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 MR. ROBERT FEIDLER:  Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.  Thanks for being with us 

this morning.  My name is Bob Feidler.  I’m with ROA. 

I’m our education director, our Army director.  We do many, many programs throughout 

the year and you’re welcome to virtually all of them.  They’re open to the public.  Today we’re 

webcasting the program, so when the chance comes for questions, please use the microphone 

and remember you’re going out to the world. 

 It’s my pleasure, and I’ll be very short, but I’ll mention one quick program that this 

audience in particular might be interested in for the future.  And that’s on 20 June in 

conjunction with the Strategic Studies Institute at the Army War College, we’re going to be 

doing a program on Army missile defense and new issues and updates on that.  So that’s one of 

our future programs you might be particularly interested in.  Please come on down and join us. 

We’ll be sending out a formal invite on that.  If you’re not on our mailing list -- I know 

most of you are on Peter’s mailing list -- but if you’re not on ours and you’d like to leave your 

card with myself or the gentleman in the back who will raise his hand, Richard, we’ll get you on 

our mailing list and you’ll get specific notice of that program.  Right now, I think it will be at 9:30 

a.m. on 20 June. 

At this point it’s my pleasure to introduce the host of this longest running defense series 

I think in Washington, D.C., the Congressional breakfast series, and who does amazing, amazing 

work in this entire field of national security.  And it’s a real pleasure to introduce Peter Huessy. 

 (Applause). 

 MR. PETER HUESSY:  I want to first thank Senator Tester for being here.  But for a 

second I want to just give you some – tomorrow Frank Miller is speaking at the Capitol Hill Club.  

And next week on the 24th we will be having a China panel with Gordon Chang, Mike Pillsbury 

and Rick Fischer.  And we’ll be looking at the strategic nuclear programs of China, what their 

objectives are, and what political and strategic things they’re doing in everything from cyber to 

helping in Iran and so forth. 
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 With respect to the June 20th event that Bob just made reference to, Senator Sessions is 

going to be our speaker in the morning for breakfast.  We will then have a short break, and that 

means we may bring Senator Sessions over here and do an Army missile defense program 

starting about 9:30 for the rest of the morning.  For those of you, you’re welcome to attend, 

just as well. 

And with respect to our conference in Minot, North Dakota we did on the 3rd of May, we 

are going to be transcribing that.  It is available on the ROA website if you want to watch the 

video.  We had nine different speakers, including the two senators from North Dakota.  And if 

you’d like to look at that it’s a pretty extraordinary collection of folks who are looking at that. 

 Senator Tester represents two of my brothers.  One is a rancher and one is a Harley 

dealer in Montana.  My brother who is the Harley dealer has a red beard down to here and a 

red ponytail down to here.  And he’s more conservative than I am, Senator. 

 (Laughter). 

 But, I’m a native Coloradoan, so I love that part of the world.  And they both said that 

we have a good senator in Senator Tester.  I want to thank you for being here.  I know you’re a 

member of the Senate Appropriations Committee, but I wanted to ask you to come over here 

and speak to us about the triad, about ICBMs and how this fits into both the budget and arms 

control.  And we’re looking forward to your remarks, so would you give a warm welcome to the 

Senator from Montana, Mr. John Tester. 

 (Applause). 

 SEN. JON TESTER: Thank you. Well, it’s great to be here.  And Peter, thank you for the 

kind words.  I appreciate it.  And one of these days I’m going to go see your brother, not for 

political reasons, but to go buy a Harley, hopefully. 

 (Laughter). 

 I don’t know, it might be safer not to.  I would just say, thank you.  And thanks for having 

this event this morning. 

 I’m a member of the ICBM Coalition.  I’m proud to be a part of that bipartisan panel that 

works across party lines for our national defense.  As we were coming up here this morning, 

Peter asked if I had a rousing speech for you?  As I went through it in my mind and we were 

going up the elevator, I’m not sure I’m going to tell you anything that you don’t already know, 

but maybe I will. 



 Look, the nuclear triad plays a critical role to providing stability and security for this 

nation, and it doesn’t happen by accident.  It happens by support.  Since the last world war, our 

nuclear triad has kept our nation safe, ensuring global stability and deterring the threat of 

nuclear war. 

Our nation continues to confront a number of strategic threats, whether it is adversaries 

pursuing new nuclear capabilities or rogue nations seeking nuclear programs of their very own.  

The recent posturing by North Korea drives home the threat rogue nations pose and the import 

role that our triad plays in our national defense.  These threats are very real and they 

underscore the need for a nuclear triad that provides the deterrence we seek and the 

operational flexibility that we need. 

I’m particularly mindful of the role played by our airmen at Malstrom Air Force Base in 

Great Falls, Montana.  They are, indeed, top notch men and women and they represent the 

very best of the military of our nation.  They also maintain and operate the most cost-effective 

leg of the triad.  I’ll say that one more time, because in these days of budget tightness, I should 

say, they maintain the most cost-effective leg of the triad, and that’s our ICBMs. 

 National security experts have agreed that land-based ICBMs are the most stabilizing 

component of our triad, as the structure of these forces makes a pre-emptive or disarming 

attack realistically impossible.  And that’s why the ICBM Coalition worked so hard to make sure 

that the Obama administration would leave room in the New START Treaty for a strong ICBM 

force.  Our bipartisan work led the administration to propose a force of between 400 and 420 

operationally deployed ICBMs. 

But we continue to hear the reports of possible further cuts to our ICBM force.  And 

we’ve seen in some proposals by outside groups to scale back or do away with our triad 

altogether.  Make no mistake, we have to get our fiscal house in order, and defense cuts are a 

part of that mix.  But it makes no sense to start with the cheapest, most cost-effective program.  

And that’s exactly what the ICBM force is. 

On any given day, the ICBM fleet provides an always ready nuclear deterrent for a 

fraction of the cost of other options.  And that’s why we must make sure that our airmen are 

properly trained and that we’re conducting strong oversight so that our defenses remain 

strong.  Further cuts to our ICBM forces could reduce our resilience and diminish our most 

effective assets: the morale of outstanding young men and women who serve as missileers, 

maintainers and cops.  On that point, I’m going to go off topic for just a minute. 

Just as the talk of reducing the importance of ICBM forces reduces morale and makes 

missiles a less promising career field for newly commissioned officers or airmen right out of 

basic, so too does the  ongoing problem of sexual harassment in the Air Force that we all love 



so dearly.  Recent events have demonstrated that there is a culture problem that needs to be 

fixed.  And as current and retired officers, we’re counting on you to lead that response, just as 

we need to continue to advocate, educate and continue to share first-hand knowledge of the 

reliability and effectiveness of the nuclear triad. 

You are doing great work.  I personally appreciate that.  And I know this event will be 

valuable to everybody involved. 

Please know that you have a number of allies in Congress and we’ll certainly continue to 

do all we can to highlight the critical role played by our nuclear triad in the 21st century.  I want 

to thank you all very much for having me today.  I don’t know if you want to do some questions 

or not, Peter?  But if you do, I will be more than happy to try, try being the operative term, to 

answer them. 

MR. JACK MANSFIELD:  I’m jack Mansfield.  I’m a member of the Defense Nuclear Facility 

Safety Board.  And I wanted to ask you about the Congressionally mandated commission 

looking at DOE oversight and management now in operation.  Could you give us some insight 

on the views of the subcommittee with respect to the lab directors contention that say the 

oversight is too burdensome for them and they would like to see it relaxed? 

SEN. TESTER:  I will speak for me, not the committee.  Safety and oversight is critically 

important.  And if it’s too burdensome, there’s got to be more information than that that’s 

delivered.  The fact is that, I mean, this is a pretty basic thing.  And it’s one thing for the lab 

directors to say it, it’s another thing for it to be real.  If it’s real, we’ll need to know, and if it 

needs to be modified we’ll modify it. 

MR.  :  Senator, could you give us a sense of how you see the budget playing out in 

terms of the question of, can we find an alternative to sequestration so whatever defense cuts 

we do are smart, as opposed to across the board, except for pay, which really does hurt the 

O&M account and is meant to hurt the acquisition account? 

SEN. TESTER:  Well, you guys know because you’re here.  I mean, there’s a lot of issues 

that we’re dealing with every day, but there is none more important than the budget.  And as 

we move forward and as we see the impacts of sequestration on defense and a whole bunch of 

other programs out there that are also very, very important, it is so very, very important – and I 

think there is a nucleus of people on both sides of the aisle that want to work together to move 

the ball down the road so we don’t have to deal with the sequestration, so we deal with it in a 

way that makes sense. 

And as a farmer told me from Montana, I don’t mind feeling some pain, I just don’t want 

to feel all the pain.  And that’s the key, to set up a budget that quite frankly eliminates 



programs that are not needed anymore, that keeps programs that are cost-effective and do a 

job, and to do the same thing with the tax code as you move forward. 

Now I’m going to tell you something.  There’s a lot tougher issues out there to deal with 

that we’re going to need to deal with.  This is something where if we would sit down and put 

the idealism away and deal with realism, we can do it.  Now that’s the theory behind all of it. 

The question becomes can Congress, from my perspective – and I’m part of it so when I 

say this it hurts me to say it -- but it’s pretty darn dysfunctional right now.  And is there the 

ability to have the leadership out there to sit down and do what we need to do?  Because 

across the board cuts -- I don’t need to tell you that agencies that are fat and sassy can absorb 

them pretty easily and the agencies that are already cut to the bone cannot. 

And so, you have some pretty negative impacts.  So, you know, we’re going to be 

working – and I think it has already started in the Appropriations Committee with the numbers 

that McCloskey has given us -- to try to do some restoring as we go forward.  But I’m telling you 

that the big picture is you need to take a look at the tax code.  You need to take a look at the 

expenditures.  And you need to apply some common sense to it and move forward. 

Sequestration is not common sense and I think that anybody that voted for that bill, for 

sequestration, assumed that that would put enough pressure on the super-committee – if you 

remember this has been a couple of years ago – that they would do the job.  I can tell you that 

when I voted for it I did not think we should be taking anything off the table.  Everything should 

be on the table to let that super-committee do their job.  And I think things were taken off the 

table and I think that was a mistake. 

We are where we are.  We’ve got to get out of it.  But the sequestration stuff is going to 

noodle us if we don’t deal with it from a common sense standpoint.  And I think across the 

board you hear people say that. 

The question is, how do you get people together to make it happen?  Hopefully it can 

happen on Finance, House Ways and Means, the two Appropriation Committees from the 

House and the Senate.  But we shall see.  Time will bear that out. 

MR.  :  Senator, you made the case for the land-based missiles as the least expensive leg 

of the triad. 

SEN. TESTER:  That’s correct. 

MR.  :  What’s your view on the other two legs, particularly the new submarines which 

are supposed to cost between $5 and $8 billion each? 



SEN. TESTER:  Well, I can tell you that I’m at somewhat of a disadvantage.  And by the 

way, I think other people are at a disadvantage when I talk about the ICBMS.  I mean, I know 

the ICBMs because it literally is in my backyard, I mean literally, to drive a half hour and be 

there, at a silo. 

But here’s the deal, when we hear right out of the chute that the ICBMs are the ones 

that are going to be eliminated, and by the way that’s what we’ve been hearing for a while and 

that’s why we’ve been working so hard to try and maintain them, because they are the most 

cost-effective part.  When you talk about the bombers or the submarines, and you hear those 

kinds of dollars thrown around, we’ve got to make sure that we’re getting the bang for the 

buck. 

So, I mean, these need to be scrutinized very, very heavily.  I’m not on the 

subcommittee that deals directly with the military.  I’m on MilCon and others.  But the fact is 

that hopefully that subcommittee will do their due diligence and make sure that if there’s 

money appropriated  it’s appropriated to get the job done that’s intended, and is not overly 

funded or under-funded but adequately funded. 

MR. ROD KEEFER:  Rod Keefer, Northrop Grumman.  Senator, you mentioned what 

ICBMs do for stability.  It appears that in New START, to a lot of us, there’s not enough 

appreciation for the value of our platforms in all three legs of the triad: the number of 

bombers, number of submarines and the number of missile solos and launch control centers.  

Your state lost 50 of 200 platforms because we needed, supposedly, flight test assets. 

SEN. TESTER:  That’s right. 

MR. KEEFER:  What’s your view on the value of these platforms and how the Senate and 

others will deal with maintaining platforms, particularly?  We can go to lower warheads and not 

give away the flexibility that our platforms (provide ?). 

SEN. TESTER:  That’s really the bottom line.  I will tell you that there’s a lot of things in 

this country that if they go away they ain’t coming back.  And if you lose those platforms, 

they’re gone.  They’re not coming back. 

And I think it’s an important asset.  It has been an important asset.  Until somebody can 

tell me why it’s not an important asset or we’re not getting what they were initially set up for 

50 years ago, then I’m going to fight to continue to keep those platforms in play. 

But if you lose them, they’re gone.  I mean, those 50 that they pulled out, they’re gone.  

They are never coming back. 

MS. DIANE BARNES:  Hi, Diane Barnes of Global Security Newswire. 



SEN. TESTER:  I saw you had one of those pads. 

(Laughter). 

MS. BARNES:  Do you draw any linkage between the news out of North Dakota last week 

in terms of the sidelining of ICBM officers, and the morale crisis you mentioned?  And what 

would you do to address that, if so? 

SEN. TESTER:  Well I think in this field or any other field the motivation for the job that 

you do is very, very important.  And I would just say that the folks at Malstrom who I deal with 

as often as – well, quite often, quite frankly – I think have for the most part had incredible 

leadership up there.  And I think that’s a big, big part of it, making sure that people know that 

they’re appreciated. 

That might be what’s going on here.  And I would say that if that’s the case, then the 

leadership really needs to step up and tell these folks how important this is.  We need to step 

up too and show by our actions too. 

So I would just say that if what happened in North Dakota is because of a – if it’s 

become a morale issue, then we need to fix that.  That has to be fixed.  This is important stuff 

and it’s stuff that if not handled correctly it becomes a big issue.  So you’ve got to have 

professionals in the field that value their job.  And if that is slipping away, we need to address it 

yesterday. 

I’ve read news reports, but I haven’t been there.  There’s people in the military that are 

very good at assessing situations, very good.  Somebody has already assessed this situation in 

the military and they probably know why what happened, happened.  We need to fix it. 

MS. BARNES:  If ICBMs more widely are seen as potentially on their way out within the 

military – 

SEN. TESTER:  That’s right. 

MS. BARNES:  -- it wouldn’t necessarily be within the power of the military brass to 

address that. 

SEN. TESTER:  Well I would just say that I don’t have that feeling myself.  So if folks have 

that feeling, they need to get it out of their head, to move forward.  And then – I’m telling you, 

everything that you do you fight for.  There’s not a dollar spent around here – or if there is I 

haven’t found it – that you don’t fight for.  We’re fighting for it and we’ll continue to fight for it.  

And those folks need to know, on the ground, that we’re fighting to make sure we do the right 

thing for the defense of this country and the deterrent force that the ICBMs provide. 



MR. HUESSY:  Sir, let me ask you a question.  I’d like a sense of how you see your 

colleagues look at -- is it important to reduce our warheads between us and Russia?  Or, should 

we concentrate more on dealing with North Korea and Iran, which we all know are real 

problems?  Because I’m not quite sure I see a connection between, if we cut they’re going to.  

We’ve cut dramatically since START I and INF and the Moscow Treaty.  What’s your sense of 

what your colleagues are thinking on that issue? 

SEN. TESTER:  Well, I think – I don’t think, I know the world has changed a lot since the 

late ’80 when the Wall came down.  And Russia, I mean, it’s still there and it’s still – I mean, it’s 

not something you ignore.  But the truth is that I think when I talked about the rogue nation 

aspects, that’s a huge concern.  And I think that what the leader of North Korea has been 

talking lately, or a month or two ago, was pretty disconcerting. 

And, you know, you can’t lose focus and just deal with one country anymore.  You have 

to deal with multiple regions and try to do your best to make sure these guys don’t do 

something silly.  And I think – you know, I don’t know. I mean I think that’s the way my 

colleagues would see it too. 

Anybody else?  Well, I just want to say thank you very, very much for the opportunity to 

visit with you guys and I certainly appreciate what you do.  And if there’s anything that you 

need that we can help you with, be sure and stay in touch.  I appreciate it very, very much. 

Thank you all. 

MR. HUESSY:  Thank you. 

(Applause). 

MR. HUESSY:  We will see you tomorrow with Frank Miller.  Please sign up if you 

haven’t.  We will be at the Capitol Hill Club. 

 


