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FORT HOOD 2020: THE FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE FORT HOOD
INDEPENDENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY PERSONNEL,
Washington, DC, Wednesday, December 9, 2020.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 1:01 p.m., in room
2118, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Jackie Speier (chair-
woman of the subcommittee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JACKIE SPEIER, A REPRESEN-
TATIVE FROM CALIFORNIA, CHAIRWOMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE
ON MILITARY PERSONNEL

Ms. SPEIER. The Military Personnel Subcommittee of the Armed
Services Committee will come to order.

Members who are joining remotely must be visible on screen for
the purposes of identity verification, establishing and maintaining
a quorum, participating in the proceeding, and voting. Those mem-
bers must continue to use the software platform’s video function
while in attendance unless they experience connectivity issues or
other technical problems that render them unable to participate on
camera. If a member experiences technical difficulties, they should
contact the committee staff for assistance. Video of members’ par-
ticipation will be broadcast in the room and via the television/inter-
net feed.

Members participating remotely must seek recognition verbally,
and they are asked to mute their microphones when they are not
speaking. Members who are participating remotely are reminded to
keep the software platform’s video function on the entire time they
attend the proceedings.

Members may leave and rejoin the proceedings. If members de-
part for a short while for reasons other than joining a different pro-
ceeding, they should leave the video function on. If members will
be absent for a significant period or depart to join a different pro-
ceeding, they should exit the software platform entirely and then
rejoin if they return.

Members may use the software platform’s chat feature to com-
municate with staff regarding technical or logistical support issues
only.

Finally, I have designated a committee staff member to, if nec-
essary, mute unrecognized members’ microphones to cancel any in-
advertent background noise that may disrupt the proceedings.
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All right. This hearing will now discuss on a hybrid level the re-
port submitted by the committee entitled “The Findings and Rec-
ommendations of the Fort Hood Independent Review Committee.”

At the outset, I want to say to the five members of this com-
mittee how grateful we are for your service. You have done an ex-
haustive study. It has been independent and fair. You have tackled
problems head-on, and you have completed this project in 3
months. Your resumés reflect your intellect, your years of experi-
ence, and your commitment to public service.

I also want to commend Secretary McCarthy for recognizing that
there was a serious problem at Fort Hood and for putting in place
this independent review commission—or committee, I should say—
to look at what is indeed a national tragedy.

Our focus today are the 9 findings and the 70—I will repeat
that—70 review committee recommendations after this extensive
investigation into whether the command climate and culture at
Fort Hood reflects the Army’s values, including respect, inclusive-
ness, a workplace free from sexual harassment, and a commitment
to diversity.

Despite red flags popping up for years, leaders ignored them, car-
ried on, and—I quote from the report—“business as usual, causing
female soldiers, particularly in the combat brigades, to slip into
survival mode, vulnerable and preyed upon, but fearful to report
and be ostracized and revictimized,” unquote—that, a statement
from the committee’s report.

It has been a difficult year for everyone, with the raging pan-
demic, deep divisions, and racial reckoning facing our Nation. But
it has been even more difficult as a year for the soldiers and fami-
lies of Fort Hood. Like the rest of us, they face a deadly pandemic,
civil unrest, and extreme inequality, but, unlike us, they also must
live and work on the most dangerous military installation in the
United States. Let me repeat that: the most dangerous military in-
stallation in the United States.

Twenty-eight service members have died at Fort Hood this year.
At least five of them—Specialist Vanessa Guillen, Private First
Class Gregory Wedel Morales, Private First Class Brandon Scott
Rosencrans, Sergeant Elder Fernandes, and Specialist Freddy
Beningo Delacruz—have died under suspicious circumstances.

I might also add that we just got word that there was a suicide
at Fort Hood just over the weekend.

And it is not just violent crime that is plaguing Fort Hood but
unlivable housing conditions, rising instances of sexual harass-
ment, a failing SHARP [Sexual Harassment/Assault Response and
Prevention] program, increased rates of depression, and a bot-
toming-out of morale.

The report of the Fort Hood Independent Review Committee con-
firms what I saw with my own eyes: The base, once nicknamed,
quote, “great place,” unquote, because of the quality of life it of-
fered to its soldiers, has been transformed into, quote, “the place
where careers go to die,” unquote.

In September, I led a congressional delegation to Fort Hood. We
met with soldiers and their families. We saw their barracks with
cracked foundations, moldy walls, dingy furniture, and poorly lit
hallways. Soldiers were living in rat-infested tenements. Families
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were living in black-mold-infected homes with asbestos tiling and
cracking foundations.

In my 8 years on this committee visiting military installations,
I have never seen barracks and family housing in such deplorable
conditions.

We heard from teary-eyed mothers who begged for assistance be-
cause their children—in fact, their infants—were sleeping on moldy
mattresses and developing asthma.

We heard from military spouses who were afraid for their hus-
bands and wives for their overwork, their exhaustion, their misery,
and depression, afraid they would come home to find their loved
one hanging in the shower or dead on the floor.

We met with junior enlisted women who described a culture of
sexual harassment, a culture of leaders watching as women and
men were harassed before their eyes but kept silent, squad leaders
and platoon leaders who seemed either unwilling or unsure how to
help them. So their harassment became just another hazard of
being a soldier, and no one was held accountable, and not one lead-
er stepped forward.

We visited the SHARP 360 facility that a few enterprising NCOs
[noncommissioned officers] and soldiers designed. Taking furniture
from their homes and spending their weekends painting, the NCOs
created an interactive training space for soldiers to train in real-
world scenarios.

We know that “death by PowerPoint” is not an effective strategy
for reshaping military culture to prevent sexual harassment and
assault, yet programs like these are underfunded, understaffed,
and underadvertised. We cannot rely on a few soldiers at disparate
installations to come up with their own training methods without
proper support.

But it turns out Fort Hood wasn’t even training by PowerPoint.
In fact, they weren’t training their soldiers at all.

The report also provides an inside look at a military installation
where soldiers are suffering under leaders who have lost their way,
crushed by unsustainable training calendars, deployment sched-
ules, and careless leaders chasing the next rank instead of caring
for their soldiers.

This report is a damning indictment of Fort Hood and its leader-
ship—leaders who, for years, even as they paid lip service to Con-
gress and said all the right things, allowed a culture of sexual har-
assment, sexual assault, and toxic behaviors to fester.

The committee’s survey of Fort Hood soldiers found that 1,339
soldiers observed a sexual assault in the last year—this is the Fort
Hood Independent Review Committee—and 2,625 observed sexual
harassments, but very few actually made a report. I am appalled,
and I think the Army should be appalled as well.

I am grateful for the time and effort the Independent Review
Committee put into this. The curtain has been pulled back, and I
hope the Army sees the same traumatic environment and toxic cul-
ture that I do.

This report is the culmination of a long, difficult year—really, a
difficult 5 or 10 years for soldiers and families at Fort Hood. But
I am saddened that it took the deaths of five soldiers before anyone
really listened to the pleas from southeastern Texas. I am con-
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cerned that their commanders, their leaders, and the Army ignored
them for so long.

But I promise that I am listening and I will keep listening until
every one of these recommendations is implemented. Our soldiers
and their families are too important to this Nation to brush off.

My promise to the soldiers, families, and all those who serve our
country: I will keep listening. I believe this committee will keep lis-
tening. We will hold the Army and its leadership accountable. We
won’t stop asking questions until Fort Hood once again is, quote,
“the great place,” unquote, it claims to be.

Before I introduce our panel, I would like to acknowledge the in-
credible work of our committee members during this Congress, es-
pecially those participating in their last Military Personnel Sub-
committee hearing today.

We are joined, to my right, by Congresswoman Susan Davis, the
former chair of this committee, who has served 20 years on the
Armed Services Committee and who will be retiring at the end of
this year.

Also, to Gil Cisneros, Ralph Abraham, and Paul Mitchell, all of
you have been great participants in this committee’s work.

Before I offer Ranking Member Kelly an opportunity to make
opening remarks, I would like to congratulate him on his promotion
to Major General in the National Guard Reserves.

Congratulations to you.

Ranking Member Kelly.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Speier can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 47.]

STATEMENT OF HON. TRENT KELLY, A REPRESENTATIVE
FROM MISSISSIPPI, RANKING MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
MILITARY PERSONNEL

Mr. KELLY. You made me blush, Chairwoman.

Thank you, Chairwoman Speier, for having this important hear-
ing today.

And thank each of you panelists. As we spoke briefly before,
thank you for seeking truth and justice and taking your time and
doing your duty to your Nation to dig deep to find the truth. I am
an old prosecutor, and truth and facts matter, but it takes men and
women of courage sometimes to dig out those truths. So thank you
for what you have done as our panelists, and thank you for sharing
your findings and recommendations with us.

I look forward to a productive discussion today, because the trag-
edies at Fort Hood over the past year and some of the other issues
raised in the press and from when I traveled to Fort Hood, like
crime rates in general, housing issues, crushing OPTEMPO [oper-
ational tempo], the poor quality of life, especially for the families,
are very personal problems to me.

I will take a point of privilege now to say that Chairwoman
Speier and I, I believe, in the last 2 years’ Congress, through this
subcommittee, have achieved more for military families than any
Congress I am aware of in a long, long time, and that is a testa-
ment to how much we care about our military families.

These are very personal problems for me. I have been in the
Army for almost 34 years, and while I know that when we throw
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up our hands and volunteer to serve, mission accomplishment is
and has to be the number one goal of every commander and soldier,
but we get there by making people—service members and their
families—our number one priority.

Retired Sergeant Major Gene Maske of the Mississippi National
Guard used to have huge billboards up in Mississippi that said
“Mission First, People Always.” There is no statement more true.
And it applied in the 1980s or 1990s, and it applies today. Not the
motor pool, not the training calendar, not the training center rota-
tions. When people are prioritized and the right balance is put in
place, those other requirements become much easier to complete
and they are completed more effectively.

I think there have been some obvious breakdowns not only at
Fort Hood but likely across the services as requirements compound
and OPTEMPO becomes all-consuming. And it only takes a little
loss of focus by leaders for their problems to spiral out of control
for units, soldiers, and their families.

There will be some accountability resulting from the various in-
vestigations and reviews completed at Fort Hood, and account-
ability and responsibility is important. But what I am most inter-
ested in is looking forward, making sure change is institutionalized
where change is needed, and using what we have learned at Fort
Hood as a case study for all leaders, starting with the Secretary of
Defense down to the squad and team leader level, so that systems
are in place for ensuring service members and their families are
given the priority they earned and deserve.

Trust is paramount for any military unit or organization. If sol-
diers and families feel like leaders don’t care about their well-
being, keeping them safe from sexual assault and harassment or
crime in general, or making sure that all are treated with dignity
and respect, then trust is gone and combat effectiveness is de-
pleted. We simply cannot tolerate a culture that does not recognize
people as its number one priority.

Your testimony today is very much appreciated. Thank you again
to our panelists and again to Chairwoman Speier for calling this
hearing.

And, with that, Madam Chair, I yield back.

Ms. SPEIER. All right.

I would like to ask unanimous consent that Congressmembers
Sylvia Garcia and Steve Lynch be allowed to join us at this com-
mittee hearing.

Mr. KELLY. Without opposition.

Ms. SPEIER. So be it.

All right. Each witness will provide a brief introduction and their
focus on the committee. Then Mr. Swecker will present a joint
statement on behalf of the Fort Hood Independent Review Com-
mittee. And each member will have an opportunity to question the
witnesses for 5 minutes.

We respectfully ask the witnesses to summarize their testimony
in 5 minutes. Your written comments and statements will be made
part of the hearing record.

Let us begin now with Mr. Chris Swecker, chair of the Fort Hood
Independent Review Committee.
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STATEMENT OF CHRIS SWECKER, CHAIR, FORT HOOD IN-
DEPENDENT REVIEW COMMITTEE; JONATHAN HARMON,
CARRIE RICCI, QUETA RODRIGUEZ, AND JACK WHITE, MEM-
BERS, FORT HOOD INDEPENDENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

Mr. SWECKER. Chairwoman Speier, Ranking Member Kelly, and
distinguished members of the subcommittee, we want to thank you
for the opportunity to appear before you to discuss the findings and
recommendations of the Fort Hood Independent Review Com-
mittee.

The Secretary of the Army——

Ms. SPEIER. Sir, your microphone may not be on.

Mr. SWECKER. The Secretary of the Army appointed five mem-
bers, who join me today—Jonathan Harmon, Carrie Ricci, Queta
Rodriguez, Jack White, and myself as chairman of the committee—
in July of this year.

Jonathan Harmon is the chairman of McGuireWoods, LLP. He is
a nationally recognized lawyer who previously served in the Army
at Fort Hood in the 1st Cavalry Division after graduating from
West Point.

Carrie Ricci is a retired JAG [Judge Advocate General] officer
who served 3 years at Fort Hood, including as a trial counsel, and
now serves as associate general counsel for the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.

Queta Rodriguez is a retired Marine Corps officer who served 20
years on Active Duty. She currently serves as regional director for
FourBlock, a veteran-serving nonprofit.

Jack White is a partner at FH+H, LLC, where his practice fo-
cuses on government investigations and civil rights claims. He
served as a law clerk at the U.S. Supreme Court after graduating
from West Point and serving as an armor officer in the Active
Army and the U.S. Army Reserve.

The committee has broad expertise with organizational dynam-
ics, law and government investigations, and a combined 75 years
of ex;ierience as Active Duty military and law enforcement per-
sonnel.

The committee was directed by the Secretary of the Army to con-
duct a comprehensive assessment of the Fort Hood command cli-
mate and culture and its impact, if any, on the safety, welfare, and
readiness of our soldiers and units.

In addressing this mandate, the committee determined that, dur-
ing the time period covered by the review, the command climate
relative to sexual harassment/assault response and prevention at
Fort Hood was ineffective, to the extent that there was a permis-
sive environment for sexual assault and sexual harassment.

The committee’s report set forth specific findings which dem-
onstrate that the implementation of the SHARP program was inef-
fective. During the review period, no commanding general or subor-
dinate echelon commander chose to intervene proactively and miti-
gate known risks of high crime, sexual assault, and sexual harass-
ment. The result was a pervasive lack of confidence in the SHARP
program and an unacceptable lack of knowledge of core SHARP
components regarding reporting and certain victim services.

Under the III Corps SHARP program, the Sexual Assault Review
Board process was primarily utilized to address administrative and
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not the actual substance of the program. While a powerful tool by
design, the Sexual Assault Review Board process became a missed
opportunity to develop and implement proactive strategies to create
a respectful culture and prevent and reduce incidents of sexual as-
sault and sexual harassment.

From the III Corps level and below, the SHARP program was
chronically underresourced due to understaffing, lack of training,
lack of credentialed SHARP professionals, and a lack of funding.
Most of all, it lacked command emphasis where it was needed the
most: in the junior enlisted ranks.

A resonant symptom of the SHARP program’s ineffective imple-
mentation was significant underreporting of sexual harassment
and sexual assault. Without intervention from the noncommis-
sioned officers and officers entrusted with their health and safety,
victims feared the inevitable consequences of reporting: ostracism,
shunning and shaming, harsh treatment, and damage to their ca-
reer. Many have left the Army or plan to do so at the earliest op-
portunity.

As part of the command climate, the issues of crime and the
Criminal Investigative Division [CID] operations were examined.
The committee determined that serious issues on and off Fort Hood
were neither identified nor addressed.

There was an absence of an effective risk management approach
to crime incident reduction and soldier victimization. Despite hav-
ing the capability, very few tools were employed at Fort Hood to
do so. Both the Directorate of Emergency Services and the CID
have a mandate and a role to play in crime reduction. Each con-
tributed very little analysis, feedback, and general situational
awareness to the command toward facilitating and enabling such
action. This was another missed opportunity.

The deficient climate also extended into missing-soldier scenarios
where no one recognized the slippage in accountability procedures
and unwillingness or lack of ability of the noncommissioned officers
to keep track of their subordinates. The absence of any protocols
for soldiers who failed to report resulted in an ad hoc approach by
units and the MPs to effectively address instances of missing sol-
diers during the critical first 24 hours.

Consistent with the chart, the report sets forth 9 findings and 70
recommendations. These findings include the ineffective implemen-
tation of the SHARP program; evidence that incidents of sexual as-
sault and sexual harassment are underreported; structural flaws in
the program; inefficiencies of the CID that adversely impacted their
mission; the mechanics of the Army’s adjudication process involv-
ing sexual assault and sexual harassment; deficiencies of the Fort
Hood public relations and incident management; the lack of estab-
lished protocols for missing soldiers; the fact that the criminal envi-
ronment within surrounding areas and counties is pretty much the
same or lower than similar-size areas; however, there are unad-
dressed crime problems at Fort Hood which put them in a reactive
posture.

There are other parts to our opening statement, but, in the inter-
est of time, I want to point out one last thing to the subcommittee
here as far as methodology. We conducted 647 individual inter-
views, of which 500 were female soldiers. We did 80 group inter-
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views that encompassed close to over 1,800 soldiers. We had 31,000
responses to a survey, which was basically a 100 percent response,
which is unheard of. We commissioned 49 formal research projects,
which informed us and helped us use the Army’s own data to help
us form our conclusions. We did over 140 specialized interviews in-
side and outside Fort Hood. And we looked at thousands of docu-
ments.

Soldiers assaulting and harassing other soldiers is both corrosive
to esprit de corps and contrary to good order and discipline; worse,
it is contrary to Army values. The findings and recommendations
contained in the report are offered in the spirit of constructive im-
provements, not to provide a basis for punitive actions.

That concludes my statement—our statement. And as the chair
of the Fort Hood Independent Review Committee, we welcome the
opportunity to field any questions. And with your permission, I will
direct them to the appropriate committee members as necessary,
since we each focused on different parts of the report, with your
permission.

[The prepared statement of the Fort Hood Independent Review
Committee can be found in the Appendix on page 50.]

Ms. SPEIER. Thank you very much, Mr. Swecker.

Do any of the other committee members want to make some
opening comments?

All right. Very good.

Ms. GARCIA. Madam Chair, can I ask a point of clarification?

Ms. SPEIER. Yes.

Ms. GARCIA. I see three witnesses at the table. Are the other two
people behind them the other two witnesses?

Ms. SPEIER. Yes, because of the need to——

Ms. GARcIA. Could we just at least introduce them? Because they
don’t have nameplates.

Ms. SpPEIER. All right.

Mr. Swecker, would you like to introduce them——

Mr. SWECKER. Yes.

Ms. SPEIER [continuing]. And have them stand?

Ms. GARCIA. And, if you would, sir, could you tell us what area
of expertise or which part of the puzzle they worked so that it will
be easier for us when we address questions?

Mr. SWECKER. To my left

Ms. GARcCIA. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. SWECKER. Sorry.

To my left is Queta Rodriguez. She worked on several aspects of
the report and—I mean, we are all very conversant with the report.
But she worked on the underreporting finding and, I believe, the
public relations finding; also the lack-of-confidence-in-the-SHARP-
program finding.

To my back right is Jonathan Harmon. Jonathan worked very
hard on the methodology and finding number 9, which was the
overall conclusion that relied on the first eight findings, which
was—the overall conclusion was it was a permissive environment.

Carrie Ricci, as a former JAG officer, worked on the finding that
deals with the JAG process or the military justice process, as well
as the public relations finding, I believe.
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Jack White took on various aspects of the report, especially find-
ing number 3, which deals with the structural aspects of the
SHARP program; also on the executive summary as well as other
parts of it.

But, as I said, we are all very conversant in all aspects of the
program, and we welcome your questions.

Ms. SPEIER. Thank you again.

Mr. Swecker, let me begin by asking you a question. You were
in the FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigation] for 24 years and com-
pleted your career as the assistant director for the [FBI] Criminal
Investigative Division.

In the report, the committee found that the [Army] Criminal In-
vestigative Division detachment workforce was unstable, under-
experienced, overassigned and underresourced, leading to ineffi-
ciencies that had an adverse impact on investigations, especially
cases involving sex crimes and soldier deaths.

During the Guillen investigation, the CID detachment received
almost no support from their battalion leadership, resulting in an
undermanned, inexperienced team investigating a high-profile dis-
appearance. The lack of experience of those agents resulted in
brief, choppy interviews of key individuals in the Guillen case. The
interviews appeared to be rote and, indeed, checklist-driven. That
is a very powerful, depressing statement about the Army’s CID.

Could you expand on that?

One of my concerns has been that the CID, when they came and
testified here, when we met with them at Fort Hood, had really a
very happy-face presentation, and yet what you have disclosed here
would suggest deeply troubling problems.

And, if I am not mistaken, the chief investigator in the middle
of the investigation of Vanessa Guillen’s disappearance was trans-
ferred. Is that correct?

Mr. SWECKER. That is correct.

Ms. SPEIER. So please enlighten us.

Mr. SWECKER. Madam Chairwoman, with the experience that we
have, we also had four other retired FBI special agents working
with us to assist.

In our estimation, the Fort Hood CID was basically being used
as a training ground. They had 45 special agents assigned; I think
maybe 35 or so were actually working cases, or the spaces just
weren’t filled. Of those 35, there might have been 3 or 4 with more
than 3 years of work experience.

About 93 percent of the enlisted special agents were apprentice
agents during the relevant time period. That would be like staffing
the New York Field Office of the FBI with new agents right out of
Quantico. This is one of the busiest military installations in the
country, maybe around the globe, and yet there were very few ex-
perienced agents.

There was fairly chronic understaffing. I think, during most of
the review period that we looked at, they were right at about 65
percent. They hadn’t reallocated their agent complement for 5
years, so they were static over 5 years in terms of how many
agents they were actually allowed. That doesn’t mean they had the
people in the seats.
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So what we saw was chronic inexperience that translated, we felt
like, into they had a difficult time. And it is not their fault. These
are brand-new agents, right out of Fort Leonard Wood, with very
few mentors. I mean, the supervisors and the head of the office, the
special agent in charge, very competent and very experienced, but
just not enough journeyman-level special agents to mentor the
younger agents. There was not enough continuity.

We found that they didn’t have some of the specialized tools
readily available, like cell-phone tracking, like extraction of data
from cell phones and mobile devices, the ability to go to a mag-
istrate, draft and develop probable cause to get a warrant, and that
sort of thing.

So we saw that carry over into death investigations, which are
complex. We saw that carry over into sexual assault investigations,
which were complex. We wanted to know more about the suicides—
why, the cause, the lifestyle factors, anything that might be rel-
evant. We didn’t see deep-enough investigation into the 50 suicide
files that I reviewed, nor the death investigations.

And, again, it is not the fault of the CID agents on the ground.
It just was being used as a training ground.

Ms. SPEIER. So one of the shocking things to me was the fact that
it wasn’t until after Vanessa Guillen’s body was located that CID
actually went back to the arms room and did a thorough investiga-
tion. Does that surprise you?

Mr. SWECKER. It did, as an experienced investigator.

The first 24 hours—the first hours in any investigation of a miss-
ing person are absolutely critical. And what played into this some-
what was the lack of missing-soldier protocols, the critical first 24
hours. The noncommissioned officers, who would be the first to no-
tice someone missing, really didn’t have any guidelines to go by in
terms of how to determine what was suspicious, what are the cri-
teria.

The CID investigators, despite the fact that they had all of
Vanessa Guillen’s personal belongings left behind at a place where
she was supposed to come back to within 10 minutes or so, got
themselves diverted because of two other witnesses that threw
their timeline off. We believe that experienced investigators would
not have been thrown off by, you know, sort of, the red-herring as-
pect of those other witnesses.

Ms. SPEIER. Let me just ask you one more question. You found
that the command climate surveys were being collected, that the
data was very negative, and no one appeared to be reviewing them.
How do we make commanders at Fort Hood and other installations
take these command climate surveys seriously?

Mr. SWECKER. We felt like that was a very, very valuable source
of information for us, was the command climate surveys. And they
did indeed show some pretty dismal results, particularly with the
larger units on the base—the 1st Cavalry Division and 3d Cavalry
Regiment.

And what we determined was that these climate surveys were
not being used the way they should have been used. They are not
to be used for punitive action, but they should be used for correc-
tive action. And they should have been taken to heart, and it
should have stimulated something like going out and talking to
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your troops, like the CODEL [congressional delegation] did and like
we did and like the Secretary of the Army did. Because, as soon
as you got face-to-face with the troops, they had no trouble speak-
ing out about some of the problems.

So we felt like the climate surveys—the Army takes the time and
expense to do them; they ought to be taken to heart, and they
ought to be used effectively. And we address that in our rec-
ommendations.

Ms. SPEIER. Thank you.

Ranking Member Kelly.

Mr. KeLLY. I first want to commend and thank Secretary McCar-
thy, General McConville, and Sergeant Major of the Army Grinston
for having the courage to step outside what may be the norm and
to get you guys to look at this. And I just want to say, I think that
is an outstanding step. And that means that at the highest levels
of leadership they want to effect change.

With that being said, I want to ask you, what specific rec-
ommendations of the 70 findings have you—since your study, your
findings, what have you discussed with the Sergeant Major of the
Army, what have you discussed with the Chief of Staff of the Army,
and what have you discussed with Secretary McCarthy or other
folks about what are they planning to do to implement these rec-
ommendations?

Mr. SWECKER. So I would like to take part of that question, and,
if ﬁou don’t mind, I am going to pass another part of it off to Jack
White.

We have had extensive discussions with the Secretary. We be-
lieve that his and his staff’'s desire—the Under Secretary, the Chief
of Staff—are very sincere in getting out ahead of this. And they
have spent the last 3 weeks, between the time we gave them the
report and yesterday, setting up the People First Task Force, get-
ting their troops in touch with their soldiers, which is one of the
most important aspects of this, is getting the NCOs in touch with
the soldiers that they have under their command.

So we believe that they are well out ahead of this right now, but
I also want to give Jack White a chance to respond to that question
as well, since he worked on that part of the recommendations.

Mr. WHITE. Ranking Member Kelly, we spoke directly with the
Chief of Staff-

Ms. SPEIER. Could turn your microphone on?

Mr. SWECKER. It is on.

Ms. SPEIER. It is on?

Mr. WHITE. It is on.

Ms. SPEIER. Okay. Maybe if you could move your——

Mr. WHITE. Sure.

Ms. SPEIER [continuing]. Microphone a little bit closer, that
would be helpful.

Mr. WHITE. We spoke directly with the Secretary, the Under Sec-
retary, the Chief of Staff, the Vice Chief, and the Sergeant Major.
We were very heartened by how seriously they took our recommen-
dations. Immediately after performing a thorough review, rather
than dismiss any of our findings, they adopted all of our findings.

Now, as to the r