnerals
for Anerica is, Biden's gone and Trunp's in. And that is
really good for the people in ny state who have been
sanctioned nore than fricking Iran and Venezuel a by the
| ast adm ni stration.

But let nme, I"'mventing here a little bit, M.
Chairman. Sorry. Let nme get to the point of the hearing.
Thank you for holding this hearing. This is really
sonething all three of you're going to have experience on.
So |l really want to get a sense of it. M. Sankar, you
m ght remenber at the lunch that you and | were at
recently, where Admiral Paparo was tal king about

contracting officers who are in the mddle of their
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careers, don't want to rock the boat. This idea of a
frozen mddle in the Pentagon.

W all love our mlitary, | think M. Dller, you
actually served as a contracting officer, acquisition
officer. Wat are sone of the ways that we can best
I ncentivize contracting officers in the Pentagon to take
ri sks on newer conpani es as opposed to always default to
Lockheed and Rayt heon and, you know, take the easy route.

Because | think the culture in the Pentagon is one
thing we got to work on, and you all have experience on
that so I'd love to get your sense quickly, because | have
sone ot her questions, but culture contracting officers, how
do we incentivize risk taking w thout people being scared
in the big bureaucracy of the Pentagon? Go ahead. Al
three of you take a crack at it.

M. Sankar: |'Il offer a thought here. First is get
them out of the Pentagon. You know, nmaybe we need to have
our contracting officers or acquisition folks forward
depl oyed cl oser to where the probl ens are, understanding
the ways viscerally, you know, there's a reason SpaceX
| ocates their R&D engineers on the production floor, that
Is a heterodox approach that we certainly would not see in
t he defense industrial base. But that's where you observe
t he probl ens, you change your design, you're able to close

t hose | oops very qui ckly.
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Chairman Wcker: W could do that now Could we?
M. Sankar: W could. The second part is, have
anot her Anmerican one corridor down that they're conpeting
against. Yes. You're, you know, that the risk of
di srupting your schedule is outweighed by the fact that

that person's going to win, and you're going to | ose that.

Senator Sullivan: | love that idea. Anyone else, M.
Diller?
M. Diller: Incentivize speed. |In AFVERX, we went

fromno contracting shop, and we deliberately were saying
we are establishing a different culture. There are people
in the Departnent of Defense, | would say nost of them
actually, that want to nove at speed. As M. GCeurts
nmentioned, this is not necessarily about noney. It is a
m ssion that they actually want to engage in.

And when | eadership actually takes on the risk
t hensel ves and unl ocks the people working for them you can
attract incredible contracting officers. There are so many
of themout there, and they're ready to nove with speed to
buy the right things.

Senator Sullivan: But they need to be told fromthe
t op-down percent, Hey, it's okay to, you know, contract
with this up and comi ng upstart versus the big guy who's
going to take 15 years to get his product out. Correct?

Yeabh.
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M. Geurts: Yes, sir. One, you got to get them
aligned with the program manager so that they're not on an
I sland of their own. And then that team puts together the
strategy and is held accountable for | ooking across the
entire thing. The second thing, which the -- is helping,
the burden we put on a contract officer to award a
contract, the nunber of things they have to sign, the
nunber of certifications is ungodly. Yeah. And so, this
committee could really help by scrubbing a bunch of that
under brush - -

Senator Sullivan: 1Is that not in statute, is it?

M. Ceurts: Yes, sir. | nmean its statute, which then

we propagate in inplenentation and processes. And then

wel | --

Senator Sullivan: WMybe for the record, if you have
sone ideas on that real quick, | want to just ask one final
guesti on.

M. Sankar, you did a great job on your Defense
Ref ormati on pi ece published in Cctober, but there's and I
| ove the idea of conpetition between prograns, but how do
you envi sion the acquisition system working when the
services have a lot of, you' re very focused on the
conbat ant conmands, and | get that, that nmakes a | ot of
sense, but the services also have a lot of skin in the gane

and is there a challenge that if you're noving it to
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conbat ant commands, the services are going to be, hey,
that's ny piece of the territory. Wat do we need to do
and how do you make them work together better?

M. Sankar: Well, | think if we thought about it at
the margin, a little bit of overlap is actually what gets
themto rise to the occasion.

Senator Sullivan: That's your conpetition thesis.

M. Sankar: Yes. And so | think, you know, |'m not
sure you'd say Air Force, please go build ne an aircraft
carrier, you know, but it's really like, where are we on
the margin? One exanple, when we were trying to build
JADC2, we have Overmatch, we have a BM5S and we had Proj ect
convergence, but each of those was just trying to build
software or JADC2 within their service, which you could
argue is a little bit of a contradiction on the concept of
JADC2 to begin with.

Maybe a nore productive frane woul d' ve been, each of
themis actually seeking to field software and capabilities
to the conbatant commanders across conponents, across
services, and that's going to create the productive tension
town. And that would also force interoperability, it
woul d force a lot of the things that we aspire for. It
woul d be MOA in practice instead of MOA on paper. And so |
think we forget that first you have to be effective before

you can focus on efficiency.
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Chai rman Wcker: Menbers can suppl enent their
answers. Thank you. Thank you very nuch. Senat or
Sl ot ki n.

Senator Slotkin: Thank you, Chairman. Thank you for
holding this hearing. | was glad that our first official
heari ng beyond a confirmati on heari ng was on sonet hi ng
where we shoul d have very bipartisan approach to this
issue. |I'ma fornmer ClIA officer and Pentagon official, so
| feel like | saw a lot of this up close.

And | think the nost inportant stat for ne that |
t hi nk about, that | nmeasure our success or failure at is
soneone told ne that to go for the Chinese governnent, to
go fromconcept to fielding a programin their mlitary is
a one-year string. And for the United States, it's a
three-year string, right? And | can't imgine all the man
hours in between those, those three years.

And so to ne, | nean, we hope we never have a conflict
wi th China or anybody el se, but we have to have the speed
of decision making to change on a di ne.

| have seen in three tours in Ilraq, particularly wth
sone special authorities the special forces have, to really
I nnovate in the field. The nost exciting stuff |'ve ever
seen was just where the flash to bang was |ike, boom we
got a problem we have authority to go do it, let's go do

It.
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And so | would describe, | did six years on the House
Armed Services Conmmttee, that our conmmttee in a
bi parti san way was ready to hurl authorities at the

Pentagon if we thought it would actually hel p nove things.

You have an open you know, sort of door, | think with
Denocrats and Republicans. | have cone to believe that
culture is critical. The idea that a md-Ilevel contracting

officer is going to break out and do sonet hi ng new when
they're not getting their pressure in a chain of command
organi zation is like saying that, you know, Senator
Wcker's md-1evel staff should be doing sonething on his
behal f. At the end of the day, the buck stops with him

And so | think a Reform m nded Secretary of Defense,
again, I'mnot tal king about party, is the nost inportant
thing to taking this on and prioritizing it. | hope that
the Secretary of Defense again, gets through what | see as
really sort of side issues and gets back as he says, he
wants to, war fighting, which is the speed of decision
maki ng and taking a honme hold of that acquisition system
and changing it.

But to nme, this is about culture. And until we get
that right, we're just going to be spinning our wheels. |
woul d al so note that you guys, you know, in the private
sector, you get to ganble with your shareholders or with

your investors', noney, ganbling with taxpayer dollars is
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just a higher threshold, right? It's going to be a higher
threshold. 1It's never going to be |ike the private sector.
And we all conplain when the F-35 goes over budget and al

t hese things because they're wasting taxpayer doll ars.

So there's a conundrumthere that doesn't make DOD
perfect as an analogy for the private sector. But we're in
vi ol ent agreenent that we need to do sonething to speed
things up. | just think it has to be top down. And | hope
we can push that agenda in a bipartisan way together.

In the neantine, | do have to say, follow ng on what
Senator Kelly just said, Senator Wcker, we have a
constitutional issue going on right now, where this body
has appropri ated noney for defense prograns and a mllion
other things. And the Trunp adm nistration has cone in and
contravened your own and all of our guidance on prograns in
the past, |I'mnot tal king about prograns in the future,
every president gets to decide how they want to create
prograns that they want to inpl enent.

But for things that have al ready been appropri ated,
right now, the mlitary health system as, research projects
are all on hold. Talk about service nenbers safety and
heal th, funding for the Fi sher House, wounded VWArriors on
hold, all Army contracts on hold. Okay. | don't see how
this isn't just purely throwing the baby out with the bath

wat er .
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| get that M. Trunp is going to make changes. | won
on the sane ballot as M. Trunp. | understand that, but

this is to nme breaking the constitutional rules that we

have set up here. So, | would assunme we're going to see
sone serious action fromthis body, | hope, on a bipartisan
basi s.

|"ve filibustered my entire tine but all this to say
M. Chairman, you have a friend in this cause. | want to
make it a top-down cause so we actually nove the needl e,
otherwi se, we're just giving scraps at the margins for
contract officers who are going to do what their boss says,
If their boss demands action. |'ll leave it at that.

Chai rman W cker: Thank you, Senator Slotkin. And |et
nme just respond very briefly. | think all three of these
W t nesses have not had a chance to read the neno to which
you and Senator Kelly referred and questions are being
asked around Capitol H Il at this very nonent about that
and they' |l be nore visiting about that issue.

So it is alnobst the end of the first round, and |'m
the |l ast questioner. Let ne ask a thing or two. M.
Sankar, you said the stockpile is not the deterrent, the
fl ow of mass production is the deterrent. And M. Dller,
you say the factory is the weapon, and if we need nore
factories for sustainnment and war, we shoul d be buying that

capacity. Now you're both saying the sane thing there, are
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you not noddi ng?

Now, M. Diller, when you say we should be buyi ng that
capacity, you're not tal king about ownership of the
factory, are you?

M. Diller: No, Senator. But what |'m suggesting is
that today we have a crisis in sustainnment. And there is
an i nstance because of the -- both froma national
I ndustrial based perspective and because of sone of the
chal I enges in defense innovation, we have | ocked our depots
and our sustainnent out of being able to actually create
the parts that are needed today to fill the multi-trillion-
dollar portfolio we have. Those depots could actually
field today, factories as a service, that would have
incredible agility to ensure that the | egacy force that we
must have, that we've invested trillions of dollars in, is
ready to fight tonight. That needs to be a wildly agile
factory as a service.

That sane factory, as honorable Geurts had nentioned,
becones this network then, so that small conpanies are able
to go build entirely newthings. If we call these hedge
portfolios, right? The autononous |light a charitable nass,
the agility of these factories that are available in an
entirely new step of Anerican manufacturing, that is
possi bl e today.

Qur depots could be an incubator for that type of
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thing to actually go through digital certification
processes for tools like this to be able to save the
t axpayer dollars, to be able to drive information

Chairman Wcker: As M. Dller holds up the hubcap.

M. Dller: Yes, sir. Yes.

Chairman Wcker: Now, M. Ceurts, shall we nmake it
unani nrous on that point?

M. Geurts: Yes, sir. And I'd also add we are really
ent husi astic about prototyping and we're conpletely
underperformng in production. W are actually not
produci ng nmuch new capability, and in the cases in
replicator we have, we may spin up a production and then
shut it down six nonths later. So I do think a focus on
production, both in terns of capacity, how to network that
production, howto digitize that production and get to
produci ng nore and getting our iteration speed up, would do
two things.

One, it would allow us to grow this manufacturing
capacity. That in itself is deterrence. Secondly, it
would allow us to field newthings to the field versus just
doi ng one-off prototypes and doing one-sie two-sSies.

Chai rman Wcker: M. Sankar, in your white paper, you
say on page nine, that our centralized predictive program
budgeti ng managenent and oversi ght process val ues tine

spent rather than tine saved. WII| you el aborate on that?

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

116

And then we'll let our other two witnesses give their
Vi ews,

M. Sankar: The way that we want to provide resource
I s based on how expensive is it to do sonmething. But that
Is a conplete disincentive for reimagining things. M
critique around production versus stockpile is really that
we do not have the necessary incentive to design for
manuf acturability.

You know, we are so proud of the exquisite weapon that
we nade as a prototype to -- point here, but we didn't
t hi nk through, can | make 10,000 of these? How long wll
It take, you know, if it takes two years to build a single
munition, that's not going to scare sheep, you know, so
really, we need to be thinking about manufacturability from
the very begi nning here.

And that | think then | eads us to thinking about
entirely different classes of weapon systens and different
ways of organi zing ourselves and our industrial base to go
acconplish that.

Chai rman Wcker: Honorable Geurts, tine spent versus
time saved.

M. Ceurts: | would agree with that. | do think we
have to differentiate the market. So the DOD buys a | ot of
stuff. And so we're not -- we need lots of different ways

to do things, not try and pick one that's, you know, we'l]l
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do everything well. And | think that's an opportunity. |
think the second piece is, we need to get to continuous
conpetition on many of our products, so that we can bring
in new entrants and continually drive the system

Because right now, because of the tine to budget for a
programand the rigidity of all the planning, it's kind of
a big bang theory. W have one big contract award, and
then you're stuck with that for 15 or 20 years versus what
| woul d say, continuous conpetition, which then
I ncentivizes all the kind of behaviors we're | ooking for.

Chairman Wcker: M. Dller, anything to add?

M. Diller: The technology is there. It is available
to rapidly transform our departnent of defense today. |It's
adopti on, adoption, adoption. W have to engage with this
bur eaucracy, accelerate this at bureaucracy, so that we are
actually nobilizing that entire industrial base because it
Is urgent. This is a critical tinme and | amvery, very
optimstic that Arerica is going to be able to build
t oget her.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you very nuch. Senator
Sl otkin, do you have other questions? | do. W'Il| begin
round two, and its only Senator Wcker participating.

Gentl emen, M. Sankar thinks it's a shane that
conpani es that used to nake ot her products, non-defense

related, are no longer in that business, only 6 percent.
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Chrysler used to nake cars and mssiles. Ford nmade cars
and satellites. General MIIs nade cereal and artillery
and gui dance systens. Does he have a point there, M.
Geurts?

M. Geurts: Absolutely. The second | would add to
that is that we've also systematically |ost the m ddle of
our industrial base. And this is where | think a | ot of
t he venture backed conpani es, we need to scale himquickly
so that we've got conpanies that are agile enough to nove
qui ckly, right? But big enough to nove at scale. And
that's one of the things | think as we build this
I ndustrial network of the future, we've got to build back
the mddl e of the industrial base.

Chairman Wcker: M. Sankar, there's a reason that
happened. And can it be reversed?

M. Sankar: Yeah, it can be reversed. | think we
have to renenber the industrial base we had today; we think
of it as Northrop G umman, but it was Jack Northrop. It
was Leroy Grunman, it was Gen Martin, not Lockheed Martin.
You had these difficult founders. W would recogni ze them
as El on Musk type personalities who were interested in
doi ng sonet hi ng big.

It was not about this quarter's results. It was
actually, they were dual purpose, not just dual use. You

know, it wasn't about the cereal. It was everything I
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| ear ned buil ding machinery to process cereal, | could turn
into artillery to defend the nation.

And we have those founders back. $120 billion of
private capital has been deployed into national security
conpanies. That's funding founders. |[It's funding the
Pal mer Luckys of the world, the Sang brothers of the world.
W need to enpower them And | think that's how we get
back this long-termcommtnent to the problens and
chal | enges our nation actually face, the

rei ndustrialization of the nation.

W can't have an anodyne view of capital. Europe has
created zero conpanies worth a hundred billion dollars or
nore in the last 50 years. W created all of our trillion-

dol | ar conpanies in Anerica in the last 50 years, with
f ounders.

Chairman Wcker: |Is that a mndset or a statute that
needs to be changed?

M. Sankar: | think it's a mndset. |It's,
recogni zing that within our buyers in the Pentagon as well,
you know, why did these people | eave the industrial base?
You know, as nmuch as we want to point at the |ast supper,
as the nonent, it actually, those conversations started in
t he boardroons of America in the seventies and the
ei ghti es.

And what was slowly building up, is where | started
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with ny oral, is that the Pentagon is a bad custoner. It
doesn't actually -- if you just look at it purely
financially, it makes nore sense for Ball to sell alum num
cans than to build satellite buses. And as a nonopsoni st,
t he Pentagon needs to | ook at that and say, how do we fiXx
that? | want Ball building satellite buses. | want the
Anerican industrial base, not a group of yes nmen in the
def ense industrial base who have pernmuted their businesses
to serve just ne.

Chai rman Wcker: On that issue, M. Diller, do you
wi sh to weigh in?

M. Diller: Certainly, look for all the pejorative
t hi ngs that we've said about the Departnment of Defense. It
has done incredible things, and it has actually an
opportunity to do sonething that | don't know that any
other institution can. And it has created incredible
things. | was a program manager in the gl obal positioning
system It drove adoption of one of the nost incredible
networks in the world.

There are instances where DOD has been the catal yst
for wild change. And with all the great things that we' ve
sai d about commercial, you cannot | ook at a downward trend
for many decades now of the |oss of not defense industrial
manuf act uri ng, but of American industrial manufacturing.

And now, Chairman, is the tine for DOD to be that
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catalyst again. It is possible to do exactly what Shyam
has said. D vergent is today nmanufacturing cars. W are
today printing mssiles. W are today printing satellite
buses in the sane exact factory fl oor.

If we ook to a future that is going to actually
counter an adversary, there are people who dislike change.
There are three groups of people that very much dislike
change. One, they're the bureaucrats. They like to
conti nue doi ng what they have done in the past. | would
say industry to sone degree, doesn't |ike change, because
we have built ourselves on | egacy approaches to
manuf acturing. And they, look at this and they don't want
t he uncertainty.

The last group that doesn't |ike change is the eneny.
The eneny hates change. If we want to deter, we nust be
agile. W nust force the bureaucracy to be agile. W nust
force the industry to be agile. That can happen today, but
Anerica cannot afford $200 million facilitation cost for
every new nunition factory, especially when it's a | egacy
muni tions factory.

It is possible today to create a network of 21st
century Al-driven industry 5.0, pick your buzzword, but it

does not | ook Iike anything that has ever been manufactured

in the history. It is a step change. It literally is
going fromthe stone age to the bronze age. It could
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happen today. It's the only way that you can afford real
deterrence. Were you have a dual use factory, you have
dual use capabilities that cone out of that factory. You
have dual use capital that is comng froman incredible
source of Anerican strength, and nost inportantly, it is
dual use talent.

W can't talk about a workforce problem we're telling
our sons and daughters to go back and pound rivets and wel d
in the sane way that their great grandparents did.

Chil dren have grown up playing Lego, robotics, playing in
Al. That is not what our factories |ook |ike today.

It could be, this commttee could be the catal yst for
that change, and is the only way that we are going to
create real deterrence in a tinmely manner that nust happen
for Anerica to remain in its lead, both froma
manuf act uri ng perspective, froman econoni c perspective,
froma technol ogi cal perspective, and froma mlitary
per spective.

Chairman Wcker: By the sanme token, M. Diller, we
hate it when our enenm es engage in change.

M. Diller: 100 percent.

Chai rman Wcker: Yes, absolutely. WlIl, a couple
nore questions and you' ve been nost hel pful to us. M.
Geurts, let's talk about the requirenents process. Does it

often overly specify solution that then gets turned over to

122

Scheduling@TP.One 800.FOR.DEPO

T P O ne WwWw.TP.One (800.367.3376)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

123

I ndustry? Should prograns be able to develop nmultiple
capabilities within a requirenents portfolio broadening the
scope of the acquisition managenent ?

M. Geurts: Yes, sir. | think we need to transform
our thinking into -- we've got a problem statenents, not
requi rement statenents, and then you enpower a portfolio
acqui sition executive to go tackle those problens with
cl ose association to their operator.

Back to your previous question, we have program
managers that want to go out and neet need, right? They
want to go drive change. They have not been incentivized
or rewarded for noving outside the system Wth the top
cover of this commttee is putting forth in the Forge Act,
with those actions, | think you'll see, you know, that
culture Senator Slotkin tal ked about. That's what we've
got to go off and attack.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you. And, finally, M.
Sankar, do you sonetinmes find yourself conpeting not wth
ot her busi nesses, but with the governnent itself?

M. Sankar: | would say quite often. More often do
we find ourselves conpeting with the governnent than with
other industries. Sonetines that takes the form of FFRDCs,
where they have a privileged position. You could say
there's maybe even a conflict of interest where they're

deci ding what needs to be built and then specifying how
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it's going to be built in a way that is structurally anti -
comer ci al .

|'d say the very begi nning of our conpany, we were a
threat to certain prograns of record. And the way that
they were doing it. | don't think the industrial players
were resisting us so nmuch as the acquisition community was
resisting us, despite the signal fromthe war fighter. And
| think we solved these problens by enbracing the fact that
there were going to be heterogeneous approaches. There was
goi ng to be constant new technol ogy insertion, and that
actually you as a program of record, don't have a nonopoly.
There's soneone, a corridor down who could nove faster on
this new capability, and that provides you the incentive to
nove faster.

Chai rman Wcker: Thank you, gentlenen. This has been
one of the nost informative, two and a half hours that |'ve
ever had as a nenber of this commttee. And also, I'm
proud of the nmenbers of this conmttee, and | hope you are.
There's a lot of talent and a |lot of brain power and a | ot
of thought that has gone into this hearing, and I
appreciate the participation. W had a 100 percent
attendance today, and | appreciate that.

Now, |let nme check and see if | need to make an
announcenent with regard to the record remai ni ng open or

anything of that nature. There wll be questions for
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notify the witnesses as to the tine

constraints. And with that, the hearing is adjourned

[ Wher eupon,

TP One
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at 12: 00 p.m, the hearing was adjourned.]

Scheduling@TP.One
www.TP.One

800.FOR.DEPO
(800.367.3376)



	Printable Word Index
	Quick Word Index
	$
	$10 (2)
	$120 (1)
	$2.3 (1)
	$200 (1)
	$220 (1)
	$440 (1)
	$5.7 (1)
	$50 (2)
	$50,000 (4)
	$70 (2)
	$92 (1)

	1
	10 (4)
	10,000 (1)
	100 (5)
	11 (1)
	12:00 (1)
	13 (1)
	15 (3)
	16 (2)
	17 (2)
	18 (1)
	18th (1)
	19 (1)
	1945 (1)
	1990s (1)

	2
	2,000 (1)
	2.0 (2)
	20 (4)
	20,000 (2)
	2019 (2)
	2020 (1)
	2024 (1)
	2025 (1)
	2027 (1)
	21st (5)
	24 (1)
	25 (4)
	253 (1)
	28 (1)

	3
	3 (1)
	30 (5)
	3D (2)

	4
	4,000 (2)
	40 (1)
	47,000 (1)

	5
	5 (2)
	5,000 (1)
	5.0 (1)
	5:00 (1)
	50 (5)
	50-50 (1)
	51 (2)
	5-year (1)

	6
	6 (3)
	6,000 (1)
	60s (1)

	7
	7 (1)
	7,000 (1)
	700 (1)
	70s (2)

	8
	82 (1)
	85 (1)
	86 (1)

	9
	9:30 (1)
	90 (2)
	90s (1)
	96 (1)

	A
	a.m (1)
	abilities (1)
	ability (24)
	able (33)
	ably (1)
	Absolutely (6)
	abuse (1)
	abused (2)
	accelerate (2)
	access (3)
	accomplish (2)
	accountability (3)
	accountable (12)
	accounting (3)
	accreditation (1)
	accumulated (2)
	accumulation (1)
	accurate (1)
	accurately (1)
	achieve (2)
	acknowledged (1)
	acquire (1)
	acquirer (1)
	acquiring (2)
	ACQUISITION (68)
	acquisitions (7)
	Act (15)
	acting (2)
	action (5)
	actions (1)
	activities (1)
	actual (3)
	adapt (4)
	adaptable (1)
	adapting (2)
	adaptive (2)
	add (9)
	added (3)
	adding (2)
	addition (4)
	address (5)
	Addressing (1)
	ADIU (1)
	adjourned (2)
	adjust (1)
	Administration (4)
	Admiral (2)
	adopt (6)
	adopted (2)
	adopters (1)
	adopting (2)
	adoption (15)
	advance (1)
	advanced (1)
	advantage (12)
	advantages (3)
	adversaries (6)
	adversary (3)
	advice (2)
	aerospace (1)
	affect (1)
	afford (2)
	affordable (1)
	Afghan (1)
	Afghanistan (1)
	afternoon (1)
	AFWERX (7)
	Age (6)
	agencies (2)
	agency (2)
	agenda (1)
	aggression (1)
	agile (10)
	agility (5)
	Agincourt (1)
	ago (6)
	Agree (28)
	agreement (1)
	agreements (3)
	agrees (1)
	ahead (3)
	AI (7)
	AI-driven (2)
	air (9)
	Airborne (1)
	aircraft (7)
	Airland (1)
	airworthiness (1)
	Alaska (3)
	Albert (1)
	alchemy (1)
	alert (1)
	align (2)
	aligned (3)
	alleviate (1)
	alliances (1)
	allies (5)
	allocated (1)
	allow (5)
	allowed (2)
	allowing (2)
	allows (5)
	aluminum (1)
	Amazon (3)
	America (22)
	American (21)
	Americans (1)
	America's (6)
	amortize (1)
	amount (2)
	amounting (1)
	amounts (1)
	analogy (1)
	Anduril (1)
	announcement (1)
	anodyne (1)
	answer (4)
	answers (1)
	anti (1)
	antidote (1)
	anybody (3)
	Anyway (1)
	AOR (1)
	apiece (1)
	Apollo (3)
	app (1)
	apparently (1)
	appear (1)
	appears (1)
	apple (2)
	applicability (1)
	applied (1)
	apply (1)
	applying (1)
	appointee (1)
	appreciate (11)
	approach (16)
	approaches (10)
	appropriate (3)
	appropriated (3)
	appropriately (2)
	Appropriations (4)
	appropriators (2)
	April (1)
	architecture (1)
	architectures (1)
	area (6)
	areas (7)
	arguably (1)
	argue (3)
	arguing (1)
	Armed (2)
	Army (4)
	array (1)
	arrears (1)
	arrows (1)
	art (1)
	articulated (1)
	artificial (1)
	artificially (1)
	artillery (2)
	asked (8)
	asking (1)
	aspect (1)
	aspects (1)
	aspire (3)
	assess (2)
	assessment (1)
	assets (1)
	assistance (1)
	ASSISTANT (1)
	association (1)
	assume (2)
	assurance (2)
	Aston (1)
	asymmetric (1)
	Atlas (1)
	atomic (1)
	attack (4)
	attacks (2)
	attempt (1)
	attempts (1)
	attendance (1)
	attract (4)
	attractive (1)
	attributed (1)
	audience (1)
	Australia (1)
	authorities (16)
	authority (13)
	authorized (1)
	authors (1)
	automobile (2)
	autonomous (3)
	autonomy (1)
	available (13)
	avenue (2)
	averse (3)
	aversion (2)
	avoid (3)
	award (4)
	awarded (1)

	B
	baby (1)
	back (37)
	backed (1)
	background (1)
	bad (6)
	bag (1)
	bake (1)
	bakeoffs (1)
	balance (2)
	balances (1)
	Ball (2)
	ballistic (1)
	ballot (1)
	balls (1)
	band (1)
	bang (2)
	Banks (10)
	barrier (3)
	barriers (2)
	base (32)
	Based (5)
	basically (1)
	basis (1)
	bath (1)
	Battle (1)
	beat (1)
	beating (1)
	becoming (1)
	beginning (6)
	begun (1)
	behalf (1)
	behavior (2)
	behaviors (1)
	believe (8)
	believer (1)
	beneficial (1)
	benefit (3)
	benefiting (1)
	benefits (1)
	Berlin (1)
	best (10)
	bet (1)
	bets (1)
	better (19)
	beyond (2)
	bid (2)
	Biden (1)
	Biden's (2)
	big (19)
	bigger (2)
	biggest (5)
	Bill (3)
	billed (1)
	billion (6)
	billion-dollar (1)
	billions (3)
	bills (2)
	Bingo (2)
	binoculars (1)
	bipartisan (4)
	bit (16)
	bite (1)
	blanket (1)
	blatantly (1)
	blazed (1)
	bless (1)
	block (1)
	bloom (1)
	blowing (1)
	blue (1)
	Blueprint (1)
	Blumenthal (1)
	BMS (1)
	board (1)
	boardrooms (1)
	boat (2)
	Bob (1)
	body (3)
	bold (1)
	bolster (1)
	bolsters (1)
	bomb (1)
	bombs (1)
	boneyards (2)
	bonuses (1)
	book (1)
	boom (1)
	booster (1)
	born (1)
	boss (2)
	bothers (1)
	bottoms (1)
	bought (1)
	box (2)
	brain (1)
	branch (1)
	branches (1)
	brand (1)
	break (5)
	breaker (2)
	breakfast (1)
	breaking (3)
	Breakthroughs (1)
	briefly (2)
	bright (1)
	bring (7)
	bringing (2)
	British (1)
	broad (1)
	broadening (1)
	broader (2)
	broadly (1)
	broken (3)
	Bronze (3)
	brothers (1)
	brought (1)
	buck (1)
	bucks (1)
	Budd (10)
	budget (14)
	budgeting (4)
	budgets (1)
	Bugatti (1)
	build (27)
	Building (16)
	built (10)
	bullet (2)
	bunch (7)
	burden (4)
	burdens (2)
	burdensome (1)
	bureaucracy (15)
	bureaucracy's (1)
	bureaucratic (5)
	bureaucrats (2)
	buses (3)
	business (26)
	businesses (14)
	buy (8)
	buyer (2)
	buyers (2)
	buying (7)
	buys (3)
	buzzword (1)
	byzantine (1)

	C
	C130 (1)
	C-130 (1)
	call (5)
	called (5)
	Calvert (1)
	camera (1)
	cans (1)
	capabilities (15)
	capability (13)
	capable (1)
	capacities (1)
	capacity (10)
	capital (14)
	capital-intensive (1)
	capitalists (1)
	Capitol (2)
	caps (1)
	captive (1)
	captured (1)
	car (2)
	card (2)
	care (2)
	career (2)
	careers (1)
	careful (2)
	cargo (1)
	carrier (1)
	cars (5)
	cart (1)
	case (2)
	cases (6)
	catalyst (4)
	category (1)
	Caucus (3)
	cause (2)
	caused (1)
	causes (1)
	caution (1)
	celebrate (1)
	celebrating (1)
	CENTCOM (1)
	central (1)
	centralized (3)
	centrally (1)
	cents (1)
	century (5)
	CEO (1)
	cereal (3)
	certain (6)
	certainly (11)
	certainty (1)
	certification (1)
	certifications (1)
	certified (3)
	certify (1)
	certifying (1)
	cetera (1)
	chain (7)
	chains (2)
	Chair (8)
	chairman (85)
	challenge (10)
	challenges (11)
	challenging (1)
	champion (1)
	championed (1)
	chance (3)
	change (26)
	changed (3)
	changer (2)
	changes (10)
	changing (7)
	chaotic (1)
	charge (3)
	charged (1)
	charitable (1)
	chart (2)
	cheaper (1)
	cheating (1)
	check (1)
	checks (2)
	Chief (3)
	chiefs (1)
	Children (1)
	chime (2)
	China (8)
	Chinese (2)
	Chinook (1)
	choose (1)
	choosing (1)
	chop (2)
	chose (2)
	chronic (1)
	Chrysler (2)
	Churchill (4)
	CIA (1)
	circles (1)
	circuits (2)
	cite (1)
	city (1)
	civil (2)
	civilian (2)
	civilians (1)
	civilization (1)
	claim (1)
	claims (1)
	clarity (1)
	class (4)
	classes (1)
	clean (2)
	cleanly (1)
	clear (8)
	clearly (3)
	climb (1)
	close (7)
	closer (2)
	closest (2)
	cloud (2)
	Coast (2)
	co-chair (1)
	code (1)
	co-founder (1)
	cogs (1)
	co-inventor (1)
	Cold (4)
	collaboration (1)
	colleagues (3)
	collective (1)
	collectively (1)
	colorless (1)
	combat (3)
	combatant (13)
	come (16)
	comes (6)
	coming (9)
	command (4)
	commander (3)
	commanders (8)
	commands (3)
	command's (1)
	commend (2)
	commended (1)
	comment (5)
	comments (5)
	Commerce (1)
	commercial (48)
	commercially (2)
	Commission (1)
	commitment (1)
	Committee (39)
	common (1)
	communicate (1)
	Communism (1)
	communist (1)
	communities (1)
	community (5)
	companies (40)
	company (25)
	company's (2)
	comparable (1)
	compared (1)
	compares (1)
	compatible (1)
	compete (8)
	competed (1)
	competing (10)
	competition (19)
	competitions (1)
	competitive (11)
	competitors (1)
	complain (1)
	complete (1)
	completely (5)
	complex (3)
	compliance (2)
	complicated (1)
	components (1)
	compounded (1)
	comprehensive (1)
	computing (2)
	concentrate (1)
	concept (5)
	conceptual (1)
	concerned (5)
	concerning (1)
	concerns (1)
	concerted (1)
	concrete (2)
	concur (2)
	conduct (1)
	conducting (1)
	confident (1)
	confirmation (1)
	confirmed (1)
	conflict (2)
	confusing (1)
	Congress (7)
	congressional (1)
	connect (2)
	connected (1)
	connection (1)
	conquered (1)
	consensus (1)
	consent (1)
	consequence (2)
	consistent (1)
	consisting (1)
	consolidation (2)
	consortium (1)
	constant (2)
	constitutional (2)
	constrain (1)
	constrained (2)
	constrains (1)
	constraints (1)
	construct (1)
	construction (1)
	consume (1)
	contemplating (1)
	contest (4)
	contested (2)
	context (2)
	continually (2)
	continue (7)
	continuing (2)
	continuity (1)
	continuous (3)
	contract (15)
	Contracting (15)
	contractor (2)
	contractors (10)
	contracts (6)
	contradiction (1)
	contrast (2)
	contravened (1)
	control (1)
	conundrum (1)
	convergence (1)
	conversation (13)
	conversations (4)
	convince (1)
	convinced (1)
	coolest (1)
	coordinate (1)
	coordinated (1)
	coordinating (1)
	coordination (3)
	cops (1)
	copy (1)
	copying (1)
	core (5)
	correct (2)
	correlation (1)
	corridor (3)
	cost (11)
	cost-plus (1)
	costs (5)
	cost-type (1)
	Cotton (1)
	counsel (1)
	count (1)
	counter (2)
	counterparts (1)
	counter-UASs (1)
	countries (1)
	country (5)
	couple (8)
	coupled (1)
	course (7)
	court (1)
	cover (1)
	Covid (2)
	CR (4)
	crack (1)
	Cramer (6)
	create (31)
	created (8)
	creates (2)
	creating (7)
	creative (4)
	creativity (3)
	creatures (1)
	credible (1)
	creep (1)
	crisis (5)
	critical (16)
	critically (3)
	critique (1)
	cross-feed (1)
	CRs (4)
	cruise (1)
	CTO (2)
	Cuba (1)
	cult (1)
	cultural (3)
	culturally (1)
	culture (16)
	currently (3)
	curve (1)
	custom (1)
	customer (5)
	customers (1)
	cut (3)
	cutting (3)
	cutting-edge (1)
	Czinger (2)

	D
	D.C (1)
	Daily (1)
	damaging (1)
	dangerous (1)
	Dare (1)
	dark (1)
	data (11)
	daughters (1)
	David (3)
	Davids (1)
	day (8)
	days (6)
	day-to-day (1)
	DCAA (1)
	dealt (1)
	dear (2)
	death (4)
	debt (2)
	decade (2)
	decades (8)
	decayed (1)
	Decentralizing (1)
	decide (5)
	deciding (1)
	decision (4)
	Decision-makers (2)
	decision-making (1)
	decisions (5)
	decisive (1)
	deck (1)
	dedicated (2)
	deductively (1)
	deep (1)
	deeper (1)
	deepest (1)
	deeply (1)
	default (1)
	defeat (1)
	defect (1)
	defend (1)
	DEFENSE (86)
	defense-focused (1)
	defer (2)
	deferring (1)
	defined (1)
	defining (1)
	definition (2)
	degree (5)
	delays (1)
	deliberate (1)
	deliberately (1)
	delighted (1)
	deliver (12)
	delivering (2)
	demand (9)
	demands (2)
	Democrats (1)
	demonstrated (1)
	deny (3)
	departed (1)
	Department (39)
	departments (2)
	Department's (2)
	dependent (2)
	deployed (3)
	deploys (1)
	depots (4)
	deregulation (1)
	derivable (1)
	derive (1)
	derived (1)
	describe (1)
	described (1)
	deserve (1)
	design (5)
	designed (4)
	despite (2)
	destroy (1)
	destroys (1)
	detail (1)
	deter (6)
	deterred (1)
	deterrence (5)
	deterrent (3)
	deterring (1)
	detrimental (1)
	develop (4)
	developed (2)
	developer (1)
	developing (1)
	DEVELOPMENT (6)
	difference (3)
	different (19)
	differentiate (2)
	differently (2)
	difficult (2)
	diffused (1)
	dig (1)
	digital (10)
	digitally (2)
	digitize (7)
	digitized (1)
	diligence (2)
	Dillard (1)
	Diller (62)
	Diller's (1)
	dime (1)
	directed (2)
	direction (1)
	directive (1)
	directly (4)
	director (3)
	Dirksen (1)
	dirty (1)
	disagree (1)
	disagreement (1)
	disarm (1)
	discretion (1)
	discuss (2)
	discussed (3)
	discussing (1)
	discussion (6)
	discussions (2)
	disincentive (2)
	disincentives (1)
	disincentivize (1)
	dislike (2)
	disparage (1)
	disrupting (1)
	disruptive (2)
	disruptors (1)
	disrupts (1)
	distinguished (2)
	distractions (1)
	distributed (1)
	distribution (2)
	DIU (9)
	divergence (1)
	Divergent (8)
	diverse (1)
	diversified (1)
	divide (3)
	divides (1)
	docs (1)
	documentation (1)
	documentations (1)
	documented (1)
	DOD (37)
	DOD-made (1)
	DODs (4)
	doer (4)
	doers (2)
	DOGE (2)
	Doing (25)
	dollar (6)
	dollars (17)
	domain (1)
	domestic (2)
	dominance (1)
	Donald (1)
	door (1)
	dots (1)
	double (1)
	doubles (1)
	downward (1)
	dozens (2)
	dramatically (3)
	drive (7)
	driven (6)
	driving (1)
	dropping (1)
	drove (1)
	dual (8)
	due (2)
	dumber (1)
	duplication (3)
	dwindling (1)
	dynamic (3)

	E
	early (6)
	earn (1)
	earth (1)
	easily (1)
	East (1)
	Eastern (1)
	easy (2)
	eaten (1)
	economic (1)
	economically (1)
	economy (1)
	ecosystem (4)
	edge (4)
	edges (1)
	effect (1)
	effective (2)
	effectively (1)
	efficacy (1)
	efficiency (3)
	efficient (1)
	efficiently (2)
	effort (6)
	efforts (3)
	eighties (1)
	Einstein (1)
	either (6)
	either-or (1)
	elaborate (1)
	electric (1)
	electronic (1)
	element (1)
	elements (2)
	elevating (1)
	elevation (1)
	eligible (1)
	eliminate (2)
	Eliminating (1)
	Elon (6)
	embrace (1)
	embracing (1)
	emergency (2)
	emergent (1)
	emerging (4)
	emphasis (1)
	empirically (1)
	employ (1)
	employees (4)
	employment (1)
	empower (5)
	empowered (4)
	empowering (3)
	emptied (3)
	enable (7)
	encourage (3)
	encouragement (1)
	encourages (1)
	encouraging (4)
	ended (1)
	enemies (2)
	enemy (3)
	energy (2)
	enforce (1)
	engage (3)
	engine (2)
	engineering (2)
	engineers (1)
	engines (2)
	enhance (1)
	ensure (9)
	ensuring (3)
	enter (1)
	entering (1)
	enterprise (4)
	enterprises (1)
	enthusiastic (2)
	entire (4)
	entirely (3)
	entitled (2)
	entity (1)
	entrants (6)
	entrepreneurial (2)
	entrepreneurs (2)
	Entrepreneurship (1)
	environment (3)
	environmental (1)
	environments (1)
	envision (1)
	envisioned (1)
	episodic (1)
	equipment (3)
	equipped (2)
	equivalence (1)
	era (2)
	eras (2)
	Ernst (7)
	eroded (1)
	especially (6)
	essentially (3)
	establish (1)
	establishing (1)
	et (1)
	Europe (1)
	evaluating (1)
	events (1)
	Eventually (2)
	everybody (4)
	evolve (2)
	evolving (1)
	exact (2)
	exactly (7)
	examined (1)
	example (16)
	examples (3)
	Excellent (1)
	exception (2)
	exceptions (1)
	excessive (2)
	excited (1)
	exciting (1)
	execute (3)
	execution (1)
	executive (8)
	exercise (1)
	exist (6)
	existed (1)
	existing (7)
	exists (1)
	exited (1)
	expand (2)
	expanding (1)
	expansive (1)
	expect (4)
	expected (2)
	expedite (1)
	expense (1)
	expensive (1)
	experience (8)
	experiences (1)
	experts (3)
	explain (1)
	expose (1)
	exposed (2)
	exposing (1)
	express (2)
	exquisite (1)
	exquisitely (1)
	extend (1)
	extensive (1)
	extensively (1)
	extent (2)
	external (3)
	extremely (1)
	eye (1)
	eyes (2)

	F
	F-16s (1)
	F-35 (1)
	face (2)
	faced (1)
	facilitation (1)
	facilitator (1)
	facing (1)
	fact (7)
	factories (6)
	factors (1)
	factory (15)
	fail (5)
	failed (1)
	failing (1)
	failure (4)
	failures (1)
	fair (3)
	fake (1)
	false (1)
	familiar (1)
	fan (1)
	fantastic (1)
	far (4)
	farm (1)
	FASA (1)
	fascinating (1)
	fast (4)
	faster (5)
	Fathers (1)
	Federal (5)
	feedback (2)
	feeding (1)
	feel (4)
	fewer (3)
	FFRDCs (1)
	fiction (3)
	field (9)
	fielded (1)
	fielding (5)
	Fifth (1)
	fight (7)
	fighter (7)
	fighters (2)
	fighting (7)
	figure (1)
	filibustered (1)
	fill (2)
	filled (1)
	final (1)
	finally (6)
	finance (1)
	Financial (2)
	financially (1)
	find (10)
	finest (1)
	fired (2)
	First (21)
	fiscal (3)
	Fischer (11)
	Fisher (1)
	fist (1)
	fit (9)
	fitting (1)
	five (10)
	five-minute (1)
	five-year (1)
	fix (2)
	flash (1)
	flew (1)
	flexibility (8)
	flexible (4)
	flight (1)
	flipped (1)
	floor (2)
	Florida (1)
	flow (1)
	flowers (1)
	fly (2)
	flyers (1)
	FMS (4)
	focus (10)
	focused (3)
	focuses (1)
	focusing (1)
	folded (1)
	folks (8)
	follow (4)
	followed (1)
	following (1)
	follows (8)
	food (1)
	footing (1)
	force (19)
	forces (4)
	Force's (1)
	Ford (2)
	forefront (1)
	Foreign (2)
	forever (1)
	Forge (7)
	FORGED (8)
	forget (1)
	forging (1)
	form (2)
	FORMER (4)
	forth (1)
	Fortunately (1)
	forum (1)
	forward (11)
	foster (2)
	found (2)
	founder-driven (1)
	founders (4)
	Founding (1)
	four (4)
	Fourth (2)
	fragile (1)
	frame (1)
	frankly (2)
	free (5)
	Freedom's (2)
	freeze (2)
	freezing (1)
	French (2)
	frequent (1)
	fricking (1)
	friction (2)
	Friday (1)
	friend (3)
	front (4)
	frontiers (1)
	frozen (2)
	frustrated (2)
	frustrates (1)
	fulfilling (1)
	full (7)
	fully (4)
	functional (1)
	functionally (1)
	functioning (1)
	fund (2)
	fundamentally (2)
	funding (12)
	funds (1)
	fungible (1)
	further (3)
	fusion (1)
	future (8)

	G
	gamble (1)
	gambling (1)
	game (3)
	GAO (2)
	gap (2)
	garage (1)
	gas (2)
	gears (1)
	Gene (1)
	General (6)
	generally (1)
	generational (1)
	generations (1)
	Genghis (1)
	gentlemen (6)
	Germany (1)
	getting (14)
	Geurts (73)
	giant (3)
	Gillibrand (1)
	gimme (1)
	give (15)
	given (5)
	gives (1)
	giving (3)
	glad (3)
	Glen (1)
	Glenn (1)
	global (7)
	globally (1)
	go (43)
	goal (1)
	God (1)
	goes (10)
	going (76)
	Goliath (1)
	good (17)
	goods (2)
	gotten (2)
	gouge (2)
	government (21)
	governments (1)
	government's (1)
	governor (1)
	grandparents (1)
	Grants (2)
	gravity (1)
	great (21)
	greater (3)
	greatest (1)
	grew (1)
	ground-based (1)
	group (2)
	groups (3)
	grow (2)
	growing (2)
	grown (1)
	growth (1)
	Grumman (2)
	guarantee (1)
	guess (3)
	guidance (3)
	guy (2)
	guys (4)

	H
	half (2)
	halt (1)
	hamstring (1)
	handgun (2)
	handle (2)
	hands (2)
	happen (10)
	happened (9)
	happening (5)
	happens (1)
	happy (1)
	hard (7)
	harder (1)
	hardware (9)
	harm (1)
	harness (1)
	Harnessing (1)
	hate (1)
	hates (1)
	hauled (1)
	head (3)
	headquarters (1)
	headwinds (1)
	health (3)
	hear (5)
	heard (3)
	hearing (24)
	heart (2)
	heartburn (1)
	heavily (1)
	heavy (1)
	hedge (4)
	held (3)
	helicopter (1)
	hell (1)
	help (19)
	helped (3)
	helpful (2)
	helping (2)
	helps (5)
	heretics (2)
	heroes (1)
	heterodox (4)
	heterogeneity (1)
	heterogeneous (2)
	Hey (2)
	high (3)
	high-end (1)
	higher (4)
	highest (1)
	highly (1)
	Hill (2)
	hiring (2)
	Hirono (9)
	history (3)
	hit (2)
	hobbled (2)
	hold (11)
	holding (7)
	holds (1)
	holdup (2)
	home (4)
	homeless (2)
	Hon (4)
	Hondo (3)
	honestly (1)
	Honeywell (4)
	honor (3)
	HONORABLE (3)
	hope (13)
	horizontal (1)
	horrible (1)
	horrific (2)
	hour (2)
	hours (3)
	House (7)
	hub (1)
	hubcap (1)
	hubcaps (1)
	huge (1)
	human (3)
	humans (1)
	hundred (2)
	hurdles (1)
	hurl (1)
	hurt (1)
	hurts (2)
	Hyman (1)
	hypercar (1)
	hypersonics (3)
	hysteresis (1)

	I
	ICBM (1)
	ICBMs (1)
	idea (10)
	ideas (11)
	identified (1)
	identify (2)
	identifying (1)
	IED (2)
	IEDs (1)
	IGs (3)
	IG's (1)
	II (4)
	ill (1)
	illegally (1)
	illusions (1)
	imagine (2)
	immediate (1)
	immediately (3)
	impact (6)
	impacts (2)
	impairing (1)
	impediments (1)
	implement (2)
	implementation (5)
	implemented (1)
	importance (3)
	important (21)
	Importantly (3)
	importing (1)
	impossible (1)
	impressed (2)
	improve (2)
	improvements (3)
	Improving (1)
	inability (1)
	inadequate (1)
	incentive (5)
	incentives (1)
	incentivize (6)
	incentivized (2)
	incentivizes (1)
	include (1)
	including (2)
	incorporate (1)
	increase (3)
	increased (2)
	increases (2)
	increasing (2)
	increasingly (1)
	incredible (13)
	increments (2)
	incubator (2)
	incumbents (1)
	indentured (1)
	independent (1)
	independently (1)
	individual (1)
	INDOPACOM (1)
	inductive (2)
	indulgence (1)
	indulgent (2)
	industrial (40)
	industrial-based (2)
	INDUSTRIES (3)
	industry (12)
	industry's (1)
	inefficiency (1)
	inertial (1)
	infamous (1)
	influence (1)
	information (9)
	informative (1)
	informed (1)
	informs (1)
	infrastructure (1)
	ingredients (1)
	inherently (1)
	inhibitors (1)
	Inhofe (1)
	initial (3)
	initially (1)
	initials (1)
	initiatives (4)
	inject (3)
	innovate (13)
	innovated (1)
	innovating (2)
	INNOVATION (63)
	innovations (3)
	innovative (14)
	innovators (3)
	INSERT (8)
	insertion (1)
	inside (2)
	insightful (1)
	insights (1)
	Inspector (2)
	instance (1)
	instances (5)
	institution (2)
	institutionalized (1)
	integrated (2)
	integrating (1)
	integration (2)
	integrators (1)
	Intel (2)
	intelligence (1)
	intended (3)
	intent (4)
	intentioned (1)
	intentions (1)
	interceptor (1)
	interdependencies (1)
	interest (5)
	interested (2)
	interesting (1)
	interests (1)
	internal (3)
	internally (1)
	interoperability (3)
	interoperable (2)
	interpersonally (1)
	intimidating (1)
	introduce (3)
	invention (2)
	inventors (1)
	invest (2)
	invested (1)
	investing (2)
	investment (4)
	investments (3)
	investors (2)
	invited (3)
	invoices (2)
	invoicing (1)
	involved (3)
	Iran (1)
	Iraq (2)
	Ironically (1)
	ISLAND (2)
	issue (15)
	issued (3)
	issues (1)
	item (2)
	iteration (2)
	iterative (1)
	it'll (1)
	its (14)

	J
	JACK (2)
	JADC2 (3)
	James (3)
	jammer (1)
	January (1)
	Japan (1)
	Jedi (2)
	Jim (1)
	job (3)
	Joe (1)
	join (1)
	joint (3)
	jointly (1)
	jointness (2)
	judicious (1)
	Jupiter (1)

	K
	Kaine (6)
	keep (8)
	keeping (1)
	Kelly (13)
	Kevin (2)
	key (7)
	Khan (1)
	kicked (1)
	Kids (1)
	kill (3)
	kilogram (2)
	kind (12)
	kinds (5)
	King (14)
	kiss (1)
	knew (1)
	know (88)
	knowable (1)
	knowing (1)
	knowledge (1)
	known (1)
	Korea (1)
	Kranz (1)

	L
	Laboratories (1)
	labs (1)
	lack (4)
	lacking (2)
	ladder (1)
	Ladies (1)
	lagging (1)
	land (3)
	language (2)
	large (3)
	largely (2)
	larger (1)
	largest (1)
	lastly (1)
	late (3)
	Laughter (2)
	launch (4)
	launched (1)
	law (2)
	lawyers (1)
	lay (1)
	lays (1)
	lead (4)
	leader (2)
	leaders (5)
	leadership (5)
	leading (1)
	leads (1)
	lean (2)
	leap (2)
	learn (2)
	learned (3)
	learning (9)
	learns (1)
	leave (2)
	leaves (1)
	led (3)
	left (1)
	legacy (10)
	legal (1)
	legislation (1)
	legislative (2)
	Lego (1)
	lengthy (1)
	Leroy (1)
	lessons (2)
	letter (1)
	level (5)
	levels (2)
	leverage (10)
	leveraged (1)
	leverages (1)
	leveraging (5)
	life (3)
	light (2)
	limit (2)
	limitations (1)
	limited (1)
	limiting (2)
	line (6)
	linear (1)
	lines (1)
	listen (1)
	listening (3)
	literally (7)
	lithium (1)
	little (20)
	live (1)
	living (2)
	lobbied (1)
	locates (1)
	locked (1)
	Lockheed (2)
	logistics (1)
	long (9)
	longbow (1)
	longer (2)
	long-term (1)
	look (43)
	looked (5)
	looking (8)
	looks (1)
	loop (4)
	loophole (1)
	loops (1)
	lose (3)
	losing (1)
	loss (2)
	lost (4)
	lot (32)
	lots (4)
	love (9)
	loved (1)
	lower (5)
	lowest (1)
	Lucas (1)
	Luckys (1)
	lunch (1)
	luxury (1)

	M
	ma'am (6)
	machine (1)
	machinery (1)
	magnesium (1)
	maintain (2)
	maintaining (1)
	major (2)
	majority (3)
	making (14)
	man (2)
	manage (4)
	Management (4)
	manager (7)
	managers (9)
	managing (3)
	Manhattan (1)
	manner (2)
	manufacturability (2)
	manufacture (2)
	manufactured (1)
	manufacturing (24)
	margin (2)
	margins (1)
	marked (1)
	markers (1)
	market (19)
	marketing (1)
	marketplace (2)
	markets (3)
	Martin (3)
	mass (2)
	massive (3)
	match (1)
	matter (5)
	Maven (1)
	maximize (1)
	McLaren (1)
	Meals (1)
	mean (8)
	meaningful (1)
	means (1)
	meant (3)
	measure (3)
	Medicaid (1)
	meet (4)
	meeting (1)
	meets (2)
	member (12)
	Members (9)
	memo (3)
	men (2)
	mentality (2)
	mention (1)
	mentioned (5)
	mergers (1)
	merit-based (1)
	merits (1)
	message (1)
	messiness (1)
	messy (2)
	met (1)
	Microsoft (3)
	middle (10)
	mid-level (2)
	mile (1)
	militarily (1)
	military (23)
	Miller (1)
	million (9)
	Mills (3)
	mind (2)
	mindset (4)
	mine (2)
	mineral (1)
	minerals (7)
	minimizing (2)
	minority (2)
	Minuteman (1)
	minutes (4)
	mired (1)
	missiles (10)
	missing (2)
	mission (3)
	MISSISSIPPI (1)
	mistakes (2)
	mitigate (1)
	mixed (2)
	MOA (2)
	mobilization (1)
	mobilize (5)
	mobilizing (2)
	model (1)
	models (3)
	modern (1)
	Modernization (3)
	modernize (2)
	moment (4)
	moments (1)
	moms (1)
	money (14)
	monolithic (1)
	monopoly (3)
	monopsonist (2)
	monopsony (5)
	month (4)
	months (5)
	moose (1)
	morning (4)
	mothers (1)
	mountains (1)
	mousetrap (1)
	move (20)
	moved (1)
	movement (1)
	moving (3)
	Mullin (1)
	multiple (11)
	multi-trillion (2)
	multi-trillion-dollar (1)
	multitude (1)
	munition (2)
	munitions (1)
	museums (2)
	Musk (3)

	N
	name (3)
	named (1)
	Nate (1)
	Nate's (1)
	Nathan (2)
	nation (13)
	national (9)
	nations (1)
	nation's (3)
	nature (3)
	navigated (1)
	Navy (10)
	Navy's (2)
	Nazi (1)
	NDAA (3)
	near (1)
	nearly (3)
	necessarily (6)
	necessary (1)
	necessity (1)
	need (89)
	needed (6)
	needing (1)
	needle (1)
	needs (19)
	negative (1)
	negotiating (1)
	NEO (1)
	net (1)
	network (18)
	networked (1)
	networks (2)
	Nevada (1)
	never (2)
	new (40)
	newer (1)
	news (3)
	nicknames (1)
	night (3)
	nine (1)
	nodding (3)
	non-defense (1)
	non-development (1)
	non-DOD (1)
	non-traditional (5)
	non-traditionals (2)
	Northrop (2)
	notable (3)
	note (1)
	notice (1)
	notified (1)
	notify (1)
	notoriously (1)
	Noyce (1)
	NSA (1)
	nuclear (3)
	nudge (1)
	number (13)
	nutrition (2)

	O
	object (1)
	objection (1)
	observation (1)
	observations (1)
	observe (1)
	observed (1)
	obvious (1)
	obviously (2)
	occasion (1)
	occur (3)
	occurred (2)
	occurring (1)
	occurs (1)
	October (1)
	offer (2)
	offering (1)
	Office (2)
	Officer (8)
	officers (12)
	offices (5)
	official (3)
	officials (3)
	offs (1)
	offsets (1)
	oil (2)
	Okay (11)
	old (2)
	OMB (2)
	on-budget (1)
	once (5)
	one-off (1)
	one-sie (1)
	one-year (1)
	ongoing (1)
	on-time (1)
	OODA (4)
	open (4)
	OPENING (3)
	operates (1)
	operating (1)
	operation (2)
	operational (1)
	operationally (1)
	operator (4)
	operators (2)
	opinion (1)
	opinions (1)
	opportunities (4)
	opportunity (10)
	opposed (2)
	ops (1)
	optimistic (7)
	options (1)
	oral (1)
	orbit (1)
	order (7)
	ordered (2)
	organization (5)
	organizations (4)
	organize (1)
	organizers (1)
	organizing (1)
	original (2)
	OSD (1)
	OTA (1)
	OTAs (1)
	OTs (1)
	Ouch (1)
	outcome-focused (1)
	outcomes (1)
	outcompeted (1)
	outdated (2)
	outgunned (1)
	outperforms (1)
	output (2)
	outside (2)
	outsiders (1)
	outweighed (1)
	overcharges (1)
	overcome (2)
	overhaul (1)
	overhauling (1)
	overlap (1)
	overly (2)
	Overmatch (1)
	overreach (1)
	overseeing (1)
	oversight (2)
	overwhelming (1)
	ownership (1)
	owning (1)

	P
	p.m (1)
	pace (8)
	Packard (1)
	page (1)
	pages (8)
	paid (4)
	Palantir (10)
	Palmer (1)
	panel (3)
	panelists (1)
	Paparo (1)
	paper (6)
	parallel (1)
	paralyze (1)
	parity (1)
	part (14)
	participated (1)
	participating (1)
	participation (1)
	particular (6)
	particularly (7)
	partners (4)
	partnerships (2)
	parts (7)
	party (1)
	passed (1)
	patents (3)
	path (4)
	paths (1)
	pathway (1)
	pathways (4)
	pause (1)
	pausing (1)
	paved (1)
	pay (5)
	payment (4)
	payments (1)
	peace (3)
	peaceful (1)
	pejorative (2)
	Pell (1)
	penalties (1)
	Pentagon (23)
	Pentagon's (1)
	people (35)
	people's (1)
	percent (20)
	perfect (4)
	perfectly (1)
	perform (1)
	performance (9)
	performer (1)
	performers (7)
	performing (1)
	performs (1)
	period (4)
	permeate (1)
	permission (1)
	permuted (1)
	person (7)
	personal (1)
	personalities (1)
	personally (2)
	personnel (2)
	person's (1)
	perspective (7)
	perspectives (1)
	phase (1)
	phases (1)
	phone (1)
	phrase (1)
	PIA (1)
	pick (9)
	picked (2)
	piece (10)
	pilot (2)
	piloted (2)
	pilots (2)
	pipeline (1)
	pipelines (1)
	piping (2)
	place (5)
	places (1)
	placing (1)
	plan (5)
	planned (1)
	planning (8)
	plans (2)
	platforms (1)
	play (2)
	player (1)
	players (2)
	playing (2)
	please (3)
	plenty (3)
	plows (1)
	plus (1)
	PM (1)
	pockets (1)
	point (19)
	poised (1)
	Polaris (1)
	policies (1)
	policy (1)
	political (2)
	pool (2)
	poor (2)
	poorer (1)
	poorly (1)
	portfolio (6)
	portfolios (2)
	portrayed (1)
	position (2)
	positioning (1)
	positions (1)
	positive (2)
	positively (1)
	positive-sum (1)
	possibility (1)
	possible (11)
	pot (3)
	potential (1)
	potentiate (1)
	potentiation (1)
	Potomac (1)
	pound (1)
	power (3)
	powerful (1)
	powers (1)
	practice (1)
	practiced (1)
	practices (1)
	precisely (2)
	predictive (1)
	prefers (1)
	pregnant (1)
	premature (1)
	prepared (4)
	prescriptive (1)
	Present (3)
	preside (1)
	PRESIDENT (5)
	presiding (2)
	pressure (4)
	pretend (1)
	pretty (3)
	prevent (1)
	previous (4)
	previously (1)
	price (11)
	pricing (6)
	pride (1)
	primacy (1)
	prime (3)
	primes (6)
	principle (1)
	printed (1)
	printing (4)
	prior (1)
	prioritize (1)
	prioritizes (1)
	prioritizing (1)
	priority (2)
	private (20)
	privileged (1)
	proactive (1)
	probably (7)
	problem (19)
	problematic (1)
	problems (12)
	procedures (1)
	process (24)
	processes (7)
	proclivity (1)
	procurement (5)
	procures (1)
	produce (4)
	producing (2)
	product (7)
	production (14)
	productive (3)
	products (5)
	professionally (1)
	professionals (3)
	profoundly (1)
	program (53)
	programmatic (2)
	programming (1)
	programs (35)
	progress (8)
	project (5)
	projects (3)
	proliferated (1)
	promise (5)
	promising (1)
	propagate (1)
	proper (3)
	proponent (1)
	proposal (2)
	proposes (1)
	prospectively (1)
	prosperous (1)
	protect (1)
	protections (1)
	protest (7)
	protested (1)
	protesting (1)
	protests (1)
	prototype (2)
	prototypes (1)
	prototyping (1)
	proud (2)
	proven (2)
	provide (9)
	provided (1)
	providers (2)
	provides (3)
	providing (1)
	public (4)
	published (3)
	pull (1)
	pulling (2)
	pumping (1)
	punish (1)
	purchasing (1)
	purely (2)
	purpose (14)
	purpose-built (1)
	purposes (1)
	pursuant (1)
	purview (1)
	push (3)
	pushes (1)
	put (7)
	puts (2)
	putting (3)

	Q
	qualifying (1)
	quality (3)
	quarter (1)
	quarter's (1)
	question (20)
	questioner (1)
	questioning (2)
	questions (12)
	quick (2)
	quicker (1)
	quickly (25)
	quite (7)
	quo (1)
	quote (1)

	R
	R&D (5)
	race (1)
	radical (1)
	raise (1)
	raising (1)
	randomly (1)
	Ranking (10)
	rapid (15)
	rapidly (7)
	rare (1)
	rate (3)
	rates (1)
	ratio (3)
	Raytheon (1)
	reaching (1)
	react (2)
	read (2)
	readiness (3)
	reading (1)
	ready (3)
	real (9)
	realistic (1)
	reality (3)
	realize (2)
	really (45)
	reason (6)
	reasonable (3)
	reasons (6)
	rebuild (7)
	RECEIVE (5)
	received (1)
	reception (1)
	recognize (6)
	recognized (7)
	recognizing (1)
	recommend (3)
	recommendation (1)
	recommendations (3)
	recommended (1)
	record (14)
	recreate (1)
	red (4)
	reduce (9)
	reduced (1)
	reducing (3)
	Reed (19)
	Reed's (2)
	refer (1)
	referenced (1)
	referred (7)
	REFORM (13)
	Reformation (4)
	reformed (1)
	Reform-minded (1)
	reforms (2)
	regard (9)
	regardless (1)
	regime (1)
	regulation (4)
	regulations (10)
	regulatory (3)
	reimagining (1)
	reindustrialization (1)
	reinforced (1)
	relate (1)
	related (1)
	relates (1)
	Relations (1)
	relationship (2)
	released (2)
	relentless (1)
	relevance (2)
	relevant (4)
	reliant (1)
	remain (4)
	remaining (1)
	remanufacture (1)
	remarks (1)
	remember (5)
	reminded (1)
	remove (1)
	removing (1)
	renaissance (1)
	rendered (1)
	reorient (1)
	repair (1)
	repeat (1)
	repercussions (1)
	replace (1)
	replicate (1)
	replicator (1)
	replicators (1)
	report (2)
	reported (1)
	reporting (1)
	reports (1)
	reprogram (2)
	Republicans (1)
	request (1)
	require (6)
	requirement (1)
	requirements (12)
	requires (3)
	requiring (1)
	RESEARCH (7)
	resemble (1)
	reserve (1)
	reshuffling (1)
	resilience (2)
	resiliency (1)
	resistant (1)
	resisting (2)
	resource (1)
	resources (3)
	resourcing (1)
	respond (2)
	responded (2)
	response (3)
	responses (1)
	Responsible (1)
	Restoring (1)
	restricted (1)
	restriction (1)
	result (5)
	resulted (1)
	resulting (1)
	results (3)
	resume (1)
	retain (1)
	retaining (1)
	retirement (1)
	return (2)
	reuse (1)
	revamp (1)
	reverse (2)
	reversed (2)
	review (5)
	reviewer (5)
	reviewers (1)
	reviewing (2)
	revolutionary (2)
	revolutionizing (1)
	reward (1)
	rewarded (2)
	rewards (1)
	rewire (1)
	RFP (1)
	RHODE (1)
	richest (1)
	Rickover (3)
	rid (1)
	right (49)
	rigid (1)
	rigidity (1)
	rigor (1)
	rigorous (1)
	ripped (1)
	rise (1)
	risk (20)
	risk-averse (3)
	risk-aversion (1)
	risks (3)
	risky (2)
	rivalries (1)
	River (1)
	rivets (1)
	road (2)
	roadblocks (1)
	robotics (1)
	robots (1)
	robust (2)
	rock (1)
	rockets (1)
	Roger (2)
	role (3)
	roll (1)
	Room (2)
	Roosevelt (1)
	root (1)
	Rosen (9)
	rotate (1)
	rotating (3)
	round (6)
	Rounds (11)
	route (1)
	Royal (1)
	rule (2)
	rules (3)
	run (2)
	runway (1)

	S
	safe (1)
	safety (4)
	sales (3)
	salt (2)
	sanctioned (1)
	Sang (1)
	Sankar (101)
	Sankar's (1)
	satellite (3)
	satellites (2)
	satisfy (1)
	save (2)
	saved (2)
	saves (2)
	saving (1)
	saw (5)
	saying (4)
	says (4)
	SBIR (13)
	SBIRs (1)
	scale (21)
	scaled (2)
	scales (1)
	scaling (5)
	scare (1)
	scared (1)
	scenario (1)
	schedule (2)
	schedules (1)
	schism (3)
	Schmidt (2)
	Schmitt (4)
	school (1)
	Schriever (1)
	Science (1)
	scientific (1)
	scope (1)
	Scott (18)
	scraps (1)
	screw (1)
	script (1)
	scrubbed (1)
	scrubbing (1)
	SD-G50 (1)
	sea (1)
	SEAL (1)
	Sean (1)
	Second (11)
	Secondly (3)
	seconds (2)
	SECRETARY (7)
	sector (12)
	sectors (1)
	security (6)
	see (14)
	Seed (2)
	seeing (1)
	seek (1)
	seeking (4)
	seemingly (2)
	seen (5)
	select (1)
	self-inflicted (1)
	sell (1)
	semiconductors (1)
	Senate (10)
	SENATOR (172)
	Senators (1)
	send (3)
	senior (1)
	sense (6)
	separate (2)
	serial (2)
	series (1)
	serious (2)
	servants (1)
	serve (5)
	served (3)
	serves (1)
	service (14)
	Services (22)
	set (4)
	sets (3)
	seventies (1)
	shadow (1)
	Shaheen (8)
	shame (1)
	shapes (1)
	shareholders (1)
	Sheehy (6)
	sheep (1)
	sheet (1)
	shelf (1)
	shift (2)
	ship (3)
	shipbuilding (3)
	ships (1)
	shipyards (1)
	shop (1)
	short (1)
	shortcomings (1)
	shortening (1)
	shot (1)
	shots (1)
	Shotwell (1)
	show (2)
	shows (1)
	shrinking (1)
	shrunk (2)
	shut (2)
	shutting (1)
	shuttle (1)
	Shyam (5)
	side (5)
	sides (1)
	sign (2)
	signal (9)
	signals (1)
	significant (1)
	significantly (1)
	silo (1)
	similar (3)
	simple (1)
	simply (2)
	single (4)
	sir (12)
	sit (3)
	situation (2)
	situations (1)
	six (2)
	sixties (1)
	size (1)
	sized (1)
	skilled (1)
	skin (1)
	slash (1)
	sleeves (1)
	slightly (1)
	Slotkin (6)
	slow (2)
	slowed (1)
	slower (1)
	slowing (2)
	slowly (2)
	small (31)
	smaller (3)
	smart (1)
	smooth (1)
	smother (1)
	societies (1)
	SOCOM (8)
	SOCOMs (6)
	soft (1)
	software (8)
	software-driven (1)
	sole (1)
	solely (1)
	solution (5)
	solutions (1)
	solve (3)
	solved (3)
	solving (1)
	somebody (6)
	son (1)
	sons (1)
	sorry (2)
	sort (16)
	sorts (1)
	sound (1)
	source (2)
	sources (2)
	South (1)
	Soviet (1)
	Soviets (1)
	space (15)
	SpaceX (5)
	span (1)
	speak (4)
	Speaking (2)
	spec (1)
	special (6)
	specialists (3)
	specific (9)
	specifically (5)
	specificity (1)
	specifics (1)
	specify (1)
	specifying (1)
	speed (24)
	spend (3)
	spending (5)
	spent (7)
	spin (1)
	spinning (1)
	spirit (4)
	Spiritually (1)
	split (1)
	spot (1)
	spread (2)
	stack (1)
	stacking (1)
	staff (3)
	staffer (1)
	staffs (1)
	stage (2)
	stages (1)
	stakeholders (3)
	Stalin (1)
	standard (1)
	standards (2)
	Starship (4)
	start (13)
	started (8)
	starting (9)
	starts (2)
	startup (2)
	startups (4)
	stat (1)
	state (6)
	STATEMENT (9)
	statements (3)
	state-owned (1)
	States (5)
	status (1)
	statute (8)
	statutes (2)
	statutory (2)
	stayed (1)
	staying (2)
	step (5)
	steps (3)
	stewards (2)
	stirrup (1)
	stock (1)
	stockpile (2)
	Stone (2)
	stood (2)
	stop (9)
	stopping (1)
	stops (1)
	stove (2)
	strategic (1)
	strategically (1)
	strategies (4)
	strategy (2)
	stratify (1)
	streamlining (2)
	Street (1)
	strength (4)
	strengthen (1)
	stress (1)
	strictly (1)
	strikes (1)
	string (2)
	strong (1)
	stronger (1)
	structurally (1)
	structure (5)
	structures (1)
	struggle (1)
	stuck (2)
	studies (1)
	stuff (4)
	Sub (2)
	Subcommittee (2)
	subject (3)
	submarine (1)
	submit (2)
	submitted (1)
	subs (1)
	subsidized (1)
	success (10)
	successes (5)
	Successful (3)
	successfully (2)
	suggest (1)
	suggested (1)
	suggesting (1)
	suggestions (1)
	suggests (2)
	Sullivan (8)
	super-fast (1)
	supervisors (1)
	Supper (3)
	supplement (2)
	supplemental (1)
	suppliers (3)
	supply (13)
	support (5)
	supporting (2)
	sure (30)
	surprise (1)
	surprised (1)
	survivable (1)
	survive (3)
	survived (1)
	sustain (1)
	sustainable (2)
	sustainment (5)
	swamp (1)
	swarming (1)
	switch (1)
	system (24)
	systematic (1)
	systematically (3)
	systems (12)

	T
	table (3)
	tackle (1)
	tactic (1)
	tailor (1)
	take (21)
	takeaways (1)
	taken (1)
	takes (7)
	talent (5)
	talented (1)
	talents (1)
	talk (12)
	talked (6)
	talking (9)
	tank (4)
	tankers (1)
	tanks (1)
	tape (3)
	tapping (1)
	tax (1)
	taxpayer (14)
	taxpayers (2)
	taxpayer's (2)
	teach (1)
	team (9)
	teams (1)
	tear (1)
	tech (2)
	technical (4)
	technicians (1)
	technological (2)
	Technologies (23)
	technologist (1)
	Technology (23)
	tell (3)
	telling (1)
	tells (1)
	tenets (1)
	tension (1)
	term (2)
	terms (7)
	territory (1)
	test (3)
	testify (1)
	testifying (1)
	TESTIMONY (6)
	tests (1)
	Thank (96)
	thankful (1)
	Thanks (6)
	theater (1)
	theory (1)
	thesis (1)
	thick (1)
	thin (1)
	thing (15)
	things (63)
	think (177)
	thinking (12)
	thinks (4)
	Third (5)
	Thor (1)
	thought (11)
	thoughtful (1)
	thoughts (7)
	thousand (1)
	thousands (3)
	thread (1)
	threat (5)
	threatened (2)
	threatening (1)
	threats (3)
	three (22)
	three-month (1)
	three-year (1)
	threshold (4)
	throughput (1)
	throw (1)
	throwing (1)
	thrown (1)
	tick (1)
	tied (4)
	tier (2)
	ties (1)
	Tillis (1)
	time (49)
	timeline (3)
	timely (1)
	times (6)
	Titan (1)
	title (2)
	Today (56)
	today's (1)
	toil (1)
	token (1)
	told (2)
	tolerance (1)
	tolerate (1)
	tomorrow (2)
	tonight (4)
	tool (5)
	tools (6)
	top (7)
	top-down (3)
	topic (3)
	torpedoes (1)
	total (2)
	touch (1)
	tough (2)
	tours (1)
	traditional (5)
	traditionals (1)
	trail (1)
	train (2)
	trained (2)
	training (6)
	trajectory (1)
	transaction (2)
	transactions (1)
	transform (2)
	transforms (1)
	transistor (1)
	transition (2)
	transitioning (1)
	transparency (2)
	treat (1)
	treated (2)
	tremendous (2)
	trenches (1)
	trend (2)
	tried (3)
	triggered (1)
	trillion (1)
	trillions (1)
	tripled (1)
	troops (2)
	true (1)
	truly (1)
	Trump (7)
	Trumps (1)
	Trump's (1)
	trust (12)
	try (6)
	trying (12)
	Tuberville (1)
	Tuesday (1)
	turn (9)
	turned (3)
	turning (5)
	tweaking (1)
	twice (2)
	two (25)
	two-month (1)
	two-sies (1)
	type (7)
	types (2)
	typical (1)
	Typically (1)

	U
	U.S (6)
	UASs (1)
	UCOMM (1)
	Ukraine (2)
	Ukrainians (2)
	ultimately (4)
	unable (1)
	un-American (1)
	unanimous (2)
	unbelievable (1)
	uncertainty (1)
	unclear (1)
	uncompromising (1)
	unconsumable (1)
	underbrush (1)
	undercut (1)
	underperforming (1)
	understand (6)
	understanding (5)
	Unfortunately (4)
	ungodly (1)
	uniform (2)
	Union (1)
	unique (2)
	Unit (1)
	unitary (3)
	United (5)
	units (1)
	unity (1)
	universal (1)
	universities (1)
	unleash (1)
	Unleashed (1)
	unlock (1)
	unlocks (2)
	unnecessary (1)
	unplanned (1)
	unprecedented (4)
	upfront (1)
	upset (1)
	upstart (1)
	urgency (1)
	urgent (1)
	urgently (1)
	use (13)
	useful (1)
	usual (1)

	V
	vaccine (1)
	valley (3)
	valuable (1)
	value (8)
	value-added (1)
	values (1)
	valve (1)
	varies (1)
	various (2)
	vehicles (3)
	Venezuela (1)
	venting (1)
	venture (4)
	venue (2)
	venues (1)
	verify (1)
	version (1)
	versus (10)
	vertical (1)
	vestige (1)
	veterans (1)
	veto (1)
	vets (1)
	VICE (1)
	view (5)
	views (3)
	violent (1)
	Virginia (1)
	viscerally (1)
	visibility (1)
	visionaries (1)
	visit (2)
	visiting (1)
	voluntarily (1)
	vulnerabilities (1)

	W
	wait (1)
	waiting (1)
	waives (1)
	Wall (6)
	want (45)
	wanted (2)
	wanting (1)
	wants (3)
	War (42)
	warfare (2)
	warp (1)
	Warren (13)
	Warriors (1)
	wars (1)
	wartime (1)
	Washington (1)
	waste (4)
	wasteful (1)
	wasting (1)
	watch (1)
	watchdog (1)
	watched (1)
	water (2)
	wave (1)
	way (38)
	ways (12)
	weapon (8)
	weapons (5)
	weeks (1)
	weigh (3)
	welcome (1)
	welcoming (1)
	weld (1)
	welfare (1)
	Well (40)
	well-intentioned (1)
	well-performing (1)
	went (6)
	We're (41)
	West (1)
	we've (35)
	what'd (1)
	wheels (1)
	whistleblowers (1)
	white (6)
	wholeheartedly (1)
	whole-of-nation (2)
	Wicker (59)
	Wicker's (1)
	widely (3)
	wild (1)
	wildly (1)
	willing (1)
	win (15)
	windfall (1)
	winning (2)
	Winston (1)
	wisdom (1)
	wish (1)
	withhold (1)
	witness (4)
	witnesses (14)
	witness's (2)
	women (1)
	won (4)
	wondering (1)
	word (2)
	words (2)
	work (28)
	worked (6)
	workforce (24)
	working (7)
	works (7)
	world (24)
	worship's (1)
	worst (1)
	worth (1)
	worthy (1)
	would've (3)
	wounded (1)
	wrap (1)
	writeup (1)
	writing (3)
	written (5)
	wrong (6)
	wrote (1)

	Y
	Yeah (13)
	year (16)
	years (42)
	yesterday (1)
	yield (2)
	you-all (3)
	young (1)

	Z
	zero (1)
	zero-sum (1)
	Zumwalt (1)



