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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005

MONDAY, MARCH 1, 2004

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 10:31 a.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Ted Stevens (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators Stevens, Burns, Inouye, and Byrd.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

STATEMENT OF HON. DOV S. ZAKHEIM, Ph.D., UNDER SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER)

ACCOMPANIED BY LIEUTENANT GENERAL JAMES E. CARTWRIGHT,
U.S. MARINE CORPS, J-8, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Good morning, Mr. Secretary. I take it we can
assume from your presence that it was a friendlier dog than origi-
nally thought. Happy to have you back with us.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. As we meet today, our servicemen and women
remain engaged in critical missions in Iraq, Afghanistan, and
around the globe. They are the ones that are fighting and winning
this global war, the war on terrorism. Since this time last year, we
have removed a dangerous, brutal tyrant in Iraq. Sadly, more than
500 members of our armed services have lost their lives in this
struggle. The families of those lost should know that their loved
ones have changed history for the good, have liberated a nation of
25 million people, and made our Nation more secure.

This is the first of 10 hearings this subcommittee will hold to re-
view the Defense Department’s budget request. We thank you for
agreeing to change the date. We had a conflict before. The Presi-
dent’s request includes $401.7 billion for the Department of De-
fense (DOD), a 7 percent increase over fiscal year 2004. That re-
quest reflects the President’s commitment to prosecute the global
war on terrorism. It balances the military’s long-term needs for
transformation and modernization with the need to conduct the
current operations around the globe. The budget emphasizes readi-
ness and training and provides for quality of life for our troops.

The request continues several years of solid increases in the De-
fense Department budget. The cumulative growth in the Defense
Department’s budget over the last 3 years has been 33 percent.
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Some say that this budget should include the fiscal year 2005
contingency costs for terrorism because those costs are not known
today. Another word for “contingency” is “unpredictable.” The situ-
ation is too dynamic, too unpredictable to build a reliable budget
18 months in advance. I will have some questions about that as we
go forward, Dr. Zakheim.

Before you make your full statement, which is a part of the com-
mittee’s record automatically now, I would turn to my colleague
and co-chairman from Hawaii for his opening remarks.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

This morning I want to join my chairman in welcoming you, Dr.
Zakheim, as the first witness before the committee. It is a pleasure
to join my colleague and friend Chairman Stevens as we begin this
review.

Incidentally, this is the 24th year that our chairman has pre-
sided over this subcommittee, and he and I have been together
throughout this time and I for one think it has been a great part-
nership.

As we turn our attention to the request of fiscal year 2005, we
see a regular defense appropriation request that will exceed $400
billion. Mr. Chairman, I probably do not need to remind you of this,
but in your first year as chairman President Ronald Reagan offered
a request for $200 billion to this subcommittee. So here we are al-
most 25 years later and the defense budget has just about doubled.

Of course, this request that we are considering today does not in-
clude funding for our overseas commitments in Afghanistan and in
Iraq, so unavoidably the total defense will exceed much more than
$400 billion before the end of the fiscal year.

Dr. Zakheim, since this administration established itself the de-
fense appropriations request has increased by more than $100 bil-
lion or 35 percent, and that does not include the cost of terrorism.
As a result, many of our colleagues wonder whether this year’s in-
crease of $25.5 billion on top of the estimated $50 billion supple-
mental that will likely be required to support our forces in Iraq is
really necessary. I hope in your testimony today you can explain
why the increase you are requesting is essential.

In addition, my colleagues want to know how the administration
intends to proceed with the many new benefit programs that have
been established over the past few years, particularly health care
for our Reserve families.

Finally, I have been asked by my colleagues if we will be able
to afford all the conventional weapon systems that are in develop-
ment. They question this because your budget reserves most of the
increases in investment programs for space and missile defense. So,
Dr. Zakheim, I hope you will be able to address these issues today
before the committee.

Mr. Chairman, it is good to be back here with you again, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

Senator Byrd, do you have a statement, sir.
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD

Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will not have a state-
ment at this time except to welcome Dr. Zakheim and I look for-
ward to his testimony. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. General Cartwright, we are happy to have you
also with us.

Mr. Secretary, do you have a statement for us?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Would you pull that mike up a little bit,
please.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Is that better, sir?

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Mr. Chairman, Senator Inouye, Senator Byrd: First
I want to apologize for sounding like sandpaper. I do have some
kind of flu and maybe it is better that we are sitting as far apart
as we are. Poor General Cartwright here is a little closer to me,
but I hope he will not catch anything.

I want to thank you for the opportunity to discuss President
Bush’s fiscal year 2005 Department of Defense budget with you.
Because the committee and its staff have received considerable in-
formation in support of the budget request, I am going to limit my
statement to key issues that are related to my direct responsibil-
ities as Under Secretary of Defense, Comptroller.

Last week, actually the week before, I visited Afghanistan and
Iraq and I would like to report that our troops there continue to
perform magnificently. They appreciate the steadfast support that
is given to them by the Congress, and we continue to witness
progress in both of those countries. We also enjoy the full coopera-
tion of our allies and partners as we work with Iraqis and Afghans
to provide for their security, stability, and prosperity.

I especially want to note the success of our Provincial Recon-
struction Teams, the so-called PRT’s, in Afghanistan and the con-
tribution of our allies to PRT’s. I visited the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) German PRT in Kunduz. The German forces
are doing a marvelous job and are well liked by the local towns-
people. In Iraq, I visited the lead elements of the Japanese contin-
gent in As-Samawah, the Spanish brigade in Ad-Diwaniyah, and
the Polish multinational division headquarters in Al-Hillah.

These units are having a major, positive impact on the local pop-
ulace and are demonstrating that the international community
shares America’s desire to help Iraq emerge from 30 years of dic-
tatorial darkness.

For the current fiscal year, our fiscal year 2004 supplemental ap-
propriations provided sufficient resources to enable the Department
to finance its incremental costs for operations in Iraq, Afghanistan,
and the global war on terror through the end of September. We will
continue to provide service support and transportation for our al-
lies who are contributing forces to coalition operations in Iraq, but
who nevertheless need some financial assistance.

We cannot yet determine the scope of the United States (U.S.)
operations in Afghanistan and Iraq in fiscal year 2005. The Presi-
dent’s request therefore does not reflect possible incremental costs
of those operations. It is extremely difficult to estimate what de-
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mands we might have to meet later this year and next year, par-
ticularly after the election in Afghanistan and after sovereignty is
transferred to the Iraqi people, roughly in the June-July time-
frame. Depending on the circumstances, we could face the need for
either more or fewer troops and more or less intensive operations.

I should also note that there is a 3-month lag in the availability
of our data for actual costs in Afghanistan and Iraq. As of today,
we only have figures for the costs of operations in November. Thus
we will not know until the fall what our actual costs were for the
summer, when sovereignty will have reverted to the Iraqi people.

The Department does not anticipate a further request for DOD
supplemental appropriations during the rest of calendar year 2004.
Therefore, for several months into fiscal year 2005 the Department
will need to cover its incremental costs by drawing down appro-
priated funds that were budgeted for expenditure later in that fis-
cal year. We have done that in the previous two fiscal years and
we can do so again in fiscal year 2005 as long as the Congress
moves quickly to approve a supplemental early in the next calendar
year.

One of the most important ways in which the Congress can sup-
port the global war on terrorism is to support three special authori-
ties we have requested. The first one is for $500 million to train
and equip military and security forces in Iraq, Afghanistan, and
friendly nearby regional nations, to enhance their capability to
combat terrorism and support U.S. operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. It is critical that this authority include security forces be-
cause the terrorism threat in Iraq is inside its borders. Security
forces, not the New Iraqi Army, play the primary role in con-
fronting this threat.

The second authority is the Commander’s Emergency Response
Program (CERP) for $300 million to enable military leaders in Iraq
and Afghanistan to respond to urgent humanitarian relief and re-
construction needs. This has been a remarkably successful pro-
gram. With quick turnaround projects averaging about $7,000 each,
commanders not only help people in their operations area, but also
gain their support in defeating terrorists and building themselves
a better future. As we have already done in fiscal year 2004, we
propose to expand the CERP to Afghanistan, as well as to continue
the program in Iraq.

Finally, we are requesting authorities for increased drawdown,
$200 million, under the Afghan Freedom Support Act, which would
provide additional help for the Afghan National Army (ANA). In
the current pivotal year, this authority is critical for advancing de-
mocracy and stability in Afghanistan. During my visit there, every-
one I met gave very high marks to the professionalism and com-
petence of the ANA.

The President’s fiscal year 2005 budget does not request specific
appropriations for these three authorities and therefore the Depart-
ment would need to reprogram funding to use them. This under-
scores the importance of Congress increasing the Department’s
general transfer authority to $4 billion, which would still represent
just 1 percent of total DOD funding.

Higher general transfer authority would also give us a greater
ability to shift funds from less pressing needs to fund must-pay
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bills and emerging requirements. As we have seen in the past 3
years, such requirements have become a constant feature of our
military programs. And as was mentioned just before, it is not all
that long ago that our budget was in the vicinity of $200 billion,
and the general transfer authority that we now have essentially re-
lates to that timeframe. So that if we are asked to be more respon-
sible, and rightly asked to be more responsible, about managing
our cash, we need to have the ability to do so in a reasonable way.

One other authority would be especially helpful, given the uncer-
tainty we face in the global war on terrorism. We need to convert
operations and maintenance to a 2-year appropriation account.
This would preclude wasteful end-of-fiscal-year scrambling, help us
cover emerging requirements, and enhance our ability to derive the
very best value from every appropriated dollar.

The President’s fiscal year 2005 budget reflects the administra-
tion’s continuing commitment to our military men and women and
their families. It requests a 3.5 percent base pay raise and com-
pletes the elimination of average out of pocket housing costs for
military personnel living in private housing. Prior to fiscal year
2001, the average service member had to absorb over 18 percent
of these housing costs.

The budget also sustains the excellent health care benefits avail-
able to military members, retirees, and their families and keeps us
on track to eliminate nearly all inadequate military family housing
units by fiscal year 2007, with complete elimination in fiscal year
2009. Privatization is enabling the Department to multiply the ben-
efits of its housing budgets and get more military families into top-
quality accommodations much sooner than would otherwise be pos-
sible. As of February 2004, 27 privatization projects have been
awarded for a total of 55,000 units. We hope to get up to 136,000
by the end of fiscal year 2005.

Taking good care of the Department’s people, both military and
civilian, includes providing them quality facilities in which to work.
To that end, the fiscal year 2005 request funds 95 percent of the
services’ facilities sustainment requirements and continues to im-
prove our facilities recapitalization rate. For the first time, the per-
centage that is being allotted toward sustainment applies equally
to all services across the board.

Providing our people quality facilities requires that we not ex-
pend money on redundant facilities and that our basing structure
be geared closely to our global strategy and commitments. We need
the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure Commission to decide how
best to streamline and restructure DOD facilities so that we can
make the most out of funding and optimally support our global
strategy.

The fiscal year 2005 request strongly supports force protection.
Although we are on track to meet most Central Command require-
ments during the current fiscal year, I want to give you some high-
lights of our ongoing force protection program.

Interceptor body armor. U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM)
plans to have 175,000 of these body armor sets in theater by the
end of March, the end of this month, which will fully support its
requirements. But in addition, the 2005 budget requests $40 mil-
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lion to sustain production of body armor sets at 25,000 sets per
month until the full Army requirement is met.

We are also ramping up our up-armored high mobility multipur-
pose wheeled vehicle (HMMWYV’s). Production is going up to 220
per month by May. Production plus redistribution of these up-ar-
mored HMMWV’s that are on hand will meet CENTCOM require-
ments by December, and we are asking for an additional $156 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2005 to procure another 818 of these.

There are various detection and jamming devices in theater al-
ready. Others will begin arriving in theater in March 2004, and
these are to deal with improvised explosive devices (IED). Our fis-
cal year 2005 budget supports increased production and accelerated
research and development of other means and the same means to
deal with the IED’s.

Then there are the vehicle ballistic protection kits. The Army’s
plan for add-on armor kits is on track to meet CENTCOM require-
ments for HMMWYV’s by October of this year and for other critical
vehicles by December 2004. We expect some 6,300 HMMWYV add-
on armor kits to be delivered by July of this year.

I also want to highlight how the Department is transforming the
way in which it conducts its business. Our primary initiative in
this regard is the Business Management Modernization Program.
This is a massive undertaking involving virtually all management
functions and it will take several more years to complete. We are
in the process of transitioning from more than 2,000 mostly incom-
patible management information systems to a much smaller num-
ber of fully compatible systems that will provide leaders everything
needed for informed decisionmaking. We will streamline processes
and integrate systems to enable DOD decisionmakers to get timely
and accurate information to optimize the allocation of defense re-
sources and people. The fiscal year 2005 budget requests about
$100 million to continue the evolution and extension of our busi-
ness enterprise architecture, which is guiding the overhaul. We
still anticipate that the architecture will lead to a functional ac-
counting system by fiscal year 2007. We have been making
progress for a couple of years, and we still believe we are on track.

Another initiative I want to highlight is military to civilian con-
version. The Department has identified over 50,000 positions cur-
rently filled by military personnel for conversion to positions sup-
ported by DOD civilians or contractors. The services have begun to
convert 10,000 positions in this fiscal year. The fiscal year 2005
budget includes $572 million to achieve the conversion of another
10,070 positions.

I would like to note that the Defense Finance and Accounting
Service (DFAS), which is part of my organization, has already con-
verted several hundred positions previously filled by Air Force per-
sonnel. The airmen are now available to the Air Force, which can
retrain them to fulfil its requirements.

In a similar vein, the Army has been retraining the soldiers for-
merly assigned to DFAS. Again, we are talking about several hun-
dred personnel. In particular, many of these people are being re-
trained at Fort Leavenworth to serve as military police, a specialty
which currently is in especially great demand. At the same time,
DFAS, the Financing and Accounting Service, Finance and Ac-
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counting Service, does not need to hire as many civilians to replace
their uniformed predecessors. So DFAS will be more efficient as
well.

PREPARED STATEMENT

These are a few of the highlights of the fiscal year 2005 budget
and related DOD activities. Together with General Cartwright, who
is the head of the J-8, which is the Joint Staff's Programming and
Analysis Division—and it is a much longer formal title, but I think
that sums it up—we would be happy to address your questions on
these or any other defense budget matters. Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DOV S. ZAKHEIM

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to dis-
cuss President Bush’s fiscal year 2005 Department of Defense (DOD) budget. Be-
cause the Committee has received considerable information in support of the budget
request, I will limit my statement to key issues that are related to my responsibil-
ities as Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller).

FUNDING THE GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM

Two weeks ago I visited Afghanistan and Iraq, and so I will begin by reporting
that our troops there continue to perform magnificently. They appreciate the stead-
fast support given them by this Congress. We continue to witness progress in both
countries, and enjoy the full cooperation of our allies and partners as we work with
Iraqis and Afghans to provide security, stability and prosperity to their respective
countries. I especially want to note the success of our Provincial Reconstruction
Teams (PRTs) in Afghanistan, and the contribution of our allies to PRTs. I visited
the NATO/German PRT in Kunduz. They are doing a marvelous job and are well-
liked by the local townspeople.

In Iraq, I visited the lead elements of the Japanese contingent in As-Samawah,
the Spanish brigade in Ad-Diwaniyah, and the Polish multi-national division head-
quarters in Al-Hillah. These units are having a major, positive impact on the local
populace, and are demonstrating that the international community shares America’s
desire to help Iraq emerge from thirty years of dictatorial darkness.

For the current fiscal year, our fiscal year 2004 supplemental appropriations pro-
vide sufficient resources to enable the Department to finance its incremental costs
for operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and the global war on terrorism through the end
of September. We will continue to provide service support and transportation for al-
lies who are contributing forces to coalition operations in Iraq, but who nevertheless
need some financial assistance.

We cannot yet determine the scope of U.S. operations in Afghanistan and Iraq in
fiscal year 2005. The President’s request therefore does not reflect possible incre-
mental costs for those operations. It is extremely difficult to estimate what demands
we might have to meet later this year and next year—particularly after the election
in Afghanistan and after sovereignty is transferred to the Iraqi people. Depending
on the circumstances, we could face the need for either more or fewer troops—and
more or less intensive operations.

I should note that there is a three-month lag in the availability of our data for
actual costs in Afghanistan and Iraq. As of today, we only have figures for the costs
of operations in November. Thus we will not know until the fall what our actual
costs were for the summer, when sovereignty will have reverted to the Iraqi people.

The Department does not anticipate a further request for DOD supplemental ap-
propriations during the rest of calendar year 2004. Therefore, for several months
into fiscal year 2005, the Department will need to cover its incremental costs by
drawing down appropriated funds that were budgeted for expenditure later in that
fiscal year. We have done this in the previous two fiscal years, and can do so again
in fiscal year 2005, as long as the Congress moves quickly to approve a supple-
mental early in the next calendar year.

NEEDED ENHANCED AUTHORITIES

One of the most important ways in which Congress can support the global war
on terrorism is to support three special authorities we have requested:
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(1) $500 million to train and equip military and security forces in Iraq, Afghani-
stan, and friendly nearby regional nations to enhance their capability to combat ter-
rorism and support U.S. operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. It is critical that this
authority include security forces because the terrorism threat in Iraq is inside its
borders. Security forces—not the New Iraqi Army—play the primary role in con-
fronting this threat.

(2) The Commanders Emergency Response Program ($300 million) to enable mili-
tary leaders in Iraq and Afghanistan to respond to urgent humanitarian relief and
reconstruction needs. This has been a remarkably successful program. With quick
turnaround projects averaging about $7,000 each, commanders not only help people
in their operations area, but also gain their support in defeating terrorists and
building themselves a better future. As we have already done in fiscal year 2004,
we propose to expand CERP to Afghanistan, as well as to continue the program in
Iraq.

(3) Increased drawdown authority ($200 million) under the Afghanistan Freedom
Support Act, to provide additional help for the Afghan National Army. During this
pivotal year, this authority is critical for advancing democracy and stability in Af-
ghanistan. During my visit to Afghanistan, everyone I met gave very high marks
to the professionalism and competence of the ANA.

The President’s fiscal year 2005 budget does not request specific appropriations
for these three authorities, and therefore the Department would need to reprogram
funding to use them. This underscores the importance of Congress increasing the
Department’s General Transfer Authority (GTA) to $4 billion—which would still
represent just one percent of total DOD funding. Higher GTA also would give us
a greater ability to shift funds from less pressing needs to fund must-pay bills and
emerging requirements. As we have seen in the past three years, such requirements
have become a constant feature of our military programs.

One other authority would be especially helpful, given the uncertainty we face in
the global war on terrorism: we need to convert Operation and Maintenance (O&M)
to a two-year appropriation account. This would preclude wasteful end-of-fiscal-year
scrambling, help us cover emerging requirements, and enhance our ability to derive
the very best value from every appropriated dollar.

DOING RIGHT BY OUR PEOPLE

The President’s fiscal year 2005 budget reflects the Administration’s continuing
commitment to our military men and women and their families. It requests a 3.5
percent base pay raise and completes the elimination of average out-of-pocket hous-
ing costs for military personnel living in private housing. Prior to fiscal year 2001
the average service member had to absorb over 18 percent of these housing costs.
The budget also sustains the excellent health care benefits available to military
members, retirees and their families. And it keeps us on track to eliminate nearly
all its inadequate military family housing units by fiscal year 2007, with complete
elimination in fiscal year 2009.

Taking good care of the Department’s people, both military and civilian, includes
providing them quality facilities in which to work. To that end, the fiscal year 2005
request funds 95 percent of the Services’ facilities sustainment requirements and
continues to improve our facilities recapitalization rate. For the first time, this per-
centage applies equally to all Services.

Providing our people quality facilities requires that we not waste money on redun-
dant facilities and that our basing structure be geared closely to our global strategy
and commitments. We need the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Com-
mission to decide how best to streamline and restructure DOD facilities so that we
can make the most out of our funding and optimally support our global strategy.

FORCE PROTECTION

The fiscal year 2005 request strongly supports force protection, although we are
on track to meet most Central Command (CENTCOM) requirements during the cur-
rent fiscal year. Following are the highlights of our force protection program:

—Interceptor Body Armor (IBA)—CENTCOM plans to have 175,000 IBA sets in
theater by the end of March, which will fully support its requirements. The fis-
cal year 2005 budget requests $40 million to sustain production of IBA at
25,000 sets per month until the full Army requirement is met.

—Up armored HMMWYV (UAHs).—Production will ramp up to 220 per month by
May. Production, plus redistribution of UAHs on hand will meet CENTCOM re-
quirements by December. The fiscal year 2005 request is $156 million to pro-
cure 818 UAHs.
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—Improvised explosive device (IED) jamming/change detection technology.—Var-
ious detection/jamming devices are in theater. Others will begin arriving in the-
ater in March 2004. Our fiscal year 2005 budget supports increased production
and accelerated research and development.

—Vehicle ballistic protection kits.—The Army’s plan for add-on armor kits is on
track to meet CENTCOM requirements for HMMWYV by October 2004, and for
other critical vehicles by December 2004. Some 6,310 HMMWYV add-on armor
kits are expected to be delivered by July 2004.

TRANSFORMING HOW DOD DOES BUSINESS

I also wish to highlight how the Department is transforming the way in which
it conducts its business.

Our primary initiative in this regard is the Business Management Modernization
Program (BMMP). This is a massive undertaking involving virtually all DOD man-
agement functions, and it will take several more years to complete. We are in the
process of transitioning from more than 2,000 mostly incompatible management in-
formation systems to a much smaller number of fully compatible systems that will
provide leaders everything needed for informed decision-making. We will streamline
processes and integrate systems to enable DOD decision-makers to get timely and
accurate information to optimize the allocation of defense resources and people. The
fiscal year 2005 budget requests about $122 million to continue the evolution and
extension of our Business Enterprise Architecture, which is guiding our overhaul.
We anticipate that the architecture will lead to a functional accounting system by
fiscal year 2007.

Another initiative I want to highlight is military-to-civilian conversion. The De-
partment has identified over 50,000 positions currently filled by military personnel
for conversion to positions supported by DOD civilians or contractors. The Services
have begun to convert 10,000 positions in fiscal year 2004. The fiscal year 2005
budget includes $572 million to achieve the conversion of another 10,070 positions.
I should note that the Defense Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS), which is
part of the Comptroller organization, has already converted several hundred posi-
tions previously filled by Air Force personnel. The airmen now are available to the
Air Force, which can retrain them to fulfill its requirements. Similarly, the Army
has been retraining the soldiers formerly assigned to DFAS. In particular, many of
these personnel are being retrained at Fort Leavenworth to serve as military police,
a specialty which currently is in especially great demand. At the same time, DFAS
does not need to hire as many civilians to replace their uniformed predecessors. As
a result, DFAS will be more efficient as well.

CLOSING

These, then, are a few highlights of President Bush’s fiscal year 2005 defense
budget and related Department of Defense activities. I would be happy to address
your questions on these or any other defense budget matters. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, doctor.

Since there are only four of us here, would it be acceptable if we
put a limit of 10 minutes on each one of us? I expect two more
members. Is there any objection to a 10-minute limitation?

[No response.]

Senator STEVENS. Dr. Zakheim, you have indicated a great many
things concerning the current conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan. As
you have said, we will expect a supplemental some time after the
beginning of the next calendar year, which means that the armed
services will have to complete their work during this fiscal year,
through the end of September, and beginning of October start
using the funds that are in fiscal year 2005.

I take it that it is your feeling that if there is a surge in expendi-
tures in the first quarter of the next fiscal year you will use the
food and forage concept and proceed with the idea that we will not
be able to get a supplemental through to you probably until this
time, some time around March 2005. Is that your plan?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Obviously if there is a jump in expenditures we
have to revisit what we would do. Right now it could go any of
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three ways. If things go wonderfully and more foreign troops are
sent in, along the lines of the Japanese and the Koreans and so
on—and with regard to those two countries in particular, I do not
think anyone would have anticipated 8 or 9 months ago that they
would be in Irag—then we could probably reduce our presence.

If things go along the lines that we are talking about now, our
presence will reduce marginally, by about 10,000 troops. If things
go to hell in a handbasket—and there are those who predict that,
though I do not think that is the case, certainly not what I have
seen out there and certainly not in light of the constitution coming
out the way it did, which clearly shows that the Iraqis themselves
are determined to have a peaceful transition. Nevertheless, if
things went bad, then there would be some kind of sharp increase
and we would have to reevaluate.

As things stand now, we can draw upon the experience of the
last 2 years. As you know, we forward financed in excess of $30 bil-
lion before we came for a supplemental last spring. That probably
cut matters very close. The previous year we forward financed in
the region of $13 billion. So if we were to come to you in January
and request a supplemental then and the Congress turned it
around, as it can do, within 1 month or so, I do not think we would
face any difficulties.

HMMWV

Senator STEVENS. I would like to shift over to the HMMWV’s if
we can. This has been a very, very serious issue for us on this com-
mittee. I have an equipment schedule here that shows that the
HMMWYV’s, developed in the early 70’s, began procurement in
1985. There are three models, I am told—no, four: A0 through AS3;
and that most of those that were deployed were the A0 and Al’s.

Now, some of them are less capable of supporting the armored
packages. What are the ones that are being armored now? The up-
armor, what models are being up-armored?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I believe all of them are being up-armored. I have
not heard that there is a difference between them. General Cart-
wright, do you have a different sense of that?

General CARTWRIGHT. They can use any of the models to up-
grade, but what essentially they do in the upgrade is they increase
the engine and the transmission in order to take the additional
weight. That is the key, so that when they go back and put the up-
armor kit on it takes a larger engine and it also takes a trans-
mission change. Which model they use does not matter.

Senator STEVENS. That was going to be my next question. Are
you selecting any particular model for up-armoring or just what we
can get a hold of? Are you bringing them back to up-armor them?
Where are they being up-armored?

General CARTWRIGHT. Some are new procurements, some are up-
grade kits that are being done in the field, some are upgrade kits
that are being done here in the United States. We are going to the
quickest place that we can to create the capability out in the field.
In some cases we have sent teams out to do it in the field to the
extent that we can. But again, you are changing an engine and a
transmission, which they can do in the field. Some of them we are
building new at the factory.
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Senator STEVENS. These are basically built in Indiana and Ohio?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I believe that is correct.

General CARTWRIGHT. I think that is right. Indiana is the key
place that I recall.

Senator STEVENS. Are we procuring any new jeeps that are not
up-armored?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Not to my knowledge.

General CARTWRIGHT. Not right now.

Senator STEVENS. We also heard that for the first time an
Abrams tank was destroyed by artillery shells that were wired to-
gether and put into a road and set off, actually, by a cell phone.
How prevalent is that now, General?

General CARTWRIGHT. The enemy is certainly in using these ex-
plosive devices becoming more and more creative, and to the extent
that they understand how to attack a particular target, whether it
be a vehicle or a convoy, and how to inflict the damage, we have
seen a steady progression in their sophistication of being able to do
that.

This often becomes an effort where our ability to armor or pro-
tect is then offset by a different capability on the part of the
enemy, and we continually try to stay ahead of that game.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Without getting into too much detail in an open
forum, I think it is safe to say that basically there are two ap-
proaches to this, active measures and passive measures. We are
pushing both and we have seen some success in both cases.

Senator STEVENS. What about this problem about predictability
in terms of the costs of Iraq and Pakistan? Could you discuss that?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Sure.

Senator STEVENS. My staff tells me that the situation is incred-
ibly fluid and because of the difficulty to really predict what the
costs will be over the next, what, 18 months, it is hard for us to
conceive right now what the supplemental will look like. Is that
correct?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Yes, I think your staff is right on target there. Just
to give you a concrete example, in November our monthly cost was
something under $4 billion. In October I believe—I think it was Oc-
tober—the monthly cost was in the region of $7 billion.

Senator BYRD. Monthly cost for what, please?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. For operating in Iraq. Excuse me, Senator.

Senator BYRD. In Iraq?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Yes, sir. Actually, I think it was September. There
was a fluctuation. Now, we are still trying to understand the spike,
but the basic point is that we do get spikes. Again, given that, and
given the political uncertainties—and I think this is what your
staff was getting at and they are absolutely right—given the polit-
ical uncertainties, it is very, very difficult to predict, even with re-
spect to Afghanistan, which has been fundamentally more stable,
what exactly the costs will be. If we are talking about a supple-
mental, we are in March now and we are talking about moneys
that would be expended initially about 8 months from now through
about 20 months from now.

That really is the key to our desire to wait a little longer and
have a much better feel to the extent we can before we come in
with a supplemental request.
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TEMPORARY STRENGTH INCREASES

Senator STEVENS. Let me ask a related question. It is my under-
standing that the costs associated with the temporary strength in-
creases are not in the fiscal year 2005 budget either. Now, these
are people that have been taken on now and they have the addi-
tional cost of housing and various support costs. Why did the budg-
et not include the amount for those that have already been brought
on in temporary strength increases?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Because those increases are under the emergency
authorities and emergency authorities are funded by the supple-
mental. The fiscal year 2004 supplemental therefore funds those in-
creases for fiscal year 2004. Again, when there is a fiscal year 2005
supplemental it will fund those increases. These are the emergency
authorities over and above the authorized end strength.

Senator STEVENS. Well, there is an inconvenient gap there be-
tween October 1 and March 1 of next year. How are you going to
fund them?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Again, we will fund it the same way we would fund
operations, that is to say forward financing. The issue is not really
our ability to fund forward. The issue is how long we can continue
to do it. Clearly, if it were to stretch on into the late part of the
second quarter of the next fiscal year, we would have problems.

Senator STEVENS. What does “temporary” mean with regard to
these employees?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Essentially “temporary” simply means that you are
going above the end strength, the authorized end strength, and it
is part of the emergency authorities and so you do that until such
time as you no longer have the emergency. That is my under-
standing of it. General, is yours different?

General CARTWRIGHT. The same.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Inouye.

Senator INOUYE. I am glad you asked that question, Mr. Chair-
man, because there are many of us who would like to know what
we have in mind when we say “temporary.”

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Senator, as you know, the Secretary of Defense has
said over and over again we do not want to stay in either Afghani-
stan or Iraq one day longer than is necessary. I think the general
view is that we will be able to ramp down our forces over time. The
question is what are the political circumstances that would permit
such a ramp down. Those involve not just the internal situation in
Iraq, but the degree to which Iraqi forces are able to pick up the
burden—as you know, they actually are the largest force under
arms in Iraq right now—and second, what the international con-
tribution would be.

There are a number of countries, as you know, that have sat on
the fence for some time waiting to see developments, waiting to see
a transfer of authority. So it is not at all inconceivable that once
July comes around you will see far more contributions of forces
than we have seen today.

HAITI

Senator INOUYE. Dr. Zakheim, can I ask a few questions on
Haiti? Yesterday the United Nations announced an international
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force will be going in, but apparently American forces would be the
major unit. What is happening now?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I do not know if the General has more insight than
I do. But as far as I understand, we are sending some relatively
small units out there. We are not going to be working on our own.
And then there will be a handover to the United Nations (U.N.)
peacekeeping force some months down the road.

Clearly, one has to see. This is the day after President Aristide
decided to catch the next plane to Africa, and how the situation
persists at this stage, whether it quiets down, whether there is ri-
oting or not, is something that at least I am not in a position to
predict. But I do understand—and I would like General Cartwright
to jump in here—that we are sending some small number of ma-
rines for at least 1 month or so, until the United Nations feels it
is ready to send in the blue helmets.

General CARTWRIGHT. I think that is exactly right. The un-
knowns in this situation are still pretty large. We are trying to un-
derstand what the situation is on the ground. We are trying to un-
derstand what it will take to be part of a national—or an inter-
national coalition if that is what is put together by the United Na-
tions and what our role would be in it. These initial moves are just
meant to establish our position there, first and foremost to protect
our interests at the Embassy.

TRICARE FOR GUARD AND RESERVES

Senator INOUYE. Dr. Zakheim, last fiscal year we increased sev-
eral personnel benefits. Among these was TRICARE for Guard and
Reserves. But your fiscal year 2005 budget request provides for
ending this at the end of the calendar year. What is your plan for
the program?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. The law told us to carry it through to the end of
the calendar year and we did, as you know, and we are asking
$300 million for that. And yes, we have not funded beyond that.

We are looking at how to deal with an issue that in our view is
a little more complicated than simply providing TRICARE for Re-
serves. When the Reserves are on active duty they are already cov-
ered by TRICARE and for a brief time thereafter. Therefore the
question is if someone is in the Reserves and not on active duty
and has access to other health care as well, what do we do about
that, since every dollar, quite honestly, that is spent in that direc-
tion could well come at the expense of other programs?

You noted, Senator, somewhat earlier that the defense budget
has increased significantly over the last few years. Well, $27 billion
of that is purely health-related: $17 billion in the defense health
program, $10 billion more in the accrual account for medical retir-
ees. That is a lot of money, and these accounts grow of their own.
We do not have any real control over them. They are nominally dis-
cretionary. In fact, they are entitlements.

This one would likewise be, in practice, an entitlement. So we
have to look very, very carefully before we extend these kinds of
benefits beyond where they already are. The law told us this was
to be in force until the end of the calendar year and so we funded
it to the end of the calendar year.
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Senator INOUYE. With all this, would you find that an active duty
soldier fighting together with a Reserve soldier side by side, one
getting full benefits, the other question mark, is not quite fair?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. It would not be fair if the Reserve were not entitled
to TRICARE while the Reserve were fighting as an active. But in
fact they are both entitled to the same benefits while they are both
functioning in the same way. The real issue is as I see it—and
maybe the General wants to expand—what do we talk about when
we have someone who is on active service on the one hand and
someone who is working at their regular job not in the military on
the other?

One could make the case that the unfairness, such as it is, would
be against the active service person, who would find that they are
still on the front lines somewhere, whereas the Reserve, who was
going about their daily life with their family and their normal job
in their normal town, is collecting the same benefit. Then one could
say, is that particularly fair?

General, do you want to add to that?

General CARTWRIGHT. I think that hits the heart of the issue. We
do not want to disadvantage the Reserve component when they are
on active duty or in their transition to and from active duty. Clear-
ly we want to take care of them, and I think that the measures
that have been put forward do that. The question then becomes
how long when they are not on active duty and to what extent this
benefit extends, and I think we want to discuss that.

EXIT PLAN

Senator INOUYE. The following two words are ones that we hear
quite often in the political arena: “exit plan.” Now, we have
planned for a temporary increase in troops. Does the administra-
tion have any exit plan for a time when we might be reducing
these temporary forces?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. As I mentioned, Senator, the current plan envi-
sions a reduction of about 10,000 this year alone. I am not in the
policy chain, at least not this time around in my career, so it is
probably a little bit out of bounds for me to discuss this, other than
to say that naturally the circumstances will dictate our exit.

The one thing that I think we can all agree on is we do not want
a premature exit. Given the nature of the situation in Iraq or in
Afghanistan, for that matter, a premature exit would create cir-
cumstances that probably could be so bad as to force us to come
in, to come back in, within stronger numbers. That is what we all
want to avoid.

But it will be the circumstances on the ground that dictate just
exactly when we go and at what pace.

General, do you want to add?

General CARTWRIGHT. Maybe I misunderstood the question. I
thought you were focused more on when will the temporary end
strength be drawn down versus when we will exit the conflict. Is
that correct?

In the thought process of the temporary end strength, clearly the
forces, the services, are taking advantage of the opportunity to
align themselves as quickly as they can to a configuration that al-
lows them to both meet the threats that we have today and we en-
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vision having in the future and to get themselves to a position
where they can sustain presence at the level that is necessary.

The thought process right now with the Army, who has probably
undertaken the greatest transformation of all the services, is that
it will probably take them somewhere in the neighborhood of out
through 2007 to accomplish this. They can meter the rate out. If
the temporary authorities are reduced, they can stretch that out
and stretch their transformation out. While they have the tem-
porary authorities, they can accelerate that transformation, and
that probably is to our benefit and theirs, to be able to get into a
configuration that is more sustainable.

So the thought process is that right now if they stay at the rate
at which they are going that out in the 2007, 2008 timeframe they
will be reconfigured in a way that allows them to go back to that
original strength level.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Sorry I misunderstood, Senator, but the way the
General outlined it is my understanding. We are talking about get-
ting down in approximately 3 to 4 years.

Senator INOUYE. I have 30 seconds, sir. In my opening remarks
I mentioned that we have increases in space and missiles, but de-
creases in the usual things like tanks, ships, and planes.

SHIPBUILDING

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Senator, I do not think that is entirely the case.
Yes, there are increases in space and yes, there are increases in
missiles and missile defense. But let me give you one example of
where the numbers might be a little misleading, and that is in
shipbuilding. What we did this year was to finance the research
and development portions of two ships, as opposed to fully finance
those ships. That at least is what we are submitting to the Con-
gress for approval, and we worked that out with the Office of Man-
agement and Budget (OMB).

The impact of that is that had we fully financed those two, one
being a DDX, the other the Littoral Combat Ship, the shipbuilding
budget would be up about $2 billion. In practice, it has no differen-
tial impact on the work force on the ground and what goes on in
the shipyards, but the numbers look a little bit different. As you
well know, in shipbuilding in particular we only lay out about 4.5
to 5 percent of the total cost of a program in the first year.

I think the same would apply to some of our other programs. It
is true that we do not have a tank being funded, but we have not
funded a tank in a number of years; and I would draw your atten-
tion to the Stryker program, which is moving along quite well.

In terms of aircraft, we continue to fund the F-22, we are fund-
ing the F/A-18. Those have been our programs and they are mov-
ing on a steady pace. The research and development for the F-35,
the Joint Strike Fighter, is moving ahead as well.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Byrd, you are recognized for 10 min-
utes, sir.

Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.



16

FUNDING CONFLICTS

Dr. Zakheim, why is the Department of Defense breaking with
the modern tradition of how the United States has funded large-
scale ongoing wars by absolutely refusing to include any costs of
the war in its regular appropriations request?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I do not know that it is a break with tradition. As
I understand it, we funded 2 or 3 years of the Vietnam war in the
baseline. I believe it was 1967 to 1970, fiscal years 1967 to 1970.
It turned out that the estimates were way off and we went back
to funding conflicts with supplementals.

So we now have approximately 35 years of doing it this way.
When this administration took office, we made clear that we did
not want to use supplementals to fund shortfalls in operations and
maintenance, for example, and we worked on changing the culture
of the Pentagon so that we would not do that, so that people would
not deliberately underfund budget requests and then come back to
the Congress and say the sky was falling.

What we did do was say to that in the event of a conflict—and
of course, in early 2001 we did not know that 9/11 would come
around—we said in the event of a conflict that would be different.
That is what we have done. It is consistent with what has been
done, as I say, Senator, I believe since 1970.

Senator BYRD. At least until—since when?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. 1970, sir.

Senator BYRD. Well, in 1970 the moneys for combat operations
in Vietnam were included in the regular appropriation bill.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. That was the last time, I believe.

Senator BYRD. No, not the last time. In 1971, the funds for com-
bat operations in Vietnam were included in the regular bill, and
that was not the last year. 1972, 1973. So that is not accurate, Dr.
Zakheim, what you said.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I may have made a mistake between 1967 and
1970, as opposed to 1970 and 1973. But I believe that it was 3
years only and then we did not fund combat operations after that.

Senator BYRD. You funded 1967 the Vietnam war, regular bill,
%91?7 1966, combat operations, at least partially, in the regular

ill.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Partially, yes.

Senator BYRD. Well, now, wait a minute. You know, what years
you said earlier does not square with the facts. So I just want you
to know I have got a whole table of all of these dates and these
wars and how they were funded. So that is the basis for my ques-
tion: Why is the Department of Defense breaking the modern tradi-
tion of how the United States has funded large-scale ongoing wars
by absolutely refusing to include any costs of war in its regular ap-
propriations request?

Now, we have seen that this administration does not fund oper-
ations in its regular bills in this war. There are two wars going on
here: one in Afghanistan, under which we were attacked; and one
in Iraq, in which we were the attackers. How can the American
people ever be prepared to support running enormous deficits while
spending scores of billions for a long-term occupation mission half-
way around the world if the administration will not be open about
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its estimates for how much the war will cost, how long our troops
will be sent abroad, or even what its exit strategy is for Iraq?

How much are we spending per month in Afghanistan? How
much are we spending per month in Iraq?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. We are spending on the average $4.2 billion a
month in Iraq and on the average approximately $800 million a
month in Afghanistan. The total cost of Enduring Freedom which
exceeds just operations in Afghanistan is in excess of about—it is
about $1 billion a month, or at least that is what we saw last year.
It was about $12 billion for 12 months.

On the dates, I apologize, but you have got the numbers in front
of you, I do not. You have a better sense of history than I do, Sen-
ator.

Senator BYRD. Well, thank you, Dr. Zakheim. You better answer
these questions when you come before the people’s representatives
in the Department that controls the purse strings. We are going to
be watching these figures closely.

You and I have had good relations and we have worked together
on things before. These questions may sound like there is a great
deal of animus between you and me. There is none. That is not my
purpose here. I thank you for the good work you do.

But it is increasingly clear that the Bush administration has no
idea of when to start to bring American soldiers home from Iragq.
It is increasingly clear that the Bush administration intends to
keep soldiers in Iraq for many, many months. But does the admin-
istration include costs for this mission in its budget? The answer
is no, right?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. That is correct, sir.

COSTS OF OCCUPATION OF IRAQ

Senator BYRD. Does the administration give the American people
an understanding of the costs of this prolonged occupation of Iraq?
The answer is no, right?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. That one I am not sure I can fully agree with you
on, Senator.

Senator BYRD. Well, let us have it, then.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Well, as I said, certainly the American people know
that the costs have been large. If we are talking about $4.2 billion
a month, they can do their sums up to now and see that we have
been talking about significant amounts of money. The difficulty for
us, Senator, is that predicting the future, as I indicated, is much
more dicey. We can certainly come up with the numbers that we
have spent and no one is under any illusions that these are not
large expenditures. But the prediction of the future is a completely
different matter, and that is why we have been very reluctant to
make any statements.

ESTIMATED COSTS OF WAR

Secretary Rumsfeld has noted in a number of hearings that we
had originally requested in the case of Afghanistan a $10 billion es-
timate and the Congress decided not to go with that. I know there
is a lot of discussion about why the Congress did not and so on.
It turned out that estimate was reasonably accurate for the first
year.
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Senator BYRD. Well, Dr. Zakheim, why does not the administra-
tion send up in its budget the estimated cost of the war in Afghani-
stan, the estimated cost of the war in Iraq, in its regular budget?
That is the question.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. The answer is because we simply cannot predict
them at this stage, sir.

Senator BYRD. The White House plays hide and seek with the
costs of the war, hiding them from the American public until after
the November election. The country deserves an honest up-front
approach from the President. Instead, we get gimmicks and games.

I offered an amendment to the fiscal year 2004 defense appro-
priations bill that stated the sense of the Senate that the President
should include in his fiscal year 2005 budget a request for ongoing
military operations, including Iraq and Afghanistan. This amend-
ment was passed with an overwhelming 81 votes. But the costs of
the war on terrorism and the war in Iraq are not included in this
budget, the estimated costs. Of course, you cannot be absolutely
sure down to the final dollar, but certainly this administration
must have some estimates.

Surely, the administration must talk about these things within
the administration. I certainly would be totally surprised and
shocked, astonished, if the truth were that the administration does
not have any estimates of the costs of the wars, the two wars that
are going on, the one in which we were attacked, the other in
which we were the attacker. There must be some estimates.

The American people are entitled to know what these estimates
are, and that is what we are asking.

On February 10, the military services told the Armed Services
Committee that delaying a supplemental until next year would
cause them real budgetary problems when they run out of money
in early to mid-September. So, I remind you that the administra-
tion sent its request for $87 billion to Congress on September 17,
2003, and it was passed by Congress and signed into law by the
President within 1% months. If the Department can estimate the
fiscal year 2004 costs of the war by September 2003, why can it not
estimate the fiscal year 2005 costs of the war by September 2004?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Senator, again, yes, we have estimated the costs of
2004, but that is an estimate, it is true, and that is what we think
we will spend through September 30 of this year. But we are reach-
ing two watershed situations, both in Iraq and Afghanistan. That
is to say, the transfer of authority in Iraq and the presidential elec-
tion in Afghanistan. Both of those could be, will be, significant fac-
tors in what is the American military presence, posture, force level
in fiscal year 2005.

Senator BYRD. Dr. Zakheim, we are also approaching an election
in this country, in November. The American people are entitled to
know before the election, not after the election, what at least the
estimated costs of these continuing wars are to the American peo-
ple in dollars as well as in lives, as well as with regard to the
length of the occupation.

Mr. Chairman, I hope I have not overrun my time.

Senator STEVENS. Slightly, Senator.

Senator BYRD. All right, I will wait until the next round. Thank
you.
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Thank you, Dr. Zakheim.
Dr. ZAKHEIM. Thank you, Senator.
Senator STEVENS. Senator Burns. Ten minutes, Senator.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Senator BURNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a statement
I would like to submit for the record, with the consent of the com-
mittee.

Senator STEVENS. It will be printed in the record.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Zakheim, I would like to thank you for being here
today to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2005 Budget request for the Department
of Defense (DOD). I have just a very short statement before we get going this morn-

ing.

The President has proposed a $401.7 billion fiscal year 2005 budget for the De-
partment of Defense. This number represents a seven percent increase over the fis-
cal year 2004 budget of $375.3 billion.

I would like to start off by saying that for the most part, I think you have pre-
sented us with a good budget, one that funds core needs to allow troops currently
engaged, to do so safely and to the best of their ability. This budget also prepares
our military forces for future engagements, where battlefields will look much dif-
ferent than they have in years past. We must ensure our military transforms in
such a way as to have the right military capabilities for any future engagement. An
overall Research and Development (R&D) request of $68.9 billion and investment
in Science and Technology, which has been included in this fiscal year 2005 budget
at $10.5 billion, helps get us there.

As you know, the men and women of our active, Guard and Reserve components
have seen an increased operations tempo (OPTEMPO) over the past few years in
particular. In my State of Montana, we’ll soon see 40 percent of the Guard’s total
force mobilized, including the 495th Transportation Battalion out of Kalispell, the
143rd Military Police Detachment out of Bozeman and the 1022nd Medical Com-
pany. While I know these men and women love what they do and love serving their
country, this increased OPTEMPO does not, however, come without costs. I am
pleased to see that the budget addresses this issue and looks at ways to rebalance
our forces and reduce the need for involuntary reserve mobilization. I do think it
is important to look at ways to add folks to areas where we currently have a short-
age, such as military police, transportation and civilian affairs.

Increased operations also wear and tear on much of our already aging equipment.
This year’s budget proposes $140.6 billion for the Operation and Maintenance
(O&M) account, up from $127.6 billion in fiscal year 2004. The procurement account
{)uﬁ been proposed at $74.9 billion, down from the fiscal year 2004 level of $75.3

illion.

The United States military would not be the best fighting force in the world with-
out the great people who wear the uniform. It is important that we take care of our
military men and women and ensure their quality of life is good. The Military Per-
sonnel account is funded at $104.8 billion in fiscal year 2005, while the Military
Construction and Family Housing accounts request is a total of only $9.5 billion.

Our military has performed nobly in their latest missions—especially in Afghani-
stan and continuing in Iraq. This country’s fighting force is extremely skilled and
capable. The United States military responds to various missions across this nation
and across the world at a moment’s notice, as we have recently witnessed in Haiti.
We must ensure our brave military men and women have the tools and equipment
needed to do their job and return home to their loved ones safely and as quickly
as possible.

I pledge to do what I can to make sure that our military has the support they
need to get the job done.

Again, thanks for coming before our subcommittee today. I look forward to the
discussion this morning. Thank you.

Senator BURNS. We are all spending a lot of time at home now,
so thank you for coming this morning. I have a couple of things I
would like to ask.
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With regard to the Senator from West Virginia’s questions, you
know, I realize we are finally into a political season. I had this all
confused. I did not know that. But I want to point out the Clinton
administration never did provide advance estimate costs for Haiti,
Soutl:lwest Asia, or Kosovo. I would just like to clear that for the
record.

Senator BYRD. That is an old herring, going back to the Clinton
administration. What has that got to do with today?

Senator BURNS. Well, you know there is a lot of truth in that.

Senator BYRD. Well, there may be and there may not be. But we
have got to do the funding. That is our business, and we need esti-
mates upon which to proceed.

Senator BURNS. That is exactly right. If it was an accepted prac-
tice then, those practices will usually be carried forward in Govern-
ment, and you know how that is.

RETENTION OF TROOPS

I want to use an old Marine term here. As I talk to the families
of Guard and Reservists in the State, scuttlebutt has it that our
retention of those troops once they come home—they have been de-
ployed no less than 6 months, in some cases over 1 year—retention
is going to be a problem. We have not heard that because there are
no figures for it yet.

Has this been discussed at the highest levels of the Pentagon?
Because, as you know, over 50 percent of our force structure has
been moved into Guard and Reserves. Has this been discussed and
is it a concern of the Pentagon?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Well, the answer is yes and yes, sir. My colleague
David Chu, the Under Secretary for Personnel, is fully on top of
this issue. As I understand it, right now we are retaining Reserves
at a historically high rate, about 5 to 6 percent higher than is nor-
mally the case.

There are some indicators that that retention rate will go down
some, and it might just level off at the historical rate. Right now,
like you, all we have are anecdotal pieces of evidence. It really de-
pends almost on which Reserve you speak to. I have spoken to
some who have voiced the concerns you just did. I have spoken to
others who say that the families are supportive, the townspeople
are supportive, they are all very proud that they are out there, and
they have absolutely every intention of re-upping.

So until we actually see the numbers we do not know. But yes,
this is something that we are very cognizant of. I guess we are for-
tunate that going into this potential situation we actually have
higher retention rates than is historically the norm.

General, do you want to add to that?

General CARTWRIGHT. I think the retention rates are something
that is a quick look; you can kind of get a sense of how many peo-
ple are coming in. The longer term, which does not come right
away, certainly revolves around the satisfaction that the individual
soldier, sailor, airman, marine feels for the duty that he is per-
forming.

Even longer term and more problematic and one that we are
keeping a very close eye on is the satisfaction of the family. This
is a hard stress on a family and over time the question is have we
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focused and provided the right incentives to keep the families en-
gaged and do they feel like the contribution is meaningful.

Dr. Chu has certainly undertaken a broad program that goes out
and looks at the benefits that we associate both with the individual
service member and the benefits associated with the family, mak-
ing sure that we describe service when a Reservist comes on duty
that equates to the service that we actually demand of them. This
gets at the idea of if there is a certain amount of readiness that
we associate with a particular soldier, let us say, in the Reserve or
the Guard, i.e., that we expect him to be up and available for 1
year out of every 5 or 6 years, or whether we expect him to come
on service at a short notice, that that is understood right up front
and that that is what they sign up for.

So we are looking at a broad range of things that get at the issue
of the continuum of service, not just at the recruiting piece, be-
cause you have got to look broader than just the recruiting piece.

FORCE STRUCTURE

Senator BURNS. Well, Senator Inouye brought up a very valid
point, and correctly so, on benefits and this type thing. A lot of us,
every Senator sitting here at this table, when the trend started of
bringing down our force structure of people on active duty, our reg-
ular forces, and when those numbers were dropped and then more
emphasis was put on our Reserve and Guard forces, we all went
to work and started to redevelop, to take a look at the infrastruc-
ture under which those Guard and Reserves are trained, that they
have to have facilities and a training procedure that makes them
as good as those who train every day.

I think most of us who did that under the leadership of this com-
mittee and the Armed Services Committee, understood that. I just
wonder, because we have integrated forces. The Red Horse Brigade
out of Mount Storm Air Force Base is integrated Reserve and ac-
tive duty forces. In fact, their first commander was a Reservist.
That will work pretty well as long as we integrate those troops
along with communication and training that is at least equal to our
citizen soldiers, sailors, and marines.

I think we have to discuss that, because it becomes a vital part
of our force structure.

CACHES OF ARMS

I was in Iraq last October and we were in the northern part,
Mosul, where they were finding tremendously large caches of con-
ventional arms that Saddam had stored and stashed away. I can-
not help but think, as we see these bombs, these roadside bombs,
that within those caches that we have found and those that we
have not found is a supply of explosives that is much deadlier when
used in a very creative way.

Are we continuing to search for those caches and to destroy the
ones that we have found?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Please, let me start and I will then turn it over to
the General.

The answer is yes. We are also using Iraqis to do a lot of that.
There are really two parts to this. One is to search for them; the
other then is to guard them. Iraqis are providing a lot of the guard
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units for that. We do continue to search, and the more intelligence
we get—and we are getting more intelligence, and the best sources
are the Iraqis themselves—the more we are able to quickly find
these ammunition storage facilities and to guard them and dispose
of them.

General?

General CARTWRIGHT. Clearly, a very aggressive effort, both in
Afghanistan and Iraq, to go after these caches, find them, dry up
that source as quickly as we can. The good news is that both in
Afghanistan and in Iraq, as the forces, the local indigenous forces,
stand up, as we use the tools available to us to create a conduit
of information back and forth between locals, that has become our
richest source of finding these caches.

So in the case of Iraq, it is the Iraqis who are actually helping
us go find those, get them, get them into a safe place, get them de-
stroyed or disposed of otherwise. But the key here is programs
like—and we talked about it earlier—the CERP fund, where we es-
tablish a relationship in the community and then the information
starts to flow, are so critical to the soldiers as they try to do this.

Senator BURNS. Mr. Chairman, it says “stop” here. You never say
“whoa” in a horse race. Oh, we are doing okay yet?

Senator STEVENS. You still are.

Senator BURNS. Well, this thing makes funny noises and has
funny colors to it.

Along that same line, there are some technologies supplied by or
are being developed in some of our colleges and universities, also
in small businesses, and especially in my State, that would help us
to find both weapons and personnel underground. Have we seen
any acceleration of taking a look at these technologies and obtain-
ing those technologies and then deploying them?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. The answer is yes. DARPA, our Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency, in fact has—and I cannot get into detail
in an open forum, but they in fact have been accelerating a number
of these technologies, precisely for the reasons you gave, in order
to get them on the ground quickly. We have got some on the
ground quickly, and we are certainly prepared to brief you in pri-
vate as to what we have done.

Generally speaking, I think DARPA is open to ideas and sugges-
tions. Anything that will particularly help the forces is welcome.

Senator BURNS. Well, we established a program called the Exper-
imental Program to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCoR)
many years ago when I first came to this body and that allowed
consortias of smaller colleges and universities to do research and
development (R&D) on many projects. Montana State University, I
think you probably know, have made significant improvements to
laser technology and have developed a lot of the technology that
you are working with now.

But I hear that it is hard to get into the good old boy network
every now and again, and we have got to watch that because there
are some creative people outside the norm, because EPSCoR has al-
lowed these people to do a lot of R&D work in areas where it tradi-
tionally had not been found. I would like to see a little more notice
taken of some of the advances that have been made.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
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Dr. ZAKHEIM. Senator, if you contact me about this I will forward
whatever information you have to Ron Sega, who heads up that
area in our Department. I do know that there is no old boy network
functioning with regard to force protection. They are trying to get
at whatever is out there.

Senator BURNS. That is good, but it is still alive up here.

Thank you very much.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Mr. Chairman, just to correct for the record a cou-
ple of things. First, Senator Byrd got it absolutely right. I had
flipped my history. I told you, Senator, you have a better sense of
history than I do. We used supplementals for Vietnam in the first
several years, 1965, 1966, and then we went over to baseline budg-
ets in the years you mentioned. Of course, by that time we had a
better sense of where we were headed with that, I believe. But in
any event, I had gotten the years completely reversed.

I also had a question earlier about buying HMMWV’s that were
not up-armored and I am told by the Army that in fact we are buy-
ing some number that are not in 2005. We are buying a total of
2,431 HMMWYV’s; 818 of those are up-armored, the rest are not. So
I wanted to be clear for the record on that, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

I assume you are marking those so they are not going to be sent
over to a war zone accidentally?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. The intention is that everything that goes over
there is up-armored.

Senator STEVENS. That is not what I asked. The ones we are pro-
curing new that are not up-armored, are they clearly marked so
they cannot be sent into war zones?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. That is my understanding, but I will look into it
for the record.

[The information follows:]

Both standard and Up-Armored High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles
(HMMWYV) are being procured in fiscal year 2005. HMMWVs which are not Up-Ar-
mored are visually identifiable. New, non-up-armored HMMWVs coming out of pro-
duction are programmed to fill unit shortages according to Army priorities. Both
standard and Up-Armored HMMWVs will continue to be available in the theater of
operation for use as appropriate by the Combatant Commander. Production of Up-

Armored HMMWVs is a Department priority and production is being increased to
meet CENTCOM requirements.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

I understand the Senator from West Virginia’s point. I distinctly
remember raising the question several times during Bosnia,
Kosovo, all of those, even with the first President Bush in Somalia.
We did not get budget estimates. We ran those wars on
supplementals. That is not something this committee really be-
lieves in, but it has become a practice, whether we like it or not.
But the Senator made about the same speech I did, as a matter of
fact, in 1999 as we approached an election.

But let me shift to something else. I am worried about this budg-
et because I have before me your chart—I wish you had brought
it in a big chart so everyone could see it. 1969, 8.9 percent of our
gross national product was dedicated to defense. And if you look at
1969, that was 43.4 percent of the national budget. Now we are
looking at a budget that is 3.6 percent of the gross national prod-
uct. In the year 2000 the budget request was 2.9 percent. We are
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looking at, instead of 43 percent of the Federal budget, we are look-
ing at 17.9 percent of the Federal budget being committed to de-
fense.

As I look at our projections, there will be an increase over the
next 5 years, not near enough to move us back up to the point
where we traveled for the 10 years of the 1980’s, somewhere in the
vicinity of 20 percent of the Federal budget and in the vicinity of
6 percent of the gross domestic product.

OUTLAYS

Now, I want to ask this. These outlays, do they include the costs
of the war?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. The outlays in the charts for 2004 do, yes, sir. Ob-
viously, not for 2005. But they do include the costs of the war. Any-
thing that is an actual outlay is included, sir.

Senator STEVENS. I am worried about the trend in terms of being
able to maintain the kind of a military we need if we are going to
not restore the concept of committing a sufficient amount to our de-
fense. I remember traveling the world with Senator Jackson where
we urged our allies to commit at least 3 percent, and we in those
days were between 6 and 8 percent of the gross national product.

What are our allies doing now? How much are they committing
to defense, do you know?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Off the top of my head, sir, I believe that many of
the allies that we tried to get to reach 3 percent in those days are
still not at 3 percent today. In our case, of course, our gross na-
tional product is in the trillions and so 3.6 percent of such a large
amount of money is still very, very significant.

But nevertheless, I think it is fair to say that in most cases our
allies are not at the 3 percent of their gross domestic products, and
I can get you the answer for the record.

[The information follows:]

Please see the attached information on allied defense spending from the 2003 Re-
sponsibility Sharing Report.
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BUDGET

Senator STEVENS. Well, I asked that other question that you
have just implied of the staff. We have not gotten the answer back
yet. But I think that the amount of your budget now, which is
roughly, what, 400——

Dr. ZAKHEIM. 401 and change, yes.

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. As compared to the $200 billion in
1981, the first budget that Senator Inouye and I handled in de-
fense, I think it is less than it was in terms of real dollars, than
it was in 1981.
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Dr. ZAKHEIM. I do not believe it is less than in 1981. Certainly
it is less than the 1985 real dollar number, which was the peak of
President Reagan’s years, and I was part of that administration.
But you are absolutely right, you cannot just take the $400 billion
and compare it to the $200 billion because there is an inflation fac-
tor and there are also much increased benefits that did not exist
in 1981.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I am told in constant dollars what you
have is an increase from $257 billion to $393 billion between 1981
and 2005.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I thought it was a little higher, sir, yes.

Senator STEVENS. That to me is not an increase that recognizes
our global responsibilities now as compared to then. I wonder how
you can maintain a global war against terrorism without some ad-
ditional modernization.

ARMY AVIATION PROCUREMENT

Let me switch over to that if I may. We have not seen some of
the details on the Comanche termination and what is going to hap-
pen there. Is our understanding correct that the money from the
Comanche termination, the net will be shifted over to the Army
aviation procurement accounts?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. That is correct. Basically there is really a change
in the whole approach to Army aviation. What is happening to Co-
manche is only a part of it. I can give you some detail. We are
going to modernize 1,400 aircraft and, because of the funds avail-
able from Comanche, an additional 284 Apache Block 3’s and 19
Chinooks. We are going to acquire almost 800 new aircraft, both
for the active and for the Reserve, and that is more Chinooks, more
Blackhawks, and a light utility helicopter.

Senator STEVENS. When will we see those modifications in the
budget?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. We are going to be sending up an amendment very
quickly, sir, and that will address both sides of the equation. That
is to say, moving the money out of Comanche and moving the
money into many of the programs that I have mentioned.

Senator STEVENS. Will that change in any way the requests that
are before us for the Army for 2005?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I would have to check on that. I think that basi-
cally it is pretty much in balance, but I would have to get you that
for the record. I do not think it will be significant, no, sir.

[The information follows:]

The Army 2005 budget request does not change in total but there has been re-
alignment of resources between accounts. Army Research and Development is re-
duced by nearly $1.2 billion. A majority of the resources, $828 million, will be re-
applied to support Aircraft Procurement, acquiring high priority helicopter equip-
ment and additional CH-47, UH-60 and TH-67 aircraft. Another $155 million is
reapplied to Procurement of Ammunition, principally to support acquisition of addi-
tional Hydra rockets, and Missile Procurement has been increased by $93 million
for the purchase of additional Hellfire missiles. Smaller adjustments have been
made in several other accounts and the precise details of all adjustments are in-

cluded in the fiscal year 2005 Amended Budget Submission that the Department
has forwarded.

Senator STEVENS. It is basically a shift from R&D to procure-
ment?
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Dr. ZAKHEIM. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. We have, I understand, a 2004 shortfall on the
global war against terrorism of $700 million, is that right?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I would have to look at that, the basis for that
number. I do not recognize that figure, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Well, we are talking about the defense health
program. Is there a shortfall there?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. In the defense health program? I would have to
look at that.

Senator STEVENS. Attributable to the global war on terrorism?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I am told that in fact there is that shortfall and
we are going to reprogram money to cover it. So we will be sending
you a reprogramming action for that.

IFF

Senator STEVENS. All right. Why are they not, those shortfalls,
not being funded from the Iraqi Freedom Fund (IFF)?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I have to look at where the sources will come from.
We will clearly fund the shortfall from the most acceptable source,
and of course we have to send those sources up to you.

Senator STEVENS. Well, can you answer me this. Is the Iraqi
Freedom Fund, which we created for the fiscal year 2003 budget—
it was the supplemental really—has that been exhausted?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Not entirely exhausted. We are still reprogram-
ming money out of the IFF. We are coming close to exhausting it,
yes.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, how much money does remain in
that fund?

Senator STEVENS. Well, I was just going to get to that. I do not
like to see any of these funds left, have us get supplementals when
there is money in technical funds we created in the past that is not
being charged. Are you doing that, Mr. Zakheim?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. No, I do not think that is the case at all. We antici-
pate using it all up. Actually we are almost there. I am trying to
get the numbers for you and I hope before this hearing is over I
will be able to tell you exactly where we are with what remains of
the IFF. But I do not think it is a situation of asking for more
money over and above what we have because we have more money
in the kitty. That is not the case at all.

Senator STEVENS. Well, you are the Comptroller. Do we have ex-
isting funds over there? These are 2003 funds now we are talking
about.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. That is correct.

Senator STEVENS. I do not understand why those funds were not
used.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Out of the $1.9 billion IFF, the Iraqi Freedom
Fund, we have already committed over $1.5 billion. So we are down
to about $400 million in the Iraqi Freedom Fund. For example,
that in and of itself would not cover the DHP, the defense health
program. But in any event, the health program is not directly war
related, so we would have to fund it out of something else. The IFF
is for what is directly war related.

As I said, we are down to $400 million, or less than 25 percent,
of the original IFF and that will be expended pretty soon.
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Senator STEVENS. I would hope there would be a policy of charg-
ing some of those funds like that, these reprogrammings, so that
we do not create additional demands.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. It is in fact the policy to do that, but we can only
reprogram for things that are directly war related. So in the case
of the DHP we could not do that.

Senator STEVENS. I am not going to comment on that. We have
seen it done before, let us put it that way.

Gentlemen, I am going to have to leave here in a minute. We
have got a 10-minute rule here, so I presume each member would
want another 10 minutes. I will leave the gavel with the co-chair-
man and thank you very much, Mr. Zakheim.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Before you go, sir, I was passed a note without the
right numbers. IFF is completely committed for 2003, which is
what you were asking me about. The $400 million that is left is in
the IFF of 2004. So here we are in the second quarter of 2004, we
have committed $1.5 billion out of $1.9 billion, and the 2003 is
completely committed.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Inouye.

Senator INOUYE [presiding]. Thank you.

I am glad that the chairman brought up the matter of shortfalls
in military medicine and health care because in all the studies that
we have looked at men and women in uniform are more concerned
about health care than pay.

That being the case, I have been also monitoring some of the as-
signments we have made of military personnel in medicine. I note,
for example, that from Walter Reed we have been sending doctors
to Iraq who are specialists. One just sent there is a specialist in
knee replacements, which is a highly specialized area.

Senator STEVENS. Senator, would you yield to me just 1 minute?
I apologize.

Senator INOUYE. Certainly.

Senator STEVENS. When the subcommittee closes out today, our
next hearing will be at 10 a.m. in this room for a hearing on the
Army’s fiscal year 2005 budget request.

Thank you, Senator.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you.

As I was saying this doctor is being sent to Iraq for 6 months.
He wants to go there to do his part, but in 6 months he is not going
to do one knee replacement, he is not going to do any one of those
highly skilled specialties, and when he gets back he will have to
go back to school again.

Why do you not have a policy that would, say, limit these people
to 3 months?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I would have to refer that to Dr. Winkenwerder
and Dr. Chu.

Senator INOUYE. I am not a doctor, but it just does not make
sense. You send someone out there and you are going to lose all
his skills.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. On its face the question is an excellent one. I am
sure there is an answer and a response. I do not know if General
Cartwright is into that, but I claim no particular expertise. I would
have to get you an answer for the record based on what Dr. Chu
and Dr. Winkenwerder were to tell me.
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General CARTWRIGHT. We need to go back and look at the case
for you, Senator.

Senator INOUYE. I would appreciate that, sir.

[The information follows:]

Surgeons are chosen for deployment based on the skill qualifications requested by
the combatant commander.

Once a requirement for a certain specialty is validated (in this case, orthopedics),
the skill set requirement is matched to the skill level of the surgeons available to
meet the requirement. Each Service has a system for coordinating these requests,
utilizing its specialty consultants, medical manpower experts, and others familiar
with the necessary skill qualifications. While orthopedists may have a subspecialty
(in this case joint replacement) they are trained in (and typically treat) the full
range of cases that may present. Indeed, well-trained orthopedists are critical to car-
ing for the wounds occurring in Iragq.

Moreover, this rotation will help maintain excellence in the Military Health Sys-
tem’s graduate medical education programs. Even the most highly trained sub-
specialists need operational/deployment military medicine expertise in order to be
fully competent and credible role models and teachers for military physicians in
training.

This six-month period for the rotation balances the needs for the combatant com-
mander with prudent use of highly trained medical staff.

Senator INOUYE. Senator Byrd.
ROTATION OF FORCES

Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, my esteemed friend.

References have been made to a rotation of forces. The adminis-
tration is in the midst of a massive rotation of forces in Iraq. Is
the cost of rotating these forces reflected in the average monthly
cost of $4.2 billion for operations in Iraq?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. To the extent—remember, Senator, that the
monthly costs we have up to now only reflect what we have up to
November. But the answer is yes, sir, those rotation costs will be
reflected in the monthly costs. So that here we are in March; I do
not expect to see any actuals until probably the June timeframe.

Senator BYRD. Recent news reports indicate that the Pentagon
and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) are stepping up the in-
tensity of the hunt for Osama bin Laden. Is that increased effort
requiring any corresponding increase in the average monthly cost
of operations in Afghanistan or in the number of military personnel
in Afghanistan?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. At this stage I simply do not know. Should there
be an increase, it will be reflected. But again, that is not something
I will be able to address in any detail for the next couple of months.

Senator BYRD. Do you have any idea, any indications as to
whether or not the effort is requiring any corresponding increase
in the average monthly cost of operations in Afghanistan?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. General, do you want to?

General CARTWRIGHT. The only thing I would say, Senator—and
it would be reflected—is that as the weather gets better the oppor-
tunity to do more will be there and we will try to take advantage
of that. To the extent that that is a delta between what we are
doing in the winter versus what we are doing in the spring and the
summer would be the difference.

Senator BYRD. General, does the Department anticipate any sub-
stantial drawdown of U.S. forces from Afghanistan at any point in
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the near future, keeping in mind the increase, the stepping up of
the intensity of the hunt for bin Laden?

General CARTWRIGHT. The program for 2004 is laid out and is
relatively stable and includes the efforts that we have to chase
after various targets. The longer range look, as I said earlier, our
intent is to move out of there as quickly as the country is ready
to take over. So that remains a little bit cloudy and ambiguous
right now.

Senator BYRD. Is there anything you can tell us about this hunt
for Osama bin Laden? We have been reading a good bit about it.
There are some reports that he has already been caught—I heard
that report 2 or 3 days ago—and that the administration is wait-
ing, waiting until a more opportune time to make the announce-
ment. I did not give a great deal of credence to that, but I am not
surprised at anything these days.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Senator, you are right not to give much credence
to that, particularly, as you know, the Middle East is a place where
Eumors start circulating and grow with the passage of days and

ours.

Senator BYRD. Just in the Middle East?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. That is the area we were addressing just now, sir.

Senator BYRD. But you are making a rather broad statement
when you say that in the Middle East rumors——

Dr. ZAKHEIM. There have been a lot of studies to that effect,
about the impact of rumors on perceptions in the Middle East. That
is why I referred to that one, sir.

Senator BYRD. All right. Let me get back to my earlier subject
of contention perhaps. The Department of Defense has adopted an
all or nothing approach, sending Congress an ultimatum: Either
give the Pentagon a blank check for $10 billion, as was requested
2 years ago, or the administration will wait until untold billions
have already been spent before asking for a supplemental appro-
priations bill. And we have done both. We have advanced that
slush fund, as you might call it, of $10 billion, a blank check, and
then at the same time we are still depending upon supplemental
appropriations bills.

This is an unnecessarily confrontational and shortsighted pos-
ture. So I have to continue to express my disappointment in this
method of approach. Now, you can go back to preceding administra-
tions, if you can find it to be a fact in each case, and talk about
the war in Vietnam, the war on Bosnia, the war in Korea, or what-
ever. We are here to appropriate moneys today and we need to
know, we are entitled to know, what the facts are.

The American people, and we are here to represent them, are en-
titled to know what the costs of this war are and what the estimate
of the future costs are going to be. There is an election coming up
and there is a pretty well-founded suspicion, it appears, that these
figures are going to be withheld from the people’s elected rep-
resentatives in Congress before the election, but that after the elec-
tion, then the costs will be sprung upon us.

I think it is a poor way to legislate. I am in my 46th year here
on this committee and my 51st year on the Hill, in Congress. And
we have not seen it done like that before, and this administration
continues, it seems, to proceed in this manner.
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IRAQ RECONSTRUCTION FUNDING

Now, let us talk about the supplemental Iraq reconstruction
funding. The OMB Director, Josh Bolten, stated that he estimates
that the administration’s supplemental appropriation request,
whenever it may be submitted, could be in the neighborhood of $50
billion. Dr. Zakheim, does that estimate include any additional
funds for reconstruction projects in Iraq?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. To my knowledge it does not.

Senator BYRD. Can you give a ballpark estimate of what addi-
tional reconstruction funds the administration might request for
Iraq on top of the $18.4 billion that was appropriated last fall?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I cannot, and permit me to explain why I cannot.
The $18.4 billion was not really a 1-year request. It was a request
for essentially front-loading what would be an international effort
to reconstruct Iraq. I was personally involved in organizing the Ma-
drid conference. There we got commitments of up to $17 billion for
reconstruction from the international community. Just this past
weekend there was a meeting in Abu Dhabi where the United Na-
tions and the World Bank trust funds announced they were open
for business and countries started to commit money to those trust
funds.

In addition, there are the revenues that are coming from Iraqi
oil. If you add all of those—our commitment, Iraqi oil, other reve-
nues that are still coming in from frozen assets and Oil for Food
contracts that were not implemented, as well as the international
contributions—you are in the vicinity of about $50 billion.

So that it is not at all clear at this stage just how much more
we as the United States might have to contribute. I think the gen-
eral sense is that, should we feel there is a further need for recon-
struction funds, it would not be packaged as a supplemental, but
instead be part of our total foreign assistance budget and sent up
to the Congress that way.

Senator BYRD. Just before the White House sent Congress its
draft of an Iraq war resolution in September 2002, some pro-
ponents of confrontation with Iraq said that Members of Congress
should explain to the American people their position on Iraq before
the midterm elections. Now the administration wants to delay until
after the upcoming Presidential election sending Congress the bill
for keeping our troops in Iraq for another year.

Dr. Zakheim, since the administration was so keen on getting the
authority to go to war right before an election, does not the admin-
istration have the responsibility to let the American people know
how much this war will cost? We are almost on the verge of getting
into another election, and I think the American people are entitled
to know this. What do you think?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Well, sir, I certainly agree with you that there is
another election coming. I think people can disagree about this. As
we see it, we do not really have a good estimate. And I would not
share your characterization of this as a slush fund. I want to make
that clear. That is not how I would look at it. We do provide to the
Congress monthly reports on our obligations. We do not have im-
mediate monthly reports. We always run 3 months late.
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I believe, just as an analyst that to estimate the costs of fiscal
year 2005 prior to the changes that are going to take place in Iraq
and Afghanistan is probably to misestimate those costs, probably
to put the wrong dollars in the wrong accounts, and therefore cre-
ate problems thereafter.

Senator BYRD. Why can you not say, though, doctor: this is the
way we see it today. Now, there may be changes. Perhaps this will
happen, perhaps that will happen, something else may happen.
But, Members of Congress, this is the way we see it today; and on
this basis, we would estimate thus and so.

Now, if the administration would be up front like that, then we
would have confidence in the administration, what it says. The
American people would have some idea, knowing that it is not the
final figure, of course, have some idea of what they are going to be
asked to pay and over what period, how long a period. This would
be, it seems to me, the fair way of proceeding, rather than do as
the administration is doing: spend the money, present the Congress
then with an ultimatum, give us the check, and Congress in the
meantime has had no opportunity to conduct oversight as it is its
responsibility, constitutional responsibility, to do.

I see my time is up. Mr. Chairman, may the witness answer my
question first?

Senator INOUYE. Yes.

Senator BYRD. Thank you.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Certainly, Senator. First of all, as you know, we do
have expenditures that will be going out to September 30. So that
is already spoken for and we will have to justify those and we will
report those. The real issue is what do we do about the period be-
tween October 1 and roughly January-February timeframe, when-
ever the next supplemental would be available.

Clearly, it is very difficult to estimate those costs at this time,
for the reason I have given you. I do not think this is a deliberate
effort to mislead. After all is said and done we know what the
monthly costs are right now, $4.2 billion. We anticipate what the
monthly costs will be through the end of September. But beyond
that, I do not want to sound like a broken record, but beyond that
we just do not know what the impact of this summer’s events is
going to be like.

The Congress clearly will not have any kind of ultimatum, for
the simple reason that if we go to the Congress next January with
a request for the entire fiscal year, the entire fiscal year will not
have happened by then and the Congress can choose how much
and to what degree it wishes to support that supplemental.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to prolong this, but
this makes it impossible for the Congress to conduct its constitu-
tional oversight. The money is already spent, then we get the bill.
In the meantime, we have no opportunity to delve into the facts
which justify x number of dollars. That is number one.

Number two, the President can go before the American people
and say that he is going to cut, reduce the budget deficit by half,
in 5 years, and he presents the Congress and the people with a
budget for this year, and that is what we are working on. That is
what these hearings are about. But in the meantime, these moneys
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that we will be spending in Iraq and Afghanistan do not show.
Those are hidden figures.

So the administration has the advantage, the political advantage,
of saying, well, this is our budget for this year. The administration
is not counting the costs of the wars in Iraq and in Afghanistan.
These costs are on the side, you see. This is a gimmick that this
administration is using, I must say, and the American people are
being kept in the dark.

This is what I am complaining about, and I hope that we will
continue to press the administration to shed some light on this
budget. The American people are entitled to have that light be-
cause they are footing the bill, and Congress is entitled to have
that light. I have never seen it done like this. It is a practice here,
it is a pattern, and it is calculated. Everybody ought to be able to
see that.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for your patience. Thank you, Dr.
Zakheim. You have got a tough job to do. You have a hard job. I
know you have to pursue the company line, as we used to say back
in the coal mining camps in southern West Virginia, the company
line. You have to do that, I know that. Thank you.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

Senator Burns.

PROVINCIAL RECONSTRUCTION TEAMS

Senator BURNS. I think I have only one more question and that
will wrap it up for me. We met with some of the folks over in Iraq,
and in your statement you referred to it this morning on the PRT’s.
Would you elaborate on the plan to expand those Provincial Recon-
struction Teams in Afghanistan and the cost? Have you got an esti-
mated cost for that?

I know we have one German-led PRT there currently. Are the
Germans contributing to the cost of those PRT’s? Would you sort
of give us some sort of an idea of what is going on?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Sure. The cost, because that is an answer I cannot
give you offhand, I will get you for the record. We had eight. We
are up to, I believe, 12 PRT’s, of which one is a NATO/German one.
That is the one in Kunduz. That is the one I was at. The British
are running one in Mazar-e Sharif. The New Zealanders are run-
ning another one.

[The information follows:]

There are currently 17 PRTs. 14 are coalition-run (13 by United States and 1 by
New Zealand) and 3 are NATO-run, 1 by Germany and 2 by the United Kingdom.

Each PRT was estimated to cost $5 million to setup. The cost of supporting a PRT
has been roughly estimated at $39,000 to $98,000 per month. However, the size and
composition of each PRT varies. Some have more military personnel, some have
more USAID staff. In addition, frequent troop rotations from the U.S. military units
supporting the PRTs lead to cost fluctuations. U.S. military units are supporting
PRTs are funded with O&M funds.

DOD has provided just under $30 million in Overseas Humanitarian Disaster and

Civic Aid funds for PRT and civil affairs assistance projects combined in Afghani-
stan to date.

Senator BURNS. I think we ran into ours at Kandahar.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. We have a bunch of them now.

There is a push for NATO—and not just NATO; for instance, the
Swedes are going to be contributing and they are not in NATO—
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to start four more. In fact, your question about footing the bill goes
to the heart of our position regarding these four. We are telling
NATO that of course we support four more. We think it is a great
idea. We think PRT’s work. But NATO needs to provide the sup-
port.

The Germans are contributing, although some of the support, the
helicopter support, is what we are providing. We have made it clear
that was a once-only exception. We are not going to do that. If
countries want to contribute to PRT’s, and we encourage them to,
then they need to cover the costs.

So we hope that eventually a significant number of these PRT’s
will be supported by the international community. There is talk of
a Nordic one. There is talk of a second British one, and so on.
There is a lot of interest around the world to contributing to them,
because of what they do—and you have seen them. They are
unique. There is a mix of troops, of civilians, of representatives of
the central Afghan government. They work very well with inter-
national nongovernmental organizations. Actually, it is fascinating
to see the evolution.

A lot of these organizations were very suspicious of the military
and therefore thought PRT’s were just a stalking horse for the mili-
tary. Now it is quite different, and you see people from institutions
that you would not dream of having anything to do with the mili-
tary speaking positively about it. It really is a terrific development,
because what it does is enable the central government to dem-
onstrate its reach throughout the country.

Still, if countries want to be involved, they have got to foot the
bill.

OPERATIONAL SUPPORT

Senator BURNS. Also, I ask about—and I think whenever we talk
about technology, and this thing, I will just throw this as a ques-
tion out there that I would like an answer to and we can do that
in a private conversation also. We had four very good friends dur-
ing the Afghanistan operation: Pakistan, Kazakhistan, Kyrgistan,
and Jordan. I am wondering, are we doing anything in those coun-
tries to relieve some of the financial pressure off of those four coun-
tries?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. The answer is yes. Congress allowed us, actually
with this committee’s help, to reimburse a number of countries for
the operational support they provide, and Pakistan is by far the
biggest recipient. That continues. We are reimbursing Jordan as
well. In fact, those two countries were specified in the legislation.
But we are reimbursing others, too.

Senator BURNS. Well, we had tremendous support under the cir-
cumstances from Kazakhistan and Kyrgistan. I am going to
Iiazakhistan. I want to be met on friendly terms there when I get
there.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. I think you will be.

Senator BURNS. Also, I made a couple trips out at Walter Reed
to see some of the troops from Montana that were out there, which
is a very rewarding situation. You know, we have got one young
man out there who is afraid that they are not going to let him stay
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i?l the Guard and he wants to stay. He took quite a beating over
there.

With regard to that, I am told by—you know, the American peo-
ple I do not think understand really fully, in the medical commu-
nities like Walter Reed and our research people on diseases we run
into different kinds of challenges whenever we send our troops to
foreign soil. I noticed a little bit in this last one that you cut back
a little bit on R&D as far as research on the different kind of dis-
eases. You know, we are going through a severe acute respiratory
syndrome (SARS) thing now on the Pacific Rim and in China.
These people are exposed to these things.

I would question cutting back on your research because I think
it is vitally important that the research moves forward in our med-
ical communities, such as Walter Reed, Bethesda, the naval hos-
pital, and that this work continue.

Dr. ZAkHEIM. Well, I will get for the record a breakdown of what
has been, to the extent it has been reduced. I think Dr. Chu and
Dr. Winkenwerder would be best in a position to give you that an-
swer. I can say, however, that the level of research is still signifi-
cantly high and it is precisely for the reasons you gave. When we
send our troops to different parts of the world, they encounter dis-
easeﬁ that have either been eradicated here or never existed here
at all.

I know there is a lot of research, not just within the Army med-
ical community; the Army Medical Command manages research in
universities, including international universities. Very often you
will find that universities in the regions in which these diseases
are found have a comparative advantage in terms of dealing with
those diseases. That funding continues.

But I will get you for the record details of that.

[The information follows:]

The military infectious disease research program continues to address counter-
measures against the same number of different kinds of infectious diseases of mili-
tary importance. Diseases such as malaria, bacterial diseases responsible for diar-
rhea, viral diseases (e.g. dengue fever and hanta virus), meningitis, viral encepha-
litis, scrubtyphus, leishmaniasis, hemorrhagic fever, and HIV are all part of the
military infectious disease research program. This research is funded with core dol-
lars out of the Medical Research and Materiel Command’s budget. This means that
the funds are programmed and budgeted for through the President’s Budget process.
From fiscal year 2002 to fiscal year 2004, there have been shifts in programs and
changes in accounting for indirect laboratory costs. Overall there was a 4.6 percent

reduction in the core program between fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year 2004 as pri-
orities changed and other programs emerged in importance.

Senator BURNS. It is a different kind of research than we find in
our traditional National Institutes of Health (NIH) or anything
else, on infectious diseases.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Absolutely, that is right.

Senator BURNS. And that has concerned most of us.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is all that I have.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

Pursuant to the direction of Chairman Stevens——

Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, might I ask another question?

Senator INOUYE. Please do.

Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. I thank
the acting chairman, and I thank you, Dr. Zakheim, and you, Gen-
eral Cartwright.
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OPERATIONAL POST-HANDOVER NUMBERS

Let me repeat my question earlier. The President sent his $87
billion fiscal year 2004 supplemental to Congress on September 17,
2003. Roughly 6 weeks later, that request was enacted and signed
into law. Now, if the supplemental could be submitted in Sep-
tember in that instance, why can it not be presented in September
this year, rather than wait until, was it January I believe you said?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. It is a function of the fact that in the first place
we are, unlike September of that year where we were not funded
at all, we are funded through the end of September, so that we
have operations that will be covered.

Second, we do not feel that it would pose particular difficulties
for us to cash flow for about 3 months. Again, as I mentioned ear-
lier, the Congress has its discretion, as you well know, Senator; it
can choose whatever it wants to do for the remaining part of fiscal
year 2005 in a supplemental or indeed how it wants to treat what
we have requested for that first part of fiscal year 2005 in a sup-
plemental.

So the discretion is clearly there. We believe we can effectively
cash flow those funds for the first few months. As I said, by Sep-
tember we will not have as yet a sense of the costs after the
handover. If the handover is in the beginning of July, we will not
have any numbers, any operational post-handover numbers, with
which to work in September. It is as simple as that.

We simply cannot come with any credible number. I mean, there
will be such a massive——

Senator BYRD. The way you are operating, it is not credible. It
is not credible at all. What is the magic about January?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Again, Senator, as I said, we need a couple of
months experience subsequent to the handover in Iraq. That brings
us to November-December timeframe. We need a month to put a
supplemental together and that brings us to January.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, just this final. At Secretary Rums-
feld’s confirmation hearing, I asked what he was going to do about
the Pentagon’s broken accounting systems. Three years later, the
Department of Defense is still nowhere close to passing an audit
of its books. Congress has appropriated more than $200 million to
develop a blueprint for a new computerized accounting system, but
work on that plan, which was supposed to be completed in April
2003, is still not yet done.

Meanwhile, DOD will spend $19 billion this year on those com-
puters, on top of the $18 billion spent in 2003 on those faulty sys-
tems. You, Dr. Zakheim, and Secretary Rumsfeld have recognized
the seriousness of these accounting problems. But how can you jus-
tify spending tens of billions of dollars on these computerized ac-
counting systems when you do not even know how to fix what is
wrong with those systems that we are pouring money into?

How much more time and money is it going to take before the
Pentagon can pass an audit of its books?

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Senator, as I have said for the last 2 years and as
you and I have discussed, there are a number of steps necessary
if we are going to get this right. We did in fact complete the enter-
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prise architecture to which you refer on time and under budget in
April 2003. We still have to test it with various pilot programs.

The game plan was always to try to get a clean audit by 2007.
Now, we are not just waiting for the next 4 years to make that
happen. Huge amounts of assets and liabilities have been added
to—and are now showing on our books. Our fund balance with the
Treasury has improved significantly. We have cut back on problem
disbursements by, I believe, approximately two-thirds. I can get
you all those numbers for the record.

[The information follows:]

In January 2001, the Department’s problem disbursements stood at $4.163 billion.

As of January 2004, we have reduced those problem disbursements by 65 percent
to $1.437 billion.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Frankly, I thank you for your encouragement in
this regard. It has made a difference. We are trying to change the
culture and the culture is changing. We review, I personally re-
view, financial statements four times a year together with OMB,
the Inspector General, and the General Accounting Office, sitting
in my office reviewing these statements.

We have cleaned those up. We have improved the footnotes,
which nobody ever used to bother to read.

Senator BYRD. I hope you are getting overtime pay.

Dr. ZAKHEIM. Well, I have not gotten it yet, sir.

But I guess my long answer to your good question is we are on
schedule to have clean audits by 2007. We are doing a lot of dif-
ferent things, and I will get you a fuller answer for the record.

[The information follows:]

But I guess that my long answer to your good question is we are on schedule to
have clean audits by 2007. We are doing two major things in this unprecedented
effort. First, I have directed fund holders within Defense to develop financial im-
provement plans which detail how the fund holder will overcome its deficiencies
which prevent it from obtaining an unqualified audit opinion. Plans identify defi-
ciencies, corrective actions by financial statement line item, and prepare the entity
for audit. Lastly, I have established an executive steering committee (ESC) to over-
see execution of the initiative. Committee members include the Deputy Chief Finan-
cial Officer, the Deputy Comptroller, Program/Budget, the Director of the Defense
Finance and Accounting Service, and the Inspector General, DOD. In accordance
with Section 1008, the ESC reviews the plans and prioritizes assessments and au-
dits of entities when they assert audit readiness.

Senator INOUYE. If there are any additional committee questions,
they will be submitted to you for your response.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator BYRD. Thank you. Thank you, Dr. Zakheim.

Thank you, Senator.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

Pursuant to the direction of Chairman Stevens, the hearing is re-
cessed.

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., Monday, March 1, the subcommittee
was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, March 3.]
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Senator STEVENS. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. I apolo-
gize for being late. I was presiding over the Senate. We have all
got too many things scheduled these days.

Today we are going to receive the testimony from the Acting Sec-
retary of the Army and the Chief of Staff on the Army’s fiscal year
2005 budget request. Secretary Brownlee, we welcome you for your
first time before our committee. We look forward to hearing your
plans to modernize the Army. You are no stranger to this Senate
or to the committee, even though you were on the other committee.
We are pleased to welcome you back as a friend and a colleague.

General Schoomaker, we welcome you to our committee. We look
forward to working with you in the coming years, and I thank you
again for making the trip, the long trip to Alaska for the military
appreciation dinner there. It is very important to our people.

The Army is now well on its way towards the future with its
transformation plans. We are at war and this transformation to our
future force is continuing. It is a huge undertaking to do both at
the same time. We are also conducting a global war on terrorism,
the war in Iraq, the war, ongoing activities in Afghanistan, and
now Haiti. We are constantly reminded of the need for a strong,
modern, prepared Army, and it is as important today as it ever
was, more important probably, to have a military which has the re-
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sources it needs and the support of the President and the entire
country.

Today you are deployed all over the globe. We have 320,000 sol-
diers deployed or stationed forward, as I am informed. The Guard
and Reserve are also sharing this burden, with more than 100,000
reservists and guardsmen mobilized and on active duty. The total
force is a reality now.

There are many important issues facing the Army. One of the
most critical decisions Congress will make this year is how to help
the Army reorganize and equip itself for future threats.

I believe you have demonstrated to the Congress and the country
that the transformation concept is not simply a new weapons plat-
form, but a new doctrine, a new organizational concept for the
Army, and it is a whole new way for the Army to fight and win
wars. We appreciate your combined commitment to the Army and
your willingness to serve to ensure that the Army remains on the
right course.

It is the intention of this committee to give you the support you
need to achieve your goal of modernization.

My distinguished friend from Hawaii is not here this morning be-
cause he is chairing another committee. He will be here soon. We
do have other Senators. Do any of you have an opening statement
tS(il nllla)lke before we listen to the General and the Secretary? Senator

elby.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the testimony.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Hutchison.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON

Senator HUTCHISON. Mr. Chairman, I will make mine a part of
the record. But I agree with what you have said. We do have boots
on the ground in two very dangerous places and our own homeland
is also now a focus for attack. So the Army is the one that is out
there, obviously Guard and Reserve. I will be interested in hearing
how you are going to handle the fatigue of the Guard and Reserve
and ramp up our active duty forces, which you have already ad-
dressed publicly, but we hope to hear more about, and how you
would finance that.

So you have a huge job and we are here to support you in every
way. Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON

As a member of this committee, I have been privileged to visit with our soldiers
who are fighting to free Iraqis and Afghans who for decades lived perilously under
the oppressive regimes of Saddam Hussein and the Taliban. These same soldiers are
proudly working to create an environment where people no longer fear the govern-
ment under which they live and work. They are helping to rebuild and secure soci-
eties in which freedom is a right and not a quantity to be metered out by the few
in positions of power.

Unfortunately, as I sit before you today, men and women of our Armed Forces
are still deployed in harms way. And if statistics hold true, some will be either
wounded or killed. With this in mind, I think it is appropriate and indeed necessary
for us to ask difficult questions. Knowing how the Army is successfully confronting
an adversary which does not wage open battle against the United States, but seeks
less direct methods and means for achieving their objectives is important. Indeed,
the threats to our security have transformed themselves into a decidedly unconven-
tional threat. Our enemies pursue asymmetrical approaches to warfare, including
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nontraditional threats to the homeland, the use of weapons of mass destruction, and
modern forms of irregular warfare. Army transformation therefore must not only be
designed to confront the enemy which the Stryker brigades are best suited for, but
also an unconventional enemy utilizing asymmetric means and methods both abroad
and at home.

The greatest challenge for the Army, including the Reserve and National Guard,
may be organizing, equipping and training the force to serve in a more relevant role
in Homeland Defense and Security. Ironically, the United States is less likely to
enjoy the kind of sanctuary status from attack in the future than in the past. The
global transportation network has made intercontinental travel more routine. Our
borders are porous to both the illegal immigrant and the international terrorist
alike. We now face an implacable enemy willing and able to attack the homeland.
The increased focus on homeland defense and the growing requirement for the Army
to divert resources away from the more traditional roles and missions of an expedi-
tionary Army raise a very important question: How does the Army and the DOD
intend to fund an on-going global war on terrorism, while reorganizing, equipping,
and developing missions for the active, reserve, and National Guard to best defend
the homeland against another attack the likes of 9/11?

While there is no shortage of challenges, I look forward to hearing how the Army
will continue to overcome them. It is with deep gratitude and the utmost respect
for the soldiers currently serving to defend this great country that I thank you for
your service and look forward to our discussion on how best to prepare for the fu-
ture.

Senator STEVENS. I apologize. Senator Dorgan, do you have any
opening statement?

Senator DORGAN. No, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran, do you have any opening
statement?

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I do not.

Senator STEVENS. Gentlemen, we are prepared to listen to your
testimony and welcome you here. We all have an enormous task to
assure that you have the funds and the authority you need to keep
this modernization going. So, Senator Brownlee—Secretary
Brownlee.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of
this committee: Thank you very much for the opportunity to appear
before you today along with my good friend and fellow graduate of
the University of Wyoming Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC)
program, the Chief of Staff of the United States Army, General
Pete Schoomaker.

General Schoomaker and his family made a very difficult deci-
sion last summer to leave quite a comfortable and lucrative retire-
ment to come back and rejoin the Army. The Army is benefiting in
an enormous way from his marvelous leadership. I am especially
honored to appear alongside this great soldier today and I am hon-
ored to work alongside him every day. I could not measure what
he has brought to the Army. He has brought a new meaning to the
word “transformation” and he has revitalized the spirit of our sol-
diers with his emphasis on the Soldier’s Creed and the Warrior
Ethos. So it is a great honor for me to be here before the committee
representing the magnificent soldiers of our Army along with the
Chief of Staff.

We have a prepared posture statement, Mr. Chairman, and with
your permission we would like to submit that statement for the
record.

Senator STEVENS. We automatically submit all statements for the
record in this committee.
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Mr. BROWNLEE. Let me begin by expressing my gratitude for the
tremendous support to our soldiers who are serving our country
around the world, as well as to their families at home. This support
comes from the members as well as from your dedicated profes-
sional and personal staffs. Your interest and involvement in the
Army’s activities has made a significant difference in our soldiers’
welfare and their mission accomplishment. So to the members and
staff of this very distinguished committee, on behalf of the United
States Army, thank you all for what you have done.

I know that you are deeply interested in the great work our sol-
diers are doing, their training, and their morale and how we are
equipping them. In the last 9 months I have visited our troops in
Iraq three times and those in Afghanistan twice and traveled to
our posts in Germany, South Korea, and here in the United States.
I am grateful to have the opportunity to share what I have learned
with you.

Underlying everything we are doing and planning to do is the
most important point I want to make here today, and that is that
we are an Army at war, serving a Nation at war.

To better cope with the demands of this war, we have proposed
to grow the Army temporarily by 30,000 soldiers over the next sev-
eral years, using the authority provided in Title 10 and to be paid
for from supplemental appropriations. We will plan to use these re-
sources to stand up at least 10 new combat brigades over the next
several years and ask for your support in this endeavor. We are
also restructuring our Active and Reserve forces to meet the chal-
lenges of today and to more effectively use the resources the Con-
gress and the American people have entrusted to us. This is an on-
going process and we will keep the Congress fully informed.

Let me comment on a matter of grave importance to the senior
leadership of the Army, sexual assaults on soldiers by fellow sol-
diers. Such attacks not only weaken unit cohesion and lessen com-
bat power; they are wrong, they will not be overlooked, and they
will not be tolerated. The Army is committed to identifying and
holding accountable those who commit such actions as well as com-
mitted to providing proper care for the victims of such attacks.

We are dedicated to creating an environment and a command cli-
mate where these young women feel free to report these incidents
through multiple venues: the chain of command, medical channels,
chaplains, and their peers. We will properly care for those who
have been assaulted and investigate and take appropriate action
against those perpetrating these crimes. It is the right thing to do
and we are going to do it.

Many of you have asked about the measures we are taking to
protect our forces in Iraq. I would like to address two in particular.
First, the number of up-armored high mobility multipurpose
wheeled vehicles (HMMWV’s) in the U.S. Central Command
(CENTCOM) area of responsibility is now over 2,000, compared to
about 500 last spring. When General Schoomaker and I testified
before the Senate Armed Services Committee in November, we esti-
mated then that we would be unable to satisfy the CJTF-7 require-
ment of 3,000 up-armored HMMWYV’s until May 2005. This was un-
acceptable. We have worked with industry to steadily increase pro-
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duction of these vehicles and we will now reach a production level
of over 4,000 vehicles by August 2004.

We will ramp up from 185 vehicles this month to 220 by May
and continue to increase until we reach our requirement. I have
talked to the chief executive officers (CEQ’s) of the companies that
build these up-armored HMMWV’s and visited their production
lines. They are committed to and capable of increasing production
rates to up to 450 per month to help us fill our requirement even
faster. While this will require additional resources, we are working
within the Army budget and with the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense (OSD) so that we can achieve this accelerated production
level as quickly as possible.

Second, there has been concern about every soldier having the
best available protection against bullets and explosive fragments.
To provide this protection, we increased the production of Inter-
ceptor body armor last year and are currently producing and ship-
ping 25,000 sets monthly to the theater of operations. There are
now sufficient stocks of Interceptor body armor to equip every sol-
dier and Department of Defense (DOD) civilian in Iraq and Afghan-
istan, and we will fill our requirement for the remainder of the sol-
diers and DOD civilians in theater by the end of this month.

In summary, we are producing enough body armor so all soldiers
now rotating into theater will be issued a set of body armor either
before they deploy into Iraq or immediately after arrival in Afghan-
istan.

The Army provides relevant and ready campaign-quality land
power to combatant commanders as a part of a joint force. To bet-
ter do this, we are transforming the Army itself in response to les-
sons learned and experiences gained by the Army’s recent 2%
years of combat in the global war on terrorism, as well as the oper-
ational environments envisioned in the foreseeable future.

Last Monday General Schoomaker and I announced the termi-
nation of the Comanche helicopter program as part of a major re-
structuring and revitalization of Army aviation. In lieu of com-
pleting development and procuring 121 Comanche helicopters in
the fiscal year 2005 through fiscal year 2011 future years defense
plan (FYDP), we will propose to reallocate these resources to pro-
cure almost 800 new aircraft for the Active and Reserve compo-
nents.

As a part of our total program over the FYDP, we will also en-
hance, upgrade, and modernize over 1,400 aircraft in our existing
aviation fleet. This program to revitalize Army aviation reflects the
changed operational environment and will provide the modularity
and flexibility we must have to achieve the joint and expeditionary
capabilities that are so essential to the Army’s role now and in the
future.

The fiscal year 2005 President’s budget we have submitted, when
amended to reflect the termination of Comanche, represents a bal-
anced consideration of both our current and long-term require-
ments and provides our Army with the resources we need, exclud-
ing war-related costs. The tempo of our current operations is high
and has human and material costs. We appreciate the assistance
of the Congress in addressing these issues as we work to restore
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our units and equipment to the high levels of readiness necessary
to continue to meet our obligations to the Nation.

In all that the Army has accomplished and all that it will be
called upon to do, the American soldier remains the single most im-
portant factor in our success. Today our soldiers are present in over
120 countries around the world, representing the American people
and American values with courage and compassion. I want to ex-
press my appreciation for the service and the enormous sacrifices
made by our soldiers, especially those who have given the last full
measure, and their families as we meet the challenges and risks
posed by the war on terror.

Our deepest thanks go to the members of our Active and Reserve
component units, as well as to the thousands of Department of the
Army civilians who are deployed overseas in harm’s way. Regard-
less of where our soldiers serve, they perform as the professionals
they are with skill, courage, compassion, and dedication. They em-
body the values of our Army and our Nation, serving selflessly and
seeking only to do what must be done before returning home.

Despite remarkable successes, our fight is far from over. It will
take time to win the war on terror. Our enemies are resolute, but
hard-line al-Qaeda operatives in Iraq recognize they cannot dis-
lodge our forces by fear or intimidation. Our commitment to prevail
in Iraq and elsewhere is unshakable. I have seen the resolution in
our soldiers’ eyes and heard the determination in their voices.

We must do our part to ensure they have all they need to do the
job we have set before them. When the American people and our
leaders stand behind them, they can do any task on Earth.

We are transforming the Army while retaining the values critical
to the Army’s achievements of the past 228 years. The fiscal year
2004 defense legislation and supplemental appropriations have en-
abled the Army to do that which it has been asked to do and I look
forward to discussing with you how the fiscal year 2005 budget re-
quest will permit us to continue meeting our obligations now and
in the years to come.

Mr. Chairman, in closing I would like to thank you and the mem-
bers of this distinguished committee for your continuing support of
the men and women in our Army, an Army at war, and a full mem-
ber of the joint team, deployed and fighting terror around the
world.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today and I
look forward to answering your questions.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HONORABLE R.L. BROWNLEE AND GENERAL PETER J.
SCHOOMAKER

February 5, 2004.

Our Nation is at war. The security of our homeland, the Global War on Terror,
and sustained engagement around the world define today’s complex and uncertain
strategic environment. The future will be no less ambiguous.

We must prepare now to meet the challenges of tomorrow. Rather than focusing
on a single, well-defined threat or a geographic region, we must develop a range of
complementary and interdependent capabilities that will enable future joint force
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commanders to dominate any adversary or situation. A capabilities-based approach
to concept and force development, as articulated in the 2001 Quadrennial Defense
Review, is the major focus of defense transformation.

Over the past year our Army has met the demands of the Global War on Terror,
with more than 325,000 troops deployed around the world in over 120 countries. The
Army was instrumental in the defeat of Saddam Hussein and the Taliban and the
subsequent liberation of more than 46 million people from oppression and despair.
The Army remains a central and critical participant in Operation Iraqi Freedom and
Operation Enduring Freedom. Although these and other operations have stressed
the force, our Soldiers have responded magnificently.

Our Army’s commitment to the Nation remains absolute. While we execute the
Global War on Terror, our Army simultaneously continues its organizational and in-
tellectual transformation to meet the challenges of the 21st Century. In support of
the National Security Strategy and the National Military Strategy we are improving
our warfighting readiness and ability to win decisively. We also remain dedicated
to the well-being of our Soldiers, their families and our civilian workforce.

The United States Army is the most powerful land force on earth. With this power
comes a great responsibility. American Soldiers show by their daily actions that
they understand this, and are fully worthy of the trust the American people have
placed in them.

For 228 years the Army has never failed the Nation, and it never will.

PETER J. SCHOOMAKER,
General, U.S. Army, Chief of Staff.
R.L. BROWNLEE,
Acting Secretary of the Army.

PURPOSE OF THE POSTURE STATEMENT

The Army Posture Statement provides an overview of today’s Army. Focusing on
the Soldier, the centerpiece of the force, it explains the current and future strategic
environments that provide our mandate for transformation. Our core competencies
and how we intend to meet our current demands and future challenges are outlined.
It describes what we must become in order to provide more ready and relevant
forces and capabilities to the Joint Team.

2004 ARMY POSTURE STATEMENT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Our Nation At War

Our Nation, and our Army, are at war. It is a different kind of war, fought against
a global terrorist network and not likely to end in the foreseeable future. In the
days following the attacks on September 11, 2001, President Bush spoke candidly
to the Nation. “These terrorists kill not merely to end lives, but to disrupt and end
a way of life.” He added: “The only way to defeat terrorism as a threat to our way
of life is to stop it, eliminate it and destroy it where it grows.”

Our Army exists to fight and win our Nation’s wars. We are an integral member
of the Joint Team committed to winning in fulfillment of our responsibilities to na-
tional security. We are fighting to preserve the American way of life and to safe-
guard the many freedoms our citizens enjoy. Our Soldiers and their families have
not forgotten the events of September 11, which launched us to action in Afghani-
stan and Iraq. They are reminded daily of the ongoing conflict through separation,
concern for forward-deployed loved ones and, most regrettably, news of casualties.
Our Army continues the mission and remains committed to defeating our enemy.

Our Army’s Core Competencies

As our Army fights the current war and remains dedicated to transforming, we
are focused on our two core competencies: (1) Training and equipping Soldiers and
growing leaders; (2) Providing relevant and ready land power to Combatant Com-
manders as part of the Joint Force.

Our Army must be an agile and capable force with a Joint and Expeditionary
Mindset. This mindset is the lens through which we view our service. We must be
mobile, strategically deployable and prepared for decisive operations whenever and
wherever required. We must be lethal and fully interoperable with other compo-
nents and our allies, as well as flexible, informed, proactive, responsive and totally
integrated into the joint, interagency and multinational context. Our management
and support processes must reflect and support these same characteristics.
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Strategic Environment—Our Mandate for Transformation

At the end of the Cold War, the United States had no peer competitor. Our Army
was much larger and was built around heavy, mechanized and armored formations.
Because America stood as the lone superpower during this time of global realign-
ment, we were able to downsize our force structure. Today, the future is uncertain
and presents many challenges. The emerging challenges manifest themselves as
new adaptive threats, employing a mix of new and old technologies that necessitate
changes to the ways in which the elements of our national power are applied.

The 21st century security environment is marked by new actors and a noteworthy
proliferation of dangerous weapons, technologies and military capabilities. While
threats from potentially hostile regional powers remain, increasingly non-state ac-
tors, operating autonomously or with state-sponsorship, also are able to endanger
regional and global security. These forces—insurgents, paramilitaries, terrorists,
narco-traffickers and organized crime—are a growing concern. They often are
networked and enabled by the same tools and information systems used by state
actors. Our adversaries will rely more frequently on indirect and asymmetric meth-
ods, such as anti-access and area-denial strategies, unrestricted warfare and ter-
rorism, to mitigate their relative disadvantage. The most dangerous of these threats
are the development and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD)—in-
cluding biological or chemical agents, or radiological “dirty bombs”—to attack the
United States. This security environment requires that the Army have the capa-
bility to dominate throughout the spectrum of conflict and to plan for multiple fu-
ture contingencies.

As a result of this adaptive enemy and our worldwide commitments, current orga-
nizations, systems and facilities are and will continue to be stressed. We now rely
on our Reserve Component to support our operations to a degree not seen since
World War II. As of January 14, 2004, there were more than 164,000 Reserve Com-
ponent Soldiers mobilized with over 139,000 of them serving overseas. The institu-
tional Army is being asked to do more, applying lessons learned from current oper-
ations. These lessons are critical to our organizations and individual Soldiers as
they prepare for worldwide missions. Therefore, the current and future strategic en-
vironments require the Army to have the capability to dominate throughout the
spectrum of conflict and to plan for multiple contingencies. These new security chal-
lenges, coupled with the current war on terrorism, require a different approach.

Army Focus Areas

Last summer, Army leaders identified immediate focus areas instrumental to
adapting Army organizations and processes that will help us to better meet the Na-
tion’s security requirements. All of our focus areas should be viewed in the context
of our ongoing efforts to retain the campaign qualities of our Army while simulta-
neously developing a Joint and Expeditionary Mindset. Of these focus areas, a crit-
ical enabler is the redesign of our resource processes to be more flexible, responsive,
and timely. Our goal is to be a better Army every day—better able to execute our
core competencies as members of the Joint Team.

Adapting Resource and Acquisition Processes

The resource process is at the core of our Army’s mission success. Our Nation
faces a cunning and adaptive enemy, predictable only in his zeal and intent. We are
just as cunning and our Soldiers are constantly changing tactics and techniques in
order to disrupt the enemy’s plans. In the same way, our resource and acquisition
processes must become more flexible, responsive and timely in order to take imme-
diate advantage of technological improvements and to sustain the quality of the
force over time.

Resetting Our Force

Quickly resetting our forces upon their redeployment from current operations is
a strategic imperative. The reset program incorporates lessons learned from Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), retrains essen-
tial tasks, adjusts pre-positioned stocks of equipment and ammunition, and brings
unit equipment readiness back to standard. Units must recover quickly in order to
provide the Combatant Commanders with land-power capabilities for future require-
ments. We will face challenges as we rotate troops from deployment to home station,
while simultaneously maintaining vigilance and readiness.

Continued congressional support and adequate resources are needed to accomplish
our reset tasks and to mitigate the risk we have incurred to our Current and Future
Forces. The fiscal year 2004 defense legislation and supplemental appropriation de-
livered substantial assistance toward covering the cost of current operations and ini-
tiating the reset process. We fully appreciate the exceptional support Members and
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their staffs have provided this year. But, the job is not complete. In fact, it has only
just begun.

Mitigating Strategic Risk Through Increased Land Power Capability

Today our Army is executing operations in defense of the homeland (Operation
Noble Eagle); stability and support operations in the Balkans (Stabilization Force/
Kosovo Force); peacekeeping in the Sinai as part of the Multinational Force and Ob-
servers (MFO) and combat operations in Iraq and Afghanistan (Operation Enduring
Freedom/Operation Iraqi Freedom). We are also forward stationed in Korea and
elsewhere. Approximately two-thirds of our active and reserve combat formations
were deployed in fiscal year 2003 and will be deployed in fiscal year 2004.

These deployments, coupled with planned future rotation of units into OIF and
OEF, the largest movement of Army troops since World War II, have highlighted
already existing stress to our force. To mitigate risk, the Army is embarking on a
series of initiatives. The first initiative is resetting forces returning from OIF and
OEF to a standard higher than before their deployment. A second establishes force
stabilization measures to reduce turbulence amongst Soldiers, units and their fami-
lies. Thirdly, the Army is internally rebalancing Active and Reserve Component
forces to better posture our existing force structure to meet global commitments.
And lastly, we are beginning to increase the number of available combat brigades
through improved force management and modular reorganization. This increase al-
lows the Army to improve strategic flexibility, sustain a predictable rotation cycle,
and permits the Reserve Component to reset.

To facilitate this end state, the Army will seek to maintain, or even to increase
temporarily, its current level of manning. These measures, when resourced, will
mitigate risk and ultimately provide increased capability to Combatant Com-
manders.

Conclusion

Our Nation is at war and our Army is at war; we remain ever relevant and ready
to meet today’s challenges. Yet there is much more to do. We are prioritizing war-
time requirements, incorporating next-generation capabilities into current systems
where appropriate, and preserving essential investments in the Future Force. We
also are becoming more joint and expeditionary. We do not move forward alone, but
as part of the Joint Team. We need the support of the American people and the U.S.
Congress. With this backing, we will continue to carry the fight to our enemies to
provide security here at home.

CORE COMPETENCIES

Our Army has two core competencies, supported by a set of essential and endur-
ing capabilities. These core competencies are: (1) training and equipping Soldiers
and growing leaders; and (2) providing relevant and ready land-power capability to
the Combatant Commanders as part of the Joint Force. Additionally, our Army’s
senior leadership has established immediate focus areas and issued specific guid-
ance for planning, preparation and execution of actions aimed at rapidly effecting
necessary transformation in support of these core competencies. See Addendum I
(available at www.Army.mil) for more information on the Army’s focus areas.

Train and Equip Soldiers and Grow Leaders

Our Army prepares every Soldier to be a warrior. Our training replicates the
stark realities of the battlefield in order to condition Soldiers to react instinctively
in combat. Such training is essential to building Soldiers’ confidence in themselves,
their equipment, their leaders, and their fellow Soldiers. Constant training in weap-
onry and field craft, and a continuous immersion in the warrior culture, give Sol-
diers the skills they need to succeed on the battlefield. Mental and physical tough-
ness are paramount to the development of the warrior ethos and apply to all Sol-
diers from private to general. Every Soldier is called upon to be a leader.

The Soldier

The American Soldier remains the centerpiece of our combat systems and forma-
tions and is indispensable to the Joint Team. Adaptive, confident and competent
Soldiers, infused with the Army’s values and warrior culture, fight wars and win
the peace. As a warrior, every Soldier must be prepared to engage the enemy in
close combat; the modern battlefield has no safe areas. Our Army trains our Sol-
diers to that standard, without regard to their specialty or unit. The Soldier—fierce,
disciplined, well-trained, well-led and well-equipped—ultimately represents and en-
ables the capabilities our Army provides to the Joint Force and the Nation.
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Our Soldiers are bright, honest, dedicated and totally committed to the mission.
All share common values, a creed and a warrior ethos. Our Army defines selfless
service as putting the welfare of our Nation, Army and subordinates before your
own. Soldiers join the Army to serve. Most Americans do not fully realize the per-
sonal sacrifices these Soldiers and their families endure. However, our Soldiers
know that they have done their part to secure our Nation’s freedoms and to main-
tain the American way of life.

Our Soldiers’ Creed captures the warrior ethos and outlines the professional atti-
tudes and beliefs that characterize our American Soldier. The warrior ethos is about
the refusal to accept failure and the conviction that military service is much more
than just another job. It defines who Soldiers are and what Soldiers do. It is linked
to our long-standing Army Values, and determination to do what is right and do
it with pride.

Recruiting and Retaining a High-Quality Volunteer Force

All of our Soldiers are warriors whose actions have strategic impact. Because we
are at war and will be for the foreseeable future, we must recruit Soldiers who have
the warrior ethos already ingrained in their character, who seek to serve our Na-
tion, and who will have the endurance and commitment to stay the course of the
conflict. We must recruit and retain Soldiers who are confident, adaptive and com-
petent to handle the full complexity of 21st century warfare.

We will continue to bring the highest quality Soldier into the force. All newly en-
listed Soldiers are high school graduates (diploma or equivalent) and 24 percent
have some college. These young Americans, who believe service to our Nation is
paramount, make our success possible. They display a willingness to stand up and
make a difference.

Our recruiting and retention efforts continue to be successful. The active Army
met its recruiting and retention goals in fiscal year 2003. The Army National Guard
exceeded its retention goals for fiscal year 2003 and simultaneously met its end
strength objectives. The Army Reserve met its recruiting goals and all but one re-
tention target in fiscal year 2003. Most importantly, all components sustained their
end-strength requirements.

We do not know yet the effect the high operational pace of recent months will
have on our recruiting and retention in fiscal year 2004 and future years. We must
carefully monitor recruiting and retention trends and adequately resource our suc-
cessful recruiting and retention initiatives. Incentives such as the Enlistment Bonus
Program, The Army College Fund and the Loan Repayment Program, have success-
fully enabled the Army to execute precision recruiting in fiscal year 2003. Our Spe-
cial Forces Candidate “Off the Street” initiative continues to attract highly moti-
vated and qualified warriors. Significantly, Selective Reenlistment Bonuses, such as
the Present Duty Assignment Bonus and the Theater Selective Reenlistment Bonus,
which are intended to enhance unit stability, have helped us realize our retention
successes. For more information on recruiting, see Addendum C.

Civilian Component Enhances Our Capabilities

Army civilians are an integral and vital part of our Army team. They are essential
to the readiness of our Army at war and our ability to sustain operations. Our civil-
ian employees share our Army values. They are smart, resourceful and totally com-
mitted to supporting our Soldiers and our Army to do whatever it takes to meet the
challenges that come our way. These dedicated civilians perform critical, mission-
essential duties in support of every functional facet of combat support and combat
service support, both at home and abroad. Army civilians serve alongside Soldiers
to provide the critical skills necessary to sustain combat systems and weaponry.
They work in 54 countries in more than 550 different occupations. In fiscal year
2003, nearly 2,000 Army civilians deployed to Southwest Asia in support of Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom, Operation Enduring Freedom, and the Global War on Ter-
rorism (GWOT). They have the education, skills and experience to accomplish the
mission while ensuring continuity of operations for all commanders.

Realistic Training—Essential to Mission Success

Tough, realistic training ensures that our Soldiers and units maintain readiness
and relevance as critical members of the Joint Force. Our Army’s combined-arms
training strategy, including an appropriate mix of live, virtual, and constructive
training, determines the resource requirements to maintain the combat readiness of
our troops. We revised our training ammunition standards to allow Combat Support
and Combat Service Support units to conduct live fire exercises under conditions
similar to those they might encounter in combat.

The Army’s OPTEMPO budget is among its top priorities. Our leadership is com-
mitted to fully executing the Active and Reserve Component ground and air
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OPTEMPO training strategies, which include actual miles driven and hours flown,
as well as virtual miles associated with using simulators. The flying hour program
is funded to achieve a historic execution level of live flying hours per aircrew per
month. If units exceed the historic execution level, our Army will increase their
funding. Thus far this year, OPTEMPO execution reports show units exceeding their
programmed miles driven and hours flown. These are the units that are aggres-
sively preparing for deployments to OIF and OEF, as well as the units who recently
have returned and are preparing for future operations. Our combined arms training
strategy is working and sustaining our warfighting readiness. We see the results
every day in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Joint and Expeditionary

Our Army is the dominant ground component of the Joint Team and provides the
Joint Force Commander a campaign quality force with unique and complementary
capabilities. We are vital and indispensable members of the Joint Team first and
are a Service second. We must remain aware that our Army always conducts oper-
ations—offensive, defensive, stability and support—in a joint and expeditionary con-
text. Acting in concert with air and naval power, decisive land power creates a syn-
ergy that produces a Joint Force with abilities far exceeding the sum of the indi-
vidual service components. Our Army can: support civil authorities at home and
abroad; provide expeditionary forces at the right time and the right place; reassure
our allies and multinational partners; deter adversaries and, should deterrence fail,
decisively defeat the enemy; and win the peace through post-conflict operations, in
concert with interagency and multinational efforts. Our Army must continually ex-
amine the capabilities resident in and required by the Joint Force. We will con-
centrate our energies and resources on those attributes which our Army is best suit-
ed to provide to the Joint Force. Our Army will arrive on the battlefield as a cam-
paign-quality force fulfilling the requirements of the Joint Force Commander—Ie-
thal, agile, mobile, strategically responsive, and fully interoperable with other com-
ponents within the interagency and multinational context.

Train and Educate Army Members of the Joint Force

Our Army is taking action across a broad front to make jointness an integral part
of our culture by including this concept in our education and training programs. We
have always produced leaders with the right mix of unit experience, training, and
education. As we look to the future, we know that, to meet our current and future
leadership requirements and those of the Joint Force, we must redesign aspects of
our Army’s training and leader development programs to include lessons learned
from current operations. Our objectives are to increase our ability to think and act
jointly and to provide our Soldiers with the latest and most relevant techniques,
procedures and equipment that will make them successful on the battlefield. Addi-
tionally, the changes acknowledge the current and projected pace of operations and
deployments. As a result, we will be better prepared for the current and future stra-
tegic environments.

Maintaining a ready Current Force today and achieving a transformed Future
Force tomorrow requires a shift in the way units train for joint operations. Our
Army’s Training Transformation Initiative (TTI), which supports the June 2003 De-
fense Department Training Transformation Implementation Plan, provides dynamic,
capabilities-based training and mission rehearsal in a joint context.

Leader Development—Train For Certainty, Educate For Uncertainty

Leader development is an essential part of our Army’s core competencies and the
lifeblood of our profession. It is the deliberate, progressive and continuous process
that develops our Soldiers and civilians into competent, confident, self-aware, adapt-
ive and decisive leaders. They emerge prepared for the challenges of 21st century
combined arms, joint, multinational and interagency operations.

Army leaders at all levels bear responsibility for America’s Soldiers and accom-
plishing the mission, whatever it may be. The range of missions and their com-
plexity continue to grow, presenting our leaders with even greater challenges than
previously experienced. The evolving strategic environment, the gravity of our stra-
tegic responsibilities, and the broad range of tasks that the Army performs require
us to review, and periodically to refocus, the way we educate, train and grow profes-
sional warfighters.

We have a training and leader development system that is unrivaled in the world.
Our professional military education prepared our officers and noncommissioned offi-
cers to fight and win in Iraq and Afghanistan. We will continue to develop our lead-
ers with the right mix of operational assignments and training and education oppor-
tunities that meet the current and future requirements of the Army and Joint
Force. Our leader training focuses on how to think, not what to think. We will main-
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tain our investment in the future by sustaining the highest quality leader training
and education for our Army.

Combat Training Centers (CTC)/Battle Command Training Program (BCTP)

The CTC program is a primary culture driver for our Army. Additionally, our
CTCs are a primary enabler of, and full participant in, the Joint National Training
Capability. The CTCs develop self-aware and adaptive leaders and Soldiers and
ready units for full spectrum, joint, interagency and multinational operations. CTCs
continuously integrate operational lessons learned into the training. Our Army en-
hances the training experience offered by our CTCs (National Training Center in
California, Joint Readiness Training Center in Louisiana, Combat Maneuver Train-
ing Center in Germany and Battle Command Training Program based in Kansas)
by increasing the focus on development of capabilities essential to joint operations.
Leader training and development during CTC exercises hone the Joint and Expedi-
tionary Mindset and promote our Army’s warrior culture.

Provide Relevant and Ready Land Power Capabilities to the Combatant Commander
and the Joint Team

To meet global commitments across the full spectrum of military operations, our
Army has mobilized more than 164,000 Reserve Component Soldiers. More than
325,000 American Soldiers are serving overseas and more than 23,000 Soldiers are
supporting operations within the United States. This high operating tempo is no
longer an exception. Sustained operations and deployments will be the norm for our
Army forces supporting multiple and simultaneous shaping and stability operations
around the globe. At the same time, we will continue to contribute to Joint Force
execution of major combat operations, homeland security missions and strategic de-
terrence.

Army Global Commitments

Our Army is engaged in more than 120 countries throughout the world. To high-
light our Army’s commitment, a review of the major warfighting formations of the
Active and Reserve Component serves as a measurable benchmark. Over 24 of the
Army’s 33 Active Component Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs), and five of our 15 Re-
serve Component Enhanced Separate Brigades (ESB) were deployed in fiscal year
2003. This trend will continue in fiscal year 2004, with 26 of 33 Active Component
BCTs and six of our 15 Reserve Component ESB brigades projected for deployment.

The majority of these combat formations are deployed in the U.S. Central Com-
mand area of responsibility (AOR), effectively executing stability and support oper-
ations. More than 153,000 Soldiers are supporting CENTCOM operations in Iraq,
Afghanistan, Kuwait and the Horn of Africa. We are currently in the middle of the
largest movement of troops since WWII, as we rotate more than eight-and-a-half di-
visions and two ESBs to or from the theater. The approximate ratio of Active to Re-
serve Component forces today is currently 63 to 37 percent, respectively. Once our
current rotation is complete, the ratio will change to approximately 54 to 46 percent,
Active to Reserve Component. Since September 11, we have mobilized almost half
of tl?e Reserve Component. They are trained, professional, and ready to execute any
task.

Army support to other Combatant Commanders remains high. U.S. Northern
Command’s Army component, U.S. Army Forces Command, provides more than
23,000 Active and Reserve Component Soldiers for duty in the defense of our home-
land. These troops are available for missions including Military Assistance to Civil
Authorities (MACA), emergency preparedness, and anti-terrorist operations. The
Army Reserve provides to NORTHCOM significant voice and data connectivity nec-
essary to execute real-time operations. U.S. European Command provides forces,
such as V U.S. Corps, to CENTCOM; and to Stability Force (SFOR) and Kosovo
Force (KFOR) in the Balkans. U.S. Pacific Command supports ongoing operations
in the Philippines, as part of the Global War on Terrorism, in addition to maintain-
ing more than 31,000 Soldiers on the Korean Peninsula. U.S. Southern Command
is fully engaged as the headquarters for 1,500 Soldiers executing detainee oper-
ations at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba; has deployed 740 Soldiers to Joint Task Force—
Bravo at Soto Cano Airbase, Honduras; and is assisting the government of Colombia
in its war on narco-terrorism. U.S. Special Operations Command’s Army component
provides professional, dedicated, and specially trained Soldiers to each Combatant
Commander. These Soldiers, working closely with conventional forces, have been in-
strumental to our success in the Global War on Terrorism.

In addition to federal missions, our Army National Guard (ARNG) plays an impor-
tant domestic role, routinely responding to state emergencies. In fiscal year 2003,
there were 280 requests for emergency support, ranging from basic human needs
to engineering support during natural disasters. Our ARNG has fielded 32 Weapons
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of Mass Destruction (WMD) Civil Support Teams (CST), which assist first respond-
ers in the event of an incident. Another 12 CSTs are due to be activated within 18
months. To date, these teams have responded to 74 different requests for support.
Also, more than 8,000 ARNG Soldiers have executed critical force protection duties
at 148 Air Force installations in CONUS.

Resetting the Force

The extraordinary demands major combat and stability operations in Afghanistan
and Iraq are placing on our equipment and personnel require that our Army quickly
reset returning units for future national security needs. The reset program will in-
corporate lessons learned from OIF and OEF, retrain essential tasks, adjust pre-po-
sitioned stocks of equipment and ammunition, and bring unit equipment readiness
back to standard. The objective is to ensure our Army forces are ready to respond
to near-term emerging threats and contingencies. However, reset cannot be viewed
as a one-time event. Reset will continue to be key to our future readiness as our
military executes our National Security missions.

Through reset, all returning active duty and Army Reserve units will achieve a
sufficient level of combat readiness within six to eight months of their arrival at
home station. The Army National Guard will take longer to achieve the desired level
of readiness. The goal for these units is to reestablish pre-deployment readiness
within one year. Our Army also will take advantage of reset as an opportunity to
reorganize units into modular designs that are more responsive to regional Combat-
ant Commanders’ needs; that better employ joint capabilities; that reduce deploy-
ment time; and that fight as self-contained units in non-linear, non-contiguous
battlespaces. This effort began with the 3rd Infantry Division and will soon be ex-
panded to include the 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault).

In addition to investing in new equipment to replace items that were destroyed
or worn out during combat and stability operations, the reset program will repair
major items used in OIF and OEF. Repair requirements have been determined for
all OIF1 units and the workload for this comprehensive effort is immense: about
1,000 aviation systems; 124,400 communications and electronics systems; 5,700 com-
bat/tracked vehicles; 45,700 wheeled vehicles; 1,400 missile systems; nine Patriot
battalions; and approximately 232,200 items from various other systems. This effort
represents a significant expansion of normal maintenance activities, requiring the
increased use of CONUS and OCONUS based depot, installation and commercial re-
pair facilities.

Reconfiguring existing Army pre-positioned stocks for global coverage of potential
missions 1s a major component of the reset process. The intent is for each stock to
have sufficient combat power to meet the immediate threat, as well as enough mate-
rials to render relief in other contingencies.

Congressional support, in the form of supplemental appropriations, has been in-
valuable in beginning the reset effort. Our readiness depends directly on the suc-
cessful execution of the reset program, and it will remain an ongoing priority for
the foreseeable future. Continued resourcing will be needed to ensure that our Army
can fight the current war and posture itself for future missions.

Transformation: Moving From the Current to the Future Force

The goals of Army Transformation are to provide relevant and ready forces that
are organized, trained and equipped for full-spectrum joint, interagency and multi-
national operations and to support Future Force development. Army Transformation
occurs within the larger context of changes to the entire U.S. military. To support
our Army staff in the execution of transformation, the Army leadership directed the
establishment of an Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Futures
Center, operational as of October 2003.

Our Current Force is organized, trained and equipped to conduct operations as
part of the Joint Force. It provides the requisite decisive land power capabilities
that the Joint Force commander needs across the range of military operations: sup-
port to civil authorities at home and abroad; expeditionary forces; the ability to reas-
sure friends, allies and multinational partners; dissuading and deterring adver-
saries; decisively defeating adversaries should deterrence fail; and winning the
peace as part of an integrated, inter-agency, post-conflict effort.

Our Future Force is the operational force the Army continuously seeks to become.
Informed by National Security and Department of Defense guidance, it is a strategi-
cally responsive, networked, precision capabilities-based maneuver force that is
dominant across the range of military operations envisioned for the future global se-
curity environment.

As our Army develops the Future Force, it simultaneously is accelerating select
future doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership, personnel, and facilities
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(DOTMLPF) capabilities into our Current Force. This process will be fundamental
to our success in enhancing the relevance and readiness of our Army and pros-
ecuting the Global War on Terrorism. Similarly, the operational experience of our
Current Force directly informs the pursuit of Future Force capabilities.

Balancing Current and Future Readiness

Balancing risk between current and future readiness remains a critical part of our
Army’s transformation process and one that requires continual assessment to ensure
that plans and programs are aligned with overall requirements. Without question,
the issue of current operational readiness is our Army’s highest priority. During the
past several years, our Army made a conscious decision to accept a reasonable de-
gree of risk to the readiness of our Current Force in order to permit investment in
capabilities for our Future Force. This risk came in the form of reductions in and
limitations to modernization and recapitalization programs. As part of the past four
budget submissions, our Army made difficult choices to cancel and restructure pro-
grams, shifting resources to the development of transformational capabilities. Some
of these investments have already produced results: for example, the new Stryker
Brigade Combat Team formations now being fielded, the first of which is currently
deployed on the battlefield in Iraq. Others are helping to develop emerging tech-
nglogies and capabilities that will be applied to our force throughout the coming dec-
ade.

Besides the ongoing efforts related to equipping the Current Force, our Army also
has begun other major initiatives that will improve our readiness and relevance in
the future. These include an effort to realign Active and Reserve Component units
and capabilities, in order to make our Army more readily deployable and available
to Joint Force Commanders; home-basing and Unit Focused Stability, which will im-
prove readiness and reduce personnel turbulence; and the reorganization of Army
units into more modular and capability-based organizations.

While the previous decisions to accept reasonable risk in our Current Force were
considered prudent at the time, the strategic and operational environment has sig-
nificantly changed in light of the large-scale engagement of Army forces in Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom and other expeditionary operations. Ever-changing demands on
our force, coupled with our commitment to mitigating risk to our Soldiers, have ne-
cessitated re-examination and transformation of our Army’s resource process and
business practices (see Addendum H at www.Army.mil).

Making the Resource Process More Responsive

The resource process is our Army’s center of gravity. Without the right people, the
proper equipment, top-notch installations and adequate dollars to support all appro-
priately, our Army would not be able to fulfill its duty to our Nation.

In order to maintain our premier warfighting capability, Army resource processes
must be flexible, dynamic, transparent and responsive to both our requirements and
those of the Joint Force. This is especially true in today’s environment. We are at
war against conventional and unconventional enemies, and simultaneously pursuing
transformation. Our resource process must be transformed to allow us to keep pace
with changes brought on by the enemy. Though we anticipate the battle against ter-
rorism will last for years, possibly decades, we cannot program and budget in ad-
vance for that war. Our Army obviously cannot ignore our country’s current security
needs, yet it would be equally imprudent to deviate from the development and field-
ingkof our Future Force. Balancing these requirements will be one of our toughest
tasks.

The GWOT requires a host of radical paradigm shifts in the way we view the face
and nature of our global operating environment, as well as in the way that we con-
duct operations. Responsible yet creative stewardship of our resources will remain
absolutely necessary. Internal controls must be tightened and waste eliminated;
outsourcing non-core functions is still an important option. Risk will continue to be
a factor and our resourcing decisions must take this into account.

We must transform our resource processes and adjust our priorities to meet the
challenge of the current strategic environment. Because we cannot mass-produce a
volunteer Army, the retention of the right volunteer force is an imperative. This
force is essential to the combat effectiveness of an increasingly complex and techno-
logically sophisticated Army. We must refine and streamline the resource, acquisi-
tion, and fielding processes for equipment and supplies as we cannot make up for
lost time in a crisis.

Accelerated Acquisition and Fielding

We have adapted and continue to improve our acquisition and fielding processes.
In 2002, as Soldiers reported equipment shortages in Afghanistan and elsewhere,
we implemented the Rapid Fielding Initiative (RFI) to ensure that all of our troops
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deploy with the latest available equipment. Equipment fielding schedules were re-
vised to support unit rotation plans, and procurement and fielding cycles were radi-
cally compressed.

In coordination with field commanders and our Soldiers, a list of more than 40
mission-essential items, including the Advanced Combat Helmet, close-combat op-
tics, Global Positioning System receivers, Soldier intercoms and hydration systems,
was identified for rapid fielding. Laying the foundation for acquisition trans-
formation, RFI already has equipped nine brigade combat teams (BCTs). In fiscal
year 2004, RFI will upgrade a minimum of 18 BCTs and eight enhanced Separate
Brigades, serving in OIF and OEF. Additionally, we are accelerating fielding of se-
lect future capabilities to our Current Force. These items include thermal weapon
sights, enhanced night vision goggles, improved body armor, the Future Combat
Rifle, and a new sniper rifle. Congressional support for regular budget and supple-
mental spending requests enables our Army to put this improved equipment in the
hands of our Soldiers.

With this support, our Army also has instituted a Rapid Equipping Force (REF)
that works directly with operational commanders to find solutions to operational re-
quirements. These solutions may be off-the-shelf or near-term developmental items
that can be made quickly available. For example, the REF established a coordinated
effort to supply U.S. Forces with immediate solutions to counter improvised explo-
sive device (IED) threats. Currently, IED teams are on location providing expertise
and material solutions, to safeguard our Soldiers. We are acting aggressively to im-
prove the armor protection of our armored and light-skinned vehicles. Other recent
examples of REF products are the Well-Cam and PackBots. The Well-Cam is a cam-
era, attached to an Ethernet cable and a laptop, that enabled Soldiers in Afghani-
stan to search wells for weapons caches. PackBots are operational robots used to
clear caves, buildings, and compounds so Soldiers are not unnecessarily put in
harm’s way.

RFI and REF provide timely support to our relevant and ready forces and to the
Combatant Commanders, and facilitate Army Transformation.

Balancing Our Active and Reserve Component Force Structure

Currently, neither our Active nor Reserve Component is optimized for today’s
rapid deployability requirements. We will continue ongoing efforts to restructure our
forces in order to mitigate stress; to align better with the current and projected se-
curity environments; and to offer campaign-quality land power capabilities to the
Combatant Commanders. By doing so, we will ensure that our Army provides the
responsiveness and depth required to achieve strategic and operational objectives,
while simultaneously defending our homeland.

Our Army is restructuring and rebalancing more than 100,000 positions in our
Active and Reserve Component force structure. These conversions increase the Ac-
tive Component capabilities available to support the first 30 days of a rapid re-
sponse operation. In response to Secretary of Defense guidance, we have already
completed approximately 10,000 positions. For example, the Army National Guard
provisionally organized 18 additional military police (MP) companies. Between fiscal
year 2004 and fiscal year 2009, our Army will divest approximately 19,500 positions
of less frequently used Active and Reserve Component force structure to further re-
source critical high demand units such as military police, civil affairs, and special
operations forces. We project that future rebalancing efforts will convert an addi-
tional 80,000 positions of lower-priority force structure. Despite these changes, our
Army will remain stressed to meet anticipated requirements. To ensure that our
Army can fulfill its commitment to our Nation, we should have the force capability
level required to facilitate rebalancing, resetting, restructuring, and transforming of
the Army.

Military-to-civilian conversions are another way to improve manpower efficiency.
More military personnel will fill the operational force if they are moved out of posi-
tions that can be prudently performed by civilians. To improve the Army’s ability
to better support worldwide commitments, it is essential to start this process now.

Our Reserve Component relies heavily on Full-Time-Support (FTS) personnel to
sustain support of current contingencies while restructuring the force. FTS per-
sonnel perform the vital, day-to-day organizational, administrative, training and
maintenance activities that ensure the highest level of Soldier and unit readiness.
To guarantee that our Army’s Reserve Component will continue to fulfill ever-in-
creasing demands with trained and ready units, our Army plans to raise FTS au-
thorizations by 15 percent, from the current level of 71,928 to 85,840, by fiscal year
2012. In 2003, the Army Reserve began implementation of the Federal Reserve Re-
structuring Initiative. The goal is to better meet contingency requirements and to
improve unit readiness.
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Achieving Greater Combat Capability With Modular, Capabilities-based Unit
Designs

Modular units are interchangeable, scalable, and tailorable formations, which pro-
vide the Joint Force Commander with a strategically responsive force that greatly
increases his ability to defeat any adversary. Modularity enables us to tailor our ca-
pabilities to the requirements of the situation and delivered at the right time and
the right place. Modularity permits the Combatant Commander to optimize his
warfighting tool set.

Moving toward independent, echelon-above-brigade headquarters will enhance
modularity. In accordance with our Unit of Employment (UE) construct, a UE will
provide the command-and-control structure into which modular, capabilities-based
Units of Action (UA) are organized to meet Combatant Commander requirements.
These UAs will incorporate essential maintenance, intelligence, and communications
functions previously provided by higher level organizations. Our UE headquarters,
while able to accept joint capabilities such as a Standing Joint Force Headquarters
element, will have an organic capability, depending on the contingency, to function
as a Joint Task Force or Joint Force Land Component Command headquarters like
we have already done in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Force Stabilization

The great demands placed on our Army have forced us to re-examine many of our
long-standing personnel and basing practices. As a result, our Army is transitioning
to an improved manning system, designed to augment unit readiness by increasing
stability and predictability for commanders, Soldiers and families. Force Stabiliza-
tion will allow Reserve Component Soldiers to plan for their deployments while sup-
porting their civilian jobs and their community commitments. It places greater em-
phasis on building and sustaining cohesive, deployable, combat-ready forces for
Combatant Commanders.

The home-basing initiative keeps our Soldiers in their assignments at specific in-
stallations longer, thus reducing unit turbulence and increasing unit cohesion. Unit
Focused Stability synchronizes our Soldiers’ assignments to their units’ operational
cycle, providing a more capable, deployable and prepared unit.

Installations as Our Flagships

Our installations are an essential component in maintaining the premier Army
in the world. For the warfighter, installations are the platforms from which we
project military power. Our installations perform the following key missions: (1) pro-
vide effective training facilities; (2) rapidly mobilize and deploy the force; (3) provide
reachback capabilities; (4) sustain and reconstitute the force; and (5) care for our
families. As power projection platforms, our installations must be equipped with a
robust information infrastructure that gives the deployed commander quick and effi-
cient reach-back capabilities. All of these missions help to maintain our Army’s
deployability and fighting edge.

Historically, we have accepted risk in our infrastructure and installation services
in order to maintain our current readiness. The cumulative effect on our installa-
tions is that commanders rate more than 50 percent of our facilities as “adversely
affecting mission and training requirements.” We have adjusted our management
processes to be more effective stewards of our resources. In 2002, we established the
Installation Management Agency (IMA) to create a corporate-focused structure that
provides efficient installation management worldwide. The IMA uses creative man-
agement programs to sustain quality installations and maintain the well-being of
the entire Army family.

The Installation Information Infrastructure Modernization Program (I3MP) en-
hances the installation’s role in power projection and provides the architecture to
address the essential reach-back requirement. Additionally, our Installation Sus-
tainability Plan addresses ways to fulfill environmental requirements without im-
pacting current or future training. Other important progress include modernization
of barracks and housing; a Residential Communities Initiative; and divestiture of re-
dundant facilities infrastructure and non-core utility systems through privatization.

In the past few years, the administration and Congress have helped us to begin
addressing our infrastructure challenges. We requested 94 percent of funding re-
quired for sustainment of installations in fiscal year 2004. We have made progress
in improving our installations by adjusting existing programs and developing new
management strategies. However, there is much still left to do in order to upgrade
our installations to better support the mission, Soldiers, and our families.
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Army Families and Well Being

People are the heart and soul of the Army—Soldiers, civilians, family members,
and retirees. Our readiness is inextricably linked to the well being of our people.
The Army Family, for both the Active and Reserve Component, is a force multiplier
and provides the foundation to sustain our warrior culture. We have placed signifi-
cant emphasis on our Reserve Component this year in recognition of their contribu-
tions to the Global War on Terrorism. With the help of the administration and Con-
gress, many improvements have been made including the retention and increase of
Imminent Danger Pay, Family Separation Allowance, and a sizable pay raise. Other
key well-being initiatives include the Spousal Employment Partnership, new
TRICARE policies for the reserve components, and improvements in barracks and
family housing. For more information on other Army well-being initiatives, see Ad-
dendum D (available at www.Army.mil)

Introducing New Capabilities Into Current Force

While at war, the urgency to accelerate the development and fielding of new and
enhanced capabilities to our fighting forces in the field has never been greater. Our
Army is making significant strides in this regard with the employment of a new bri-
gade combat team organization, equipped with the latest available technology, to
provide the Combatant Commander with enhanced warfighting capabilities. The
rapid fielding of the Stryker vehicle demonstrates our Army’s ability to use the ac-
quisition and resource processes to meet a Combatant Commander’s urgent needs.

Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT)

In 2003, our Army deployed our first SBCT, the 3rd Brigade, 2nd Infantry Divi-
sion, to Operation Iraqi Freedom, delivering its enhanced capability to the Joint
Force in record time: four years from broad concept to deployment. Exceptional sup-
port from Congress and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, along with close col-
laboration between the Army and industry, made this achievement possible.

Stryker brigades are our Army’s first truly network-centric force, filling the capa-
bility gap between light- and heavy-force units with an infantry-rich, mobile force
that 1s strategically responsive, tactically agile, and more lethal. Improved
battlespace awareness and battle-command technologies embedded in our SBCTs
enhance combat effectiveness and survivability by integrating data from manned
and unmanned air and ground-based sensors and providing real-time, continuous
situational understanding. Planned enhancements will incorporate still-developing
technologies. Significantly, our SBCTs will improve our Army’s understanding of Fu-
ture Force processes, helping us to formulate an advanced warfighting doctrine that
will serve as an important bridge to the development of our Unit of Action, the
structural foundation of our Future Force.

This spring, our second SBCT at Fort Lewis, Washington, will become operational.
Our third SBCT, in Alaska, will be available in 2005. Continued OSD and congres-
sional support will ensure that subsequent brigades in Hawaii, Louisiana, and
Pennsylvania, are fielded between 2004 and 2008.

Future Capabilities

Our Army plans to field a number of systems this decade that will provide a foun-
dation for informing the transformation of our Current Force capabilities into those
needed by our Future Force. Once fielded, these systems will perform as inter-
dependent systems of systems and will greatly enhance joint warfighting capabili-
ties. Our future capabilities programs are designed to enhance the campaign-quality
land-power capabilities that we provide to the Combatant Commanders. Our pro-
grams undergo continuous reviews to ensure they meet the capability requirements
of the Joint Force. When required, we restructure programs, revise requirements
and reprogram resources. The following are just a few of the key transformational
systems our Army will begin to field during the next six years:

The Network.—Our Future Force situational dominance will depend upon a com-
prehensive, ubiquitous, and joint-interoperable Command, Control, Communica-
tions, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) architec-
ture (the Network) that enables the Joint Force Commander to conduct fully inter-
dependent and network-centric warfare. The Network will provide the backbone of
our Future Force and the future Joint Force, enabling the maneuver commander to
effectively coordinate battlefield effects. Some of the more important systems within
our Network include:

—Warfighter Information Network—Tactical (WIN-T).—WIN-T will be the com-
munications network of our Future Force, optimized for offensive and joint oper-
ations, while providing the Combatant Commander the capability to perform
multiple missions simultaneously.
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—Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS).—JTRS is a family of common, software-
defined, programmable radios that will become our Army’s primary tactical
radio for mobile communications.

—Distributed Common Ground System—Army (DCGS-A).—DCGS-A is a single,
integrated, ground-based, ISR processing system composed of joint, common
hardware and software components and is part of the DOD DCGS family of sys-
tems.

—Aerial Common Sensor (ACS).—This ISR system and platform will use robust
sensor-to-shooter and reach links, (such as DCGS-A ground stations), to provide
commanders at every echelon the tailored, multi-sensor intelligence required for
joint operations.

Future Combat Systems (FCS).—By extending the network capabilities into the
Unit of Action, the FCS provide a system of systems capability that was not pre-
viously available to Soldiers and commanders in joint operations. The core of our
Future Force’s maneuver Unit of Action is the Future Combat Systems, comprised
of 18 manned and unmanned platforms that are centered around the Soldier and
integrated within a C4ISR network. FCS will provide our Soldiers greatly enhanced
situational awareness, enabling them to see first, understand first, act first and fin-
ish decisively. Our FCS platforms will offer the Joint Force networked, lethal direct
fire; indirect fire; air defense; complementary non-lethal fires and effects; and troop
transport capability. In May 2003, FCS moved, on schedule, into the System Devel-
opment and Demonstration phase. Our Army is aggressively managing our FCS de-
Vﬁlogmer&t effort and intends to achieve initial operational capability by the end of
the decade.

Army Science and Technology

The Army Science and Technology (S&T) Program provides our Army superiority
in both human and materiel systems arenas—preventing technological surprise. The
Army S&T program retains a dynamic portfolio of investments that are responsive
to warfighter needs today and into the future. The priority for Army S&T is to pur-
sue paradigm-shifting technologies that can alter the nature of the military competi-
tion to our advantage in the future and, where feasible, to exploit opportunities to
accelerate the transition of proven technologies to our Current Force.

The Army S&T program exploits technology developments from the other services,
defense agencies and commercial industry as well as international communities. The
S&T program focuses on technology relevant to our Army and joint capabilities. It
synchronizes operational concepts development and acquisition programs through
transformational business practices that speed technology fielding to the Soldier.
The Army’s S&T program is balanced to satisfy the high payoff needs of the future
force while seeking rapid transitions for critical capabilities to our Current Force.

Joint Operational Concepts (JOPSC)

The Joint Force has transitioned from independent, de-conflicted operations to
sustained interoperability. It must now shift rapidly to joint interdependence. To
that end, we are reviewing training requirements, traditional relationships and de-
velopmental and institutional programs. This process includes ensuring that our
operational concepts are nested inside those employed by the Joint Force. The con-
cepts and initiatives listed below discuss particular Army emphasis areas; these
areas are not all-inclusive. Functional concepts and other Army initiatives that sup-
port the JOpsC are discussed in detail in Addendum J (available at www.Army.mil).

Actionable Intelligence

Our Army also is focused on attaining actionable intelligence—intelligence that
provides situational understanding to commanders and Soldiers with the speed, ac-
curacy and confidence necessary to influence favorably current and future oper-
ations. Actionable intelligence achieves its intended purpose of empowering greater
individual initiative and self-synchronization among tactical units by fusing infor-
mation across organizations and echelons—accelerating the speed of decision-mak-
ing and the agility of operations.

Focused Logistics

Our Army’s current actions around the world in support of the Global War on Ter-
rorism present a view of future military operations and provide valuable insights
as we transform our logistics systems from the Current to the Future Force. The
successes enjoyed during OIF were the result of the integrated logistics team of Sol-
diers, civilians and contractors, all of whom developed innovative solutions to a
range of challenges caused by four major capability gaps in the current logistics sys-
tem. To sustain combat power, our Army must have the ability to “see the require-
ments” on-demand through a logistics data network. We require a responsive dis-
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tribution system, enabled by in-transit and total-asset visibility and managed by a
single owner who has positive end-to-end control in the theater. Our Army needs
a robust, modular, force-reception capability—a dedicated and trained organization
able to quickly open a theater and support continuous sustainment throughout the
joint operations area. Lastly, we need an integrated supply chain that has a single
proponent, who can reach across the breadth and depth of resources in a joint, inter-
agency and multinational theater. As we move from the Current Force to the Future
Force, we will build confidence in the minds of the Combatant Commanders by de-
livering sustainment on time, every time.

A COMMITMENT TO OUR NATION

Our Nation and our Army are engaged in a Global War on Terrorism—a war of
survival against an insidious and cruel enemy that threatens our civilization and
our way of life. This enemy is actively targeting the interests of America and our
allies, both within our own country and abroad.

Defeating this enemy requires the continued, strong support of our Nation. The
steadfastness of our Nation in this effort is readily apparent. Ordinary Americans
are doing their part and will continue to do so. Congressional support for our troops
has been critical to our success. The industrial base also has responded, accelerating
production of items essential to our Soldiers’ protection and warfighting ability.

Our Army, too, remains committed to its heritage of preserving freedom. Amer-
ican Soldiers display unrelenting tenacity, steadfast purpose, quiet confidence and
selfless heroism. For America to survive and flourish throughout the 21st Century,
our Army must defeat decisively the threats that challenge us today. To accomplish
this essential task, we must recognize some important truths.

—The fight against terror will be a long one.

—Our Army must simultaneously deter aggression, defeat the forces of inter-

national terrorism, and maintain our campaign qualities.

—We must continue to modernize to meet the challenges of our future.

—Our operational tempo is high and will remain so.

—Sustained operations and deployments will be the norm for our Soldiers—NOT

the exception.

—OId rules and operational methods may no longer apply; we will not achieve vic-

tory with a business-as-usual approach.

Congressional backing for reset, our continued transformation to the Future
Force, our rebalancing and restructuring of the Active and Reserve Component, and
improvements to our installation infrastructure is essential to continued mission
readiness. We fully appreciate the exceptional support Members and their staffs pro-
vided this past year. The support of the American people and their elected rep-
resentatives in the United States Congress is essential.

Our Army’s commitment to the future is certain. We will continue to provide our
Nation, the President, the Secretary of Defense and the Combatant Commanders a
unique set of core competencies and capabilities. We remain dedicated to training
and equipping our Soldiers and growing leaders. We will continue to deliver rel-
evant and ready land power to the Combatant Commanders and the Joint Force.
We will protect our country and our way of life as we have for 228 years. It is our
privilege, our duty, and our honor to do so.

Senator STEVENS. Our co-chairman has arrived. Senator Inouye,
do you have an opening statement?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I do, and
I ask that my full statement be made part of the record. But before
I do, I would like to join you in welcoming General Schoomaker
and the Secretary of the Army, because this is their first time be-
fore us. I can assure you that it will be—I will not say a happy
time, but we are good people.

I would like to join my chairman in expressing our admiration
and our gratitude to the men and women who have stood in harm’s
way in our behalf since 9/11. I commend everyone who has played
an important role in these operations. Time and time again, the ex-
traordinary ability of our men and women in uniform and all the
people who work to support them has been demonstrated. I can
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speak for everyone here: We are extremely proud of our fellow
Americans.

Thank you very much, sir.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Secretary Brownlee and General Peter J. Schoomaker, I would like to welcome
you both for your first appearance before this subcommittee. It is an honor to have
you here and I look forward to your testimony.

It has been over two years since the United States responded to the 9/11 attack
with the Global War on Terrorism. I commend everyone that has played a role in
these operations. Time and time again, the extraordinary ability of our men and
women in uniform and all the people that work to support them has been dem-
onstrated.

However, these ongoing operations have strained our troops. Numerous concerns
such as recruiting and retention, and force structure requirements have been raised
in Congress and by our military forces in the field.

I suspect that these concerns will again be the subject of debate in Congress, as
they are continually brought up by service members, their families, and the public.
With ongoing operations for the Global War on Terrorism and our struggling effort
to fund domestic priorities as well, this Committee has a very difficult road ahead.

I am pleased that the Army is responding to the stress of overseas deployments
by temporarily increasing end strength by 30,000. Last year during the fiscal year
2004 Army budget hearing, this subcommittee raised the subject of Army end
strength. General Shinseki testified that the requirements of the Army demanded
a change in right-sizing and right-mixing the Army between Active and Reserve
components. General Schoomaker, I commend you for responding to this issue.

I look forward to discussing the details of this plan, its funding and what you see
as the long term future of Army force structure.

I would also be interested to learn how you plan to ramp up and then decrease
the force within a few short years.

Part of the strain on our forces has led to our concern over recruiting and reten-
tion, especially for the Guard and Reserve. Ongoing deployments and the use of stop
loss have placed enormous demands on our military personnel and their families.

I understand the Army is currently meeting goals for the active component but
is slightly short on the reserve component. I would like to know your plan to ad-
dress these concerns this year and in fiscal year 2005.

The Army faces an unknown future, largely depending on how things progress in
Afghanistan and Iraq. Your task is to plan for a schedule that is as yet undeter-
mined, while working to reset the force for another contingency.

To complicate this further, this will take place within the constraints of a difficult
fiscal year and with supplemental funds coming later than you might hope.

Gentlemen, I must say the challenges facing you are great, but I have every con-
fidence in your ability to succeed. Secretary Brownlee, General Peter J. Schoomaker,
I look forward to exploring these issues today and hearing your responses.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Senator.

General Schoomaker, do you have a comment to make?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I would like to make just a few brief
comments if I might. Chairman Stevens, Senator Inouye: thank
you very much for the opportunity to join Secretary Brownlee be-
fore you today and talk about our great Army.

I would like to reciprocate and recognize the great service of Sec-
retary Brownlee as Acting Secretary of the Army. He had a very
distinguished military career of his own—two tours in Vietnam,
wounded, recognized and awarded for valor on the battlefield, and
of course you are all aware that he also served with distinction
here as a staffer in this body, in the Senate. He certainly is a great
partner as we go forward with the great challenges that we have
before us, as we transform the Army while we are engaged in the
global war on terrorism and engaged all over the world.
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I would also like to recognize Lieutenant General Ron Helmly
with us today from the—he heads the U.S. Army Reserve; and
Lieutenant General Roger Schultz, to my left rear, who heads the
Army National Guard. We are one, we are a total Army, we are
together. There is no daylight between us in what we are trying
to achieve here, and I think you will see as we talk about what we
are doing that we are approaching this as a unified body moving
forward to the 21st century.

I would also like to recognize the great pride I have in being able
to serve once again in uniform with the men and women of the
United States Army, and this includes their families, it includes
the great civilians that we have, that do so much to support our
Army at war.

Finally, I would like to reinforce something that Secretary
Brownlee has said, and that is that we are moving out with a great
deal of vigor and momentum and we are trying to take advantage
of the silver lining in this cloud of worldwide operations and being
at war. We are trying to transform the Army using the momentum
of the Army as we reset for continuous operations, that we do not
reset it to the Army it was before, but we reset it to the Army of
the future.

We see this as an extraordinary window of opportunity, to take
advantage not only of the great resources that this Congress and
this committee has provided to our Army, but also take advantage
of the motion that the Army is in. It is a narrow window of oppor-
tunity and perhaps one of my greatest fears is that we do not take
full opportunity here of this window and allow ourselves to come
to rest and not complete the transformation that we feel is so nec-
essary.

We have taken some extraordinary steps and one of them, of
course, is as we looked at Army aviation we found a solution in the
fact of terminating Comanche. I can assure you we did not start
out with an attitude to terminate Comanche, but it made such
sense from a business position as being a fiscally responsible thing
to do, and also that the operational traits made so much sense.

I would ask your support for these kinds of initiatives to ensure
that the commitment that we were able to obtain from the Sec-
retary of Defense, from the White House, and from the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) that these resources would be
committed to fixing Army aviation as we do it. I would tell you that
in this particular case it is not just the extraordinary number of
helicopters we are going to buy and the amount of upgrades and
modernization that we are going to do with our existing fleet, but
it also includes the military construction (MILCON), it includes fix-
ing the ammunition like rockets and the Hellfire issue, which is a
great concern to me, the simulators, the training base, the un-
manned aerial vehicles (UAV’s), and the future tech base for a fu-
ture joint rotorcraft solution for 2020-2025.

So it is a far-reaching approach that we are taking, and I would
very much appreciate your support with this, because I know that
there is a great deal of interest in how we are going to accomplish
all of this.

Having said that, sir, I stand with the Secretary of the Army
here in his statement and we have submitted our posture state-
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ment for the record, and I look forward to your questions. Thank
you.

Senator STEVENS. Well, thank you very much.

We anticipate approximately 10 members coming to join in this
hearing, so unless there is objection we will limit the original round
to 5 minutes apiece.

I want to start off by congratulating the two of you for the Co-
manche decision. This committee had to make a decision once be-
fore, a similar decision on the Sergeant York. You have made the
decision I think clearly and with a succinct statement, so from my
point of view I intend to support your efforts and will honor the
commitments that have been made that the funds that will be redi-
rected from the Comanche will stay within Army aviation, where
the need is very great.

But can you tell us, is there going to be a gap now in Army heli-
copter procurement because of this?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, the answer is no. In fact, as you
know, we were not going to achieve delivery of Comanche until
later within this future years defense program. There were 121 Co-
manches in the program at the time. The counterbalance is that we
are going to be significantly upgrading the current fleet, bringing
for instance Apache up to Block 3, which gives us the same capa-
bility, with the exception of low observability, as Comanche Block
1 was going to provide us.

What in effect we are doing, I believe we will achieve a greater
industrial base capacity that in effect is going to give us very posi-
tive results on our readiness in the aviation fleet. So we see this
as a win-win situation all the way across and I think it will give
us immediate assistance here in maintaining the readiness of our
aviation.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I am going to ask your cooperation by
having a classified session on the total subject of the helicopter
transition at a later date, because I think some of the questions
might not be appropriate in an open session.

ARMY END STRENGTH

We discussed informally the question of what is going to happen
to the increased strength you have now and your plans for forming
separate brigades from those and transitioning them into the reg-
ular Army as you downsize other units. Could you explain that for
us here this morning?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I might let Pete start out with what we need
to do and then I could pick up and explain some of the how for
that.

Senator STEVENS. Yes, please.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, thank you very much. This is a total
Army switch to modularity, and what we are talking about doing
is maintaining 10 divisions on the Active Force and 8 divisions in
the National Guard, for a total of 18 division battle command head-
quarters. We then want to expand the number of brigades. On the
Active Army side we want to go from 33 active brigades that we
currently have to a minimum of 43. That is an increase of 30 per-
cent, with the possibility of going to 48. We have an off-ramp at
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2006 to make that decision, to see how we are doing and what the
affordability is.

But we believe that by going from 33 to 43 brigades, which is the
equivalent of almost 3 divisions of fighting strength within the 10-
division formation, that it will help us greatly.

At the same time, we are going to be transforming the Army Na-
tional Guard under its 8 division headquarters to 34 brigade-sized
units. This in effect gives us an Army of somewhere between 77
and 82 brigade combat teams, which is in fact the answer to reliev-
ing the stress to the force. This gives us a broader base, that we
get greater dwell time between deployments and rotations. We be-
lieve that we can do this within the current authorized statutory
end strength numbers.

We have asked for a temporary growth, not in statutory end
strength, but a temporary growth in the Army under the authori-
ties that the President has in Title 10, that the law gives him, for
us not to use stop-loss, stop-move to grow the Army, but to actually
be able to recruit, train, and organize through the pipeline on a
terélporary basis this additional 30,000 soldiers to create these bri-
gades.

Simultaneously, we believe that we can find efficiencies through
some of the global force reposturing, military to civilian conver-
sions, and other efficiencies that we have had that will offset that
temporary growth so that we can let the air out of the tires and
come back down to our end strength, retaining the brigades that
we form.

I will let Secretary Brownlee discuss the specifics of that.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I know there has been some discussion over
here about how we had proposed this. When we look carefully at
what we need to do and the authority to do it, there clearly is an
authority that the Congress intended for peacetime, which was au-
thorized end strength. There is another authority in Title 10 that
allows the President to waive the requirements of the end strength
and grow the force to whatever is necessary to deal with the emer-
gency.

Since the President had declared an emergency, we looked and
we were already some 20,000 people over our authorized end
strength under this Title 10 authority. We then asked ourselves:
Well, how are we paying for that additional end strength? We were
in fact paying for it with the supplemental appropriations provided
by the Congress for those purposes.

So what we have proposed is to allow us, as Pete described, to
grow by up to 30,000 over the next several years and to use this
to create these new brigades. It gives us additional head space to
do some of the efficiencies that will be very difficult or impossible
to do if we did not have this extra growth and flexibility.

During this period of time our strategy is to find within the
Army these 30,000 spaces. So at the end of the conflict, whenever
that is, and as Pete says when the conflict comes down and we let
the air out of the tires, we can keep those brigades, but at the au-
thorized end strength we currently have. That is our plan, that is
our strategy.

As we looked at this, it was clearly better for us because if we
had to put this in our budget request and ask you to increase our
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authorized end strength by 30,000 people, it is about $1.2 billion
per 10,000, so that is about $3.6 billion we would have to put in
our budget and knock out other programs to pay for it. We then
have to go through our future years defense plan and knock it out
every year in there also. So we would be taking that out of pro-
grams that we are very interested in and you have helped us great-
ly with to modernize the Army.

In fact, I know because I worked here and deal with some of the
same problems you do, if it were done over here, if you had to go
into the budget and find $3.5 billion of military personnel money,
that money pays out at a one for one rate over 90 percent and most
of the other accounts that you would actually be using as a source
for funds pay out at a much lower rate. So you would have to take
a much larger proportion out of those accounts to pay for these
military personnel costs. You might have to find as much as $7 to
$10 billion or even more out of these other accounts to pay for it.

So as we looked at this, we thought it was clearly better for us
and hopefully you would see it as better for the Congress in dealing
with this situation.

Senator BURNS. Secretary Brownlee, can you turn your micro-
phone on?

Mr. BROWNLEE. I am sorry. I apologize, sir. I hope that came
across.

Senator STEVENS. I just thought my ears were acting up again.

Senator BURNS. I thought I had gone deaf.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, as one with very bad ones I should know
better. I apologize.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I appreciate that. I do hope we can keep
the responses a little more succinct so that we can have more than
one question per Senator.

But one thing I failed to do—would you identify for the record
the general officers that have come with you, General Schoomaker?
I think sometimes we fail to recognize they are here for your sup-
port. So I would like to have in the record who is here.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I recognized Lieutenant General Ron
Helmly from the Army Reserve and Lieutenant General Roger
Schultz on the far left from the Army National Guard. General
Helmly is sitting right here in the middle. Lieutenant General
Jerry Sinn, who is out of our budget office. He is our counsel on
money, a very good one. And I think you know General Guy Swan
behind us, who is our legislative liaison.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Senator Inouye.

Senator INOUYE. If I may follow up on the chairman’s question,
are the new brigades going to be a permanent part of the force?

General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, sir.

Senator INOUYE. I recall Dr. Zakheim indicated that these new
brigades will be phased out after the war in Iraq. Is that correct?

General SCHOOMAKER. No, sir. The 30,000 temporary end
strength will be phased out after the emergency and they will be
offset by the efficiencies we find within our current statutory end
strength during the period that we are doing this transformation.

Senator INOUYE. But not the new brigades?

General SCHOOMAKER. No, sir. They stay, they remain.



63

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Senator INOUYE. Secretary and General, with the strain of our
deployed forces there is some concern among many about recruiting
and retaining, and I suppose that should be a concern of all of us.
Are you confident that you can meet your goals without changing
any standards in recruiting or retention?

General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Right now, sir, I would describe as cautiously op-
timistic where we are on all of this. We certainly are concerned
within the Army because we do have a very high OPTEMPO. The
Army is very busy. This impacts on soldiers and their families.
Right now with respect to recruiting, we are confident that we are
going to make our goals. We are running a little below the line in
some of them, but for most of them it looks like we are going to
make all our fiscal year 2004 requirements.

We have some concerns in retention in some spots, but in other
areas we are doing very well. So we are going to concentrate on
those. We have a lot of authority that has been provided by the
Congress to take certain measures to allow us to provide incen-
tives, which we will do when it appears time to do that. We have
already used some of them on reenlistment bonuses and other au-
thorities that have been provided for those things.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I would like to add very briefly. We
were extraordinarily successful last year in meeting over 100 per-
cent of our retention and recruiting goals across all components.
This year it looks like we are on track right now to exceed 100 per-
cent in recruiting across the components. We do have a few reten-
tion challenges, but everybody is very confident that we will make
it.

BRIGADE UNITS OF ACTION

But I would like to make a very strong comment here that we
must relieve the stress on this force, and we believe our plan is de-
signed to do that, because we cannot rely on this extraordinary
level of commitment, sacrifice, and patriotism to carry us at the
level that we are currently operating. That is why I feel it is so im-
portant that we use this extraordinary window of opportunity to
transform this Army to a broader brigade base, to be able to
achieve the kind of dwell time.

We anticipate we will be able to create a force that will be able
to sustain this level of effort we have today with an Active Force
rotation scheme of 1 year in three and with the Reserve Compo-
nents 1 year in five or six, which we think is sustainable.

Senator INOUYE. I realize that the matter of policy is not within
your jurisdiction, but, like all of us, you read the papers, you re-
ceive briefings and such. And there are potential hot spots through-
out the world—the Korean Peninsula, Indonesia, Malacca Straits,
the Middle East, just to name a few, Pakistan, India. Are you con-
sidering expanding the military if we find ourselves having to in-
volve ourselves in all these activities?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, as I indicated, the plans that we have within
the Army are to increase the number of combat brigades. That will
give us an additional capability in case we have to respond to
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something else. Our primary intent right now is, as General
Schoomaker said, to relieve the stress, current stress on the force.
If there is another emergency elsewhere, this clearly would give us
more capability and flexibility in responding to that.

General SCHOOMAKER. I think again, just as a baseline, today we
have 33 brigades in the Active Force and we have 15 enhanced sep-
arate brigades in the National Guard that we consider available
and ready to go in a rapid way. If we complete our transformation,
we could have as many as 82 brigades available to us in real com-
bat power within our current statutory end strength.

This is what this transformation has taken us to. It will be be-
tween 77 and 82 brigade combat teams across the Army active
component and National Guard.

Senator INOUYE. You can have 82 brigades without changing the
end strength?

General SCHOOMAKER. That is correct, sir.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Shelby.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

ARMY AVIATION

Secretary Brownlee, regarding the Comanche program, I believe
that is the right way to go. What about the OSD and White House
commitment here? Are they committed to Army aviation in the fu-
ture, which I think is very important, that this savings be spent
there. I think General Schoomaker referenced that clearly. Do you
want to comment on that? Go ahead, General.

General SCHOOMAKER. I personally received the commitment of
Deputy Secretary of Defense Wolfowitz. I met in the Oval Office
with the President and achieved his commitment, and we met with
Josh Bolton in OMB and received their concurrence and commit-
ment that we would apply the Comanche program $14.6 billion to
Army aviation.

Senator SHELBY. It is very important to the future of the Army,
is it not?

General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, sir.

RESET

Senator SHELBY. The Army reset program, General Schoomaker.
A lot of us are concerned about the health of the Army’s combat
equipment. We have talked about this before, especially combat ve-
hicles, with what has been going on in Iraq. $1.5 billion was in-
cluded in the supplemental last year for the Army depot mainte-
nance. Yet we understand that the Army Tank and Automotive
Command currently has a backlog of roughly the same amount.

How much funding has the Army received from the 2004 supple-
mental for reset? What is the readiness level of the units that have
returned and units still deployed in Iraq?

Mr. BROWNLEE. I want to do that for the record, provide for the
record the exact amount of funding we received out of the supple-
mental for resetting the force. But we do have funds to recapitalize,
reset, all of the major systems that we have brought back right
now, I believe, and we are proceeding to do that.

[The information follows:]
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RESET

The fiscal year 2004 emergency supplemental funded $1.2 billion in depot mainte-
nance requirements and $2.0 billion in 10/20 level maintenance and delayed desert
damage. Additionally, we received another $208 million for transportation to move
equipment to the depots and to commercialize some in-theater communications ca-
pability. This was particularly important in that it permitted us to redeploy several
of the Army’s unique communications units who were approaching their one-year
mark for deployment. We also received $712 million in investment funds to pur-
chase communications equipment, replacement stocks for our prepositioned equip-
ment sets, and lethality and survivability equipment for both Active and Reserve
Component Soldiers.

Senator SHELBY. But you have got to have sufficient resources to
reset. General?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, you are exactly right. I am again,
with the same people, both the Secretary and I are on the record.
We are going to require supplemental funding to reset the Army
2 years beyond the end of this emergency, which is consistent with
what it took us to reset the Army following Desert Shield/Desert
Storm. We have over 9,000 pieces of rolling stock, 9,000 pieces of
rolling stock that were used and consumed and require repair, just
from the Operation Iraqi Freedom 1 (OIF-1), from the war.

S;)nator SHELBY. We have got to get that to the depots, have we
not?

General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, sir. That is who is going to have to
do this work. Some of it is going to have to be done forward, some
of it is going to have to be done here.

CALIBRATION SETS

Senator SHELBY. General Schoomaker, regarding test, measure-
ment and diagnostic equipment, not very much attention gets paid
to test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment, but I would like
to express concern about the Army’s action in this bill to decrease
the research, development, test and evaluation (RDT&E) funding
for calibration sets equipment by 275 percent and to zero all pro-
curement funding.

The loss of this funding for calibration sets (CALSETS) 2000 a
lot of people believe negatively impacts two transformation impera-
tives that are important to you, modularity and commonality. Do
you have enough calibration sets in the force to meet immediate re-
quirements? In other words, what are we going to do here?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I believe we do, but we would need
to provide that for the record, unless the Secretary knows.

[The information follows:]

CALIBRATION SETS (CALSET) REQUIREMENTS

Army is meeting immediate critical calibration requirements; however, it is as-
suming some near and long term modernization risk. We are satisfying immediate
critical requirements for CALSETS 2000. CALSETS 2000 is a modernized, tactical,
deployable mobility platform with mounted calibration and repair capability. The
current Army requirement for CALSETS 2000 is 40: 29 tactical sets, six echelon
above corps sets, three training base sets, and two sustaining base sets. To date,
20 CALSET 2000 systems have been procured. Without funding to procure addi-
tional sets, the military will continue to rely on a combination of CALSET 2000, and
AN/GSM-286 and AN/GSM-287 tactical sets. The AN/GSM 286/287 sets have the
same calibration capability, but do not meet mobility and survivability require-
ments.

The Army is taking risk by not providing funds to modernize existing calibration
equipment or to fill emerging calibration requirements gaps. The Deputy Chief of
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Staff, G4 is conducting a world wide mission assessment to determine how the Army
will perform test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment (TMDE) calibration and
repair support without an equipment acquisition program. The assessment focuses
on risk mitigating solutions, including: deployable modular military support teams,
contracts for calibration and repair support services, realignment of existing
CALSETSs sets into discrete missions and functions, a review of critical calibration
standards and the systems they support, and the potential for creating a Joint Cali-
bration and Repair support program. It will also address the legal liability associ-
ated with calibration, impacts of repair support to TMDE and review lessons
learned and business cases used by commercial industry today.

FUTURE COMBAT SYSTEM (FCS)

Senator SHELBY. Okay. Future Combat Systems. Secretary
Brownlee, how is the FCS-lead systems integrator (LSI) team per-
forming? Is technology development where you want it to be?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I get different reports from the people who
are over watching that. They tell me that they are doing well. I
have to tell you that I have had some concerns about that and so
recently I wrote a letter to the Institute for Defense Analysis and
asked them to please examine the LSI relationship between the
Army and the LSI contractor and to provide that report to the
Army, just to be sure that that relationship is working as we in-
tended from an independent point of view. So we will get that and
that should be done in several months.

STRYKER

Senator SHELBY. Could you talk about the Stryker vehicle per-
formance in this setting in Iraq?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir, I can, and I am sure Pete would like
to add to whatever I might say. But we have been very pleased
with the way it is performing in Iraq. We have had several vehicles
that have been hit by rocket propelled grenades (RPG’s) that have
survived in the way we intended, and this is with an interim pro-
tective system, the slat armor that we put on it which was an in-
terim protective system. So far that has worked as intended. The
reports we get from the field are very good with respect to that ve-
hicle and we are very pleased with it so far.

Senator SHELBY. General?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I am very pleased with the way
Stryker has performed, not only as a vehicle but as a system. The
amount of infantry that is in Stryker is amazing and its lethality,
its ability to network and move. As you know, we have just gotten
our commitment and approval out of OSD to proceed with Stryker
5 and 6, so that completes Stryker. As we move forward——

Senator SHELBY. That is a good endorsement, too, is it not?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, it is. The improvements that are
being made to Stryker along the lines of protection are significant.
Currently it is the second best protected system that we have, sec-
ond to the M-1 tank, and it will continue to improve. So we are
very happy with what we see there.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Chairman, we will get another round?

Senator STEVENS. Yes, we will.

Following the early bird rule, next we recognize Senator
Hutchison.

Senator HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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STOP LOSS

You said—I think your concept is outstanding, and you said you
were going to use stop-loss orders to keep the people as you are in
your retraining process. How long do you anticipate those stop-loss
orders will be?

Mr. BROWNLEE. We only stop-loss units that are alerted to be de-
ployed, units that are deployed, and units that have immediately
returned from deployment. This is to, as General Schoomaker said,
stabilize that force so that it stays together, trains as a team, de-
ploys as a team and a unit, and fights that way.

Senator HUTCHISON. And how long do you anticipate the stop-
losses to last?

General SCHOOMAKER. We stop-loss from alert to up to 90 to 120
days upon return. But you might have misunderstood me here. Our
temporary end strength—our temporary growth that we have
asked for above end strength is not stop-loss. We do not want to
use stop-loss for that. We want to recruit and specifically target
where those go.

So we will continue to use stop-loss for those units that are spe-
cifically going to war, to hold them together, and we do that very
carefully. I mean, we recognize what stop-loss is, but if you take
a look at our other initiatives, which is force stabilization, as we
move to modularity and stabilize the force it will reduce our re-
quirement to have to use stop-loss.

RESERVE COMPONENT DEPLOYMENTS

Senator HUTCHISON. I understand. Let me ask you this. Are you
going to be able to show fairly quickly a relief to Guard and Re-
serve deployments?

General SCHOOMAKER. I think you know we have just alerted
three more brigades and a division headquarters for OIF-3, and we
have done it early to provide the predictability and the time so that
people are not being rushed as has been necessary in the past. But
again, the more of these brigades we can create on the active
side—and that is why we have asked to do the 10 brigades in 3
years. We have already got one in the 3rd Infantry Division. They
have already reset into a four-brigade division. We are going to do
two more this year. We will do three or four next year and the re-
sidual three or four the third year.

The faster we can achieve that, the less we are going to have
to—the more relief we can give to calling the Guard, as long as we
are at this level of effort. If this level of effort reduces, of course,
the requirement for the National Guard will reduce commen-
surately.

Senator HUTCHISON. Do you have a long-term goal on how long
you would ask a member of the Guard and Reserve to activate dur-
ing their time that they have signed up to serve?

General SCHOOMAKER. We are working very hard to reduce the
amount of post-mobilization training requirements in the Guard. If
we get into force stabilization and modularity, it will allow us to
predict when we have to call—when a unit would be in the window
of alert.
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Senator HUTCHISON. I understand that you are saying predict-
ability is very important, and it is. But I am also visiting our
Guard and Reserves in Kuwait, Afghanistan, Iraq, and at home,
and part of their frustration, as you know, is overdeployment. It is
not just being able to tell when they are going; it is going so much.

General SCHOOMAKER. The path to relieve their frustration is the
faster that we can get to this level, it will increase the dwell time
between deployments. As I said, we could get on the Active side
one deployment in a 3-year cycle, on the Guard side we can get one
deployment in a 5- or 6-year cycle in a predictable fashion. Our de-
sire is to limit these deployments to 6-month deployments if we
have to do it.

Sellllator HutcHISON. That is what I was after. Thank you very
much.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Dorgan is recognized.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

RESERVE COMPONENT RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION

Secretary Brownlee and General Schoomaker, the National
Guard and Reserve are being used in a manner that we had not
previously anticipated. I think everyone agrees with that, and we
have Guard and Reserve troops in Iraq that have now been mobi-
lized for 13 months, away from homes, families, and jobs and who
may not be back home until May. That was certainly not antici-
pated, and we have had long discussions about that.

Let me ask, what is this doing to recruitment and retention?
There has been some concern about recruitment and retention
rates in the Guard and Reserve. Can you give me information
about that? I see General Schultz is here and perhaps he has infor-
mation about that as well.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, in the National Guard in fact our retention
rates, I believe, are running over 100 percent right now. Reserves
are a little bit below the glide path that we would desire. We be-
lieve we can get that up in order to meet our fiscal year 2004 goals.

Senator DORGAN. At this point, then, you are not concerned
about, based on your experience and also looking forward, you are
not concerned that the increased deployments are going to affect
recruitment and retention?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I am always concerned, I very much am. I
think this OPTEMPO certainly has human costs that we have to
measure and what we have told the Army staff is we want to know
when the light on the dashboard flickers amber so we can take
measures and steps to try to get things under control. What we
want to avoid is having people come in and tell us when every light
on the dashboard is red and then we are in trouble.

So that is the way we are trying to operate it. But I would not
want to tell you we are not concerned. We are very concerned and
that is one reason that we have come forth with the initiative to
grow the size of the Army to reduce the stress.

General SCHOOMAKER. If I could, I may be the only person in the
room that thinks it is extraordinary that we are calling the Guard
and the Reserve. I think that is what we are for and I think that
the Active, Guard, and Reserve are all volunteers. Now, what is
disappointing is that we are working, of the million people we have
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in uniform, we are working too few of them too much. Part of what
we have to do in our restructuring is distribute the load across the
force, and that is what we are trying to do here.

But the Guard right now is leading in both recruiting and reten-
tion in the Army, which is counterintuitive. But in fact—and I will
let Roger verify, validate that.

Senator DORGAN. The reason I ask the question is it is
counterintuitive, you would think. And I think it is extraordinary,
by the way. I would not necessarily agree with you.

General SCHOOMAKER. It is.

Senator DORGAN. It is extraordinary that we would call up a unit
and they are gone 17 months or in some cases close to 18 months
from family, home, and job, and in a couple of cases only 2 years
following a deployment to Kosovo.

I understand that is what the Guard and Reserve are for, but I
think you have indicated in your testimony we need to be judicious
about how often we deploy them and how long we deploy them, be-
cause they are citizen-soldiers.

SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET REQUEST

Let me ask a question. You have mentioned General Sinn and we
are very proud of General Sinn in North Dakota. You indicated
that he is keeping track of costs. I suspect that you are taking a
look at what are the anticipated future costs here with respect to
deployments and, for reasons that the chairman and others have
discussed on the floor with me and others, that those costs are not
included in the budget. But I would expect that we will then pass
a supplemental. We passed a $60 billion supplemental for the mili-
tary at the end of 2003 and we will do that again.

But can you give us some sense of what kind of costs you are see-
ing and what kind of costs you are planning for that are not yet
included in the budget, but that we will be confronted with with
respect to a supplemental?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, the cost of the operations, if you count all
the costs to include the personnel costs, which maybe should not
be counted, but it runs for both Afghanistan and Iraq over $4 bil-
lion a month. Most of that would be covered, is covered now, by the
supplemental that was previously passed. The Army got roughly
$40 billion of I believe the $65.1 billion that was provided by the
Congress for military operations and that is what we are using for
that. We believe that certainly is adequate to take us to the end
of this fiscal year.

We may need some assistance from the administration, depend-
ing on whether the costs continue or increase. So that right now
is where we see that.

ADD-ON ARMOR

Senator DORGAN. Let me ask—my time is about expired. I want
to ask one additional question. The marines recently engaged in a
contract to buy sets of what is called LAST ceramic armor for
HMMWV’s in Iraq. As I inquired about that, I understood the ma-
rines determined that the LAST armor is the quickest and most ef-
ficient way of protecting its vehicles, HMMWYV’s, after observing
tests done by the Army.
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Does the Army have plans to proceed in a similar fashion? These
are—apparently it is ceramic armor for the doors of HMMWV’s
that the marines observed in testing that the Army did, and they
decided to proceed to purchase.

Senator STEVENS. Your time has expired, I hope that you realize.

Senator DORGAN. I preceded my question by suggesting my time
was about to expire. I finished my question and if they have time
to answer I would appreciate that.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, if we could take that for the record. I would
prefer not to address that in open session.

Senator DORGAN. That would be fine. Thank you very much.

[The information follows:]

ADD-ON ARMOR KiITS FOR THE HMMWV

The Army did not purchase the LAST Armor produced by Foster-Miller Inc., in
Waltham, Massachusetts because the ceramic did not address the holistic approach
to HMMWYV add-on armor protection that the Army desired. The LAST Armor, a
ceramic armor plate, provides only partial door protection, has no back plate or pe-
rimeter protection. Also, the ceramic armor is very expensive: $600 per square foot
as opposed to the Rolled Homogenous Armor (RHA), which is used in our Army Re-
search Laboratories (ARL) add-on armor kits, at $15 per square foot. In October
2003, the LAST Armor was sent to the Army Test Center where the armor dem-
onstrated reasonable protection against ballistic threats. But there were concerns
about the robustness of the ceramic armor when it is attached to the vehicle. LAST
Armor is mounted to the canvas door of a HMMWYV with clips and Velcro®, and
cannot be expected to stop an improvised explosive device blast since the canvas
door would likely dislodge, thereby creating an additional piece of fragmentation
(door and armor plate) that can injure or mortally wound the Soldier.

The Army has purchased 6,900 ARL add-on armor kits and 1,500 O’Gara Hess
add-on armor kits for HMMWYVs. The Army kit provides door, perimeter, and back
plate protection with ballistic glass and air conditioning. ARL’s durable kit is com-
posed of ¥s inch RHA and it takes approximately three hours to install all kit com-
ponents. To date, 2,675 kits have been produced and 2,079 kits have been installed
in theater. The U.S. Marine Corps is scheduled to receive 650 of these ARL add-
on armor Kkits as well.

The Army believes LAST Armor is a good commercial off-the-shelf force protection
product for civilian and local law enforcement, but does not provide robust or exten-
sive enough force protection for Soldiers deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran is recognized.
Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

ROTATION OF TROOPS

General Schoomaker, I understand the Army is in the midst of
one of the largest troop rotations in the history—well, since World
War II anyway. You have pointed out that in this period of 4
months from December through April you will have 110,000 troops
deploying to the Iraq theater of operations and 120,000 returning.
That is quite a challenge. You have said we are entering the most
challenging period for the Army since World War II.

I wonder what you have done to help ensure the protection of
those forces during the troop rotation and the logistical challenges
that you face? Have you had enough equipment, airlift, sealift, sup-
port from the other forces or from the total force concept?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, it is a great question. We in fact are
moving over 250,000 people in those 4 months. We are moving on
average 5,000 people in and out every day. We have done very close
work with Central Command, General Abizaid and his folks, to en-
sure the proper protection and operational security. All of the
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things that are required there are extraordinary, and the support
we have had out of Transportation Command, General Handy and
his folks, in managing this movement is extraordinary.

What I find to be particularly extraordinary is we are right now
at the very peak of this and it has been virtually seamless. It has
been very, very well done. We are very proud of what the joint
team has done to be able to pull this off, and we do not anticipate
we will have any problems in the future because it is running very
smoothly.

NATIONAL GUARD AVIATION MODERNIZATION

Senator COCHRAN. We have a good number of reservists and
guardsmen on duty around the world. I have been told that about
40 percent of the force in Iraq is made up of reservists and Na-
tional Guardsmen. I know we have 22 Guard and Reserve units
represented from my State that are deployed to the theater.

One of our groups represented over there is an Army National
Guard aviation group from Tupelo, Mississippi. They fly heli-
copters, and when they were deployed they realized they had lost
their helicopters to a Tennessee Guard unit that had gone on be-
fore them, and they were anticipating some replacement heli-
copters. But these are challenges that I know you are facing. They
have been dispersed among some other units, so they can take ad-
vantage of their training and their capability of contributing to the
mission there.

But I am sure the aircraft distribution challenge is something
that you are looking into and trying to manage as well. Do you
have the replacement aircraft that you need, helicopters, for Na-
tional Guard aviation units? Is there anything we can do in this
budget cycle to help you overcome the deficits that you may face?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I appreciate the question and I have looked
into this. That unit of yours has performed remarkably, because we
used them in a way that we would prefer not to. We had to use
them almost as fillers for other units. That is part of our reorga-
nization of the Reserve components that we are going to address.

We have too much force structure for the number of people we
have, so when we call a unit up we have to take people from other
units to fill those units up. We want to reduce the number of units,
but not reduce the number of people, so we can keep units filled.
One point.

The second point is, for the unit at Tupelo, they did lose their
OH-58’s, their Kiowas, to the Tennessee unit. Under the aviation
plan that is being put together right now, it is yet undetermined
whether they will receive Kiowa Warriors back in that unit or
Apaches. But that decision should be made soon and we will make
sure that you know as soon as we make that decision.

General SCHOOMAKER. I would like to just jump on that. You
asked what can you do. Support the movement of the Comanche
funding to the Army aviation modernization, because we are going
to purchase 800 new aircraft and upgrade 1,400, and that is for the
Active, Guard and Reserve. It makes the Guard and Reserve well
in aviation, and that was a significant factor in making the deci-
sion to go this direction.
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ARMORING BRADLEY FIGHTING VEHICLES

Senator COCHRAN. In connection with force protection, we heard
about the upgrading of the armor for HMMWV’s. Is there a similar
program underway for the Bradley fighting vehicles?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, the Bradley fighting vehicles can be
equipped with what we call reactive armor. We have some reactive
armor sets. We do not have enough for every Bradley in theater,
but the Bradley of course has the kinds of ballistic protection al-
ready inherent in its organic armor up and beyond that that the
up-armored HMMWYV would have. The reactive armor that we are
talking about would provide additional protection from even more
deadly weapons, and we do not normally put that on every Bradley,
but only on selected units.

Senator COCHRAN. As part of the improvement of the helicopter
and other aviation situation

Senator STEVENS. Senator, I am sorry to say your time is up.

Senator COCHRAN. I would be glad to wait for another round.
Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Shelby—Senator Burns. Pardon me.
Senator Burns.

Senator BURNS. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement I will put in
the record.

Senator STEVENS. Without objection.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank the witnesses for coming before
our subcommittee today, to testify on the Army’s fiscal year 2005 budget.

Our military, and the U.S. Army in particular, has many folks engaged in Afghan-
istan and Iraq, fighting the war on terrorism. We are winning this war on terror.
Our soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines are performing magnificently. We must
honor those who have made the ultimate sacrifice for our country, to ensure that
our forces have the resources to defeat the enemies of our country. With 325,000
soldiers deployed in 120 countries, including 165,000 reservists, there is no question
that our forces are being challenged.

I see the increasing trend in the ratio of reservists overseas from 37 percent in
the early stages of Operation Iraqi Freedom to 46 percent currently. In Montana,
over 40 percent of our National Guard units have been called to active duty. I in-
tend to do my part as their representative to ensure our armed forces have what
they need to win this war, protect our homeland, and come home safely.

We have announced that the Army force structure will grow by 30,000 soldiers,
on a temporary basis. We must plan appropriately to house, equip, and train these
men and women who serve. While the force structure increase may be temporary
and funded through the supplemental appropriation, I urge the Army to consider
all the costs associated with this increase so that we are not forced to sacrifice the
research and development of systems that maintain the superiority of our forces,
just so that we may support our operating budget.

I read daily of our great American Soldiers and Marines developing unconven-
tional solutions to solve the problems they face in the field. I think it makes a great
deal of sense to have an organization chartered to bring good ideas from our nation’s
universities, laboratories, and small businesses to the soldiers as soon as possible,
and where necessary, bypassing the bureaucracy. I encourage your continued sup-
port of Army initiatives to expedite the fielding of urgently needed equipment
through efforts such as the Rapid Fielding Initiative and the Rapid Fielding Force.
These efforts have resulted in the fielding of great innovations such as advanced
weapon sights, optics, compact soldier communication systems, and compact GPS
Receivers.

I see that the Army has been cooperating with other agencies such as DARPA on
a range of technologies urgently needed for the war on terror. This cooperation has
allowed us to field technologies to defeat improvised explosive devices, investigate
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underground structures, and provide a low cost air reconnaissance capability to our
forces.

I am aware of the program initiated to transform our Army ground forces; the
Future Combat Systems. It is a good sign of its acceptance by the Army to see its
transition from science and technology into full-scale development. It is encouraging
to see the Army take ownership of this program, begun unconventionally in partner-
ship with DARPA, on a very challenging schedule intended to field an evolutionary
capability in the near term. More recently in Operation Desert Storm and Operation
Iraqi Freedom, we witnessed the incredible advantages of joint operations,
leveraging the advantages of air superiority and precision weapons. We have seen
an increase in the number of Unmanned Air Vehicles (UAVs) in use by our forces
at all echelons. The feedback I have received from the soldiers on the ground is that
they wish they had more of these systems, not less.

I look forward to seeing how the Army will amend its budget and re-allocate the
resources dedicated to the Comanche within the Army to other aviation programs,
like the continued fielding of technology that will add a measure of protection to
our Blackhawks and Chinook helicopters.

Again, I thank all of you for being here today. I look forward to the discussion
before us this morning. Thank you.

Senator BURNS. I just have one question.

By the way, I just want to state publicly now: Congratulations.
Our visits to Iraq and Afghanistan have been very fruitful and I
want to congratulate your people, both leadership and the Govern-
ment issue (GI's) that we have got on the ground. They are doing
a remarkable job under very difficult conditions, knowing that they
are the target and are in a reactive position rather than in an ac-
tive position, which is a tough way to operate your business. The
morale I found was high. I was really impressed with the leader-
ship of those young men and women that you have over there, and
I want to congratulate you on that. That comes from an old marine
and it comes hard. No, not really.

RESERVE COMPONENT TRAINING AND EQUIPMENT

We have got 40 percent of our Guard in Montana deployed and
now we have gotten notification that the 163rd Mechanized Infan-
try Regiment out of Bozeman, Montana has been put on alert.
There is some question about equipment. I have worked very hard
to build the infrastructure for training both in my Reserves and my
Guard in Montana, because whenever the move was made that a
lot of our force structure was going to go into our citizen-soldiers
I made sure that they had, the Guard and the Reserves, commu-
nications that was interactive for training, the facility was part of
the recruitment and the morale of the troops. I felt their training
had to be as good as what we are providing our soldiers on active
duty.

But I am just wondering about the equipment when they deploy.
Now, some of the equipment is not up to what we find with our
active duty personnel. Will their equipment, such as the body
armor—and I have got written down here “HMMWYV, body
armor”—will that all be brought up to the same as active duty
whenever they are deployed?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, we have equipped the Guard—the
30th, the 39th, and the 81st that right now are in motion for OIF-
2 received the top, the most modern body armor, equipment, hel-
mets, what we call RFI, the rapid fielding initiative. They received
it ahead of the Active Force, and we are now of course catching up
on the Active Force.
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But our intention and our commitment is to equip the Army at
the top level across the Active, Guard and Reserve and to train, to
do what you are talking about uniformly across the force. That is
our initiative here as we go to modularity, stability, and to do the
kind of things that we are talking about doing.

Senator BURNS. That is good news. Also, when you integrate they
have still got to be part of a team and they have got to understand
what position they play on the team, so to speak. I have been al-
ways concerned about that.

IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICES (IED)

Under another, I would like some sort of a briefing whenever we
get time, and I can communicate this with Secretary Brownlee, but
deploying new technologies for detection and worrying about these
roadside bombs and detection devices. Is the Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency (DARPA)—are you satisfied with the
progress that DARPA is making in new technologies for detection?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, we have within the Army an IED task force.
I do not want to get into a lot of detail of what they are doing, but
let me say that not just DARPA but every agency that can help has
been asked to help and has been very forthcoming. Let me just say
that we are pleased with what this task force is doing and what
they are accomplishing and what it looks like we can accomplish,
and we would be happy to provide that to you in a different ses-
sion.

Senator BURNS. Well, it looks like this is the wave of the future
and I think that is pretty important.

That is all the questions I have and I want to congratulate the
General on his boots.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, those are Wyoming boots.

Senator BURNS. That is what I thought. Are you as good a roper
as the boots are?

?Greneral SCHOOMAKER. I am a half-decent roper. Are you a heel-
er’

Senator BURNS. I can do both ends, but I am not very good.

General SCHOOMAKER. Good. I do not play golf; I do that.

Senator BURNS. Good man.

Senator STEVENS. The most important question is, do you fish,
General?

Senator BURNS. He does that, too.

Senator STEVENS. We will cover that later.

Tell us about the Future Combat System and what the status of
that project, program, is now, will you please?

FUTURE COMBAT SYSTEM

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, let me say a little bit about the program. As
you know, it is the Army’s system of systems approach to equipping
our future forces. We intend to convert most of our heavy units to
that and maybe some others in the future. Right now we are look-
ing at an initial operational capability by 2010 and a full oper-
ational capability by 2012. It is all in R&D development right now
and, as I said, we have this approach with a lead system integrator
where the contractor works very closely with the Army in the de-
velopment of these systems.
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Do you want to comment on what we intend to do with it?

General SCHOOMAKER. I think the best statement is that we
think we are going to fulfill, we have got confidence we are going
to fulfill, the Future Combat System. We are protecting the fund-
ing. We are moving forward on it. We are informing ourselves with
our current operations and spiraling things into Future Combat
System, and we are trying to pull technologies as they are devel-
oped back into the current force.

So I look at the Future Combat System not as a destination, but
as an effort every day as we move out there. I am fairly confident
that we are going to do well there. The biggest challenge we have
in the Future Combat System in my view is the command, control,
communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance (C4ISR), the battle command and the intelligence, sur-
veillance and reconnaissance aspects of that, because it is a net-
work, it is dependent upon the network, and we must achieve the
networkcentricity that is required for us to really optimize what
the Future Combat System holds. It will significantly improve our
ability to operate as part of a joint team.

SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET REQUEST

Senator STEVENS. Gentlemen, I think I must take responsibility
for the fact that there will be no supplemental this year, in the bal-
ance of this fiscal year. We just spent too much time on those
supplementals in the past. I had the Congressional Research Serv-
ice (CRS) take a look at policies we have followed now since the
Persian Gulf war and those policies have been that in the initial
periods of a war, engagement overseas, we have followed the prac-
tice that the Commander in Chief takes money from the funds we
have already made available for the Department of Defense and
uses them in the conduct of that activity and then later comes in
and asks for a supplemental which repays the amounts that have
been taken from the regular accounts, and then provides for the
balance of the fiscal year for those activities using the experience
of the first quarter, quarter and a half of the new fiscal year to de-
termine how much will really be needed for that fiscal year.

My question to you is, you have not lived through those periods,
but in terms of your judgment has the Army—the Army bears the
real brunt of this type of policy. Has it in anyway been harmed by
that practice? Is it a practice we should abandon and ask for a sup-
plemental now? The budget will have at least $30 billion indicated
as being available for the supplemental some time after the begin-
ning of next calendar year.

I want to know, are you willing to go on the record and tell us
whether this policy adversely affects the Army in its activities in
the conduct of the war?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir. We have looked at this very carefully
and we believe with the funds we have in fiscal year 2004 both in
our budget and from the supplemental that we can clearly get to
the end of fiscal year 2004. If we get in trouble, OSD has assured
us they are able to help. Beyond fiscal year 2004 when we would
have the funds available in the fiscal year 2005 budget, we would
be able to cash flow funds out of third and fourth quarter funds to
help us in the first and second quarters, and if there are additional
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problems that might arise, we have checked with OSD and they be-
lieve the administration is capable of providing any other help we
might need, which means we should be able to carry ourselves at
least through the end of March next year, maybe a little beyond.
I would not want to put a date on it, but at least until then. That
is our best estimate.

Senator STEVENS. That is the policy we followed in Kosovo and
Bosnia and as a matter of fact in the initiation of the Persian Gulf
war.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. But there has been a request that we change
that policy. You are confident that you can live with this policy in
terms of this war?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Notwithstanding any emergencies that we do not
see now, sir, we can.

Senator STEVENS. General and all your general officers, you
lived—I am going over the line a little bit here—you lived through
these other engagements. Was the Army inconvenienced in Bosnia
or in Kosovo in that manner of funding the operations overseas?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, not that I am aware of. The only
thing that I would say—and it is a little bit below the radar screen
probably—but as you know, there are anti-deficiency rules and
there are times when we could make better decisions if there was
certainty of funding in certain areas, so that we may be able to not
only anticipate better but provide better fiscal management if we
had the opportunity to do a little longer lead time on some things.

But in terms of the macro picture and the big news, I am not
aware of there having been a problem in that.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Inouye.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you.

TRAVELING ARMY EXHIBIT ON INTEGRATION

As you can imagine, as part of my work I try my very best to
travel and meet and listen to men and women in uniform. I find
that there are two elements involved in the development of a com-
bat soldier. One is morale, naturally; and the other is the sense of
belonging to a unit.

So some years ago I began questioning people and, to my sur-
prise—I should not have been surprised—almost no one had ever
heard of the Fifth Regimental Combat Team, made up of Puerto
Ricans, which served in World War II. When I tell that to the Puer-
to Rican Americans, their eyes light up and they say: My God, we
had our men in there?

Even with all the documentaries we have had about the mem-
bers of the Army Air Corps, the Tuskegee Airmen, not too many
Americans are aware of them. But when you tell them that this
unit protected bombers and never lost a single bomber they are
stunned. They were made up of men who were segregated, like the
Puerto Ricans were segregated. Then when I tell them that there
was a Filipino regiment, a combat team, sent to the Philippines
just before December 7 and they ended up the war with less than
800 men because they were left there by General MacArthur to
serve as the basis of a guerrilla force, they are stunned. When I



77

tell Hispanic Americans that 17 of them have medals of honor, they
cannot believe it.

So, Secretary, you and I have worked out something of a trav-
eling exhibit. We are going to send them all over the museums of
the posts. I just want to know, how is it coming along.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir. Sir, I will provide the answer for the
record, but to my knowledge we are proceeding with that. I cer-
tainly support what you are doing. I think it will show a real ben-
efit to the Army in recruiting and we want to do that. So I thank
you for the idea and I will get you a detailed account of where we
are.

[The information follows:]

TRAVELING ARMY ART EXHIBIT

Sir, I have asked our Chief of Military History, Brigadier General John S. Brown,
to take the lead for the Army on this very important project. A partnership between
the National Center for the Preservation of Democracy and the Army has been es-
tablished for the purpose of establishing a traveling historical exhibit. I believe this
is an excellent idea, and that the evolution through time of an acceptance of cultural
and racial differences is a worthwhile theme. Certainly the spirit of tolerance is one
of the greatest strengths of our present armed forces and of our democratic heritage.
The funds have been transferred to the Center of Military History. General Brown’s
staff is currently working out the contracting details and assisting in coordinating
the traveling venues with the National Center for the Preservation of Democracy.
General Brown is scheduled to have an office call with you on Monday, March 22,
2004, and can answer any specific questions you have.

Senator INOUYE. Well, we have a lot of talk about human rights
and civil rights. Integration began in the Army. That is the first
place. It was not the Interior Department or any other Department;
it was the Army.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir. Sir, thank you for that.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you, sir.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Shelby.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

RESET

I would like to go back to the reset programs, the projections for
it. It is my understanding from some of the depots, that a plan to
do reset has not—the plans have not yet materialized, General,
while projections for the reset workload at the depots continue to
go down. Is 10/20 the standard our soldiers deserve? An adequate
overhaul, a lot of people contend, cannot be accomplished anywhere
but in the depots.

What is the real reset plan for the depots? Mr. Secretary, do you
want to touch that?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, we are using the depots now. You might be
interested to know that in these depots, particularly the one in An-
niston, we are using them to assist us in preparing armor kits for
all the HMMWYV’s that are not up-armored as they cross the line.

Senator SHELBY. I know. I was down there. I just saw what they
are doing.

Mr. BROWNLEE. They are cutting steel and putting together
kits

Senator SHELBY. It is very innovative.
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Mr. BROWNLEE [continuing]. To help us do that, and we are very
appreciative of that. In fact, we fly those over, that is how impor-
tant that work is that they are doing there.

Senator SHELBY. What about the projected work on reset for the
ﬁepo{‘gs? It has not come forth yet. What do you—what is going on

ere?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, a lot of our equipment has not been brought
back yet, and we have provided for I believe it is 17 systems—is
that the number that we would propose

General SCHOOMAKER. I think 15 systems in reset.

Mr. BROWNLEE [continuing]. That we have provided for, and it
should get to the depots soon. I am not sure why it has not. Now,
some of it we are going to have to do in theater because it is going
to stay there.

Senator SHELBY. Would you get back to me on the details of this?
Will you get the details to me?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Okay, sir, we will do it.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I have got

Senator SHELBY. General?

General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. A card here, if I could, com-
ment on that. We requested and received $1.2 billion in fiscal year
2004 supplemental funding for depot-level resetting the force,
above our President’s budget 2005 position. So this is going to be
a massive effort. As I said, this effort will continue 2 years beyond
the emergency as we reset the massive amount of equipment.

Senator SHELBY. We are bringing our equipment up to readiness
status.

General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, sir. Yes, sir.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY FUNDING

Senator SHELBY. The science and technology (S&T) funding, Gen-
eral. In comparison to 2004 funding, every R&D account but one
goes down in the 2005 request. Basic research is cut $64 million,
applied research is cut $389 million, advanced technology develop-
ment is cut $391 million, advanced component development and

rototypes is cut $186 million, RDT&E management support is cut
?34 million, and operational systems development is cut $167 mil-
ion.

I am not sure how the R&D program is balanced. I support FCS,
but it seems that the budget is harmful to the Army’s organic labs
and this could be a problem, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, we actually—our R&D actually went up
from fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year 2005.

Senator SHELBY. But not in these specific programs.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Not in those specific accounts. Sir, we will have
to take a look at them. I suspect also because we had about $1.2
billion in development funds for Comanche, much of which will now
be directed into procurement, that that number is going to be ad-
justed when the budget amendment comes over.

Senator SHELBY. Would you look at these accounts, take a second
look?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir, we will.

Senator SHELBY. These are organic lab accounts. I think they are
important for the future.
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MINIATURE KILL VEHICLE

I want to get, while I have got a little time hopefully, to Space
and Missile Defense Command (SMDC). You are very familiar with
that. The SMDC Technical Center is managing the miniature kill
vehicle (MKV) program. What do you think of the MKV program
and the technical center’s role?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I would have to take it for the record.

Senator SHELBY. Do you want to get back with us on this?

Mr. BROWNLEE. I will.

[The information follows:]

MINIATURE KILL VEHICLE

Recent changes in policy, brought about by the demise of the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty, allow a broader set of midcourse defense alternatives to be developed, tested
and fielded. The Multiple Kill Vehicles program, formerly titled Miniature Kill Vehi-
cle, is addressing the need for a lower cost solution to emerging ballistic missile
threats that may carry multiple reentry vehicles or sophisticated countermeasure
suites. The Army’s Space and Missile Defense Technical Center’s long history of
demonstrated success in developing advanced ballistic missile interceptors and in
advancing basic science leading to component miniaturization under the Small Busi-
ness Innovative Research program makes it the natural choice to serve as the Mis-
sile Defense Agency’s Executing Agent for the Multiple Kill Vehicles program.

The Multiple Kill Vehicles (MKV) program will address midcourse discrimination
issues created by countermeasures postulated for the 2010+ timeframe by inter-
cepting all credible threat objects with one or more kill vehicles. This solution offers
a low system cost and an effective approach against ballistic missile threats just be-
ginning to emerge by using multiple kill vehicles deployed from a single booster and
carrier vehicle to intercept all credible objects that have not been positively identi-
fied as non-lethal. At very high closing velocities, even a low mass kill vehicle will
have enough kinetic energy and penetration capability to kill a threat warhead in
most engagements. This work is indeed critical for the defense of the United States
and our allies against long range ballistic missiles; however, the capability under
development through the MKV program is not currently designed to engage battle-
field rockets and other short-range threats currently encountered in Iragq.

Senator SHELBY. We have been told that the work is critical and

the technology is badly needed. I do not know if this is the right
forum to discuss all this.

PATRIOT ADVANCED CAPABILITY—PHASE 3 (PAC—3) MEDIUM EXTENDED
AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM (MEADS) REPROGRAMMING

Mr. BROWNLEE. I am not sure either, sir. I will be happy to take
it for the record.

Senator SHELBY. Will you get back with me on this?

Of course, the PAC-3 MEADS transfer to the Army, there was
apprehension in the Congress that the Army might use these funds
to pay other bills. We were met a couple weeks ago with a re-
programming action. Could you get this to me, too?

Mr. BROWNLEE. What funds were these, sir?

Senator SHELBY. Reprogramming action, MEADS.

General SCHOOMAKER. PAC-3.

Senator SHELBY. PAC-3 MEADS.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I will look.

Senator SHELBY. Will you get back with us on the record on that?

[The information follows:]
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MEADS REPROGRAMMING

The Army submitted a reprogramming request in order to fund critical Patriot
software and hardware upgrades. These software and hardware upgrades will ad-
dress deficiencies within the current Patriot system that contributed to the two inci-
dents of fratricide during Operation Iraqi Freedom. These upgrades will improve sit-
uational awareness, command and control, classification, correlation, and operations
in areas of increased electro-magnetic interference. Since final decisions on the com-
bined aggregate Patriot/MEADS program, to include negotiations with international
partners, have yet to be finalized, the MEADS portion of the combined program was
deemed an appropriate bill-payer for these important Patriot upgrades.

Mr. BROWNLEE. You know, we greatly accelerated that program
just before the war and we were going to bring it back down to a
more reasonable level, because we did really accelerate it just be-
fore the war, PAC-3.

Senator SHELBY. If you will discuss those.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES

General Schoomaker, as part of the announcement of the can-
cellation of the Comanche program, I understand the Army has de-
cided to use unmanned aerial vehicles to fulfill some of the capa-
bilities that Comanche was to provide, and that you have identified
over $300 million from that program to procure additional legacy
and future UAV’s.

Given that the Fire Scout UAV has been selected to be part of
your Future Combat System force, would the Army be served bet-
ter by accelerating procurement of Fire Scout UAV’s instead of buy-
ing more legacy systems?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I would have to—again, I would have
to take that for the record. I know that UAV’s are a significant part
of our future and a growing part because the potential there is
great. I know as we move to FCS, the Future Combat System, that
they are going to be a large part of that.

As you know, we have had some significant success with UAV’s
in the current conflict. We are starting to see greater potential in
some of that. But as to the specifics of that, I would have to go for
the record.

[The information follows:]

UAV PROCUREMENT

In order to meet the current requirements for Operation Iraqi Freedom and the
Global War on Terrorism, we are accelerating the procurement of Unmanned Aerial
Vehicles (UAVs) already in production, such as the Shadow Tactical UAV, and the
Raven Small UAV. We are also working to accelerate future systems such as Fire
Scout and the Extended Range/Multi-Purpose (ER/MP) UAVs. However, both of
these future systems are still in development and thus not available today to meet
the warfighter’s need. Army commanders engaged in current operations hail the ca-
pabilities of the Shadow UAV, which supports Current Force mechanized, light, and
Stryker Brigade Combat Teams, and the Hunter UAV systems, which are fielded
to III Corps, Fort Hood, Texas, XVIII Airborne Corps, Fort Bragg, North Carolina,
and V Corps, U.S. Army Europe, and serve as the interim ER/MP UAV. Both cur-
rent and future UAV systems are part of the Army’s UAV strategy. However, in
order to meet the immediate needs of combatant commanders, we must equip our
units with these current systems until Future Force UAV systems are developed,
integrated and ready for fielding.
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Senator COCHRAN. I hope you would also include in your re-
sponse for the record whether or not you think that the $300 mil-
lion is an adequate investment in advanced UAV’s.

AMMUNITION SHORTAGES

There is also a critical shortage of both training and war reserve
ammunition, such as the Hydra-70 rocket. The decision to cancel
the Comanche program and procure new helicopters will increase
the need for training ammunition and of course war reserve ammu-
nition. The question is how does the Army plan to address these
shortfalls, which we understand could be as high as $16 billion?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, we moved $30 million this year to in-
crease the capacity of Lake City, which is your small caliber, 50
caliber and below small arms ammunition, which is going to miti-
gate. I think by the end of this year, we will have capacity that will
turn the corner and mitigate the shortfalls we have had in small
arms, which I have been very concerned about.

As part of the Comanche program, we moved $155 million of that
program as part of the aviation reset, part of the aviation fix, to
the Hydra rocket program. I think it buys something like 163,000
Hydra rockets in this program; and $93 million into the Hellfire
line. This was the point I tried to make earlier. This movement of
money from Comanche into fixing Army aviation is not just about
the helicopters. It is about UAV, it is about ammunition, it is about
MILCON, it is about simulations, it is about training. It is a holis-
tic approach to fixing Army aviation, and the point that you have
made right there is one of the most significant.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much.

THEATER SUPPORT VEHICLES

I understand too that the Army has been impressed by the per-
formance of leased high-speed vessels and is considering leasing
these types of craft as theater support vessels. There are several
American shipyards capable of producing these vessels both quickly
and economically based on what I understand to be successful ex-
perimentation. What are the Army’s plans for procurement of the-
ater support vessels?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, we have been impressed by the capability of
those vehicles. We are right now considering how they can help us
in our deployments and so we are studying how we can do that.
We do not have right now any plans to lease, but we are consid-
ering how that vehicle can be used. It is much faster than a normal
ship and for some of our deployments we believe it would be very
useful. So we are looking at that.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

Senator Leahy.

Senator LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, good to see you, all of you. You have a pretty impres-
sive bench behind you.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, we need a lot of help.

Senator LEAHY. I do not think so, but you have good help there
and that is good.
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ADD-ON ARMOR

I understand Secretary Brownlee mentioned before I came in
about the Bradley reactive armor and that you do not have enough.
When 1 first heard about this reactive armor years ago, I said, you
have got to be kidding, the way it was described. Then I started
seeing some of the tests and all and I must admit I am very, very
much of a fan. I think it is critical. I have heard great things about
its performance. I hope we can get the funds to expand it. If my
son or daughter were among those in this armor, I would want it
there yesterday. I know some of our Guard forces that are going
over into Iraq and scrounging armor wherever they can, I think it
is important we get it out.

COMANCHE TERMINATION

General, on the Comanche program, General Cody had given me
a call at home before that to let me know about the decision. Of
course, I must admit we did end up chitchatting a little bit about
Montpelier, Vermont, and you are welcome to come up there any
time. As the Secretary has mentioned, General Richard Cody and
I both come from Montpelier, Vermont, and knew each other when
we were growing up. We only say good things about each other be-
cause it is sort of a mutual deterrent pact. But I cannot really
think of anything bad to say about him.

But he told me about the Comanche program. I thought it was
a good decision. I thought it was taking resources away from too
many other very critical aviation programs, all the infrared missile
countermeasures for example.

HEALTH USAGE MONITORING SYSTEM (HUMS)

Let me just mention one, and I admit this is probably the first
time any parochial type questions have ever come out of this com-
mittee, but it is the HUMS program, the Integrated Mechanical Di-
agnostic Health and Usage Monitoring System. I am glad my staff
wrote it all out because I have just called it “HUMS” and I never
was quite sure what it stood for.

But we are using it on the Blackhawks of the 101st Airborne Di-
vision. It is a great diagnostic system. I have seen it demonstrated.
If T was commander and I had 10 helicopters out there, I would
want to know exactly which of the 10 can go out or how many can
go out, and so on.

Are we going to reach a point where we might be equipping all
our helicopters with HUMS? Are we going to be able to find money
for that? I see it as sort of like cheaper to fix the roof before the
rainstorm kind of thing. Mr. Secretary, what do you think about
this?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I know that we have an intense interest in
those kinds of diagnostics maintenance equipment. It has great
use. I am not familiar with right now the extent to which we in-
tend to buy those and equip all our helicopters with them, but we
can certainly provide that for the record.

[The information follows:]
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HEALTH USAGE MONITORING SYSTEM (HUMS)

The Army is currently performing a two-year demonstration on the Health Usage
Monitoring System (HUMS). The 101st Air Assault Division tested HUMS on a
number of UH-60 Blackhawks while deployed to Iraq. The initial reports from this
demonstration are positive. The Army will use the data from this demonstration to
help guide its future policies on installation and utilization of these types of diag-
nostic systems. For future systems, the AH-64D Block III, UH-60M, and CH-47F
programs are planning to install some type of organic maintenance diagnostic sys-
tem.

Senator LEAHY. Yes, would you have your staff talk to mine. Let
us know where we are on that, because it is something I have fol-
lowed very closely. I have helped get some of the money through
here for the pilot programs. I have been impressed. I have had
some things I have helped get money for pilot programs, they have
not worked. I have freely admitted that. Others do, and this one
does seem to work.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, if I could add to that, I think General
Cody explained to you, again as part of our Army aviation mod-
ernization program, that as we transfer money from Comanche it
is our intent to go to a two-level maintenance system in that, as
well as going to the automated logbook on these aircraft. So I am
not sure that this system you are talking about is integral to that,
but we are certainly committed to a far advanced system of mainte-
nance management to increase our operational readiness and im-
pact the force maintaining-wise.

Senator LEAHY. Thank you, General.

POST-TRAUMATIC STRESS TREATMENT

My last subject. I was up here 3 or 4 weeks ago in Vermont on
a beautiful Sunday morning, having my coffee. My wife is a nurse.
She worked on medical-surgical floors and all, and has also spent
time with the Veterans Administration (VA) hospital system when
I was in law school. She said: Patrick, you have got to read this.
It was this New York Times, this New York Times magazine,
“Coming Home.” It is basically talking about soldiers with post-
traumatic disorder. In my generation we called it shell shock.

It was a very moving article. Since then I cannot tell you the
number of e-mails I have gotten from veterans, from parents of
people who were over abroad, those who are parents of people in
the military or spouses or what-not, who sent me this article. Of
course, we have all the reports of depression and suicide among our
troops. I went out with some other Senators and my wife to have
dinner one evening out at Walter Reed, and just some of the stories
I was hearing there.

The condition requires specialized treatment. You have to have
a system in there that will encourage troops to come forward. You
are out there, you are facing terrible danger. You may get shot, you
may be seriously wounded. You have proven your bravery, and our
men and women are brave. But then there seems to be among
some that it is not brave to come forward and ask for this treat-
ment.

It has got to be there. You have got to make sure it is there. I
am going to looking at it both on this committee and on the sub-
committee I serve on that oversees the VA.
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But can you give me just a broad overview? What kind of pro-
grams do we have? Because I find the suicide rate alarming among
our forces. I find the people who come back terribly injured, and
I do not want them to be rejects of society. They have earned an
awful lot more than that.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I could not agree more. I appreciate all of
the members who have gone out and visited our troops at Walter
Reed and other hospitals. Clearly, the sacrifices that these young
soldiers have made for our country are deserving of the very best
attention we can get them. I have addressed your specific questions
to those at Walter Reed. This is an integral part of their care. They
receive this kind of care and counseling right along with the phys-
ical medical part, and it is just clearly integrated in their care.

Senator LEAHY. Is this budget going to reflect that?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir. Yes, sir, it is.

I should also tell you that, while the number of suicides in the
theater has been more than is acceptable to us, it is not signifi-
cantly above the norm, and there are still some cases that are not
properly determined and that could put us substantially or more
above the norm. But we conducted, for the first time in a combat
theater, a mental health assessment. We sent a team out, visited
units, talked to soldiers, gathered data, and came back with some
conclusions and recommendations for how we can do better, not
during the war or after the war, but before we send troops in, what
we can do to prepare them better, as well as—so that they can cope
better with the situations that they face.

I thought it was significant that that was done while the troops
were committed there. But it is the first time we had ever done
that.

Senator LEAHY. I commend you for doing that, Mr. Secretary. 1
think it is extremely important. I know our men and women are
motivated, but sometimes the things they face are something they
really did not understand. I remember the conversations I had with
my son after he finished out in Parris Island with the Marine
Corps. Of course, like all former marines, the further he is removed
from that the more enjoyable I guess it was. But at least there they
always knew when the explosions were going off or anything else
that that night or the next night or the next night they are going
to be back in their barracks and the only thing they had to worry
about was their drill instructor.

Now we have people out and they are seeing their friends having
their limbs blown off and all and they are facing real danger, which
is unavoidable in these situations. I just want to make sure that
we fulfill our commitment—we tell them to go out—we fulfill our
commitment when they come back. Some of them—on the one
hand, I am very impressed when I see some of these high-tech
prosthetics we have for those who have lost limbs, which are really
amazing. But you also have to have—it is not just their bodies with
some of them.

So I commend you for sending the team out, and please have
your staff keep in touch with me if you have areas in there that
you think would be worthwhile to know.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir, we will.
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If T could just add, Mr. Chairman, because I would like for the
committee to know. When we first started getting wounded soldiers
back to Walter Reed in significant numbers and with the very kind
of grievous wounds they had, where they had clearly lost limbs and
this sort of thing, where many of them were going to be medically
retired as disabled—it is amazing the numbers that want to stay
in even though they have lost limbs, and some have stayed. But
I contacted Tony Principi, a dear friend of mine who runs the Vet-
erans Affairs Department. We have put together a team. We have
people in his organization. He has people from his organization
working at Walter Reed and other places, and the whole intent of
this is to ensure we have a seamless system for these soldiers, so
that if they are medically retired from the military and then be-
come part of the Veterans Affairs Department responsibilities no-
body gets dropped off. We take care of them through that, manage
them through that process.

His intent and mine is to make sure that for every single wound-
ed soldier that is medically retired and becomes a part of the Vet-
erans Affairs responsibility that that is a seamless operation.

Senator LEAHY. I have gone over my time. Let me just say that
I talked to one young soldier who was there. His wife was with him
and they have a little child, and he was showing me this leg, me-
chanical leg, with the computer sensors in it. I said: Well, what are
you going to do now? He looks at me like: What kind of a question
is that, sir? I want to be right back in the Army. He said: I am
going to work hard with this because I want to go back. I thought:
Good for you.

Mr. BROWNLEE. And many of them have, sir.

Senator LEAHY. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. It is good to see both Gen-
eral Schoomaker and Secretary Brownlee. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Yes, we all thank you very much, Mr. Sec-
retary and General. I do think there is a lot of comment being
made around here now about how the Army is being harmed by
these decisions that have been made with regard to the budget. I
want to tell you before we finish our bill we will confer with you
to make sure that you have the flexibility you need to use any
funds that are available, not just in the Department of Defense,
but to the President, period, to assure there be no shortfall in
funds while we have soldiers in the field, keeping in mind that
from this Senator’s point of view the worst thing that can possibly
happen to the Army as well as the Senate is to have a post-election
session. We get nothing done and I assure you you would not get
any more money after the election than you would get after Janu-
ary 1, but it would be a very arduous period in which to try to get
it.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

I would like to avoid a post-election session in the interests of the
people who are at war. We do not need that after the election. I
hope to work with you to make sure you have the money you need
and have all the flexibility you need.
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[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO HON. LES BROWNLEE

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY (S&T)

Question. 1 note that basic and applied research comprises only about one-tenth
of the Army’s $10.4 billion request for RDT&E funding in fiscal year 2005. While
funding for development of mature technologies is important, it has long been my
belief that investments in basic science and technology are where cutting-edge
breakthroughs occur. For DOD, this means that our warfighters are able to employ
transformational technologies sooner. Would you please comment on the importance
of basic S&T investments for Army transformation?

Answer. The Army’s basic research program produces new knowledge to fuel revo-
lutionary advances and leap-ahead technology that enable Army Transformation.
The program invests in world-class expertise (government, academic, and industry)
and state-of-the-art equipment. It balances its investment between in-house Army
unique research and leveraging external scientific research that has great potential
for military applications. The fiscal year 2005 budget submission reflects the Army’s
sustained commitment to make leap-ahead science and technology (S&T) invest-
ments that will provide high payoff transformational capabilities for our Soldiers.

Army S&T investments, laboratories, and research, development, and engineering
centers are essential to provide America’s Army with sustained overmatch in land
combat. The Army continues to maintain a robust S&T portfolio and workforce to
provide solutions to fill the capability gaps being identified in current operations in
Afghanistan and Iraq and will continue to do so in the future. Through its S&T in-
vestments, the Army fosters innovation and accelerates and matures technologies to
enable Future Force capabilities and exploit opportunities to transition technologies
to the Current Force.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JUDD GREGG
ATIRCM

Question. In addition to updating deployed Aircraft Survivability Equipment
(ASE) systems, it is my understanding that the Army has successfully developed
and begun to produce a next generation system, the Advanced Threat Infrared
Countermeasure (ATIRCM) that will protect helicopter crews from threats they cur-
rently face. What are the Army’s plans to deploy the ATIRCM to rotary wing assets?

Answer. The ATIRCM consists of an active LASER jammer and functions as part
of a suite containing a Common Missile Warning System, an Improved Counter-
measure Munitions Dispenser (ICMD), and the Advanced Infrared Countermeasure
Munitions (AIRCMM—flares). This system protects aircraft against all known and
currently projected infrared threat missile systems. The Army will start fielding the
ATIRCM to Army Special Operations Aviation in the near future. Conventional
Army Aviation units will receive the ATIRCM shortly thereafter. Recent decisions
resulted in accelerating the fielding of the ATIRCM system by three full years.

Question. Secretary Brownlee, the Congress provided approximately $7 million in
fiscal year 2004 for the development and integration of the Advanced Threat Infra-
red Countermeasure Multi-Band Laser. This Multi-Band Laser is a pre-planned
product improvement to the Advanced Threat Infrared Countermeasure system.
What is the status of this effort?

Answer. The Army is in the process of negotiating a task order with the Advanced
Threat Infrared Countermeasure (ATIRCM) Lead Systems Integrator (BAE) to com-
plete the design of the Multi-Band Laser for ATIRCM. The estimated award date
is scheduled to be not later than April 15, 2004.

Question. Secretary Brownlee, it is my understanding that the Army plans to up-
grade the Advanced Threat Infrared Countermeasure (ATIRCM) system with a
multi-band laser that is being developed specifically for the ATIRCM program. Fur-
thermore, the Army has considered inserting an alternative Multi-Band Laser, de-
veloped for the Air Force, into ATIRCM. What analysis has the Army or Air Force
done on the effectiveness of this alternative Multi-Band Laser
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Answer. The U.S. Air Force has done extensive testing of their multi-band laser
(MBL) for use with large aircraft. This testing includes live missile firings, lab test-
ing, and simulations. The results of this testing demonstrates that their MBL is ef-
fective for large aircraft. The Air Force has made a great deal of this information
available to the Army. The Army has analyzed this data and determined that the
Air Force MBL could be effective for rotary aircraft. However, the Army has also
determined that integration of this MBL would be schedule prohibitive and would
not meet our acceleration requirements.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO GENERAL PETER T. SCHOOMAKER

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICES

Question. Does the Army have the authorities it needs to get existing technologies
in the hands of Task Force Improvised Explosive Device (IED) to better detect these
bombs? If not, what authorities do you need?

Answer. The Army has sufficient legislative authorities to accelerate and transi-
tion proven technologies to the IED Task Force. Sustained Science and Technology
(S&T) investments over time have enabled Army S&T organizations, including the
U.S. Army Materiel Command’s Research Development and Engineering Command
and the Army Corps of Engineers’ laboratories, to quickly develop and provide expe-
dient solutions to the warfighter in support of the Global War on Terrorism. Exam-
ples of successful S&T solutions already being provided to the warfighter to counter
the IED threat include: omni-directional under vehicle inspection systems to detect
IED and contraband and an electronic countermeasure system that provides force
protection by jamming the prevalent electronic detonators being used to set off
IEDs.

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Question. What is the active-duty Army doing (besides temporarily increasing end-
strength) to alleviate its reliance on Guard and Reserves? Can the Army better
manage its use of personnel to ensure more of its active-duty component is available
to participate in future operations?

Answer. In conjunction with temporarily increasing end-strength, the Army is re-
balancing its Active Component/Reserve Component (AC/RC) capabilities to meet
combatant commander needs with an expeditionary, campaign quality force. The
Army is working to provide the proper Active and Reserve Component balance of
units to enhance high demand and early deploying capabilities. Changes contained
in the Program Objective Memorandum for fiscal years 2004—09 reduce stress on ex-
isting high demand units in both the AC and RC by converting approximately
30,000 of “Cold War” force structure. Additionally, we are reducing structure and
creating a Trainees, Transients, Holdees, and Students account in the Army Na-
tional Guard and Army Reserve. This enhances RC readiness by allowing the as-
signment to units of only those Soldiers who are available for deployment. To reduce
RC demand for current operations in Iraq, the Office of the Secretary of Defense
has called upon the U.S. Marine Corps to provide a division sized force for Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) 2. The Active Component is aggressively reconstituting
forces while converting to a modular based unit design to increase capabilities for
the Global War on Terrorism and prepare for potential OIF3 and 4 deployments.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you both very much.

General SCHOOMAKER. Thank you, sir.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Whereupon, at 11:46 a.m., Wednesday, March 3, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, March
10.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Good morning. This morning, we're pleased to
welcome the Secretary of the Navy, the Chief of Naval Operations,
and the Commandant of the Marine Corps to discuss the fiscal year
2005 budget request.

Secretary England, we welcome you back after your time away
with the Department of Homeland Security.

Mr. ENGLAND. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Admiral Clark, this is your fourth time before
the committee, and we welcome you again. And, General Hagee, we
also welcome you, sir.

We would like to take this opportunity to thank the Navy and
Marine Corps for the extraordinary commitment and dedication to
duty. The ever-increasing demands placed upon the men and
women of the military do not go unnoticed here in Congress, and
we really hope that you’ll convey our thanks to all of the forces
under your command. Our forces are deployed to more locations
around the world than ever before, and will be called upon to re-
turn to some familiar places, like Haiti. We've heard a lot recently
about your efforts to reduce manning and end strength. We’ve also
heard about the new challenges associated with the joint strike
fighter, and are anxious to hear about your shipbuilding initiatives.

Gentlemen, we look forward to hearing more about these topics
and your budget priorities. I thank you for your personal visits in
the past, and, as always, your full statements are already a part
of the record.

(89)
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And I turn to my co-chairman, Senator Inouye, for his remarks.
STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And,
gentlemen, thank you for being here with us to discuss your fiscal
year 2005 budget request.

The Navy and Marine Corps forces are performing magnificently,
as the chairman has stated, in difficult environments, from Oper-
ations in Iraq to Afghanistan and, most recently, in Haiti. The
operational tempo is high, and forces are stretched thin. I would
like to hear from you today on the impact that these operations
have on the budget, and the effect on the forces if no supplemental
funding is requested this fiscal year.

I also look forward to discussing how the fiscal year 2005 budget
request continues to support the men and women serving the De-
partment of the Navy while, at the same time, balancing the mod-
?lrnization of today’s forces with the transformation of tomorrow’s

eet.

The Navy and Marine Corps each have a number of significant
investment programs underway. For the Navy, it’s the E-2C Ad-
vanced Hawkeye, the next generation of destroyer DD(X) and car-
rier CVN 21, the Littoral combat ship and the Virginia class sub-
marine, to name a few. The Marine Corps is investing heavily in
the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle, the Joint Strike Fighter, and
the V-22 Osprey.

This committee knows well, as do each of you, that these major
acquisition programs tend to experience significant cost and sched-
ule growth as many of the programs I just mentioned have experi-
enced over the course of their development. Although the capabili-
ties that these programs will bring to the naval forces will surpass
those of our adversaries, we still have an obligation to modernize
equipment for use in today’s conflicts and to ensure that the sail-
ors, marines, and their families are taken care of. As you know,
this is a difficult balance to strike. And so I look forward to work-
ing with each of you this year as we review our budget, and your
budget, for the fiscal year 2005, and to hearing your remarks today
on ?gw to maintain the finest naval and marine forces in the
world.

And I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Mr. Secretary?

Pardon me Senator Cochran.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I just

Senator STEVENS. I apologize. I didn’t see you come in, sir.

Senator COCHRAN. I'm happy to be here to help you welcome this
distinguished panel before our committee, Secretary England, Ad-
miral Clark, and General Hagee.

We understand the enormous strain that’s been placed on the
Navy and Marine Corps team, with major operations all over the
world. It has already been mentioned by the chairman and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii that operations are underway in
Iraq, Afghanistan, and in Haiti. You have deployed nine aircraft
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carriers and 10 big-deck amphibious ships to these areas of major
operations, and it indicates that this team is hard at work, and we
are hopeful that we can find a way, within the constraints of the
budget that we have to operate under, that we can provide the
funds that you need to continue to protect those who are deployed
and to help ensure that they carry out their missions successfully.
I'm confident that that’s the purpose that we will bring to this
process, and we thank you for being here today to help acquaint
us with the challenges you face and let us know how we can be
helpful to you and to our country.

Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, Senator. Again, I apolo-
gize. I didn’t see you come in. You were sort of stealthy here this
morning.

Mr. Secretary?

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON R. ENGLAND

Mr. ENGLAND. Chairman Stevens, Senator Inouye, members of
the committee, it is a distinct privilege and a great honor to appear
before you again as Secretary of the Navy.

It is great to be back, back with the very best Navy and Marine
Corps in our Nation’s history, and particularly to be back with Ad-
miral Vern Clark and General Mike Hagee. Admiral Clark and
General Hagee are both magnificent military leaders, and I am dis-
tinctly privileged and proud to serve with them.

On behalf of all those great Americans in uniform, I thank you
for ensuring that we are properly resourced. And on behalf of all
our deployed men and women, and especially their families, I also
thank you for your personal visits to our areas, both in combat and
our home bases.

This is, indeed, a critical budget year for the Department of the
Navy. This year, we have established a future course for our naval
forces to quickly respond to and to quickly defeat future threats.
We have been working for the past 3 years to develop this inte-
grated program, a program where line items are now linked to pro-
vide synergy and complementary capabilities. The fiscal year 2005
proposal before you is more than just a budget. This is a naval
roadmap for the future, and it should provide the foundation for
many successive administrations.

Another critical aspect of the fiscal year 2005 proposed budget is
our people. People continue to be our most valuable asset. We are
a strong, well-trained, high-motivated and combat-ready force. Re-
tention is at record levels, and recruiting continues to be robust.
We have the best people, and their morale is high.

One last comment. A guiding principle in all we do is improving
the effectiveness of our organization to also gain efficiency. We are
good stewards of the taxpayers’ money. At the same time, being a
very lean organization makes us more vulnerable to budget adjust-
ments and modifications.

PREPARED STATEMENT

In summary, the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), the Com-
mandant and I are confident that our proposed budget will dra-
matically improve our ability to secure America in the future while
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protecting our Nation today. And I thank you for the opportunity
to be here today with you.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON R. ENGLAND
VALUE TO OUR NATION—THE NAVY/MARINE CORPS TEAM
INTRODUCTION

During my last appearance before this Committee in February 2002 and as re-
ported in that statement, the Navy and Marine Corps contributions in the “War
Against Terrorism” have been significant and important in the overall success of
U.S. military forces. This continues to hold true today. Our Navy and Marine Corps
Team projects decisive, persistent, joint power across the globe, in continuing to
prosecute the war on terrorism.

Projecting power and influence from the sea is the enduring and unique contribu-
tion of the Navy and Marine Corps to national security. Operation IRAQI FREE-
DOM (OIF) demonstrated the strategic agility and operational flexibility that for-
ward deployed Naval expeditionary forces provide. This committee’s support has
been vital for the Navy and Marine Corps Team to exploit the access afforded by
the seas and to respond to the full spectrum of contingencies. Congressional support
has led to increased readiness which was proven in OIF, where dispersed military
forces, networked together, fought as a single, highly coordinated joint team.

Naval warfare will continue its progression to operate in a joint environment in
responding to new threats and to the increased asymmetric capabilities of our en-
emies. We will be bold and continue to develop new capabilities and concepts, and
fund them in quantities that are relevant to tomorrow’s emerging threats. We have
embraced transformation. We are addressing the challenge to operationalize our vi-
sion, Naval Power 21, with technological, organizational, and doctrinal trans-
formation.

The following statement highlights key elements of the fiscal year 2005 Presi-
dent’s Budget applicable to the Department of the Navy within the Balanced Score-
card approach of managing Operational, Institutional, Force Management and Fu-
ture Challenges Risks.

FISCAL YEAR 2005 BUDGET PRIORITIES—UNDERWAY WITH NAVAL POWER 21

The fiscal year 2005 Department of the Navy Budget fulfills our essential
warfighting requirements. We are resourced to fight and win our Nation’s wars and
our number one priority, the war against terrorism, is reflected across each alloca-
tion. Additionally, we continue to invest in future technologies and capabilities that
are part of a broader joint warfighting perspective. The Navy and Marine Corps are
continuously working with other Services to draw on the capabilities of each Service,
to eliminate redundancy in acquisition, and create higher levels of military effective-
ness. A prime example is our agreement with the Department of the Air Force to
merge our two Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS) programs into a single program
that will produce a common family of radios for use aboard our ships, submarines,
and aircraft. The following summarizes the fiscal year 2005 Budget request prior-
ities for the Department of the Navy:

Personnel Salary and Benefits.—Smart, motivated and capable people are a key
element to any successful transformation effort. Our Navy and Marine Corps are in-
creasingly a technologically advanced maritime force and we are in competition with
the private sector to attract and retain the best men and women we can find. Ac-
cordingly, our budget includes a 3.5 percent basic pay raise for all military per-
sonnel. Additionally, housing allowances have been increased to buy down out-of-
pocket housing expenses for our military personnel. Concurrent with this commit-
ment to provide an appropriate level of pay and benefits to our Sailors, Marines,
and their families is a responsibility to operate this Department as efficiently and
effectively as possible. While we want the best people we can get to serve in the
Navy and Marine Corps, we don’t want a single person more than we need to prop-
erly operate the force. Job satisfaction comes not only just from compensation, but
also from meaningful service—we owe it to our people to ensure that they are given
duties and equipment appropriate to a volunteer force.

Operations and Maintenance.—The operations and maintenance accounts are
funded with over a $2 billion increase. The present environment requires Naval
forces to be both forward deployed and capable of surging when called. This account
will help develop the transformational Fleet Response Plan (FRP). This is the
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means to institutionalize the capability to maintain a more responsive force that is
ready to surge, more efficient to maintain, and able to reconstitute rapidly.

Shipbuilding Account.—The Department’s shipbuilding plan supports our trans-
formational vision and increases the number of new construction ships from seven
in fiscal year 2004 to nine in fiscal year 2005 plus one SSBN Engineered Refueling
Overhaul (ERO). Initial LCS and DD(X) platforms are funded from the RDT&E ac-
count. Additionally, the Navy’s fiscal year 2005 spending plan completes the pur-
chases of the last three DDG-51 Class ships for a total of 62 ships.

Aviation Account.—The Department’s fiscal year 2005 Budget request is struc-
tured to maintain the continued aviation superiority of the Navy and Marine Corps.
The Naval aircraft procurement plan emphasizes replacing costly stand-alone legacy
platforms with more efficient and capable integrated systems. The number of air-
craft requested increases from 99 in fiscal year 2004 to 104 in fiscal year 2005 which
includes five VXX helicopters. The budget continues to maximize the return on pro-
curement dollars, primarily through the use of multi-year procurement (MYP) for
the F/A-18E/F, the E-2C, the MH—60S and the KC-130J programs. Development
funding is provided for Joint Strike Fighter (JSF), MV-22, AH-17Z/UH-1Y, CH-53X,
EA-18G and the Multi-mission Maritime Aircraft (MMA). The budget reflects an
amended acquisition strategy for the V-22 to fund interoperability issues and cost
reduction initiatives.

Munitions Account.—During OEF and OIF, the Department expended less preci-
sion ordnance than projected. In this environment, the precision munitions pur-
chases for fiscal year 2005 have been decreased for JDAMs and LGBs. This decrease
in procurement provides no increased risk to the DON but merely reflects the lower
utilization rates of expended ordnance.

RDT&E Account.—An increase of $1.4 billion reflects our commitment to future
transformational capabilities and technology insertion for major platforms including
DD(X), LCS, CVN-21, V=22, Joint Strike Fighter (JSF), Advanced Hawkeye (AHE),
and MMA. As demonstrated in recent operations, our Naval forces have been able
to project overwhelming combat power because they are technologically superior. We
continue to sustain a robust RDT&E effort as we transform the Navy and Marine
Corps to the next generation of combat systems.

Effectiveness and Efficiency.—A guiding principle in all we do is improving effec-
tiveness to gain efficiency. The very best organizations are the most efficient organi-
zations. If you are very efficient, you incorporate technology more quickly, you can
develop new systems and capabilities, and you can bring them on line faster. Under-
lying all of the previous accounts and our execution of them is a continuing and con-
certed focus to achieve the most efficient organization. The Fleet Response Plan,
TacAir Integration, and establishment of the Commander Naval Installations are a
few of our initiatives to improve effectiveness within the Department.

Our objective for the fiscal year 2005 Budget request is to move forward with
Naval Power 21. This budget builds upon the foundation laid in the fiscal year 2004
program and reaffirms our commitment to remain globally engaged today while de-
veloping future technology to ensure our future military superiority. We are also
continuing to emphasize the Department’s commitment in the areas of combat capa-
bility, people, technology insertion and improved business practices. With our fiscal
year 2005 Budget request we are committed to executing this vision.

CY 2003 OPERATIONAL SUCCESSES (A NATION AT WAR)

The extraordinary capability of our joint forces to project power around the world
in support of vital national objectives was demonstrated over the last year. The
maritime contribution to our success in the defeat of Saddam Hussein’s Baathist
forces, as well as in support of other joint engagements in the Global War on Ter-
rorism, was significant. The rapid deployment and the warfighting capability of your
Naval force in the liberation of Iraq provided an example of the importance of readi-
ness and the responsive capabilities to support our Nation’s objectives in an era of
unpredictability and uncertainty. The demonstrated importance of our multi-dimen-
sional Naval dominance, our expeditionary nature, our ability to deal with complex
challenges, and adaptability of our forces are illustrative of the high level of return
on investment of your Naval force.

The accomplishments of this past year tell the Naval forces readiness story and
its return on investment. The ships, aircraft, weapon systems, and readiness you
funded provided our Sailors and Marines the tools necessary to remain the premiere
maritime and expeditionary combat ready force. In preparing for and conducting op-
erations in the Iraq Theater, speed of expeditionary operations and sustainment
were important military competencies. Naval forces applied dominant, persistent,
decisive and lethal offensive power in support of coalition warfighting objectives.
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The speed, agility, flexibility and persistence of Naval combat capability helped end
a regime of terror and liberate a people during OIF.

The past year has been one of significant accomplishment. Our men and women
operating in the air, on and under the sea, and on the ground are at the leading
edge in the Global War on Terrorism. As in OEF, we once again have demonstrated
Naval forces’ unique value in contributing to the security of our Nation and our
friends and allies.

—During OIF, more than 50 percent of our force was forward deployed. The de-
ployment of seven Carrier Strike Groups (CSGs) and eight large deck amphib-
ious ships proved our ability to be both a surge and a rotational force dem-
onstrating our flexibility and responsiveness.

—Navy and Marine Corps aircraft flew more than 8,000 sorties and delivered
nearly 9,000 precision-guided munitions.

—Over 800 Tomahawk cruise missiles were fired from 35 coalition ships, one-
third of which were launched from submarines. The highest number of TLAM’s
launched in one day occurred on March 21, 2003—nearly 400 Tomahawks.

—Navy Special Forces, MCM, EOD and coalition counterparts cleared more than
900 square miles of water, ensuring the safe passage of critical humanitarian
relief supplies to the Iraqi people.

—Marines from the I Marine Expeditionary Force (I MEF), supported by Sea Bas-
ing concepts, made one of the swiftest combat advances in history. They fought
10 mIajor engagements, destroying nine Iraqi divisions in the 450 mile advance
into Iraq.

—Eleven Maritime Prepositioned Force (MPF) ships provided equipment and
sustainment for over 34,000 Marines and Sailors and fourteen amphibious ships
embarked and delivered another 12,000 Marines and Sailors and their equip-
ment.

Since the end of major combat operations, Naval forces have been instrumental
in supporting the coalition’s goals of security, prosperity and democracy in Iraq. Co-
alition maritime forces have diligently supported the United Nations Security Coun-
cil Resolution 1483. They have queried over 6,000 vessels, boarded close to 3,500
and diverted approximately 430. These forces have confiscated and returned to the
Iraqi people approximately 60,000 barrels of fuel. Additionally, seaward protection
of the Al Basara Oil Terminal (ABOT) is enabling the generation of critically needed
oil revenue. Since re-opening, the ABOT has pumped 261,500,000 barrels of oil val-
ued at over $7.5 billion.

Navy Seabees and Marine Engineers, as the I MEF Engineer Group, undertook
construction initiatives that built and repaired major roadways and bridges, and
completed major utility restoration projects. In all, 150 projects valued at $7.1 mil-
lion were completed.

Naval Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) forces are working with Army counter-
parts in support of the coalition forces and Iraqi Police and are collecting over 2,000
pounds of unexploded ordnance per week.

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS TODAY (CURRENT READINESS)

Today’s Naval forces exist to control the seas, assure access, and project power
beyond the sea to influence events and advance American interests. Navy and Ma-
rine Corps forces continue to lead the way to secure the peace by responding with
speed, agility, and flexibility. The value of Naval forces continues to be dem-
onstrated through the projection of decisive, persistent, joint power across the globe.
The investment in training, maintenance, parts, ordnance, flying hours, steaming
days, and combat ready days coupled with our forward presence and our ability to
surge has positioned Naval forces as the most effective and efficient military force.

Congress’ investment in readiness over the past several years has paid large divi-
dends for Naval forces during OIF. With combat forces operating in two fronts in
the GWOT our readiness investments have resulted in enhanced Naval forces ready
to strike on a moment’s notice, anywhere, anytime. Our success in deploying 9 out
of 12 aircraft carriers and 10 out of 12 big deck amphibious ships to major combat
areas of operation in demanding environments is attributable to the continued im-
provements in current readiness.

The Department is in the process of re-deploying Navy and Marine forces in prep-
aration for Operation IRAQI FREEDOM II. Navy and Marine Forces will deploy in
two seven-month rotations with the first beginning this month. This initial ground
rotation will include about 25,000 Marines, 3,500 Marine Reservists, over 5,000 ac-
tive duty Navy and 800 Naval Reservists.

Since the return of our forces from OIF we have invested heavily in constituting
the Navy and Marine Corps Team for the next fight. Continued successful pro-
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grammed investment will ensure we have the most capable forces to face the unique
challenges ahead. The fiscal year 2005 Budget continues a broad range of mod-
ernization and readiness initiatives for Naval forces.

Acquisition Programs

The Fleet and Marine forces continue to take delivery of the most sophisticated
weapon systems in the world. In 2003, the Navy launched the first of two new class-
es of ships, USS VIRGINIA (SSN 774) and USS SAN ANTONIO (LPD 17), commis-
sioned the aircraft carrier USS RONALD REAGAN (CVN 76), and continued timely
delivery of the ARLEIGH BURKE Class guided missile destroyers and F/A-18 E/
F Super Hornets.

We are continuing to build on previous budgets to ensure we equip and train our
forces to help us continue to meet the challenges of the future. What the DON budg-
et will buy to advance our vision in Naval Power 21:

Shipbuilding.—The fiscal year 2005 to fiscal year 2009 shipbuilding rate of 9.6
battle force ships per year is up from 8.4 battle force ships per year for the same
period in fiscal year 2004. The fiscal year 2005 Budget request closes the procure-
ment gap and with the exception of a slight reduction in fiscal year 2006, provides
an upward trend through the FYDP, procuring 17 battle force ships by fiscal year
2009. The fiscal year 2005 to fiscal year 2009 investment is an average of $13 billion
per year in new construction. The fiscal year 2005 to fiscal year 2009 plan also pro-
cures three Maritime Pre-positioned Force (Future) (MPF(F)) ships and a MPF(F)
aviation variant. While our build rate drops to six in fiscal year 2006, this is a re-
flection of a shift to the next generation surface combatants and sea basing capabili-
ties.

The Navy has nine new ships and one SSBN refueling requested in the fiscal year
2005 budget, as well as substantial shipyard/conversion work. This investment in-
cludes:

—3 DDG’s ($3.4 billion)

—1 VIRGINIA Class submarine SSN—774 ($2.5 billion)

—1 LPD-17 ($967 million)

—2 T-AKE ($768 million)

—1 DD(X) ($221 million) (RDT&E funded)

—1 Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) ($108 million) (RDT&E funded)

—1 SSBN conversion/refueling ($334 million).

Fiscal year 2005 marks the final year of DDG 51 procurement, bringing to closure
a 10-ship fiscal year 2002 to fiscal year 2005 MYP contract awarded in fiscal year
2002. The Navy will move to the DD(X) and LCS hulls as quickly as possible. In
addition to vitally needed new capability, these ships will increase future ship-
building rates. Investment in these platforms will also help maintain critical indus-
trial bases.

The Department is modernizing its existing submarine with the latest technology
while, at the same time, continuing to replace aging fast attack submarines with
the new VIRGINIA Class submarine. The VIRGINIA Class design is complete and
the lead ship (SSN 774), will commission on schedule. Fiscal year 2004 funded the
first of five VIRGINIA Class submarines under a MYP contract. The second sub-
marine of the MYP contract is funded in fiscal year 2005. Consistent with Congres-
sional approval of five year-five ship MYP authority (fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year
2008) for SSN 774, the Navy is maintaining one submarine per year through fiscal
year 2008.

The DON accelerated one LPD from fiscal year 2006 to fiscal year 2005 leveraging
fiscal year 2004 advanced procurement resources provided by Congress. The lead
ship detail design has been completed and lead ship construction is over 80 percent
complete with a successful launch in July 2003. Production effort is focused on a
November delivery. The LPD 17 Class ship represents our commitment to a modern-
ized expeditionary fleet.

The fiscal year 2005 Budget request also provides for procurement of two auxil-
iary cargo and ammunition ships (T-AKEs) in the National Defense Sealift Fund.
These will be the seventh and eighth ships of the class. Lastly, the fiscal year 2005
Budget request accelerates the lead MPF(F) from fiscal year 2008 to fiscal year 2007
to reflect an emphasis on sea basing capabilities.

DD(X) is a centerpiece to the transformational 21st Century Navy and will play
a key role in the Naval Power 21 strategic concept. This advanced warship will pro-
vide credible forward Naval presence while operating independently or as an inte-
gral part of Naval expeditionary forces. The DD(X) lead ship design and initial con-
struction contract will be awarded in fiscal year 2005.

Conversion and Modernization.—The fiscal year 2005 Budget request proposes ad-
vanced procurement funds for the USS CARL VINSON (CVN 70) Refueling Complex
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Overhaul (RCOH), now scheduled to begin in fiscal year 2006. CVN 70 has sufficient
reactor fuel for one additional surge deployment.

Funding for the TICONDEROGA Class cruiser modernization effort began in fis-
cal year 2004 and continues in fiscal year 2005. The cruiser modernization effort
will substantially increase the service life and capability of CG 47 Class ships. The
conversion will reduce combat system and computer maintenance costs, replace ob-
solete combat systems, and extend mission relevance service life. Fiscal year 2005
will fund advanced procurement items for the first cruiser modernization avail-
ability in fiscal year 2006.

Funding is included in fiscal year 2005 to complete the conversion of the third
and the overhaul of the fourth hull of four OHIO Class SSBNs to SSGNs. The SSGN
conversion provides a covert conventional strike platform capable of carrying up to
154 Tomahawk missiles. The fiscal year 2006 Budget request will complete the con-
version of the last SSGN. All four of these transformed platforms will be operational
by CY 2007.

Aircraft Production.—Consistent with the fiscal year 2004 program, the fiscal year
2005 Budget request reflects continued emphasis on re-capitalizing our aging air-
craft. Our focused efforts to aggressively “shore up” operational readiness by pro-
viding requisite funding for our Flying Hour Program, Ship Depot Maintenance,
Ship Operations, and Sustainment, Re-capitalization and Modernization accounts
continue. While we continue to make substantial investments in readiness accounts
and working capital accounts, we identified the resources to procure 104 aircraft in
fiscal year 2005. The Department’s aircraft procurement plan emphasizes replacing
costly legacy platforms with more efficient and capable integrated systems. This has
resulted in significant investments in transformational aircraft and program invest-
ments across the spectrum of aviation capabilities. Such valuable investments in
more capable aircraft have allowed a reduction of 40 aircraft from fiscal year 2005
to fiscal year 2009.

During the past year, we continued to enjoy the fruits of our aviation investments
with the successful first deployment and operational employment of the F/A-18 E/
F Super Hornet in support of OIF. Highly praised for tactical capability and plat-
form reliability, the F/A-18 E/F program has been funded to provide a trans-
formational radar, helmet mounted sight, advanced targeting pod and integrated
weapons system improvements. Additionally, we recently awarded a second MYP
contract that includes the EA-18G airframe to replace the Navy’s aging EA-6B be-
ginning in fiscal year 2009.

All helicopter missions continue to be consolidated into the MH-60R and MH-60S
airframes. These helicopter platforms are the cornerstone of Navy helicopter concept
of operations designed to support the CSG and ESG in various mission areas.

The Department significantly increases the funding requested for MMA. MMA
will provide the Navy with strategic blue water and littoral capability by re-capital-
izing the P-3 Maritime Patrol Aircraft broad area anti-submarine, anti-surface,
maritime and littoral Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ISR) capability.

Progress continues towards delivering a high-quality aircraft to the Marines and
Special Forces including increasing capability and interoperability of the aircraft, in-
vesting to reduce production costs, and maximizing production efficiency. Since the
resumption of V=22 flight-testing, in May 2002, the V-22 is satisfying the threshold
levels for all its key performance parameters and reliability and maintainability
measures. V-22 test pilots have recorded more than 1,100 flight hours since that
time. The V-22 program will continue Low Rate Initial Production (LRIP) until the
Milestone III decision expected late CY 2005.

The Department will continue to procure the AH-1Z/UH-1Y. These aircraft meet
the Marine Corps’ attack and utility helicopter requirements by providing increased
aircraft agility, airspeed, range, and mission payload. They provide numerous capa-
bility improvements for the Marine Corps, including increased payload, range and
time on station, improved sensors and lethality, and 85 percent component com-
monality. The KC-130J MYP is funded and supported in this budget. The advan-
tages include an all digital cockpit that reduce aircrew manning requirements, a
new propulsion system that provides more cargo capability, and increased fuel deliv-
ery.

Mine Warfare Programs.—In keeping with the Department’s goal to achieve an
organic mine warfare capability in 2005, the budget request supports the develop-
ment and procurement of five organic airborne systems integrated into the MH-60S
helicopter: the AQS—-20A Mine-hunting System, the Airborne Laser Mine Detection
System (ALMDS), the Airborne Mine Neutralization System (AMNS), the Rapid Air-
borne Mine Clearance System (RAMICS), and the Organic Airborne and Surface In-
fluence Sweep (OASIS) system. The fiscal year 2005 Budget request also supports
the development and procurement of the Remote Minehunting System (RMS) inte-
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grated into DDG-51 hulls 91-96, and the Long-term Mine Reconnaissance System
(LMRS) integrated into SSN-688. The ALMDS, AQS—-20A, and RMS will reach an
initial operating capability in fiscal year 2005. The budget request supports the
transition of assault breaching technologies into acquisition, which will provide a ca-
pability to detect, avoid, and defeat mines and obstacles in the surf and craft land-
ing zones. In fiscal year 2005, we will continue with our Surface Mine Counter-
measures (MCM) mid-life upgrade plan. We have initiated a product improvement
program for the engines of the MCM-1 AVENGER Class mine countermeasure
ships to enhance their reliability and availability. We are upgrading our mine-
sweeping capability with new acoustic generators and magnetic sweep cables, and
have programmed resources to replace our maintenance-intensive mine neutraliza-
tion system (AN/SLQ-48) with an expendable mine neutralization system.

Munitions.—The Standard Missile (SM) program replaces ineffective, obsolete in-
ventories with the procurement of more capable SM—2 Block IIIB missiles. The Roll-
ing Airframe Missile (RAM) program continues procurement of the improved guided
missile launching system and the upgraded Block I missile, providing an enhanced
guidance capability along with a helicopter, air and surface mode. In addition to SM
and RAM, the fiscal year 2005 Budget request provides funding to continue produc-
tion of the Evolved Sea Sparrow Missile (ESSM) and will support the first Full Rate
Production (FRP) contract award of 82 United States and 288 international missiles.
We have committed to replenish our precision munitions inventories and to do so,
we v:fiill utilize a five-year MYP to maximize the quantity of Tomahawk missiles pro-
cured.

Marine Corps Expeditionary Capability.—The Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle
(EFV), formerly the Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle (AAAV), will provide sur-
face assault elements the requisite operational and tactical mobility to exploit oppor-
tunities in support of joint operations. The EFV will be capable of carrying a rein-
forced Marine rifle squad at speeds in excess of 20 nautical miles per hour from over
the horizon in sea state three. Once ashore, the EFV will provide Marine maneuver
units with a world-class armored personnel carrier designed to meet the threats of
the future. Production representative vehicle procurement occurred in fiscal year
2003 and will deliver in fiscal year 2005. IOC will be released in fiscal year 2008
and FOC in 2018.

Also critical to Marine Corps transformation efforts is the Joint Lightweight
155 mm Howitzer (LW-155). This system will enter FRP in fiscal year 2005, and our
budget includes a request for a Joint Marine Corps—Army MYP. Another trans-
formational component of the fiscal year 2005 Budget, the High Mobility Artillery
Rocket System (HIMARS), will continue LRIP delivery.

Alignment

The DON is transforming to dramatically reduce operating and support costs.
Changes will embrace efficiency and result in increased effectiveness and a higher
readiness standard in concert with the overarching goals of the President’s Manage-
ment Agenda. We have made several fleet and shore organizational changes that
have shown great potential in maximizing the way forces can be employed and sup-
ported.

Fleet Response Plan (FRP).—FRP provides a model for a new joint presence con-
cept that will transform how the U.S. military is employed. It refines maintenance,
training, and readiness processes in order to increase the number of combat ready
ships and aircraft throughout the Fleet. FRP ensures six employable Carrier Strike
Groups (CSGs) always are ready to respond to a crisis, plus two additional CSGs
capable of deploying to the fight within 90 days of notification (“6+2”). With the
implementation of FRP, half of the Fleet either could be deployed or postured to
surge, able to arrive swiftly with the overpowering combat power needed either to
deter or defeat the hostile intentions of an adversary, or to win decisively in combat
against a significant enemy.

TacAir Integration.—The Navy and Marine Corps Team embarked on a Tactical
Aircraft Integration plan that will enhance our core combat capabilities and provide
a more potent, cohesive, and affordable fighting force. The culmination of a long-
term effort to an increased level of readiness from the resources given to us, TacAir
integration seeks to generate a greater combat capability from Naval TacAir.
Through TacAir integration, the Department will reduce the number of tactical air-
craft (JSF and F/A-18) from 1,637 to 1,140 aircraft by 2021. This integration will
provide increased combat capability forward and is in concert with enhanced sea
basing concepts. A cornerstone of this plan is the global sourcing of the Depart-
ment’s TacAir assets and the funding and maintenance of legacy aircraft at the
highest level of readiness until they are replaced by the JSF and the Super Hornet
(F/A-18 E/F).
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Training Resource Strategy (TRS).—TRS was developed to provide high quality
training to our deploying combat forces. The training of our high technology force
in modern warfare has shifted to a network of existing ranges and installations
stateside. Fully implemented, TRS has resulted in more training options, reduced
pre-deployment training transit time, and has increased productive training days.
The USS ENTERPRISE was the first CSG to deploy under the TRS, utilizing six
training ranges, each unique to the successful completion of her qualification. TRS
supports the FRP and will quickly respond to surge requirements by delivering and
bringing to bear a capable fighting force.

Current and future readiness requirements underscore the continued need for re-
alistic training and maximized use of training and testing ranges. While we con-
tinue to find ways to enhance readiness through increased use of information tech-
nology and simulation, live training on actual ranges and training areas remains
critical during the essential phases of the training cycle. Maintaining training real-
ism and access to these ranges has been of keen concern to our Naval forces. We
continue to balance the need to maintain a ready and capable force with the need
to be sensitive to environmental and encroachment issues.

For the last two years, Congress has addressed critical Navy needs regarding en-
croachment. Readiness-specific changes to the Marine Mammal Protection Act
(MMPA), Endangered Species Act, and Migratory Bird Treaty Act will help the
Navy meet training and operational needs. The Navy and Marine Corps has and
will continue to demonstrate leadership in both its military readiness role and as
an environmental steward of the oceans we sail and the lands we train upon. We
are pursuing opportunities for acquiring land buffers adjacent to our training lands.
We are implementing the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans pre-
pared under the Sikes Act to address endangered species concerns in lieu of desig-
nating critical habitats. We will continue operational actions to minimize harm to
marine mammals, as we continue investments in research into marine mammal bi-
ology and behaviors. The Marine Mammal Protection Act is due for reauthorization
in this legislative cycle. To maintain our military readiness, your support is nec-
essary to retain the proper balance between environmental protection and military
readiness during the reauthorization debate.

Carrier Strike Group (CSG)/Expeditionary Strike Group (ESG).—CSG alignment
is complete and the first Pacific Fleet Expeditionary Strike Group (ESG-1), centered
on the USS PELELIU Amphibious Ready Group and the embarked Marines of the
13th Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable), is completing an
eight month deployment. The Navy deployed an Atlantic Fleet ESG, the USS WASP
Amphibious Ready Group, last month.

The ESG adds to the ARG/MEU, a robust strike, anti-air, anti-surface, and anti-
subsurface capability of a cruiser, destroyer, frigate and attack submarine and for
the first time, the Advanced Swimmer Delivery System (ASDS). These combined ca-
pabilities give the Combatant Commander a wider variety of options and enables
independent operations in more dynamic environments.

Vieques/ NSRR closure.—The former training ranges on Vieques have been closed
and the property has been transferred to the Department of the Interior (DOI), Fish
and Wildlife Service. We have active clean-up and range clearance programs under-
way at disposal sites on both East and West parcels. We are working with the ap-
propriate agencies to negotiate a Federal Facilities Agreement governing clean-up
activities. We are refining costs to complete clean-up estimates for range areas and
resolve litigation issues filed by the residents of Vieques. We will close Naval Sta-
tion Roosevelt Roads by March 31, as directed by the Fiscal Year 2004 Defense Ap-
propriations Act. Naval Activity Puerto Rico will serve as the caretaker organization
following operational closure. Puerto Rico has established a Local Redevelopment
Authority, and we will proceed quickly to property disposal.

Commander Navy Installations Command (CNI).—We have aligned all Navy
shore installations under a single command that will allow us to make better deci-
sions about where to invest limited funds. By consolidating all base operations
worldwide and implementing common support practices the Navy expects to save a
substantial amount of money over the next six years.

Communications

FORCEnet will provide the overarching framework and standard communication
mechanism for future combat systems. Navy Open Architecture, in conjunction with
the FORCEnet standards, will provide a common open architecture for warfare sys-
tems aboard surface, subsurface and selected airborne platforms such as the E-2C
Advanced Hawkeye. A critical subset application already being procured is the Co-
operative Engagement Capability (CEC), which will be installed on 38 ships and 4
squadrons (16 aircraft) by fiscal year 2006. CEC includes robust data communica-
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tion capability among cooperating units in support of sensor netting. In the future,
CEC will also include a Joint Track Manager to create a single integrated air pic-
ture of sufficient quality to support fire control application for each combat control
system.

Navy Marine Corps Internet (NMCI) is operational and providing commercial IT
services for more than 300,000 DON employees and two Combatant Commanders.
To date, we have ordered 330,000 of the expected 345,000 fiscal year 2004 seats.
Implementing NMCI has enabled us to increase the security posture of our net-
works and has given unprecedented visibility into IT costs. As we roll out NMCI
we are doing away with the over 1,000 separate networks that the Navy used to
run. We have reduced the number of legacy applications in the Navy’s inventory
from 67,000 to about 31,000 and begun further efforts to reduce this number to
around 7,000—an almost 90 percent reduction. As we proceed with NMCI, we an-
ticipate other opportunities for progress in areas such as enterprise hosting, soft-
ware release management, IT resource analysis and technology insertion.

We have designed the NMCI Operational Evaluation to provide critical informa-
tion necessary to determine how well NMCI is supporting mission of the user and
to judge how well service level agreement metrics measure the service. As part of
the spiral development process, NMCI worked with the testing community to seg-
ment the testing effort into a local evaluation of Network Services and a higher-
level assessment of other Enterprise Services. Testing was completed December 15,
2003; the Final Report is due in April.

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS IN TRANSFORMATION (FUTURE READINESS)

The Chief of Naval Operations and Commandant of the Marine Corps consider the
culture of transformation integral to the development of future combat capabilities.
Innovative capabilities will result in profound increases in military power, maintain-
ing the Navy and Marine Corps Team as the preeminent global Naval power. We
are now at the point of delivering on many of our transformational goals.

We have embraced a vision in how Naval forces will contribute to joint
warfighting in the future. This vision can only be implemented with the support of
Congress. This section describes the principal components of Naval Vision 21.

Acquisition Programs

The fiscal year 2005 Budget request supports continued funding for accelerated
development of several critical technologies into the CVN 21 lead ship. This trans-
formational 21st Century ship, the future centerpiece of the Navy Carrier Strike
Group, will bring many significant changes to the Fleet. These changes include a
new electrical power generation and distribution system, the electro-magnetic air-
craft launching system, a new enlarged flight deck, weapons and material handling
improvements, and a crew reduction of at least 800. Construction of the CVN 21
remains on track to start in fiscal year 2007.

Critical components of Sea Power 21 are the DD(X) and LCS. These ships, de-
signed from the keel up to be part of a netted force, are the centerpieces of the 21st
Century surface combatant family of ships. DD(X) will be a multi-mission combatant
tailored for land attack. LCS is envisioned to be a fast, agile, relatively small and
affordable combatant capable of operating against anti-access, asymmetric threats
in the littorals. The FYDP includes $2.76 billion to develop and procure modular
mission packages to support three primary missions of mine countermeasures, anti-
submarine warfare, and anti-terrorism and force protection. Detail design and con-
struction of the first LCS is planned to begin in fiscal year 2005.

The V-22 Osprey, a joint acquisition program, remains a top aviation acquisition
priority. The V-22’s increased capabilities of range, speed, payload and survivability
will generate truly transformational tactical and operational opportunities. With the
Osprey, Naval forces operating from the sea base will be able to take the best of
long-range maneuver and strategic agility, and join it with the best of the sustain-
able forcible-entry capability. LRIP will continue until the Milestone III decision is
made late CY 2005. We expect to move from LRIP to FRP in CY 2006.

Another important joint program with the Air Force, the JSF has just completed
the second year of a 10-11 year development program. The program is working to
translate concept designs to produce three variants. This is a complex process re-
quiring more initial development than we predicted. JSF development is experi-
encing typical challenges that affect System Development and Demonstration (SDD)
program schedule and cost. LRIP was deferred and research and development in-
creased to cover SDD challenges. The current issues are solvable within the normal
process of design fluctuation, and have taken prudent steps necessary to meet these
challenges.
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The plan to re-capitalize the P-3 Maritime Patrol Aircraft with the MMA was fur-
ther refined this past year in collaboration with the Broad Area Maritime Surveil-
lance-Unmanned Aerial Vehicle or BAMS-UAV program. With a MMA IOC of fiscal
year 2013, we also developed a robust sustainment plan for the current P-3 that
includes special structural inspections and kits that extend the platform service life
by a minimum of 5,000 hours. Additionally, the Department has decided to join the
Army’s Aerial Common Sensor (ACS) program as the replacement platform for the
aging EP-3.

In order to maintain Electronic Warfare (EW) superiority, the Department is pur-
suing both upgrades in current Airborne Electronic Attack (AEA) capability as well
as a follow-on AEA aircraft to replace the aging EA-6B. The Navy has selected the
EA-18G as its follow-on AEA aircraft and will begin to replace Navy EA—6Bs in fis-
cal year 2009.

Continuing an emphasis on transformational systems, the Department has budg-
eted R&D funding through the FYDP for several aviation programs. The Advanced
Hawkeye (previously known as E-2 Radar Modernization Program (RMP)) is funded
through the FYDP with the first production aircraft in fiscal year 2009. A fully auto-
mated digital engine control and improved generators have been incorporated into
the aircraft to improve performance and reliability. Additionally, the Department
has included funding to support procurement of required capabilities in the Fleet,
such as Advanced Targeting Forward Looking Infra-Red and the Joint Helmet
Mounted Cueing Systems.

The fiscal year 2005 Budget continues to demonstrate the Department’s commit-
ment to developing, acquiring and fielding transformational UAV technologies for
Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance and tactical missions. The budget in-
cludes funding for a second Joint Unmanned Combat Air System (J-UCAS) demon-
strator and continues development of the BAMS. The Navy’s Unmanned Combat Air
Vehicle (UCAV-N) is incorporated into J-UCAS under a DOD joint program office.

Helicopters.—The fiscal year 2005 Budget request includes an incremental ap-
proach to developing a replacement for the current aging Presidential helicopter.
The Presidential Helicopter Replacement Aircraft (VXX) will enhance performance,
survivability, communications, navigation and executive accommodations inherent
in the existing fleet of Presidential airlift helicopters.

Ballistic Missile Defense.—The fielding of a National Ballistic Missile Defense ca-
pability is critical to protecting the U.S. homeland against the evolving ballistic mis-
sile threat. As part of the President’s Directive to accelerate the fielding of a BMD
Initial Defensive Operations capability by September 2004, the Navy will deploy, on
a continuous basis, a DDG to serve as a Long-Range Surveillance and Tracking
(LRS&T) platform. Additionally, Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (ABMD) continues
its development and testing of the SM-3 missile in order to support deployment of
a sea-based mid-course engagement capability by December 2005. Since November
2002, ABMD had two of three successful intercepts with the SM-3 Block missile.
The Navy is also evaluating the benefits associated with developing a Sea-based
Terminal Missile Defense capability. A viable regional and terminal sea based bal-
listic missile defense system is important to ensure the safety of U.S. forces and the
flow of U.S. forces through foreign ports and air fields when required.

FORCEnet/Navy Open Architecture/Space/C4.—FORCEnet is the operational
construct and architectural framework for Naval warfare in the Information Age
which integrates warriors, sensors, networks, command and control, platforms and
weapons into a networked, distributed combat force, scalable across the spectrum
of conflict from seabed to space and sea to land. FORCEnet is the core of Sea Power
21 and Naval Transformation, and is the USN/USMC vehicle to make Network Cen-
tric Warfare an operational reality. It is being implemented in coordination with
transformation initiatives in the Army, Air Force, and Coast Guard—enhancing effi-
ciency, joint interoperability, and warfighting effectiveness. DD(X), LCS, CVN-21,
SSGN, VIRGINIA Class SSN’s, SAN ANTONIO Class LPD’s, and MMA are exam-
ples of platforms that are being designed from inception to perform in the netted
environment of the future. Systems being procured and produced under the
FORCEnet concept are CEC, Naval Fires Network (NFN) and Airborne/Maritime/
Fixed (AMF) Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS).

The Navy is engineering a single open architecture for all warfare systems called
Navy Open Architecture. Future systems will be designed to this architecture while
legacy systems will be migrated to that single architecture where it is operationally
and fiscally feasible. This integrates the Command and Control and Combat systems
information flow using open specifications and standards and open architecture con-
structs, to support FORCEnet and other global information networks. Further, this
significantly reduces the development and maintenance costs of computer programs.
The Navy and its Joint Service partners continue to jointly engineer the Joint Track
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Manager and plan to implement it into Navy Open Architecture as the Open Archi-
tecture Track Manager. This joint focused application will be populated in all Naval
warfare systems that conform to the single OA warfare system architecture.

The Navy and Marine Corps continues to pursue the maximum use of space to
enhance our operational capabilities. We look to leverage existing systems and rap-
idly adapt emerging technology. For example, the Navy has long been the leader in
ultrahigh frequency (UHF) satellite communications (SATCOM). The Navy is the
executive agent for the next generation UHF SATCOM system. This program, the
Mobile Users Objective System, will be the system used by all DOD components for
their UHF communications needs.

Sea Basing and Strategic Sealift—Sea Basing is a transformational operating
concept for projecting and sustaining Naval power and a joint force, which assures
joint access by leveraging the operational maneuver of sovereign, distributed, and
networked forces operating globally from the sea.

The Sea Basing concept has been endorsed by the other military services and its
importance was confirmed when DOD announced a Joint Sea Basing Requirements
Office will soon be established. Central to the staying power of Naval forces will be
the Maritime Pre-positioned Force-Future MPF(F). The fiscal year 2005 Budget ac-
celerates the lead MPF(F) from fiscal year 2008 to fiscal year 2007 to reflect an em-
phasis on Sea Basing capabilities.

Infrastructure

Prior Rounds of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC).—The Department of the
Navy completed the closure and realignment of activities from the 1988, 1991, 1993
and 1995 rounds of BRAC. All that remains is to complete the environmental clean-
up and property disposal on all or portions of 23 of the original 91 bases. We have
had significant successes on both fronts. We are successfully using property sales
as a means to expedite the disposal process as well as recover the value of the prop-
erty for taxpayers. We sold 235 acres last year at the former Marine Corps Air Sta-
tion, Tustin, California on the GSA internet web site for a net $204 million. We sold
22 acres at the former Naval Air Facility Key West, Florida in January 2004 for
$15 million. The City of Long Beach, California opted to pre-pay its remaining bal-
ance on a promissory note, and gave us $11 million to conclude its purchase of the
former Naval Hospital Long Beach, California. We are applying all funds to accel-
erate cleanup at remaining prior BRAC locations. More property sales are planned
that will be used to finance remaining prior BRAC cleanup actions. Of the original
161,000 acres planned for disposal from all four prior BRAC rounds, we expect to
have less than seven percent (or about 11,000 acres) still to dispose by the end of
this fiscal year.

BRAC 2005.—The Fiscal Year 2002 Defense Authorization Act authorized another
round of BRAC in 2005. We will scrupulously follow the process laid out in the law.
We will treat each base equally and fairly, whether considered for closure or realign-
ment in the past or not. In no event will we make any recommendations concerning
any closures or realignment of our bases until all the data has been collected, cer-
tified and carefully analyzed within the overall BRAC 2005 statutory framework.

BRAC 2005 gives us the opportunity to transform our infrastructure consistent
with the significant changes that are, and will be, happening with the trans-
formation of our force structure. The Secretary of Defense is leading a process to
allow the military departments and defense components to closely examine joint use
opportunities. Military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq demonstrated the force
multiplier benefits of joint operations. We will apply those approaches to our shore
infrastructure. We will look beyond the traditional stovepipes of Navy bases and
Marine Corps bases in BRAC 2005 and take a joint approach matching military re-
quirements against capacity and capabilities across the Department of Defense.

The added benefit is the opportunity to eliminate excess capacity and seek greater
efficiencies in our shore infrastructure. Continuing to operate and maintain facilities
we no longer need diverts precious resources from our primary mission. Resources
freed up as a result of this process will be used to re-capitalize our ships, aircraft,
equipment and installations for the future.

Better Business Practices—The DON has implemented several continuous im-
provement initiatives consistent with the goals of the President’s Management
Agenda that enable realignment of resources in order to re-capitalize.

Specific initiatives include: converging our Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP)
pilots into an end-to-end operating system; incorporating proven world class effi-
ciency methodologies such as Six Sigma and Lean concepts into our day-to-day oper-
ations; and implementing additional Multi-Ship/Multi-Option (MSMO) repair con-
tracts and Performance Based Logistics (PBL) agreements. Of note, Lean efficiency
events that concentrate on increasing velocity and productivity in our Aviation In-
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termediate Maintenance Departments (AIMD) were initiated on USS GEORGE
WASHINGTON (CVN 73) and USS HARRY TRUMAN (CVN 75). The outcome of
these events will allow us to improve our afloat AIMD processes and influence our
future manning requirements on CVN 21 Class carriers. These are the first Lean
events conducted on Navy warships.

These continuous improvement initiatives enable us to increase our combat capa-
bilities with the expectation that we become more efficient, agile, flexible and reli-
able at a reduced cost of doing business.

OUR TOTAL FORCE (SAILORS, MARINES, AND CIVILIANS)

Today more than other time in recent history our Sailors and Marines have a
greater understanding and appreciation for service to country. In time of war they
have shown the Nation the highest standards of military professionalism and com-
petence. The heaviest burdens in our war on terror fall, as always, on the men and
women of our Armed Forces. We are blessed as a Nation to have a 228-year legacy
where magnificent men and women volunteer to protect and defend America. Sailors
and Marines—along with our civilian workforce—remain the strong and steady
foundation of our Naval capabilities.

Active Duty

The Navy and Marine Corps again met enlisted recruiting and accession goals in
2003, and continue to attract America’s finest young men and women to national
service. The Navy achieved recruiting goals for a fifth consecutive year and in Feb-
ruary completed the 31st consecutive month of attaining goals for accessions and
new contracts. The Marine Corps met its eighth year of meeting monthly and an-
nual enlisted recruiting goals and its thirteenth year of success in officer recruiting.
Both Services are well positioned for success in meeting 2004 officer and enlisted
accession requirements.

During 2003, the Navy implemented a policy requiring 94 percent of new recruits
be high school diploma graduates (HSDG), and Navy recruiters succeeded by re-
cruiting 94.3 percent HSDG. Navy Recruiting continued to seek the best and bright-
est young men and women by requiring that 62 percent of recruits score above 50
on the AFQT; Navy recruiters excelled with a rate of 65.7 percent. Navy recruiting
also sought to increase the number of recruits with college experience in fiscal year
2003, recruiting more than 3,200 applicants with at least 12 semester hours of col-
lege.

The Marine Corps accessed 97.1 percent High School Diploma Graduates in fiscal
year 2003, exceeding their annual goal of 95 percent and ensured the Marine Corps
recruited the highest quality young men and women with 70.3 percent of Marine
Corps recruits scoring over 50 on the AFQT. This achievement exceeded their an-
nual goal of 60 percent of accessions scoring above 50 on the AFQT. The Marine
Corps began fiscal year 2004 with a 58.8 percent starting pool in the Delayed Entry
Program and has continued to achieve its monthly recruiting goals during the sec-
ond quarter of fiscal year 2004. The Marine Corps Reserve achieved fiscal year 2003
recruiting goals, assessing 6,174 Non-Prior Service Marines and 2,663 Prior Service
Marines. Navy Recruiting was also successful in Naval Reserve recruiting by ex-
ceeding the enlisted goal of 12,000 recruits for fiscal year 2003.

Retention.—Retaining the best and brightest is as important as recruiting them.
Military compensation that is competitive with the private sector provides the flexi-
bility required to meet that challenge.

The Marine Corps has achieved first-term reenlistment goals over the past nine
years. They have already achieved 79.8 percent of their first term retention goal and
59.8 percent of second tour and beyond goals. Officer retention is at a 19 year-high.

Retention in the Navy has never been better. For the third straight year, we expe-
rienced the highest retention in history. Retention goals for all categories were ex-
ceeded. As a result, at-sea personnel readiness is exceptional and enlisted gaps at
sea are at an all-time low.

Notwithstanding our current success in retention, we are constantly on alert for
indicators; trends and developments that might affect our ability to attract and re-
tain a capable, trained and talented workforce. We are aware that we need to com-
pete for the best, and ensure continuing readiness, through a variety of means in-
cluding effective compensation and bonus programs.

The Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) remains the primary tool available to the
Navy and Marine Corps for retaining our best and brightest enlisted personnel. SRB
represents an investment in the future of our Navy and Marine Corps. The Depart-
ment of the Navy has a proven track record in the judicious management of this
program and other continuation pays used to keep the right force mix to meet the
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nations requirements. Your continued support of the SRB program as a proven and
highly effective tool is important and appreciated.

Attrition.—Navy leaders reduced attrition 10 percent from a year ago and 33 per-
cent from fiscal year 2000, while Marine Corps First-Term Post Boot Camp attrition
continues the favorable downward trend begun in fiscal year 1999. For the Marine
Corps, fiscal year 2003 attrition was at a historical low, down 1,773 from the pre-
vious year. This drop is due largely to a reduction in misconduct and incidents of
desertion.

The Department’s “Zero Tolerance” drug-use policy continues to be strictly en-
forced, widely disseminated, and supported throughout the leadership. Through a
comprehensive random drug testing program, educational programs, and Command
support, the Navy and Marine Corps Team achieved an 18 percent reduction in at-
trition even while testing rates increased.

Training.—The Navy and Marine Corps have defined their respective strategies
for advancing into the future as part of a Joint Force. The Services have developed
strategies that clearly define how Navy and Marine forces of the 21st Century will
be equipped, trained, educated, organized and used in our continued efforts to con-
(tirol the seas, to project American military influence abroad, and to protect our bor-

ers.

Marine Corps’ Strategy 21 defines as its vision and goal the development of en-
hanced strategic agility, operational reach and tactical flexibility and enabled joint,
allied and coalition operations.

Navy’s Sea Power 21 defines its commitment to the growth and development of
its Service members. Sea Warrior is the “people” part of Sea Power 21. Its focus
is on growing individuals from the moment they walk into a recruiting office
through their assignments as Master Chiefs or Flag Officers, using a career con-
tinuum of training and education that gives them the tools they need to operate in
an increasingly demanding and dynamic environment. Transformation for the fu-
ture, leveraging technology and tapping into the genius of our people to make them
more efficient and effective—creating a single business process for the range of
human resource management activities is exactly what Sea Warrior is all about.
Our goal remains attracting, developing, and retaining the more highly skilled and
educated workforce of warriors that will lead the 21st Century Navy.

Reserves

Reserves remain an integral part of our Navy and Marine Corps Team. The De-
partment of Defense is undergoing a transformation to a more responsive, lethal
and agile force based on capabilities analysis rather than threat analysis. Last July,
Secretary Rumsfeld issued a memorandum, Rebalancing Forces, in which he di-
rected the Services to promote judicious and prudent use of rebalancing to improve
readiness of the force and to help ease stress on units and individuals. Three areas
of focus of the Services are: Enhance early responsiveness; resolve stressed career
fields; and employ innovative management practices.

The Navy recently completed a study focused on redesigning the Naval Reserve
so that it is better aligned with, and operationally relevant to, active forces. Work-
ing groups have been chartered to implement key points of the study. Implementa-
tion has commenced and will continue through this year and next. The three main
areas of focus are Personnel Management, Readiness and Training, and Organiza-
tional Alignment. The Navy is transforming the Naval Reserve so that it is fully
integrated with active forces. Reservists are shifting away from thinking of “Naval
Reserve requirements” to “Navy requirements”—a shift that includes goals, capabili-
ties and equipment. The Navy mission is the Naval Reserve mission. One Navy, one
team, is the message.

Naval and Marine Corps reservists are filling critical joint and internal billets
along with their active counterparts. Naval and Marine Corps Reserve mobilization
is a requirements-driven evolution and reservists, trained and ready, are making
significant contributions. While the numbers of mobilized reservists can fluctuate as
GWOT requirements dictate, our objective is to keep the number of mobilized per-
sonnel at a minimum.

Since September 11, 2001, the Navy has mobilized over 22,000 reservists with a
peak of just over 12,000 during OIF. This is from a Selected Reserve population of
just over 87,000. Mobilized commissioned Naval units include Coastal Warfare, Con-
struction Battalion and Aviation communities, while individuals were mobilized pri-
marily from Security Group, Naval Intelligence, Law Enforcement and Physical Se-
curity augment units. We anticipate a steady state of approximately 2,500 mobilized
Naval Reservists this year.

The Marine Corps has mobilized over 22,000 reservists from an authorized Se-
lected Reserve end strength of 39,600 and just over 3,500 from the Individual Ready
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Reserve. Currently mobilized reservists number just under 6,500. With OIF II re-
quirements, the number of mobilized Marine Reservists is expected to increase by
approximately 7,000. OIF II Marines will deploy in two rotations of approximately
seven months each, augmenting Marine Corps capabilities in Infantry, Armor, Avia-
‘Eion, Command, Control, Computers and Intelligence, Military Police and Civil Af-
airs.

Civilian Personnel

A large part of the credit for the Navy’s outstanding performance goes to our civil-
ian workforce. These experienced and dedicated craftspeople, researchers, supply
and maintenance specialists, computer experts, service providers and their man-
agers are an essential part of our total Naval force concept.

In the past, our ability to utilize these skilled human resources to accomplish the
complex and fast-developing missions of the 21st Century has been limited by the
requirements of a 19th Century personnel system. The fiscal year 2004 Defense Au-
thorization Bill now allows DOD to significantly redesign a National Security Per-
sonnel System (NSPS) for the civilian workforce. This change represents the most
significant improvement to civilian personnel management since the 1978 Civil
Service Reform Act.

The DON has volunteered to be in the first wave of conversions to NSPS later
this year. The Department expects to transition as many as 150,000 of our dedi-
cated, hard-working civilians to the new system this year. We will work closely with
DOD to ensure we meet this aggressive timeline. We are also working Defense Ac-
quisition Workforce Improvement Act streamlining initiatives alongside NSPS to en-
sure we use these tools to produce a robust and capable workforce.

The reforms will provide supervisors and managers greater flexibility in man-
aging our civil service employees, facilitate competition for high quality talent, offer
compensation competitive with the private sector, and reward outstanding service.
It will build greater pride in the civilian workforce and attract a new generation
of civilians to public service. Properly executed, these changes also will assist us in
better utilizing the active duty force by making it easier to employ civilians in jobs
currently filled by uniformed military personnel.

NSPS legislation will have a transformational effect on organizational design
across the Department. NSPS will improve alignment of the human resources sys-
tem with mission objectives, increase agility to respond to new business and stra-
tegic needs, and reduce administrative burden. The NSPS Act authorizes a more
flexible civilian personnel management system that allows us to be a more competi-
tive and progressive employer at a time when our national security demands a high-
ly responsive system of civilian personnel management. The legislation also ensures
merit systems principles govern changes in personnel management, whistleblowers
are protected, discrimination remains illegal, and veterans’ preference is protected.
The process for the design of NSPS is specified by statue and covers the following
areas: job classification, pay banding, staffing flexibilities, and pay for performance.

The foundation for NSPS is a more rigorous tie between performance and mone-
tary awards for employees and managers. Basic pay and performance incentives
should be tied directly to the performance measurement process—supervisory per-
sonnel are also rewarded for successfully performing managerial duties. Implemen-
tation of this system will be a significant step forward by linking employees’ per-
formance to mission accomplishment and enabling better management of scarce re-
sources throughout the DON.

We are faced with a monumental change in how we will do business and an even
larger cultural change from one of entitlement to one that has a performance-based
compensation. This will be a huge effort and we are determined to ensure successful
implementation. We will continue to scrutinize our human resource business meth-
ods. As we implement the bold initiatives in NSPS, we will take a hard look at our
administrative policies with a specific eye on those that are burdensome or add no
value.

Quality of Service

We will continue to provide an environment where our Sailors and Marines, and
their families have confidence in themselves, in each other, in their equipment and
weapons, and in the institution they have chosen to serve. This year, with your
help, we continued the significant advances in compensation, in building the struc-
ture to realize the promise of the revolution in training, in improving bachelor and
1family housing, and in strengthening our partnership with Navy and Marine fami-
ies.

The Department remains committed to improving living conditions for Sailors and
Marines, and their families. Our policy is to rely first on the private sector to house
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military families. As a result, along with the initiative to increase Basic Allowance
for Housing (BAH), the need and consequently the inventory for military family
housing is going down. Additionally, we are partnering with the private sector in
Public/Private Ventures (PPV) to eliminate inadequate housing.

At the top of nearly any list put together in our partnership is the promise of
medical care for Sailors, Marines, and their families. Naval medicine is a force mul-
tiplier, ensuring our troops are physically and mentally ready to whatever chal-
lenges lie ahead. High quality care and health protection are a vital part of our abil-
ity to fight the Global War on Terrorism and execute other worldwide mission.
Naval medicine today is focused on supporting the deployment readiness of the uni-
formed services and promoting, protecting and maintaining the health of all those
entrusted to Naval Medicine care—anytime, anywhere.

Safety

The Navy and Marine Corps are working to meet the Secretary of Defense’s goal
of reducing mishaps by 50 percent from fiscal year 2002 to the end of fiscal year
2005. We have many initiatives in place and planned for the near future. We have
seen real progress in reducing private motor vehicle fatalities, which are down 20
percent from the fiscal year 2002 baseline. We have begun applying technologies
now used in commercial aviation to provide a visual and quantitative feedback loop
to pilots and mechanics when either the pilot or aircraft has exceeded specific safety
of flight parameters. We will continue to press forward with safety both to take care
of people, our most precious asset, and to allow us to invest elsewhere.

Shaping the Force

The Navy is making an effort to reduce its active duty manpower as part of the
DON transformation program. This is the first step and an integral part of our
strategy to properly shape both the officer and enlisted force. Today, as the Navy
moves to a more efficient and surge-ready force, maintaining the correct skill sets
is more important than ever. We are convinced we can get the job done with fewer
people; by eliminating excess manpower we can focus better on developing and re-
warding our high-performing forces. Additionally, reducing manpower gradually
today will ensure the Navy is properly manned when a new generation of optimally
manned ships joins our force, with completely revised maintenance, training, and
war-fighting requirements. We will ensure any manpower reductions will be pre-
ceded by reductions in functions.

SUMMARY

Naval forces remain a critical and unique element of our national security strat-
egy. The Navy and Marine Corps Team answers the President’s call to duty by
being the first on station—with staying power. Our forces exploit the open oceans
and provide the Combatant Commander with persistent sovereign combat Naval
forces. This is the value that credible forward deployed Naval forces provide our Na-
tion.

The fiscal year 2005 Budget unifies many of our innovative and transformational
technologies with Naval Power 21. Sustaining investment in Naval forces continues
to protect and promote American interests by allowing the forward deployed Navy
and Marine Corps Team to shape the international security environment and to re-
spond to the full spectrum of current and future crises.

With our fiscal year 2005 Budget request we focus on people, combat capability,
technology insertion, and improved business practices. Additionally, we continue to
work with our Joint Service partners in organizing, equipping and training to fight
jointly. With continued Congressional support the Department of the Navy will posi-
tion the Navy and Marine Corps Team as part of the most formidable military force
in the 21st Century.

Senator STEVENS. Admiral Clark.

STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL VERNON CLARK, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPER-
ATIONS

Admiral CLARK. Chairman Stevens, Senator Inouye, and distin-
guished members of the committee, good morning. I, like Secretary
England, consider it an honor to be with you here today, rep-
resenting all the sailors, both active and reserve, and the civilians
who are serving in our Navy today.
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I am particularly happy, also, to be here at the table with leaders
like Secretary England and General Mike Hagee. I'd like to report
to you that this group has a great partnership, working together,
leading our Navy and Marine Corps team to the future. That’s
what we see as our task, and we are set out to do it.

Today, and I believe appropriately so, America’s focus is pri-
marily on the Army and, more so, soon to be the Marine Corps, as
they execute their missions in Operation Iraqi Freedom II. Having
said that, I want to report to you that your Navy continues to be
out and about. And while the Army dominates Operation Iraqi
Freedom today, we have two carriers and three Expeditionary
Strike Groups, and fundamentally one-third of the Navy, still de-
ployed around the world. Ships and submarines, forward deployed
on the point representing the United States of America. And that
includes two of our large-deck amphibious ships, the Boxer and the
Bataan, who are now returning home, after surging forward just a
few weeks ago to carry Marine Corps aviation assets forward for
Operation Iraqi Freedom II.

A year ago this time when I appeared before this committee, we
were an important part of the joint team that conducted major
combat operations last spring in Iraq. Lifting the joint force, pro-
jecting power ashore, and fully 55 percent—Senator Cochran, mir-
roring the numbers that you talked about—55 percent of our Navy
deployed in support of the conflict. No other Navy in the world can
deliver this kind of decisive combat capability. It highlights our
fundamental mission, and that is to take credible, persistent com-
bat power to the far corners of this earth anywhere, anytime we
need to do so, without a permission slip.

I appreciate the opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to be here today, to
appear before you, and to talk about this great Navy, and to thank
you on behalf of all of our outstanding men and women in the uni-
form, and those that are wearing civilian clothes, too, that are
working to make our Navy better every day. And we are all grate-
ful for the continued strong support that is being provided by the
Congress that is making our Navy ready to respond, ready to act
anytime the Nation needs us to do so, but also helping us create
the Navy of the future, which is our fundamental task, also.

As the Secretary said, our budget request this year is a solid and
balanced investment plan, the roadmap, as he has called it, that
focuses on three areas. First, it accelerates our investment in Sea
Power 21 capability. Second, it delivers the right readiness at the
right cost, and that’s been a key factor in our ability to respond
this past year. And it continues to shape the 21st century work-
force. This budget includes the next steps in our journey to the fu-
ture.

A much more capable Navy is what we’re talking about. It in-
cludes funding for the Littoral combat ship, the DD(X), CVN 21,
the Joint Strike Fighter, unmanned vehicles in the air and on the
surface and under the sea, the Virginia class submarine and the
modifications to Trident SSGNs, among others.

And maybe most importantly today, it lays the foundation with
LHA(R) and maritime pre-positioned forces, the future for the
Navy/Marine Corps team. That future is laid down in this budget
request. And this is a very exciting concept, the next step in expe-
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ditionary warfare. We stand at the threshold of creating the next
generation Navy/Marine Corps team, a team that will deliver the
kind of quick-response, global-reach capability that this Nation
needs. This budget will help us deliver a more responsive Navy.
The Fleet Response Plan and a readiness assessment process that
we are now using has allowed us to better assess risk, and allowed
us to present a budget that delivers the right readiness at the right
cost.

And what this means, unlike previous submissions that I have
been involved in, is that we have taken more risk—we have as-
sessed the risk, and we have taken risk where we believe that it
is prudent so that we can invest in the new acquisition that is re-
quired for us to have the Navy of the future. And so I ask for your
support in this year’s readiness request. It will deliver the right
readiness at the right cost for the Nation.

Lastly, our request continues to sharpen our investment in our
people so that we can shape them into the workforce that we need
for the future. And, of course, in the Navy we recognize that every
single thing that is good that is happening in the Navy is hap-
pening because we have been winning the battle for people. For all
of our advanced technology—and our advanced technology is in-
credible—for the readiness that we have achieved, it is still our
people that bring our capabilities to bear whenever and wherever
the Nation needs them.

But, at the same time, Mr. Chairman, we do recognize the cost
of manpower. We know that manpower is not free. And I am com-
mitted to building a Navy that can maximize the capability of our
people and minimize the total number of people on the payroll. And
as you can see from this request, and as Senator Inouye has indi-
cated, this budget request reduces our end strength. Our strategy
for doing this is straightforward, Senator. We are investing in the
growth and the development of our people. We are improving train-
ing and our maintenance processes. We are leveraging technology.
We are decommissioning older, more manpower-intensive platforms
that have less capability for the future, and we are rebalancing our
reserve and active forces. And as we deliver more high-tech ships
and aircraft, our workforce will intentionally get smarter, but we
intend for it also to get smaller.

Your support, over the years, of incentive pay, re-enlistment bo-
nuses, and the kind of training and information tools that make
our people more productive, has been critical to our success in the
past and is crucial to our ability to attract and retain and shape
the kind of workforce we need for the future.

I want to report to you that your support for these initiatives has
been working. We have the highest retention that we ever had in
the history of the Navy, and we have an extraordinarily competi-
tive and talented group of people in our Navy. I ask you to continue
to give us the tools that we need to shape this force for the future.
And I look forward to discussing this with you in the minutes and
hours ahead, and the months ahead, as we move toward this budg-
et.

I close by saying that we have a higher quality Navy and Marine
Corps team today than at any time that I've witnessed in my ca-
reer, and I believe it’s so for a very important reason. It is because
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our sailors feel the support and the confidence that is being placed
in them by the citizens of the United States of America.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very proud team. They believe in the im-
portance of what they are doing. And each of you have seen them
on the point, and you know how they are reacting to the challenges
that are being presented to them. And they are responding to the
signals of support that are being sent to them by the citizens of
America.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I thank you for your support, and the citizens of America for
their support, and I look forward to your questions this morning.

Thank you very much.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, Admiral.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL VERN CLARK

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I appreciate this opportunity to
appear before you. I want to express my gratitude for the substantial investment
you have made in making this Navy the best Navy the nation has ever seen.

Your Navy is built to take credible combat power to the far corners of this earth,
taking the sovereignty of the United States of America anywhere we need to take
it and at anytime we choose to do so. It is capable of delivering the options this
nation needs to meet the challenges of today and it is committed to the future capa-
bilities the joint force will need to win throughout the 21st century.

It is a wonderful time to be a part of this Navy and a great privilege to be associ-
ated with so many men and women—active and reserve, uniformed and civilian—
committed to the service and defense of this nation. I speak for all of our men and
women in thanking you for your exceptional and continuous support.

YOUR NAVY TODAY—PROJECTING DECISIVE JOINT POWER ACROSS THE GLOBE

Your Navy’s performance in Operations ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and
IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF) last year proved—more than anything else—the value of
the combat readiness in which you have invested. It demonstrated the importance
of the latest technology in surveillance, command and control and persistent attack.
It highlighted our ability to exploit the vast maneuver space provided by the sea.
Most importantly, it reaffirmed the single greatest advantage we hold over every po-
tential adversary: the genius of young Americans contributing their utmost in their
service to this nation.

This past year, the fleet produced the best readiness levels I've seen in my career.
We have invested billions of dollars to training, maintenance, spare parts, ordnance,
flying hours and steaming days accounts these last few years, and that investment
resulted in the combat ready response of more than half the Navy to operations
worldwide.

Seven aircraft carriers and nine big deck amphibious ships were among the 164
U.S. Navy ships forward deployed last spring in support of OEF and OIF and con-
tingencies worldwide. The Military Sealift Command sailed and chartered more
than 210 ships and moved 94 percent of the nation’s joint and combined capability
to the fight. We also deployed three Fleet Hospitals, a Hospital Ship, 22 P-3 air-
craft, 25 Naval Coastal Warfare detachments and we mobilized more than 12,000
reservists.

OIF and OEF were the most joint operations in our history and they have pro-
vided the best possible opportunity to dissect, study and analyze some of the lim-
iting factors and effects of how we fight. Beyond the mere numbers, these operations
confirmed that we should continue to pursue the capabilities that enhance our
power projection, our defensive protection and the operational independence af-
forded by the sea.

While we recognize that we must continue to challenge all of our assumptions in
a variety of scenarios, our lessons learned indicate that the capabilities-based in-
vestment strategies, new war fighting concepts and enabling technologies we are
pursuing in our Sea Power 21 vision are on the right vector. Let me give you some
examples.
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—The reach, precision and persistence of our Sea Strike capability added lethality
to ground combat engagements in Afghanistan and Iraq. The joint surveillance
and attack technologies and processes that we have already put in place forced
enemy combat formations to either disband and desert or be destroyed in place
by precision weapons. Navy aviation generated more than 7,000 combat sorties
in support of OIF, sometimes flying joint missions with land-based Air Force
tankers more than 900 miles from their carriers. Surface combatants and sub-
marines struck targets throughout Iraq with more than 800 Tomahawk mis-
siles. The initial deployments of new F/A-18E/F Super Hornet squadrons great-
ly extended our range, payload, and refueling options. And we will realize more
of these capabilities in the future through the conversion of the first of four Tri-
dfzntf SSBNs into the SSGN conventional strike and Special Operations Forces
platform.

—USS HIGGINS (DDG 76) provided early warning and tracking to joint forces
in Kuwait and southern Iraq to help warn forces and defend against the threat
of theater ballistic missiles. This tracking-only capability demonstrated the ini-
tial potential of extending Sea Shield defenses to the joint force. In a sign of
things to come, we advanced our missile defense capability with another suc-
cessful flight test of our developmental sea-based defense against short-to-me-
dium range ballistic missiles. USS LAKE ERIE (CG 70) and USS RUSSELL
(DDG 59) combined to acquire, track and hit a ballistic test target in space with
an SM-3 missile in support of the Ballistic Missile Defense program. This was
the fifth success in six tests.

Our OIF mine warfare efforts cleared 913 nautical miles of water in the Khor
Abd Allah and Umm Qasr waterways, opening 21 berths in the Umm Qasr port
and clearing the way for operations in the littoral areas of the Northern Persian
Gulf and for humanitarian aid shipments into Iraq. These operations included
the use of the High Speed Vessel X1 (JOINT VENTURE), Navy patrol craft and
six unmanned, autonomous underwater vehicles (AUV) directly from our science
and technology (S&T) program in the littoral for special operations and mine
clearance operations, and gave us important insights into our vision for both fu-
ture littoral and mine warfare concepts and capabilities.

—We projected joint combat forces across the globe with greater speed and agility
than we have ever done in the past. Along with our number one joint partner,
the United States Marine Corps, we put more than 60,000 combat-ready Ma-
rines ashore in Kuwait in 30 days. The Navy’s Military Sealift Command deliv-
ered more than 32 million square feet of combat cargo and more than one bil-
lion gallons of fuel to the nation’s war fighters in Operations Enduring Freedom
and Iraqi Freedom. We were able to sustain the strategic and operational flexi-
bility afforded by Sea Basing to generate a three-axis attack on Iraq from our
dispersed aircraft carriers, surface combatants and submarines in the Red Sea,
the Mediterranean Sea and the Persian Gulf.

We forged ahead in our shipbuilding investments. We awarded three prelimi-
nary design contracts for the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS), leading to the con-
struction of the first LCS in fiscal year 2005. We selected the baseline design
for the DD(X) 21st Century multi-mission destroyer, launched SAN ANTONIO
(LPD 17), christened VIRGINIA (SSN 774) and began fabrication of MAKIN IS-
LAND (LHD 8) and LEWIS AND CLARK (T-AKE 1).

—In OIF, we were able to know more, decide faster and act more decisively than
ever before. Our three-axis, multi-platform attack from the Persian Gulf, Red
Sea and Mediterranean Sea—as well as the geometric increases in striking
power, defensive protection and speed of maneuver generated by our joint
forces—is made possible by the power of joint command, control, communica-
tions, computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (C4ISR). Fully
eighty percent of targets struck with precision ordnance were unknown at air-
craft launch. We developed and installed CENTRIX and COWAN networks to
enhance joint and coalition interoperability on all of our deploying ships, and
we also promulgated the FORCEnet campaign plan, defining the architecture
and standards that will help us further integrate warriors, sensors, weapons,
and platforms.

These accomplishments this past year have taught us more about who we are and
where we're headed. We know that the combat power of the truly joint force is much
more than the sum of the services’ contributions. We understand the value of readi-
ness and the importance we must place on improving the fleet’s ability to respond
and surge with decisive combat power. We relearned the lesson that over flight and
basing is not guaranteed; our dominance of the maritime domain and our con-
sequent ability to quickly deliver an agile combat force is a priceless advantage for
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our nation. And we reaffirmed that our people are now, and always will be, the root
of our success.

YOUR NAVY TOMORROW—ACCELERATING OUR ADVANTAGES

Readiness, advanced technology, dominance of the maritime domain, and the ge-
nius of our people—these are our asymmetric advantages. They are the core of our
Sea Power 21 Navy and we intend to accelerate these advantages over the coming
year. We are in a position to continue to build upon and recapitalize these
strengths, to innovate and experiment, and to push the envelope of operational art
and technological progress. Our ability to project persistent, sovereign combat power
to the far corners of the earth now and in the future depends on it.

In last year’s statement, I discussed principally the advantages brought by ad-
vanced technology and the vast maneuver area of the sea in our Sea Power 21 vi-
sion.

This year, I'd like to spend a few moments on the efforts we’ve taken to improve
our other advantages: our readiness to respond to the nation’s defense needs and
the tools we’ll need to ensure the right people for our Sea Power 21 Navy.

Today’s naval forces and personnel are superbly trained and well provisioned with
ordnance, repair parts and supplies. They are ready earlier—for a longer period of
time—and they are deploying at a higher state of readiness than ever before. In
short, the Navy the nation has paid for is truly ready to accomplish its missions
and it is more ready to do so than I've ever seen it in my career.

I mentioned the results; in OIF, we surged more than half the fleet to fight half
a world away. The combined power of our forward presence forces and those that
we were able to surge overseas helped keep our enemies on the run. This conflict
and our analysis of future campaign scenarios make it apparent that the readiness
of both our forward forces and the forces that must surge forward will be critically
important to our future. It is no longer good enough to be able to surge just once
every ten years or so.

The war on terrorism and the unpredictability of the global security environment
make this an immediate imperative. The nation needs a Navy that can provide
homeland defense and be both forward and ready to surge forward to deliver over-
matching and decisive combat power whenever and wherever needed. We are com-
mitted to do so.

With this in mind, we launched the Fleet Response Plan (FRP) this past year. The
FRP resets the force in a way that will allow us to surge about 50 percent more
combat power on short notice and at the same time, potentially reduce some of the
personnel strain of forward rotations.

In simplest terms, rather than having only two or three CSGs forward-deployed
and properly equipped at any one time—and an ability to surge only a maximum
of two more—the FRP enables us to now consistently deliver six forward deployed
or ready to surge Carrier Strike Groups (CSGs) almost immediately, plus two addi-
tional CSGs in the basic training phase in 90 days or less. This FRP capability is
commonly known as six plus two.

To do this, we have fundamentally reconfigured our employment policy, fleet
maintenance, deployment preparations and fleet manning policies to expand the
operational availability of non-deployed fleet units. We have shifted the readiness
cycle from one centered solely on the next-scheduled-deployment to one focused on
returning ships to the right level of readiness for both surge and deployed oper-
ations. The net result is a fleet that is more ready, with more combat power—more
quickly—than was possible in the past.

Our forward rotations remain critically important to our security, to strength-
ening alliances and coalitions, and to the global war on terrorism. But it is clear
we must make these rotations with purpose, not just to fill the calendar.

For example, implementing the new Proliferation Security Initiative to counter
weapons of mass destruction as a tool for terrorists and their sponsors is likely to
involve the use of forward naval forces in maritime interdiction. Additionally, we
plan to be ready to establish Initial Missile Defense operations using forward-de-
ployed ARLEIGH BURKE class guided missile destroyers and their AEGIS systems
in Long-Range Tracking and Surveillance roles. And of course, we will continue to
provide Combatant Commanders with the combat-credible, rapidly employable for-
ward forces required for the nation’s defense.

But at the same time, we recognize that our ability to rapidly surge significant
additional combat power and provide a range of joint employment options is criti-
cally important to the swift and decisive combat operations that must be our future.
The FRP allows us to do just that.
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We have an obligation to accurately assess the readiness needs and create the re-
sources necessary to support this FRP capability. This has also been a major focus
this past year.

Readiness is a complex process. It is much more than a count of our end strength,
our ordnance and spares, and the number of hours and days spent training. It is
the product of our ability to deliver the required effects needed to accomplish the
mission. We know too that readiness at any cost is unacceptable; as leaders we must
achieve and deliver the right readiness at the right cost.

The Integrated Readiness Capability Assessment (IRCA) was developed for the
fiscal year 2005 budget to more carefully examine our readiness processes. Starting
with our new FRP operating construct, we took a hard look at everything that we
needed to have on hand and what we needed to do to deliver the required combat
readiness for the nation’s needs.

The IRCA assessment helped us understand the collective contributions of all the
components of readiness, accurately define the requirements, align the proper fund-
ing and provide a balanced investment to the right accounts. It improved our visi-
bility into the true requirements and it gave us a methodology to assess and under-
stand both acceptable and unacceptable risks to our current readiness investments.

The end result is this: we have carefully defined the readiness requirement. We
have identified areas where we can streamline or cease activities that do not add
to readiness. And we have requested the funds our commanders need to create the
right readiness for fiscal year 2005. I ask for your support of this year’s current
readiness request as we've re-defined these processes and already taken acceptable
risks. We will deliver the right readiness at the right cost to the nation.

These improvements to our operational availability of forces and the associated
readiness elements will not be made on the backs of our people.

We have a smart, talented cadre of professionals who have chosen a lifestyle of
service. Our ability to challenge them with meaningful, satisfying work that lets
them make a difference is part of our covenant with them as leaders.

A new operating concept like the Fleet Response Plan could not be made if we
still had the kind of manpower-intensive mindset to problem solving we had even
five years ago. But today, thanks to your sustained investment in science and tech-
nology among others, we have already realized some of the advancements in infor-
mation technology, simulators, human system integration, enterprise resource plan-
ning, web-enabled technical assistance and ship and aircraft maintenance practices
that can reduce the amount of labor intensive functions, the training and the tech-
nical work required to ensure our readiness.

These advances speak to our larger vision for our Sea Power 21 Navy and its Sea
Warrior initiative. Our people are today’s capital assets. Without them, all the ad-
vanced weaponry in the world would sit dormant. But at the same time, it is the
effects they deliver that are the true measure of their contribution to readiness and
capability.

We have long had a force stove-piped into active and reserves, uniformed and ci-
vilian, sea and shore, and enlisted and officer components, all with work driven
largely by the limits of industrial age military capabilities, personnel practices, tech-
nology and the organizational models of the day.

In today’s era, when we have whole corporations bought or sold just to capture
the intellectual capital of an organization, we recognize that our human resource
strategy must capture the talents and efforts of our capital as well. Our vision for
the future is a more truly integrated workforce wholly committed to mission accom-
plishment. This must include a total force approach that can functionally assess
missions, manpower, technology and training and produce an enterprise-wide re-
source strategy.

The principles of this strategy are clear. We will capture the work that contrib-
utes to mission accomplishment. We will define enterprise-wide standards. We will
leverage technology to both enhance and capitalize on the growth and development
of our people. We will streamline organizational layers. We will instill competition.
And we will incentivize the talents and behaviors needed to accomplish the mission.

There is still much to study and discuss as we develop our total force approach
in the months and years ahead, but we can already see that the application of these
principles will help us more accurately define our manpower requirement and lead
us to a smaller workforce in the future.

The benefits are enormous. Our people will be powerfully motivated and better
educated and more experienced in the coming years. They will be properly equipped
to maintain, operate and manage the higher technology equipments that are our fu-
ture. Our combat capabilities will continue to grow.

We must be committed to building a Navy that maximizes the capability of its
people while minimizing the total number in the manpower account. Manpower is
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never free; in fact, manpower we do not truly need limits both the true potential
of our people and the investments needed to transform our combat capability for the
future.

Our developing human resource strategy will likely require changes in the way
we recruit, assess, train, manage and balance the workforce in the years to come.
Sea Warrior of course, is crucial here. Last year’s authorization of the National Se-
curity Personnel System (NSPS) is very important to such an effort as well. The
NSPS Act authorized a more flexible civilian personnel management system that al-
lows DOD to be a more competitive and progressive employer. The Navy has volun-
teered to be in the first wave of conversions to NSPS because it will facilitate the
kind of competition and performance we need in the 21st century.

In the near future, we will need to look at improving the two-way integration of
our active and reserve force. At a time when our ability to surge is more important
to the nation than ever, we must ensure our Navy reserves have the kind of future
skills, front-line equipment, training standards and organizational support that will
facilitate their seamless integration into required combat and support structures.

Most importantly, I believe we will need the kinds of flexible authorities and in-
centive tools that will shape the career paths and our skills mix in a way that lets
us compete for the right talent, not just within the Navy, but with all the nation’s
employers as well.

In the months ahead, I will continue to discuss with you our developing human
resource strategy and the kinds of authorities we’ll need to deliver on it.

We are beginning to realize the powerful war fighting capabilities of Sea Power
21. Our culture of readiness and our commitment to developing a 21st Century
workforce will help us employ those transformational capabilities to achieve unprec-
edented maritime power.

OUR FISCAL YEAR 2005 BUDGET REQUEST

This past year our Navy’s budget request continued our effort to sustain our cur-
rent readiness gains, deepen the growth and development of our people and invest
in our transformational Sea Power 21 vision while harvesting the efficiencies needed
to fund and support these three critical priorities. This year we intend to:

—Deliver the right readiness at the right cost to support the war on terror and

the nation’s war fighting needs,

—Shape the 21st century workforce and deepen the growth and development of
our people,

—Accelerate our investment in Sea Power 21 to recapitalize and transform our
force and improve its ability to operate as an effective component of our joint
war fighting team.

At the same time, we will continue to pursue the Sea Enterprise improvements
that make us a more effective Navy in both fiscal year 2005 and beyond. Our Navy
budget request for fiscal year 2005 and the future supports this intent and includes:

—Nine new construction ships in fiscal year 2005, including construction of the
first transformational destroyer (DD(X)) and the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS),
the acceleration of a SAN ANTONIO Class Amphibious Transport Dock Class
ship from fiscal year 2006 to fiscal year 2005, and one SSBN conversion and
refueling. Our request this year includes the following ships:

—3 ARLEIGH BURKE Class Guided Missile Destroyers (DDG)

—1 VIRGINIA Class submarine (SSN)

—1 SAN ANTONIO Class Amphibious Transport Dock (LPD)

—2 Lewis and Clark Class Dry Cargo and Ammunition ships (T-AKE)

—1 21st Century Destroyer (DD(X))

—1 Littoral Combat Ship (LCS), and

—1 SSBN conversion/refueling

The investment plan across the future year’s defense plan (FYDP) also in-
cludes three Maritime Prepositioned Force (Future) (MPF (F)) ships and ad-
vanced procurement for an MPF (F) aviation variant. While our build rate dips
to six ships in fiscal year 2006, this is a reflection of a shift in focus to the next
generation surface combatants and sea basing capabilities. We have also as-
sessed the risks and divested several assets that have high operating costs and
limited technological growth capacity for our transformational future; this in-
cludes decommissioning two coastal mine hunter ships, and the accelerated de-
commissioning of the remaining SPRUANCE-class destroyers, SACRAMENTO
Class Fast Combat Store Ships and the first five TICONDEROGA-class guided
missile cruisers in the future year’s plan.

—Procurement of 104 new aircraft in fiscal year 2005, including the F/A-18 E/
F Super Hornet, the MH-60 R/S Seahawk and Knighthawk Multi-mission Com-
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bat Helicopter, the T-45 Goshawk training aircraft and the Marine Corps MV-
22 Osprey among others. We continue to maximize the return on procurement
dollars through the use of multi-year procurement (MYP) contracts for estab-
lished aircraft programs like the Super Hornet and we have increased our re-
search and development investment this year in the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF),
the EA-18G Airborne Electronic Attack (AEA) aircraft and the broad area anti-
submarine, anti-surface, maritime and littoral intelligence, surveillance and re-
connaissance (ISR) capable Multi-mission Maritime Aircraft (MMA).

—Investment in transformational unmanned underwater vehicles (UUV) like the
Long-Term Mine Reconnaissance System, and unmanned aviation vehicles
(UAV) such as the Broad Area Maritime Surveillance UAV and the Joint-Un-
manned Combat Air System. The budget also requests funding for experimental
hull forms like the X-Craft, and other advanced technologies including the Joint
Aerial Common Sensor (JACS).

—A 3.5 percent basic pay raise, and a reduction in average out-of-pocket housing
costs from 3.5 percent to zero, allowing Sailors and their families more of an
opportunity to own their own homes and have more of a stake in their commu-
nities.

—Investment in housing and Public-Private Ventures that will help eliminate in-
adequate barracks and family housing by fiscal year 2007 and enable us to
house shipboard Sailors ashore when their vessel is in homeport by fiscal year
2008.

—Readiness investment that supports the Fleet Response Plan (FRP), including
sustained funding for ship and aircraft operations, aviation depot maintenance,
and precision guided munitions. This includes improvements in ship mainte-
nance and training scheduling to maximize surge capabilities.

Delivering the Right Readiness at the Right Cost

To me, the “right readiness” is the return on your investment in the Navy. Readi-
ness is the catalyst that brings combat power to bear whenever it is needed. Achiev-
ing readiness at any cost however is not good for the nation. This year’s request
accurately defines our readiness needs, assesses the risks to our investment and—
as requested—will deliver the resources necessary for leaders in the Navy to create
the required readiness.

—Ship Operations and Flying Hours requests funds for ship operations
OPTEMPO of 51.0 days per quarter for our deployed forces and 24 days per
quarter for our non-deployed forces. We have properly funded the flying hour
account to support the appropriate levels of readiness and longer employability
requirements of the FRP. This level of steaming and flying hours will enable
our ships and air wings to achieve the required readiness over the longer peri-
ods defined by the Fleet Response Plan, and as a result, it will improve our abil-
ity to surge in crisis and sustain readiness during deployment.

—Ship and Aviation Maintenance. We have made significant improvements these
last few years by reducing major ship depot maintenance backlogs and aircraft
depot-level repair back orders; improving aircraft engine spares; adding ship
depot availabilities; ramping up ordnance and spare parts production; maintain-
ing steady “mission capable” rates in deployed aircraft; fully funding aviation
initial outfitting; and investing in reliability improvements.

Our fiscal year 2005 request continues to improve the availability of non-de-
ployed aircraft and meets our 100 percent deployed airframe goals. Our ship
maintenance request continues to “buy-down” the annual deferred maintenance
backlog and sustains our overall ship maintenance requirement. We are making
great strides in improving the visibility and cost effectiveness of our ship depot
maintenance program, reducing the number of changes in work package plan-
ning and using our continuous maintenance practices when changes must be
made.

—Shore Installations. Our Facilities Sustainment, Restoration and Modernization
(SRM) program remains focused on improving readiness and quality of service
for our Sailors. While our fiscal year 2005 Military Construction and
Sustainment program reflects difficult but necessary trade-offs between shore
infrastructure and fleet recapitalization, the majority of the SRM trends are
very good. Facilities sustainment has increased in fiscal year 2005. Our budget
request keeps us on a course to achieve the DOD goal of a 67-year recapitaliza-
tion rate by fiscal year 2008, achieve DON goals to eliminate inadequate family
and bachelor housing by fiscal year 2007 and provides Homeport Ashore Bach-
elor Housing by fiscal year 2008. We are exploring innovative solutions to pro-
vide safe, efficient installations for our service members, including design-build
improvements, and BRAC land sales via the GSA Internet. Additionally, with
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the establishment of Navy Installations Command, we have improved our capa-
bility to manage our dispersed facility operations, conserve valuable resources,
establish enterprise-wide standards and continue to improve our facility infra-
structure.

—Precision Guided Munitions receive continued investment in our fiscal year
2005 request with emphasis on increasing the Joint Stand-Off Weapon (JSOW)
baseline variant, Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM), and Tactical Tomahawk
(TACTOM) inventory levels, while the JSOW penetrator variant enters full-rate
production. We have also entered into a Common Missile program with the U.S.
Army to replace the aging inventory of TOW, Maverick and Hellfire missiles.
Joint partnerships with the Air Force and Army in several of our munitions pro-
grams continue to help us optimize both our inventories and precious research
and development investments and will remain a focus for us in the future.

—Training Readiness. We continue to make significant strides in this critical
area. In fiscal year 2004, the Congress supported two important programs to ad-
vance our training readiness. First, you endorsed the Training Resource Strat-
egy (TRS), to provide more complex threat scenarios and to improve the overall
realism and value of our training. Additionally, you funded the Tactical Train-
ing Theater Assessment and Planning Program to provide for a comprehensive
training range sustainment plan. Our fiscal year 2005 budget continues this
work. We are working to make the Joint National Training Capability a reality.
We have established a single office to direct policy and management oversight
for all Navy ranges as well as serve as the resource sponsor for all training
ranges, target development and procurement, and the Navy portion of the Major
Range Test Facility Base (MRTFB).

—Environmental Readiness. In the last two years, Congress has provided signifi-
cant legislative relief from encroachment and environmental requirements by
amending the Endangered Species Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the
Marine Mammal Protection Act. These amendments help to balance environ-
mental stewardships and realistic military training. We will continue to focus
the use of our ranges on military training, and remain committed to our envi-
ronmental obligations through integrated natural resource management plans.
We will make every effort to protect marine mammals while ensuring our Sail-
ors are properly trained and our transformational systems are properly tested.
We look forward to demonstrating our ongoing commitment to environmental
stewardship.

Shaping the 21st Century Workforce

At the heart of everything good in our Navy today is this: we are winning the
battle for people. Higher quality recruits, historic retention rates, innovative incen-
tive pay pilots, reduced attrition, competitive reenlistments and detailing, and out-
standing leadership in the ranks has made this the highest quality workforce the
Navy has ever seen.

In 2003 specifically, we exceeded all of our aggregate retention goals for the third
straight year; our recruiters reached their quotas for the 28th consecutive month;
we reduced attrition another 10 percent from fiscal year 2002 levels; and, through
decommissioning older, manpower-intensive platforms, improving training and em-
ployment processes, and more efficient infrastructure organization, we have reduced
gaps at sea to less than 1,000, down from 18,000 gaps just six years ago.

These accomplishments will help us develop the 21st Century workforce we’ll need
for our Sea Power 21 Navy. As our Navy becomes more high tech, so must our work-
force. Our people will be a more educated and experienced group of professionals
in the coming years, and we must properly employ their talents. We will spend
whatever it takes to equip and enable these outstanding Americans, but we do not
want to spend one extra penny for manpower we do not need.

As part of that effort, we continue to pursue the kind of new technologies and
competitive personnel policies that will streamline both combat and non-combat per-
sonnel positions, improve the two-way integration of active and reserve missions,
and reduce the Navy’s total manpower structure. To that end, we are proposing a
fiscal year 2005 Navy end strength reduction of 7,900 personnel.

We will use existing authorities and our Perform to Serve program to preserve
tﬁe f§pecia1ties, skill sets and expertise needed to continue the proper balancing of
the force.

We intend to build on the growth and development momentum of the last three
record-breaking years. We are fully committed to ensuring every Sailor has the op-
portunity and resources to successfully compete. Our goal remains attracting, devel-
oping, and retaining the most highly skilled and educated workforce of warriors we
have ever had, to lead the 21st century Navy.
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As T testified last year, Sea Warrior is designed to enhance the assessment, as-

signment, training and education of our Sailors.

Our fiscal year 2005 budget request includes the following tools we need to en-

hance mission accomplishment and professional growth:

—Innovative personnel employment practices are being implemented throughout
the fleet. Optimal manning experiments in USS BOXER (LHD—4), USS MILIUS
(DDG 69) and USS MOBILE BAY (CG 53) produced revolutionary shipboard
watch standing practices, while reducing overall manning requirements and al-
lowing Sailors to focus on their core responsibilities. The fleet is implementing
best practices from these experiments to change Ship Manning Documents in
tsheir respective classes. Optimal manning means optimal employment for our

ailors.

We have our fourth crew aboard USS FLETCHER (DD 992) and our third
crew aboard USS HIGGINS (DDG 76) in our ongoing Sea Swap initiative. This
has saved millions of dollars in transit fuel costs and increased our forward
presence without lengthening deployment times for our Sailors. FLETCHER
and HIGGINS will return to San Diego this year after a period of forward de-
ployed operations of 22 months and 17 months respectively. We will continue
to assess their condition and deep maintenance needs to develop and apply les-
sons learned to future Sea Swap initiatives.

—Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB). Targeted bonuses such as SRB are critical
to our ability to compete for our highly trained and talented workforce both
within the Navy and with employers across the nation as well. Proper funding,
adequate room for growth and the flexible authorities needed to target the right
skills against the right market forces are important to the shape of the work-
force. This program specifically targets retention bonuses against the most crit-
ical skills we need for our future. We ask for your continued support and full
funding of this program.

—Perform to Serve (PTS). Last year, we introduced PTS to align our Navy per-
sonnel inventory and skill sets through a centrally managed reenlistment pro-
gram and instill competition in the retention process. The pilot program has
proven so successful in steering Sailors in overmanned ratings into skill areas
where they are most needed that the program has been expanded. More than
2,400 Sailors have been steered to undermanned ratings and approved for reen-
hstznéggt since the program began last February and we will continue this effort
in .

—Assignment Incentive Pay (AIP) is a financial incentive designed to attract
qualified Sailors to a select group of difficult to fill duty stations. AIP allows
Sailors to bid for additional monetary compensation in return for service in
these locations. An integral part of our Sea Warrior effort, AIP will enhance
combat readiness by permitting market forces to efficiently distribute Sailors
where they are most needed. Since the pilot program began last June, more
than 1,100 AIP bids have been processed resulting in 238 Sailors receiving bo-
nuses for duty in these demanding billets. We ask for continued support of this
initiative.

—Professional Military Education (PME). We are taking a more comprehensive
approach to the education of our people than we have done in the past. We are
in the process of developing a PME continuum that integrates general edu-
cation, traditional Navy-specific Professional Military Education (NPME), and
Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) curricula. This will allow us to
develop a program that fully incorporates all aspects of our professional and
personal growth and development training needs. Improvements so far include
establishing networks with civilian educational institutions, developing new de-
gree programs, and establishing partnerships with other services’ institutions.
We are also expanding opportunity through distance learning and the Internet.
We are committed to broadening the professional and intellectual horizons of
both our officers and our enlisted men and women to prepare them to operate
tomorrow’s fleet and assume key naval and joint leadership roles.

—Human Performance Center (HPC) has been established to apply Human Per-
formance and Human System Integration principles in the research, develop-
ment and acquisition processes. In short, the HPS will help us understand the
science of learning. They will ensure training is driven by Fleet requirements
and they will focus requirements on the performance needed to carry out our
missions. This will eliminate potential performance and training deficiencies,
save money and help us improve our readiness.

—The Integrated Learning Environment (ILE) is the heart of our Revolution in
Training. ILE is a family of systems that, when linked, will provide our Sailors
with the ability to develop their own learning plans, diagnose their strengths
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and weaknesses, and tailor their education to support both personal and profes-
sional growth. They will manage their career requirements, training and edu-
cation records. It will match content to career requirements so training is deliv-
ered at the right time. Most importantly, these services will be provided any-
time, anywhere via the Internet and the Navy-Marine Corps Intranet (NMCI).

We are taking advantage of every opportunity to accelerate the tools we need to
develop our 21st Century workforce. The improvements and pilots that Congress
has supported—including bonuses, pay table adjustments, retirement reforms, bet-
ter medical benefits, and our Sea Warrior initiatives—are having the desired im-
pact.

Your support of our fiscal year 2005 request for a 3.5 percent basic pay raise, for
our efforts to transform our manpower structure in some fundamental ways, and for
a reduction in average out-of-pocket housing costs from 3.5 percent to zero will have
a direct effect on our ability to properly size and shape the 21st century workforce
that is our future.

Accelerate Our Investment in Sea Power 21

As T testified last year, Sea Power 21 defines the capabilities and processes that
the 21st century Navy will deliver. We now have an opportunity to accelerate the
advantages that our vision for a joint, netted and sea-based force provides this na-
tion, thanks to the tremendous investments that you have made in our battle for
people, in the quality of service for each of our Sailors, and in readiness.

This year, we will pursue distributed and networked solutions that could revolu-
tionize our capability. We will focus on the power of Sea Basing and our complemen-
tary capability and alignment with our number one joint partner, the U.S. Marine
Corps. We will sustain a robust science and technology program, and we will exploit
investments made in joint research and development wherever possible.

For example, we are urgently pursuing technical advances to support our Sailors,
Soldiers, Airmen and Marines in Iraq. The Naval Sea Systems Command and the
Office of Naval Research are working closely with all services, government agencies,
industry, and academic and government laboratories to identify, test, and deploy
promising technologies that can counter improvised explosive devices (IEDs), snip-
ers, suicide bombers and other force protection threats. We are also pursuing other
quick-reaction technology initiatives such as persistent wide-area surveillance using
small Unmanned Aerial Vehicles, blue force tracking technology, body armor and ex-
tremity protection. We are committed to ensuring that the joint force on the ground
is as equipped as they possibly can be to accomplish their mission.

Our highest priority programs within each of the core capability sets that define
our Sea Power 21 vision.

Sea Basing is the projection of operational independence. Our future investments
will exploit the largest maneuver areas on the face of the earth: the sea. Sea Basing
serves as the foundation from which offensive and defensive fires are projected—
making Sea Strike and Sea Shield a reality. Sea Basing capabilities include, Joint
Command and Control, Afloat Power Projection and Integrated Joint Logistics.

Our intent is to maximize our sea basing capability and minimize as much as pos-
sible our reliance on shore-based support nodes. To do this, we will make doctrinal,
organizational and operational changes mandated by this concept and by the under-
lying technology that makes it possible. We have an opportunity here, along with
the U.S. Marine Corps and the U.S. Army, to reexamine some of the fundamentals
of not only how we move and stage ground forces, but how we fight ashore as well.
Our highest priority Sea Basing investments include:

—Surface Combatant Family of Ships. As I've already testified, the power of joint
forces in OIF was in the synergy of individual service strengths. The same con-
cept holds true within the Navy itself. We seek the synergy of networks, sen-
sors, weapons and platforms that will make the joint force greater in combat
power than the sum of the individual parts. Development of the next generation
of surface combatants as “sea frames”—analogous to “air frames”—that are part
of a modular system is just such an endeavor.

The surface combatant family of ships allows us to dramatically expand the
growth potential of our surface combatants with less technical and fiscal risk.
To bring these concepts to life and to take them—and the fight—to the enemy,
we have decided upon three entirely new ship classes. The first to premier will
be the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) in 2007. The advanced strike destroyer
(DD(X)) will follow in about 2011. And just a few years after the first DD(X),
the keel will be laid on the first CG(X), the next class of cruiser designed from
the keel up for theater air and ballistic missile defense.

Our research and development efforts and experimentation with high speed
and theater support vessels like SWIFT, and the X-Craft later this year, are
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helping us reduce our technical risk and apply important lessons in hull design
and mission modularity to the development of the surface combatant family of
ships. DD(X) is the heart of the family and will spiral promising technologies
to both CG(X) and LCS in the future. I will discuss each one of these ships in
more detail below.

—CVN 21 is the centerpiece of the Navy Carrier Strike Group of the future. It
will bring transformational capabilities to the fleet, including a new electrical
generation and distribution system, the electro-magnetic aircraft launching sys-
tem (EMALS), a new/enlarged flight deck, weapons and material handling im-
provements, and a crew reduction of at least 800 personnel. It will be able to
generate higher daily and sustained sortie rates than our NIMITZ-class aircraft
carriers. Our fiscal year 2005 request of $979 million in research and develop-
ment and procurement funding continues the development of CVN 21 and sev-
eral critical technologies in the lead ship, including the EMALS prototype and
testing already ongoing in Lakehurst, New Jersey. Construction of the CVN 21
remains on track to start in fiscal year 2007.

—CVN 70 RCOH. The fiscal year 2005 budget provides advanced procurement
funds for the USS CARL VINSON (CVN 70) RCOH, now scheduled to begin in
fiscal year 2006. CVN 70 has sufficient reactor fuel for one additional deploy-
ment. This action makes the best possible use of CARL VINSON’s remaining
fuel capacity and improves shipyard work loading.

—MPF(F). These future Maritime Prepositioning Ships will serve a broader oper-
ational function than current prepositioned ships, creating greatly expanded
operational flexibility and effectiveness. We envision a force that will enhance
the responsiveness of the joint team by the at-sea assembly of a Marine Expedi-
tionary Brigade that arrives by high-speed airlift or sealift from the United
States or forward operating locations or bases. These ships will off-load forces,
weapons and supplies selectively while remaining far over the horizon, and they
will reconstitute ground maneuver forces aboard ship after completing assaults
deep inland. They will sustain in-theater logistics, communications and medical
capabilities for the joint force for extended periods as well. Our fiscal year 2005
request accelerates the lead MPF(F) from fiscal year 2008 to fiscal year 2007
to reflect our emphasis on Sea Basing capabilities.

Sea Strike is the projection of precise and persistent offensive power. The core ca-
pabilities include Time Sensitive Strike; Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnais-
sance; Ship to Objective Maneuver; and Electronic Warfare and Information Oper-
ations.

We are already investing in impressive programs that will provide the capabilities
necessary to support Sea Strike; these include the following fiscal year 2005 prior-

ties:

—DD(X). The technology engine for the Fleet, DD(X) is the centerpiece of a sur-
face combatant family of ships and will deliver a broad range of capabilities.
This advanced multi-mission destroyer will bring revolutionary improvements to
precise, time-critical strike and joint fires and our Expeditionary Strike Groups
of the future.

Transformational and leap ahead technologies include an electric drive and
integrated power system; an Advanced Gun System with the high rate of fire
and precision to reach almost 8 times farther and command more than 110
times the area of our current five inch capability; the new Multi-Function
Radar/Volume Search Radar suite; optimal manning through advanced system
automation, stealth through reduced acoustic, magnetic, IR, and radar cross-sec-
tion signature; and enhanced survivability through automated damage control
and fire protection systems. DD(X) is an enabler both technically and operation-
ally. This seaframe will also reduce our seagoing manpower requirements and
will lower total ownership costs.

This program will provide a baseline for spiral development of technology and
engineering to support a range of future seaframes such as (CG(X)). It will also
enable the transformation of our operations ashore. Imagine an Army or Marine
rifleman on the ground and Navy Petty Officer at sea looking at the same real-
time picture of enemy troops encamped at a municipal airport. With the push
of a button, the rifleman sends targeting coordinates to the Petty Officer in a
DD(X) more than 50 miles offshore. Within a few minutes, rounds from the AGS
start falling on the airport with incredible accuracy. That kind of on-demand,
persistent time-critical strike will revolutionize our joint fire support and
ground maneuver concepts of operation and it will free our strike fighter air-
craft for more difficult targets at much greater ranges.

DD(X)’s all-electric drive, called the Integrated Power System (IPS), will not
only drive the ship through the water, but will also generate the kind of power
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capacity that will enable eventual replacement of the Advanced Gun System
(AGS). When combined with the physical capacity and volume of the hull form,
DD(X) could lead us to revolutionary technologies from the naval research en-
terprise like the electromagnetic rail gun and directed energy weapons. The fact
that rail guns do not require any explosives will free up magazine space for
other mission areas. This capability is projected to be a reality in the 2015 to
2018 timeframe. DD(X) will be in service for decades after that; having the kind
of growth potential to install those kinds of technologies dramatically lowers our
future development costs.

The funding profile for DD(X) supports the 14,000-ton design and the S-Band
Volume Search Radar (VSR). Lead ship detail design and construction are
planned to start in fiscal year 2005.

—JSF. The Joint Strike Fighter will enhance our Navy precision with unprece-
dented stealth and range as part of the family of tri-service, next-generation
strike aircraft. It will maximize commonality and technological superiority
while minimizing life cycle cost. The JSF has just completed the second year
of a 10-11 year development program, and is experiencing a variety of typical
challenges that affect System Development and Demonstration (SDD) program
schedule and cost. Additional design work is required to address technical
issues, primarily weight projections. The budget therefore realigns $5 billion
from procurement appropriations in fiscal year 2005 through fiscal year 2009,
and Low Rate Initial Production was deferred one year to fiscal year 2007. The
JSF remains vital to our future. It will give us the range, persistence and sur-
vivability needed to keep our strike fighters viable for years to come.

—SSGN. Funding is included in fiscal year 2005 to continue the SSGN conversion
program. Our future SSGN capability will provide covert conventional strike
platforms capable of carrying 150 Tomahawk missiles. The SSGN will also have
the capacity and capability to support Special Operations Forces for an ex-
tended period, providing clandestine insertion and retrieval by lockout chamber,
dry deck shelters or the Advanced Seal Delivery System, and they will be
arrayed with a variety of unmanned vehicles to enhance the joint force com-
mander’s knowledge of the battlespace. The inherently large capacity of these
hulls will enable us to leverage future payloads and sensors for years to come.
We still expect our first SSGN to be operational in 2007.

—EA-18G. Last year, you initiated funding at our request to replace the aging
EA-6B Prowler with the EA-18G Airborne Electronic Attack aircraft. Increased
EA-6B usage in 2003 has resulted in wing center section or outer wing panel
fatigue for some 43 EA—6B aircraft, making your support last year critical to
our ability to dramatically accelerate the recapitalization of the nation’s only
joint electronic attack capability. Using the demonstrated growth capacity of the
F/A-18E/F, the EA-18G will quickly recapitalize our Electronic Attack capa-
bility at lower procurement cost, with significant savings in operating and sup-
port costs; all while providing the growth potential for future electronic warfare
(EW) system improvements. It will use the Improved Capability Three (ICAP
IIT) receiver suite and provide selective reactive jamming capability to the war
fighter. This will both improve the lethality of the air wing and enhance the
commonality of aircraft on the carrier deck. We begin purchasing airframes in
fiscal year 2006 and will achieve initial operating capability in 2009.

Sea Shield is the projection of layered, global defensive power.

Sea Shield will enhance deterrence and war fighting power by way of real-time
integration with joint and coalition forces, high speed littoral attack platforms set-
ting and exploiting widely distributed sensors, and the direct projection of defensive
power in the littoral and deep inland. Sea Shield capabilities include, Homeland De-
fense, Sea and Littoral Control, and Theater Air and Missile Defense. Our highest
priority Sea Shield programs this year include:

—Mine Warfare Programs. We intend to field a set of unmanned, modular Mine
Counter-Measure (MCM) systems employable from a variety of host platforms
or shore sites to minimize our risk from mines and sustain our national eco-
nomic and military access to every corner of the globe. Our future MCM capa-
bility will be faster, more precise and organic to both Expeditionary and Carrier
Strike Groups and will ultimately remove both the man and our mammals from
the minefield. Within the FYDP, we expect to reduce the time that it takes to
render sea mining ineffective by at least half of the time that it takes us today.

Our fiscal year 2005 budget request includes funding to realize organic mine
warfare capabilities in one Strike Group this year, while maintaining the fund-
ing necessary for a potent and dedicated Mine Countermeasure (MCM) force.
We have also requested an increase of $167 million across the FYDP for mine
warfare programs, to include unmanned vehicles such as the Long-Term Mine
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Reconnaissance System (LMRS) to provide a clandestine mine reconnaissance
capability from our LOS ANGELES-class submarines, and the Remote
Minehunting System on ARLEIGH BURKE-class destroyers (DDGs 91-96).
Both of these programs are scheduled to reach Initial Operating Capability
(IOC) milestones this year. Future introduction of the Littoral Combat Ship
(LCS) with mine warfare mission modules will improve the ability of Strike
Groups to neutralize mine threats in parallel with—not in sequence before—
other operations.

—Littoral Combat Ship (LCS). The role of LCS is to provide access to joint forces
in the littorals; a capability gap we identified as a result of the 2001 Quadren-
nial Defense Review. During the past year and a half, considerable campaign
analysis and fleet battle experiments have demonstrated that naval forces need
better ways to fight mines; small, fast, highly armed boats; and quiet diesel and
advanced air-independent propulsion submarines operating in shallow waters.
The performance of U.S. Navy Patrol Craft and the experimental HSV-X1
JOINT VENTURE in the Iraqi littoral was critical to the early detection and
destruction of the Iraqi mine threat. The same kind of capability needs to be
delivered in a fast, maneuverable, shallow-draft platform that has the surviv-
ability to operate independently. LCS will have these characteristics, along with
self-defense, navigation, and command-and-control systems.

LCS will be built from the keel up to be a part of a netted and distributed
force, and will be the first ship designed with FORCEnet as a requirement. The
main battery of LCS will be its off-board systems: manned helicopters and un-
manned aerial, surface and underwater vehicles. It is the off-board vehicles—
with both sensors and weapons—that will enter the highest threat areas. Its
modular design, built to open-systems architecture standards, provides flexi-
bility and a means to rapidly reconfigure mission modules and payloads. As
technology matures, the Navy will not have to buy a new LCS platform, but
will upgrade the mission modules or the unmanned systems.

LCS also will have an advanced hull design and be significantly different
from any warship that has been built for the U.S. Navy. Detail design and con-
struction of the first LCS Flight 0 ship is planned in fiscal year 2005. The LCS
requirements process is tailored to support the rapid delivery of two flights
(Flight 0 and 1) of ships, using an evolutionary, “spiral” acquisition approach.
The spiral development process allows time-phased capability improvement for
ship and mission systems. This incremental development and delivery strategy
supports the ship’s accelerated acquisition schedule, diverse threat and capa-
bility requirements, and dynamic levels of technology push/pull. The ship’s mod-
ular, open design will also enable lifecycle adaptability and affordability. Four
LCS’s have been added since last year’s budget plan was submitted.

—Missile Defense. Our Navy is poised to contribute significantly in fielding initial
sea based missile defense capabilities to meet the near-term ballistic missile
threat to our homeland, our deployed forces, and our friends and allies. We are
working closely under the authority of the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) to de-
liver this much-needed capability to the nation’s Combatant Commanders. Our
sea-based missile defense programs experienced tremendous success on the test
range this year, scoring two of three intercepts. Continued development and
testing will support Initial Defensive Operations beginning in the fall of 2004,
with select ARLEIGH BURKE-class destroyers providing Long Range Surveil-
lance and Tracking to the nation’s capability late this year.

—Multi-mission Maritime Aircraft (MMA)—Broad Area Maritime Surveillance
(BAMS). We significantly increased this year’s research and development fund-
ing for the Multi-Mission Aircraft to recapitalize our 1950’s-era Lockheed
“Electra” based P-3 force. Our acquisition plan was further refined this past
year with the integration of the Broad Area Maritime Surveillance-Unmanned
Aerial Vehicle (BAMS-UAV) program into the overarching Maritime Patrol and
Armed Reconnaissance requirement. This lethal combination of manned and un-
manned reconnaissance aircraft will recapitalize our maritime patrol anti-sub-
marine warfare, anti-surface warfare and armed intelligence, surveillance and
reconnaissance capability. We also developed a robust sustainment plan for the
current P-3 fleet that includes special structural inspections (SSI) and kits that
extend P-3 service lives by a minimum of 5,000 hours. This SSI program will
replace, correct or modify our current P-3 force to ensure that they do not pre-
maturely reach the end of their fatigue life before we achieve Initial Operating
Capability (I0C) of the MMA in 2013.

—VIRGINIA-class submarine (SSN-774). The first ship of this class was chris-
tened last year and will commission in 2004. This class will replace LOS ANGE-
LES-class (SSN-688) attack submarines and will incorporate new capabilities,
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including unmanned vehicles, and the ability to support Special Warfare forces.
It will be an integral part of the joint, networked, dispersed 21st Century Fleet.
Our fiscal year 2004 budget funded the first of five submarines under the multi-
year procurement (MYP) contract authorized by Congress last year. The second
submarine of the MYP contract is funded in fiscal year 2005. Approximately
$240 million in economic order quantity advance procurement is funded in fiscal
year 2005 in support of this contract.

—CG Modernization. Funding for the TICONDEROGA-class cruiser moderniza-
tion continues in fiscal year 2005. The Cruiser Modernization Program is a mid-
life upgrade for our existing AEGIS cruisers that will ensure modern, relevant
combat capability well into this century and against evolving threats. These
warships will provide enhanced area air defense to the joint force commander.
These modifications include installations of the Cooperative Engagement Capa-
bility, which enhances and leverages the air defense capability of these ships,
and an ASW improvement package. These converted cruisers could also be
available for integration into ballistic missile defense missions when that capa-
bility matures. Our first cruiser modernization begins in fiscal year 2006.

FORCEnet is the operational construct and architectural framework for naval

warfare in the joint, information age. It will allow systems, functions and missions
to be aligned in a way that will transform our situational awareness, accelerate
speed of decisions and allow naval forces to greatly distribute its combat power in
a unified, joint battlespace. FORCEnet provides the world-class IT tools that we
need to continue to be the world-class Navy.

Programs that will enable the future force to be more networked, highly adaptive,

human-centric, integrated, and enhance speed of command include:

—Navy Marine Corps Intranet (NMCI). NMCI is operational and providing com-
mercial IT services for more than 300,000 DON employees and two Combatant
Commanders. This initiative, as part of our FORCEnet strategy, is providing a
single, secure shore-based network and will link with our tactical networks to
provide end-to-end collaboration within the DON and across the joint commu-
nity. Fiscal year 2005 funding of $1.6 billion provides for NMCI operations and,
at the same time, continues transition of the remaining legacy IT networks to
NMCI enterprise network services. This past year, with the help of the author-
izing language you provided, the NMCI program finalized a full partnership
agreement with the Defense Information Systems Agency for operations and
provisioning.

—Mobile User Objective System (MUOS). The new MUOS Satellite Communica-
tions (SATCOM) program will increase DOD Narrowband UHF SATCOM capac-
ity by roughly 1,300 percent over current capabilities. MUOS is a $6.4 billion
joint interest program, and it supports a particularly important “Comms-on-the-
Move” capability for handheld terminals, aircraft, missiles, and UAVs in urban
and heavily wooded terrain. We plan to reach the Initial Operating Capability
milestone in 2009, with Full Operational Capability in 2013.

—Joint Aerial Common Sensor (JACS). We have partnered with the Army in the
Joint Aerial Common Sensor development program in our pursuit of a replace-
ment for the aging EP-3 airborne information warfare and tactical signals intel-
ligence (SIGINT) aircraft. JACS will provide multi-intelligence strike targeting
data and Signals Intelligence capabilities, and will include a Synthetic Aperture
Radar, Ground Moving Target Indicator, Electro-Optical and Infrared Sights,
and Measurements and Signature capabilities. These will be coupled with auto-
matic/manual data fusion. Our fiscal year 2005 request includes $25 million for
this program.

—Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS). JTRS will be the wireless “last tactical
mile” component of the Global Information Grid (GIG) and will transform
Navy’s tactical communications systems by incorporating Internet Protocol (IP)
communications over multi-spectral radio frequency (RF) media. JTRS is a soft-
ware programmable, multi-band, multi-mode family of net-workable radios, ca-
pable of simultaneous voice, data, video communications and mobile ad hoc net-
working. Our fiscal year 2005 request includes $56 million for JTRS.

—Deployable Joint Command Control System (DJC2). DJC2 is the SECDEF and
CJCS priority C2? transformation initiative. DJC2 will provide a standing, fully
deployable, scaleable, and standardized command and control (C2) capability to
the Regional Combatant Commanders (RCC) and Joint Force Commanders.
DJC2 responds to the need for joint, deployable C2 capability, with first RCC
delivery to PACOM in fiscal year 2005. DJC2 is an enabler for the Standing
Joint Force Headquarters concept being developed by Joint Forces Command
(JFCOM). DON is Lead Component for the acquisition program, and we ask
your support for the $81 million we’ve requested in fiscal year 2005.
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Improving Effectiveness

As T've testified, your Navy today is the most capable and most ready Navy in
our history, thanks in large part to the support of the Congress and of the American
people. But, I believe that we can do better—that, in fact, we must do better—as
stewards of the public trust in determining not just how much we should spend on
programs, but how those defense dollars are spent. This is especially true today be-
cause of the strategic challenges posed by the ongoing global war on terrorism, be-
cause of our need to recapitalize aging, Cold War-era infrastructure and capability,
and because of the burgeoning technological and operational changes that will dra-
matically alter the way we fight. Revolutionizing the way in which our defense dol-
lars are spent presents opportunities to increase our effectiveness, both now and in
the future.

Sea Enterprise is focusing headquarters leadership on outputs and execution, and
is creating ideas that will improve our productivity and reduce our overhead costs.
Its key objectives are to:

—Leverage technology to improve performance and minimize manpower costs.

—Promote competition and reward innovation and efficiency.

—Challenge institutional encumbrances that impede creativity and boldness in in-
novation.

—Aggressively divest non-core, under-performing or unnecessary products, serv-
ices and production capacity.

—Merge redundant efforts.

—Minimize acquisition and life-cycle costs.

—Maximize in-service capital equipment utilization.

—Challenge every assumption, cost and requirement.

Department of the Navy senior leadership is actively engaged in tracking the exe-
cution of ongoing Sea Enterprise initiatives totaling approximately $40 billion, and
identifying $12.4 billion in cost savings and requirements mitigation across the Fu-
ture Years Defense Program (FYDP). We are committed to efficiency and produc-
tivity improvements that will generate the savings necessary to augment our invest-
ment stream and implement our Sea Power 21 vision—delivering the right force,
with the right readiness, at the right cost. Specific highlights of these fiscal trans-
formation initiatives include:

—Right Readiness. Along with the Fleet Response Plan, we have also initiated
processes ashore that will generate a more effective force. As just one example,
we have established a single shore installation management organization, Com-
mander, Navy Installations (CNI), to globally manage all shore installations,
promote “best practices” development, and provide economies of scale, increased
efficiency, standardization of polices, and improved budgeting and funding exe-
cution. This initiative is anticipated to save approximately $1.2 billion across
the FYDP.

—Right Cost. We've taken a hard look at our “level of effort” programs to maxi-
mize return on taxpayer investment. This year’s effort generated $2 billion in
future savings in programs not supported by specific performance metrics in
force structure, readiness or cost benefit. In addition, we focused on stream-
lining our organizations and processes as a means to harvest efficiencies and
control costs. Innovative programs like SHIPMAIN and the Naval Aviation
Readiness Integrated Improvement Program are aiding in developing and shar-
ing best practices, streamlining maintenance planning and improving perform-
ance goals in shipyards, aviation depots, and intermediate maintenance activi-
ties. We also reorganized the Navy Supply Systems Command, including the es-
tablishment of the Naval Operational Logistics Support Center to consolidate
transportation, ammunition and petroleum management. We will continue to
loolz1 for additional opportunities in this area while leveraging the gains already
made.

—Right Force. We believe transformation to our future force must include improv-
ing our buying power. To improve upon our force structure, we’re divesting non-
core, redundant, under-performing, and outdated products and services. We are
using multi-year procurement contracts and focusing where possible on eco-
nomic order quantity purchase practices to optimize our investments. An excel-
lent example lies in the F/A-18E/F multi-year procurement contract that antici-
pates procurement of 210 aircraft while saving us in excess of $1.1 billion across
the FYDP. We also recognize the need to transform our single greatest asym-
metric advantage, our people. The upcoming year will focus on ensuring we not
only have the right number, but the right mix of military, civilian, and con-
tractor personnel to accomplish the mission at the lowest possible cost. You've
given us a tremendous tool to enhance our flexibility in this area, the National
Security Personnel System, and we plan to take full advantage of it.
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Building on prior efforts, I'm dedicating a significant amount of personal time to
conducting execution reviews with leadership at the major commands across the
Navy because, as I see it, leadership engagement in execution is an essential step
to achieving our Sea Enterprise objectives. These reviews have provided me the op-
portunity to focus on the intricate details of the organizations while ensuring com-
manders are aligned with the vision and direction in which we are steaming. We
focus on ways to swiftly move from strategy to implementation, as well as innova-
tive ways to reduce costs and return resources to the enterprise for reinvestment.

In 2005, the Navy will continue to pursue product and process efficiencies and the
opportunities to be more effective while improving our war fighting capability. Har-
vesting the savings for recapitalization is a vital part of that effort, and we will con-
tinue to balance the benefits of new productivity initiatives against operational
risks. Our intent is to foster a culture of continuous process improvement, reduce
overhead, and deliver the right force structure both now and in the future.

CONCLUSION

For us, winning the Global War on Terrorism remains our number one objective—
and victory is the only acceptable outcome. To achieve this, we are accelerating the
advantages we bring to the nation.

The Fleet Response Plan will improve upon the operational availability of fleet
units, providing forward deployed forces for enhanced regional deterrence and con-
tingency response, while at the same time, retaining the ability to rapidly surge in
times of crisis.

We are investing in enhanced war fighting capability for the joint force, using the
extended reach of naval weapons and sensors to reach farther and more precisely
with striking power, and deliver broader defensive protection for joint forces ashore
and fully leverage our command of the sea.

We are creating a personnel environment that attracts, retains and relies upon
creative, effective and competitive people. We are investing in the tools, the informa-
tion technology and the training that delivers more meaningful job content to them
because it is they who offer us our greatest advantage.

The support of Congress is vital to our readiness today and to building the Navy
of tomorrow—I thank you for your dedicated efforts and support.

STATEMENT OF GENERAL MICHAEL W. HAGEE, COMMANDANT,
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS

General HAGEE. Chairman Stevens, Senator Inouye, and distin-
guished members of this committee, it is my privilege to report on
the state of your Marine Corps.

First, like Admiral Clark and Secretary England, I would like to
thank you for your visits to our servicemen and women within and
outside the United States. These trips always have a positive effect
on individual morale. I would also like to thank this committee for
its support of your marines and their families over the past few
years. This support is critical to ensuring that we remain the expe-
ditionary force that is most ready when the Nation is least ready.

After we withdrew from Southern Iraq, in September of last
year, we continued to have significant numbers of marines de-
ployed to Afghanistan, Horn of Africa, Philippines, Japan, the Re-
public of Georgia, and other regions in support of the global war
on terrorism. With these ongoing deployments, and in the midst of
reconstituting our force and equipment, we were directed to have
approximately 25,000 marines trained and prepared to deploy to
Iraq within 4 months. Today, we have nearly completed, almost 2
weeks ahead of schedule, the movement of these marines and sail-
ors to Kuwait and Iraq in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom II.

Simultaneous with this major deployment, we have executed a
short-notice deployment of over 1,400 marines and sailors to Haiti
to conduct security and stability operations there. The immediate
responsiveness, speed, flexibility, and adaptability of your marines
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demonstrate the continued relevance of naval expeditionary capa-
bilities to our Nation’s security.

Your sustained commitment and support of the American people
have been indispensable in my ability to report to you that your
marines are well trained, well equipped, and highly motivated to
meet the challenges vital to maintaining the Nation’s security
today and in the future.

Let me assure you that the Marine Corps’ first priority is and
will continue to be warfighting readiness and excellence in support
of our Nation. In the near term, the Marine Corps is focused on
readiness to provide capable forces that meet the demanding needs
of our Nation. For the long term, the Marine Corps and Navy are
committed to developing a new transformational sea-basing capa-
bility that will provide a critical joint competency for assuring ac-
cess and projecting combat power ashore worldwide.

During Operation Iraqi Freedom, we used a combination of for-
ward-deployed marine expeditionary units, maritime pre-posi-
tioning squadrons, two large amphibious task force, and strategic
air- and sealift to deploy a combat-ready and sustainable force of
almost 70,000 marines and sailors in less than 60 days. No other
fighting force in the world can do that. Exploding the operational
speed, reach, and inherent flexibility of sea power, your Navy/Ma-
rine Corps team, closely integrated with joint and coalition part-
ners and special operating forces, engaged in 26 days of sustained
combat operations, fought ten major engagements, destroying eight
Iraqi divisions before stopping north of Baghdad, in Tikrit, almost
500 miles inland.

Today, marines are relieving the United States (U.S.) Army units
in Western Iraq. In preparation for this deployment, we work close-
ly with the U.S. Army in and out of Iraq, focusing on equipment,
tactics, techniques, and procedures. We drew on analysis of our ex-
periences in conducting security and stability operations last year
in Southern Iraq, the tactics of the British, and our own extensive
small-wars experience. We have assimilated these lessons through
a comprehensive training package that includes rigorous urban op-
erations and language and cultural education. We are paying par-
ticular attention to individual protective equipment, enhanced vehi-
cle and aircraft hardening, and aviation survival equipment and
procedures.

However, we also continue to plan for the future. In close co-
operation and collaboration with the U.S. Navy, as Admiral Clark
has mentioned, we have developed operational concepts that will
deliver increased capabilities for the Nation and the regional com-
batant commanders in 10 to 14 days for major contingencies, and
0 to 4 days for smaller contingencies, an increase in over 50 per-
cent response time.

The MV-22 Osprey, Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle, Joint Strike
Fighter, Littoral combat ship, LHA(R), DD(X), and the Maritime
Pre-positioning Force Future are in the 5-year defense plan and are
critical to this effort. These platforms will comprise a system of sys-
tems that will significantly improve our warfighting capabilities by
leveraging advancements in technology. The integration and inter-
dependence of these transformational programs will enable us, as
part of the joint force, to project more combat power ashore in less
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time with the same number of marines. We ask for your continued
support of these important complementary and transformational
programs and concepts.

Your support for quality-of-life issues has been critical in our
ability to recruit and retain the best young men and women Amer-
ica has to offer. The success in these programs is reflected in our
ability to continue to meet our recruiting and retention goals even
in these demanding times.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, Senator Inouye, members of this committee, I
would like to emphasize the magnificent performance of your indi-
vidual marine, the most agile and lethal weapons system on today’s
battlefield. On behalf of all marines, I thank this committee for its
steadfast support, and I look forward to your questions.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GENERAL MICHAEL W. HAGEE

Chairman Stevens, Senator Inouye, distinguished members of the Committee; it
is my honor to report to you on the state of readiness of your United States Marine
Corps. Your Marines are firmly committed to warfighting excellence, and the sup-
port of the Congress and the American people has been indispensable to our success
in the Global War on Terrorism. Your sustained commitment to improving our Na-
tion’s armed forces to meet the challenges of today as well as those of the future
is vital to the security of our Nation. On behalf of all Marines and their families,
I thank this Committee for your continued support.

INTRODUCTION

In the near-term, the Marine Corps’ top priorities are to maintain our high state
of readiness and to provide capable forces that meet the demanding needs of the
Unified Combatant Commanders in order to prosecute the Global War On Terrorism
in support of the Nation. For the long-term, the Marine Corps and Navy are com-
mitted to developing a Seabasing capability that will provide a critical joint com-
petency for assuring access and projecting power that will greatly improve the secu-
rity of the United States. The marked increase in our warfighting capability will be
apparent as we introduce new systems such as the MV-22 Osprey, the Expedi-
tionary Fighting Vehicle, the Joint Strike Fighter, and the Lightweight 155 mm
howitzer into our force structure, using them to enhance the already potent combat
power of our Marine Air-Ground Task Forces as integral elements of our Nation’s
joint force.

The Navy-Marine Corps team continues to play a critical role in the Global War
On Terrorism and in the establishment of stability and security throughout the
world. During this past year, the Marine Corps, both active and reserve, was en-
gaged in operations from Afghanistan, to the Arabian Gulf, the Horn of Africa, Libe-
ria, the Georgian Republic, Colombia, Guantanamo Bay, and the Philippines. Most
prominent in highlighting the value and power of the Nation’s naval expeditionary
capability was the Marine Corps’ participation in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. Suc-
cess in this operation underscored the unique contributions of our multi-dimensional
naval dominance, our expeditionary nature, our flexibility to deal with complex situ-
ations and challenges, and the adaptability of our forces and individuals in order
to defeat the challenges posed by adaptive, asymmetric enemies and long-term
threats.

Early last year, the I Marine Expeditionary Force deployed a combat ready force
of almost 70,000 Marines and Sailors in less than 60 days using the full array of
our complementary power projection capabilities. Forward deployed Marine Expedi-
tionary Units (Special Operations Capable) again demonstrated their proven value
for immediate response. Eleven strategically located Maritime Prepositioned Force
ships were unloaded in 16 days to provide the equipment and sustainment for two
Marine Expeditionary Brigades. A seven ship amphibious force from each coast em-
barked a total of 11,500 Marines, Sailors, and their equipment and within thirty
days these fourteen ships began to arrive and offload in Kuwait. Strategic sea and
air lift was also vital to our success in this effort. Exploiting the operational speed,
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reach, and inherent flexibility of seapower, the Navy-Marine Corps team achieved
a rapid buildup of sustained warfighting power that was combat ready to support
U.S. Central Command on March 1, 2003.

Closely integrated with our joint and coalition partners, as well as Special Oper-
ations Forces, the I Marine Expeditionary Force provided the Combatant Com-
mander with a potent combined arms force comprising a balance of ground, aviation,
and combat service support elements all coordinated by a dynamic command ele-
ment. This teamwork—the product of demanding and realistic Service and joint
training—presented a multi-dimensional dilemma for the Iraqi regime’s forces and
loyalists. It also greatly increased the range of options available to our leadership
as they addressed each unique and complex situation. The integration of the 1st
United Kingdom Division within the I Marine Expeditionary Force provides out-
standing lessons for achieving merged coalition capabilities and consistent goals in
the future.

The combat power of I Marine Expeditionary Force generated an operational
tempo that our enemy could not match. With short notice that operations would
commence early, the Marines and their joint and coalition partners rapidly secured
key strategic objectives. The I Marine Expeditionary Force then engaged in 26 days
of sustained combat operations. Using the tenets of maneuver warfare, they exe-
cuted four major river crossings, fought ten major engagements, and destroyed eight
Iraqi divisions before stopping in Tikrit—almost 500 miles inland. In support of
Joint Special Operations Forces Northern Iraq, the 26th Marine Expeditionary Unit
inserted a Marine-Air Ground Task Force from the Eastern Mediterranean into
Northern Irag—almost 1,200 miles distance. The sustained resources of the Marine
force, which were derived primarily from our seaborne logistics, provided us
unrivaled advantages. While our logistics were stretched by the operational com-
manders, our combat service support units demonstrated flexibility and resourceful-
ness.

Highlighting the expeditionary mindset of Marines, our combined arms force suc-
cessfully operated in desert, urban, swamp, and rural environments while effectively
conducting combat, peacekeeping, and humanitarian operations—at times simulta-
neously. Marines also demonstrated the ability to re-task and reorganize to conduct
unanticipated missions like the taking of the city of Tikrit. Following major combat
operations, I Marine Expeditionary Force assumed responsibility for security and
stability in five Central Iraq provinces until they were relieved of the last province
by coalition forces this past September. Flexibility and adaptability are key charac-
teristics of an expeditionary force, and they are critical advantages that we must
seek to optimize for the future, particularly in this era of global uncertainty.

Recent operations also emphasize the increased importance of access to key re-
gions for projecting our Nation’s power. With global interests, the United States
must retain the capability to secure access as needed. Power projection from the sea
greatly increases the range of options available to avert or resolve conflicts. A cred-
ible naval forcible-entry capability is critical to ensure that we are never barred
from a vital national objective or limited to suboptimal alternatives.

Since the end of major combat operations, the Marine Corps has been setting the
force in order to enhance warfighting readiness for future contingencies. We are re-
loading combat equipment and materiel on the ships of the Maritime Prepositioned
Squadrons while also ensuring that the requirements for Operation IRAQI FREE-
DOM II are fulfilled. We are using provided funding to repair, refurbish, and where
necessary, replace equipment. During this period, Marines have continued to for-
ward deploy. Marine Corps units are supporting Operation ENDURING FREEDOM
in Afghanistan, operations in the Horn of Africa, exercises critical to supporting the
Combatant Commanders’ Theater Security Cooperation Plans, and counter-drug op-
erations in support of joint and joint-interagency task forces. In addition, we have
conducted a major program to identify and analyze lessons learned from the Iraqi
campaign. We have also begun to assimilate these lessons and determine where and
how our force should be rebalanced.

As the last few years have demonstrated, the Marine Corps Reserve is a full part-
ner in our total force. Reserve units participated in all aspects of the war in Iragq,
providing air, ground, and combat service support as well as a large number of indi-
vidual augmentees to Marine and joint staffs. Mobilized Marine reserve infantry
battalions have also served as ready reaction forces, “on call” to support the Federal
Emergency Management Agency’s role in homeland security.

BUILDING ON SUCCESS FOR IMMEDIATE OPERATIONS

We continue to execute global operations and exercises with our joint and coali-
tion partners. The Marine Corps is beginning to relieve the 3d Armored Cavalry
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Regiment and the 82d Airborne Division in Western Iraq in support of Operation
IRAQI FREEDOM II. These forces will be deployed in two rotations of seven months
each. This rotation policy will result in the least disruption for the long-term health
of the Marine Corps, precluding stop-loss/stop-move and unnecessary interruptions
in recruit training, career progression and development, professional military edu-
cation, and other deployment requirements. The first rotation, from March until
September 2004, will include 25,000 Marines and their equipment and includes al-
most 3,000 reserve component Marines. A second rotation—of like size and composi-
tion—will overlap the first and ensure a smooth and stable transition.

In preparation for Operation IRAQI FREEDOM II, I Marine Expeditionary Force
has analyzed lessons learned from their experiences in conducting security and sta-
bility operations from March to September 2003, and recent Army lessons learned.
As they did last year, I Marine Expeditionary Force is working closely with the
Army forces in Iraq; they have conducted a number of liaison visits with the Army
units they will relieve. They have drawn from procedures used by the Los Angeles
Police Department for neighborhood patrolling in gang dominated areas, the tactics
of the British in Irag—which reflect years of experience in low intensity conflicts
and peacekeeping operations, as well as the Marine Corps’ own extensive “Small
Wars” experience. We have assimilated these lessons through a comprehensive
training package that includes tactics, techniques, procedures for stability and
counter-insurgency operations. We have conducted rigorous urban operations train-
ing and exercises. Over 400 Marines are receiving Arabic language immersion train-
ing, and all deploying Marines and Sailors are receiving extensive cultural edu-
cation. Our supporting establishment is focused on the equipment, logistics, and
training requirements of this force—paying particular attention to individual protec-
tive equipment, enhanced vehicle and aircraft hardening, and aviation survival
equipment and procedures. This training and support are critically important as we
send Marines back to war in a volatile, dangerous, and changing situation.

During this next year Marine Expeditionary Units will still deploy as part of
Naval Expeditionary Strike Groups in support of Combatant Commander require-
ments. Units will continue to rotate to Okinawa and Iwakuni Japan, and some of
those forces will further deploy in support of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM II. While
the operational tempo remains high, recruiting and retention continue to exceed our
goals. We are monitoring the health of our Service, and we are focused on ensuring
that the Marine Corps remains ready for all current and future responsibilities.

TAKING CARE OF OUR OWN

Events of the past year continue to highlight the value of the individual Marine
over all other weapon “systems.” While we always strive to provide our Marines
with the best equipment and weapons, we never forget that people and leadership
are the foundations of the Marine Corps’ readiness and warfighting capabilities. Op-
eration IRAQI FREEDOM demonstrated that the Marine Corps’ recruiting, training,
and education of the force are extremely successful in maintaining the high stand-
ards of military readiness our Nation requires. The Marine Corps remains com-
mitted to taking care of our Marines, their families, and our civilian Marines.

Marines

End Strength.—The Marine Corps is assimilating the Congressionally authorized
increase in Marine Corps end-strength to 175,000. The increase of 2,400 Marines
previously authorized by Congress addressed an urgent need to train and maintain
enough Marines for the long-term requirements associated with the Global War on
Terrorism. It has been particularly important in enabling us to provide the Nation
with a robust, scalable force option specifically dedicated to anti-terrorism—the 4th
Marine Expeditionary Brigade (Anti-Terrorism).

The Marine Corps is expeditionary by nature and therefore accustomed to deploy-
ing in support of contingency and forward presence missions. We are structured in
such a way as to satisfy our enduring requirements and meet operational contin-
gencies as long as the contingencies are temporary in nature. While the force is
stretched, we are meeting our current challenging operational commitments. Our
high operational and personnel tempos have not negatively impacted accessions or
retention efforts; however, we continue to monitor both very closely.

Recruiting.—Sustaining our ranks with the highest quality young men and
women is the mission of the Marine Corps Recruiting Command. Recruiting Com-
mand has consistently accomplished this mission for more than eight years for en-
listed recruiting and thirteen years for officer recruiting. This past year the Marine
Corps recruited over 100 percent of its goal with over 97 percent Tier I High School
graduates. In order to continue attracting America’s finest youth, Recruiting Com-
mand provides its recruiters the best tools available to accomplish their mission.
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The Marine Corps Reserve achieved its fiscal year 2003 recruiting goals with the
accession of 6,174 Non-Prior Service Marines and 2,663 Prior Service Marines. With
regard to our reserve component, officer recruiting and retention to fill out the re-
quirements of our Selected Marine Corps Reserve units remains our most chal-
lenging concern. This is primarily due to the fact that we recruit Reserve officers
almost exclusively from the ranks of those who have first served a tour as an active
duty Marine officer and currently the Corps is experiencing a low attrition rate for
company grade officers in our active force. We are attempting to alleviate this chal-
lenge. Two successful methods include increasing awareness of the benefits of serv-
ice in the Reserves to the company grade officers who are leaving the active ranks
and reserve officer programs for qualified enlisted Marines.

Retention.—Retaining the best and the brightest Marines is a constant goal; his-
tory has proven that superb leadership in the staff noncommissioned officer ranks
is a major contributor to the Corps’ combat effectiveness. The ranks of this elite
group of leaders can only be filled by retaining our best enlisted Marines. The Ma-
rine Corps has two retention measures and both clearly indicate healthy service con-
tinuation rates. Our First Term Alignment Plan (first tour) has consistently
achieved its reenlistment requirements over the past nine years. With under one-
half of the current fiscal year completed, we have achieved 82 percent of our first-
term retention goal. Furthermore, our Subsequent Term Alignment Plan (second
tour and beyond) reveals that we have already retained 66 percent of our goal for
this fiscal year.

Current officer retention is at a nineteen year high, continuing a four-year trend
of increasing retention. Despite the increased retention overall, certain Military Oc-
cupational Specialties perennially suffer high attrition. We are attempting to over-
come this challenge by offering continuation pay for those Marines with Military Oc-
cupational Specialties that include special qualifications and skills. Military com-
pensation that is competitive with the private sector provides the flexibility required
to meet the challenge of maintaining stability in manpower planning.

Marine Corps Reserve.—In 2003, the Marine Corps Reserve rapidly mobilized
combat ready Marines to augment and reinforce the active component. Marine
Corps Reserve activations in support of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM began in Jan-
uary 2003, and peaked at 21,316 Reserve Marines on active duty in May 2003. This
represented 52 percent of the Selected Marine Corps Reserve (SMCR). Of the over
5,400 Reservists currently on active duty, almost 1,300 Individual Mobilization
Augmentees, Individual Ready Reserves, and Retirees fill critical joint and internal
billets. As of January 2004, the Marine Corps Reserve began activating approxi-
mately 7,000 SMCR Marines in support of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM II. Judi-
cious employment of Reserve Marines remains a top priority of the Marine Corps
to ensure the Marine Corps Reserve maintains the capability to augment and rein-
force the active component. Marine Corps Reserve units and individuals are combat
ready and have rapidly integrated into active forces commands demonstrating the
effectiveness of the Total Force Marine Corps.

A strong Inspector-Instructor system and a demanding Mobilization and Oper-
ational Readiness Deployment Test program ensured Marine Corps Reserve units
achieved a high level of pre-mobilization readiness. Marine Reserve Units continu-
ously train to a C1/C2 readiness standard, eliminating the need for post-mobiliza-
tion certification. Ninety-eight percent of SMCR Marines called up for duty reported
for mobilization and less than one percent requested a deferment, delay, or exemp-
tion. The Marine Corps Reserve executed a rapid and efficient mobilization with
units averaging six days from notification to being deployment-ready, and 32 days
after receiving a deployment order they arrived in theater. Many activated Marine
Reserve units were ready to deploy faster than strategic lift could be provided.

Building on the important lessons of the last year, the Marine Corps is pursuing
several transformational initiatives to enhance the Reserves’ capabilities as a ready
and able partner with our active component. These pending initiatives include: in-
creasing the number of Military Police units in the reserve component; establishing
a Reserve Intelligence Support Battalion to include placing Reserve Marine Intel-
ligence Detachments at the Joint Reserve Intelligence Centers; returning some of
our Civil Affairs structure to the active component to provide enhanced planning ca-
pabilities to the operational and Service Headquarters; and, introducing an im-
proved Individual Augmentee Management Program to meet the growing joint and
internal requirements.

When called, the Marine Corps Reserve is ready to augment and reinforce. Our
Reserve Marines are a vital and critical element of our Total Force. The training,
leadership, and quality of life of our reserve component remain significant Marine
Corps priorities.
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Marine For Life—The commitment to take care of our own includes a Marine’s
transition from active service back to civilian life. The Marine For Life Program’s
mission is to provide sponsorship for our more than 27,000 Marines who honorably
leave active service each year. The program was created to nurture and sustain the
positive, mutually beneficial relationships inherent in our ethos, “Once a Marine, Al-
ways a Marine.” In cities across the United States, Reserve Marines help
transitioning Marines and their families get settled in their new communities. Spon-
sorship includes assistance with employment, education, housing, childcare, vet-
erans’ benefits, and other support services needed to make a smooth transition. To
provide this support, Marine For Life taps into the network of former Marines and
Marine-friendly businesses, organizations and individuals willing to lend a hand to
a Marine who has served honorably.

Initiated in fiscal year 2002, the program will reach full operational capability in
fiscal year 2004. In addition to 110 Reserve Marines serving as “Hometown Links,”
an enhanced web-based electronic network, easily accessed by Marines worldwide,
will support the program. The end state of the Marine For Life Program is a nation-
wide Marine and Marine-friendly network available to all Marines honorably leav-
ing active service, that will improve their transition to civilian life.

Civilian Marines

Civilian Workforce Campaign Plan.—Recognizing that our Civilian Marines are
integral to the success of military operations, General James L. Jones, the 32nd
Commandant of the Marine Corps, charged our senior Marine Corps officials with
the development and implementation of a strategic 5-year plan for the recruitment,
development, and retention of our Civilian Marines. The Civilian Workforce Cam-
paign Plan (CWCP) consists of six strategic goals: (1) nurture, build, and grow Civil-
ian Marines; (2) provide flexible career opportunities; (3) create leaders at all levels;
(4) improve the performance evaluation system; (5) strengthen workforce manage-
ment expertise; and (6) establish an integrated Total Force management approach.
As Commandant, I have provided the following additional implementing guidance.

Our vision is to make the Marine Corps the employer of choice for a select group
of civilians imbued with the Marine Corps values of honor, courage, and commit-
ment. Through implementation of the CWCP, we will not only define what the Ma-
rine Corps will offer its Civilian Marines, but what the Corps expects from them.
We will attract, nurture, build, and grow Civilian Marines by providing innovative
recruitment, development, retention, reward, and acculturation programs through-
out the work-life cycle.

National Security Personnel System.—We want to take this occasion to thank
again the committee and the Congress for enacting the National Security Personnel
System (NSPS) in the Fiscal Year 2004 National Defense Authorization Act. The Act
authorized a more flexible civilian personnel management system for the Depart-
ment that allowed the Department to be a more competitive and progressive em-
ployer at a time when our national security demands a highly responsive system
of civilian personnel management. The legislation ensures that merit system prin-
ciples govern any changes in personnel management, whistleblowers are protected,
discrimination remains illegal, and veterans’ preference is protected. The Depart-
ment will collaborate with employee representatives, invest time to try and work out
our differences, and notify Congress of any differences before implementation. In
January, Department officials met with union representatives to begin the develop-
ment of a new system of labor-management relations. Later this year, following an
intensive training program for supervisors, managers, human resources specialists,
employees, as well as commanders and senior management, the Department plans
to begin implementing NSPS. The Marine Corps, along with the entire Department
of the Navy, expects to be in the first wave of implementation.

Military-Civilian Conversions.—The Marine Corps will continue to actively pursue
a review of all functional areas within the Marine Corps in an effort to return more
Marines to the operating forces. Through fiscal year 2003, we have returned over
2,000 manned structure spaces to the operating forces, and we will return approxi-
mately 650 more Marines in fiscal year 2004. The fiscal year 2005 President’s Budg-
et converts roughly an additional 1,400 more billets from Marines to Civilian Ma-
Fines, which will provide us more options to increase manning in the operating
orces.

Education

Amid today’s uncertain, volatile security environment, our most effective weapon
remains the individual Marine who out-learns, out-thinks, and out-fights any adver-
sary. Such warfighting competence is secured only through intellectual development.
Recent events demonstrated how quality education instills confidence in Marines.
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Our educational standards and programs produce innovative leaders who take ini-
tiative and excel during challenging situations involving uncertainty and risk. These
high educational standards are inculcated by the Marine Corps University and are
designed to target every rank in both our active and reserve forces. Each year the
Marine Corps University student population includes members of the other armed
services, various government agencies as well as dozens of international military of-
ficers from over thirty different countries.

The Marine Corps endeavors to provide its Marines with “lifelong learning” oppor-
tunities through a variety of educational programs, college courses, and library serv-
ices on our bases and stations. Furthermore, distance learning programs through
the Marine Corps University make continuing education available to Marines re-
gardless of their location. In addition, the Marine Corps will continue to fully fund
the Tuition Assistance Program in accordance with the Department of Defense
guideline—funding for 100 percent of tuition cost up to $250 per semester hour with
a maximum of $4,500 per year. In fiscal year 2003, there were 25,454 Marines en-
rolled in almost 80,000 courses with the help of the Tuition Assistance Program.

Joint Initiatives.—The Marine Corps synchronizes its educational objectives with
those of the other armed services in order to provide Regional Combatant Com-
manders with the most capable joint force. We support the proposal for a Joint Ad-
vanced Warfighting School (JAWS) and for broadening Joint Professional Military
Education (JPME) opportunities for the Total Force. By working closely with Joint
Forces Staff College and our sister services, JAWS has the potential to empower fu-
ture combatant commanders with talented officers who are experienced in campaign
planning. Intent on broadening our joint experience base, the Marine Corps is pur-
suing an accredited advanced joint curriculum (JPME Phase II) at the Marine Corps
War College and will continue to work to provide JPME opportunities for both ac-
tive and reserve components.

Senior Leader Development Program.—The Senior Leader Development Program
was developed last year to address General Officer and Senior Executive Service ca-
reer development and to link education opportunities to career progression. A study
was commissioned to identify the competencies required in each of our general offi-
cer billets in an effort to link core and complimentary curriculum with the assign-
ment process. Within the core curriculum, senior leaders will attend the Joint War-
fare series of courses as prerequisites by rank and billet while they study innova-
tion, business transformation, and resource management through complementary
courses.

Quality of Life / Quality of Service

The Marine Corps works to improve the quality of life for Marines and their fami-
lies in order to continue the success of the all volunteer force. We provide excellent
quality of life programs and services, while also helping new Marines to better un-
derstand what to expect in the military lifestyle. We continuously assess, through
a variety of means, the attitudes and concerns of Marines and their families regard-
ing their quality of life expectations. With 67 percent of our Marines deployed away
from their home installations at the height of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, we
carefully captured lessons learned to ensure quality of life programs meet the needs
of deployed Marines and families who remain at home. Community and Family As-
sistance Centers were established at Camp Lejeune, Camp Pendleton, Marine Corps
Air Station Miramar, and Marine Corps Base Twentynine Palms to provide Marine
family members and loved ones access to relevant information and referral services.

To further help Marines and their families before, during, and after deployments,
the Marine Corps implemented Marine Corps Community Services (MCCS) One
Source, a Marine Corps-conducted, Department of Defense funded pilot program
providing around-the-clock information and referral services. MCCS One Source is
especially useful to our activated Marine Reserves and their families as they nego-
tiate the requirements and procedures associated with utilization of military pro-
grams such as TRICARE and other benefit services. In recognition of the importance
of the transition home after deployments for both Marines and their families, the
Marine Corps developed a standardized return and reunion program consisting of
a mandatory warrior transition brief for returning Marines, a return and reunion
guidebook for Marines and family members, a caregiver brief, and briefs designed
for spouses.

We greatly appreciate the supplemental appropriations bills during 2003, that
contained additional help for deployed Marines and their families. In 2004, quality
of life efforts will continue to focus on issues related to supporting deployed forces
and their families.
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Safety

Safety programs are vital to force protection and operational readiness. Marine
leaders understand the importance of leadership, persistence, and accountability in
the effort to reduce mishaps and accidents. The fiscal year 2003 off duty and oper-
ational mishap rates were driven upward by the mishaps that occurred during and
post Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, while the aviation mishap rate decreased. To
meet the Secretary of Defense’s challenge to all Services to reduce mishaps by 50
percent in two years, the Marine Corps is focusing on initiatives that deal particu-
larly with the development of strategies and specific interventions to reduce all mis-
haps. Our leadership at every level understand the challenge, and we are actively
involved in the effort to safeguard our most precious assets—Marines and Sailors.

BUILDING ON SUCCESS FOR THE FUTURE

The Marine Corps, in partnership with our Navy brethren, provides our Nation
with unrivaled maritime power to help secure peace and promote our national inter-
ests. The President’s fiscal year 2005 budget, together with your support, will pro-
vide a strong foundation for our continued success. The fiscal year 2005 budget—
predicated on a peacetime operational tempo—sustains a high level of readiness and
ensures our ability to rapidly respond to emerging situations. It also allows us to
assimilate new technologies and explore new concepts that will help realize the full
potential of our people and their equipment. We will continue to seek improved
means to increase the efficiency of our investments and increase the combat effec-
tiveness of our forces.

Technology and Experimentation

The Marine Corps has a long history of innovation and adaptation. Experimen-
tation is our principle means to explore new ideas and technologies in order to de-
velop new capabilities to overcome emerging challenges. The Marine Corps Combat
Development Command has realigned its experimentation program around the Sea
Viking campaign. This campaign will explore both concept and prototype technology
development pathways leading to the sea-based expeditionary capabilities envi-
sioned for the future, to include forcible entry from the sea. The Sea Viking cam-
paign is complementary to the joint concept development and experimentation cam-
paign of Joint Forces Command and the Navy’s Sea Trial experimentation process.
As an integral part of this effort, the Marine Corps is refining the expeditionary
combat capabilities best suited to participate in future Expeditionary Strike Group
and Expeditionary Strike Force operations. It is also exploring the potential for an
expanded Seabasing capability in support of future joint operations.

The Marine Corps Warfighting Laboratory has experimented with several new
pieces of equipment to enhance individual and small unit effectiveness. Based on
successful experimentation, limited numbers of the M16A4 Modular Weapons Sys-
tem, Rifle Combat Optic, and the Integrated Intra Squad Radio were fielded for use
during Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. The Marine Corps continues to seek enhanced
capabilities for the future as we continue to improve and transform the force. In ad-
dition, we have procured sufficient quantities of the Outer Tactical Vest and its
Small Arms Protective Insert plates to ensure all Marines participating in Oper-
ation IRAQI FREEDOM II are equipped with enhanced ballistic protection.

New Concepts and Organizations

The Expeditionary Force Development System implemented this past year is a
methodological process that is designed to facilitate the development and realization
of military operational concepts. It is a streamlined and integrated system that cov-
ers all phases of concept development to the acquisition of necessary equipment and
weapons systems. The Expeditionary Force Development System proved to be of
great value to our forces engaged in combat operations and is proving to be a helpful
means of ensuring that the Marine Corps quickly profits from recent operational ex-
periences. The system is compatible with and supports naval and joint trans-
formation efforts as it integrates transformational, modernization, and legacy capa-
bilities and processes. Several emerging concepts and organizational structures are
maturing that will benefit the Marine Corps and ensure we can meet the future de-
manding requirements of the Combatant Commanders.

The Seabasing Concept.—Seabasing, envisioned as a National capability, is our
overarching transformational operating concept for projecting and sustaining multi-
dimensional naval power and selected joint forces at sea. As stated by the Defense
Science Board in its August 2003 Task Force report: “Seabasing represents a critical
future joint military capability for the United States.” It assures joint access by
leveraging the operational maneuver of forces globally from the sea, and reduces
joint force operational dependence upon fixed and vulnerable land bases. Seabasing
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unites our capabilities for projecting offensive power, defensive power, command and
control, mobility and sustainment around the world. This will provide our Regional
Combatant Commanders with unprecedented versatility to generate operational ma-
neuver. Seabasing will allow Marine forces to strike, commence sustainable oper-
ations, enable the flow of follow-on forces into theater, and expedite the reconstitu-
tion and redeployment of Marine forces for follow-on missions. As the core of Naval
Transformation, Seabasing will provide the operational and logistical foundation to
enable the other pillars of Naval Transformation (Sea Strike, Sea Shield, Sea Base,
and FORCEnet).

This year, the Marine Corps has continued to refine plans for the Marine Expedi-
tionary Brigade of 2015, in concert with our concept for sea-based operations. Simi-
larly, the Analysis of Alternatives for our Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future),
a critical component of Seabasing, will provide valid choices for achieving Seabasing
capabilities. These initiatives will complement, rather than replace, the amphibious
lift and forcible entry capacity of the LHA(R), LPD-17, and LHD, and will provide
the 1(Ifation a deployment and employment capability unmatched in the modern
world.

Expeditionary Strike Groups.—The Marine Corps and Navy continue the series of
experiments that will refine the Expeditionary Strike Group concept. This concept
will combine the capabilities of surface action groups, submarines, and maritime pa-
trol aircraft with those of Amphibious Ready Groups and enhanced Marine Expedi-
tionary Units (Special Operations Capable) to provide greater combat capabilities to
Regional Combatant Commanders. Navy combatants are incorporated within the ex-
isting training and deployment cycle of the Amphibious Ready Group. Further ex-
perimentation will also allow us to test command-and-control arrangements for the
Expeditionary Strike Group (ESG). The ESG-1, composed of West Coast Navy and
Marine forces, recently completed the pilot deployment in this series. The ESG-2,
composed of East Coast Navy and Marine forces, will deploy later this year. Cur-
rently, the Marine Corps Combat Development Command 1s working with Navy and
Marine operating forces to capture critical information from these experimental de-
ployments to ensure that the ESG capability thoroughly integrates doctrine, organi-
zation, training, materiel, leadership, education, personnel, and facilities. Also, the
Marine Corps Combat Development Command is working with the Navy to develop
the concept for the employment of the additional capabilities that the ESG provides
Regional Combatant Commanders. Finally, the Center for Naval Analyses is evalu-
ating the series of experiments through embedded analysts deployed with both
ESGs and will submit their consolidated reports to the Navy and Marine Corps in
October 2004.

Marine Corps—U.S. Special Operations Command Initiatives.—The Marine Corps
continues to aggressively improve interoperability with Special Operations Forces.
The U.S. Special Operations Command-Marine Corps Board has developed over 30
initiatives to support our interoperability goals. The Marine Corps and U.S. Special
Operations Command are working to leverage existing pre-deployment and deploy-
ment training as a means to “operationalize” our relationship. Our deploying Marine
Expeditionary Units (Special Operations Capable) exchange liaison officers with the
Theater Special Operations Commands as the Marine Expeditionary Units deploy
within the various theaters. On June 20, 2003, a Marine Corps “proof of concept”
Detachment that is task organized to complement U.S. Special Operations Com-
mand mission areas in Direct Action, Special Reconnaissance, Coalition Support and
Foreign Internal Defense formally stood up at Camp Pendleton, California. The De-
tachment transferred to the operational control of U.S. Special Operations Com-
mand last December, to facilitate joint pre-deployment training and is scheduled to
deploy in April 2004, with a Naval Special Warfare Squadron supporting U.S. Cen-
tral Command. Finally, we are conducting joint training with U.S. Special Oper-
ations Command in the areas of fixed and rotary wing air support of special oper-
ation missions.

Reestablishment of Air-Naval Gunfire Liaison Companies.—During this past sum-
mer the Marine Corps reestablished an Air-Naval Gunfire Liaison Company in I
Marine Expeditionary Force and another in the II Marine Expeditionary Force.
These companies provide teams that specialize in all aspects of fire support—from
terminal control to support of division fire support coordination centers. They great-
ly enhance Marine Air-Ground Task Force Commanders’ liaison capability—with
foreign area expertise—to plan, coordinate, employ, and conduct terminal control of
fires in support of joint, allied, and coalition forces. Each company will be fully stood
up by this summer, and a separate platoon will be stood up in III Marine Expedi-
tionary Force in October 2004.

Tactical Aircraft Integration.—Naval Tactical Aircraft (TacAir) Integration makes
all Naval Strike-Fighter aircraft available to meet both Services’ warfighting and
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training requirements. As part of the TacAir Integration plan, a Marine Fighter-At-
tack squadron will eventually be attached to each of the ten active Carrier Air
Wings and will deploy aboard aircraft carriers. In addition, three Navy Strike-Fight-
er squadrons will be assigned into the Marine Corps’ Unit Deployment Program for
land-based deployments. Force structure reductions associated with this plan should
result in a total cost savings and cost avoidance of over $30 billion. The integration
of the fifth Marine squadron into a Carrier Air Wing and the first Navy squadron
into the Unit Deployment Program are scheduled for later this year.

TacAir Integration retains our warfighting potential and brings the Naval Serv-
ices a step closer to the flexible sea based force we envision for the future. A leaner,
more efficient naval strike-fighter force is possible because of three underlying fac-
tors. The first factor is “Global Sourcing”—the ability to task any non-deployed De-
partment of Navy squadron to either Service’s missions, allowing for a reduction in
force structure. Second, “Level Readiness”—applying the proper resources to train-
ing, maintenance, and modernization, will ensure the smaller force is always capa-
ble of responding to the Services’ and Nation’s needs. Third, the development of an
operational concept that will efficiently manage the employment of this integrated
strike-fighter force within the naval and joint context. Support of readiness ac-
counts, modernization programs, and our replacement of the F/A-18 and AV-8B
with the Short Takeoff and Vertical Landing (STOVL) Joint Strike Fighter will en-
sure the potential promised by this integration.

Better Business Practices

The Secretary of Defense and Secretary of the Navy have emphasized, and the
Marine Corps is committed to, business transformation in order to optimize resource
allocation. The Marine Corps is employing a variety of business transformation ini-
tiatives including: competitive sourcing of over 3,500 commercial billets to save $57
million annually; outsourcing garrison food service in our mess halls in the conti-
nental United States in to free up 594 Marines for other duties; using public-private
ventures to fund new family housing and to increase the quantity of safe, com-
fortable, and affordable homes; consolidation of equipment maintenance from five to
three echelons in order to improve maintenance effectiveness and efficiency; and, re-
gionalizing garrison mobile equipment to realign Marines and dollars with higher
priorities. The Marine Corps continues to develop its activity based costing capa-
bility in order to support fact based decision making.

In March 2003, the Marine Corps began participation in the Navy Marine Corps
Intranet (NMCI)—a network outsourcing initiative that will provide a common end-
to-end Department of Navy information system capability for voice, video, and data
communications. By outsourcing information technology services not considered to
be core competencies, the Marine Corps has been able to return 355 supporting es-
tablishment personnel structure spaces to the operating forces. As a result of this
improved business practice, the NMCI operating environment will promote greater
naval interoperability. The Marine Corps will continue to refine our business prac-
tices and increase the effectiveness of warfighting potential.

OUR MAIN EFFORT—EXCELLENCE IN WARFIGHTING
Training

Training at Eglin Air Force Base.—In anticipation of the cessation of naval expe-
ditionary forces training in Vieques, Puerto Rico, efforts began in September 2002
to establish a new training capability at Eglin Air Force Base (AFB). Training at
Eglin AFB is envisioned to provide a near term pre-deployment training capability
for East Coast Navy Amphibious Ready Groups/Expeditionary Strike Groups and
Marine Expeditionary Units (Special Operations Capable), with the potential to be
part of the long-term solution. The training concept was designed for up to two 10-
day training periods per year. The long-term objective is that during each 10-day
event, the Expeditionary Strike Groups will be able to conduct the full spectrum of
training required. The Marine Corps has invested approximately $4.2 million in en-
vironmental assessment/mitigation and infrastructure development required to es-
tablish an initial training capability at Eglin AFB.

In December 2003, the Marine Corps completed its first 10-day training period at
Eglin AFB, at an additional cost of approximately $1 million. The Marine Corps is
assessing the quality the training offered at Eglin AFB while continuing to explore
and develop other options, both within the United States and abroad. While Eglin
AFB has the potential for enhanced live fire and maneuver training, developing this
capability will require a significant investment by the Department of the Navy and
Department of Defense to upgrade existing facilities.
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Joint National Training Capability.—As described by the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense: “The centerpiece of our Training Transformation effort will be a Joint Na-
tional Training Capability.” The Joint National Training Capability is one of the
three pillars of Training Transformation, and will improve joint interoperability by
adding certified “joint context” to existing Service training events. The Joint Na-
tional Training Capability is a cooperative collection of interoperable training sites,
nodes, and events that synthesizes Combatant Commander and Service training re-
quirements with the appropriate level of joint context.

The first in a series of pre-Initial Operational Capability Joint National Training
Capability exercises was held in January 2004, linking a Marine Corps Combined
Arms Exercise with live Close Air Support sorties, a Navy Stand-off Land Attack
Missile Exercise, an Army rotation at the National Training Center, and an Air
Force Air Warrior Exercise. The Marine Corps will be actively involved in future
Joint National Training Capability exercises including Combined Arms Exercises
and Marine Aviation Weapons and Tactics Squadron-1 evolutions scheduled for fis-
cal year 2005. The Marine Corps is fully engaged in the Joint National Training Ca-
pability program development, and is on track to enhance Service core-competency
training with the appropriate level of joint context. In concert with the other Serv-
ices, the Marine Corps is working with Joint Forces Command to refine the phrase
“Joint context,” certify ranges, and accredit exercises to ensure the force is training
properly.

Infrastructure

Blount Island Facility—The acquisition of the Blount Island facility in Jackson-
ville, Florida, is critical to our Nation and to our Corps’ warfighting capabilities.
Blount Island’s peacetime mission is to support the Maritime Prepositioning Force.
Its wartime capability and capacity to support massive logistics sustainment from
the continental United States gives it strategic significance. The Blount Island facil-
ity has a vital role in the National Military Strategy as the site for maintenance
operations of the Maritime Prepositioning Force. The Marine Corps thanks Congress
for your role in supporting this acquisition project. Phase II, funded by the $115.7
million appropriated in the Defense Authorization Act of 2004, gives the Marine
Corps ownership of the leased maintenance area and supporting dredge disposal site
consisting of 1,089 acres.

Encroachment.—We are grateful to Congress for providing a tool to facilitate the
management of incompatible developments adjacent to or in close proximity to mili-
tary lands. We are working with state and local governments and with non-govern-
mental organizations such as the Trust for Public Lands, The Nature Conservancy,
the Sierra Club, and the Endangered Species Coalition to acquire lands buffering
or near our bases including Camp Lejeune, Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort, and
Camp Pendleton. In return for our investment, the Marine Corps is receiving re-
strictive easements that ensure lands acquired remain undeveloped and serve as
buffer zones against future encroachment on our bases.

We are also grateful to Congress for codifying legislation that gives us the oppor-
tunity to partner with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and State fish and game
agencies in order to manage endangered species present on military lands. Manage-
ment via our Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans, which we prepare
in partnerships with these agencies, allows us to protect and enhance populations
of these species on our lands while allowing Marines to train. Finally, we support
the Secretary of Defense’s efforts to provide flexibility under the Clean Air Act and
to clarify the governing authorities under which DOD would manage operational
ranges. The Marine Corps strives to be a good environmental steward and the grow-
ing number of endangered species on our lands and their increasing populations are
examples of our successes. We remain committed to protecting the resources en-
trusted to us by the American people.

Base Realignment and Closures.—A successful Base Realignment and Closure
process, resulting in recommendations in 2005, is critically important to the Nation,
the Department of Defense, and the Department of Navy. By eliminating excesses
and improving efficiencies, the armed services will achieve a transformation of our
infrastructure in the same way we are achieving a transformation of our forces. Rec-
ommendations will be developed only after a thorough and in-depth review.

Command and Control

Naval expeditionary warfare will depend heavily on the ability of the forces to
share linked and fused information from a common source which will, in turn, en-
sure command and control of widely dispersed forces. Exploiting the use of space,
ground and aerial platforms requires a networked, protected, and assured global
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grid of information. Leveraging command and control technology to improve our
interoperability continues to be our focus of effort.

Advances in technology and a need to leverage existing infrastructure requires us
to establish a new Information Technology (IT) framework—one that is more reli-
able, efficient, secure, and responsive. This new IT framework must provide en-
hanced information access and improved information services to the operating
forces. By streamlining the deployment of IT tools and realigning our IT resources,
the Marine Corps Enterprise IT Services will shift the burden away from the oper-
ating forces by establishing a new IT environment. This IT environment will fuse
and integrate Department wide, net-centric enterprise services to provide a common
set of sharable IT services to the entire Marine Corps. By eliminating individual or-
ganizations providing duplicative and redundant services, we will reduce the IT bur-
den on the operating forces through enterprise provided IT services, and improve
our ability to process information and enhance the speed of decision-making.

Intelligence

Our fiscal year 1996 through fiscal year 2004 enhancements to Marine intel-
ligence improved the intelligence capability within Marine units and established a
“reach-back” intelligence production capability between forward deployed units and
our Marine Corps Intelligence Activity in Quantico, Virginia. These improvements
are proving to be remarkably beneficial to our efforts in Operation IRAQI FREE-
DOM and Operation ENDURING FREEDOM. Marine intelligence is concurrently
supporting ongoing operations, preparing for near term operations, and trans-
forming our intelligence systems to meet future warfighting requirements. Marine
Intelligence Specialists have provided significant contributions to ongoing operations
in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Djibouti and will play a crucial intelligence role as Marine
Forces return to Iraq in larger numbers this year. Before again deploying to Iraq,
we will train over 400 Marines in basic Arabic to aid in our efforts to work with
the Iraqis at the patrol level, and we will provide enhanced language training for
some of our Arabic heritage speakers and others trained linguists to increase our
operational influence and effectiveness. Meanwhile, we prepare for future conflicts
by ensuring that our intelligence training and systems funded in the fiscal year
2005-2009 program incorporate the latest technological advances and become more
capable of seamless interoperability with the systems used by other armed services
and national agencies.

Mobility

As preliminary assessments of operations in Iraq highlight, operational and tac-
tical mobility are essential to overcome the current range of threats. The ability to
rapidly respond and then flexibly adapt to a changing situation is critical to address
future challenges. Increasing the speed, range, and flexibility of maneuver units
that are enhanced by logistical power generated from the sea, will increase naval
pov]s;elr projection. The following initiatives are vital to achieve greater operational
mobility:

MV-22 Osprey.—The MV-22 remains the Marine Corps’ number one aviation ac-
quisition priority. While fulfilling the critical Marine Corps medium lift require-
ment, the MV-22’s increased range, speed, payload, and survivability will generate
truly transformational tactical and operational capabilities. With the Osprey, Ma-
rine forces operating from a sea base will be able to take the best of long-range ma-
neuver and strategic surprise, and join it with the best of the sustainable forcible-
entry capability. Ospreys will replace our aging fleets of CH-46E Sea Knight and
CH-53D Sea Stallion helicopters.

KC-130J.—Continued replacement of our aging KC-130 fleet with KC-130J air-
craft is necessary to ensure the viability and deployability of Marine Corps Tactical
Air and Assault Support well into the 21st Century. Acquisition of the KC-130dJ rep-
resents a significant increase in operational efficiency and enhanced refueling and
assault support capabilities for the Marine Corps. The KC-130J provides the aerial
refueling and assault support airlift resources needed to support the Osprey, the
Joinfi Strike Fighter, and the Marine Air-Ground Task Force and Joint Force Com-
manders.

Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle (EFV).—The EFV, formerly known as the Ad-
vanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle (AAAV), will provide Marine surface assault ele-
ments the requisite operational and tactical mobility to exploit fleeting opportunities
in the fluid operational environment of the future. Designed to be launched from
Naval amphibious shipping from over the horizon, the EFV will be capable of car-
rying a reinforced Marine rifle squad at speeds in excess of 20 nautical miles per
hour in sea state three. This capability will reduce the vulnerability of our naval
forces to enemy threats by keeping them well out to sea while providing our surface
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assault forces mounted in EFVs the mobility to react to and exploit gaps in enemy
defenses ashore. Once ashore, EFV will provide Marine maneuver units with an ar-
mored personnel carrier designed to meet the threats of the future. EFV will replace
the aging Assault Amphibious Vehicle (AAV). With its high speed land and water
maneuverability, highly lethal day/might fighting ability, and advanced armor and
Nuclear Biological and Chemical protection, the EFV will significantly enhance the
lethality and survivability of Marine maneuver units and provide the Marine Air
Ground Task Force and Expeditionary Strike Group with increased operational
tempo across the spectrum of operations.

Power Projection Platforms.—Combined with embarked Marines, amphibious war-
ships provide our Nation with both a forward presence and a flexible crisis response
force. These power projection platforms give decision-makers immediately respon-
sive combat options. As the Seabasing concept matures, enhanced naval expedi-
tionary forces will be optimized to provide a full spectrum of capabilities.

Inherent in the Sea Strike pillar of the Seabasing concept is the ability to both
strike with fires from the sea base and from units maneuvering within the littoral
region. The dilemma that these two offensive capabilities impose on an enemy and
the multitude of options they create for our leadership increase our ability to
achieve success effectively and efficiently. The built-in flexibility and survivability
of amphibious ships coupled with their combat sustainment capability ensure the
rapid achievement of a full range of offensive operations that either allow us to ac-
complish operational objectives directly or enable us to set the conditions for major
joint operations. The ability to defeat an anti-access strategy—Dbefore it is completed
or even once it is developed—is vital to our national security objectives.

The LPD 17 class amphibious ships, currently planned or under construction, rep-
resent the Department of the Navy’s commitment to a modern expeditionary power
projection fleet. These ships will assist our naval forces in meeting the fiscally-con-
strained programming goal of lifting 2.5 Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) As-
sault Echelons (AEs). The lead ship detail design has been completed and the con-
struction process is over 80 percent complete with a successful launch in July 2003.
Production effort is focused on meeting test milestones for a November 2004 deliv-
ery. Construction of LPD 23 has been accelerated from fiscal year 2006 to fiscal year
2005, leveraging fiscal year 2004 Advance Procurement resources provided by Con-
gress. LPD 17 replaces four classes of older ships—the LKA, LST, LSD, and the
LPD—and is being built with a 40-year expected service life.

LHAs 1-5 reach their 35-year service life at a rate of one per year in 2011-15.
LHD-8 will replace one LHA when it delivers in fiscal year 2007. In order to meet
future warfighting requirements, the Navy and Marine Corps leadership is evalu-
ating LHA (Replacement)—LHA(R)—requirements in the larger context of Joint
Seabasing, power projection, the Global War On Terrorism, and lessons learned
from Operations ENDURING FREEDOM and IRAQI FREEDOM. The resulting
platform will provide a transformational capability that is interoperable with future
amphibious and Maritime Preposition Force ships, high-speed connectors, advanced
rotorcraft like the MV-22, Joint Strike Fighter, and Expeditionary Fighting Vehi-
cles.

Maritime Pre-positioning Force—The leases on the current Maritime
Prepositioning Ships begin to expire in 2009. The Maritime Prepositioning Force
(Future)—MPF(F)—will be a key enabler to sea-based operations. It will allow us
to better exploit the maneuver space provided by the sea to conduct joint operations
at a time and place of our choosing. When the MPF(F) becomes operational, the
maritime prepositioning role will expand far beyond its current capability to provide
the combat equipment for a fly-in force. MPF(F) will serve four functions that the
current MPF cannot: (1) at-sea arrival and assembly of units; (2) direct support of
the assault echelon of the Amphibious Task Force; (3) long-term, sea-based
sustainment of the landing force; and (4) at-sea reconstitution and redeployment of
the force. The enhanced capabilities of these ships will significantly increase the ca-
pability of the Sea Base—in the Seabasing concept—to provide unimpeded mobility
and persistent sustainment. This enhanced sea base will minimize limitations im-
posed by reliance on overseas shore-based support, maximize the ability of the naval
elements of the joint force to conduct combat operations from the maritime domain,
and enable the transformed joint force to exploit our Nation’s asymmetric advantage
of our seapower dominance. The ability to rapidly generate maneuver forces from
this sea base will augment our forward presence and forcible entry forces, increasing
the overall power and effect of the joint campaign. Acceleration of the lead MPF(F)
from fiscal year 2008 to fiscal year 2007 in the fiscal year 2005 budget reflects an
emphasis on Seabasing capabilities. The fiscal years 2005-2009 plan procures three
MPF(F) ships and advanced construction for an MPF(F) Aviation variant.
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High Speed Connectors.—High Speed Connectors (HSC) possess characteristics
that make them uniquely suited to support the Sea Base and sea-based operations.
HSCs are unique in combining shallow draft, high speed and large lift capacity into
a single platform. HSCs will help create an enhanced operational capability by pro-
viding commanders with a flexible platform to deliver tailored, scalable forces in re-
sponse to a wide range of mission requirements. The range and payload capacity
of HSCs, combined with their ability to interface with current and future MPF ship-
ping and access austere ports greatly enhances the operational reach, tactical mobil-
ity, and flexibility of sea-based forces.

Mine Countermeasure Capabilities.—There is a great need to continue the devel-
opment of our mine countermeasure capabilities. A major challenge for the Navy-
Marine Corps Team is ensuring the effective delivery of ground forces ashore when
mines and other anti-access measures are employed in the surf zone or ashore be-
yond the high water mark. We are currently exploring with the Navy how the tech-
nology of Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAM) promises a short-term solution and
may lead to a better long-term solution to the challenge of mines in the surf zone.
Using unitary bombs, fuses, and JDAM tail kits, we have designed a mine counter-
measure known as the JDAM Assault Breaching System (JABS). Preliminary test
results are showing promise as an interim solution for breaching surface laid mine-
fields and light obstacles in the beach zones. Further testing and characterization
of the JABS system is proceeding throughout fiscal year 2004 with tests against
Surf Zone Mines and obstacles.

Some aspects of JABS development may lead to a long-term solution to the mine
threat. One possible solution that is envisioned includes developing bomb-delivered
darts that physically destroy buried mines in the Beach Zone and Surf Zone region.
In addition, the Navy has adopted the Marine Corp Coastal Battlefield Reconnais-
sance and Analysis (COBRA) mine sensor system for the beach zone with a planned
product improvement enhancement for COBRA called the Rapid Overt Airborne Re-
connaissance (ROAR) that extends detection to the very shallow water and the surf
zone regions by 2015. In addition, the Marine Corps seeks to improve breaching ca-
pability beyond the high water mark by developing both deliberate and in-stride
breaching systems. These include the Advanced Mine Detector program and the As-
sault Breacher Vehicle program.

Fires and Effects

As events over the past year have demonstrated—and suggest for the future—the
increased range and speed of expeditionary forces and the depth of their influence
landward has and will continue to increase. To fully realize these capabilities the
Nation requires a range of complementary, expeditionary lethal and non-lethal fire
support capabilities. During Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, sixty AV-8B Harrier air-
craft were based at-sea aboard amphibious shipping—minimizing the challenge of
airfield shortages ashore. This prelude to future sea-based operations was extremely
successful with over 2,200 sorties generated—mostly in support of I Marine Expedi-
tionary Force ground units. A key factor to this success was the employment of for-
ward operating bases close to the ground forces which allowed the AV-8B to refuel
and rearm multiple times before returning to their ships. In addition, the com-
plementary capabilities of surface and air delivered fires were highlighted in this
campaign. Further, the importance of both precision and volume fires was critical
to success. Precision fires assisted in reducing both collateral damage and the de-
mands on tactical logistics. I Marine Expeditionary Force also validated the require-
ment for volume fires in support of maneuver warfare tactics. These fires allow ma-
neuver forces to take advantage of maneuver warfare opportunities before precision
intelligence can be developed and precision fires can be employed against fleeting
targets or rapidly developing enemy defensive postures.

Short Take Off Vertical Landing Joint Strike Fighter (STOVL JSF).—The STOVL
JSF will be a single engine, stealth, supersonic, strike-fighter capable of short take-
offs and vertical landings. The aircraft is designed to replace the AV-8B and FA-
18 aircraft in the Marine Corps inventory. The operational reliability, stealth, and
payload capability designed into the STOVL JSF represents a great improvement
in combat capability over existing legacy platforms. The aircraft is in the second
year of a 10-12 year development program. The STOVL JSF force is integral to our
future warfighting capabilities. Its design and capabilities will fulfill all Marine
Corps strike-fighter requirements and better support the combined arms require-
ments in expeditionary operations. Continued support of the STOVL JSF is vital to
the Marine Corps.

Indirect Fires Support—In response to identified gaps in our indirect fires capa-
bility, the Marine Corps undertook an effort to replace the aging M198 155mm
towed howitzers and provide a full spectrum all-weather system of systems fires ca-
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pability. Operations in Iraq confirmed this requirement and the direction that the
Marine Corps has undertaken. This system of systems will be capable of employing
both precision and volume munitions.

The Lightweight 155 mm howitzer (LW 155) is optimized for versatility, pro-active
counter fire and offensive operations in support of light and medium forces. It sup-
ports Operational Maneuver from the Sea and replaces all M198’s in the Marine
Corps, as well as the M198’s in Army Airborne, Light Units and Stryker Brigade
Combat Teams. Compared to the current system, the LW 155 is more mobile, capa-
ble of more rapid deployment, more survivable, and more accurate. Initial oper-
ational capability is expected during fiscal year 2005, and a full operational capa-
bility will be reached three years later.

The High Mobility Artillery Rocket System (HIMARS) fulfills a critical range and
volume gap in Marine Corps fire support assets by providing twenty-four hour, all
weather, ground-based, responsive, General Support, General Support-Reinforcing,
and Reinforcing indirect fires throughout all phases of combat operations ashore.
HIMARS will be fielded in one artillery battalion of the active component and one
battalion of the reserve component. An initial operational capability is planned for
fiscal year 2007 with a full capability expected during fiscal year 2008. An interim
capability of one battery during fiscal years 2005-2006 is also currently planned.

The Expeditionary Fire Support System (EFSS) is the third element of the triad
of ground firing systems, and it will be the principal indirect fire support system
for the vertical assault element. EFSS-equipped units will be especially well suited
for missions requiring speed, tactical agility, and vertical transportability. The esti-
mated Approved Acquisition Objective is eighty-eight systems. Initially, this pro-
vides eleven batteries to support our Marine Expeditionary Units (Special Oper-
ations Capable). Initial operational capability is planned for fiscal year 2006 and full
operational capability is planned for fiscal year 2008.

Naval Surface Fire Support.—An important element of our fires and effects capa-
bility will continue to be surface ships that provide direct delivery of fires from the
sea base. Critical deficiencies currently exist in the capability of the Navy to provide
all-weather, accurate, lethal and responsive fire support throughout the depth of the
littoral in support of expeditionary operations. In the critical period of the early
phases of the forcible entry operations when organic Marine Corps ground indirect
fires are not yet or just beginning to be established, the landing force will be even
more dependent on the complementary capability required of naval surface fire sup-
port assets. To date, no systems have been introduced or are being developed which
meet near or mid-term Naval Surface Fire Support requirements. The DD(X) de-
stroyer—armed with two 155 mm Advanced Gun Systems—continues to be the best
long-term solution to satisfy the Marine Corps’ Naval Surface Fire Support require-
ments. Our Nation’s forcible entry, expeditionary forces will remain at considerable
risk for want of suitable sea-based fire support until DD(X) joins the fleet in consid-
erable numbers in 2020. Currently, the lead ship of this class will not be operational
until fiscal year 2013. In addition, the Marine Corps is closely monitoring research
into the development of electro-magnetic gun technology to support future range and
velocity requirements. Electro-magnetic guns could potentially provide Naval Sur-
face Fire Support at ranges on the order of 220 nautical miles, and could eventually
be incorporated into ground mobile weapon systems like the future Expeditionary
Fighting Vehicles as size, weight, and power technology hurdles are overcome.

H-1 (UH-1Y/AH-1Z).—The current fleet of UH-1N utility helicopters and AH-
1W attack helicopters is reaching the end of their planned service life and face a
number of deficiencies in crew and passenger survivability, payload, power avail-
ability, endurance, range, airspeed, maneuverability, and supportability. The De-
partment of the Navy has determined that the H-1 Upgrade Program is the most
cost effective alternative that meets the Marine Corps’ attack and utility helicopter
requirements until the introduction of a new technology advanced rotorcraft aircraft.
The H-1 Upgrade Program is a key modernization effort designed to resolve existing
safety deficiencies, enhance operational effectiveness of both the UH-1N and the
AH-1W, and extend the service life of both aircraft. Additionally, the commonality
gained between the UH-1Y and AH-1Z (projected to be 84 percent) will significantly
reduce life-cycle costs and logistical footprint, while increasing the maintainability
and deployability of both aircraft. On October 22, 2003, the program to enter Low-
Rate Initial Production (LRIP), and on December 29, 2003 the LRIP Lot 1 aircraft
contract was awarded to Bell Helicopter.

Information Operations.—The Marine Corps is exploring ways to ensure Marines
will be capable of conducting full spectrum information operations, pursuing the de-
velopment of information capabilities through initiatives in policy and doctrine, ca-
reer force, structure, training and education, and programs and resources. Marine
forces will use information operations to deny, degrade, disrupt, destroy or influence



138

?n adversary commander’s methods, means or ability to command and control his
orces.

New Weapons Technologies.—The Marine Corps is particularly interested in
adapting truly transformational weapon technologies. We have forged partnerships
throughout the Department of Defense, other Agencies, and with industry over the
past several years in an effort to develop and adapt the most hopeful areas of
science and technology. Several notable programs with promising technologies in-
clude: (1) Advanced Tactical Lasers to potentially support a tactical gunship high
energy laser weapon, (2) Active Denial System—a high-power millimeter-wave, non-
lethal weapon, (3) Free Electron Lasers for multi-mission shipboard weapons appli-
cation, and (4) various promising Counter Improvised Explosive Device technologies.

Logistics and Combat Service Support

Logistics Modernization.—Since 1999, the Marine Corps has undertaken several
logistics modernization efforts to improve the overall effectiveness of our Marine
Air-Ground Task Forces as agile, expeditionary forces in readiness. Some of these
initiatives have reached full operational capability or are on track for complete im-
plementation. Applying the lessons learned from Operation IRAQI FREEDOM re-
sulted in new initiatives concerning naval logistics integration, naval distribution,
%nd the integration of the Combat Service Support Element with Marine Corps

ases.

The Marine Corps’ number one logistics priority is the re-engineering of logistics
information technology and the retirement of our legacy systems, which is described
in the next section. The Marine Corps is working to enhance the integration of its
distribution processes across the tactical through strategic levels of warfare, pro-
viding the warfighter a “snap shot” view of his needed supplies in the distribution
chain to instantly locate specific items that are en route. This capability, described
in the following section, will result in increased confidence in the distribution chain
and will reduce both the quantity of reorders and the amount of inventory carried
to support the war fighter.

Logistics Command and Control.—The Global Combat Support System-Marine
Corps is the Marine Corps’ portion of the overarching Global Combat Support Sys-
tem Family of Systems as designated by the Joint Requirements Oversight Council
and the Global Combat Support System General Officer Steering Committee. It is
a Marine Corps acquisition program with the responsibility to acquire and integrate
commercial off the shelf software in order to satisfy the information requirements
of commanders, as well as support the Marine Corps Logistics Operational Architec-
ture. The Global Combat Support System-Marine Corps program will provide mod-
ern, deployable information technology tools for all elements of the Marine Air-
Ground Task Force. Existing Logistics Information Systems used today in direct
support of our Marine Air Ground Task Forces are either not deployable (mainframe
based) or are deployable with such limited capability (tethered client server) that
our commanders lack in-transit and asset visibility. Global Combat Support System-
Marine Corps requirements include a single point of entry, web based portal capa-
bility to generate simple requests for products and services, logistics command and
control capability to support the Marine Air Ground Task Force, and back office
tools to assist in the management of the logistics chain. These capabilities will im-
prove warfighting excellence by providing commanders with the logistics informa-
tion they need to make timely command and control decisions. The key to improving
the accuracy and visibility of materiel in the logistics chain is to establish a shared
data environment.

End-to-End Distribution.—The Marine Corps is aggressively pursuing standard-
ization of the materiel distribution within the Marine Corps to include interfacing
with commercial and operational-level Department of Defense distribution organiza-
tions. Furthermore, distribution processes and resources used in a deployed theater
of operations need to be the same as those used in garrison. We strongly support
United States Transportation Command’s designation as the Department of De-
fense’s Distribution Process Owner. In this capacity, United States Transportation
Command can more easily integrate distribution processes and systems at the stra-
tegic and operational levels and provide the Department of Defense a standard, joint
solution for distribution management. Materiel End-To-End Distribution provides
Marine commanders the means to seamlessly execute inbound and outbound move-
ments for all classes of supply while maintaining Total Asset and In-transit Visi-
bility throughout the distribution pipeline.

CONCLUSION

The Marine Corps remains focused on organizing, training, and equipping our
forces to best support combatant commanders throughout the spectrum of combat.
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Incorporating recent experiences, increasing our forces’ integration with joint capa-
bilities, exploiting the flexibility and rapid response capabilities of our units, and
preserving the adaptability of our Marines, will collectively lead to more options for
the combatant commanders. The Marine Corps’ commitment to warfighting excel-
lence and the steadfast support we receive from this Committee will lead to success
in the Global War On Terrorism while helping to ensure America’s security and
prosperity.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF GENERAL MICHAEL W. HAGEE

General Hagee graduated with distinction from the U.S. Naval Academy in 1968
with a Bachelor of Science in Engineering. He also holds a Master of Science in
Electrical Engineering from the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School and a Master of
Arts in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College. He is
a graduate of the Command and Staff College and the U.S. Naval War College.

General Hagee’s command assignments include: Commanding Officer Company A,
1st Battalion, 9th Marines (1970); Platoon Commander, Company A and Com-
manding Officer Headquarters and Service Company, First Battalion, First Marines
(1970-1971); Commanding Officer, Waikele-West Loch Guard Company (1974—
1976); Commanding Officer, Pearl Harbor Guard Company (1976-1977); Com-
manding Officer, 1st Battalion, 8th Marines (1988-1990); Commanding Officer, 11th
Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable) (1992-1993); Commanding
General, 1st Marine Division (1998-1999); and Commanding General, I Marine Ex-
peditionary Force (2000—2002).

General Hagee’s staff assignments include: Communications-Electronics Officer,
1st Marine Air Command and Control Squadron (1971); Assistant Director, Tele-
communications School (1972-1974); Training Officer, 3d Marine Division (1977—
1978); Electrical Engineering Instructor, U.S. Naval Academy (1978-1981); Head,
Officer Plans Section, Headquarters Marine Corps (1982-1986); Assistant Chief of
Staff, G-1, 2d Marine Division (1987-1988); Executive Officer, 8th Marines (1988);
Director Humanities and Social Science Division/Marine Corps Representative, U.S.
Naval Academy (1990-1992); Liaison Officer to the U.S. Special Envoy to Somalia
(1992-1993); Executive Assistant to the Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps
(1993-1994); Director, Character Development Division, United States Naval Acad-
emy (1994-1995); Senior Military Assistant to the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D.C.; Executive Assistant to the Director of Central Intelligence (1995—
1996); Deputy Director of Operations, Headquarters, U.S. European Command
(1996-1998); and Director Strategic Plans and Policy, U.S. Pacific Command (1999-
2000).

His personal decorations include the Defense Distinguished Service Medal with
palm, Defense Superior Service Medal, Legion of Merit with two Gold Stars, Bronze
Star with Combat “V”, Defense Meritorious Service Medal, Meritorious Service
Medal with one Gold Star, Navy Achievement Medal with one Gold Star, the Com-
bat Action Ribbon, and the National Intelligence Distinguished Service Medal.

Senator STEVENS. Well, gentlemen, those are some of those finest
statements I have heard in my period on this committee, and I
thank you all very much for the depth of your comments and for
the reports you’ve made.

FLEET RESPONSE PLAN

Admiral, could you explain a little bit more about this Fleet Re-
sponse Plan?

Admiral CLARK. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman.

Fundamentally, it goes like this. We had deployed—I like the
word “surge”—Operation Iraqi Freedom, we surged over 50 percent
of the fleet. One of our tasks was to—our business, was telling our
people, “Look, our job is to make sure that we get the most bang
for the buck for the taxpayers of America. And is there any way
we can put this back together when we bring it home that will
make it more effective than it is today?” And, fundamentally, Mr.
Chairman, what we’ve done is this. We put a group of sailors in
the room, and asked them, “Are there things that we can do that
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will make us better?” They came back with an approach, and said,
“If we look at different ways to phase our training, if we look at
new ways we can put maintenance concepts together that will in-
crease the operational availability of our units, we will be able to
provide 50 percent more operational capability in response to the
President if a national emergency occurs.”

And what that means today is this. We analyzed the risk and the
requirement for naval forces. As the major combat phase of Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom wound down, the Secretary of Defense looked
at where we were. And I said, “If we bring these forces home now—
the risk looked like we can bring the principal naval force home—
we will put this back together in a way that makes it more ready
than ever before.” And, Mr. Chairman, I can tell you, this morning,
if the requirement came today, I could surge that force forward
again, the exact same force that we sent forward for Operation
Iraqi Freedom. It is ready to go this morning. And what we have
done is give the Nation a more responsive Navy that can respond
to a crisis and an emergency anywhere in the world.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

V—22

General Hagee, I thank you, again, for the opportunity to fly the
V-22. It was an experience of a lifetime. I enjoyed being in the air-
craft. But I understand now that there’s been flight restrictions
placed upon the V-22. Could you tell us what’s caused that?

General HAGEE. Yes, sir, I can. And we appreciate you coming
down and flying in that truly transformational platform.

Back in December, when one of the—it happened to aircraft
number ten, which is instrumented, was flying towards the edge of
the envelope in an area where we’re normally not going to conduct
flight operations, an input at the control caused some yawing in
the aircraft. We brought the aircraft down. It took us some time
to reproduce that particular phenomena. It was not uncontrolled.
There was no effect on safety of flight. This aircraft happened to
have a new flight control software package put into it. So we be-
lieve it is a problem in the software. We are investigating that
right now. We haven’t come to complete closure on how to solve
that. We are very confident that we can.

We have put no flight restrictions on any of the instrumented
aircraft. We have put some flight restrictions on the unin-
strumented aircraft. We believe that we’ll have a solution to this
software, possibly hardware solution, by May of this year. We do
not see that impacting the continued evaluation of the aircraft, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Will it affect the period for testing? It this
going to prolong the period of testing the V-22.

General HAGEE. Sir, I think on the operational tests we’re not
quite sure on that. But, as you know, this is not a time-driven eval-
uation; this is an event-driven evaluation. We'll have a much better
feel for that in about April or May, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Well, again, I think it was a joy to be able to
fly that airplane. It does things that one would never expect to be
able to do, and particularly because of the software that you've
adapted into it. I would appreciate it if you’d keep me posted on
that if there’s anything additional we can do. I would like to be



141

sure that we do keep the schedule for putting that aircraft really
into full operation, as far as the marines are concerned.

General HAGEE. We will keep this committee informed, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

DD(X)

Admiral Clark, the DD(X) includes transformational technologies
that bring what my staff believes are revolutionary capabilities to
the fleet. Can you accomplish the acquisition strategies for the
DD(X) within the cost and schedule that is currently outlined, in
view of those new technologies?

Admiral CLARK. Well, Mr. Chairman, I agree completely with
your staff and their assessment of what DD(X) is all about. It is
a revolutionary platform. And I believe that when we have DD(X),
it is going to change the way we do everything. And what I think
is going to happen is that when we realize these capabilities, it will
set us on a path to spiral to our other platforms, as well.

Let’s talk about cost and schedule. As you know, we received per-
mission to fund this ship in Research and Development. There are
certainly risk areas in the development of something that is this
revolutionary, including an all-electric platform, an advanced gun
system that will fire, with precision, at a [deleted]. You know, this
will give us the ability to support General Hagee and all of his ma-
rines, and cover [deleted] more area in support of them than we
can do so today with a gun system. And I have great confidence
in that path that we’re on, because there have been mitigation
strategies put in place to address the new technologies that we’re
bringing on. However, I would not be so bold as to say that any
of us can predict the future. But I have great confidence in the
team that is putting the plan together to create the future. And
what does that mean? Well, it means this. One of the reasons that
we asked to put this platform in research and development is that
we wanted to have the same kind of tools to do this kind of new
development that we have with other combat systems, and we
haven’t done that with ships before. And we believe that this was
the right way to go at this.

So I don’t see any cause for concern on the horizon. I'm confident
with where we are in the reports that I'm getting from the acquisi-
tion community. But I also believe that the path that we set on last
year to fund this in research and development (R&D) is absolutely
the right approach.

END STRENGTH REDUCTIONS

Senator STEVENS. Mr. Secretary, I am informed that there are
plans to reduce the end strength of the Navy by 7,900 sailors, and
another 8,700 sailors over the next 4 years. We're told, to be on the
safe side, that that is premature. What do you say to that?

Mr. ENGLAND. Well, let me reiterate, to some extent, the opening
comments that Admiral Clark made regarding our manpower. We
do want the very best-trained force, but we also do not want an
extra force. We do not want people that we do not need in this
great Navy, frankly. And as we have made improvements, in terms
of our ships, in terms of our manning—for example, if you go back,
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Senator, to the ships, Senator Inouye, that are sitting out in Ha-
waii, the U.S.S. Missouri, it had almost 2,000 sailors when it was
active. Now we have about 350 sailors on our destroyers. That will
go down, on DD(X), to about 150 sailors. So our manpower de-
mands are less. A lot of our older ships, we are retiring, where
most of the manpower has the highest demands. Also, our mainte-
nance is better, our reliability is better on these ships, technology
is helping us.

So we are not stressed, in terms of our force, Senator. I mean,
we have efficiencies in the system, effectiveness, in terms of better
performance, that we can reduce the size of our force. So this is a
planned program, and we are not doing this in advance. I mean,
we clearly understand the forces we need, and we are taking them
down after we have new processes and new technology in place. So
this reflects, frankly, the effectiveness, the efficiency of the Navy
and our plans, in terms of staffing this great naval force.

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER (JSF)

Senator STEVENS. Could you briefly—I've got a minute left—
briefly tell us about the Joint Strike Fighter? Just an update on
the Joint Strike Fighter?

Mr. ENGLAND. First, I hope one day you’ll be able to fly the Joint
Strike Fighter, Senator. But, look, it is a very, very important pro-
gram. There are three development programs going on simulta-
neously. As you may know, we delayed the program 1 year because
we wanted to keep them together, and we wanted to make sure
that we solved all the problems early as we transitioned from the
prototypes into development. So we did delay the program delib-
erately 1 year because our feeling is, by doing this now, we will
save a lot of money and time later on. These are very important
programs to us. There is an Air Force version and a Navy version.
They are both, frankly, overweight, but not to the point that they
will miss their key performance parameters. So we know we will
realize significant improvement there.

The short take-off and vertical landing (STOVL) version, which
is now both for the Marine Corps and also for the U.S. Air Force,
also is experiencing a weight problem, because it is the most dif-
ficult design challenge. On the other hand, it provides us the great-
est advantage, and it will replace the AV-8B, which is currently
becoming long in the tooth and having difficulty in the Marine
Corps. So it provides us the very greatest step forward, in terms
of capability. It is harder to do, but I am absolutely convinced the
design is on track and we will achieve the key performance param-
eters for these three airplanes.

This program also has a large international content. We have
about $4.5 billion funded by our friends and allies around the
world, who are also relying on these three airplanes. This is a high-
ly integrated program. It is technically challenging, but it is also
very achievable, and the results will be dramatic for the entire
military and for our friends and allies around the world.

I would encourage full support for this program, because it is so
crucial to so many services. And, Senator, I can tell you, from my
own personal experience, I am convinced that these three airplanes
will all be of significant value, major value, to our military forces.
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Senator STEVENS. I'm smiling, Mr. Secretary, because someone
the other day asked me why do people use that phrase “long in the
tooth,” as when we get older, our teeth get shorter.

Senator Inouye.

SUBMARINE FORCE STRUCTURE

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, your stated submarine force
structure calls for 55 boats, but it appears that by 2020, we may
have about 30. You have indicated that this would be unacceptable.
Do you have alternative programs or platforms to adjust this force
structure?

Mr. ENGLAND. Senator, right now, as you probably recall, we
start a multi-year—last year, we were authorized to go into a
multi-year, so we have a five-submarine multi-year program that
will continue for 5 years. So we are, frankly, fixed at this rate of
one a year for the next 5 years. That was the program authorized
by the Congress. At the same time, you are right, if we continue
at that level, our submarine force will, indeed, shrink. So, recog-
nizing that, we have initiated a study to better understand the size
of our submarine force and how we might afford a larger force as
we go forward. That study will be part of our 2006 deliberations.
So we will come to the Congress next year with our submarine pro-
gram, in terms of recommendations. We are working that now. We
will be briefing that shortly within the Department of Defense, and
that will be part of our whole development of the fiscal year 2006
budget. So, with your permission, I would like to defer a final an-
swer on that. Frankly, for the next 5 years, next 4 years now, we
are locked into this one submarine a year because of the multi-year
program. So it does give us some time to work, and we will have
that resolved in fiscal year 2006.

Senator INOUYE. Well, we’ll wait for your study.

END STRENGTH

Admiral Clark, the Secretary spoke of how your end strength
nillay?be reduced. As the operational chief here, do you agree with
that?

Admiral CLARK. I certainly do, Senator. And, in fact, you can
blame me for this, or give me credit, whichever way you choose to
do so. I have been—I want to report publicly, I have been under
no pressure from anybody senior to me in the chain of command
to affect my manning.

What we have been doing is this. Actually, I've learned a lot from
working with Secretary England. He worked in the big-business
world. And, you know, I grew up driving destroyers and haven’t
run an operation nearly as big as we’re now given the task to oper-
ate. Part of our journey, Senator, is that we have—as I said in my
opening statement, we have come to grips with the cost of man-
power. And I've made a commitment to our people that goes like
this. “We will invest in your growth and development if you prom-
ise to serve and support and defend the Constitution of the United
States and be part of the Navy. We are going to invest in you. And
we're going to make sure that you have opportunities to make a
difference in our Navy.” That’s what I promised them. But I've also
asked my leaders, the Senior Executive Service (SES) civilians and
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the admirals in this organization, that are given the task to func-
tion as executives, “Look, we've got to figure out how to run this
business more effectively. This is for the taxpayers. How do we give
them the most return on their investment?” And I will tell you that
we are actively seeking ways to learn how to operate this organiza-
tion more effectively and more efficiently. We are making great
progress, and that is the result of the 7,900 you see today.

My objective is this. I've learned that 10,000 people equals $1.5
billion a year, and I’'m turning that money into recapitalization.
The year I got to this job—and, Mr. Chairman, you indicated this
is my fourth visit to see you all—the year I got here, the invest-
ment in shipbuilding was $4.7 billion. The investment today is
$11.1 billion, and I’ve been shooting to get toward a goal of $12 bil-
lion a year. We have done this fundamentally by redirecting re-
sources inside the Navy and becoming more effective. And so we in-
tend to continue working toward that, and I want to promise you
that part of this is because the technology insertion is allowing us
to do tasks with fewer people. As he said, DD(X) is going to have
far fewer people, the CVN 21 is going to have a 900-person reduc-
tion in the crew, and these kinds of things make these savings pos-
sible. And our investments make it possible. We intend to keep
looking for ways to operate more effectively and put that money in
tomorrow’s Navy.

SHIP FORCE STRUCTURE

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, 'm certain you recall that about
10 years ago, when we discussed warfare, they spoke of major war,
regional war, guerrilla war, et cetera, and you needed so many
ships for that, and so many men for that. Is the force structure
that you’re proposing for regional war or global war?

Mr. ENGLAND. Senator, it’s for whatever the Navy is called upon,
sir. I mean, I believe as we go forward, and particularly what is
in the 2005 budget, with our new ships, our Littoral combat ship
and DD(X), along with LHA, the new LHA(R) we’re looking at and
the new ships that we’ll have, in terms of pre-positioning, the fu-
ture ships, there are concepts there that provide us significantly
greater flexibility, in terms of projecting power forward. As General
Hagee said, we believe this is a 50-percent improvement, in terms
of response time to put power forward, which is very, very impor-
tant, in terms of affecting the outcome of whatever events may be
occurring.

I think my judgment—and I believe I can speak for the CNO and
the Commandant here—it’s our judgment we have approaches now
that allow the Navy and the Marine Corps, our naval force, to re-
spond to any type of threat to America, whether it be regional or
a larger war. I mean, we are prepared now to respond and do this
very, very quickly. That’s our objective—very, very quick response.

FORCIBLE ENTRY

Senator INOUYE. General Hagee, the Department, last year, an-
nounced that it had initiated a study on forcible entry options. And
we’ve been told that this study may have an impact upon programs
like the LPD-17, the LHA(R), and the Expeditionary Fighting Ve-
hicle. What is the status? And what can we expect?
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General HAGEE. Thank you for that question, sir.

First, there are two studies, really. There is a joint forcible-entry
study that the Navy and the Marine Corps took the lead on and
conducted last year. That is going to inform a much larger joint
study on joint forcible entry that’s being led by the joint staff right
now. We hope to have the results of that study sometime late
spring, early summer. I think it’s really important to look at forc-
ible entry from a joint standpoint.

As I mentioned in my opening statement, the joint forcible-entry
study that we did within the Navy and the Marine Corps, the anal-
ysis of alternatives that we received on LHA(R), and the analysis
of alternatives that we have just received a preview on for the mar-
itime pre-positioning force has helped inform us on how we can
project combat power faster, more combat power ashore faster, in
the future. And what you’re going to see Admiral Clark, myself,
and the Secretary talk about is the integration of these platforms.
They are complementary platforms. The maritime pre-positioning
ship, the new maritime pre-positioning ship, the new LHA(R),
which—we want to leverage the Joint Strike Fighter and the MV—
22 capabilities; we want to make that ship more aviation-capable—
the LPD-17, the connectors between those platforms, the DD(X),
the Littoral combat ship, all will come into play, and we are start-
ing to inform ourselves on what the advantages and disadvantages
of having one platform versus the other. For example, on your mar-
itime pre-positioning-ship future, if that has a well deck, or if that
has what we’re calling an integrated landing platform, which is
platform external to the ship, where the ship can put that platform
on the leeward side and actually do offloads onto that platform in
a higher-state sea, this could impact the ultimate design of other
amphibious ships and what we would be carrying on those amphib-
ious ships.

So we are trying very hard and, I think, somewhat successfully,
in looking at how all of these platforms come together to deliver a
better capability, a more agile capability to the regional combatant
commander.

Senator INOUYE. And this is realistic?

General HAGEE. Yes, sir. We have talked with scientists, we have
talked with physicists. This is not a physics problem; this is an en-
gineering problem. It’s also a finance problem, or an issue. And
that’s why the Secretary of the Navy and Admiral Clark and my-
self have urged support of the fiscal year 2005 budget, sir.

Senator INOUYE. I thank you very much, General.

Admiral CLARK. Mr. Chairman, may I comment on that question?

Senator STEVENS. Yes, sir, Admiral.

Admiral CLARK. Senator Inouye, I'd just like to say that our task
is to deliver the Marine Corps to the fight. And I see the integra-
tion between MPF(F), Maritime Pre-Positioned Force Future, and
the LHA(R) as a critical intersection of new capability unlike what
we have today. I absolutely do not believe that LHA(R) is just a
repeat of the LHDs that we have today. It is going to be a much
better, more capable platform that optimizes the aviation capability
we are investing in. And that, coupled with the new concepts that
we are pushing forward on MPF future, will give the marines much
more surgeable capability. We talked about surging the Navy; it
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will improve the Marine Corps’ surgeable capability, too, which is
why the future will see General Hagee and the marines producing
combat capability faster anywhere in the world we have to. And
these two new capabilities are going to make that happen.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much. I'll be waiting for your
report.

Admiral CLARK. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Senator Cochran.

LHAR) AND SHIPBUILDING INDUSTRIAL BASE

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Mr. Secretary, I notice, in the budget submission, the construc-
tion of the LHA(R) has been delayed 1 year from what was planned
in last year’s 2004 budget, and that you've identified $250 million
for the construction of the LHA(R) as an unfunded requirement. I
understand that a delay in the construction of this ship is likely
to lead to an increase in the cost of the ship. Can you discuss the
need to maintain the shipbuilding industrial base associated with
the construction of the LHA(R)?

Mr. ENGLAND. Senator, I'd be happy to. You raised a valid issue
here. We originally had LHA(R) proposed for fiscal year 2007, in
terms of our planning in the Future Years Defense Program
(FYDP). We moved that out to fiscal year 2008, and we did it,
frankly, because of funding issues. We are required, as you know—
to fully appropriate the money, fund the ship immediately, on day
one. That would have required, in fiscal year 2007, that we fund
the full value of the ship in fiscal year 2007. Frankly, we did not
have the resources to do that, so we’ve moved it to fiscal year 2008,
where it was affordable, in terms of our projection on fiscal year
2007 and on fiscal year 2008. It does leave us with a problem right
now, in terms of the yard, because we would like to start at least
advanced procurement, some incremental funding, I guess you
would call it, at that point in time. But, at this point, we are re-
quired to fund the full ship. Now, as we go forward in 2006 and
2007, we're going to have to look at those funding profiles to see
how we can handle that situation. But, frankly, that was—your
point is valid—it was strictly a decision we had to make based on
what we saw as the funding profiles in those years.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you.

LARGE DECK AMPHIBIOUS SHIPS REPLACEMENT

General Hagee, can you discuss the need to replace the large-
deck amphibious ships that have exceeded their designed service
life?

General HAGEE. Yes, sir, Senator. Thank you, also, for that ques-
tion. And it really goes back to my answer to Senator Inouye.

I don’t think that we can look at one individual ship. As Admiral
Clark talked about, we’re looking at the LHA(R), which is going to
be, as I mentioned, an increased aircraft-capable ship. We're going
to leverage the Joint Strike Fighter and the MV-22 capabilities.
It’s also going to complement the Maritime Pre-Positioning Force
Future ship, and will complement the LPD-17. So as we build the
LHA(R), and as we build MPF future, I believe that you will see
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some of the equipment that has, in the past, been carried on these
large amphibs, move over to the Maritime Pre-Positioning Force
Future ship.

What we want is the capability to operate from the sea base in
a state-four sea. We want to be able to do to the reception, staging,
onward movement, integration, the arrival and assembly, at sea.
Today, we cannot do that, because we—as Admiral Clark men-
tioned, we dense-pack our maritime pre-positioning ships, so we
cannot do a selective offload. So as we replace the amphibs, we're
looking at how LHA(R), LPD-17, LHD, which is going to be around
for some time, thank goodness, and Maritime Pre-Positioning Force
Future are going to integrate with one another.

TILT-ROTOR PILOT TRAINING

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Secretary, last year’s appropriations bill
and the accompanying report indicated the importance of training
student pilots in the same type aircraft that they would eventually
be called on to fly in the fleet after they graduate from pilot train-
ing. The report required the Department of the Navy to submit a
tilt-rotor pilot training roadmap to the committee prior to the sub-
mission of this year’s budget request, although this report has not
been submitted. I wonder if you have any information about wheth-
er we can expect this report or whether you can share with us now
what the response of the Navy is to this provision in last year’s bill
directing the Department to consider tilt-rotor pilot training at an
existing naval training site?

Mr. ENGLAND. Senator, my apologies. The report is somewhat
late, because, frankly, it’s gone through some revision. But we are
about to publish that report, and we should have that report to you
here, I would expect, in about 1 week. So we’re very close to having
that out.

And if you don’t mind, I'm going to defer the question to General
Hagee, since it’s his V-22 and his pilots, I believe he’s probably
better able to answer this question for you.

But we will have the report to you in about 1 week, sir.

[The information follows:]

INFORMATION PAPER
Subject: V-22 Tilt-rotor pilot training roadmap

1. Purpose

The Defense Appropriations Bill, 2004, directed the Secretary of the Navy to sub-
mit a Tilt-rotor pilot training roadmap before the presentation of the fiscal year
2005 budget estimate.

2. Key Points

The MV-22 Student Undergraduate Pipeline Training and Fleet Replacement
Squadron Analysis, Final Report, 1999, was conducted by Logicon, Inc.

The purpose of the study was to examine the MV-22 pilot, aircrew and main-
tainer training pipelines and determine if the planned training could meet the de-
mands of an increased aircraft delivery rate. If the planned training was insufficient
to meet the demand, alternatives must be developed to increase the throughput. If
the demand could be met with planned resources, the recommendations for improv-
ing the training in order to produce more capable personnel in the most efficient
and cost effective manner must be provided.

The study’s recommendations have been included and expanded on in the V-22’s
training plan. Interactive Media Instruction (IMI), state of the art procedural train-
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ers and simulators as well as the activation of an Aircrew Training Systems (ATS)
command to address the intricacies of the training continuum are some examples.

The current tilt-rotor pilot training roadmap represents a non-material solution
to implement the study’s recommendations. A powered lift trainer for Under-
graduate Pilot Training would address the inefficiencies in the current roadmap, in-
crease the number of trainable tasks, and decrease time to train while increasing
throughput.

The current tilt-rotor pilot training roadmap has three major elements: Primary,
Advanced and Fleet Replacement training (Figure 1). Each element contains aca-
demics, simulator and aircraft phases.

—Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT).—UPT for tilt-rotors begins with primary
flight training in the TC-34C. Pipeline selection occurs upon completion pri-
mary training.

—Students selected for the tilt-rotor training pipeline will continue advanced
training in the TC-12B.

—Following training in the TC-12B tilt-rotor UPT students will complete their
advanced training in the TH-57B/C.

—Upon completion of the advanced training students are designated Naval avi-
ators and are assigned to the Fleet Replacement Squadron for training in the
MV-22.

—Fleet Replacement Squadron (FRS).—Provides combat capable tilt-rotor training
for selected aircrews.

—Combat capable training consists of the completion of the 100 level training
tasks listed in Marine Corps Order P3500.34A (Aviation Training and Readi-
ness Manual, MV-22).

—Advanced Tilt-rotor Training Unit (ATTU). The ATTU is resident in the FRS
and trains selected aircrew in advanced tactics instruction (200 level and
above as specified in the Marine Corps Order P3500.34A). The ATTU provides
transitioning squadrons the experience base to complete the transition as a
core capable squadron per the MV-22 T&R.

The Deputy Commandant for Aviation has submitted a Universal Needs State-
ment (UNS) for a powered lift trainer for Undergraduate Pilot Training. Successful
incorporation of the UNS in the requirements generation process will form the basis
for an Analysis of Alternatives at Milestone A.
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Current Tiltrotor Pilot Traimng Roadmap

*
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TC-34C TC-12B TH-5TB/C V-22B
Primary | Advanced I Totals
Time to Train (Weeks) 274 14 16.8 16 5.4
Aircraft Hours 80 65 60.9 39.5 254.4
Simulator Hours 40.3 24 18.2 58 1375

Potential Powered Lift Tiltrotor Pilot Training Roadmap

3

TC-34C Powered Lift Trainer V-22B
Primary I Advanced I FRS I Totals
Tirne to Train (Weeks) 774 4 16 474
Aircraft Hours 89 20 39.5 148.5
Simulator Hours 40.3 25 55 1203

Figure-1

Senator COCHRAN. Okay.

General Hagee, do you have any comments?

General HAGEE. Yes, sir, I do. First off, we are absolutely com-
mitted to having a joint training site. Any service that’s going to
fly the MV-22, we think we could get a lot of synergy by having
one training site. We have initially stood up the training squadron
down at New River, North Carolina. But I can tell you, Senator,
we are open to looking at any and all sites that might work better.

MISSILE DEFENSE

Senator COCHRAN. Admiral Clark, we've talked before about the
plans that you envision for the Navy participation in missile de-
fense. We have the near-term ballistic missile threat to the home-
land that has attracted the attention of planners. Could you update
the committee on the progress the Navy is making in the area of
ballistic missile defense and how it fits in your overall sea-shield
strategy?

Admiral CLARK. Yes, sir. Thank you, Senator. That’s a very im-
portant question for the future, and clearly the kind of things that
General Hagee and I envision the Navy/Marine Corps team doing
in the future requires our ability to climb in the ring with an
enemy, and to be able to defend ourselves, and project defense and
offense. And so ballistic missile defense capability is crucial to the
future, no doubt about it.
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The way, of course, as you well know, it is unfolding, the acquisi-
tion—the development responsibility and acquisition responsibility,
has been given to the Missile Defense Agency (MDA). What that
suggests is that—General Kadish has been given the responsibility
to develop what’s best for the Nation. And this year has been an
exciting year in the Navy. Under MDA, we have participated in
several tests this year. All but one have been fully—completely suc-
cessful, and one had a problem in a late-guidance phase of the test.
But what that suggests to us is this, sea-based missile defense is
going to be a part of the interim missile defense capability that has
been called down by the President. That will stand up in fiscal year
2005, this budget year that we’re talking about here this morning.

And I would just also report to you, Senator, that during Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom, we had prototype capability functioning in the
Arabian Gulf, and operating from one of our Aegis DDGs. They ex-
perienced significant success tracking missiles that were fired by
the Iraqis at our forces, and we were connected in an integrated
way. We could not—we were not equipped to fire, but detect and
}r?fk; and that detect and track algorithm functioned very success-
ully.

And so the bottom line of the status report is that we anticipate
modifying a number of our Aegis destroyers to bring this kind of
capability to the Nation by the end of this calendar year, and we
will be a part of that interim capability.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

Senator Burns.

Senator BURNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think we have—I've
already submitted my statement. And thank you, gentlemen, for
your service to your country and for coming today.

I will probably focus on some of the things that interest me. My
main interest is the troops on the ground, our enlisted people that
are in harm’s way, and especially like an operation like we have
in Iraq, who are most vulnerable to being hurt very badly, and
most vulnerable in a hostile action.

SHIPBUILDING PROGRAM

But I wanted to ask Admiral Clark—since you’ve increased the
funds on shipbuilding from the $4.7 billion to the $11.1 billion,
with what has happened in the world and the changing landscape,
have you changed the thrust of your investment to meet those
times? And could you give me an example on the challenges you
face, now that the landscape does change from time to time?

Admiral CLARK. Well, absolutely.

Here’s the way I would lay it out. And Senator Inouye asked this
question of the Secretary, do we have the numbers right? And, you
know, where do we need to go? This morning, we have 295 ships
in the Navy. Is this enough? I don’t believe it is. I have said that
for 3 years and 8 months.

Having said that, I believe we’re on the right track. We can’t
undo history. And we didn’t buy enough ships in the 1990s. Over
the decade of the 1990s, our shipbuilding budget averaged just
slightly over $6 billion a year. And in order to have the Navy—
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when I got to this job, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) had
just put out a study that said you had to invest $12 billion a year
to sustain yourself, and that’s why $12 billion was my target.

How does it stack out in priorities? And, by the way, I have said
I think we need about 375. I've never said it’s exactly 375. We have
to move toward the capability of the future, and capability is more
important than numbers. But there’s a fact here—is that—we’ve
studied this long and hard, Senator; I haven’t figured out how to
defy the laws of physics and make a ship be in more than one place
at a time. You know, it’s a fundamental reality.

I want to say that the Secretary has allowed me to speak to that
number. It’s not a number that has been sanctioned by the Depart-
ment. It is the CNO’s view. My view this morning is that we’re con-
tinuing to learn.

Let me give you an example. We are completing, as I speak, an
experiment that I've had going on for 2 years. I have had a de-
stroyer, forward deployed, has been in Operation Iraqi Freedom
every step of the way, for 2 years. I have been rotating crews to
that ship. That’s a Pacific-based ship, and a Pacific-based ship
spends at least one-third of its deployment—because it’'s a vast
area, of course—one-third of its 6-month deployment, is spent in
transit. I've had it over there 2 years, rotated four crews. It'll be
home soon. We're going to put the technical people onboard, and
we're going to learn the lessons from that. But I'll tell you what
it’s already shown me is that that’s a concept I need to exploit. It
gives me more operational availability for the investment.

What have I learned about the priorities? Senator Cochran asked
about missile defense. It absolutely is a requirement for the future.
We do not have money in the budget yet, but I have spoken openly,
and it’s in my written testimony, that CG(X), a ship designed from
the ground up to do that missile-defense mission, is going to have
to be built. It has to be built when we know exactly what the size
and shape of the future missile defense systems are going to be.

LITTORAL COMBAT SHIP (LCS)

More importantly, the Littoral combat ship that is at the—down-
select—in the next 2 months, this new class ship is designed to do
one principal thing: take on the enemies where they’re going to
take us on. No Navy is going to take us on toe to toe. We are too
big and too strong. They’re going to come after us in the littorals,
they’re going to come after us asymmetrically. Senator, I need that
ship tomorrow morning. I cannot get it fast enough. I need the abil-
ity to take on the way they’re going to come at us, anti-submarine
warfare in the near-land arena, anti-surface attacks, mine warfare.
And we’re going to build this ship from the ground up to be opti-
mized to handle unmanned vehicles, and we’re going to change the
calculus on the enemy. This is going to be a much smaller ship,
and we’re going to have to build it in numbers. And I think we
need 50 or 60 of them. But the reason I don’t know the exact num-
ber is that I'm still working the manning concept, and am I going
to be able to keep them forward, like I've just done with this ship
for 2 years. And if I can, I will need not as many as if I had to
rotate them every time. So those are the way I see the priorities.
Coupled with what we described with General Hagee in the new
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Navy/Marine Corps team and the capability that we will project
with MPF Future, which I believe should be considered as an inte-
gral part of the fighting force. Today’s MPF maritime pre-posi-
tioned ship is a warehouse, floating warehouse. Tomorrow’s MPF
isn’t going to be like that. It will have command and control spaces
in it, it will have aviation decks on it to surge aircraft forward and
so forth. That’s the way I see the future, Senator.

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION

Senator BURNS. General Hagee, give me an idea—recruitment
and retention of our troops, are you making your quotas? Are you
getting the kind of people that you want? I would ask all three of
you that. Are there areas of concern or—how are we doing?

General HAGEE. Sir, thank you for that question. I am happy to
report to you that we are doing very well in both areas. Last No-
vember, we had 100 straight months of meeting mission, recruit-
ing, and we are getting the right type of young American man and
young American woman, and I think you saw that in Operation
Iraqi Freedom. Unbelievable quality. Just had a report yesterday,
we are on track to make mission this month. But we are doing very
well on recruiting.

As far as retention is concerned, for this fiscal year we are about
80 percent of attaining our first-term re-enlistment goal, and we
are about 85 percent of achieving our second-term re-enlistment
goal. And, of course, we have all the way to September to accom-
plish those two missions.

So I am very happy with where we are right now. I have to be—
I'll be frank with you, sir, we are putting a lot of demands on our
marines. The sun never sets on the Marine Corps. It is around the
world, and they are doing a magnificent job. And I have asked all
the commanders to keep a good feel on the pulse of the marines
and their families for any indication that retention or recruiting is
going to turn in the wrong direction. Right now, we do not have
those signals, sir.
hSe?nator BURNS. Admiral Clark, do you want to comment about
that?

Admiral CLARK. Yes, I sure do. Highest retention in the history
of the Navy, ever, 38 or 39 straight months. Quality, we have in-
creased quality 4 percent, to the 94 percent level last year, and our
goal was 95 percent high-school graduates. Quality is high. It’s fun-
damentally because of the things the Congress has done. And at
the end of my opening statement, I said that they’re reading the
signals of the citizens of America. They’re listening. They’re watch-
ing. And the support that America is sending to our people is reso-
nating with them. They believe in their cause, and they’re com-
mitted to making a difference.

Now, here’s one concern I have. Because we're successful, please
don’t take my tools away. The tools that I've got are the things that
are allowing me to reshape my force, and I need them. And our
people are responding to this challenge we’re giving them. “We're
going to give you a chance to make a difference, and we’re going
to invest in your growth and development,” and that’s what they’re
responding to, Senator.
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Senator BURNS. Mr. Secretary, do you want to make a comment?
Because I have another question and comment.

Mr. ENGLAND. Just one comment. When I first testified, we were
recruiting 58,000 a year, in terms of sailors, and now we are re-
cruiting about 40,000 because our retention is so high. So it’s an
indication, just in terms of numbers that we’re recruiting, much
lower than we were in the past.

AIRSPACE AVAILABILITY FOR TRAINING

Senator BURNS. We lost our ability to train into—at Vieques, as
you well know, down in Puerto Rico. It continues to be a problem
among all our services that have a flight wing to them, or what-
ever. And I noticed that, in your statement, you mention Eglin as
a joint place where you’re training. I would just make a comment
that we, in Montana, are—when you look at this country, and the
airspace that we have in which to train, it continues to shrink. And
I think we should look at some areas where we have airspace in
which to train, and also the infrastructure in which to hold those
people that are in training, and their aircraft. So we would visit
with you about that.

IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE (IED)

And then I have some other questions about detecting these ex-
plosives in Iraq. I know—you know, that’s why I say, our men and
women are in a most vulnerable position. They are the target, and
they’re unprotected, and I'm concerned about body armor. Are they
protected? Can we detect those roadside bombs, General Hagee?
And is there new technology which allows us to do that? And if not,
are we looking into maybe some unconventional areas to gain that
technology?

General HAGEE. Yes, sir. That is, without a doubt, our highest
priority right now, is to ensure that all of our servicemen and
women overseas are protected. I can tell you that the 25,000 ma-
rines and sailors that are going into Operation Iraqi Freedom, they
all have the so-called Small Arms Protective Inserts (SAPI) plates.
Everyone will be wearing it.

There is no magic answer, there is no one solution for the impro-
vised explosive device. It is a combination of technologies and tac-
tics and procedures. We have worked very closely with the United
States Army to learn everything that we can from them. The Army
has stood up a task force called Task Force IED, improvised explo-
sive device. It is a joint task force that is focused on this particular
problem. What technologies we can bring to bear, what are the tac-
tics, techniques, and procedures that we need to use on the battle-
field, and, probably most importantly, where do we have gaps? Be-
cause every time that we come up with a solution, the opposing
side is looking for a way to get around that particular solution. So
we are working very hard in those particular three areas.

We're going to have about 3,000 vehicles of various kinds—
Humvees, 5 ton, 7 ton—on the road and in harm’s way. Every one
of those vehicles, before it goes out on patrol in Iraq, will be hard-
ened. We have a few of the so-called up-armored Humvees, but not
very many of those. So what we have done is, we have purchased
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kits, we have cut steel, and we have sufficient quantity to harden
every single one of those vehicles.

We have done the same with our aircraft. We have put on the
most modern aircraft survivability equipment that this Nation has
produced. We have also taken our pilots, every single one of them
that will be going over there, they've gone through a 2-week very
intensive training course down in Yuma, Arizona, flying against
the type of threat that we believe is over there. Once again,
anarrying the technology and the tactics, techniques, and proce-

ures.

Once again, to be frank, sir, it’s still a dangerous place over
there. We are aware of that, and all of us are working very hard
in that area.

Senator BURNS. Well, you know, my father was always criticized
for working mules. You know, everybody else worked horses. This
was back in the old days, and they said, “Why do you work them
darn mules? You know, they’ll kick you, bite you, and everything
else.” And Dad would kind of say, under his breath—he said, “Well,
you’ve got to be smarter than the mule.” So we’ve got to be a little
bit smarter, too, and a jump ahead. And I thank you for your
thoughts.

Senator STEVENS. Senator McConnell.

MK45

Senator MCCONNELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me begin by thanking all three of you for your extraordinary
contributions to the war on terrorism, which has, so far, been suc-
cessful beyond anyone’s expectations. It’s been a great American
success story, and it continues.

Mr. Secretary, despite the efficiencies and cost savings achieved
by the privatization of the Louisville Naval Ordnance Station, the
Navy has relied heavily on congressional add-ons in order to meet
its requirements for overhauls and for procurement of large-caliber
guns. This committee has provided sufficient additional funding for
the MK45 gun overhaul orders to extend the life of this important
weapon. And several of us have sought funding for modifications
that allow the Navy to modernize this gun so that it can bridge the
gap between the Navy’s budget for this program and its require-
ments until the Navy’s cruiser modernization and DD(X) destroyer
programs actually begin production.

It’s my understanding the Navy’s request today contains no pro-
vision for MK45 gun modifications to support cruiser moderniza-
tion, and despite Congress’ efforts to restore this program last year
and this committee’s expression of the importance of the MK45 gun
modernization. The so-called cost savings associated with this move
are not particularly impressive with cutting these modifications,
particularly given the negative impact this will have on the Navy’s
industrial base, the Marine Corps’ requirement for naval surface-
fire support, and the costs associated with restarting the produc-
tion line for the DD(X) advanced gun system.

That having been said, General Hagee, it’'s my understanding
that the Marine Corps supports the modernization of the MK45
gun to improve its capacity for precision fire support. Would rein-
vesting in the modernization of this gun improve the Navy’s ability
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1:(})l prg)vide the kind of fire support you need for your marines on-
shore?

General HAGEE. Sir, I think Admiral Clark and I have discussed
this. We like that gun. But it’s an affordability issue, as you men-
tioned. And what we have to do is balance the weapon systems that
we have out there with the risks. We've got DD(X) coming on,
which is going to have a significant capability. The aviation fires
is, of course, a part of this particular equation, and moving the
lightweight 155 and the expeditionary fire-support system ashore
is also a part of the fires equation. So it’s integrating all of the fires
that we're going to have.

I would repeat, would we like to have that gun? Yes, sir. But
when you look at the affordability, the risk, and then look at all
the other fire systems that we have out there, I support Admiral
Clark in his decision.

Senator MCCONNELL. So then are you telling me that the ma-
rine’s near-term need for precision naval surface fire support is
adequate?

General HAGEE. No, sir, I'm not. It is not.

Senator MCCONNELL. Therefore, Secretary England, I hope you
will reconsider the decision to cut funding for this important modi-
fication to the MK45 gun system. It seems to me, clearly, you need
this, at least on an interim basis, until you get to the next weapon.
Do you have any observations about this?

Mr. ENGLAND. Just one, and then I would turn it over to the
CNO—all right, go ahead

Admiral CLARK. Why don’t I

Senator MCCONNELL. Jump right in.

Admiral CLARK. All right. We're excited about the extended
range guided munition (ERGM) development, and the round that
is going to give us extended-range precision capabilities for the ma-
rines. Senator, General Hagee’s got it exactly right. When I sit
down at the end of the day, I don’t have all the resources I'd like
to have; I've got more than I've ever had before, but technology
costs money. And so I made this judgement that, with the cruisers,
who would be primarily focused on operations near the carrier, and
not in the near-land scenario supporting the marines, I would not
do the modification for the cruisers, but I would focus that money
on the DDGs. So that’s the decision that we made. If we had unlim-
ited resources, we absolutely would have procured this moderniza-
tion for every one of the guns that we have. We would.

We expect this—even though AGS, the advanced gun system, is
coming, we expect that this gun is going to be around for a long
time. And, frankly, when you look at future warfare, the ability to
provide precision on the battlefield to the Marine Corps is what is
going to help us transform the way we fight.

So it’s an affordability issue. We made the judgement based upon
where the cruisers will spend most of their life, and that’s, you
know, more in the deep-blue environment instead of the near-land
brown-water environment.

Senator MCCONNELL. Summing it up, if you had the resources,
you’d like to do what I suggest.

Admiral CLARK. That is correct.

Senator MCCONNELL. I thank you.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
CG(X)

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Admiral, I went to the archives to look up the CG(X) that you
presented in May 2003, a long-range shipbuilding plan, that indi-
cated that those would be procured sometime after the end of this
first decade. As a matter of fact, it looks like the first procurement
would be 2018. The description you just gave it indicates that it
pfobgbly is going to be needed sooner. Are you going to revise the
plan?

Admiral CLARK. I would tell you that the far-out plan doesn’t
have great granularity to it yet, Mr. Chairman. I believe that this
is contingent totally upon the way the technology develops and the
size missile system that MDA decides that this platform is going
to have to carry—all of that work is still ongoing.

I do believe that 2018 is likely to be too far away. I have not re-
fined it because we're outside the FYDP—this platform I expect to
be fundamentally built upon the hull and the technology that exists
in DD(X), so that we will spiral the technology from DD(X) to
CG(X). And I would like to tell you that I don’t have great con-
fidence in the date that is in that extended projection, and it is one
of the issues that we have—that we are analyzing as we move for-
ward with the Missile Defense Agency.

Senator STEVENS. Well, is the DD(X) to be designed so that it
could be evolved into the CG(X)?

Admiral CLARK. It is my intention to recommend that we do just
that, and that is what our intent has been. But I would reserve
this point, Mr. Chairman, that it might have to be scaled up to do
the kinds of things that may be required. So what I'm really trying
to say is, we will spiral the technology in DD(X), and that’s all of
the pieces, including all electric and the hull form. You know, we
kind of stopped talking about how advanced this platform really is.
I mean, let me just give you one fact as an example. This ship, in
its size, is going to have the radar cross-section of a fishing boat
because of the advanced design, stealthy design, of the platform.
That’s the kind of technology we want for the future. We want the
technology that gives us the ability to man it with fewer people.

So I expect it to be built upon the frame of a DD(X). It might
have to be made a little bit larger.

Senator STEVENS. Do you have money in the research budget
now for that CG(X)?

Admiral CLARK. I do not have that money in the budget yet. No,
sir, I do not.

Senator STEVENS. Is any additional money needed for the DD(X)
to evolve into the CG(X)?

Admiral CLARK. We have placed the emphasis on the research
and development to do the risk mitigation that I spoke about in my
earlier answer, to develop DD(X). And, you know, when we’re 2 to
3 years into this, into the construction, I believe we’re going to
know the things that we need to know, where we need to put the
follow-on research and development.

It is fundamentally going to be an issue of the hull form, and
scaling it up, and we do need to get started on that development.
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ADVANCED RADAR TECHNOLOGY

Senator STEVENS. What about the development of the radar suite
and the other air-to-air missile defense research? Is that in the
budget?

Admiral CLARK. There are resources against advanced radar
technology. We have resources against digitalizing the new Aegis
architecture. I could take, for the record, the specifics to—I want
to make sure I'm telling you that we’ve got the right levels there,
because, frankly, this interfaces with MDA and their budget, and
I need to go check that out.

[The information follows:]

The Navy is already conducting solid-state S-Band prototyping and we have re-
quested $220 million in additional research and development funding in the fiscal
year 2005 budget. This solid-state active phased array radar would allow increased
capability against cruise missile and air-breather threats, as well as simultaneous
performance of long-range Ballistic Missile Defense missions.

Our current plan puts us on a path for initiation of radar system development
in fiscal year 2008 and ultimately, integration with the CG(X) platform in the 2020
timeframe. It is important to note that we are continually analyzing the rate and
evolution of future threats to refine the pace of our own capabilities development.
As we gain fidelity in the timeline for CG(X), we will likely need to adjust future
budget submissions to appropriately align the schedules.

The nexus of this capability will greatly enhance the forward, credible, assured
access of our Naval forces through mid-century.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I was just going to ask whether that
interface has taken place yet. The National Missile Defense System
has a substantial amount of research money. Are you included in
that?

Admiral CLARK. Absolutely. For example, I indicated that by the
end of this year I expect to have 15 ships modified to our existing
Aegis systems, with advanced algorithms in the software to do the
detect and track, and the funds for that activity are coming from
MDA.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I think we’d like to visit with you later,
in a classified situation, to discuss this. At least I would. Because
I would like to make sure, during our watch, that this thing is
moving forward as rapidly as possible.

Admiral CLARK. Yes, sir. We’d be very—I absolutely believe that
would be very helpful.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Inouye.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING

General Hagee, you have a significant contingent of marines in
Haiti, and this deployment was not accounted for in fiscal year
2004. And now you are going to be deploying a large contingent to
Iraq. Can you fund this without a supplemental?

General HAGEE. Sir, as you know, the Department did receive a
supplemental for fiscal year 2004, and we are capturing those
costs, both the costs that we’re starting to incur with the deploy-
ment of marines down into Haiti, and we are most definitely cap-
turing those costs of deployment into Iraq. And we are reporting
those costs up to the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), and
we expect to be reimbursed for those funds.
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BODY ARMOR

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, Senator Burns brought up a very
interesting, but tragic, matter. Unofficially, I've been advised that
in Operation Iraqi Freedom, there are disproportionately more am-
putees than chest or stomach injuries. For one thing, you have
body armor that cover your chest and stomach area, but nothing
for the legs and arms. Are we doing any research to, for example,
protect the foot and ankle or the hands and wrists?

Mr. ENGLAND. Senator, there’s a lot of work underway. And I'd
like to, if I can, get together with you separately on this subject,
because there is work, but I'd rather not discuss it here, if we can.
But there’s definitely work underway to expand the type of cov-
erage we have, in terms of protection for our men and women in
combat. But, if we can, we can bring some people in and have that
discussion with you, sir.

Senator INOUYE. All right. I appreciate that, sir.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

AMPUTEE MEDICAL TREATMENT

Senator STEVENS. On that subject, Mr. Secretary, I was talking
to some of the surgeons out at Walter Reed, and they tell me that
a lot of the people that they need to deal with, the problems that
Senator Inouye is discussing, are in theater, but are really not used
there, because people are injured with this type of situation, in
arms and legs, are being brought home. Are you familiar with that?

Mr. ENGLAND. I'm not familiar with that subject at Walter Reed.
No, sir, I'm not.

Senator STEVENS. I would ask that you look into it, because they
tell me that they have not enough at Walter Reed, and there are
people that are over there, that are reservists that have been called
up, and they don’t have the facilities to do the work. It’s long-term
work, and not emergency work, in theater. I would urge you to take
a look at that. That, from one of the most senior and trusted sur-
geons in Walter Reed, tells me that they’re hard-pressed. I'd like
to see if you'd look into that, please.

Senator Cochran.

Mr. ENGLAND. We will do so, Senator.

[The information follows:]

The Department of the Navy is not in a position to comment on the staffing of
Army medical treatment facilities, or their concept of operating and staffing medical
treatment facilities in direct support of operating forces.

What Naval Medicine can comment on is its current deployment status as relates
to orthopedic surgeons and its ongoing process of tracking medical services in the
military treatment facilities. Currently, there are 4 orthopedic surgeons deployed
with U.S. Marine Corps Surgical Companies in Iraq. On a monthly basis, or more
frequently as required, the Naval medical treatment facilities provide a Medical
Service Availability Report that details the services that they can offer to their
beneficiaries. Should an event like this deployment interrupt a military treatment
facility’s ability to provide specific services, it is determined early so that the Bu-
reau of Medicine and Surgery (BUMED) can apply mitigating strategies utilizing re-
sources from across all of Naval Medicine to minimize the impact from the loss of
services. In this case, no Naval medical treatment facilities have reported an inabil-
ity to provide orthopedic services.

The Department of the Navy would respectfully defer comment on the level of
staffing at Walter Reed Army Medical Center to the Army Surgeon General.
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MARITIME NORAD CAPABILITY

Senator COCHRAN. Admiral Clark, you've indicated that you're
convinced of the necessity to build a maritime aerospace defense
command for North America. I understand that the littoral surveil-
lance system, which is part of the distributed common-ground sta-
tion, may already be able to accomplish many of these mission re-
quirements. I also understand that Northern Command and the
Pacific Command are looking at this capability for separate initia-
tives in the Gulf of Mexico and Pacific Rim. In your opinion, is
there an opportunity to leverage existing capabilities of the littoral
surveillance system to reduce research and development costs and
to expedite delivery of a maritime NORAD capability?

Admiral CLARK. Well, I absolutely believe—while I'm not expert
on the system, I absolutely believe that there’s potential to help us
have a system with much better information in it, that would be
akin to what I have dubbed the Maritime North American Aero-
space Defense Command (NORAD). And here’s the way I look at
it—and, by the way, I have discussed this extensively with the
Commandant of the Coast Guard, who, I believe, fundamentally
has this responsibility, but that we understand that we’ve got to
be a great partner to the Coast Guard. And I believe that we are
partnering better than we ever have before. We, just the other day,
completed another headquarters-level cooperation talk so that we
can better align our efforts.

Having said that, and that the littoral surveillance system will
improve the process, I do believe that ultimately—and I would say
that the Commandant of the Coast Guard agrees with me—that
what makes the NORAD system so effective is the transponder sys-
tem that exists in aircraft, so that they are actively transmitting
who they are and where they are. The reason I believe that this
is the kind of capability that we’re going to have to have, is that
people that don’t have anything to hide are going to be anxious to
tell you that they don’t have anything to hide, and here they come.

I believe we have the technology today to advance our knowledge
to better protect ourselves. Where I had an opportunity to talk
about ways that we could better defend the United States of Amer-
ica, I made these recommendations. I'm happy to report to you that
the Commandant of the Coast Guard is working through his chan-
nels in Homeland Security—and this is an international challenge,
of course—that they are actively working toward how we would put
together such a capability.

UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES (UAV)

Senator COCHRAN. As we all know, unmanned aerial vehicles,
such as Global Hawk, are proving to be very valuable to current
operations. I'm informed that the Navy broad-area maritime sur-
veillance UAV is not scheduled for operational capability, until fis-
cal year 2010, but the Air Force’s Global Hawk program is on track
for fiscal year 2006 for initial operating capability. It seems there
is an opportunity to achieve the desired capability ahead of sched-
ule with interoperability with the Air Force. Can you tell us what
the likelihood is that the Navy may choose to delay a decision on



160

the Navy broad-area maritime surveillance UAV and to accelerate
the program by selecting a joint platform?

Admiral CLARK. Well, I cannot talk about the acquisition deci-
sion, because the acquisition authority rests with the Secretary and
the Assistant Secretary, who make those decisions. But let me just
say what I can talk about.

I agree with the foundation of your question. Your question sug-
gests, well, you know, “Admiral Clark, why aren’t you exploiting
what the Air Force is doing?” And that’s where we are. We laid
money in the budget this last year and this year, in execution—to
get started in this direction, because we desperately need this kind
of capability. And so we funded and let the contract recently to buy
Global Hawks as initial demonstrators for us to then mature this
capability in the maritime domain.

I'm happy to report to you, Senator, that we’ll get our first plat-
form about 1 year from now. I believe it’s scheduled for April 2005.
And then we will get the second platform in late 2005. The acquisi-
tion executive will have to make a determination if we can build
upon that or if we will be required to compete from that point, and
I can’t—1I will not be the one that makes a decision on that.

We have taken this direction because I want to be as joint as I
can, I want to partner and capitalize on the research and develop-
ment of the United States Air Force in this case every time I get
an opportunity, instead of spending R&D of my own, of our own.
And so I'm very excited about the rapid introduction of this capa-
bility. And, frankly, what we looked at is—we redefined that pro-
gram in the 2005 submit to you, because we said—we had more
money in the demonstration phase of it, and said, “The Air Force
has already done a lot of this demonstration, so why do we need
to do that?” And, in the process, we saved several million dollars.
And so the future—the decision is that in the future, I'm very
happy with where we are in buying these two demonstrator vehi-
cles, which will deliver 1 year from now.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you.

Mr. Secretary, do you have any comments, views on that subject?

Mr. ENGLAND. Only, Senator, that there are some competition
issues as we go forward, in terms of, do we sole-source? Do we have
competition? But what the CNO said is right, we are buying some
Global Hawks. As we go forward, though, the discussion we’re hav-
ing now is, Is there going to be a competition for follow-on vehicles,
and what will that be?

SEABEES

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Secretary, I understand that Seabees
have played a very important role during our combat operations in
Iraq, and they continue to be an important resource. In fact, I
think there were two individuals from the Navy construction regi-
ment, based down in Gulfport, the Navy Construction Battalion
Center, that were awarded Bronze Star Medals for their recent ac-
tions. Could you tell us something about the work that Seabees
have pgrformed and the important contributions that they’ve made
in Iraq?

Mr. ENGLAND. Senator, thanks for the opportunity to recognize
the Seabees, because I can tell you, we are tremendously proud of
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the men and women in the Seabees. They have served with distinc-
tion in Operation Enduring Freedom, supporting the Marine Corps,
and also the Navy, ashore. They were deployed with the IMEF.
There were approximately 5,000 Seabees, and almost 2,000 from
the reserve, that supported that effort. And today we have well
over 500 Seabees, active duty, and about 500 Seabees, reserved,
who are deploying with the marines on this deployment to Iragq.
And they will be tasked with force protection, doing structures and
facilities, and also for reconstruction of some of the civilian infra-
structure in Iraq. So the Seabees have been very important, very
instrumental. Like I say, we’re tremendously proud of their effort.

UPARMORED HUMVEES

Senator COCHRAN. There has already been a question about the
problem with the improvised explosive devices. I understand that,
in the case of the marines, there is an effort being made to upgrade
the deployment of Humvees with armor that would provide addi-
tional protection. And I know there are other things that are being
done in this area that can’t be discussed in open session. But will
the Marine Corps have adequate numbers of up-armored Humvees
to help deal with this situation?

General HAGEE. Sir, we won’t have the up-armored Humvees. As
I mentioned, we’re going to have about 3,000 vehicles in Iraq, a
combination of Humvees, 5 tons, 7 tons, and other moving stock.
Any of those vehicles that will go in harm’s way on patrol will be
hardened. Theyre not the M1114, which is the up-armored
Humvee, but they will be hardened, either with kits or with steel
that we have cut to fit the platforms.

LIGHTWEIGHT 155 HOWITZER PROGRAM

Senator COCHRAN. There is a request in the budget for funds for
97 Lightweight 155 Howitzers. Could you provide us with your as-
sessment of how this program is progressing?

General HAGEE. Sir, the Lightweight 155 is going very well.
There was a minor problem here a month or so ago with the weld
on the tail of the 155. That’s been resolved. We are very confident
that we’ll be able to go to a full-rate production, and we’ll have a
positive decision in January 2005.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, General.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

GLOBAL HAWK

Senator STEVENS. Secretary England, I noted the comments of
the Senator from Mississippi about the Global Hawk. And, Admiral
Clark, we have done some work with the Coast Guard in trying out
the Predator for long-range activities along the maritime border off
Alaska. And they’ve reported that that has been fairly successful.
I do hope there’s going to be some competition, because I see the
Global Hawk as one platform; the Predator and some of these other
smaller ones are different platforms, and they have different utili-
ties as we go along. Are you exploring all of these possibilities for
competition with the Global Hawk?
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Mr. ENGLAND. Yes, we are. That was really the gist of my com-
ment, that we’re now talking specific platforms. We are specifically
looking at the competitive environment and who should compete in
this. But we will definitely compete if there are systems that meet
the requirements, Senator.

Senator STEVENS. As a matter of fact, I was out at Stanford Re-
search Institute recently, and one of them you could hold in your
hand. Very interesting derivation of the concept of unmanned air-
craft. But I do think the future is in utilizing a whole series of
them, and I hope we stay current with the whole concept, and not
just one.

Mr. ENGLAND. No, actually, we agree. I mean, this is not only in
the air, but this is on the surface of the Earth, it’s on the surface
of the water, it’s undersea. We're working a wide variety of un-
manned, across a full spectrum of utility in combat. And, Senator,
I agree with you, I think there’s far more utility in the future than
we expect.

Senator STEVENS. Not that I have anything against Global
Hawks. They’re a very sound platform. But it’s high-altitude, long-
range, and long-endurance. I think it’s a very vital portion of our
system, but there are other challenging areas where it just cannot
fit in. And so I hope we pursue them all.

Yes, Admiral?

Admiral CLARK. If I can add, Mr. Chairman, I think this is really
something for us to collectively consider. The technology is moving
so fast. We are going to send the marines over, and, at the Naval
Research Laboratory (NRL), we have developed a hand-launched
UAV that they’re taking with them. It’s called Silver Fox. The ma-
rine will launch it like this. It will link directly to him. The marine
will be carrying a computer. He won’t be bothering with the sat-
ellites and all this stuff. We’ve got to have mechanisms to be able
to tap into this technology and turn it in a hurry. And by the time
we finish our demonstrations, it’s impossible to say today how
much the technology is going to have moved in this area. And so
we need the acquisition system to be agile enough for us to be able
to exploit.

This is our asymmetric advantage, Mr. Chairman. We'd like to
think of this enemy that we’re fighting, that they’re the ones with
the asymmetric advantage; ours is that we can turn technology
faster than anybody in the world. And the marines are going with
this brand-new system.

General HAGEE. If I could pile on for a minute, Mr. Chairman.
I could not agree more with both the Secretary and Admiral Clark.
We're also bringing a UAV called Dragon Eye, which is a hand-
launched UAV, that can give the company commander visibility
over the next hill. And, of course, we have Pioneer.

To me, what is critical is the ability to link all of these plat-
forms—whether they’re tactical, whether they’re operational, or
whether they’re strategic—that we have the communication archi-
tecture down there to where that company commander, battalion
commander, or ship driver, can get that information, and it’s not
stove-piped down to one ground station. I think that’s where our
concentration needs to be.
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Senator STEVENS. And it’s going to be linked up to the cockpit
of the manned aircraft, too. So I think this is the future, and I hope
you are doing what we’re doing, and that is, visiting some of those
people in graduate school who are thinking out of the box and try-
ing to really push the envelope

Mr. ENGLAND. Actually

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. On the whole subject.

Mr. ENGLAND. I'm sorry, Senator. But, you know, a lot of this is
operational. I mean, even in the war that we’re conducting, in Op-
eration Enduring Freedom (OEF) and, before, Operation Iraqi Free-
dom (OIF), we actually had unmanned tied in with manned air-
craft. And it’s interesting, when you listen to the conversation, you
don’t know if the pilot’s on the ground or in the airplane. So it’s
quite interesting how this all ties together. We have made, I think,
giant strides in this area.

Senator STEVENS. Well, the three of you make us proud.

Do you have any further questions, Senator?

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Without any question, we’ve seen a lot of teams at that witness
table, in my time on this subcommittee; I think you’re the finest
we’'ve seen, and we appreciate what you’re doing. You've got a
grand group of young men and women serving our country under
your command. So we couldn’t be more pleased with the way you're
conducting your activities. And I do hope that we can find ways to
work together and make sure that we deliver the funds to you in
the areas that they're needed.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO HON. GORDON R. ENGLAND

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
WATER PURIFICATION PROGRAM

Question. Mr. Secretary, as you know the Office of Naval Research (ONR) has
begun a water purification research program in southern New Mexico.

The goal of this program is to study techniques in reverse osmosis that will lead
to the production of a transportable water purification unit.

In turn, these units would be used by Marines engaged in humanitarian and dis-
aster relief efforts. They would also help meet the water demands of our expedi-
tionary war-fighters.

What is the schedule to produce the first water purification system with the up-
graded technology being developed by the Navy?

Answer. The Office of Naval Research (ONR) is the program coordinator for the
Expeditionary Unit Water Purification (EUWP) program. The EUWP program is in
the near term building state of the art demonstrators, and for the long term is in-
vesting in significant science and technology enhancements.

In the near term, the EUWP program is designing a 100,000 Gallon Per Day
(GPD) system. This system is transportable by C-130 aircraft and encompasses
state of the art commercially available technology. It will ultimately be fielded to
the Tularosa Basin National Desalination Research Facility (TBNDRF),
Alamogordo, New Mexico, and is on schedule with delivery planned for January
2005.

NAVY HIGH ENERGY LASER TESTING

Question. What is the status of the Navy high energy laser testing against anti-
ship missiles at White Sands?
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Answer. The Navy is in the process of upgrading the Sea-Lite Beam Director
(SLBD) acquisition and tracking systems from its circa 1970s technology to more
state of the art technologies. The name of this program is High Energy Laser Preci-
sion Acquisition and Track (HEL-PAT). At present, two new cameras, mid wave in-
frared, and long wave infrared, have been purchased and are on site. A new Auto-
matic Aimpoint Selection and Maintenance (AUASM) telescope and Hot Spot Track-
ing (HST) optics are being manufactured. A new Tracking Processor Unit (TPU) has
been procured and the associated tracking software is being developed. The new
TPU will allow object oriented tracking as opposed to edge tracking currently em-
ployed.

Starting in April 2004, the TPU and one of the new cameras are being installed
and integrated with the SLBD using a surrogate AUASM telescope. This will ensure
that the TPU can properly control the SLBD for tracking. First tests will be on a
stationary target board. Later tests will track military aircraft. The goals of the
SLBD upgrades are to allow the tracking and engagement of low contrast targets
against a clutter background and to maintain the high energy laser beam on target.
In addition, tracking through the full aperture will be utilized. Low power laser en-
gagements will begin in June 2004 and high power engagements in November 2004.

Question. Is the Navy interested in developing laser weapons for the all-electric
ship?

Answer. The Navy is interested in high-energy lasers as a future concept, but
does not consider the technology to be mature enough for inclusion in an acquisition
program. Adequate power generation is a limiting factor in the development of these
weapons. We continue to invest in Science and Technology programs to attain meth-
ods for generating the required power levels. One example is the ongoing program
in free electron laser development sponsored by the Office of Naval Research. Addi-
tionally, we continue to coordinate with other Services and Agencies on related high
energy laser development projects.

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER

Question. The success of the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program is vital to the fu-
ture of tactical aviation of all the services, especially the fighter bases in New Mex-
ico.

What is the status of the JSF program, especially the problem of being over-
weight? Do you expect any significant impact on the schedule?

Answer. The Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program has completed two years of an
11-year development program. To date, the development of all three variants has
gone very well in propulsion, subsystems, avionics, and autonomic logistics areas.
The Air System Preliminary Design Review was completed in June 2003, and the
F-135 First Engine to Test was successfully completed in October 2003.

The Department does have concerns regarding the aircraft’s airframe design. At
this time, the airframe design is heavier than the established goal. Reducing the
weight of the airframe is an important step in meeting performance requirements.
We believe current weight issues are solvable within normal parameters of design
fluctuation, and we are re-planning JSF System Development and Demonstration
(SDD) to make sure we succeed. Specifically, our SDD plan recognizes that Short
Takeoff and Vertical Landing (STOVL) performance is absolutely vital and is focus-
ing upfront efforts to ensure STOVL viability for our war fighters. In addition, we
are aggressively pursuing trade studies to improve performance by reducing weight,
as well as aggressively pursuing propulsion enhancements to improve performance.
Additionally, the Department has formed an independent review team to look at the
entire program, including a near-term engineering view, assessing the present de-
sign, with specific emphasis on weight, aircraft structural design, and other tech-
nical risk areas.

Additional design work required to address technical issues, primarily weight pro-
jections, will result in an SDD schedule delay and a one-year slip to starting Low
Rate Initial Production to fiscal year 2007 vice fiscal year 2006. In addition, Initial
Operational Capability (IOC) dates will be extended as a result of adjusting the pro-
gram with the STOVL variant’s IOC moved from fiscal year 2010 to fiscal year
2012, the Conventional Takeoff and Landing (CTOL) variant moved from fiscal year
2011 to fiscal year 2013, and the Carrier Variant (CV) moved from fiscal year 2012
to fiscal year 2013.
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QUESTION SUBMITTED TO GENERAL MICHAEL W. HAGEE

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
M4 CARBINES

Question. General Hagee, I noted with some concern an unfunded requirement of
$4.9 million for the procurement of 5,400 M—4 Carbines to be used by forward de-
ployed Marines. Also, I recently became aware of a new technology for coating weap-
ons that could enable weapons such as the M4 Carbine to operate without lubrica-
tion. I understand that this technology could greatly improve the reliability of the
weapons concerned while decreasing the workload of the Marine.

Could you update the Committee on your small arms shortfall, and are you aware
of this technology? If so, are you investigating the feasibility of its application to
Marine Corps weapons?

Answer. As the result of lessons learned in recent operations, certain Marines are
inappropriately armed with the M9 pistol or the M16A4 rifle. The M4 carbine is a
shorter, lighter version of the standard M16A2 service rifle and is deemed a better
weapon for specific applications due to its smaller profile. Therefore, the Marine
Corps recently established a 10,119 Table of Equipment (T/E) requirement for the
M4 carbine variant of the Modular Weapon System (MWS). The M4 carbine replaces
some of the current M16A2 rifles and M9 pistols. This increase of 4,420 weapons
raises the MWS requirement to 69,883 weapons. This is comprised of 59,764 M16A4
rifles and 10,119 M4 carbines. The $4.9 million will procure 5,400 M4 carbine
variants.

The Marine Corps Infantry Weapons and Weapons Maintenance program is ac-
tively investigating coating technology for small arms. A Universal Chemical Tech-
nologies, Inc. product will increase wear and corrosion resistance and reduce fric-
tion. The Marine Corps will continue to investigate coating technology sources to re-
duce weapons lifecycle costs.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. Our next Defense Subcommittee meeting is
scheduled for Wednesday, March 24, at 10 a.m.

Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 11:42 a.m., Wednesday, March 10, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, March
24.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. I apologize, Mr. Secretary and General. I was
Chair of the Senate, and my relief did not show up. But we’re
happy to have you here this morning. It’s an important time for all
of us, very important hearing concerning the future of the Air
Force.

As you know, some of us just returned from a trip to Iraq and
Afghanistan, and I know you’re confronted with the difficult task
of modernizing the Air Force. We're pleased to have your leader-
ship.

I'll put my statement completely in the record because I am late.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Secretary Roche, General Jumper, it is good to welcome you back before the sub-
committee at this time of importance for the nation and the Air Force. As we meet
here today, the Air Force continues to support the nation’s forces committed to oper-
ations in Iraq and Afghanistan. At the same time you are both confronted with the
difficult task of modernizing the Air Force. The country is fortunate to be able to
call upon your leadership.

The committee has begun its review of the fiscal year 2005 Defense budget. Clear
from the President’s request is the Air Force effort to modernize fighters by invest-
ing in the F/A-22 and the Joint Strike Fighter, and to commit the Department to
the next generation of space capability.

We look forward to hearing today of your priorities in the budget request.

We will make your full statements a part of the committee’s record.

Before you proceed, I would like to ask my colleague from Hawaii if he has any
opening remarks.

(167)
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Senator STEVENS. All of your statements are completely in the
record, by the way.
Senator Inouye, our co-chairman, do you have a statement?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. Yes, I did want to put the rest of my statement
in the record. Mr. Chairman, I wish to begin by congratulating the
Secretary and the General for the performance of the men and
women in the Air Force in Iraq, Afghanistan, and other places
around the world. And I'd like to thank all of you and your com-
mand, because we are in your debt. Thank you very much for your
service.

And may I ask that the rest of the statement be made part of
the record?

Senator STEVENS. Yes, sir.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Secretary Roche, General Jumper thank you for being here today to testify before
this subcommittee on your fiscal year 2005 budget request.

Gentlemen, I want to begin by congratulating you on the performance of the men
and women in the Air Force in Iraq, Afghanistan and around the world.

The last few years have been very demanding on our military with frequent fam-
ily separations from overseas deployments, periods of intense combat which height-
en concern for our loved ones, and the stress that comes from knowing that we are
living in a very dangerous era.

Particularly at times like these, it is critical that we demonstrate our support and
express our thanks to these fine officers and airmen, and their families.

I look forward to hearing from you today about how the fiscal year 2005 budget
request will accomplish this task.

Mr. Chairman, I want to note also that there are several important issues in this
budget request. The Air Force is recommending changes in its aviation force struc-
ture, with the retirement of ten F-117s. Furthermore, many other adjustments are
being contemplated.

For instance, I am told you are considering buying additional F-15 and F-16
fighters, retiring C—5as, and restoring B—1 bombers back to the fleet.

Some of these might prove controversial, and I encourage you to include us in the
decision making process as you proceed.

Gentlemen, the proposed budget includes an increase of over $4 billion in your
investment accounts, while the other services did not fare as well. I understand that
some of your increase is due to classified activities, but I would like you to address
the unclassified increases for space and other programs today and why they are pri-
orities at this juncture.

I look forward to hearing your remarks today on these and other topics as we re-
view the state of the Air Force.

Finally, Mr. Secretary, General Jumper I want to thank each of you for your serv-
ice to the Air Force and the country. We are in your debt.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Dorgan, do you have a statement?

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I do intend to ask some ques-
tions today about a number of things, but let me, again, echo your
comments and the comments of Senator Inouye. I appreciate the
work that the Secretary does, and General Jumper’s, and the men
and women of the Air Force.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, sir.

I have a statement from Senator Burns for the record.

[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank Secretary Roche and General
Jumper for coming to brief this Committee on the Air Force budget, and I thank
you for your service to our great Nation. Your airmen are critical to winning this
global war on terror. I intend to honor our men and women serving and those who
have made the ultimate sacrifice for our country by ensuring that our forces have
the resources they need. With 16,000 airmen deployed to 25 locations in southwest
Asia, including 12 new bases, our Air Force is fully committed to support the Global
War on Terror.

Members of the 120th Fighter wing of the Montana Air National Guard were one
of many Air Guard units mobilized and deployed to Saudi Arabia last year in sup-
port of the war. As part of the Air and Space Expeditionary Forces (AEF), they have
performed superbly. I urge you to ensure the Air National Guard units called to ac-
tive duty have the most current equipment available. We must depart from the cold
war premise that equips the Air Guard with older generation equipment
transitioned from Active Duty Air Force units. Today, our Air Force Guard and Re-
serve components fight beside their active counterparts. I urge you to ensure that
all qrcllits deployed overseas are equipped with the best technology our country can
provide.

We have witnessed the successful employment of unmanned aircraft within our
forces. We have seen an increase in the number of Unmanned Air Vehicles in use
by our forces at all echelons. Feedback I have seen from the soldiers on the ground
is that they wish they had more of these systems, not less. I urge the Air Force
to consider expanding the force structure of unmanned aircraft into the Air National
Guard. The Air Force would benefit from retention of a strategic reserve of this ca-
pability as operational tempo subsides in the coming years, and the Air National
Guard would benefit from force structure that could support homeland security or
disaster relief missions. I will be interested to hear whether or not you have plans
for achieving this balance between the active Air Force and Air National Guard.

I am encouraged by Air Force investments in advanced technology that enables
us to maintain superiority in sensor coverage and the ability to provide rapid, pre-
cise application of force. This investment is critical to our continued success in oper-
ations under our new operational model, which relies on precision engagement
weapons and rapid identification of targets to augment traditional firepower and
maneuver formations. I would hope that the Air Force continues its investment in
the development of cutting edge, creative applications for the warfighter of today
and the future.

The key to future combat is knowledge provided by rapid processing of data from
pervasive sensors, empowered with quick response precision engagement capability.
Air Force programs like satellite communications and space based radar support the
growth in bandwidth required of our combat network resulting from integration of
high resolution multi-spectral sensors, precision weapons, and maneuver formations.

I read daily of our forces in the field using American ingenuity to develop uncon-
ventional solutions to solve the many unconventional problems they face. I appre-
ciate your efforts as the leaders of the Air Force to seek innovation in technology,
acquisition processes, and doctrine to meet the challenges of the evolving battlefield.

Again, I thank you for being here today and look forward to the discussion this
morning. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I join you in welcoming the
distinguished Secretary and Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and
commend them on the outstanding leadership theyre providing to
the Air Force at this very important time.

Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Maybe I should be late every morning, Mr.
Secretary.

We'd get to you quicker this way.

I thank the Senators for their courtesy, and we’d be pleased to
hear your statement.

Dr. RocHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We very much appreciate
the comments you made about our wonderful airmen. They really
are spectacular young men and women, and we'’re terribly proud of
them.
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So, Mr. Chairman, Senator Inouye, and members of the com-
mittee, it is our great pleasure to appear before this distinguished
committee and to represent the 700,000 Active, Guard, Reserve,
and civilian airmen who are engaged in defending our Nation. Gen-
eral John Jumper and I are extremely proud of their achievements
and service this past year and the years before that. They have
contributed significantly to our Nation’s global fight against ter-
rorism, to our military successes in Iraq and Afghanistan, and to
our homeland defense mission. They are devoted servants to our
Nation, and have our utmost respect and confidence.

And, sir, I would also want to point out how honored I am to
serve alongside such an outstanding leader as General John Jump-
er, a wonderful officer, a superb gentleman, a renaissance man,
and a good friend.

Our highest priority continues to be warfighting through deliv-
ering capabilities that enable us to remain decisive in combat.
Through the efforts of this committee, your colleagues in the Con-
gress, and the dedicated professionals of the Department, we are
proud to report we are meeting these objectives.

As highlighted in our written testimony, we continue adapting
the Air Force to realize the President’s and Secretary Rumsfeld’s
view of transformation. Our strategy is to exploit the sources of
strength that give us the military advantages we enjoy today. Our
goal is to build a portfolio of advantages, one that uses operational
concepts to guide investments that’s relevant to the joint character
of warfare and is useful in the increasingly asymmetric conduct of
warfare. With the support of this committee, we have delivered
combat effects never before imaginable on the battlefield, and we’ll
sustain this dominance in the future. The portfolio of capabilities,
which I will be speaking of, will continue to provide joint force air
and space dominance, enable battlefield operations, and produce
decisive joint-combat effects.

F/A—22

Let me start with the F/A-22, Mr. Chairman. Today, the F/A—
22 is not just a program on a piece of paper, but a real aircraft,
a revolutionary aircraft that is moving to the field now. Ten jets
assigned to Edwards Air Force Base, California, are completing de-
velopmental tests, and they’re well into operational tests. At Nellis
Air Force Base, Nevada, five Raptors are developing operational
tactics and techniques. And at Tyndall Air Force Base, Florida,
four jets, and counting, are training pilots.

I recently visited our airmen at Tyndall—I've been to all of the
facilities, but most recently at Tyndall Air Force Base—and heard
firsthand the glowing reports of this transformational weapons sys-
tem, from the airmen who maintain it and operate it. In fact, as
I departed, two Raptors were taxiing back from another successful
mission. Later, I was told that both aircraft landed Code 1, which
means they’d be ready to go for its next mission after routine serv-
icing.

With these aircraft in the inventory, we are now focusing on
operational testing, expanding the flight envelope, integrating more
weapons, and improving our maintenance processes. One year ago,
we had completed 16 missile shots. Today, after 5,000 flight test
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hours, we’ve had 47 successful missile shots, and major elements,
flight envelope and weapons envelope, are cleared for Initial Oper-
ational Test and Evaluation (IOT&E) start. In fact, as General
Jumper will tell you, pilots flying the aircraft today believe that if
war were to break out, they would like to take the aircraft to war
today.

Additionally, through your commitment, stable production of the
F/A-22 program is producing cost savings. Earlier this year, we ex-
ercised an option to add one F/A-22 aircraft to our LOT-3 contract,
increasing our buy to 21 planes for the price of 20. While such dra-
matic savings won’t be available every year, this is happening be-
cause of gains in supplier confidence, which led to reduced costs.
With 65 percent of aircraft costs associated with over 1,400 sup-
pliers in 46 States, a firm commitment to program stability is abso-
lutely essential to create conditions where suppliers view efficiency
gains as a path to increased orders. Again, your commitment to F/
A-22 program stability is what has allowed this to happen, and we
thank you.

At the same time as we strive for program stability, we are
transforming the F/A-22’s capabilities. Through deliberate spiral
development, we are integrating new avionics and weapons to
make it a premier air-to-ground strike system, as well. In addition
to obtaining and sustaining air dominance, the F/A-22 will counter
existing and emerging threats, such as advanced surface-to-air mis-
sile systems of the SA-20 and the SA-400 family, time-sensitive
targets, moving targets, and cruise missiles, protecting our Navy
colleagues, our deployed soldiers and airmen, or, God forbid, even
our homeland, to a greater fidelity than anything we have in our
legacy systems.

And we just completed Defense Acquisition Board the day before
yesterday, and it was characterized by all members as very encour-
aging. Members were satisfied. We expect to enter into an initial
operational test and evaluation near the end of April, but it'll be
event-driven. As of now, we see no impediments to enter.

Also as part of a test, we were required to do a test against the
F-15, because there had been requirement that the F/A-22 dem-
onstrate that it was at least twice as good as the F-15 in air-to-
air combat. The head of the Air Force test organization tells Gen-
eral Jumper and me that, in fact, the F/A-22 proved to be roughly
five times as good as the F-15.

We have also just completed LOT—4 negotiations for 22 aircraft.
That means that we are at a position where the recurring cost—
not including research and development, but the recurring cost of
each airplane is under $110 million a copy. We are on the price
curve, as we had wished to be. And, again, we thank you for the
stability that’s allowed us to do that.

Our F/A-22 budget request continues much needed program sta-
bility and supports its transition from development to operational
tests with Initial Operational Capability (IOC) at the end of cal-
endar year 2005. The $4.8 billion request includes funding for pro-
duction of 24 aircraft, and continues our smooth ramp-up to 32 jets
per year. As you recall from last year, Mr. Chairman, we have de-
cided not to try and go beyond 32 because it would require addi-
tional facilities and other things. We much prefer to have some-
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thing that’s stable, because when you have a stable production line,
you can work very hard at finding efficiencies in order to get costs
down and get reliability up.

We look forward to the delivery of the first F/A-22 to Langley Air
Force Base, Virginia, this November as part of the first operational
squadron. IOC is clearly within sight, and the Air Force is postured
to deliver this transformational capability, as anticipated, to the
Joint Warfighter.

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER—F—35

With respect to the Joint Strike Fighter, a complementary capa-
bility to the F/A-22 should be provided by the F-35 Joint Strike
Fighter. This aircraft is expected to provide a sustainable, focused
close air-support platform for the Joint Force commander. The ben-
efits potentially to be gained from the F-35 commonality across
services and major allies will have no comparison to any system in
the fleet today.

With the F-35 only in its second year now of an 11-year develop-
ment program, we can effectively apply the production quality and
Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E) lessons that we learned
on the F/A-22. In fact, every time there’s a Defense Acquisition
Board meeting on the F/A-22, we require the F-35 team to be
there to learn any lessons so that they don’t repeat any mistakes
we might have made.

Together, these aircraft will be integral to our support of ground
forces in various environments flying different profiles. They are
not the same aircraft; they are very different aircraft. They are not
substitutes; they are complements.

We, in the Air Force, are in the process of improving our commit-
ment to close air-support capability by planning to acquire Short
Takeoff and Vertical Landing (STOVL) and STOVL variants of the
F-35 to better support land forces, be they Marine, Army, Coali-
tion, or special operators.

In moving our Air Force into the STOVL world, with an empha-
sis on the short takeoff for air support, we will look to gain training
efficiencies by working jointly with the Marine Corps on facility use
and course development. Additionally, we are pressing for the early
development of STOVL capability in the program cycle to reduce
risk.

Right now, there’s a weight problem in the F-35 program, and
it most greatly affects the STOVL variant. We are working with
the Navy and with the people in Acquisition and the Program Of-
fice to change the program so that risk reduction on the STOVL be-
comes one of the paramount things to do in the short-term, because
if we cannot build a STOVL aircraft, then we really don’t—we
should not proceed with the F—35 program.

A STOVL is key for a number of reasons—commonality with the
Conventional Take Off and Landing (CTOL), the fact that the Ma-
rine Corps are very dependent on it, the fact that we will become
dependent on it. If we were merely to be designing a plane to re-
place the F-16, we would probably have taken a different route.

We believe this is doable, and we believe it is what you would
want us to do, which was to find the toughest part of the program
and to demonstrate to you that, in fact, the program is a viable
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program. Since the Air Force will be taking over this program
sometime in June, end of May or June, we are committed to being
as transparent as possible to you about the program—when there’s
a problem, tell you about the problems; when there’s something
good, tell you about something good. Right now we think what we
owe you most is to prove that, in fact, the short takeoff and landing
aircraft can be developed from this design, and can do it with the
amount of weight that’s reasonable.

BOMBERS

With respect to our bombers, Mr. Chairman, during Operation
Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom we continue to
demonstrate our ability to link air and ground forces with our air-
men combat controllers, turning the battlefield air operations from
a concept into a reality, and giving Joint Forces the tools they need
to bring devastating fires to bear. These young airmen, who oper-
ate on the ground, sometimes to the back of forces in remote loca-
tions, have proven their worth to our country, and they and their
colleagues, as part of our battlefield airmen field, will only be de-
veloping over time. And we are working with the United States
Army—in particular, General Jumper and General Schoomaker—to
assure that, as the Army reorganizes and has smaller maneuver
combat units, that we will have the airmen for each of those units
to be able to bring air power to bear to support those ground forces.

B—52

A decade ago, we were concerned with the relevance of the B—
52. And, as John has pointed out, General LeMay never would
have predicted we’d employ B—52s from 39,000 feet in a close air-
support mission with such precision, but he would be proud.

And last year, during Operation Iraqi Freedom, reserve B-52
units from Louisiana figured out how to incorporate the Litening
II sensor pod on a “BUFF”, and conducted the first combat laser-
guided employment. We were able to drop Laser-Guided Bombs
(LGBs) from a B-52. The first time the crew saw the targets, they
were actually attacking, and it became—these planes became the
two weapons of choice for the Combined Forces Air Component
Commander (CFACC) in the area, because they could do so much
more with them. We are now expanding that to cover about 14 of
the B-52s.

At one point, there were those who were writing off the B-1, but
we adapted the fleet. Today, we are using it in ways never con-
ceived. We removed the stores bay fuel tank to give it increased
carriage capability, and we developed tactics that make it useful
for new missions. With increased range and duration over a target
area measured in hours because of the changed way we employ
this aircraft, and the capability of stacking aircraft in benign areas
for execution of time-sensitive or emerging targets, the B—1 and our
whole bomber force—have become theater weapons of choice, and
we're especially proud of the men and women who have made the
B-1 so effective.

Our bomber fleet of B—-1s, B-2s, and B-52s are combat-proven.
Thanks to this committee, increased spare-parts funding and your
commitment to platform modernization and fleet consolidation have



174

resulted in record mission-capable rates and a fleet that is more le-
thal and survivable. We truly have achieved something together,
sir.

B—1

Our B-1s achieved their highest mission-capability rate in his-
tory thanks to a smaller fleet, improved availability of spares, and
the concentration on two bases with the best maintainers split be-
tween those two bases, instead of five. We’ve done well.

B—2

The B-2 fleet story is similar. We currently have 21 B-2 aircraft
achieving their best mission-capable rate since its IOC in 1997.
With congressional support, shelters are now available to support
global B-2 expeditionary operations.

Today, we are investing in future technologies for enabling long-
range strike for 2025 and beyond. Over the next year or so, we will
determine what form that long-range strike capability will take.
Our long-range strike strategy and investment plan will sustain
our legacy force and provide a future stealthy, possibly regional
bomber to deliver combatant commanders combat effects. When we
say “regional bomber”, we mean a bomber that is big enough to
carry a number of weapons, and stealthy, able to fight or to evade
a fight and, thereby, be able to be daytime stealth, because right
now all our stealthy systems can only be operated at night. The
exact range is to be determined, but could be something like three-
quarters that of a B-2 or, for certain design, might even exceed
that of a B-2.

C-17

C-17 next, sir. Another warfighting success story rests with a
key enabler of our strategic mobility, the C-17, and this committee
has been heavily involved in it from the very, very beginning.
Therefore, we’re proud to say that we have a fleet that now in-
cludes 116 aircraft, of which 79 are available for immediate global
mobility with a mission-capable rate of 86.7. This is the highest
mission-capable rate in our manned-aircraft fleet.

Combat employment of the C—17 has been even more impressive,
and would not have been possible without the support of you and
your colleagues, Mr. Chairman. For instance, while we were con-
strained from access by land, 15 Air Force C-17s airdropped over
950 paratroopers from the 173rd Airborne Brigade, and 23 airmen,
into Northern Iraq. This successful mission opened Bashur airfield
and assured the United States (U.S.) ground forces could be resup-
plied in the northern part of Iraq. As of today, the C—17 has flown
the bulk of U.S. airlift missions supporting Operation Iraqi Free-
dom and Operation Enduring Freedom flying over 40 percent of all
aircraft sorties, delivering 260,000 tons of cargo. The additional 60
C-17s approved in the multi-year buy is a continued step in the
right direction to support this nation’s airlift requirements. With
your committee’s support, the C-17 program and the multi-year
funding profile provides the stability and maximizes production,
while enabling suppliers to gain efficiencies, providing cost savings.
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We still believe that the 60 multi-year, as you've allowed us to do
it, sir, enables us to save at least $1 billion over the course of the
program. That’s equal to four more planes. We are getting 60
planes for roughly the price of 56.

TANKERS

Tankers, Mr. Chairman. As you know, our tanker recapitaliza-
tion initiative is on hold. The initiative is complicated enough, as
you know, so I am in complete agreement with Secretary Rums-
feld’s desire to review the program and ensure that it is not tainted
in any way.

Meanwhile, we are programming money, starting at fiscal year
2006, to conduct a KCX tanker replacement program, and that has
been our plan all along. As a critical joint enabler of U.S. power
projection, our global aerial refueling fleet serves Air Force, Navy,
Marine Corps, and Coalition aircraft. Recapitalization of the KC—
135 fleet, over 540 aerial refueling aircraft, will clearly take years
to complete, and their average age, as you are well aware, is rough-
ly 43 years. The Air Force is committed to an acquisition approach
for this program that brings the best capability to the Joint
Warfighter at the lowest possible cost and in the most efficient
manner.

UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES

If I may now, I'll just touch on Unmanned Aerial Vehicles
(UAVs). We, again, would like to thank this committee for its con-
tribution to our UAV force and remotely piloted aircraft. I know,
personally, a number of you were interested in this subject long be-
fore the services were, and now I think you can point with pride
to your early positions.

Since beginning operations with these transformational systems,
you have enabled us to make this a valuable asset in the conduct
of modern-day warfare and the prosecution of time-sensitive tar-
gets. In just 2 years, these aircraft have evolved from intelligence
platforms used to see over the next hill, into systems that can now
provide Joint and Coalition Forces with intelligence, surveillance,
reconnaissance, target acquisition, and, in the case of the armed
Predator, direct attack.

OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM

During Operation Iraqi Freedom, we further refined Predator ca-
pabilities, as well as Global Hawk capabilities, sending realtime
Predator feeds to other airborne platforms and to ground forces.
Now, in fact, we have 20-some of these units we call Rover 2’s,
which are the—to downlink instruments from the Predator to the
ground forces, that they’re going to use in Iragq.

Being able to run five simultaneous combat orbits through ad-
vanced technology and tactics development was also demonstrated.
Innovations in our laser Hellfire operation saved lives and refined
the standards for time-sensitive targeting. Last year, we used Pred-
ators, as well as our Global Hawk UAYV, to assist in the effort to
preclude Scud launches from the western desert of Iraq. Integrated
with special operations and other air assets, these unmanned air-
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craft allowed small teams to own and control 6 million acres of ter-
ritory that had been the launching points for dozens of Scud mis-
siles during the 1991 gulf war. With small teams, with that kind
of air surveillance, backed up by attack aircraft, we suppressed the
western part of Iragq.

Mr. Chairman, I know you know that we, in fact, were able to
practice with the same people, the leaders of this, in the western
part of the United States night after night after night, quite se-
cretly. Our range is the size of Connecticut. Two Connecticuts
make the size of western Iraq. We moved that identical team right
over, and these were our Army folk, some Navy, Air Force, some
Coalition allies, special operators, who had trained night after
night together, and then we moved them.

Working with other intelligence/surveillance/reconnaissance as-
sets, the Predator also provided target acquisition and conducted
direct attacks on targets where the chances of collateral damage
were high. We loved the story of a pilot named Yvanna, and she
took her Predator to remove Baghdad Bob off the airwaves. She
had to destroy his satellite dish, antennae, and generator, and it
was set up only a few yards away from international media
antennaes, and very close to a mosque. She operated the Predator
slowly, as she said. As you know, Mr. Chairman, this thing only
can go 70 knots, at best. But she came in slowly, to be very quiet.
She coordinated with the Combat Air Operations Center (CAOC) in
the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. She was flying the vehicle from the
United States. She flew over downtown Baghdad. She found the
target, made sure that the laser beamed exactly the right spot, and
blew it away, and the other media never even noticed. It was a
beautiful job, and there was no collateral damage.

GLOBAL HAWK

Another example that we’re very proud of is the work of the
Global Hawk with our Joint Surveillance Targeting Attack Radar
System (JOINTSTARS) working against the Medina Division in the
midst of a sandstorm. As my colleague often points out, when peo-
ple talked about a lull in the war, I don’t think they ever asked
the commander of the Medina Division, because he was certainly
not experiencing a lull, and he found that if he moved, he could be
identified, and his units were killed.

PREDATOR

Examples like these reinforce our current plan for a force of 68
Predator A’s. We expect many of our ongoing initiatives in this
platform to pay big dividends. Developing multi-spectral sensors,
improving our weapons integration and communication links re-
main top priorities for our Predator force.

For Predator B production, General Jumper and I have directed
a more deliberate acquisition program to ensure we deliver an ef-
fective and sustainable hunter/killer capability to the warfighter.
And John just visited the Predator B yesterday, and he may want
to comment on it.

We have also reviewed the fielding strategy to get us up to 60
aircraft, the requisite sensors, and ground stations. This will allow
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for early deliveries of interim combat capability, support near-term
requirements, while ensuring a disciplined development program.

There’s a lot we could go on about the Global Hawk, sir. We are
going to be ordering 34 of these over the Future Years Defense
Plan (FYDP). These were used differently than ever intended dur-
ing the Iraqi War. Our young teams taught us how these things
should be used in ways we never envisioned, and we are just de-
lighted that they have applied their brains and come back with
some wonderful new doctrine and tactics.

In space, sir, may I comment that the leadership—under the
leadership of Under Secretary of the Air Force Pete Teets, we are
working to put our space programs on track. Pete inherited a num-
ber of ongoing programs that needed revitalizing. Besides working
programs, he has increased the unity of effort among the Air Force,
the National Reconnaissance Office, and intelligence community in
ways that we have never seen in the past. I can think of no one
more knowledgeable to lead our space efforts and our space per-
sonnel. Recognizing these space professionals as a segment of war-
riors requiring special attention, Pete Teets has developed a road-
map designed to develop more in-depth expertise in operational
and technical space specialties.

This evolving expertise served us well in Operation Iraqi Free-
dom, where Air Force General Buzz Moseley was both the CFACC
and the senior space authority for all Joint and Coalition space ac-
tivities. These improvements will continue to enhance space sup-
port for the warfighter, bring a joint perspective to our Department
of Defense’s executive agents—our role as the Department of De-
fense’s executive agent for space.

Our next step in space will be to focus on what we call Joint
Warfighting in space, a new initiative that General Jumper and I
are trying to undertake. This focus area strives to develop rapidly
launched, responsive, and survivable Microsats that advances our
ability to protect our space assets and enhances our direct support
to Joint Force commanders throughout the globe. Part of that sup-
port includes Command and Control (C2) networks. Using both air
and space media, we envision a C2 constellation that is robust, a
protected network, and globally based command and control system
that accomplishes all levels of the battle. This network is one that
allows machines to do the integration and fusion, but leaves com-
bat experience and judgement to leaders. It uses battlefield man-
agement command and control that will consist of command sen-
sors—command centers, sensors, and systems, like space-based
radar (SBR), transformational satellite (TSAT) communications,
Global Hawk, Predator, other drones, airborne—AMTI and GMTI—
that’s airborne moving target indicator and ground moving target
indicator—distribute a common ground picture in our air oper-
ations centers, all geared towards achieving the objectives of the
joint battlefield commander. We are at the very early stages, and
now we're thinking through what the architecture ought to be.

Mr. Chairman, our 2005 budget supports the Air Force’s joint
focus. The $98.5 billion budget request invests in a portfolio of mili-
tary advantages, advantages that depend on our ability to develop
and maintain our airmen, maintain our readiness, improve our in-
frastructure, and provide decisive effects-based capabilities to the
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Joint Force commander anytime, anyplace, under any condition.
Our budget request increases both Research Development Test and
Evaluation (RTD&E) and procurement to support our emphasis on
transformation and modernization, consistent with the strategy we
discussed.

FISCAL YEAR 2005 BUDGET REQUEST

In the fiscal year 2005 budget request, we make a significant in-
vestment in a number of critical joint systems—14 C-17s, 11 C—
130J’s, seven Predators, A’s and two B’s, four Global Hawks, and
joint space capabilities, including transformational communica-
tions, space-based radar, and military satellite communications
(SATCOM). We're also investing in joint weapons, including more
than 23,000 Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAMs). Our bottom
line, Mr. Chairman, is that we are committed to the joint fight. In
fact, joint enablers account for roughly 50 percent of the Air Force’s
real budget growth.

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS

Finally, we know there are concerns with respect to our ability
to continue operating without a supplemental. In the Air Force, we
have the ability to cash-flow into fiscal year 2005, preserving our
ability of operating at home and abroad. This assumes we get no
additional bills in any kind of rebalancing. Right now, we see our-
selves about $2 billion short, and that’s because of some bills that
have come, plus some other changes inside the Air Force, and we
are looking for ways to reprogram to handle those.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am proud to be
a part of the finest Air Force in the world, and I'm honored to be
part of the joint team that has done so much to defend America
and our interests. With your continued support and the invest-
ments—that this budget makes in adapting our force to the de-
mands of this new era, we will continue to deliver for our Nation.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I look forward to your questions. Thank you so much for all your
support, sir.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES G. ROCHE

Mr. Chairman, Senator Inouye, and distinguished members of the committee, the
Air Force has an unlimited horizon for air and space capabilities. Our Service was
borne of innovation, and we remain focused on identifying and developing the con-
cepts of operations, advanced technologies, and integrated operations required to
provide the joint force with unprecedented capabilities and to remain the world’s
dominant air and space force.

Throughout our distinguished history, America’s Air Force has remained the
world’s premier air and space power because of our professional airmen, our invest-
ment in warfighting technology, and our ability to integrate our people and systems
together to produce decisive effects. These Air Force competencies are the founda-
tion that will ensure we are prepared for the unknown threats of an uncertain fu-
ture. They will ensure that our Combatant Commanders have the tools they need
to maintain a broad and sustained advantage over any emerging adversaries.

In this strategic environment of the 21st century, and along with our sister serv-
ices, our Air Force will continue to fulfill our obligation to protect America, deter
aggression, assure our allies, and defeat our enemies. As we adapt the Air Force
to the demands of this era, we remain committed to fulfilling our global commit-
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ments as part of the joint warfighting team. In partnership, and with the continuing
assistance of the Congress, we will shape the force to meet the needs of this century,
fight the Global War on Terrorism, and defend our nation.

The 2004 Posture Statement is our vision for the upcoming year and is the blue-
print we will follow to sustain our air and space dominance in the future. We are
America’s Air Force—disciplined airmen, dominant in warfighting, decisive in con-
flict.

INTRODUCTION

In 2003, U.S. and coalition military operations produced unprecedented mission
successes—across the spectrum of conflict and around the globe. The joint
warfighting team demonstrated combat capability never previously witnessed in the
history of conflict. Integrating capabilities from air, land, sea, and space, the U.S.
and coalition allies achieved considerable progress in the ongoing Global War on
Terrorism. In our most recent engagements, our armed forces fulfilled our imme-
diate obligations to defend America, deter aggression, assure our allies, and defeat
our enemies.

The foundation of these achievements can be found in the Department of De-
fense’s (DOD) commitment to teamwork and excellence. Operation IRAQI FREE-
DOM (OIF) was a joint and coalition warfighting effort from planning to execution.
Air, ground, maritime, and space forces worked together at the same time for the
same objectives, not merely staying out of each other’s way, but orchestrated to
achieve wartime objectives. Our air and space forces achieved dominance through-
out the entire theater, enabling maritime and ground forces to operate without fear
of enemy air attack. Our airmen demonstrated the flexibility, speed, precision, and
compelling effects of air and space power, successfully engaging the full range of
enemy targets, from the regime’s leadership to fielded forces. When our ground and
maritime components engaged the enemy, they were confident our airmen would be
there—either in advance of their attacks, or in support of their operations. And
America’s Air Force was there, disciplined, dominant, and decisive.

These operational accomplishments illustrate the growing maturation of air and
space power. Leveraging the expertise of our airmen, the technologies present in our
21st century force, and the strategies, concepts of operation, and organizations in
use today, the U.S. Air Force continues to adapt to meet the demands of this new
era, while pursuing the war on terrorism and defending the homeland.

On September 11, 2001, the dangers of the 21st century became apparent to the
world. Today, the United States faces an array of asymmetric threats from terrorists
and rogue states, including a threat that poses the gravest danger to our nation,
the growing nexus of radicalism and technology. As we continue our work in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq, we stand ready to respond to flashpoints around the world, pre-
pared to counter the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction to unfriendly
states and non-state entities.

We are adapting to new and enduring challenges. As we do, we are exploiting the
inherent sources of strength that give us the advantages we enjoy today. It is a
strategy predicated on the idea that, if we accurately assess our own advantages
and strengths, we can invest in them to yield high rates of military return. This
approach helps us create a portfolio of advantages allowing us to produce and con-
tinue to exploit our capabilities. Our goal is to create a capability mix consistent
with operational concepts and effects-driven methodology, relevant to the joint char-
acter and increasingly asymmetric conduct of warfare.

Since 1945, when General Henry “Hap” Arnold and Dr. Theodore von Karman
published Toward New Horizons, the Air Force has evolved to meet the changing
needs of the nation—with the sole objective of improving our ability to generate
overwhelming and strategically compelling effects from air and now, space. It is our
heritage to adapt and we will continue to do so. During this comparatively short
history, we became the best air and space force in the world through our focus on
the development of professional airmen, our investment in warfighting technology,
and our ability to integrate people and systems to produce decisive joint warfighting
effects.

The Air Force is making a conscious investment in education, training, and leader
development to foster critical thinking, innovation, and encourage risk taking. We
deliberately prepare our airmen—officer, enlisted, and civilian—with experience, as-
signments, and broadening that will allow them to succeed. When our airmen act
in the combined or joint arena, whether as an Air Liaison Officer to a ground ma-
neuver element, or as the space advisor to the Joint Force Commander (JFC), this
focused professional development will guide their success.
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We are also investing in technologies that will enable us to create a fully inte-
grated force of intelligence capabilities, manned, unmanned and space assets that
communicate at the machine-to-machine level, and real-time global command and
control (C2) of joint, allied, and coalition forces. Collectively, these assets will enable
compression of the targeting cycle and near-instantaneous global precision-strike.

As we cultivate new concepts of global engagement, we will move from analog to
digital processes and adopt more agile, non-linear ways of integrating to achieve
mission success. This change in thinking leads to capabilities including: networked
communications; multi-mission platforms which fuse multi-spectral sensors; inte-
grated global intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR); robust, all-weath-
er weapons delivery with increased standoff; small smart weapons; remotely-piloted
and unattended aircraft systems; advanced air operations centers; more secure posi-
tion, navigation, and timing; and a new generation of satellites with more operation-
ally responsive launch systems.

Investment in our core competencies is the foundation of our preparation for fu-
ture threats. They ensure we have the tools we need to maintain strategic deter-
rence as well as a sustained advantage over our potential adversaries. Ultimately,
they ensure we can deliver the dominant warfighting capability our nation needs.

Potential adversaries, however, continue to pursue capabilities that threaten the
dominance we enjoy today. Double-digit surface-to-air missile systems (SAMs) are
proliferating. China has purchased significant numbers of these advanced SAMs,
and there is a risk of wider future proliferation to potential threat nations. Fifth-
generation advanced aircraft with capabilities superior to our present fleet of front-
Iine fighter/attack aircraft are in production. China has also purchased, and is de-
veloping, advanced fighter aircraft that are broadly comparable to the best of our
current frontline fighters. Advanced cruise missile technology is expanding, and in-
formation technology is spreading. Access to satellite communications, imagery, and
use of the Global Positioning System (GPS) signal for navigation are now available
for anyone willing to purchase the necessary equipment or services. With this re-
lentless technological progress and the potential parity of foreign nations, as well
as their potential application in future threats, the mere maintenance of our aging
aircraft and space systems will not suffice. Simply stated, our current fleet of legacy
systems cannot always ensure air and space dominance in future engagements.

To counter these trends, we are pursuing a range of strategies that will guide our
modernization and recapitalization efforts. We are using a capabilities-based plan-
ning and budgeting process, an integrated and systematic risk assessment system,
a commitment to shorter acquisition cycle times, and improved program oversight.
Our goal is to integrate our combat, information warfare, and support systems to
create a portfolio of air and space advantages for the joint warfighter and the na-
tion. Thus, we continue to advocate for program stability in our modernization and
investment accounts.

The principal mechanisms that facilitate this process are our Air Force Concepts
of Operation (CONOPS). Through the CONOPS, we analyze problems we’ll be asked
to solve for the JFCs, identify the capabilities our expeditionary forces need to ac-
complish their missions, and define the operational effects we expect to produce.
Through this approach, we can make smarter decisions about future investment, ar-
ticulate the link between systems and employment concepts, and identify our capa-
bility gaps and risks.

The priorities that emerge from the CONOPS will guide a reformed acquisition
process that includes more active, continuous, and creative partnerships among the
requirement, development, operational test, and industry communities who work
side-by-side at the program level. In our science and technology planning, we are
also working to demonstrate and integrate promising technologies quickly by pro-
viding an operational “pull” that conveys a clear vision of the capabilities we need
for the future.

We are applying this approach to our space systems as well. As the DOD’s Execu-
tive Agent for Space, we are producing innovative solutions for the most challenging
national security problems. We have defined a series of priorities essential to deliv-
ering space-based capabilities to the joint warfighter and the Intelligence Commu-
nity. Achieving mission success—in operations and acquisition—is our principal pri-
ority. This requires us to concentrate on designing and building quality into our sys-
tems. To achieve these exacting standards, we will concentrate on the technical as-
pects of our space programs early on—relying on strong systems engineering design,
discipline, and robust test programs. We also have many areas that require a sus-
tained investment. We need to replace aging satellites, improve outmoded ground
control stations, achieve space control capabilities to ensure freedom of action, sus-
tain operationally responsive assured access to space, address bandwidth limita-
tions, and focus space science and technology investment programs. This effort will
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require reinvigorating the space industrial base and funding smaller technology in-
cubators to generate creative “over the horizon” ideas.

As we address the problem of aging systems through renewed investment, we will
continue to find innovative means to keep current systems operationally effective.
In OIF, the spirit of innovation flourished. We achieved a number of air and space
power firsts: employment of the B—1 bomber’s synthetic aperture radar and ground
moving target indicator for ISR; incorporation of the Litening II targeting pod on
the F-15, F-16, A-10, and the B-52; and use of a Global Hawk for strike coordina-
tion and reconnaissance while flown as a remotely piloted aircraft. With these inte-
grated air and space capabilities, we were able to precisely find, fix, track, target,
and rapidly engage our adversaries. These examples illustrate how we are approach-
ing adaptation in the U.S. Air Force.

Ultimately, the success of our Air Force in accomplishing our mission and adapt-
ing to the exigencies of combat stems from the more than 700,000 active, guard, re-
serve, and civilian professionals who proudly call themselves “airmen.” In the past
five years, they have displayed their competence and bravery in three major con-
flicts: the Balkans, Afghanistan, and Iraq. They are a formidable warfighting force,
imbﬁied with an expeditionary culture, and ready for the challenges of a dangerous
world.

Poised to defend America’s interests, we continue to satisfy an unprecedented de-
mand for air and space warfighting capabilities—projecting American power globally
while providing effective homeland defense. This is the U.S. Air Force in 2004—we
foster ingenuity in the world’s most professional airmen, thrive on transitioning new
technologies into joint warfighting systems, and drive relentlessly toward integra-
tion to realize the potential of our air and space capabilities. We are America’s Air-
men—confident in our capability to provide our nation with dominance in air and
space.

AIR AND SPACE DOMINANCE IN A NEW ENVIRONMENT

The U.S. Air Force ensures a flexible, responsive, and dominant force by providing
a spectrum of operational capabilities that integrate with joint and coalition forces.
To sustain and improve upon the dominance we enjoy today, the Air Force will re-
main engaged with the other services, our coalition partners, interagency teams,
and the aerospace industry. As we do, we will incorporate the lessons learned from
rigorous evaluation of past operations, detailed analyses of ongoing combat oper-
ations, and thoughtful prediction of the capabilities required of a future force.

The pace of operations over the past year enabled us to validate the function and
structure of our Air and Space Expeditionary Forces (AEF's). Operations in 2003 de-
manded more capability from our AEFs than at any time since their inception in
1998. However, for the first time we relied exclusively on our AEFs to present the
full range of our capabilities to the Combatant Commanders. Through our 10 AEFs,
our AEF prime capabilities (space, national ISR, long range strike, nuclear, and
other assets), and our AEF mobility assets, we demonstrated our ability to package
forces, selecting the most appropriate combat ready forces from our Total Force,
built and presented expeditionary units, and flowed them to the theaters of oper-
ation in a timely and logical sequence. We rapidly delivered them to the warfighters,
while preserving a highly capable residual force to satisfy our global commitments.

More than three-fourths of our 359,300 active duty airmen are eligible to deploy
and are assigned to an AEF. Through much of the past year, Total Force capabili-
ties from 8 of the 10 AEFs were engaged simultaneously in worldwide operations.
The remaining elements were returning from operations, training, or preparing to
relieve those currently engaged. By the end of 2003, more than 26,000 airmen were
deployed, supporting operations around the world.

In 2004, we will continue to use the AEFs to meet our global requirements while
concurrently reconstituting the force. Our number one reconstitution priority is re-
turning our forces to a sustainable AEF battle rhythm while conducting combat op-
erations. Attaining this goal is about revitalizing capabilities. For most airmen, that
will include a renewed emphasis on joint composite force training and preparation
for rotations in the AEF. Through the AEF, the Air Force presents right-sized, high-
Hr trained expeditionary units to JFCs for employment across the spectrum of con-

ict.

Global War on Terrorism

The year 2003 marked another historic milestone for the United States and the
Air Force in the Global War on Terrorism. Since September 11, 2001, air and space
power has proven indispensable to securing American skies, defeating the Taliban,
denying sanctuary to al Qaeda and other terrorist organizations, and most recently,
removing a brutal and oppressive dictator in Iraq. This Global War on Terrorism
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imposes on airmen a new steady state of accelerated operations and personnel
tempo (PERSTEMPO), as well as a demand for unprecedented speed, agility, and
innovation in defeating unconventional and unexpected threats, all while bringing
stability and freedom to Afghanistan and Iraq. The Air Force and its airmen will
meet these demands.

Operation NOBLE EAGLE

High above our nation, airmen protect our skies and cities through air defense
operations known as Operation NOBLE EAGLE (ONE). The Total Force team, com-
prised of active duty, Air National Guard, and Air Force Reserve airmen, conducts
airborne early warning, air refueling, and combat air patrol operations in order to
protect sensitive sites, metropolitan areas, and critical infrastructure.

This constant “top cover” demands significant Air Force assets, thus raising the
baseline of requirements above the pre-September 11 tempo. Since 2001, this base-
line has meant over 34,000 fighter, tanker, and airborne early warning sorties were
added to Air Force requirements.

This year the Air Force scrambled nearly 1,000 aircraft, responding to 800 inci-
dents. Eight active duty, eight Air Force Reserve, and 18 Air National Guard units
provided 1,300 tanker sorties offloading more than 32 million pounds of fuel for
these missions. Last year, over 2,400 airmen stood vigilant at air defense sector op-
erations centers and other radar sites. Additionally, in 2003, we continued to insti-
tutionalize changes to our homeland defense mission through joint, combined, and
interagency training and planning. Participating in the initial validation exercise
DETERMINED PROMISE-03, the Air Force illustrated how its air defense, air mo-
bility, and command and control capabilities work seamlessly with other agencies
supporting NORTHCOM and Department of Homeland Security objectives. The in-
tegration and readiness that comes from careful planning and rigorous training will
ensure the continued security of America’s skies.

Operation ENDURING FREEDOM—Afghanistan

Operation ENDURING FREEDOM—Afghanistan (OEF) is ongoing. Remnants of
Taliban forces continue to attack United States, NATO, coalition troops, humani-
tarian aid workers, and others involved in the reconstruction of Afghanistan. To de-
feat this threat, aid coalition stability, and support operations, the Air Force has
maintained a presence of nearly 24,000 airmen in and around the region. Having
already flown more than 90,000 sorties (over 72 percent of all OEF missions flown),
the Air Force team of active, Guard, and Reserve airmen continue to perform ISR,
close air support (CAS), aerial refueling, and tactical and strategic airlift.

While fully engaged in ONE and OIF, the men and women of the Air Force pro-
vided full spectrum air and space support, orchestrating assets from every service
and ten different nations. Of these, Air Force strike aircraft flying from nine bases
flew more than two-thirds of the combat missions, dropped more than 66,000 muni-
tions (9,650 tons) and damaged or destroyed approximately three-quarters of
planned targets. In 2003 alone, Air Force assets provided more than 3,000 sorties
of on-call CAS, responding to calls from joint and/or coalition forces on the ground.

Last year, the Air Force brought personnel and materiel into this distant, land-
locked nation via 7,410 sorties. Over 4,100 passengers and 487 tons of cargo were
moved by airmen operating at various Tanker Airlift Control Elements in and
around Afghanistan. To support these airlift and combat sorties and the numerous
air assets of the coalition with aerial refueling, the Air Force deployed over 50 tank-
ers. In their primary role, these late 1950s-era and early 1960s-era KC-135 tankers
flew more than 3,900 refueling missions. In their secondary airlift role, they deliv-
ered 3,620 passengers and 405 tons of cargo. Without versatile tankers, our armed
forces would need greater access to foreign bases, more aircraft to accomplish the
same mission, more airlift assets, and generate more sorties to maintain the re-
quired duration on-station.

Operations in Afghanistan also highlight U.S. and coalition reliance on U.S. space
capabilities. This spanned accurate global weather, precise navigation, communica-
tions, as well as persistent worldwide missile warning and surveillance. For exam-
ple, OEF relied on precision navigation provided by the Air Force’s GPS constella-
tion, over-the-horizon satellite communications (SATCOM), and timely observations
of weather, geodesy, and enemy activity. To accomplish this, space professionals per-
formed thousands of precise satellite contacts and hundreds of station keeping ad-
justments to provide transparent space capability to the warfighter. These vital
space capabilities and joint enablers directly leveraged our ability to pursue U.S. ob-
jectives in OEF.



183

Operations NORTHERN WATCH and SOUTHERN WATCH

During the past 12 years, the Air Force flew over 391,000 sorties enforcing the
northern and southern no-fly zones over Iraq. With the preponderance of forces, the
Air Force, along with the Navy and Marine Corps, worked alongside the Royal Air
Force in Operations NORTHERN WATCH (ONW) and SOUTHERN WATCH
(OSW). Manning radar outposts and established C2 centers, conducting ISR along
Iraq’s borders, responding to almost daily acts of Iraqi aggression, and maintaining
the required airlift and air refueling missions taxed Air Force assets since the end
of Operation DESERT STORM. Yet, these successful air operations had three main
effects: they halted air attacks on the ethnic minority populations under the no-fly
zones; they deterred a repeat of Iraqi aggression against its neighbors; and they le-
veraged enforcement of United Nations Security Council Resolutions. Throughout
this period, our airmen honed their warfighting skills, gained familiarity with the
region, and were able to establish favorable conditions for OIF. For more than a dec-
ade, American airmen rose to one of our nation’s most important challenges, con-
taining Saddam Hussein.

Operation IRAQI FREEDOM

On March 19, 2003, our airmen, alongside fellow soldiers, sailors, marines and co-
alition teammates, were called upon to remove the dangerous and oppressive Iraqi
regime—this date marked the end of ONW/OSW and the beginning of OIF. OIF
crystallized the meaning of jointness and the synergies of combined arms and per-
sistent battlefield awareness.

In the first minutes of OIF, airmen of our Combat Air Forces (USAF, USN,
USMC, and coalition) were flying over Baghdad. As major land forces crossed the
line of departure, Air Force assets pounded Iraqi command and control facilities and
key leadership targets, decapitating the decision-makers from their fielded forces.
Remaining Iraqi leaders operated with outdated information about ground forces
that had already moved miles beyond their reach. As the land component raced to-
ward Baghdad, coalition strike aircraft were simultaneously attacking Iraqi fielded
forces, communications and command and control centers, surface-to-surface missile
launch sites, and were supporting special operations forces, and ensuring complete
air and space dominance in the skies over Iraq. Due to these actions and those dur-
ing the previous 12 years, none of the 19 Iraqi missile launches were successful in
disrupting coalition operations, and not a single Iraqi combat sortie flew during this
conflict. Twenty-one days after major combat operations began, the first U.S. land
forces reached Baghdad. Five days later, the last major city in Iraq capitulated.

The Air Force provided over 7,000 CAS sorties to aid land forces in the quickest
ground force movement in history. Lieutenant General William S. Wallace, Com-
mander of the U.S. Army V Corps said, “none of my commanders complained about
the availability, responsiveness, or effectiveness of CAS—it was unprecedented!” As
Iraqi forces attempted to stand against the integrated air and ground offensive, they
found a joint and coalition team that was better equipped, better trained, and better
led than ever brought to the field of battle.

Training, leadership, and innovation coupled with the Air Force’s recent invest-
ment in air mobility allowed U.S. forces to open a second major front in the Iraqi
campaign. Constrained from access by land, Air Force C-17s airdropped over 1,000
paratroopers from the 173rd Airborne Brigade into northern Iraq. This successful
mission opened Bashur airfield and ensured U.S. forces could be resupplied.

Before 2003, the Air Force invested heavily in the lessons learned from OEF.
Shortening the “kill chain,” or the time it took to find, fix, track, target, engage, and
assess was one of our top priorities. This investment was worthwhile, as 156 time-
sensitive targets were engaged within minutes, most with precision weapons. The
flexibility of centralized control and decentralized execution of air and space power
enabled direct support to JFC objectives throughout Iraq. Coalition and joint air-
power shaped the battlefield ahead of ground forces, provided intelligence and secu-
rity to the flanks and rear of the rapidly advancing coalition, and served as a force
multiplier for Special Operations forces. This synergy between Special Operations
and the Air Force allowed small specialized teams to have a major effect throughout
the northern and western portions of Iraq by magnifying their inherent lethality,
guaranteeing rapid tactical mobility, reducing their footprint through aerial resup-
ply, and providing them the advantage of “knowing what was over the next hill”
through air and space-borne ISR.

The Air Force’s C2ISR assets enabled the joint force in Afghanistan as well. This
invaluable fleet includes the RC-135 Rivet Joint, E-8 JSTARS, and the E-3
AWACS. This “Iron Triad” of intelligence sensors and C2 capabilities illustrates the
Air Force vision of horizontal integration in terms of persistent battlefield aware-
ness. Combined with the Global Hawk unmanned aerial vehicle and Predator re-



184

motely piloted aircraft, spaced-based systems, U-2, and Compass Call, these invalu-
able system provided all-weather, multi-source intelligence to commanders from all
services throughout the area of responsibility.

OIF was the Predator’s first “networked” operation. Four simultaneous Predator
orbits were flown over Iraq and an additional orbit operated over Afghanistan, with
three of those orbits controlled via remote operations in the United States. This
combined reachback enabled dynamic support to numerous OIF missions. Predator
also contributed to our operational flexibility, accomplishing hunter-killer missions,
tactical ballistic missile search, force protection, focused intelligence collection, air
strike control, and special operations support. A Hellfire equipped Predator also con-
ducted numerous precision strikes against Iraqi targets, and flew armed escort mis-
sions with U.S. Army helicopters.

Space power provided precise, all-weather navigation, global communications,
missile warning, and surveillance. The ability to adapt to adverse weather condi-
tions, including sandstorms, allowed air, land, and maritime forces to confound the
Iraqi military and denied safe haven anywhere in their own country. As the Iraqis
attempted to use ground-based GPS jammers, Air Force strike assets destroyed
them, in some cases, using the very munitions the jammers attempted to defeat. As
Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld noted, this new era was illustrated by the coali-
tion’s “unprecedented combination of power, precision, speed, and flexibility.”

During the height of OIF, the Air Force deployed 54,955 airmen. Ambassador
Paul Bremer, Chief of the Coalition Provisional Authority, pronounced, “In roughly
three weeks [we] liberated a country larger than Germany and Italy combined, and
[we] did so with forces smaller than the Army of the Potomac.” Led by the finest
officers and non-commissioned officers, our airmen flew more than 79,000 sorties
since March of 2003. Ten thousand strike sorties dropped 37,065 munitions. The co-
alition flew over 55,000 airlift sorties moved 469,093 passengers and more than
165,060 tons of cargo. In addition, over 10,000 aerial refueling missions supported
aircraft from all services, and 1,600 ISR missions provided battlespace awareness
regardless of uniform, service, or coalition nationality. This was a blistering cam-
paign that demanded a joint and combined effort to maximize effects in the
battlespace.

Today, Air Force airmen continue to contribute to the joint and coalition team en-
gaged in Iraq. At the end of the year, 6,723 airmen from the active duty, Reserve,
and Air National Guard conducted a wide range of missions from locations overseas,
flying approximately 150 sorties per day including CAS for ground forces tracking
down regime loyalists, foreign fighters, and terrorists. On a daily basis, U-2 and
RC-135 aircraft flew ISR sorties monitoring the porous borders of Iraq and pro-
viding situational awareness and route planning for Army patrols in stability and
support operations. Providing everything from base security for 27 new bases
opened by the coalition to the lifeline of supplies that air mobility and air refueling
assets bring to all joint forces, Air Force airmen are committed to the successful ac-
complishment of the U.S. mission in Iraq.

Other Contingency Operations

In 2003, the Air Force remained engaged in America’s war on drugs and provided
support to NATO ground forces in the Balkans. Since December 1989, Air Force air-
men have been an irreplaceable part of the interagency fight against illegal drug
and narcotics trafficking. Deployed along the southern United States, in the Carib-
bean, and Central and South America, airmen perform this round-the-clock mission,
manning nine ground-based radar sites, operating ten aerostats, and flying counter
drug surveillance missions. The Air Force detected, monitored, and provided inter-
cepts on over 275 targets attempting to infiltrate our airspace without clearance.
Along with our interagency partners, these operations resulted in 221 arrests and
stopped hundreds of tons of contraband from being smuggled into our country.

In the Balkans, airmen are fully committed to completing the mission that they
started in the 1990s. Today, Air Force airmen have flown over 26,000 sorties sup-
porting Operations JOINT GUARDIAN and JOINT FORGE. These NATO-led oper-
ations combine joint and allied forces to implement the Dayton Peace Accords in
Bosnia-Herzegovina and enforce the Military Technical Agreement in Kosovo. At the
end of 2003, approximately 800 airmen were supporting NATO’s goal of achieving
a secure environment and promoting stability in the region.

Additionally, the Air Force engaged in deterrence and humanitarian relief in
other regions. While the world’s attention was focused on the Middle East in the
spring of 2003, our nation remained vigilant against potential adversaries in Asia.
The Air Force deployed a bomber wing—24 B-52s and B-1s—to the American terri-
tory of Guam to deter North Korea. At the height of OIF, our Air Force dem-
onstrated our country’s resolve and ability to defend the Republic of Korea and
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Japan by surging bomber operations to over 100 sorties in less than three days. This
deterrent operation complemented our permanent engagement in Northeast Asia.
The 8,300 airmen who are stationed alongside the soldiers, sailors, Marines, and our
Korean allies maintained the United Nations armistice, marking 50 years of peace
on the peninsula.

Our strength in deterring aggression was matched by our strength in humani-
tarian action. In response to President Bush’s directive to help stop the worsening
crisis in Liberia, we deployed a non-combat medical and logistics force to create a
lifeline to the American Embassy and provide hope to the Liberian people. An Expe-
ditionary Group of airmen provided airlift support, aeromedical evacuation, force
protection, and theater of communications support. Flying more than 200 sorties, we
transported and evacuated civilians and members of the Joint Task Force (JTF)
from bases in Sierra Leone and Senegal. The 300 airmen deployed in support of
JTF-Liberia reopened the main airport in Monrovia, and ensured the security for
U.S. military and civilian aircraft providing relief aid.

Strategic Deterrence

The ability of U.S. conventional forces to operate and project decisive force is built
on the foundation of our strategic deterrent force; one that consists of our nuclear-
capable aircraft and Intercontinental Ballistic Missile forces, working with the U.S.
Navy’s Fleet Ballistic Missile Submarines. In 2003, these forces as well as, per-
sistent overhead missile warning sensors and supporting ground-based radars, pro-
vided uninterrupted global vigilance deterring a nuclear missile strike against the
United States or our allies. The dedicated airmen who operate these systems pro-
vide the force capability that yields our deterrent umbrella. Should that deterrence
fail, they stand ready to provide a prompt, scalable response.

Exercises

The Air Force’s success can be attributed to the training, education, and equip-
ment of our airmen. Future readiness of our operations, maintenance, mission sup-
port, and medical units will depend on rigorous and innovative joint and coalition
training and exercising. This year we are planning 140 exercises with other services
and agencies and we anticipate being involved with 103 allied nations. We will con-
duct these exercises in as many as 45 foreign countries. Participation ranges from
the Joint/Combined command post exercise ULCHI FOCUS LENS with our South
Korean partners to the tailored international participation in our FLAG exercises
and Mission Employment Phases of USAF Weapons School. From joint search-and-
rescue forces in ARCTIC SAREX to Partnership for Peace initiatives, our airmen
must continue to take advantage of all opportunities that help us train the way we
intend to fight.

In addition to previously designed exercises, recent operations highlighted the
need for combat support training. During OEF and OIF, the Air Force opened or
improved 38 bases used by joint or coalition forces during combat. Our Expedi-
tionary Combat Support teams established secure, operable airfields in Kyrgyzstan,
Uzbekistan, Pakistan, and in Iraq. They also built housing, established communica-
tions, and erected dining facilities that are still used by other services and follow-
on forces today. To prepare our airmen for these missions, we have created EAGLE
FLAG, an Expeditionary Combat Support Field Training Exercise. During this exer-
cise, combat support personnel apply the integrated skills needed to organize and
create an operating location ready to receive fully mission capable forces within 72
hours. From security forces and civil engineers to air traffic controllers and logisti-
cians, each airman required to open a new base or improve an austere location will
eventually participate in this valuable exercise.

Our ranges and air space are critical joint enablers and vital national assets that
allow the Air Force to develop and test new weapons, train forces, and conduct joint
exercises. The ability of the Air Force to effectively operate requires a finite set of
natural and fabricated resources. Encroachment of surrounding communities onto
Air Force resources results in our limited or denied access to, or use of, these re-
sources. We have made it a priority to define and quantify the resources needed to
support mission requirements, and to measure and communicate the effects of en-
croachment on our installations, radio frequency spectrum, ranges, and air space.
We will continue to work with outside agencies and the public to address these
issues. The Air Force strongly endorses the Readiness Range and Preservation Ini-
tiative. It would make focused legislative changes, protecting the Air Force’s oper-
ational resources while continuing to preserve our nation’s environment.

Lessons for the Future

As we continue combat operations and prepare for an uncertain future, we are
examining lessons from our recent experiences. Although we are currently engaged
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with each of the other services to refine the lessons from OIF, many of the priorities
listed in the fiscal year 2005 Presidential Budget submission reflect our preliminary
conclusions. The Air Force has established a team committed to turning validated
lessons into new equipment, new operating concepts, and possibly new organiza-
tional structures. Working closely with our joint and coalition partners, we intend
to continue our momentum toward an even more effective fighting force.

One of the most important lessons we can draw was envisioned by the authors
of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. ONE, OEF, and OIF all validated jointness as the
only acceptable method of fighting and winning this nation’s wars. In OIF, the ma-
ture relationship between the Combined Forces Land Component Commander
(CFLCC) and the Combined Forces Air Component Commander (CFACC) led to un-
precedented synergies. The CFACC capitalized on these opportunities by estab-
lishing coordination entities led by an Air Force general officer in the supported
land component headquarters and by maintaining internal Army, Navy, Marine
Corps, and coalition officers in his own headquarters. Both of these organizational
innovations enabled commanders to maximize the advantages of mass, lethality,
and flexibility of airpower in the area of responsibility.

Another lesson is the Air Force’s dependence on the Total Force concept. As stated
above, September 11 brought with it a new tempo of operations, one that required
both the active duty and Air Reserve Component (ARC) to work in concert to
achieve our national security objectives. The synergy of our fully integrated active
duty, Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve team provides warfighters with ca-
pabilities that these components could not provide alone.

Our reserve component accounts for over one-third of our strike fighters, more
than 72 percent of our tactical airlift, 42 percent of our strategic airlift, and 52 per-
cent of our air refueling capability. The ARC also makes significant contributions
to our rescue and support missions, and has an increasing presence in space, intel-
ligence, and information operations. In all, the ARC provides a ready force requiring
minimum preparation for mobilization. Whether that mobilization is supporting
flight or alert missions for ONE, commanding expeditionary wings in combat, or or-
chestrating the Air Force Special Operations roles in the western Iraqi desert, the
ARC will remain critical to achieving the full potential of our air and space power.

A third lesson was validation of the need for air and space superiority. Through
recent combat operations, the Air Force maintained its almost 50 year-old record of
“no U.S. ground troops killed by enemy air attack.” Without having to defend
against Iraqi airpower, coalition commanders could focus their combat power more
effectively. In addition, air and space superiority allowed airmen to dedicate more
sorties in support of the ground scheme of maneuver, substantially reducing enemy
capability in advance of the land component.

We also need to continue to advance integration and planning—integration of
service capabilities to achieve JFC objectives, interagency integration to fight the
war on terrorism, and information integration. Integration of manned, unmanned
and space sensors, advanced command and control, and the ability to disseminate
and act on this information in near-real time will drive our combat effectiveness in
the future. Shared through interoperable machine-to-machine interfaces, this data
can paint a picture of the battlespace where the sum of the wisdom of all sensors
will end up with a cursor over the target for the operator who can save the target,
study the target, or destroy the target.

Finally, there are three general areas for improvement we consider imperative:
battle damage assessment, fratricide prevention/combat identification, and equip-
ping our battlefield airmen. First, battle damage assessment shapes the com-
mander’s ability for efficient employment of military power. Restriking targets that
have already been destroyed, damaged, or made irrelevant by rapid ground force ad-
vances wastes sorties that could be devoted to other coalition and joint force objec-
tives. Advances in delivery capabilities of our modern fighter/attack aircraft and
bombers mean that ISR assets must assess more targets per strike than ever before.
Precision engagement requires precision location, identification, and precision as-
sessment. Although assets like the Global Hawk, Predator, U-2, Senior Scout, and
Rivet Joint are equipped with the latest collection technology, the Air Force, joint
team, and Intelligence Community must work to ensure that combat assessments
produce timely, accurate, and relevant products for the warfighters.

We are also improving operational procedures and technology to minimize inci-
dents of fratricide or “friendly fire.” In OIF, major steps toward this goal resulted
from technological solutions. Blue Force Tracker and other combat identification
systems on many ground force vehicles allowed commanders situational awareness
of their forces and enemy forces via a common operational picture. Still, not all joint
or coalition forces are equipped with these technological advances. We are pursuing
Fire Support Coordination Measures that capitalize on the speed and situational
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awareness digital communications offer rather than analog voice communications
and grease pencils.

A third area we are actively improving is the effectiveness of the airmen who are
embedded with conventional land or Special Forces. With assured access to Air
Force datalinks and satellites, these “Battlefield Airmen” can put data directly into
air-land-sea weapon systems and enable joint force command and control. We have
made great progress in producing a Battlefield Air Operations Kit that is 70 percent
lighter, with leading-edge power sources; one that will increase the combat capa-
bility of our controllers. This battle management system will reduce engagement
times, increase lethality and accuracy, and reduce the risk of fratricide. This capa-
bility is based upon the good ideas of our airmen who have been in combat and un-
derﬁtaﬁld how much a single individual on the battlefield can contribute with the
right kit.

Summary

The airmen of America’s Air Force have demonstrated their expertise and the
value of their contributions to the joint and coalition fight. These combat operations
are made possible by Air Force investments in realistic training and education, su-
perior organization, advanced technology, and innovative tactics, techniques, and
procedures. In the future, our professional airmen will continue to focus advances
in these and other areas guided by the Air Force CONOPS. Their charter is to de-
termine the appropriate capabilities required for joint warfighting and to provide
maximum effects from, through, and in air and space. This structure and associated
capabilities-based planning will help airmen on their transformational journey, en-
suring continued operational successes such as those demonstrated in 2003.

ENSURING AMERICA’S FUTURE AIR AND SPACE DOMINANCE

Air Force lethality, mobility, speed, precision, and the ability to project U.S. mili-
tary power around the globe provide Combatant Commanders the capabilities re-
quired to meet the nation’s military requirements and dominate our enemies. Con-
sistent with the DOD’s focus on Joint Operating Concepts, we will continue to trans-
form our force—meeting the challenges of this era, adapting our forces and people
to them, and operating our service efficiently. We will adopt service concepts and
capabilities that support the joint construct and capitalize on our core competencies.
To sustain our dominance, we develop professional airmen, invest in warfighting
technology, and integrate our people and systems together to produce decisive joint
warfighting capabilities.

DEVELOPING AIRMEN—RIGHT PEOPLE, RIGHT PLACE, RIGHT TIME

At the heart of our combat capability are the professional airmen who voluntarily
serve the Air Force and our nation. Our airmen turn ideas, tools, tactics, techniques,
and procedures into global mobility, power projection, and battlespace effects. Our
focus for the ongoing management and development of Air Force personnel will be
to: define, renew, develop, and sustain the force.

Defining our Requirements

To meet current and future requirements, we need the right people in the right
specialties. The post-September 11 environment has taxed our equipment and our
people, particularly those associated with force protection, ISR, and the buildup and
sustainment of expeditionary operations. Our analysis shows that we need to shift
manpower to stressed career fields to meet the demands of this new steady state,
and we are in the process of doing this. We have realigned personnel into our most
stressed specialties and hired additional civilians and contractors to free military
members to focus on military specific duties. We have also made multi-million dollar
investments in technology to reduce certain manpower requirements. We have redi-
rected our training and accession systems and have cross-trained personnel from
specialties where we are over strength to alleviate stressed career fields, supporting
t{lef Sle(zlcretary of Defense’s vision of moving forces “from the bureaucracy to the bat-
tlefield.”

Since 2001, we've exceeded our congressionally mandated end strength by more
than 16,000 personnel. In light of the global war on terrorism and OIF, DOD al-
lowed this overage, but now we need to get back to our mandated end strength. We
are addressing this issue in two ways: first, by reducing personnel overages in most
skills; and second, by shaping the remaining force to meet mission requirements.
To reduce personnel, we will employ a number of voluntary tools to restructure
manning levels in Air Force specialties, while adjusting our active force size to the
end strength requirement. As we progress, we will evaluate the need to implement
additional force shaping steps.
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We are also reviewing our ARC manpower to minimize involuntary mobilization
of ARC forces for day-to-day, steady state operations while ensuring they are pre-
pared to respond in times of crisis. Since September 11, 2001, we’ve mobilized more
than 62,000 people in over 100 units, and many more individual mobilization
augmentees. Today, 20 percent of our AEF packages are comprised of citizen air-
men, and members of the Guard or Reserve conduct 89 percent of ONE missions.
We recognize this is a challenge and are taking steps to relieve the pressure on the
Guard and Reserve.

In fiscal year 2005, we plan to redistribute forces in a number of mission areas
among the Reserve and Active components to balance the burden on the Reserves.
These missions include our Air and Space Operations Centers, remotely piloted air-
craft systems, Combat Search and Rescue, Security Forces, and a number of high
demand global mobility systems. We are working to increase ARC volunteerism by
addressing equity of benefits and tour-length flexibility, while addressing civilian
employer issues. We are also looking at creating more full-time positions to reduce
our dependency on involuntary mobilization.

We are entering the second year of our agreement to employ Army National
Guard soldiers for Force Protection at Air Force installations, temporarily miti-
gating our 8,000 personnel shortfall in Security Forces. As we do this, we are exe-
cuting an aggressive plan to rapidly burn down the need for Army augmentation
and working to redesign manpower requirements. Our reduction plan maximizes the
use of Army volunteers in the second year, and allows for demobilization of about
one-third of the soldiers employed in the first year.

Future Total Force

Just as in combat overseas, we are continuing to pursue seamless ARC and active
duty integration at home, leveraging the capabilities and characteristics of each
component, while allowing each to retain their cultural identity. We continue to ex-
plore a variety of organizational initiatives to integrate our active, Guard, and Re-
serve forces. These efforts are intended to expand mission flexibility, create effi-
ciencies in our Total Force, and prepare for the future. Today’s Future Total Force
team includes a number of blended or associate units that are programmed or are
in use. The creation of the “blended” unit, the 116th Air Control Wing at Robins
Air Force Base, Georgia, elevated integration to the next level. With an initial de-
ployment of over 730 personnel, and significant operational achievements in OIF,
we are now examining opportunities to integrate active, Guard, and Reserve units
elsewhere in order to produce even more measurable benefits, savings, and effi-
ciencies.

The reasons for this type of integration are compelling. We can maximize our
warfighting capabilities by integrating active, Guard, and Reserve forces to optimize
the contributions of each component. Reservists and Guardsmen bring with them ca-
pabilities they have acquired in civilian jobs, leveraging the experience of ARC per-
sonnel. Integration relieves PERSTEMPO on the active duty force. Because ARC
members do not move as often, they provide corporate knowledge, stability, and con-
tinuity. Finally, integration enhances the retention of airmen who decide to leave
active service. Because the Guard and Reserve are involved in many Air Force mis-
sions, we recapture the investment we’ve made by retaining separating active duty
members as members of the ARC.

Renewing the Force

To renew our force, we target our recruitment to ensure a diverse force with the
talent and drive to be the best airmen in the world’s greatest Air Force. We will
recruit those with the skills most critical for our continued success. In fiscal year
2003, our goal was 5,226 officers and 37,000 enlisted; we exceeded our goal in both
categories, accessing 5,419 officers and 37,144 enlisted. For fiscal year 2004, we plan
to access 5,795 officers and 37,000 enlisted.

In the Air Force, the capabilities we derive from diversity are vital to mission ex-
cellence and at the core of our strategy to maximize our combat capabilities. In this
new era, successful military operations demand much greater agility, adaptability,
and versatility to achieve and sustain success. This requires a force comprised of
the best our nation has to offer, from every segment of society, trained and ready
to go. Our focus is building a force that consists of men and women who possess
keener international insight, foreign language proficiency, and wide-ranging cultural
acumen. Diversity of life experiences, education, culture, and background are essen-
tial to help us achieve the asymmetric advantage we need to defend America’s inter-
ests wherever threatened. Our strength comes from the collective application of our
diverse talents, and is a critical component of the air and space dominance we enjoy
today. We must enthusiastically reach out to all segments of society to ensure the
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Air Force offers a welcoming career to the best and brightest of American society,
regardless of their background. By doing so, we attract people from all segments of
society and tap into the limitless talents resident in our diverse population.

In addition to a diverse force, we also need the correct talent mix. We remain con-
cerned about recruiting health care professionals and individuals with technical de-
grees. To meet our needs, we continue to focus our efforts to ensure we attract and
retain the right people. We will also closely monitor ARC recruitment. Historically,
the Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve Command access close to 25 percent
of eligible, separating active duty Air Force members with no break in service be-
tween their active duty and ARC service.

Developing the Force

Over the past year, we implemented a new force development construct in order
to get the right people in the right job at the right time with the right skills, knowl-
edge, and experience. Force development combines focused assignments and edu-
cation and training opportunities to prepare our people to meet the mission needs
of our Air Force. Rather than allowing chance and happenstance to guide an air-
man’s experience, we will take a deliberate approach to develop officers, enlisted,
and civilians throughout our Total Force. Through targeted education, training, and
mission-related experience, we will develop professional airmen into joint force war-
riors with the skills needed across the tactical, operational, and strategic levels of
conflict. Their mission will be to accomplish the joint mission, motivate teams, men-
tor subordinates, and train their successors.

A segment of warriors requiring special attention is our cadre of space profes-
sionals, those that design, build, and operate our space systems. As military depend-
ence on space grows, the Air Force continues to develop this cadre to meet our na-
tion’s needs. Our Space Professional Strategy is the roadmap for developing that
cadre. Air Force space professionals will develop more in-depth expertise in oper-
ational and technical space specialties through tailored assignments, education, and
training. This roadmap will result in a team of scientists, engineers, program man-
agers, and operators skilled and knowledgeable in developing, acquiring, applying,
sustaining, and integrating space capabilities.

Sustaining the Force

The Air Force is a retention-based force. Because the skill sets of our airmen are
not easily replaced, we expend considerable effort to retain our people, especially
those in high-technology fields and those in whom we have invested significant edu-
cation and training. In 2003, we reaped the benefits of an aggressive retention pro-
gram, aided by a renewed focus and investment on education and individual devel-
opment, enlistment and retention bonuses, targeted military pay raises, and quality
of life improvements. Our fiscal year 2003 enlisted retention statistics tell the story.
Retention for first term airmen stood at 61 percent, exceeding our goal by 6 percent.
Retention for our second term and career airmen was also impressive, achieving 73
percent and 95 percent respectively. Continued investment in people rewards their
service, provides a suitable standard of living, and enables us to attract and retain
the professionals we need.

One of the highlights of our quality of life focus is housing investment. Through
military construction and housing privatization, we are providing quality homes
faster than ever before. Over the next three years, the Air Force will renovate or
replace more than 40,000 homes through privatization. At the same time, we will
renovate or replace an additional 20,000 homes through military construction. With
the elimination of out-of-pocket housing expenses, our Air Force members and their
families now have three great options—local community housing, traditional mili-
tary family housing, and privatized housing.

Focus On Fitness

We recognize that without motivated and combat-ready expeditionary airmen
throughout our Total Force, our strategies, advanced technologies, and integrated
capabilities would be much less effective. That is why we have renewed our focus
on fitness and first-class fitness centers. We must be fit to fight. And that demands
that we reorient our culture to make physical and mental fitness part of our daily
life as airmen. In January 2004, our new fitness program returned to the basics of
running, sit-ups, and pushups. The program combines our fitness guidelines and
weight/body fat standards into one program that encompasses the total health of an
airman.
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TECHNOLOGY TO WARFIGHTING

The Air Force has established a capabilities-based approach to war planning, al-
lowing us to focus investments on those capabilities we need to support the joint
warfighter. This type of planning focuses on capabilities required to accomplish a
variety of missions and to achieve desired effects against any potential threats. Our
capabilities-based approach requires us to think in new ways and consider combina-
tions of systems that create distinctive capabilities.

Effects Focus: Capabilities-Based CONOPS

The Air Force has written six CONOPS that support capabilities-based planning
and the joint vision of combat operations. The CONOPS help analyze the span of
joint tasks we may be asked to perform and define the effects we can produce. Most
important, they help us identify the capabilities an expeditionary force will need to
accomplish its mission, creating a framework that enables us to shape our portfolio.

—Homeland Security CONOPS leverages Air Force capabilities with joint and
interagency efforts to prevent, protect, and respond to threats against our home-
land—within or beyond U.S. territories.

—Space and Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Sur-
veillance, and Reconnaissance CONOPS (Space and C#4ISR) harnesses the inte-
gration of manned, unmanned, and space systems to provide persistent situa-
tion awareness and executable decision-quality information to the JFC.

—Global Mobility CONOPS provides Combatant Commanders with the planning,
command and control, and operations capabilities to enable timely and effective
projection, employment, and sustainment of U.S. power in support of U.S. global
interests—precision delivery for operational effect.

—Global Strike CONOPS employs joint power-projection capabilities to engage
anti-access and high-value targets, gain access to denied battlespace, and main-
tain battlespace access for required joint/coalition follow-on operations.

—Global Persistent Attack CONOPS provides a spectrum of capabilities from
major combat to peacekeeping and sustainment operations. Global Persistent
Attack assumes that once access conditions are established (i.e. through Global
Strike), there will be a need for persistent and sustained operations to maintain
air, space, and information dominance.

—Nuclear Response CONOPS provides the deterrent “umbrella” under which con-
ventional forces operate, and, if deterrence fails, avails a scalable response.

This CONOPS approach has resulted in numerous benefits, providing:

—Articulation of operational capabilities that will prevail in conflicts and avert
technological surprises;

—An operational risk and capabilities-based programmatic decision-making focus;

—Budgeting guidance to the Air Force Major Commands for fulfilling capabilities-
based solutions to satisfy warfighter requirements;

—Warfighter risk management insights for long-range planning.

Modernization and Recapitalization

Through capabilities-based planning, the Air Force will continue to invest in our
core competency of bringing technology to the warfighter that will maintain our
technical advantage and update our air and space capabilities. The Capabilities Re-
view and Risk Assessment (CRRA) process guides these efforts. Replacing an out-
dated threat-based review process that focused on platforms versus current and fu-
ture warfighting effects and capabilities, our extensive two-year assessment identi-
fied and prioritized critical operational shortfalls we will use to guide our invest-
ment strategy. These priorities present the most significant and immediate Air
Force-wide capability objectives.

We need to field capabilities that allow us to reduce the time required to find,
fix, track and target fleeting and mobile targets and other hostile forces. One system
that addresses this operational shortfall is the F/A-22 Raptor. In addition to its con-
tributions to obtaining and sustaining air dominance, the F/A-22 will allow all
weather, stealthy, precision strike 24 hours a day, and will counter existing and
emerging threats, such as advanced surface-to-air missiles, cruise missiles, and time
sensitive and emerging targets, including mobile targets, that our legacy systems
cannot. The F/A-22 is in low rate initial production and has begun Phase I of its
operational testing. It is on track for initial operational capability in 2005. A com-
plementary capability is provided by the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, providing sus-
tainable, focused CAS and interservice and coalition commonality.

We also recognize that operational shortfalls exist early in the kill chain and are
applying technologies to fill those gaps. A robust command, control, and sensor port-
folio combining both space and airborne systems, along with seamless real-time
communications, will provide additional critical capabilities that address this short-
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fall while supporting the Joint Operational Concept of full spectrum dominance.
Program definition and risk reduction efforts are moving us towards C4ISR and Bat-
tle Management capabilities with shorter cycle times. The JFC will be able to re-
spond to fleeting opportunities with near-real time information and will be able to
bring to bear kill-chain assets against the enemy. Additionally, in this world of pro-
liferating cruise missile technology, our work on improving our C4ISR capabilities—
including airborne Active Electronically Scanned Array or AESA radar technology—
could pay large dividends, playing a significant role in America’s defense against
these and other threats. To create this robust command and control network, we
will need a flexible and digital multi-service communications capability. We are well
on our way in defining the architecture to make it a reality. The capabilities we are
pursuing directly support the Department’s transformational system of interoper-
able joint C4ISR.

There is a need for a globally interconnected capability that collects, processes,
stores, disseminates, and manages information on demand to warfighters, policy
makers, and support people. The C2 Constellation, our capstone concept for achiev-
ing the integration of air and space operations, includes these concepts and the fu-
ture capabilities of the Global Information Grid, Net Centric Enterprise Services,
Transformational Communications, the Joint Tactical Radio System, and airborne
Command, Control, and Communication assets, among others.

One of the elements of a sensible strategy to maintain U.S. power projection capa-
bilities derives from a global aerial refueling fleet that serves Air Force, Navy, Ma-
rine Corps and coalition aircraft. Our current fleet of aging tankers met the chal-
lenges of OEF and OIF but is increasingly expensive to maintain. The fleet averages
more then 40 years of age, and the oldest model, the KC-135E, goes back to the
Eisenhower Administration. Recapitalization for this fleet of over 540 aerial refuel-
ing aircraft will clearly take decades to complete and is vital to the foundation and
global reach of our Air Force, sister services, and coalition partners. The Air Force
is committed to an acquisition approach for this program that will recapitalize the
fleet in the most affordable manner possible.

Capabilities-driven modernization and recapitalization efforts are also taking
place on our space systems, as we replace constellations of satellites and ground sys-
tems with next generation capabilities. The Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle has
completed six successful launches. Using two launch designs, we will continue to
seek responsive, assured access to space for government systems. Space-Based
Radar will provide a complementary capability to our portfolio of radar and remote
sensing systems. We will employ internet protocol networks and high-bandwidth la-
sers in space to transform communications with the Transformational Satellite, dra-
matically increasing connectivity to the warfighter. Modernization of GPS and devel-
opment of the next-generation GPS III will enhance navigation capability and in-
crease our resistance to jamming. In partnership with NASA and the Department
of Commerce, we are developing the National Polar-orbiting Operational Environ-
mental Satellite System, which offers next-generation meteorological capability.
Each of these systems supports critical C4ISR capabilities that give the JFC in-
creased technological and asymmetric advantages.

Space control efforts, enabled by robust space situation awareness, will ensure un-
hampered access to space-based services. Enhanced space situation awareness as-
sets will provide the information necessary to execute an effective space control
strategy. However, we must be prepared to deprive an adversary of the benefits of
space capabilities when American interests and lives are at stake.

Additional capability does not stem solely from new weapon system acquisitions.
It results from innovative modernization of our existing systems. One example is in-
corporating a Smart Bomb Rack Assembly and the 500 lb. version of the Joint Di-
rect Attack Munition into the weapons bay of the B-2. In September of 2003, we
demonstrated that the B—2 bomber is now able to release up to 80 separately tar-
geted, GPS-guided weapons in a single mission. This kind of innovation reduces the
number of platforms that must penetrate enemy airspace while holding numerous
enemy targets at risk. The second order consequences run the gamut from mainte-
nance to support aircraft.

We will also address the deficiencies in our infrastructure through modernization
and recapitalization. Improvements to our air and space systems will be limited
without improvements in our foundational support systems. Deteriorated airfields,
hangars, waterlines, electrical networks, and air traffic control approach and land-
ing systems are just some of the infrastructure elements needing immediate atten-
tion. Our investment strategy focuses on three simultaneous steps: disposing of ex-
cess facilities; sustaining our facilities and infrastructure; and establishing a sus-
tainable investment program for future modernization of our facilities and infra-
structure.
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Finally, we need to continue to modernize and recapitalize our information tech-
nology infrastructure. To leverage our information superiority, the Air Force is pur-
suing a modernization strategy and information technology investments, which tar-
get a common network infrastructure and employ enterprise services and shared ca-
pabilities.

Science and Technology (S&T)

Our investment in science and technology has and continues to underpin our mod-
ernization and recapitalization program. Similar to our applied-technology acquisi-
tion efforts, the Air Force’s capability-based focus produces an S&T vision that sup-
ports the warfighter.

The Air Force S&T program fosters development of joint warfighting capabilities
and integrated technologies, consistent with DOD and national priorities. We will
provide a long-term, stable investment in S&T in areas that will immediately ben-
efit existing systems and in transformational technologies that will improve tomor-
row’s Air Force. Many Air Force S&T programs, such as directed energy,
hypersonics, laser-based communications, and the emerging field of nanotechnology,
show promise for joint warfighting capabilities. Other technology areas, such as
miniaturization of space platforms and space proximity operations, also show prom-
ise in the future. Through developments like these, the Air Force S&T program will
advance joint warfighting capabilities and the Air Force vision of an integrated air
and space force capable of responsive and decisive global engagement.

Capabilities-Based Acquisition [ Transforming Business Practices

To achieve our vision of a flexible, responsive, and capabilities-based expedi-
tionary force, we are transforming how we conceive, plan, develop, acquire, and sus-
tain weapons systems. Our Agile Acquisition initiative emphasizes speed and credi-
bility; we must deliver what we promise—on time and on budget. Our goal is to de-
liveé affordable, sustainable capabilities that meet joint warfighters’ operational
needs.

We continue to improve our acquisition system—breaking down organizational
barriers, changing work culture through aggressive training, and reforming proc-
esses with policies that encourage innovation and collaboration.

Already, we are:

—Realigning our Program Executive Officers (PEOs).—By moving our PEOs out
of Washington and making them commanders of our product centers, we have
aligned both acquisition accountability and resources under our most experi-
enced general officers and acquisition professionals.

—Creating a culture of innovation.—Because people drive the success of our Agile
Acquisition initiatives, we will focus on enhanced training. Laying the founda-
tion for change, this past year 16,500 Air Force acquisition professionals, and
hundreds of personnel from other disciplines, attended training sessions under-
scoring the need for collaboration, innovation, reasonable risk management, and
a sense of urgency in our approach.

—Reducing Total Ownership Costs.—With strong support from the Secretary of
Defense, we will expand the Reduction in Total Ownership Cost program with
a standard model ensuring that we have accurate metrics.

—Moving technology from the lab to the warfighter quickly.—Laboratories must
focus on warfighter requirements and researchers need to ensure technologies
are mature, producible, and supportable. Warfighters will work with scientists,
acquisition experts, and major commands to identify gaps in capabilities. With
help from Congress, we have matured our combat capability document process
to fill those gaps. During OIF, we approved 37 requests for critically needed sys-
tems, usually in a matter of days.

—Tailoring acquisition methods for space systems.—In October 2003, we issued a
new acquisition policy for space systems that will improve acquisitions by tai-
loring acquisition procedures to the unique demands of space systems.

Transformation of our business processes is not limited to acquisition activities.
Our Depot Maintenance Strategy and Master Plan calls for financial and infrastruc-
ture capitalization to ensure Air Force hardware is safe and ready to operate across
the threat spectrum. Our increased funding for depot facilities and equipment mod-
ernization in fiscal year 2004—09, along with public-private partnerships, will result
in more responsive support to the JFC. We expect to maximize production and
ic)hlroughput of weapon systems and commodities that will improve mission capa-

ility.

Our logistics transformation initiative will revolutionize logistics processes to im-
prove warfighter support and reduce costs. The goal of the Air Force’s logistics
transformation program, Expeditionary Logistics for the 21st Century, is to increase
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weapon system availability by 20 percent with zero cost growth. Our current initia-
tives—depot maintenance transformation, purchasing and supply chain manage-
ment, regionalized intermediate repair, and improved logistics command and con-
trol—will transform the entire logistics enterprise.

Our depots have put some of these initiatives into place with exceptional results.
In fiscal year 2003, our depot maintenance teams were more productive than
planned, exceeding aircraft, engine, and commodity production goals and reducing
flow days in nearly all areas. Implementation of “lean” production processes, opti-
mized use of the existing workforce, and appropriate funding, all contributed to this
good news story. In addition, our spares support to the warfighter is at record high
numbers. In 2003, supply rates and cannibalization rates achieved their best per-
formance since fiscal year 1994 and fiscal year 1995, respectively. Fourteen of twen-
ty aircraft design systems improved their mission capable rates over the previous
year, with Predator unmanned aerial vehicles improving by 11 percent, and B-1
bombers achieving the best mission capable and supply rates in its history. Thanks
to proper funding, fleet consolidation, and transformation initiatives, spare parts
shortages were reduced to the lowest levels recorded across the entire fleet.

Financing the Fight

An operating strategy is only as good as its financing strategy. And similar to ac-
quisition, logistics, and other support processes, our finance capabilities are strong.
We are taking deliberate and aggressive steps to upgrade our financial decision sup-
port capability and reduce the cost of delivering financial services. Our focus is on
support to our airmen, strategic resourcing and cost management, and information
reliability and integration. The initiatives that will get us there include self-service
web-based pay and personnel customer service, seamless e-commerce for our vendor
payment environment, budgets that link planning, programming, and execution to
capabilities and performance, financial statements that produce clean audit opinions
while providing reliable financial and management information, and innovative fi-
nancing strategies.

INTEGRATING OPERATIONS

The Air Force excels at providing communications, intelligence, air mobility, preci-
sion strike, and space capabilities that enable joint operations. Our airmen integrate
these and other capabilities into a cohesive system that creates war-winning effects.
Integration takes place at three levels. At the joint strategic level, integration occurs
between interagencies and the coalition. Integration also takes place within the Air
Force at an organizational level. At its most basic level, integration takes place at
the machine-to-machine level to achieve universal information sharing which facili-
tates true integration at every level.

Integrating Joint, Coalition, and Interagency Operations

The ever-changing dynamics of global events will drive the need to integrate DOD
and interagency capabilities and, in most cases, those of our coalition partners. Joint
solutions are required to produce warfighting effects with the speed that the Global
War on Terrorism demands. Fully integrated operations employ only the right forces
and capabilities necessary to achieve an objective in the most efficient manner. We
must also integrate space capabilities for national intelligence and warfighting.

We are pursuing adaptations of our C2 organizations and capabilities to support
this vision. While the Air Force’s global C2 structure has remained relatively con-
stant, throughout our 57-year history, the demands of a changing geopolitical envi-
ronment have stressed current C2 elements beyond their design limits.

We have conducted an extensive review of our C2 structures to support the Na-
tional Security Strategy objectives of assure, dissuade, deter, and defeat as well as
the SECDEF’s Unified Command Plan. We will enhance our support for the JFC
and our expeditionary posture through a new Warfighting Headquarters Construct.
This will enable the Numbered Air Forces to support Unified Combatant Com-
manders in a habitual supported-supporting relationship. Working with their strat-
egy and planning cells on a daily basis will ensure that Air Force capabilities are
available to the JFC’s warfighting staff. This new headquarters will provide the
Combined Air Operations Center (CAOC) with sufficient staff to focus on planning
and employment of air, space, and information operations throughout the theater.

We are also adapting the capabilities of our CAOCs. The CAOCs of each head-
quarters will be interconnected with the theater CAOCs, all operating 24 hours a
day, seven days a week. They will be operated as a weapons system, certified and
standardized, and have cognizance of the entire air and space picture. This reorga-
nization will increase our ability to support our Combatant Commanders, reduce
redundancies, and deliver precise effects to the warfighters. As we near completion



194

of the concept development, we will work with the Secretary of Defense and the
Congress to implement a more streamlined and responsive C2 component for the
Combatant Commanders and national leadership.

Integrated operations also depend on integrated training. We continue to advance
joint and combined interoperability training with our sister services and the nations
with which we participate in global operations. The Joint National Training Capa-
bility (JNTC) will improve our opportunities for joint training. The aim of the JNTC
is to improve each service’s ability to work with other services at the tactical level
and to improve joint planning and execution at the operational and strategic levels.
The Air Force has integrated live, virtual, and constructive training environments
into a single training realm using a distributed mission operations (DMO) capa-
bility. JNTC will use this DMO capability to tie live training events with virtual
(man-in-the-loop) play and constructive simulations. Live training in 2004—on our
ranges during four Service-conducted major training events—will benefit from im-
proved instrumentation and links to other ranges as well as the ability to supple-
ment live training with virtual or constructive options. These types of integrated
training operations reduce overall costs to the services while providing us yet an-
other avenue to train like we fight.

Integrating Within the Air Force

The Air Force is continuing to strengthen and refine our AEF. The AEF enables
rapid build-up and redeployment of air and space power without a lapse in the Air
Force’s ability to support a Combatant Commander’s operations. The Air Force pro-
vides forces to Combatant Commanders according the AEF Presence Policy
(AEFPP), the Air Force portion of DOD’s Joint Presence Policy. There are ten AEFs,
and each AEF provides a portfolio of capabilities and force modules. At any given
time, two AEFs are postured to immediately provide these capabilities. The other
eight are in various stages of rest, training, spin-up, or standby. The AEF is how
the Air Force organizes, trains, equips, and sustains responsive air and space forces
to meet defense strategy requirements outlined in the Strategic Planning Guidance.

Within the AEF, Air Force forces are organized and presented to Combatant Com-
manders as Air and Space Expeditionary Task Forces (AETFs). They are sized to
meet the Combatant Commander’s requirements and may be provided in one of
three forms: as an Air Expeditionary Wing (AEW), Group (AEG), and/or Squadron
(AES). An AETF may consist of a single AEW or AEG, or may consist of multiple
AEWs or AEGs and/or as a Numbered Expeditionary Air Force. AETFs provide the
functional capabilities (weapon systems, expeditionary combat support and com-
mand and control) to achieve desired effects in an integrated joint operational envi-
ronment.

One of our distinctive Air Force capabilities is Agile Combat Support (ACS.) To
provide this capability, our expeditionary combat support forces—medics, logisti-
cians, engineers, communicators, Security Forces, Services, and Contracting, among
several others—provide a base support system that is highly mobile, flexible, and
fully integrated with air and space operations. ACS ensures responsive expedi-
tionary support to joint operations is achievable within resource constraints—from
creation of operating locations to provision of right-sized forces. An example of this
capability is the 86th Contingency Response Group (CRG) at Ramstein Air Base, or-
ganized, trained, and equipped to provide an initial “Open the Base” force module
to meet Combatant Commander requirements. The CRG provides a rapid response
team to assess operating location suitability and defines combat support capabilities
needed to establish air expeditionary force operating locations.

Another example of ACS capability is the light and lean Expeditionary Medical
System (EMEDS) that provides the U.S. military’s farthest forward care and sur-
gical capability. Air Force medics jump into the fight alongside the very first com-
batants. Whether supporting the opening of an air base or performing life saving
surgeries, these medics bring an extraordinary capability. They carry backpacks
with reinforced medical equipment, permitting them to perform medical operations
within minutes of their boots hitting the ground. Complementing this expeditionary
medical capability is our air evacuation system that provides the lifeline for those
injured personnel not able to return to duty. The other services and our allies bene-
fited greatly from this capability in OEF and OIF. The Army and Navy are now de-
veloping a similar light and lean capability. The success of EMEDS is also apparent
in the reduction of disease and non-battle injuries—the lowest ever in combat.

Horizontal Machine-to-Machine Integration

We also strive to increasingly integrate operations at the most basic level—elec-
tron to electron. Victory belongs to those who can collect intelligence, communicate
information, and bring capabilities to bear first. Executing these complex tasks with
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accuracy, speed, and power requires assured access and the seamless, horizontal in-
tegration of systems, activities and expertise across all manned, unmanned, and
space capabilities. Such integration will dramatically shorten the kill chain.

Machine-to-machine integration means giving the warfighter the right informa-
tion at the right time. It facilitates the exchange of large amounts of information,
providing every machine the information it needs about the battlespace and an abil-
ity to share that information. In the future, we will significantly reduce the per-
sistent challenges of having different perspectives or pictures of the battlefield. Ex-
amples would be to ensure that the A-10 could see the same target as the Predator
or to guarantee that the F—15 has the same intelligence about enemy radars as the
Rivet Joint.

We want a system where information is made available and delivered without re-
gard to the source of the information, who analyzed the information, or who dis-
seminated the information. It is the end product that is important, not the fingers
that touch it. The culmination of the effort is the cursor over the target. It is an
effect we seek, and what we will provide.

The warfighters’ future success will depend on Predictive Battlespace Awareness
(PBA). PBA relies on in-depth study of an adversary before hostilities begin in order
to anticipate his actions to the maximum extent possible. We can then analyze infor-
mation to assess current conditions, exploit opportunities, anticipate future actions,
and act with a degree of speed and certainty unmatched by our adversaries. PBA
also relies on the ability of air and space systems to integrate information at the
machine-to-machine level and produce high-fidelity intelligence that results in a
cursor over the target. The result—integrated operations—is our unique ability to
conduct PBA and impact the target at the time and place of our choosing. This ma-
chine-to-machine integration will include a constellation of sensors that create a net-
work of information providing joint warfighters the information and continuity to
see first, understand first, and act first.

The C2 Constellation is the Air Force capstone concept for achieving the integra-
tion of air and space operations. Our vision of the C2 Constellation is a robust, pro-
tected network infrastructure, a globally based command and control system to en-
compass all levels of the battle and allow machines to do the integration and fusion.
It uses Battle Management Command and Control and Connectivity and consists of
command centers, sensors, and systems like the U-2, Space Based Radar, the Dis-
tributed Common Ground System, and our CAOCs. Given the C2 Constellation’s
complexity, the Air Force recognizes the need for an architecture to address myriad
integration issues—methodically—so all elements work in concert.

SECURING AMERICA’S NEXT HORIZON

Armed with the heritage of air and space power in combat, the lessons learned
from our most recent conflicts, and the powerful advances in technology in the 21st
century, we stand ready to deliver decisive air and space power in support of our
nation. Whether called to execute a commanding show of force, to enable the joint
fight, to deliver humanitarian assistance, or to protect our nation from the scourge
of terrorism, we will deliver the effects required. Our ability to consistently answer
the call is our dividend to the nation, a result of our sustained investment in people,
technology, and integration.

Our portfolio of advantages provides dividends on the battlefield. We bring to bear
a diversified collection of capabilities, which answer the needs of a spectrum of com-
bat and humanitarian operations. As one would with any investment, we will mon-
itor, maintain, and adjust our investments as needed to reflect the demands of a
dynamic environment. Transformational initiatives in the way we organize, train,
and equip reflect such adjustments, changes that will result in significant gains for
our force, for the joint team, and for our nation. Yet, we will not shift our focus from
the core competencies that have provided the foundation for our success and con-
tinue to do so. The success of the Air Force resides in the airmen who employ the
technology of warfighting through integrated operations with our joint and coalition
partners. This is our heritage and our future. This is America’s Air Force.

STATEMENT OF GENERAL JOHN P. JUMPER

Senator STEVENS. General Jumper.

General JUMPER. Well, I would like to make a statement. Mr.
Chairman, Senator Inouye, members of the committee, thank you
for the opportunity to sit here. It’s a pleasure to sit here with Dr.
Roche and to work for a boss who spends so much energy caring
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for our people and helping us all make sure that we do the right
thing as an Air Force for our Nation.

I'd also like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee, who take the time to go out and see our airmen, sol-
diers, sailors, and marines personally throughout the world when
they are deployed. It’'s one thing for me to go out there and tell
them how important they are. It’s much more effective when we
have the representatives of the people go out and send that mes-
sage. I cannot tell you how important that is, and I thank you, sir,
for your efforts to do that. I've watched you, Mr. Chairman and
Senator Inouye, for many years, and I know that wherever there’s
a crisis, you all show up, and usually together, and it’s a very pow-
erful message that you send.

AEROSPACE EXPEDITIONARY FORCE

Sir, the Air Force, over the last 10 years, has recreated itself
from a contingent—from a cold war operation coming out of the
cold war years into a contingency-based operation that we work
with our Aerospace Expeditionary Forces (AEF). We have 10 Aero-
space Expeditionary Force packages that we actually used for the
first time in 1999 in the air war over Serbia. But to prosecute Op-
eration Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom, we had
to call 8 of 10 of these packages forward in order to completely deal
with the situation.

We opened 36 bases in the process of this. Sixteen of those bases
continue to be open today. At the height of operations, we had over
72,000 American troops and Coalition partners living in Air Force
tents throughout the ADR. Today, that number is about 17,000 at
bases where we have support responsibilities. We continue to en-
gage across the spectrum of conflict, as you know, from the
counter-drug mission to patrolling the skies over America, to those
deployed operations that I mentioned.

We are now in the process of reconstituting our force. It will take
some time to get us completely reconstituted, but, just this month,
we've started back in a normal rotation cycle with most of our peo-
ple, even as we have two-plus AEF packages still deployed forward,
dealing with the Operation Iraqi Freedom.

Sir, even though you know that our AEF packages are serving
us well, we can’t do this, any of it, without a Total Force and a
joint team effort. Secretary Rumsfeld has challenged us to make
sure that everyone we have in uniform is doing the job that’s re-
quired of someone in uniform. I can report to you, sir, that daily,
47 percent of our active-duty force is committed directly to the mis-
sion of the combatant commanders throughout the world. As you
know, we're still flying 150 sorties a day over Iraq, and some 50
sorties a day over Afghanistan, to include mobility sorties, strike
sorties, air-refueling sorties, intelligence, surveillance, reconnais-
sance, and close air-support missions.

For our mobility forces, the tempo remains about 50 percent
above the pre-9/11 activity. We owe the success of these mobility
missions to the great contribution that we get out of our Air Na-
tional Guard and Air Force Reserve. They make up more than 50
percent of this mission-area capability.
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In the skies—or in the Aerospace Expeditionary Force packages
that we deploy, each one of those packages consists of 20 to 25 per-
cent of the Air National Guard or the Air Force Reserve. We put
our Total Force to good use, and it works for us very well. In Oper-
ation Noble Eagle, patrolling the skies over the United States,
which we’ve been doing now for 2% years, over 80 percent of that
effort is borne by the Air National Guard or the Air Force Re-
serves.

GUARD AND RESERVE

Since 9/11, we have mobilized some 36 percent of our total Guard
and Reserve. Today, about 6 percent remain activated, mobilized,
and serving throughout the world. We integrate the Guard and Re-
serve with our daily activity, as the boss mentioned—with blended
wings. We have the 116th Air Control Wing at Robins Air Force
Base, which is our JOINTSTARS unit, that is a combination of Air
National Guard and Active Duty Air Force in the same unit. The
command of that unit rotates. Today, it happens to be commanded
by an Air National Guard officer. This is working very well, al-
though we still have work to do in trying to get the laws syn-
chronized that will allow us to have common judicial standards and
other standards. We will continue to work with you to get that
achieved.

Again, I want to thank the employers of our Nation who allow
these Guard and Reserve members to come on active duty and to
deploy. They, too, serve, because they give up probably the most ca-
pable part of their work force to come on active duty, put on the
uniform and deploy, and they do a magnificent job for us. So we
are very grateful to the employers in all the States who allow this
to happen.

As we look to the future, I worry about capabilities that we have
to deal with. Secretary Roche spoke of the F/A-22, which is going
to be necessary as we look forward to the threat of cruise missiles,
as we look forward to new generations of surface-to-air missiles
that in some places of the world are being deployed today, as we
look at a new generation of fighter aircraft, such as the Su-37.

Mr. Chairman, today we brought along three members that be-
long to you, sir. These are members of the fighter wing in Elmen-
dorf Air Force Base in Anchorage, and I'll ask them to stand, Colo-
nel Greg Neubeck, Captain Mark Snowden, and Captain Pete
Fesler. These three gentlemen are F-15 pilots. They have just re-
turned from an exercise in a country we haven’t exercised with for
some years, and they were able to fly their F-15s against some of
these new fighters that we talk about. We can’t discuss it here
today, but in closed session I'd enjoy the opportunity at some point
in the future to come and talk to you about the results of their trip.
I think you would find the information very revealing. The Sec-
retary and I are proud to bring along these three great young
Americans who serve this country so well. Thanks, guys.

Senator STEVENS. Welcome gentlemen, and thank you, General.
They obviously come from the top of the world and have a very fine
home.

General JUMPER. Yes, sir.
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Senator STEVENS. I'm going to have to ask you, General, if you
can summarize pretty quickly. I've got to tell you that we have a
vote starting at 10:30. We'll stay here until—or 11:30——

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

General JUMPER [continuing]. I will do that, Mr. Chairman.

Let me just say that as far as our retention and recruiting, we're
meeting all of our goals, not only in the active, but in the Guard
and Reserve, and it’s truly a great Air Force team.

Sir, I appreciate the opportunity to sit before you here today, and
I look forward to your questions.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

We do thank you very much. And those are wonderful state-
ments.

Gentlemen, because of the timeframe—I've discussed this with
Senator Inouye—we’ll take 5 minutes each, and then we’ll see what
questions we might have in the second round. We’d urge you to
keep your responses as short as possible.

TANKERS

I congratulate you, Secretary Roche, in being willing to talk
about the tankers. We all have, you know, sort of, lash marks
across our back because of the fact we tried to accelerate the I0C
for those tankers. What is the IOC going to be under the current
situation?

Dr. RocHE. IOC, I don’t have it exact in my head. The first one
will show up—if we do the normal KCX, the first one won’t show
up until 2010, so it'll be a few years after that before we have I0C.
Had we been able to effect release in the first year that it was
made available to us by the Congress, we would have had some-
thing like 80 planes available by 2010, and we would have had
10C.

Senator STEVENS. And the average age is somewhere about 43
years today——

Dr. RocHE. Forty-three years. And, remember, the Secretary of
Defense has the program in a pause, so it’s not that we’ve rejected
the lease that the Congress agreed to last time; it’s in a pause.

Senator STEVENS. Well, the net result is, we delay the IOC, and
we engender the growth of foreign-constructed tankers to meet our
needs. I think that we will have done a disservice to this country.
I hope that—pray to God that we’ll solve this problem soon. It is
just a jurisdictional fight between Members of the Senate, as far
as I'm concerned. But I do think that you've taken too much heat
on the subject.

SPACE PROGRAMS

Let me go to the basic problem of this budget, as I see it. You've
got budget requests for three Air Force space programs, trans-
formational communications, the Evolved Expendable Launch Ve-
hicle (EELV) launch—space launch—space-based radar more than
doubles in fiscal year 2005. Those programs alone would grow
about additional 30 percent by 2006, and we plan to go ahead and



199

move into full-rate production of the F/A-22. Can all those pro-
grams survive under the trend line of the budget today?

Dr. RoCHE. We have not been optimistic about the trend line and
it is one of the reasons that I brought down the production rate
from 22 to 32 per year, instead of going up to 56. I did this in order
to smooth things out so we could address other subjects.

The space programs of the United States are old, sir. They, too,
need to be recapitalized. We don’t talk about them as often as we
probably should. A number of those systems have done very well
because they have just been built so beautifully, but they need to
be recapitalized. Space-based radar, as a part of a portfolio of sen-
sors that can be used for intelligence and for tactical operations, is
a necessary thing. We believe that, as we see our budget, we can
smooth these in. Yes, sir.

F/A—22

Senator STEVENS. What’s the IOC now for the F/A—22?

Dr. ROCHE. It should be the end of calendar year 2005, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Someone asked me the other day why we’re
building the F/A-22. What’s the threat?

Dr. RocHE. I would like to meet in a closed session and tell you
about some of the new aircraft, but certainly there are existing sur-
face-to-air missile systems now that, if not dealt with by something
like the F/A-22, will deny airspace to us for land operations, for
any other support operations. There are emerging threats, like
cruise missile threats, that only the F/A-22 can handle because of
its super-cruise. Its capabilities are such that it replaces a number
of other aircraft. We will become far more efficient in the use of our
airmen by having far more capable airplanes. We'll have fewer of
them, but we’ll be able to use the crews much more often. So it’s
a combination of the threat, the efficiency, and the move into new
technology, which enables you to not have to spend the kind of
funds we have to spend now on maintenance, the fact that our F—
15 fleet is roughly 22-plus years old, and the F—15Es are the young
part of that. We have flight restrictions on some of our F-15Cs be-
cause of some problems in the vertical stabilizers.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I thank you. This committee did save the
C-17. We saved the Predator. We saved the V-22. And as far as
I'm concerned, we’re going to save the F-22.

Senator Inouye?

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Chairman, I concur with you.

Mr. Secretary, on the F/A-22, about 20 months ago, you added
a new, robust air-to-ground capability. And, as such, the Secretary
of Defense suggested that the cost could go up by $11.7 billion over
a 10-year period. Has that been factored into the budget?

Dr. ROCHE. Sir, the Secretary of Defense didn’t do it; it was the
General Accounting Office, if 'm not mistaken, Senator Inouye.
They took an honest-to-goodness wish list from our Air Combat
Command that goes until the plane is dead. Now, we’re going to
keep this plane for 30 years, so there will be things that one might
think of doing 20 years into the future. The work that we are doing
to make—to enhance the capability of this airplane for air to
ground—it already has some capabilities—will actually, in some
cases, save money. We'll put a new radar on that’s 40 percent
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cheaper than the existing radar. We’ll incorporate the smaller-di-
ameter bomb, which will be done for lots of other reasons. So the
amount of money that we have planned that we will actually spend
is budgeted, and is less than $3.5 billion, and that’s for all the air-
craft that come after it.

Now, just as a comparison, sir, over the same FYDP period we’ll
invest $2.5 billion in just doing upgrades to the B-2 bomber. There
are only 21 of them.

Senator INOUYE. Has the change made the full-rate production
decision a little later now? You were going to do it in December
2004.

Dr. RocHE. The full production decision for the F/A-22, sir, will
be, again, a function of how well we do in initial operational test
and evaluation (IOT&E). We have worked out every problem we
can think of. We have issues associated with IOT&E sortie genera-
tion and meantime between maintenance hours that are really an
attempt to interpolate from what our measures after 100,000 hours
of flight (which won’t happen until 2008) to what they ought to be
today. We believe that, barring something we can’t see now, we
should enter IOT&E at the end of April. That’s in 2004. The full-
rate production decision would be at some point thereafter; again,
it will be event driven. But we are ramping up slowly, with your
help. We went to 20 airplanes, 22 airplanes; this budget, 24 air-
planes, to get to 32 without incurring additional cost by rushing.

BOEING CORPORATION

Senator INOUYE. As a result of certain alleged incidents by Boe-
ing employees, Senator Rudman was asked to conduct an investiga-
tion, and, as a result of that, he said that despite problems that
have occurred, “We believe it would be both unfair and incorrect to
conclude that the company treats ethics and compliance matters
lightly.” And then he further went on to say that, “Boeing pro-
grams are robust and confirm that the company pays significant at-
tention to ethics and compliance matters.”

Have these results or findings had any impact on the progression
of replacing the tanker fleet?

Dr. RoCHE. I'm certain that they’ve been an input to the Inspec-
tor General’s review. There is an Inspector General review. There’s
also a Defense Science Board look, across the board. There’s a
group from the Industrial College of the Armed Forces who were
looking at, “How innovative was our approach? And what lessons
are to be learned?” We, clearly, can’t take action based on Senator
Rudman’s report, but I know that that has been an input to the
Inspector General’s thinking.

END STRENGTH

Senator INOUYE. I believe you’re planning to downsize your force
end strength. How do you propose to do that?

Dr. RocHE. We are, at this point, Senator, a little under, sir—
about 16,000 over and above our end strength, and it is—we’re suf-
fering from riches, Senator. We just took stop-loss off last July. We
had anticipated that our airmen would return to the normal se-
quence, which is: we lose 37,000 a year, we recruit 37,000 a year.
With a lot that you have done, in terms of benefits, 100 percent
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housing, a whole series of things, we are exceeding our retention
rates, we have pilots coming back, and we finished 40 percent of
our recruiting for this fiscal year last year. So we’re having to see
if some of our airmen would like to transition earlier into the
Guard and Reserve, to get on with, maybe, their academic life. We
are trying to not lose faith with any of these men and women who
have had faith in us, but they like serving our Air Force, and there
is a sense of esprit that I know you’ve seen when you've dealt with
them over in the Area of Responsibility (AOR). They have a sense
of self worth, that they’re doing something terribly important, and
they want to stay. We’re trying to adjust this so maybe we can
have more of them migrate to our Guard and Reserve.

John?

General JUMPER. Senator, we do not want to kick anybody out
of the Air Force that wants to stay. And we lived through—in the
late 1980s and early 1990s, we lived through involuntary separa-
tions. It was destructive for the morale of the service. We will ask
your help to make sure that we don’t have to kick out anybody that
doesn’t want to go, even as we try to get down to our authorized
numbers as quickly as we can.

Thank you, sir.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Dorgan.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

First, let me say to the Secretary that I'm really pleased that
you’re not moving over to the Army. I know that was a long and
tortured period for you, but, frankly, I think you’ve done a wonder-
ful job, and I appreciate your commitment to the United States Air
Force and to this country’s security.

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE

Let me ask a question about base closing, if I might. The base
closing commission proposition that has everyone nervous, I expect.
And let me ask whether—as you understand it, whether this base
closing round is going to look at nearly every Air Guard and Re-
serve facility. The reason I ask that question is, in the 1995 back-
ground only a handful of Air Guard and Air Force Reserve facilities
were actually evaluated. What’s your impression of what will hap-
pen in this base closing commission round?

Dr. RocHE. We really believe in the Total Force. We would like
everyone to be looked at. We are doing it slightly differently. We're
doing it in accordance with the congressional law and regulation,
but we’re starting out taking that very seriously, in terms of what
is the force structure we expect to see around 2020-2025. Because
we've always noted that we’ll be replacing 750 F-15-like aircraft
with roughly 400 F/A-22s. Our Air Force will be getting smaller.
What are the systems we think we’ll need for the contingencies in
the future? What are those capabilities? Where are they best de-
ployed inside the United States? How much overseas basing will
we have to do? Just go through the capabilities. Then we’re going
to look at things like ranges. As you know, supersonic range is a
critical to us. Other air ranges are critical to us. Then keep work-
ing our way down, in terms of what kinds of systems tend to be
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for the Atlantic-Pacific. Which are swing systems? How do we deal
with Operation Noble Eagle?

We believe as we go through that, plus the work that’s being
done by the joint staff of where is there commonality of training,
hospitals, other things, that the answer will start to come out pret-
ty obviously.

Guard is working on its own, doing some very innovative think-
ing about how they can better integrate with the Active Force, or
complement it.

Senator DORGAN. As you know, my State houses two air bases,
one at Minot, one at Grand Forks—one B-52, one a tanker base—
as well as an Air Guard Base in Fargo.

Dr. ROCHE. And missiles.

B-—52

Senator DORGAN. And missiles in the Minot base, as well—at the
Minot base. Let me ask you how you see the role for the B-52 and
also the role for the core tanker base as we move forward.

Dr. ROCHE. I can’t speak of any specific base with respect to the
systems.

Senator DORGAN. Yeah.

Dr. RocHE. We see the B-52 as a system that we fly very dif-
ferently. We fly slower, higher. We picked 90 of the best of the 700
that were built. These are the planes that did not fight in Vietnam.
Some of the tankers that were associated with those B-52s are also
in good shape, even though theyre old, and they would be the
tankers we would expect to fly when they’re roughly 70 years old,
even if we began recapitalizing now. We see the B-52 having a fu-
ture for the next, say, 10, 20 years. But we now are looking at how
to replace the platform.

Senator DORGAN. Well, the B-52 is estimated to be out 30 years,
is it not?

Dr. RocHE. It is, and we’ll track both the costs of it and how
many we’ll use, how many we’ll use for standoff jammers. But
bomber capabilities are located where they are in the United States
for very good reasons; it’s because they swing. Originally, the
northern States had them, because we went over the top.

B—2

Now we’ve found that when we place the B-2, it is wise to put
a bomber facility in the center of the United States so it can swing
to the Atlantic or the Pacific. For example, Dyess Air Force Base
in Texas, just to name one that’s not in your State, sir, needs
ranges nearby. These are important things for us to take into ac-
count as we look at placement.

TANKER FLEET

Senator DORGAN. Will your ability to maintain the tanker fleet
be substantially affected by the 767 issues?

Dr. RocHE. We think that we will not replace the full 550 KC—
135s with 550 new wide-body tankers. We'd like to—it may not all
be 767s by the time you go over 20-so years to do it, but it’ll still
be, we think, something above 400, sir.
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GLOBAL HAWK

Senator DORGAN. And have you—when will you describe a basing
plan for the Global Hawk, the full contingent of Global Hawks?

Dr. RocHE. Right now—you remember, in Iraq our Global Hawk
fleet consisted of one airplane.

General JUMPER. That’s correct.

Dr. ROCHE. And as these come in, we will be trying to do that.
We have been showing the members as many of our roadmaps as
we have finished. So we've shown a tanker roadmap, we've shown
a C-130 roadmap, lifter roadmap. We would continue to do that,
to share our thinking early with various members.

In terms of Global Hawk, right now, Beale Air Force Base is the
right place for them to be, because of their closely associated mis-
sion with the U-2. Over time, as we use these—and there will be
other remotely-piloted aircraft, the UAVs—we will be picking loca-
tions for them.

F/A—22

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, let me make one additional
comment. First of all, I agree with the Chairman’s comment about
the F/A-22. 1 think that’s a critically important weapons program
for us to maintain air superiority long into the future. I think Glob-
al Hawk and Predator programs have been extraordinarily valu-
able, and I would commend the Air Force and the men and women
who run those systems.

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC)

And then I finally want to say, again, many of us are very, very
nervous about this base closing commission process. I looked to the
report that was issued today by the Pentagon. It’s very hard for us
to quite understand exactly where the magnifying glass is placed
here, but we've got some great bases. And I'm not altogether sure,
having watched the Pentagon plan in the long term, that we know
what’s going to happen 5 and 10 years from now with respect to
our needs. And to be talking about a commission that sizes the
military for 20 years, I'm not all that convinced that we ought to
move as aggressively as you think, Mr. Secretary, and others in the
Pentagon think. But, you know, again, I think we’ll work through
that, and I appreciate very much your appearance here today.

Dr. RocHE. Thank you for your thoughts. I would say we are try-
ing to factor in the fact that we cannot predict the future. So we're
trying to hedge, and we'’re trying to hedge in many ways.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Leahy.

Senator LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Before this started, I had a chance to talk with the Secretary and
General Jumper before the hearing, and, it’s interesting, we were
referencing back to the Secretary’s time when he was here with
“Scoop” Jackson. I'm looking around the committee. You and I and
Senator Inouye and, I believe, Senator Cochran all served here
when Senator Jackson was here. He was one of the giants, the real
giants, of the Senate, and one who did, as you do, Mr. Chairman,
formed those bipartisan coalitions that are so very, very necessary
in these defense bills. And I mean that as a compliment to both
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you and Senator Jackson and, of course, to Secretary Roche, who’s
tried the same way; I think one of the reasons why the Air Force
is doing so well and why it has such support up here. I've also had
some of these discussions with General Jumper, and we—our dis-
cussions have ranged everywhere from what it’s like growing up in
small-town America to where the Air Force is going to be well into
the 21st century with the kind of threats and the unpredict-
ability—as you said, Mr. Secretary, the unpredictability of the fu-
ture.

General Jumper, if I might—this is probably one of those rare
times that a parochial question has ever come out from a member
of the Appropriations Committee, but I am the co-chair of the U.S.
Senate National Guard Caucus, along with Senator Kit Bond of
Missouri, and we have close to 90 Members of the Senate, most of
the Senate. We strongly support your effort to transform the
Guard’s and the entire Air Force capability to meet the Nation’s
needs. I think, probably more than any time since I've been in the
Senate, we see the integration and the need of using the Guard
with our regular forces, certainly in Iraq and Afghanistan, and
being prepared in that second, third, and fourth wave if we need
it.

I talked with you about a proposal I've been working on with the
Air National Guard unit in my home State of Vermont, the F-16
unit. This F-16 unit, Mr. Chairman, is the one that, immediately
after—now, by “immediately,” I mean immediately after—the at-
tack on New York City, in September 11, they were flying cover,
and flew cover for weeks on end, around the clock, over New York
City. Flying based out of Vermont, it doesn’t take them very long
to get to New York City. And, of course, you had tankers basically
parked up there, and they just ran around the clock.

Under our proposal, the Active Force would send many of its pi-
lots and maintenance personnel to the Vermont Guard for a tour
that would increase integration among the Guard and the Active
Force, allow the Active Force to take advantage of the high level
of experience we have up there. I understand it would actually save
money, in the long run. I'd also mention that the Burlington area
is a very nice place to live, having lived there all my life—all my
life, so far. It would be a great retention tool. And I'm wondering,
General, if you'd give me an update of where this proposal stands
in the Air Force.

GUARD AND RESERVE

General JUMPER. Well, Senator Leahy, as you are aware, we cur-
rently have a great number of initiatives going on with the Guard
and Reserve especially the Air National Guard, as the Secretary
mentioned. This notion of bringing active duty and National Guard
units together is working very well for us in Georgia right now. It’s
only proper we also look at it the other way not only consider
bringing the Guard and Reserves to the active units, but look at
it the other way around. As we also look at what makes sense with
regard to consolidations of units that are in close proximity to one
another and other such ideas that you’re aware of that we’re ac-
tively pursuing in the Air Force.
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So, sir, I think that this idea has merit. It is certainly worth us
considering and taking advantage of the great opportunity to live
in some of our cities around the world that we don’t normally have
access to. So it’s under consideration right now, sir.

Senator LEAHY. General, will you or your staff keep me posted
on how it goes? Because I want to—I really do have a very strong
interest in this, and not just from a parochial—I go to bat for the
Vermont Guard, because they do a superb job there, always at the
top level of preparedness, fitness, and all the rest. And I would—
I'm a typical enough Vermonter, I wouldn’t go to bat like that un-
less they were that good. I just think it can work well. I also think
that, from our—the east coast still is a danger area. I'll put this—
other questions in the record for both of you.

But I'm just curious, is this in the budget?

General JUMPER. Sir, this would—as far as I understand it, it
would have to be a part of a BRAC consideration to talk about how
we adjust forces if it’s in any significant numbers. But it’s part of
the overall consideration, under military value, that we are dealing
with, as part of that process.

Dr. RocHE. If I may, sir, I think it’s a legitimate

Senator STEVENS. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Senator LEAHY. Could I just hear his answer to just that one
question, Mr. Chairman?

Dr. RoCHE. Very briefly. The Guard is looking at a number of in-
novative things, and they’re all being listed. And General “Danny”
James is doing a terrific job of working with his colleagues to be
part of the solution to this problem, not part of the problem.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran.

COLUMBUS AIR FORCE BASE

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Mr. Secretary, General Jumper, I'm fresh back from a trip to my
State, where I had the pleasure of cutting a ribbon at Columbus
Air Force Base for a new facility, a radar approach control facility,
part of a control-tower facility, as well, that will be ensuring that
we’ll have one of the most modern training facilities for pilots in
the country. We already are very proud of the fact that, at Colum-
bus, one-third of the Air Force pilots are trained there. Over 468
during fiscal year 2003. And not long ago, we participated in a
ceremony in Jackson, where the Air National Guard received the
first C-17, and training is underway there. We’re really proud of
the fact that that’s occurring in our State, as well, and also that
Keesler Air Force Base continues to train, I guess, as many people
as any Air Force base training facility anywhere, 40,000 students
each year. We have the largest medical facility, medical group in
the Air Force—is also located at Keesler Air Force Base. So we're
very interested in the Air Force’s budget request. We're very inter-
ested in your requirements and helping make sure that this com-
mittee responds to your needs.

C-17

I think that it’s very clear that you’re embarking on some impor-
tant new modernization efforts. The C-17 is one example. And we
hope that—the procurement schedule, as I understand, may be
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going up from your earlier expectations of your needs. Could you
tell us what your expectation of a procurement schedule is for the
C-17? Is your budget sufficient to give you what you need?

Dr. ROCHE. Senator, we have this multi-year for 60 that we’re in-
volved in at this time, and that will give us a total of 180. There
are two things that will drive the follow-on decision. One is, the
joint staff is looking at what the mobility needs are for our Total
Force—all Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines—to update what
was done a number of years ago, in terms of how much lift is re-
quired. They will finish that at some point here in the not-too-dis-
tant future. That will then feed into us, in terms of what we need
to be able to do in million ton miles per day (MTMS/DAY).

The second issue that we are attempting to resolve is whether or
not the C-5As can be modernized through the Reliability Enhance-
ment and Re-engining Program (RERP). We’re going to do it for all
the B models, which are the newer C-5s. We’re going to do the avi-
onics for all of the A models. And the issue is, if the A’s are in good
enough shape to be able to have service life extension, then that
would then compensate. If the number of MTMS/DAY required
goes up, if the C—5As are not worth investing in, then clearly the
other thing we’d do is get more C-17s. But this is in flux right now.
We have an Air Force Fleet Viability Board, which is independent,
looking at the A’s, as we speak. We expect that report to come to
John and me by the end of April, end of the month. We’ll start to
then get a sense of what the condition of the A’s are. We're waiting
for U.S. Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM) to finish with
the joint staff, its desires for lift. Then, from that, we’ll come and
make a decision on the follow-on procurement. We have a few years
before we have to get to that.

GLOBAL HAWK

Senator COCHRAN. One other procurement item that you men-
tioned was the Global Hawk. You said you were going to ask for
funds for four of those. That sounds like just a few. Do you have
any question about the effectiveness or the importance of it in the
recent Iraqi Operation?

Dr. RocHE. It’s four in the budget; it’s 34 in the Future Years
Defense Plan (FYDP).

Senator COCHRAN. I see.

Dr. ROCHE. And, in fact, as we often point out, General Tommy
Franks was very kind to John and me. He allowed us to put sys-
tems into Afghanistan that were really not ready for prime time.
We had a couple of Global Hawks, as you know, auger in. We had
a couple of Predators auger in. But we learned so much that by the
time Iraqi Freedom came, we had terrific responsiveness from the
Global Hawk. It’s done beautifully, and we anticipate it being part
of our inventory for a great deal of time.

AIRBORNE LASER

Senator COCHRAN. One of your defensive missile programs is the
airborne laser program; the primary mission, knocking down bal-
listic missiles during the initial boost phase of flight, and using, as
I understand it, an Air Force platform for that purpose. What is
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the status of that, and what is the outlook? Do you have anything
you can tell us about the progress being made in that program?

Dr. RoCHE. John has had a personal interest for a long time, and
I'd like to let him answer.

General JUMPER. Sir, we’ve purchased the first airplane that will
be the test bed for the laser, and the laser system’s scheduled to
fire on the ground, I believe, by the end of this year. Then it will
be disassembled, put into the airplane, and further tested.

There have been problems with the airplanes, or with the sys-
tem, as you can imagine, something this complex. When I talk to
the scientists and engineers that are dealing with this, there is still
great confidence that this thing is going to work. So it’s funded ap-
propriately to complete the engineering, to do the demonstrations,
and to make sure that we are successful in what we have done so
far, and it will all revolve around our ability to get a successful
shot out of this thing in the next year or so. So I'm very confident,
and I appreciate your interest in it.

Dr. ROCHE. And, as you know, it’s in the Missile Defense Agen-
cy’s budget, it’s not in ours, sir. We view it like uncles looking at
it. It’s the experiment that ought to be done.

Senator COCHRAN. Yeah.

Dr. RocHE. If it works, it’s going to be fantastic.

Senator COCHRAN. Yeah.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Durbin.

Senator DURBIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Roche, General Jumper, thank you for joining us today,
and thank you for your service to our country.

I'd like to ask you another parochial question, which you can cer-
tainly expect from members of the panel from time to time, and it’s
one of interest to me, as well as Speaker Hastert, Congressman
Costello, and Congressman Shimkus. In fiscal year 2004, Congress
provided $12.2 million to continue the C—9 mission at Scott Air
Force Base for an additional year while a study was being com-
pleted on the mission of the 932nd Airlift Wing. In January, that
study was released, and concluded that the men and women of the
932nd could meet the increased operational support aircraft, (OSA),
requirements of the Air Force. And I know other studies are going
on, but I wanted to ask you what your plans are to meet OSA re-
quirements since the C—9As are scheduled to retire very soon, in
fiscal year 2005, and it appears that we’ve not provided any fund-
ing to continue the mission. I know you have C—40s on your un-
funded requirements list, but what do you plan to do between now
and fiscal year 2007, when the C—40s reach

Dr. RocHE. I'll ask John to see if my memory is shaky on this,
Senator. We believe that the C-9’s at Scott ought to be retired.
We'd like to flow the C-9C aircraft from Andrews to Scott, and
then backfill Andrews with new C—40s. That’s the plan. We'd like
to be able to get that more defined over the next couple of years.

We have found that the medical evacuation planes, especially—
we have so many other systems that do that well that that’s not
the purpose, but we still need, in the center of the country, the
kind of capabilities that were contained in the C-9 fleet at Scott,
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and we’d like to maintain it by flowing aircraft to Scott from An-
drews.

C—408

Senator DURBIN. Should you receive funding, how many C-40s
will you acquire, at what cost?

Dr. ROCHE. Oh, sir, may I get back to you——

Senator DURBIN. Certainly.

Dr. ROCHE [continuing]. For the record?

[The information follows:]
SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE,
Washington, May 10, 2004.

The Honorable RICHARD J. DURBIN,
United States Senate,
Washington, DC 20510.

DEAR SENATOR DURBIN: Thank you for your continued support of the United
States Air Force and particularly the men and women of Scott Air Force Base
(AFB). During my testimony before the Defense Subcommittee on March 23, 2004,
ffou asked me to explain what the Air Force plan is for Scott AFB once the C-9s
eave.

The Air Force has identified a requirement for three C—40s at Scott AFB IL on
our fiscal year 2005 Unfunded Priority List. If funding were appropriated for these
aircraft, the Air Force Reserve Command’s 932d Airlift Wing, along with an Asso-
ciate Active Duty unit, would operate them. To facilitate a transition from the C-
9A to the C-40, we have developed a bridge plan using C-9Cs.

C-9As would remain at Scott until replaced with C-9Cs from Andrews AFB MD.
Beginning in fiscal year 2005 the Air Force will transfer C-9Cs to Scott AFB. As
a C-9C arrives at Scott, a C-9A would retire. The intent is to continue to operate
at least three C—9s until C—40Cs arrive.

According to the plan, two C—40Cs would deliver in fiscal year 2007 and one in
fiscal year 2008, though we will make every effort to deliver the first C—40C in fiscal
year 2006. As a C—40C arrives at Scott, a C-9C would retire.

I trust this response clarifies our intent for C—40s and the 932 AW mission. On
behalf of the men and women of the Air Force, let me convey my gratitude for your
interest and support.

Sincerely,
JAMES G. ROCHE.

Should the Air Force receive fiscal year 2005 funding it would acquire three C—
40C aircraft for Scott AFB, IL.

Total cost for purchasing and establishing the C—40C operation at Scott follows.
The cost includes sustaining the current C-9A operation at Scott during fiscal year
2005.

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year 2005

Aircraft purchase (3xC—40C) 225.0
C—9A Fiscal Year 2005 Sustainment 83
C—40C Site Activation 12.4
0&M 38
MILCON 6.0
Total 255.5

Dr. RoCHE. I believe the number of planes is three, and I'm——

General JUMPER. We need to get back to you on that, sir.

Dr. ROCHE. Yes, sir.

Senator DURBIN. That’s fine.

When would the Air Force be able to assume the operation and
maintenance costs for those aircraft?

General JUMPER. For the new C-40s?

Senator DURBIN. Right.
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General JUMPER. Sir, I think that once we got them, we’d be able
to—it would probably be a part of a contract that would come with
the airplanes, and we’d be able to assume it right away.

Dr. RocHE. The beginning of it would be a warranty period.
There might be some

General JUMPER. Right.

Dr. ROCHE [continuing]. Some contract logistics support, because
we don’t have a big fleet of these. Anything we have a big fleet of,
we have a strategy to migrate eventual maintenance to our depots.

Senator DURBIN. And I want to make sure—maybe you've an-
swered this, but I want to make certain I understand it—where
will the C—40s be stationed, and what unit will they be assigned?

Dr. RocHE. They will replace C-9Cs at Scott Air Force Base as-
signed to the 932nd Airlift Wing.

Senator DURBIN. C—40s at Andrews?

C—9AS

What is the bridge plan, since the C—9As will be retiring soon?

Dr. ROCHE. To move planes from Andrews to Scott.

Senator DURBIN. Do you know what the cost will be for fiscal
year 2005?

Dr. ROCHE. Sir, I'm sorry, not off the top of my head.

Senator DURBIN. Are there any C—9Cs that are noise compliant?

General JUMPER. No, sir, there are not.

Senator DURBIN. What will it take——

General JUMPER. Sir

Senator DURBIN [continuing]. Will it take to make them

General JUMPER [continuing]. It’s not only noise compliant, it’s
compliant with all the avionics restrictions that are coming down
the road. I don’t have a number, but it would be huge. We can get
you that number.

[The information follows:]

None of our C-9Cs are stage III noise compliant. The Air Force plans to primarily
use the C-9Cs for CONUS travel, where hush kits are not currently required.

Based on the USMC experience with equipping their two C—9B aircraft with hush
kits, it would cost approximately $2.5 million per aircraft. The cost to equip the
{;hree C-9Cs and spare engines ($2 million) is estimated at approximately $9.5 mil-
mon.

Due to increase weight of the hush kits (approximately 300 1bs.), the C-9C will
experience reduced range and/or reduced capacity (cargo and passenger loads).

GUARD AND RESERVE

Senator DURBIN. May I ask you another question? Because I note
that you’re not only responsible for the active Air Force, but have
responsibilities for the Guard and Reserve. What are your projec-
tions about recruitment and retention for Guard and Reserve units,
based on current activations?

Dr. RocHE. Yes, sir. We're delighted to answer this one. These
are fabulous people. Only about 35 percent, or less, of our Air Na-
tional Guard and Air Force Reserve have been mobilized in these
conflicts. We have something like 6 percent mobilized at this time.
When we asked them about recruiting, because we were worried,
and we had a conscious plan after Operation Enduring Freedom to
make sure that our commands did not hold on to guardmen and
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reservists more than they needed to be. We said we had an ethical
requirement to return these colleagues back to their normal lives.
We created the program of thanking every single employer. We
sent a pin, replicating something that was done in World War II,
to each employer to say, “Thank you for what you’ve done for these
fighters.”

Their recruiting seems to be doing fine. Sometimes you scratch
your head and say these are people who are so dedicated and so
patriotic that they go through all kinds of family disruptions in
order to serve their country. They’re truly wonderful.

We are also trying to have our excessive active duty members,
who we can, migrate to the Guard and Reserve to complete their
obligated service, a program we call Palace Chase, which we're
thinking of expanding. So we very much worry about the Guard
and Reserve because we're so dependent on them.

General JUMPER. Right now, sir, we're meeting 100 percent of
our goals in both Active, Guard, and Reserve, for both recruiting
and retention.

Senator DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I would just say, I'm glad to
hear that. That’s great information. It says quite a lot about the
men and women serving us in the Guard and Reserve, as well as
our active duty. It is unfortunate, and I hope to change soon, the
fact that activated Guard and Reserve Federal employees don’t re-
ceive the same type of consideration from their employer as many
in the private sector.

Dr. RoCHE. And the States.

Senator DURBIN. And States. Some States do, some don’t. But,
clearly, we should set an example. Ten percent of the Guard and
Reserve in America are Federal employees, and, once activated,
they don’t receive the same helping hand that many private em-
ployers are providing activated Guard and Reserve.

Dr. RocHE. It’s a mixed bag, Senator. There are some private
employers, who, after 2 months, don’t support. There are others,
who are very patriotic, who have borne the cost. Every time I find
one of them, I thank them. When I find a particularly outrageous
case of a private employer, I've been known to pick up the phone
and call the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) and have a chat.

Senator DURBIN. Oh, I'm glad you do. I just hope the Federal
Government will set an example. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Gentlemen, we have 10 minutes left, and we’re going to set a
clock for 3 minutes for each one of us to ask questions, if you’ll
agree.

Let me just make a statement and ask one question. I'm told
that the tankers flew 6,193 tanking sorties in Iraq alone during
this past period, and that they've off-loaded over 417 million
pounds of gas to be used in the ground vehicles. That shows how
critical those tankers are to us. And I do hope that we can proceed
further.

F/A—22

My question is, Is it possible, in this open session, to talk about
the sorties that have been flown by the F/A-22s, sorties in this
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testing period, routinely against adversaries like souped-up F-15s?
Chan‘?you tell us what happened, and give us a little description of
that?

Dr. RocHE. If I may, just put——

Senator STEVENS. John, can you do that?

Dr. RocHE. 12,000 tanker sorties out of 99,000—12,000 are tank-
ers.

General JUMPER. Sir, we’ve got more than 5,000 hours of testing
on the F/A-22 airplane now. The guys that are flying against it are
our very best. And the testimony that comes back to me is, “When
we fly against the F/A-22, we never see a thing, and we’re dead
before we know it.” Like Dr. Roche said, we have received testi-
mony from the guy who has been commanding our test efforts, and
is a seasoned fighter pilot of many years. He said, “If we went to
war today, this is the airplane I'd want to take.” It goes on and on.
So it’s very, very positive, sir.

Senrz)itor STEVENS. These guys behind you, were they part of that
group?

General JUMPER. Sir, these are F-15 pilots. There’s no doubt
that they’ll be flying F/A-22s someday, and they know what the
airplane can do. They talk to their buddies, and they know what
the airplane can do.

Senator STEVENS. Just being a little provincial, I hope you stick
around. I have asked for a photographer. I'll send a picture home
with you

General JUMPER. Yes, sir. You bet.

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. Here.

Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I'm curious to know what
progress we are making in the protection of our aircraft in the
Iraqi theater. I know there’s an infrared laser capability that’s
being developed and tested. Is this an effective defense against mis-
siles that are aimed at our aircraft that are in tankers and other
similar aircraft?

MISSILE WARNING RECEIVER

Dr. RoCHE. There are a number of levels of protection. There’s
the—we basically have a warning receiver, missile warning re-
ceiver, that tells you something’s shot at you, and then you have
a countermeasure you deploy. You can have difficulties with both.
The countermeasures that are the most widespread are flares.
There’s a system called directional infrared countermeasures
(DIRCM), which is on our special operating C—130s. There’s a de-
rivative of it, called LAIRCM, which is large aircraft infrared coun-
termeasure system. Given the fact that there are components of
this that are produced by a series of companies, there’s only so
much that can be done in a period of time, we are spreading these
out over a number of our C-17s, C-130s, and Special Operations
aircraft. We have a classified number now installed. We are doing
it in such a way that we can put some capability on almost all of
our large aircraft C—5s, as well. As we get enough of these systems,
we’ll start adding systems to each airplane. They have been exten-
sively tested down at White Sands over and over and over. They
were retested again most recently when we had concerns about
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Iraq. When those systems are installed, the result, so far, is they’ve
been very, very effective.

SPACE-BASED RADAR

Senator COCHRAN. There’s also an effort to move forward with a
space-based radar system. Could you give us a report on the status
of that?

Dr. ROCHE. Yes, sir. It’s in its architectural phase. One of the
issues that we’re trying to work out is to—how much money do you
want to have in the space-based radar part, as compared to how
much do you want to have in atmospheric systems. There are
things that space-based radar can do that clearly you could other-
wise not do—-circle the world in a short period of time, look deep
inside a denied territory. But there are certain technical things
that can be done by systems like JOINTSTARS or the upgrade to
JOINTSTARS, called multi-platform radar technology insection
program (MP-RTIP), which is a module improved radar that would
go on E-10A command and control aircraft, that can do for the
ground forces what space-based radar cannot do. Therefore, we be-
lieve this is a portfolio, and the portfolio to have some space-based
radar, but we would not want to have all our eggs in that basket;
you’d want to go across, so that you can do both synthetic aperture
radar imagery, as well as moving target indicators, as well as large
sweeps of the globe. So it’s complementary.

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER (JSF)

Senator COCHRAN. The Joint Strike Fighter, multi-role fighter,
that is under development, I understand the aircraft has been ex-
periencing some development problems, the most widely publicized
having to do with the overall weight of the aircraft. You mentioned
this. You touched on this in your statement. What is the outlook
for this program?

Dr. RocHE. The first point I'd like to make, Senator, is that this
is an airplane. It’s one of our complicated airplanes. If you look at
the history of our aircraft, we demand enormous amounts from
them, and they are never what the viewgraphs say. The JSF is
going from the viewgraph stage of an airplane to real drawings,
real weight measurements, real component measurements, en
route to being developed. It’s only completed two of what was origi-
nally a 10-year development program. Now it’s two of an 11-year
development program. Weight has come up. You would expect that
about this time. I can sit here and predict what kinds of problems
we're going to see in 2008, because they’re natural in the develop-
ment of these systems.

Is the weight a terminal problem? We don’t think so. But because
it most severely affects the short-takeoff and landing airplane, we
believe it prudent and right in our responsibilities to work that
problem soonest, without disrupting the program, and to put all
the attention on risk reduction of the STOVL version. If we can get
the weight down, more thrust out of the engine, and possibly flying
it slightly differently; you don’t have to keep every constraint the
same so that it’s an effective weapons system, then we would like
to proceed with the program.
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But we are very attentive to it, especially now that the Air Force
wants to purchase some of the STOVL units. So we and the Ma-
rines are joined at the hip on this.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. I do hope you’ll mobilize, as much as you can,
the support for the F/A-22. I recall that the B-1, the B-2, the 117,
C-17, you think of any new system that was right on the line of
becoming right up to IOC, it’s been just attacked viciously. But
they’re always in favor of the systems that are over the horizon.
Okay? Now, this system is needed, and I hope we can get the sup-
port we need, here in Congress, to maintain it.

I thank you all for what you’re doing, and I do really commend
you for what we saw when we went into Iraq and Afghanistan and
Pakistan, and Kuwait. Our generation was called—what? The——

Dr. RocHE. The Greatest Generation.

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. Greatest Generation. Well, we
spawned a greater generation. Those kids that are out there now
are much better than we ever were, and they’re doing a wonderful
job, men and women now. And, I’ll tell you, it’s just an absolute
privilege to be able to visit them. So we thank you for giving us
a lift over.

Dr. ROCHE. I repeat what John Jumper said, these young people
are thrilled when you take the time in your schedule to spend some
time with them.

Senator STEVENS. Both Dan and I wish we could be reincarnated
right now and see some of these systems and be able to fly them.
You know?

I did fly the V-22, yes.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

If there are any additional questions, they will be submitted to
you for your response.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTION SUBMITTED TO HON. JAMES G. ROCHE

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
F—117 STEALTH FIGHTER

Question. The F-117 Stealth Fighter has provided the United States with a low-
observable first strike capability for nearly 20 years. On day-one, hour-one of Oper-
ation IRAQI FREEDOM, Stealth Fighters delivered precision munitions on an Iraqi
leadership target. F-117s also struck highly valuable, heavily defended targets dur-
ing the conflict in Serbia. The F-117 has proven itself to be the “tip of the spear”
of America’s military might. The fiscal year 2005 Air Force budget proposes to re-
duce 20 percent of the Stealth Fighter force. (10 of 50 aircraft) It is my under-
standing that the Air Force has performed a risk-analysis of the proposed retire-
ment. I am concerned, however, that this Committee has not had sufficient time to
review this important Air Force decision.

Given the F-117s proven capability, do you think it might be prudent to delay
this retirement decision so Congress has more time to gather further information?

Answer. As you well know the F-117 has served our Nation well for many years.
We believe it is prudent and timely to retire a specific portion of them enabling the
Air Force to fully support and sustain the remaining aircraft and capitalize on other
Air Force transformational capabilities. Therefore, we would prefer to act now as
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outlined in the fiscal year 2005 President’s Budget. As always, we welcome discus-
sion on this and other subjects of interest to you.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO GENERAL JOHN P. JUMPER

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE. V. DOMENICI
F—-117 STEALTH FIGHTER

Question. The F-117 Stealth Fighter has provided the United States with a low-
observable first strike capability for nearly 20 years. On day-one, hour-one of Oper-
ation IRAQI FREEDOM, Stealth Fighters delivered precision munitions on an Iraqi
leadership target. F—117s also struck highly valuable, heavily defended targets dur-
ing the conflict in Serbia. The F-117 has proven itself to be the “tip of the spear”
of America’s military might. The fiscal year 2005 Air Force budget proposes to re-
duce 20 percent of the Stealth Fighter force. (10 of 50 aircraft) It is my under-
standing that the Air Force has performed a risk-analysis of the proposed retire-
ment. I am concerned, however, that this Committee has not had sufficient time to
review this important Air Force decision.

Given the F-117’s proven capability, do you think it might be prudent to delay
this retirement decision so Congress has more time to gather further information?

Answer. As you well know the F-117 has served our Nation well for many years.
We believe it is prudent and timely to retire a specific portion of them enabling the
Air Force to fully support and sustain the remaining aircraft and capitalize on other
Air Force transformational capabilities. Therefore, we would prefer to act now as
outlined in the fiscal year 2005 President’s Budget. As always, we welcome discus-
sion on this and other subjects of interest to you.

SUPERSONIC TRAINING STUDY

Question. As you know, the fiscal year 2003 DOD Authorization bill began a proc-
ess of evaluating airspace at Cannon Air Force Base for supersonic flight training.
The purpose of this study is to provide more realistic training for our pilots by al-
lowing them to fly supersonic speeds at lower altitudes.

Can you provide me with an update on the progress of the Environmental Impact
Study associated with this supersonic training initiative?

Answer. On December 31, 2003, the Air Force began the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) process by having the Notice of Intent published in the Federal
Register. That was followed by a series of public scoping meetings in late January
2004. In December 2004, after extensive AF and FAA coordination and review, we
expect to publish the Draft EIS for public and agency review. Hearings will then
be held to receive comment on the Draft EIS. A Record of Decision is expected in
fall 2005.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. We're going to reconvene on March 31 to con-
sider the President’s request for the intelligence community.

Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 11:33 a.m., Wednesday, March 24, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene at 9 a.m., Wednesday, March
31.]
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU
STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL H. STEVEN BLUM, CHIEF
OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, Generals. I am sorry to
be a little late. We welcome you all so we can review the National
Guard and Reserve programs.

There are two panels scheduled this morning, I would say to the
members of the committee. First, we will hear from the National
Guard leadership, followed by the leadership of the four Reserve
forces. Our first panel, obviously, is General Steven Blum, the
Chief of the National Guard Bureau; Lieutenant General Roger
Schultz, Director of the Army National Guard; Lieutenant General
Daniel James, Director of the Air National Guard. We thank you
gentlemen for joining us this morning.

There is no question that the Guard and Reserve have been
asked to perform beyond the normal call of duty and you have
taken on your missions in Iraq and Afghanistan and elsewhere
around the world in great fashion. Despite the burden and stresses
that each of the Guard and Reserve service members have had to
assume since 9/11, they continue to make extraordinary contribu-
tions to our Nation’s security and we thank all of the citizen sol-
diers that are under your command.

We have had visits to Iraq, Kuwait, Pakistan, and Afghanistan,
and we have seen your people in action. We congratulate you for
what you have done and pledge to you our support for what you
are going to do in the future.

Does any member have an opening statement?

Senator BOND. Mr. Chairman?

Senator STEVENS. Sir.

(215)
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHRISTOPHER S. BOND

Senator BOND. Mr. Chairman, I join with you in welcoming the
generals and all of the men and women from the National Guard.
Senator Leahy and I are very proud to be able to work with the
members of the Guard Caucus and particularly this committee in
supporting the Guard, whether it is an allocation in the National
Guard and Reserve Equipment Appropriations (NGREA) account or
full-time support, additional rotor wing aircraft, Army aviation, ad-
ditional civil support teams, the Youth Challenge program, just a
few of the important things the Guard is doing.

We understand there are over 170,000 Guard and Reserve forces
currently activated and almost 40 percent of the force in Iraq is
composed of Guard and Reserve. I think we have to remain diligent
to follow up to see that we support the Guard and the Reserve as
they support us.

That is why Senator Leahy and I investigated concerns about
medical holds and housing at Fort Stewart, Georgia. We got the re-
sponse we needed. Soldiers on medical hold are getting better care
and housing and the Army does not want a repeat of what went
on at Fort Stewart.

Right now I am working with a number of people to make sure
that we get the mail system modernized so that mail can get to de-
ployed troops overseas. Majority Leader Frist asked for a General
Accounting Office (GAO) investigation of the mail system and that
report is due out the end of April. We are hearing that it is going
to have some very, very deep concerns about the ability to get mail
to deployed troops which is very important for morale.

Those of us in the political realm know that it is very important
that Guard and Reserve who are deployed be able to vote. Twenty-
nine States, including my State of Missouri and a number of other
States here, require voting by mail, and if we cannot get the absen-
tee ballots to our deployed troops and get them back, then they are
disenfranchised. In Missouri last year, the Secretary of State
checked on the 2002 election and found that 40 percent—40 per-
cent—of the Missouri military deployed abroad who applied for ab-
sentee ballots did not get their ballots counted. And with much
larger numbers deployed now, I think it is absolutely imperative.
I have spoken to the Secretary of Defense, and I hope that the bu-
reaucracy will get off its duff and make sure that we develop a
mail system that can get the mail that our deployed troops deserve
to see on a regular basis from home and also be able to participate
in the political process.

I thank all the members of the Guard. I want specifically to rec-
ognize Sergeant 1st Class Stephanie Leonard. She is a citizen sol-
dier committed to supporting the community and the Nation’s mili-
tary, an excellent example, the first Bronze Star female winner in
the Missouri National Guard. Sergeant, thank you very much for
being with us.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. While we are recognizing constituents, Sen-
ator, let me point out that the students in the back of the room are
from the Colony High School Closeup group from Palmer, Alaska.
They have come 4,500 miles to be with you this morning.
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That is where they grow all those big pumpkins and big squash
and things like that.

Does any other Senator wish to make an opening statement?

Senator COCHRAN. I would just ask, Mr. Chairman, to have my
statement printed in the record. I join you in welcoming our wit-
nesses and thank them for their service and their leadership.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, Senator.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join you in welcoming our witnesses this morning.

This year has been a huge challenge for our National Guard and Reserve forces
and their response has been very impressive. An unprecedented number of Guard
and Reserve are on active duty, serving in Iraq, Afghanistan and in the Global War
on terrorism. Two Army reservists from my state of Mississippi have paid the ulti-
mate price in Iraq. Today, as the Guard and Reserve serve in the air, on land and
sea throughout the spectrum of warfare they can be assured we are committed to
ensuring they have all the equipment and training necessary to succeed, and to re-
turn home safely as soon as possible.

I would like to thank the witnesses, and the men and women they represent, for
their service and their leadership. I look forward to hearing their testimony.

Senator BURNS. Mr. Chairman, could I have my statement also
admitted to the record? We would like to hear from our witnesses
this morning. Also, congratulations on a great job done by our cit-
izen soldiers. Thank you very much.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank all of you for being here today
to discuss the status of your respective National Guard and Reserve Components.

Our men and women of the Guard and Reserve have performed nobly since 9/11
and in their current operations in Iraq and Afghanistan—the Global War on Ter-
rorism and Operation Iraqi Freedom. The Guard and Reserve have certainly seen
an increased operations tempo over the past few years and have been working side-
by-side with the Active Component regularly. I worry that their equipment may be
behind the current technologies or may not be compatible. Older equipment is ex-
pensive to operate and maintain, due to lack of availability of spares and increased
failure rates. We must make sure the outdated cold war policy of fielding the newest
equipment to our active forces first, and cascading the older equipment to the Guard
and Reserve forces has changed.

The Guard and Reserve force represents one that is extremely skilled and capable,
responding to various missions across this nation and across the world. They show
flexibility and rapid response as they continue to play very important roles in the
protection of our homeland and warfighting operations overseas.

Ensuring that our Guard and Reserve Components have the proper training,
equipment and facilities necessary to carry out their duties is essential. I pledge to
do what I can to make sure that our Guardsmen and Reservists have the support
they need to get the job done, then come home to their loved ones safely.

Again, thank you for coming this morning. I look forward to today’s testimony
today and the discussion that takes place.

Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Leahy.
STATEMENT OF SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY

Senator LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to welcome
the witnesses here too, General Schultz and General Blum and
General James. I have worked with all three of them. I know what
a superb job they do. I think we have a great leadership team in
place at the Guard Bureau.
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But, Mr. Chairman, you and Senator Inouye have been a great
help. Senator Bond mentioned the fact that we lead the National
Guard Caucus. This has been a joy not only because of my personal
friendship and admiration of Senator Bond, but because of the men
and women we represent. I think all the members of the caucus
would agree in thanking you for the leadership you have given.
Your subcommittee, yours and Senator Inouye’s subcommittee, was
the engine for launching two major initiatives that will signifi-
cantly strengthen the Guard, including the TRICARE program and
a significant increase in equipment funding. It made the Guard a
priority. You have marshalled help through critical appropriations.
Your own staff is superb in these areas.

While we are mentioning folks from home, I would like to men-
tion Sergeant Cara Krauss, who is sitting behind the Generals. The
sergeant is a member of the Vermont National Guard. She just re-
turned from Afghanistan. And, Sergeant, we are delighted to have
you here.

I am very proud of her. I am very proud of all the members of
the Vermont Guard who served with great distinction in Bosnia,
Iraq, and Afghanistan, along with the Texas Guard and along with
the Missouri Guard and all the others.

Not surprisingly, Mr. Chairman, she was telling me this morning
that there are a couple big differences here. One, it is a lot easier
walking around without having to wear all the body armor that is
necessary in those places, and it is kind of nice to walk into stores
and be back in the United States of America where things are a
lot more familiar.

But we have three Guard members here, and of course, so many
others throughout the place. If it was not for our Guard and Re-
serves, we could not be carrying out our missions around the world
and we would not have the United States well represented. So
thank you, and thank you and Senator Inouye again for all the
support you have given.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Senator.

I have been out to Bethesda and to Walter Reed, and each time
I was out there visiting with some of the military who have come
back, I think you would be surprised to know each time I was
asked, will you help me go back. That is a spirit that just grabs
me. It just grabs me. It is really wonderful to be with those people.

Our co-chairman has arrived. Senator Inouye.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. If I may, I would like to join all of you in wel-
coming our Reserves and their chiefs and to thank and commend
them and their men and women for their demonstration of citizen-
ship and courage. We admire them, sir. Thank you very much.

May I ask that the rest of my statement be made part of the
record?

Senator STEVENS. All of your statements will be printed in the
record in full.

[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Mr. Chairman, I want to join you in welcoming our witnesses today, General
Blum, General Schultz, and General James of the National Guard who will be fol-
lowed by General Helmly, Admiral Cotton, General McCarthy, and General
Sherrard of the Reserves.

Since this will be General Sherrard’s last appearance before this Committee, I
vFvould like to take the opportunity to thank him for his dedicated service to the Air

orce.

General, as chief, you commanded the Air Force Reserve during a time of unprece-
dented mobilizations, including Kosovo, Operation Noble Eagle, Operation Enduring
Freedom, and Operation Iraqi Freedom.

During your tenure in the Reserves you have also had a distinguished career as
a command pilot with more than 5,000 flying hours, commander of an Air Force Re-
serve group, two wings and two numbered air forces, and finally five years as chief
of the Air Force Reserve.

General, we thank you for your loyal service.

Gentlemen, when I think of our Reserves, I think about your long history as cit-
izen soldiers, the minutemen in the Revolutionary War, the militia that put down
riots when our nation was in infancy, and our Guard that responds to natural disas-
ters and emergencies, and ensured minority children were safely admitted into pub-
lic schools. But things are different now. Today our Guard and Reserves make up
38 percent of our force in Operation Iraqi Freedom.

Since September 11th, 282,896 of our Guard and Reserve personnel have been
called to active duty, and 25,151 have been called upon more than once.

I would like to commend everyone that has played a role in these operations.
Time and time again, the extraordinary ability of our men and women in uniform
and all the people that work to support them has been demonstrated.

But, these ongoing operations have strained our troops. Numerous concerns such
as recruiting and retention, benefits, pay equity, and force structure requirements
continue to be raised by our military forces in the field. This committee also remains
concerned over the longstanding issues of procuring sufficient weapons and equip-
ment to support our Guard and Reserve forces.

Gentlemen, the challenge you face is how to separate the identities of our Active
and Reserve components, but ensuring equity in their treatment.

I hope you will be able to address some of these concerns that are so important
to our Guardsmen and Reservists and their families today.

Mr. Chairman, I commend you for holding this hearing and look forward to hear-
ing the testimony of our witnesses.

Senator STEVENS. All of your statements and the statements of
the next panel will be printed in the record in full. I would appre-
ciate it if you would summarize it. We would call on you first, Gen-
eral Blum.

General BLuMm. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you,
other members of the committee, for the opportunity to appear here
this morning.

As was stated in some of your opening remarks, as we sit here
this morning, there are 144,000-plus citizen soldiers and airmen
deployed all around the world that are engaged in the global war
OI]; telg‘orism and defending our homeland both here at home and
abroad.

Your National Guard has become critically essential to the de-
fense, security and safety of our States and of our Nation. The Na-
tional Guard has always been an operational reserve when it has
answered the calls of the Governors and the President here at
home. As a Federal reserve component of our Army and Air Force,
we are transitioning from a strategic reserve that was once held in
reserve for World War III to an operational force that is needed
each and every day as our Army and our Air Force execute their
missions around the world.

This is a resource, manpower, and organizationally intensive un-
dertaking that will have to happen on a very compressed time line
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if we are going to make it happen to meet the needs of our Nation.
The National Guard and Reserve equipment account has been and
will remain extraordinarily useful and vital in these initiatives.

I am proud to report to you that your National Guard has an-
swered every call, met every requirement, and accomplished every
mission it has been asked to do.

We are committed to transformation. We are transforming the
Guard into a more joint and effective organization from top to bot-
tom. We are improving readiness across the full spectrum of re-
quirements from the full scale warfight overseas to the myriad
homeland defense, support to homeland security operations and
State traditional missions.

We are providing better predictability to our soldiers, to our air-
men, to their families, and to our employers. We are meeting the
needs of our elected leaders and our uniformed and State and Fed-
eral leaders, and we are meeting the mandate to seamlessly oper-
ate in a State and Federal intergovernmental, interagency, joint
and multinational role. Your National Guard is focusing on the
right force mix with the right kinds of units, with the right kinds
of capabilities distributed to each State and territory.

We are transforming, along with the Army and the Air Force,
and we are full partners in that transformation. It is now recog-
nized that there are 18 divisions in the United States Army, 8 of
which are assigned to the Army National Guard. There will be 82
brigade combat teams in the United States Army; 34 of these will
be assigned to the Army National Guard. The National Guard will
convert units overtaken by technology or strategic and tactical
needs to those capabilities that our country needs for today and to-
morrow. We will eliminate nonessential and under-resourced force
structure because it does not provide us the capabilities we need
today or that which we will need in the future. We will move to
a more modular, plug-and-play capabilities-based force which is
manned, equipped, trained, and resourced like its active compo-
nent.

Partnering with our active components and the Reserves, we will
create a true total force. Nationwide, we are rebalancing and
leveraging the Army and Air National Guard formations. Trans-
formation and modularity are both very good for the National
Guard. It will enhance our readiness. It will increase our flexibility,
agility and our ability to respond to today’s reality and tomorrow’s
threats both here at home and abroad. We are taking on these
transformations with the assistance and the full collaboration and
inclusion of all stakeholders, the Governors, their Adjutants Gen-
eral, the services, the Department of Defense, and you, sir, and the
United States Congress. Your National Guard is committed to
doing what is right for America.

PREPARED STATEMENTS

I look forward to your questions. Thank you.
Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, General.
[The statements follow:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL H STEVEN BLUM
NATIONAL GUARD 2005 POSTURE STATEMENT

PROTECTING AMERICA AT HOME AND ABROAD

IN MEMORIAM

A Dedication to the men and women of the Army and the Air National
Guard who made the ultimate sacrifice while serving the United States of
America.

OVERVIEW

At no time in our history has America depended more on its Citizen-Soldiers. The
strength of our National Guard, as always, is derived from the caliber of our Sol-
diers and Airmen. When we think about what our nation asks these young Citizen-
Soldiers and Airmen to do for their communities, their states, and their nation, and
how magnificently they have performed here at home and abroad, our hearts are
filled with pride.

Our priorities and our vision focuses on leveraging the talents, the abilities, the
selfless commitment and the enthusiasm of these Soldiers and Airmen. As Chief of
the National Guard Bureau, my mission is to ensure that they receive the latest
training, complete and modern equipment, and an organizational and command
structure worthy of their mission and their service.

The National Guard will remain, first and foremost, a provider of ready, trained,
and equipped warfighting units to combatant commanders through the Army and
the Air Force. Notably, the Guard has always been, throughout its history, a force
that spanned the continuum of what we define today as “Homeland Security,”
“Homeland Defense,” and “Warfighting.” September 11, 2001 has refocused us on
our fundamental responsibility to defend the homeland—the original mission of the
militia—and revealed the present day efficacy that the founders understood so
well—that a citizen-based militia is the best force to protect the citizenry from
which it is drawn.

The Guard is uniquely suited, like no other entity in the Defense Department, or
indeed in the entire nation, to carry out that mission. No other organization has our
combination of size, skills, training and experience, dispersion across the nation,
command and communications infrastructure, and the legal flexibility to support
civil authorities at a moment’s notice. In nearly 3,000 communities around the na-
tion, the Guard stands ready today—as it has since Jamestown was settled nearly
400 years ago.

SUPPORT THE WAR FIGHT

Anytime, Anywhere

We, the Guard, must provide the kind of forces that America needs, when Amer-
ica needs them.

One of Secretary Rumsfeld’s key mandates to the Services is to find ways to make
the National Guard more ready and accessible in its federal warfighting role. Work-
ing in conjunction with the Army and Joint Forces Command, our goal is to dra-
matically improve the current mobilization and demobilization process. Under cur-
rent guidelines, it can take several weeks to months to prepare an Army National
Guard unit to mobilize and deploy—compared to the Air Guard model where units
deploy in a matter of hours or days.

We need to study and adapt the Air Guard model where possible.

We are working with the Army to change its go-to-war protocols. It is no longer
practical to follow cold war regimens of train, alert, mobilize, train, certify, deploy.
We must move to train, alert, deploy. By updating home station facilities, taking
advantage of new technologies, and funding units at a higher level of readiness, we
hope to create a new 21st century minuteman. The Guard must and will continue
to operate across the full spectrum of national security missions. But, new asymmet-
rical threats call for a different kind of warfighter and different mission systems.
We need to be smarter, lighter, more agile, and more lethal.

The National Guard force structure does not stand alone unto itself, but rather
represents a 38 percent slice of the total Army and approximately 34 percent of the
total Air Force. As ongoing operations abroad reveal the need to rebalance the types
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of units in the Army and the Air Force, the Guard will be a leader in embracing
this change. Likewise, if studies indicate that Army divisions or Air Force wings are
no longer needed, it is our view that we, like the active component and reserves,
must change. We are working closely with the Army as we move to a balanced, mod-
ular force. Similarly, through Vanguard, we are working with the Air Force to meet
the aerospace needs of the future.

HOMELAND DEFENSE

Here and Abroad for over 365 Years

We are this country’s longest lasting, longest serving military organization; we
predate our nation. Today, the National Guard is ready to write a brand new page
in its long and heroic history, and get the mission accomplished.

When you call out the National Guard, you call out America’s joint home team.

The Guard was there when it was needed, demonstrating the flexible accessibility
inherent in the unique multi-status roles of the Guard. Our Homeland Defense and
Security roles mandate that we be capable of seamlessly operating in federal and
state intergovernmental and interagency roles. September 11th and its aftermath
are illustrative of the Guard’s new operating environment and its unique flexibility
to respond to our nation’s needs.

Within 24 hours of the attack on the World Trade Center, 8,500 New York Army
and Air National Guardmembers were on the streets of New York in State Active
Duty status. Within 72 hours of President Bush’s request to the Governors,
Guardmembers were assisting civil authorities in protecting U.S. airports (USC
Title 32 status). As security of our skies became paramount after September 11th,
the Air National Guard logged more than 30,000 incident free, fully armed combat
air patrol missions (USC Title 10 status) over the United States.

Congress funded the formation of joint Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil Sup-
port Teams within the National Guard beginning in 1999. These units were de-
signed to provide direct assistance to civilian emergency responders in the event of
a chemical, biological, nuclear or radiological attack upon the homeland. Few in
numbers and still in their operational infancy in 2001, nevertheless it was one of
these units—New York’s 2nd Civil Support Team—that became the first organized
unit of any military service or component to arrive on Ground Zero on the morning
of September 11th, sampling the air to ensure that no biological or chemical con-
taminants were present.

Since September 11th, National Guard Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil Sup-
port Teams operate daily in communities throughout the nation. They are in a
unique position to provide emergency community response with full communications
capability to the local, state and federal levels. Moreover, they are actively involved
in planning and integration of Guard assets in local and state emergency plans.

Currently, we have 32 fully certified Weapons of Mass Destruction Civil Support
Teams. Congress recognized the urgent need to expand that number, and 23 teams
are scheduled to stand up in the next four years, beginning with 12 this year alone.
The Guard has initiated several dramatic new programs that will further increase
and improve our Homeland Defense capability, while at the same time enhancing
our ability as warfighters.

We are actively pursuing the following initiatives:

—Organizing 12 Enhanced Response Force Packages. These forces will consist of

a National Guard Civil Support Team, an enhanced division medical company
with a 150-person per hour decontamination and treatment capability, an en-
hanced engineer company with specialized search and recovery equipment, and
a task-trained combat unit capable of supporting law enforcement. These force
packages will meet a previously identified Northern Command request for capa-
bilities.

—Expanding National Guard involvement in Ground-based Mid-course Missile
Defense, Cyber and Information Operations, Space, and Intelligence Operations
for both the Army and Air Guard. One model we hope to emulate is the Guard’s
highly successful experience in manning Nike missile batteries in the 1960s and
1970s. At that time, traditional and full-time Guardsmen served together in
units under State control, with self-activating orders that automatically brought
them into a Federal status when the enemy attacked.

—Creating National Guard Reaction Forces through dual missioning and training
of existing units. These units will be immediately available to State and Federal
governments and for Homeland Security purposes. They are already forward de-
ployed throughout the United States. The units will retain full war fight and
homeland security capabilities. These forces will also meet a previously identi-
fied Northern Command request for forces requirement.
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We are expanding our interagency and intergovernmental efforts and look forward
to increased cooperation between the National Guard, the states and the Depart-
ments of Homeland Security and Defense. We are participating in exercises and
planning at state and local levels, and we have shared our Automated Exercise and
Assessment System with them. We are working with the national emergency re-
sponder and management associations as well.

The National Guard has a significant number of units capable of “dual-use”—that
is to say, the combat skill sets in these units are directly applicable to peacetime
domestic support operations. We have developed a force management model that
will help us to ensure that sufficient appropriate forces, properly resourced are
available to the Governors for State, Homeland Defense and support to Homeland
Security missions.

We will leverage the units, training and resources in our existing war fight capa-
bilities to expand and enhance the roles we can perform in homeland security. We
will make smarter use of force structure and make minor modifications to mission
essential task lists to geometrically increase capabilities. We will provide homeland
defense capabilities in force packages, built from standardized warfighting units. By
doing this in our role as a state military force, we will raise the threshold at which
commitment of federal military resources to non-warfighting tasks becomes nec-
essary.

TRANSFORMATION FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

Relevant, Reliable, Ready and Accessible

Transformation is a state of mind. It is about how we think, organize and ap-
proach the future. We are transforming our headquarters and our capabilities to
shape our future. We reorganized the National Guard Bureau from three separate
organizations into a joint organization effective July 1, 2003. We streamlined and
flattened the organization, making it more efficient, capable, and aligned its staff
functions and responsibilities with those of the Joint Staff and the combatant com-
manders.

We have undertaken aggressive employer and family programs. The three-legged
stool of the Guard and Reserve—Service member, family, and employer—is only as
sturdy as the weakest leg. We are talking with the nation’s major employers and
the states are aggressively doing the same with employers in their area. Our family
program was the model on which the entire Department of Defense program was
based, and we continue to work to address the information, emotional and support
needs of our families. To that end, I have authorized a position in each state to spe-
cifically deal with employer support.

The State Adjutants General consolidated 162 State headquarters organizations
into 54 doctrinally aligned Standing Joint Force Headquarters—creating, effective
in October 2003, a single joint force headquarters in each state for all Army and
Air Guard activities. This will ensure a rapid and coordinated response to any emer-
gency, making the National Guard more versatile, relevant, and able to meet our
national security challenges.

Our joint team will become seamless with the other five services—the Army,
Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, and the Coast Guard—and their reserve components
as well. It will be capable of meeting active component requirements and serving
as an integrator for active component and reserve component consequence manage-
ment operations. Together with our sister services, we will fight and win this war
on terrorism both here at home and abroad.

Readiness is a product of resources and training. We must focus our training on
the myriad missions we will be asked to perform, and we—the National Guard Bu-
reau—must obtain the resources necessary for the Soldiers and Airmen to accom-
plish the mission.

Some of the changes contemplated will require the cooperation of Congress in
amending existing law.

Because of its increased relevance, the National Guard Bureau should be orga-
nized so that the senior officer of the Army and the Air National Guard of the
United States on duty with the National Guard Bureau should become the Acting
Chief if the office is vacant or if the Chief is absent or disabled. This change is nec-
essary because of the elevation of the Directors of the Army and Air National Guard
to Lieutenant General, without a concomitant promotion of the Vice Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau. Similarly, the Vice Chief of the National Guard Bureau should
become the Director of the Joint Staff of the National Guard Bureau. This designa-
tion reflects the roles and functions of this individual within the National Guard
Bureau’s joint organization.
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CONCLUSION

We are transforming the Guard in all domains—the way we fight, the way we do
business, and the way we work with others—to provide the Guard America needs
today and tomorrow.

Training must produce enhanced readiness, immediate accessibility, and indi-
vidual and unit capability to conduct operations at home and abroad.

We have approached our transformation in an open, collegial manner, talking
with all affected stakeholders including the Governors and working as a team—Ad-
jutants General, National Guard Bureau, Army, Air Force, Office of the Secretary
of Defense, the Joint Staff and others—to do what is right for America.

As we look forward to the new fiscal year, the National Guard is enthusiastically
engaged in planning, programming, and executing the extraordinary changes that
are ahead. We are evolving in ways that will allow us to accomplish our state and
federal missions more efficiently than ever before, as we design mechanisms to
seamlessly operate in the Defense Department, interagency, and intergovernmental
environments.

The National Guard will continue to defend our nation, both at home and abroad,
in both its state and federal capacities, as it has for 367 years. It will continue to
serve as the reserve component without peer in the world. This is our birthright—
it is the legacy of the Minuteman.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ROGER C. SCHULTZ
OVERVIEW

The Army National Guard stands with the Active Component as we wage war
against the purveyors of global terrorism. Today, Soldiers in the Army National
Guard have answered the call of the nation and are serving across the nation and
the world. The Army National Guard, as an integral part of the U.S. Army, is trans-
forming itself to better prosecute the Global War on Terrorism while remaining a
ready and relevant force that is prepared to defend our homeland.

The Posture Statement provides the Army National Guard an opportunity to
share with Congress what we have done in the past year and where we are heading
in the future. The Army Directorate in the National Guard Bureau is responsible
for how the Army National Guard supports the Soldiers, their families, and their
employers in communities throughout the United States. Our Soldiers come from
every state, territory, and segment of society, and we recognize that we support and
are supported by those around us. The Army National Guard is a community-based
military organization and, as such, we are prepared to assist our cities and towns
in times of natural or man-made disaster. Army National Guard Soldiers are Cit-
izen-Soldiers, and we recognize that we must fulfill dual roles as ordinary citizens
and as members of the Armed Forces of the United States.

As the Army National Guard continues to protect our nation, the Chief, National
Guard Bureau, has identified three priorities for the Army National Guard that will
nurture this responsibility: Support the War Fight, Homeland Defense, and Trans-
formation for the 21st Century. As our enemies seek ways to wage their war of ter-
rorism in the United States and around the world, we are and must remain ready.
The Army National Guard has proven itself capable of securing our borders while
simultaneously carrying out a variety of missions across the globe. Our goals are
to maximize our ability to support our Soldiers, protect our nation, and support the
warfighters by providing a trained and ready force.

It cannot be stressed enough that the Army National Guard has an increased and
more vital role in the U.S. Army than ever before. The U.S. Army is at the forefront
of the conflict in Afghanistan and Iraq. As Reserve Components of the Army con-
tinue to deploy at increasing rates, the Army National Guard joins the Army in its
objectives to remain ready and relevant in the midst of a war where our enemy is
elusive. We are transforming ourselves into a more flexible, responsive, and capa-
bilities-based force that is able to seamlessly integrate into the larger Army. As the
Army transforms itself from the Current Force to the Future Force, so will the
Army National Guard.

The Army National Guard is ready for every challenge both here at home and
abroad. We are not and cannot be complacent. The support we receive from our citi-
zens, families, employers, and legislatures is invaluable. Our Constitution charges
us to defend America, and we will do this with the same dedication and steadfast
purpose as we have done for nearly 400 years.
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SUPPORT THE WAR FIGHT

The Guard Overseas

Not since World War II have so many Soldiers been activated for wars. The Army
National Guard demonstrated its responsiveness by providing ready units in sup-
port of numerous overseas missions throughout 2003. These missions ranged from
combat operations to Post-Hostility and Stability Operations. At the close of the
year, 75,000 National Guardsmen were on active duty serving overseas. The year
began with our Soldiers fighting in Afghanistan and ended with Soldiers from the
Vermont and Oklahoma National Guard training the Afghanistan National Army.
There are just over 4,000 Soldiers in Afghanistan today. The war in Iraq required
the activation of 69,380 Soldiers and there are just under 60,000 serving there
today. The war in Iraq and in Afghanistan exacted a toll on our most precious re-
source, the Soldier. Understandably and regrettably there have been 60 Soldiers
who have lost their lives fighting these two campaigns. The war in Iraq saw the
activation of brigade size units, Attack Aviation Battalions, Combat Engineers, and
Military Police. The Army has plans to schedule several more brigades and poten-
tially a Division Headquarters for future rotations. Most Soldiers that were acti-
vated for the war served an average of 18 months, with 12 months of duty in Iraq.
Related to the two overseas wars has been a demand on our Military Police units
to guard the enemy Prisoners of War in Cuba. In addition to the direct role in the
overseas wars, the National Guard remains the Army’s primary force conducting op-
erations in Kosovo, Bosnia, and the Sinai. Just under 6,000 National Guardsmen
are there today. What were once active duty missions are now principally missions
of the Guard.

There are two other noteworthy events for the Guard’s overseas duty. The Army
National Guard was given the mission to protect ships in transit to the Persian
Gulf, and we also provided 9,000 Soldiers to the Air Force to protect their bases
abroad and at home. These unplanned missions simply demonstrate the accessi-
bility, reliability, and capability of the National Guard. Our overseas presence today
is supporting missions on five continents, and the future demands a level of commit-
ment similar to previous years. Not since World War II has our call to duty been
so great. It is important to note that our total commitment since 9/11 has been a
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call to federal duty for 175,734 Soldiers. That represents just over 50 percent of our
force of 350,000.

Readiness of the Force

Well before the attacks of September 11th, Army National Guard units were being
mobilized more frequently. The Total Force Policy in the Army worked. During the
Cold War period of our Army, the expectation of readiness for the Reserve Compo-
nents was to be “generally ready for war.” There were plans with TPFDDs and win-
dows of time for expected deployment. The plan was to move to an active duty in-
stallation and then provide units with additional equipment and extra training.
Since 9/11, that level of readiness and window of time have changed. Today our
units are required to deploy at the highest level of readiness, and the time from no-
tification to deployment is sometimes a matter of hours. In 2003, our units did ex-
tensive exchanging of Soldiers and equipment as they prepared for war in Iraq. We
demonstrated flexibility, but placed unnecessary hardships on our Soldiers in the
process. Soldiers went to war with equipment they had not previously trained upon.
Thousands went to war with units other than their own. This method of exchanging
resources after a unit mobilizes is not conducive to long-term success. Units must
be manned, trained, and equipped before they get the call to go to war. Train—Mo-
bilize—Deploy! The Army National Guard’s level of readiness in the future should
be C1, the highest level. The Army National Guard must modernize when the Army
modernizes. We must raise the Full-Time Manning levels to 100 percent of Require-
ments. Our failure to resource Army National Guard units for any mission will
place undue hardship on Soldiers as they go to war.

Medical and Dental Readiness

The Army and the Army National Guard have a vested interest in the care of Sol-
diers. The Army requires physical fitness prior to deploying to a war. Today’s de-
ployment timelines are shorter, and there have been some delays in our ability to
respond to war because of the medical readiness of our Soldiers. Most, but not all,
Soldiers have medical and dental plans. There are limits on the Army’s ability to
fix medical shortcomings after the Soldier is mobilized for war. We have experienced
medical backlogs at some of the Army’s installations responsible for providing med-
ical treatment.

The future of medical readiness rests in providing complete medical evaluations
prior to being alerted for war. We envision that each of our State’s Joint Force
Headquarters provide support in the initial care for Soldiers and refer Soldiers for
medical support beyond their capacity.

The National Guard plans to provide periodic physicals to its Soldiers. This will
enable our units to transition faster from a state of peace to war. We also envision
leveraging the medical capabilities of our communities to offset the shortages in
military medical providers. Medical readiness and health care for our Soldiers are
key variants to our ability to train, mobilize, and deploy in the fashion of a Minute-
man.

Training Soldiers and Growing Leaders

Supporting the Warfighter will be best accomplished by training the force with
an integrated training strategy for individuals, leaders, and units through live, vir-
tual, and constructive training.

Throughout 2003, the Army National Guard prepared units and Soldiers for wars
and responded to the nation’s call for contingency operations. Our units trained at
the Army National Guard Training Centers and the Army’s Combat Training Cen-
ters. They participated in joint exercises and conducted training deployments over-
seas.

The key to training Brigades is to have them participate in the Brigade Command
and Battle Staff training. Five brigades participated in this training in 2003. Seven
of the eight Army National Guard divisions participated in the Battle Command
Training Program at the Joint Readiness Training Center at Fort Polk in Louisiana
in 2003.

The Army National Guard is committed to producing the best Soldiers. An excel-
lent training venue is the Army National Guard training centers. These centers
train Soldiers, simulate real-world conditions, and provide training enablers for the
commanders.

Another way the Army National Guard achieves training excellence is through
Distributed Learning. The Army National Guard’s emphasis on Distributed Learn-
ing reduces the time Soldiers are away from their home stations, eliminates excess
travel time and costs, and takes less time than training in a formal school setting.
The goal of this program is to maximize training time by providing more local access
to training and education at any time and at any location.
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The Army National Guard’s limited training time, training dollars, and sometimes
access to training ranges has generated an increased reliance on low-cost, small-
footprint training technologies. We have invested in a virtual training infrastructure
to meet or exceed the Army’s training requirements. As more missions such as
homeland defense and weapons of mass destruction are required of the National
Guard, the ability of our forces to respond requires that we are ready at all times.
The following new virtual technologies are tools critical to achieving these readiness
objectives:

—Advanced Bradley Full Crew Interactive Skills Trainer.—The Bradley Fighting
Vehicle, an armored personnel carrier, is the primary weapon system of the
U.S. Army Mechanized Infantry, as well as a critical system for the cavalry.
The current force structure plans have the Army National Guard providing
more than half of the U.S. military’s Bradley Fighting Vehicle force. The Army
Infantry School approved the Advanced Bradley Full Crew Interactive Skills
Trainer as a precision gunnery trainer. This is a low-cost, deployable training
system that attaches directly to the Bradley and therefore does not require a
simulated vehicle mockup, thereby better preparing the crew for live fire gun-
nery.

—Abrams Full Crew Interactive Skills Trainer—The Army National Guard pro-
vides 54 percent of the armor force in the U.S. military. This equates to nearly
2,500 Abrams tanks with the vast majority being the M1A1 configuration. The
Abrams Full Crew Interactive Skills Trainer is approved by U.S. Army Armor
School as a precision gunnery trainer. This, too, is a low-cost, deployable train-
ing system that attaches directly to the Abrams tank and therefore does not re-
quire a simulated vehicle mockup, thereby better preparing the crew for live fire
gunnery.

—Simulations Network Rehost.—In the mid-1980s, the Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency developed a new concept in simulation training called
the Network. The goal of this trainer is to expose mounted combat forces to
mock battles in an effort to develop tactical maneuver skills and improve situa-
tion awareness of commanders. This program provides a highly cost-effective
means of providing basic tactical platoon-level training capability to a highly
dispersed force. The Simulations Network units are platoon sets for the Abrams
Main Battle Tank and the Bradley Fighting Vehicles. The National Guard’s
force structure accounts for approximately 50 percent of these mounted combat
forces.

—Table Top Trainers (M1A1 and M2).—The Table Top Trainer program is the
linchpin of the National Guard’s virtual training strategy. The ammunition and
operational tempo cost to train this fleet exceeds $1 billion annually. The vir-
tual training systems have been introduced to offset costs that were even higher
in previous years. A single low-fidelity Table Top Trainer can be reconfigured
to supply 60 to 70 percent of the associated skills training for Abrams Tanks,
Bradley Fighting Vehicles, and Stryker Light Armor Vehicles. The remaining
skills tasks can be trained in the available 25 percent training time in the high-
fidelity trainers or through live fire events.

Combat Training Centers and National Training Center

In 2003, the Army National Guard sent over 28,000 Soldiers to participate in
training at the Army’s two Combat Training Centers. This training program cost
$23 million but produced the most significant increase to training readiness for
those units and Soldiers.

North Carolina’s 30th Brigade formed the core of a 34-unit, 15-state task force
comprising the 5,545 Army National Guard Soldiers who deployed to the National
Training Center at Fort Irwin, California, in May and June 2003. This training ro-
tation was the culminating exercise in an intensive four-year train-up. The North
Carolina Joint Force Headquarters formed Task Force Tar Heel that served as the
division headquarters throughout the train-up and at the National Training Center.
The 30th and North Carolina’s Joint Force Headquarters executed wartime mobili-
zation tasks by deploying the entire task force’s equipment and personnel from fa-
cilities across the country to Fort Irwin’s desert environment.

During 2003, additional Engineer, Field Artillery, and Infantry units representing
3,732 Soldiers deployed to the National Training Center in support of Active Compo-
nent rotations. These units served both as friendly and opposing force units inte-
grated side by side with their active military counterparts. An additional 1,123 Sol-
diers assigned to Direct Support and General Support Maintenance Companies were
sent to Fort Irwin to supplement maintenance and reconstitution operations.
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Joint Readiness Training Center

In 2003, the majority of Florida’s 53rd Brigade was mobilized and deployed to
Iraq. In preparation for this mission, they underwent training at the Joint Readi-
ness Training Center. While there, they supported the training of the 10th Moun-
tain Division, 7th Special Forces Group, and the 3rd Brigade (Stryker), 2nd Infantry
Division.
Combined Arms Center

Through the Army National Guard’s Battle Command Training Center, the U.S.
Army’s Combined Arms Center at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, supported the 29th
Infantry Division and 49th Armored Division during their Battle Command Train-
ing Program rotation in 2003. The training center also conducted twelve Brigade
Command and Battle Staff Training Program seminars. Over 15,500 Army National
Guard Soldiers participated in these training events.

Force-on-Force Training

The Army National Guard Force-on-Force Training Program supports the readi-
ness of the National Guard’s ground combat units. This program simulates battles
that are fought using laser-targeting systems to replicate live ammunition. Some
2,080 Soldiers from Army National Guard divisions participated in Force-on-Force
events in 2003.

In 2003, Army National Guard brigades participated in Battle Command Training
Program staff exchanges, train-up exercises at the Combat Training Centers, and
gunnery and divisional artillery training. A total of 30,034 Army National Guard
Soldiers, 8 percent of the Army National Guard’s endstrength, conducted training
at or in association with the Army’s training facilities at a cost of approximately $26
million. The payoff of this relationship is obvious. Three of these brigades, the 30th,
the 39th, and the 81st were directed to prepare for war in Iraq. They will deploy
there early in 2004.

Recruiting and Retention

The Army National Guard ended 2003 with 1,091 Soldiers above its endstrength
goal of 350,000, a result of surpassing retention goals and retaining quality Soldiers.
Despite the unprecedented challenges at home and abroad, the Army National
Guard validated the three-tenet Strength Maintenance philosophy of recruiting, at-
trition management, and retention. The “Oath to Expiration of Term of Service” phi-
losophy has helped to create a partnership with the units by building greater trust
and cooperation between the recruiting force, the full-time support force, and unit
leadership. The Army National Guard has developed numerous tools to ensure con-
tinued success:

—Highly successful advertising campaigns and recruiting initiatives that inte-

grate the recruiting and retention force with traditional unit members.

—Dynamic recruiting and retention programs to highlight the relevance, features,
and benefits of Army National Guard service to current and potential Soldiers.

—Soldier and family member feedback programs that assess unit environments
and determine Soldier motivations for joining and remaining in the Army Na-
tional Guard.

—Post-mobilization surveys and retention initiatives to facilitate the re-integra-
tion of the unit and its members following deployment.

—Post-mobilization “Freedom Salute” campaign to recognize Soldier, family mem-
ber, and employer support of extensive overseas deployments.

—Development of Recruit Sustainment Programs to better prepare new Soldiers
for initial active duty training and promote unit strength readiness.

—Attrition management/retention programs to educate leaders on caring for and
mentoring Soldiers in the high operations tempo environment of the Global War
on Terror.

—Resource allocation that optimizes the effectiveness of the Strength Mainte-
nance Philosophy and the teaming of the Recruiting and Retention Force and
traditional Army National Guard Soldiers.
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SELECTED RESERVE INCENTIVES PROGRAM

Up to $8,000 Enlistment Bonus for Non-Prior Service enlistees
—$3,000 for critical skill

—$3,000 for non-prior service bonus

—$2,000 for Off-Peak ship to training

$3,000 Civilian Acquired Skills Program for NPS enlistees
$2,500 for a first 3-Year Re-enlistment/Extension Bonus
$2,000 for a second 3-Year Re-enlistment/Extension Bonus
$2,500 for a first 3-year prior service Enlistment Bonus
$2,000 for a second 3-year prior service Enlistment Bonus
$50 per month for Affiliation Bonus (72-month maximum)
$10,000 Student Loan Repayment Program

$50,000 Health Professional Loan Repayment Program

Army National Guard Incentive Programs are currently undergoing review by
program managers for potential adjustments to both the monetary amounts and the
payment schedules of the various incentives. We believe these improvements are
necessary to compensate our Soldiers, who are contributing to our nation’s defense
and deploying overseas on a continuous rotational basis. Our goal is to retain our
Soldiers when they return.

Army National Guard Full-Time Support

Dedicated men and women who provide Full-Time Support to Army National
Guard Soldiers are a critical part of the Army National Guard. They enhance readi-
ness by assisting Unit Commanders in managing day-to-day requirements. In recent
years, the Army National Guard has begun to expand its Full-Time Support force
in order to better serve its Soldiers and the units to which they are assigned. To
meet readiness requirements, the Chief of the National Guard Bureau, in concert
with the state Adjutants General, has placed increasing Full-Time Support author-
izations as one of the top priorities for the Army National Guard.

The National Guard Bureau will place new Full-Time Support manpower into our
units or into positions that directly impact unit readiness. An example is the Mili-
tary Technicians that will be directly placed into organizational maintenance shops.
Junior enlisted grades will increase through fiscal year 2012 and will be applied to
the unit level to accomplish many of the missions where it is not uncommon to find
single Active Guard Reserve Soldiers working today.
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Army National Guard Well-Being

The Army National Guard Well-Being Team works in concert with the Active
Army and the Reserve as part of a holistic initiative to address various issues affect-
ing Soldiers, families, retirees, veterans, and civilians. The initiative uses various
methods to measure success, weakness, or failure in programs that affect the total
Army force. Based on the outcomes of these measures, policies and programs are
modified or assets are re-allocated to impact the total Army force.

Diversity Initiatives and Equal Opportunity

The Army National Guard Diversity Initiatives Team addresses demographic re-
alities impacting the Army National Guard as a community-based force. The role
of women in American society continues to evolve. More positions in the Army Na-
tional Guard are open to women based on changes in force structure. With the rapid
advance in technology and changes in society, diversity also hinges on generational,
technical, and cultural differences.

The Army National Guard Equal Opportunity Team proactively addresses team
development and cultural exchanges to foster more productive units and Soldiers.
Fundamental to the mission of the Army National Guard, the Equal Opportunity
Office addresses issues that arise relating to race, color, gender, sexual harassment,
national origin, and religion. The Army National Guard is steadfast in maintaining
zero tolerance for all forms and types of discrimination. The Army National Guard
will guarantee that all are treated with dignity and respect.

HOMELAND DEFENSE

Domestic Operations

In 2003, the Army National Guard provided 419,463 mandays in 42 states, two
territories, and the District of Columbia to state-level emergency support missions.
The year began with Tropical Storm Lilli along the Gulf Coast that required 9,835
mandays for cleanup and security. Super-typhoon Pongsona hit Guam and required
18,822 mandays to provide traffic control, water, debris removal, and security.
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The Army National Guard provided 318,131 mandays to Key Asset Protection, the
most significant category of Emergency Support Missions. The Space Shuttle Colum-
bia disaster demonstrated how quickly the National Guard responds from a “stand-
ing start.” On the day of the disaster, thousands of Army National Guard Soldiers
from five states were on duty, recovering and safeguarding debris. This mission re-
quired 18,816 mandays of support.

The Army National Guard also provided support to special events, including as-
sistance to law enforcement for the Super Bowl and the Kentucky Derby. Support
to governors in response to Hurricane Isabel ended a busy year.

The Army National Guard routinely performs training missions that simulta-
neously support and assist our communities. The Innovative Readiness Training
Program required 205,000 mandays of support in 2003. Programs included improv-
ing schools and parks, building and repairing roads, administering immunizations,
and providing medical care to under-served areas.

The California Army National Guard is leading an effort to construct access roads
to the United States-Mexican border to assist the Border Patrol in dealing with the
growing tide of illegal immigrants and narcotics. In Alaska, the Guard is leading
a five-year project that will result in a 15-mile road connecting two villages on An-
nette Island, a trip that currently can only be made by boat. The Army National
Guard in Maine, Colorado, Arizona, Illinois, North Carolina, Texas, and Alaska con-
ducted medical training exercises to provide inoculations, physician contacts, dental
care, and optometrist services to under-served populations. Innovative Readiness
Training projects benefit both the Army National Guard and the communities.

Missile Defense

Defense against ballistic missile attack is a key component of the National Secu-
rity Strategy in providing for Homeland Security. The National Guard will play a
major role in this mission as the force provider for the Ground-based Midcourse De-
fense system in the initial defensive operations/defensive operations phase per Na-
tional Security Presidential Directive 23, dated December 16, 2002.

The National Guard received an increase of 100 in Active Guard and Reserve au-
thorizations in the fiscal year 2004 President’s Budget request to support this mis-
sion. Ground-based Midcourse Missile Defense is a critical element of the Adminis-
tration’s National Security Strategy and defense of the homeland. This program is
continually evolving and undergoing refinement.

Continuity of Operations

The National Guard’s Continuity of Operations Program was conceptualized in
1988 and took on added importance after September 11, 2001. In support of home-
land defense, the Guard is utilizing this program as a means to ensure continuous
command and control in case of emergency.

Executive orders, Department of Defense directives, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff directives, and Army Regulations require a Continuity of Operations Pro-
gram. This protects key leaders; allows for the continuity of essential missions; pro-
vides for relocation sites; protects vital records and operating files; and ensures sur-
vivability, recoverability, and the ability to reconstitute. The National Guard has
taken a three-level approach to achieving this end:

—The first level is the Headquarters Department of the Army Continuity of Oper-
ations Program that provides the active component with the Army National
Guard leadership to support the War fight.

—The second level is the National Guard Continuity of Operations Program that
allows both the Army National Guard and the Air National Guard to continue
supporting the states and territories in the event of a national disaster.

—Finally, the National Guard is also providing the platform for the 54 states, ter-
ritories, and the District of Columbia to develop their own Continuity of Oper-
ations Program initiatives to support both homeland defense and the War fight
at the state and local level.

The National Guard plans to exercise the Continuity of Operations Program at
all three levels to ensure readiness and preparedness for any situation. Ultimately,
Continuity of Operations Programs will ensure that no matter the situation, the Na-
tional Guard will be ready to continue its essential missions.

TRANSFORMATION FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

The Army National Guard is changing. Although our forces continue to meet to-
day’s missions, tomorrow’s force must be more versatile, ready, and accessible than
ever before. They must continue to be capable of full-spectrum operations, but must
be better equipped and trained to defend the nation. Future Army National Guard
forces must be more interoperable with the Active Component and must be fully ca-
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pable of operating in a joint or interagency environment. Finally, Guard forces must
be postured to support long-term Stability and Support Operations, Peacekeeping
Operations, and the missions of the newest Combatant Command, NORTHCOM.

In order to achieve these objectives, the Army National Guard must attract and
retain quality Soldiers. We must train and equip them to accomplish the missions
of tomorrow.

Full Spectrum Force

Title 32 Joint and Expeditionary
Responsibilities Capabilities

On Scene in Deploys within
4 to 24 Hours / 72 Hrs/30 Days

Force Balance and Restructure

The Department of the Army is revising priorities to better support the National
Military Strategy. Under the direction of the Secretary of Defense, the Army is ex-
changing some formations from the Active Component and the National Guard.
These realignments will better align the Army National Guard and the Army in
supporting the warfighting and Homeland Defense missions.

Another significant aspect of this force balance analysis is an initiative by the Di-
rector of the Army National Guard to reduce the Army National Guard’s force struc-
ture with its congressionally authorized personnel endstrength. This rebalancing ef-
fort will enable the Army National Guard to deploy units within five to 30 days be-
cause their readiness will be improved.

The results of force balance adjustments, coupled with the alignment of force
structure and personnel endstrength, will allow the Army National Guard to provide
divisions, brigade combat teams, and supporting forces that are ready and capable
of supporting the full spectrum of military operations required by the National Mili-
tary Strategy.

High Demand Units

Since 1995, the Army has placed a high demand on the Military Police in the Na-
tional Guard. Beginning with missions to the Balkans, the rate of work for these
units has only increased. Today they are used extensively in the Global War on Ter-
rorism, principally in guarding prisoners. To reduce the stress on Military Police
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units, we have started to convert Field Artillery units into Military Police. Eighteen
additional Military Police units will be organized in the next two years.

Modular Units

The Chief of Staff, Army, has directed a comprehensive reevaluation of the Army’s
corps, divisions, and brigade structures with the intent of making these units more
expeditionary through modular design. Modular units will allow for a “plug and
play” capability, which will enable the Army to provide the flexible mix of capabili-
ties needed by the warfighter. The Army National Guard will adapt existing force
structure to the new design envisioned by the leadership of the Army. Over the next
few years, we will reconfigure existing brigades, including the 15 enhanced Separate
Brigades, to the new Brigade Combat Team design. We will have 34 Brigade Com-
bat Teams and 8 Divisional Headquarters that will be designed in an infantry and
armored mix identical to the Active Component’s. This modular capability will pro-
vide a new level of flexibility to our organizations as they support the full spectrum
of military operations. Distribution of new capabilities will be equitable across the
states.

FiscAL YEAR 2005 ARMY NATIONAL GUARD EQUIPMENT MODERNIZATION
SHORTFALL LIST

High-Mobility Multi-Purpose Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWYV)
Single-Channel Ground and Airborne Radios (SINC-GARS)
Night Vision devices

Black Hawk utility helicopter

Heavy Expanded Mobility Tactical Trucks (HEMTT)
Small Arms

Family of Medium Tactical Vehicles (FMTV)

Javelin Anti-Armor Missiles

Thermal Crew-Served Weapon Sight

Movement Tracking System

Enhanced Position Location Reporting System (EPLRS)
Warlock Electronic Jamming Device

Tactical Unmanned Air Vehicle (TUAV)

M-22 Automatic Chemical Detector Alarm

Prophet Signal Intelligence System

Line Haul Tractor (M915A3)

22%-ton Trailer (M871A3)

Dump Truck (M917A1)

34-ton Trailer (M872A4)

Tactical Quiet Generators

Secure Mobile Anti-Jam Reliable Tactical Terminal (SMART-T)
Sentinel air defense radar system

Howitzer (LW 155)

Bradley Infantry Fighting Vehicle (M2A2)

Hercules (M88A2 [heavy tank recovery vehicle])

Force Modernization

The Army’s highest priority remains maintaining warfighting readiness. In sup-
port of this priority, the Army National Guard is pursuing a modernization strategy
that will provide the nation with compatible, interoperable, and strategically rel-
evant forces well into the future.

In the near term, we will ensure our Soldiers are equipped with essential force
protection items such as the latest body armor with Small Arms Protective Insert
plates for the outer tactical vests, the latest Night Vision Devices, and small arms.
To enhance near-term readiness, the Army National Guard will focus on Army pro-
curement of the Black Hawk utility helicopter, High-Mobility Multi-Purpose
Wheeled Vehicles, Single-Channel Ground and Airborne Radios, Family of Medium
Tactical Vehicles, and M-22 Automatic Chemical Detector Alarm.

In the midterm, the Army National Guard will ensure the Army earmarks suffi-
cient funding to refurbish or recapitalize its current forces to ensure fleets viability
over the next several decades and for future readiness and relevance. The Army Na-
tional Guard will focus on Current Force systems to include our primary aircraft,
the Black Hawk, CH—47 Chinook, and the Apache; the M1A1 Abrams Main Battle
Tank; M2A2 Bradley Fighting Vehicle; M109A6 Paladin Howitzer; Heavy Expanded
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Mobility Tactical Trucks; and the 5-ton truck fleet. The Army National Guard will
continue working with the Army to ensure program managers bring systems cas-
caded to the Army National Guard’s Divisional and Corps troop units up to the re-
quired standard.

Army National Guard Aviation Modernization & Transformation

Throughout 2003, the focus of the Army National Guard aviation modernization
and transformation efforts was directed toward completion of sweeping changes to
unit organizational designs. Accompanying these widespread conversions to the
Army Aviation Transformation designs was the continued turn-in of obsolete UH—
1H/V “Huey” (Iroquois) and OH-58A/C Kiowa series aircraft, and the fielding of the
additional modern UH-60A/L Black Hawk and AH-64A/D Apache series aircraft.
Unfortunately, while the Army National Guard net inventory of modernized aircraft
increased by 8 Black Hawk and 17 Apache aircraft during fiscal year 2003, the re-
sulting Army National Guard levels for these aircraft did not meet Army goals. In
addition, most of the supporting or corrective actions scheduled and funded for 2003,
such as increased quantities of special tools and spare parts, were effectively ne-
gated by the increased requirements for contingency operations in Afghanistan and
Iraq. Based upon current projections, it is uncertain whether the originally sched-
uled fiscal year 2002 figures for the Black Hawk and Apache inventory in the Army
National Guard will be reached by end of fiscal year 2004. Army fixed-wing aviation
modernization efforts are underway to replace the Army National Guard’s C-23
Sherpa cargo aircraft with a more robust and capable airplane.

Information Operations

Army National Guard Information Operations Field Support Teams assist the Bri-
gade, Division, Corps, Joint Task Force, and Combatant Commanders in integrating
full-spectrum offensive and defensive information operations, planning, execution,
and assessment into their operations. Additionally, Army National Guard full-spec-
trum Information Operation Vulnerability Assessment Teams, Computer Emergency
Response Teams, and Joint Web Risk Assessment Cells contribute to national and
homeland security through the protection of information infrastructure. The teams
deploy domestically and globally to provide their specialized service to the Combat-
ant Commanders.

In fiscal year 2003, the Army National Guard’s Information Operations program
continued to develop technically and tactically focused units that supported the
warfighting commanders and provided protection of the nation’s critical information
infrastructure across the operational continuum. During the same period, the Army
National Guard Information Operations section for the Pennsylvania Guard’s 28th
Infantry Division and Minnesota’s 34th Infantry Division deployed in support of
peacekeeping operations in Bosnia and Kosovo. Seven Information Operations Field
Support Teams and one Computer Emergency Response Team were mobilized in
support of Operation Iraqi Freedom. The Army National Guard Information Oper-
ations program also provided operational support to all major commands and sev-
eral Army divisions.

This program has trained over 2,400 Reserve and Active Component Soldiers
since fiscal year 2000. The program is scheduled to expand its training capability,
doubling its capacity in fiscal year 2004.

Logistics and Equipment

The Army National Guard is deployed all over the world in support of the Global
War on Terrorism and operations taking place in Afghanistan and Iraq. Army Na-
tional Guard personnel, in many cases, train on and use older generation equipment
to help support these critical operations. This equipment is far behind the current
technologies, making much of what is used by the National Guard incompatible with
current Army equipment. And in many cases this older equipment is more expen-
sive to operate and maintain. An additional challenge is that operational costs of
older equipment are higher than the new versions due to increased failure rates and
decreased availability of spare parts.

The Army National Guard has faced modernization challenges in previous years
for such systems as the High-Mobility Multi-Purpose Wheeled Vehicles, Single-
Channel Ground and Airborne Radios, chemical and biological detection equipment,
and Night Vision Devices. Many of these challenges have had an adverse impact on
units preparing for overseas deployment.

The Army National Guard is making significant progress in modernizing its heavy
force and bridging its equipment to the digital force. Emerging technologies will dra-
matically lower the logistics impacts of these systems and substantially reduce re-
pair times, increase operational readiness rates, and eliminate obsolete and
unsustainable test equipment. This will allow the Army National Guard to operate
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its heavy equipment at a higher operational rate while reducing the overall costs
for these systems.

EQUIPMENT MODERNIZATION CHALLENGES IN THE ARMY NATIONAL GUARD

High-Mobility Multi-Purpose Wheeled Vehicles
Single-Channel Ground and Airborne Radios
Chemical and biological detection equipment
Night Vision Devices

The Army National Guard currently has a significant portion of the Army’s main-
tenance infrastructure. This Cold War vestige is too expensive and redundant.
Under the Army’s new maintenance strategy, the Guard and other Army elements
are transforming their maintenance capabilities from a four-level system to a two-
level system. This two-level maintenance system will cut redundancy in the system
and allow Army maintenance personnel to more efficiently diagnose and maintain
equipment at the forward level.

Another focus area for the Army National Guard is the agility and flexibility pro-
vided as a full partner in the Army Acquisition Community. Whether it is grooming
expert contingency contracting personnel, facilitating Rapid Fielding activities, and/
or participating in major Army Program/Project Executive Offices, Army National
Guard Acquisition professionals are engaged in depth. The Army National Guard is
aggressively analyzing the task organization of Contingency Support Contracting
Teams. The members of these teams, task-organized from the existing Modified
Table of Organization and Equipment structure, are identified and trained in ad-
vance to support specific deployment requirements, giving deploying commanders
the flexibility necessary to accomplish their missions without relying on supporting
unit assistance.

Environmental Programs

Training the best force in the world requires the world’s best training areas. The
Army National Guard’s environmental programs support the war-fighter and home-
land defense by sustaining healthy training lands. By reducing training restrictions,
the Army National Guard is able to be a good steward of the land it uses, while
operating top training facilities. The first Army Compatible Use Buffer under Title
10, U.S. Code 2684A was recently implemented at Camp Blanding, Florida. Within
the designated buffer, and in collaboration with other agencies, the National Guard
has formed land-use agreements to ensure land-use is compatible with military op-
erations.

In addition, Integrated Natural Resource Management Plans will now be used in
lieu of critical habitat designation to ensure training lands will continue to be used
for training while simultaneously protecting habitat. Also, the Army National Guard
has instituted restoration programs to clean and restore contaminated sites. Initia-
tives at seven sites were recently completed and efforts at five additional sites will
be conducted through fiscal year 2005.

The Army National Guard is also improving its business practices as they relate
to the environment. Environmental program management will be improved through
the implementation of mission-focused Environmental Management Systems. The
Army National Guard will change its environmental program from one of compli-
ance to one that is proactive and oriented toward the strategic goal of sustainable
installations. This will enhance the ability of warfighting units while minimizing en-
vironmental impacts. Our organization is utilizing tools such as the Environmental
Performance Assessment System’s Compliance Site Inventory, a web-based module
that allows environmental managers to track, manage, and query a wide array of
compliance data. Recent program developments include a series of protocols to as-
sess the progress of the Environmental Management Systems.

A top priority for the Army National Guard is preparation for fiscal year 2005
base realignment and closure actions and the effect these will have on the environ-
ment. The Army National Guard expects to have a complete inventory of training
lands by 2006 through its Geographic Information System program. These tech-
nologies are critical to the battlefield intelligence component of transformation.

Part of the Joint Force

During the past year, the Chief of the National Guard Bureau directed the most
profound organizational change to the National Guard since the end of World War
II. The heart of this transformation effort was to combine the separate Army and
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Air National Guard Headquarters that existed in each state and territory into a
Joint Force Headquarters, State. The vision was to make the National Guard more
responsive to regional Combatant Commanders and better enable the Guard to de-
fend the nation as part of the Joint Team.

The Army National Guard is capable of fighting as part of the Joint Team. Today,
operations in both peace and war are conducted by Joint Forces. Army National
Guard leaders must be trained and capable of operating in a joint environment.

To ensure that its leaders are capable of this, the Army National Guard is devel-
oping the means to expose them to joint operations at various stages in their ca-
reers, and facilitate the opportunity for them to receive Joint Professional Military
Education. These opportunities and experiences with the realities of joint operations
will better assure prepared leadership in the Army National Guard.

Predictability for Our Soldiers

The National Guard has manned units from local communities since the first
muster in the Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1636. The National Guard is a commu-
nity-based force where a Soldier may spend an entire career in the same battalion,
company, battery, or troop. This provides for unit cohesion, stability, continuity, and
the bonds of camaraderie that come from shared hardships and experiences.

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD
PREDICTABLE ROTATION CYCLE

36 to 48
Months

12t0 18
Months
50
Homeland
Defense
Homeland
Security
18 to 24
Months

Although we remain a “Minuteman” force, predictability is an important factor in
retaining our Citizen-Soldier. Since 1996, our force has been consistently called to
federal active duty. Our Soldiers have and will continue to muster for any mission
in the fine tradition of the National Guard. However, the Global War on Terrorism
is projected to last several years. Feedback from the Soldiers, their families, and
their employers is consistent: they simply wish to know when they are needed and
for how long. Soldiers are asking for predictability. When possible, mobilizations and
deployments should be forecasted in advance, potentially years ahead of a unit’s de-
ployment. The Army National Guard is working towards instituting a Predictable
Deployment Cycle that will provide units a forecast on overseas deployments. This
predictable cycle looks at using a unit only one time in a six-year period. This is
a benchmark. While the National Guard stands ready for any mission at any time,
this concept will help alleviate the magnitude of the unknown.
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Home Station Mobilization

Home Station Mobilization is a National Guard initiative that empowers the Joint
Force Headquarters, State, with greater responsibilities for the mobilization of units
deploying to war. The Joint Force Headquarters, State, assume responsibility for all
mobilization processing activities that are currently done at active duty installa-
tions. This expedites the mobilization of the National Guard and their employment
into theaters of operation. Improved efficiencies in mobilization allow the Army to
maximize the operational capability of the force. Three units successfully conducted
Home Station Mobilization and demobilization in fiscal year 2003.

Strategic Readiness System

The Army National Guard implemented the Strategic Readiness System in 2003
to more accurately capture unit readiness. This is an integrated strategic manage-
ment and measurement system that ensures that all levels of the Army recognize
and align their operations to the vision, objectives, and initiatives of the Army Plan.
It measures each element’s success in achieving these goals. The Strategic Readi-
ness System has assisted Army transformation by changing the way the Army Na-
tional Guard approaches and reports readiness data.

Personnel and Human Resources

Continuing Army National Guard participation in the Department of Defense Per-
sonnel Transformation includes immediate movement towards the implementation
of the Defense Integrated Military Human Resources System during 2005-2006.
This human resource system aligns the Army National Guard with a Defense vision
and goal of a Joint Service integrated personnel and pay system. It will provide sup-
port throughout the life cycle of a service member’s career. Development and imple-
mentation are proceeding under the direction of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Personnel and Readiness in coordination with all services and components. This
human resource system will streamline the Guardsman transition from a non-fed-
eral to federal active duty status.

The Army National Guard’s Permanent Electronic Records Management System
is a web-based system utilizing digital imagery to store and retrieve personnel
records. Its importance lies in its seamless records management capability through-
out the Army, enhancing both mobilization and personnel readiness.

By consolidating the administrative operation of human resources in one place,
the Permanent Electronic Records Management System allows personnel records to
follow a Soldier regardless of component. Army National Guard enlisted records,
currently in hard copy, will be converted to an electronic form in fiscal years 2004
and 2005. It will also adopt an Automated Selection Board System to support and
improve the process under which information and votes regarding personnel actions
are processed by military personnel boards.

Moving from a paper system to a digital system is a time-consuming process.
However, once the Automated Selection Board System is adopted, it will save the
Army National Guard more than $150,000 per year in microfiche production and
postage costs. This system is essential to achieve and fully support Personnel Trans-
formation and programmed for fielding in fiscal year 2005.

CONCLUSION

The Army National Guard remains a unique capability with its State and Federal
mission. As a community-based force, we are entrusted with the responsibility to
protect our citizens’ liberties and our nation’s freedoms. Army National Guardsmen
have a warrior’s ethos and a loyalty to respond to any Governor or Presidential call
to duty.

Our Soldiers have been called upon more than ever to provide security to our na-
tion. We are a ready and relevant force, but we will continue to raise our readiness
level to C1, the highest level. We are committed to obtain the necessary resources
in the areas of modernization, training, and equipping. Our Soldiers will not reach
their fullest potential readiness with outdated equipment, limited health care, and
unpredictable deployment cycles. In all areas, however, we remain dedicated to
using our resources efficiently and prudently.

The Army National Guard continues its transformation into a leaner, more agile
and ready force. As the Army National Guard continues to operate in concert with
the U.S. Army, it will fight wars and ensure the safety and well-being of the Amer-
ican people.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL DANIEL JAMES, III
OVERVIEW

What an incredible year this has been for the nation and the Air National Guard.
We've continued to make great strides in securing peace for the nation in the Global
War on Terrorism. We have validated everything we’ve said about our capabilities:
we train to fight and can accomplish the mission professionally and, most impor-
tantly, bring the will of the American people to the conflict.

Our contributions over the past two years and specifically in Operation Iraqi Free-
dom have been tremendous. Since September 11th, we’ve mobilized over 36,000
members and have flown over 111,000 sorties for over 340,000 hours. One-third of
the Air Force aircraft in Operation Iraqi Freedom was from the Air Guard. We flew
100 percent of the Operation Enduring Freedom A-10 missions and 66 percent of
the Iraqi Freedom A-10 taskings. We accomplished 45 percent of the F-16 taskings.
The A-10s flew more combat missions in the Iraqi war than any other weapon sys-
tem. Thanks to our innovative culture, we modernized A—10 and F-16 Block 52 air-
craft with LITENING II targeting pods in just three months, giving them precision
guided munitions capability. Because of this capability, we were 100 percent suc-
cessful in stopping SCUD missile launches in the Western Iraqi desert.

We flew 86 percent of the Operation Iraqi Freedom tanker sorties. We accom-
plished this primarily through the Northeast Tanker Task Force which was oper-
ating within 24 hours of initial call from Air Mobility Command. In line with our
militia spirit, that task force was initially manned through volunteerism. A total of
18 units supported it; 15 were from the Air Guard.

Iraqi Freedom was also the first employment of the integrated 116th Air Control
Wing flying with the Joint Surveillance and Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS).
Wing leadership and the Guard and Active crews worked together superbly. While
there is still work to do to fix some administrative issues, we have validated the
concept of blended or integrated units.

Our Expeditionary Combat Support has been providing outstanding service to the
warfighter. Air National Guard maintenance quickly rewired our A-10s and F-16s
with LITENING II in minimum time. They’'ve kept our aircraft flying despite the
challenging operating conditions.

Security Forces personnel were mobilized for two years and have provided an in-
credible service. It was Air National Guard Security Forces that were the first Secu-
rity Forces on the ground in Iraq. Intelligence personnel have been providing unique
capabilities for Central Command and organizational support for the U-2, Predator,
and Global Hawk. Medical personnel have been utilizing the new Expeditionary
Medical Service capability, providing critical care to the warfighter. Civil Engineers
built bare bases out of the desert and trained Iraqi firefighters while Weather per-
sonnel worldwide provided over 50 percent of the Army’s weather support. Financial
Management personnel have been diligently working to keep benefits flowing to our
members despite complex systems. Air National Guard Command, Control, Commu-
nications and Computer personnel have kept vital information flowing on one end
of the spectrum and provided Ground Theater Air Control System Personnel on the
other. Our chaplains, too, have been providing outstanding spiritual aid out in the
field. We have been able to participate at these levels because we provide Expedi-
tionary and Homeland Defense capabilities that are relevant to the nation.

Today as we look toward our future relevancy, as indispensable and equal Total
Force partners, we have to be prepared to transform with the Total Force. We are
now in a position to make the decisions that will influence our next evolution—
transforming the Air National Guard. We are fully committed to the transformation
of the National Guard Bureau and Joint State Headquarters.

Some of today’s capabilities may not be required in the future. The future Air
Force will rely heavily on technological advances in space, command and control, in-
telligence and reconnaissance systems, information warfare, unmanned aerial vehi-
cles, and the ability to conduct high volume and highly accurate attacks with signifi-
cantly fewer platforms. For the Air Guard to remain Total Force partners, we have
carved out our own strategy in those areas and will explore new organizational con-
structs. Among those constructs are various forms of integrated units where we can
combine individual units with other Air Guard units or with another service compo-
nent. We have to expand our capabilities as joint warfighters and make the nec-
essary changes to integrate seamlessly into the joint warfighting force. To remain
relevant we must continue to listen to the messages that are being sent today.

The “VANGUARD” Engagement Strategy is our vision for transforming the Air
National Guard to remain “out in front” as the Department of Defense addresses
current realities and plans for an uncertain future. Our Air National Guard of to-
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morrow will be molded by our transformational approach and actions of today. The
Engagement Strategy highlights several Transformation Focus Areas where we can
concentrate our continuing transformational efforts.

We must continue to lean on the strengths of our people, core values, core com-
petencies, community connections and unique culture while participating in Air
Force and Department of Defense Transformation, Jointness and Capabilities-Based
Relevance.

Now is the time for us to lead the way by considering, selecting and implementing
new concepts and missions that leverage our unique strengths to improve Total
Force capabilities in support of Expeditionary roles and defense of the homeland.
This can only be accomplished by involving all Air National Guard stakeholders,
working toward a common goal—enhanced future relevance for the entire Air Na-
tional Guard. Vanguard seeks the optimum synergy resulting from melding the
right concepts and missions at the right times and places for the right reasons with-
out jeopardizing our core values and historic traditional militia heritage and culture.

By together addressing the complex issues that face us, we will keep the Air Na-
tional Guard “Ready, Reliable, Relevant—Needed Now and in the Future.”

SUPPORT THE WAR FIGHT

In the continuing tradition of the Citizen-Airmen, members of the Air National
Guard have been contributing to the Global War on Terrorism across the full spec-
trum of operations. During the peak of Operation Iraqi Freedom, we had over
22,000 members mobilized or on volunteer status supporting the Global War on Ter-
rorism worldwide. In Operation Iraqi Freedom we flew 43 percent of the fighter sor-
ties, 86 percent of the tanker sorties and 39 percent of the airlift sorties. At the
same time we were flying almost 25 percent of the Operation Enduring Freedom
fighter sorties and over 20 percent of the tanker sorties. True to our heritage, Air
National Guard members were hard at work protecting our shores at home by flying
over 70 percent of the fighter sorties, over 50 percent of the tanker sorties and 35
percent of the airlift sorties.

But our capabilities do not reside only in aircraft; 15 percent of our expeditionary
combat support were engaged during this same period. This includes 60 percent of
Security Forces, many of whom were mobilized for the longest duration. Addition-
ﬁl%y, zabout 25 percent of our Intelligence, Services and Weather personnel were mo-

ilized.

Air National Guard men and women are proud to defend and protect our nation
at home and abroad. Often, however, support equipment requirements overseas ne-
cessitate that equipment remain in place, causing a shortage of equipment for train-
ing at home. We are working with Air Force and Defense Department leaders to
develop a solution.

Medical Service Transformation—Expeditionary Combat Support, Homeland De-
fense, and Wing Support

In 2002, the Air National Guard’s Surgeon General led the Air National Guard
Medical Service through its most revolutionary transformation in history by re-
configuring its medical capabilities into Expeditionary Medical Support systems.
These systems provide highly mobile, integrated and multifunctional medical re-
sponse capabilities. They are the lightest, leanest and most rapidly deployable med-
ical platforms available to the Air National Guard today. This system is capable of
simultaneously providing Expeditionary Combat Support to the warfighter for Air
and Space Expeditionary Force missions, Homeland Defense emergency response ca-
pabilities to the states and support to the Air National Guard Wings.

During Operation Iraqi Freedom, Air National Guard medical units provided Ex-
peditionary Combat Support to the warfighter. The Expeditionary Medical Support
capability allowed 10 percent of Air National Guard medical unit personnel to de-
ploy for Operation Iraqi Freedom, compared to only 3 percent in the early 1990s for
deployments for Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. The United States
Central Command has validated that the Expeditionary Medical Support system is
a perfect fit for the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force Global Strike Task Force and Con-
cept of Operations.

Homeland Defense capabilities are provided by the Expeditionary Medical Sup-
port system through its Military Support to Civil Authorities. The Air National
Guard Medical Service plays a vital role in the development and implementation of
the National Guard’s Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, and High-Yield
Explosive Enhanced Response Force Package. This package will provide support to
state and local emergency responders and improve Weapons of Mass Destruction re-
sponse capabilities in support of the Civil Support Teams. The Air National Guard
will have 12 trained teams by late 2004 and will build toward an anticipated 54
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teams by 2007. The Air Combat Command Surgeon General has committed to pro-
viding 39 mass decontamination equipment sets to 39 Wings for installation-to-in-
stallation support, which will ensure that the Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nu-
clear, and High-Yield Explosive Enhanced Response Force package’s decontamina-
tion teams remain trained. The National Guard’s short-term objective is to obtain
10 Small Portable Expeditionary Aerospace Rapid Response equipment sets, one for
each Federal Emergency Management Agency Region.

The Air National Guard Medical Service’s new Force Structure provided by the
Expeditionary Medical Support system provides standardized and much improved
Force Health Protection, Public Health, Agent Detection, and Health Surveillance
capabilities to better support all Air National Guard Wings. This will enhance the
protection of the Wings’ resources and improve the medical readiness of its per-
sonnel.

Thus the modular “building block” capability of Expeditionary Medical Support
provides an advanced technology and an essential, tailored medical capability in a
small forward footprint expandable to meet situational needs.

The Air National Guard Surgeon General has pursued and will continue to de-
velop the Air National Guard Medical Service’s technology and modernization plans
to support the warfighter’s, state’s, and Wing’s requirements.

Eyes and Ears in the Sky: Air National Guard Intelligence, Surveillance, and Recon-
naissance Systems and Support

The Air National Guard’s Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance personnel
and systems play an increasingly important role in the defense of our nation. Air
National Guard men and women are essential to Air Force tasking, processing, ex-
ploitation, and dissemination missions to support Global Hawk, Predator, and U-
2 collection missions.

Due to a significant increase in Air Force mission requirements, the Air National
Guard continues to expand its intelligence collection and production capability. The
Air National Guard has also expanded its imagery intelligence capability through
the use of Eagle Vision, which is a deployable commercial imagery downlink and
exploitation system. This system provides valuable support to aircrew mission plan-
ning and targeting, as well as imagery support to natural disasters and terrorism.

Other developing Air Force capabilities that are entrusted to the Air National
Guard include the F-16 Theater Airborne Reconnaissance System and the C-130
SCATHE VIEW tactical imagery collection system. The Theater Airborne Reconnais-
sance System will be improved to provide near-real-time support to warfighter “kill-
chain” operations in day-night, all weather conditions. SCATHE VIEW provides a
near-real-time imaging capability to support humanitarian relief and non-combatant
evacuation operations. To support signal intelligence collection requirements, the
Air National Guard continues to aggressively upgrade the SENIOR SCOUT plat-
form. SENIOR SCOUT remains the primary collection asset to support the nation’s
war on drugs and the Global War on Terrorism in the Southern Hemisphere. Fi-
nally, the Air National Guard established a new unit to support RC/OC/WC-135 fly-
ing operations at Offutt AFB, Nebraska. This unique future Total Force organiza-
tional construct is transformational and serves as a successful example for future
operationally integrated units. The Air National Guard is transforming its force
structure to meet escalating Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance mission
requirements and an ever-increasing demand for Air Guard capabilities.

Managing Force Finances

Financial Management experienced an unprecedented deployment tempo during
2003. For the first time ever, an Air National Guard Comptroller was assigned ex-
clusive command and fiduciary responsibility for the establishment and sustainment
of financial operations in direct support of combat missions. The challenge was to
create a financial infrastructure from scratch. This Comptroller and subordinate
staff of 5 Air National Guard financial management professionals “financed the
fight” with distinction.

As locations overseas were vacated, our financial management expertise was no-
ticeably acknowledged. Our finance personnel were specifically chosen and assigned
the significant responsibility for final reconciliation and settlement of accounts. The
importance of departing the local economy with balanced books and completely lig-
uidated fiscal obligations cannot be understated. The Air Guard delivered remark-
able stewardship in this demanding role.

The Operational Tempo at home generated another Financial Management “first”.
One hundred seventy-six Air National Guard finance personnel were mobilized as
part of an innovative home station support package. This was a transformational
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approach to the surge in processing workload that tripled as hundreds of Airmen
at each unit were called to duty and follow-on overseas deployment.

The Air National Guard: Using the Stars to Serve the Community

For the Air Guard, Space Operations provide a critical communications link to
communities throughout the nation in the form of satellite support for everyday
uses, television, computers, and wireless phones, but also serve as an important
military deterrence from external threats. Currently, the 137th Space Warning
Squadron in Colorado provides mobile survivable and endurable missile warning ca-
pability to U.S. Strategic Command. Recently, two Air National Guard units in Wyo-
ming and California have come out of conversion to provide operational command
and control support to Northern Command and to provide round-the-clock support
to the Milstar satellite constellation.

Additionally, the Air Force has approved space missions for the 119th Command
and Control Squadron in Tennessee to support the U.S. Strategic Command, and
the 114th Range Flight in Florida is partnered with an active Air Force unit per-
forming the Launch Range safety mission. There are future plans by the Air Force
to transition additional space program missions and assets in Alaska and other
states to Air National Guard control.

Comprehensive and Realistic Combat Training—An Asymmetric Advantage

The National Guard Bureau has a fundamental responsibility to ensure that the
men and women of the Air Guard are properly trained to meet the challenges they
will face to protect and defend this country. This can be done through the effective
development and management of special use airspace and ranges. To support this
requirement of the warfighter, the Air Guard is responsible for 14 air-to-ground
bombing ranges, four Combat Readiness Training Centers, and the Air Guard Spe-
cial Use Airspace infrastructure.

To ensure that our units remain ready and relevant, they must have access to
adequate training airspace and ranges that meet the demands of evolving oper-
ational requirements. The National and Regional Airspace and Range Councils, co-
chaired by both the Air Guard and the Air Force, continue to identify and work air-
space and range issues that affect combat capability and are engaged with the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration in the redesign of the National Airspace System.

Transformation efforts to improve realistic training at our ranges have been iden-
tified by several units as instrumental in preparation for Operation Iraqi Freedom.
For example, the recently deployed Joint Modular Ground Targets, Urban Area Tar-
gets and Time Sensitive Targets provide training that reflects today’s combat reali-
ties. Ranges are being equipped with modernized scoring and instrumentation and
data-link equipment necessary to support precision-guided weapons training. Crit-
ical training is provided to ground Forward Air Controllers as well as aircrews.
{(ange residual cleanup and associated environmental issues remain a major chal-
enge.

The four Combat Readiness Training Centers provide an integrated, year-round,
realistic training environment (airspace, ranges, systems, facilities, and equipment),
which enables military units to enhance their combat capability at a deployed, com-
bat-oriented operating base and provide training opportunities that cannot be effec-
tively accomplished at the home station. As such, these centers are ideal assets for
the Joint National Training Capability. The centers offer an effective mix of live,
virtual and constructive simulation training. The Air National Guard continues to
pursue National Training Capability certification for these centers and ranges.

It is imperative to the warfighter that the Air Guard maintain its training superi-
ority. As the warfighting transformation and joint operational requirements evolve,
it is essential that the airspace and range infrastructure be available to support
that training.

HOMELAND DEFENSE

Air Sovereignty Alert

Since September 11, 2001, thousands of National Guardsmen have been mobilized
to operate alert sites and alert support sites for Operation Noble Eagle (ONE) in
support of Homeland Defense. Our Air National Guard has partnered with Active
Duty and Reserve forces to provide Combat Air Patrol, random patrols, and aircraft
intercept protection for large cities and high-valued assets in response to the in-
creased threat of terrorist groups. By the end of fiscal year 2003, Air National
Guard units had assumed 16 of 16 North American Air Defense and Northern Com-
mand-directed ground alert sites in the Continental United States and 1 of 2 alert
site locations outside the United States. While the Air National Guard has assumed
the responsibility of all ground alert sites and some irregular Combat Air Patrol pe-
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riods, Active Duty units have shouldered the burden of all regular “steady-state”
Combat Air Patrols. This partnering agreement maximizes our nation’s current bas-
ing locations and capitalizes on the high experience levels within the Air National
Guard and its professional history in Air Defense operations.

To continue operations at this indefinite pace has posed some unique funding and
manning challenges for both the field and headquarters staffs, especially with the
looming two-year mobilization limitation and Secretary of Defense’s desire to nor-
malize operations. Beginning mid-November 2003, many Air National Guard per-
sonnel began to reach their two years on active duty, causing much concern as to
the participation of Air National Guard personnel. With the release of the fiscal
year 2004 President’s Budget, the Air National Guard received temporary funds to
begin transitioning from a mobilized to a “steady state” force for fiscal years 2004
and 2005. This funding allowed for supporting the ASA mission in a new Con-
tinuum of Service active duty or technician status while at the same time it funded
many of our facilities, equipment, and MILCON requirements to support the mis-
sion long-term. Our goal is to have all alert personnel transitioned from contin-
gency/mobilized to “steady state” Continuum of Service status by March of 2004. As
we move into the fiscal year 2006 Program Objective Memoranda exercise, the ac-
tive Air Force and Air National Guard will continue to work towards a permanent
solution for our alert force and advocate with the Office of the Secretary of Defense
to incorporate these temporary Continuum of Service tours into steady state pro-
grams.

TRANSFORMATION FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

Supporting a “Capabilities Based” Military Force

The Air National Guard is a solid partner with the Air Force, the Air Force Re-
serve, and all collective units of the Department of Defense designed to protect na-
tional security and maintain international peace. The Defense Department’s priority
is Transformation—and therefore it is the priority of the active services and the re-
serve components. Transformation as “relevancy” is dependent on the Air National
Guard readiness, in both state and federal missions, being able to support service-
apportioned, Joint Chiefs-validated, and Combatant Commander-required “-capabili-
ties.”

The Air Force is pursuing innovative organizational constructs and personnel poli-
cies to meld the various components into a single, unified force. Ongoing shifts in
global conflict and U.S. strategy suggest an increasing attention to activities such
as homeland defense, nation-building, and others that may require different mixes
of capability that are not necessarily resident at sufficient levels in the Active Com-
ponent alone. This “Future Total Force” integration will create efficiencies, cut costs,
ensure stability, retain invaluable human capital, and, above all, increase our com-
bat capabilities. One example of this transformational initiative is the proposed
movement of Air National Guard manpower to Langley AFB, an active duty base,
from Richmond, an Air National Guard base, with the intent of leveraging the high
experience of Guard personnel to improve the combat capability for the active force.

Another transformation effort is to “integrate,” where sensible, units from two or
more components into a single Wing with a single commander. Active, Guard, and
Reserve personnel share the same facilities and equipment, and together, execute
the same mission. This is a level of integration unprecedented in any of the Serv-
ices.

Potential future missions might include Unmanned Aerial Vehicles and their
training programs, combining the Unmanned Aerial Vehicle squadrons with their
manned fighter counterparts; and integrated fighter squadrons realizing the benefits
of highly trained personnel flying legacy systems during the transition period to
newer fighter aircraft such as the Joint Strike Fighter. The Air National Guard has
been steadily increasing its participation in space operations over the years and al-
ready plays a vital role in missile warning, satellite command and control, and
launch operations. These contributions will be significant during conflicts envisioned
for the future.

These changes confirm and continue the trend in which air and space forces carry
a heavier share of the burden in the nation’s wars. The new strategy and force-
sizing standard point to an increase, not a decrease, in aerospace power.

Modernizing for the Future

The Air National Guard modernization program is a capabilities-based effort to
keep the forces in the field relevant, reliable and ready for any missions tasked by
the state or federal authorities. As a framework for prioritization, the modernization
program is segmented into three time frames: short-term, the current and next
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year’s Defense budget; medium-term, out to fiscal year 2015; and long-term, out to
fiscal year 2025 and beyond.

As the force structure continues to evolve, the Air Guard can anticipate a contin-
uous process to ensure the forces provide an equivalent capability for Joint and Coa-
lition Forces. The Air National Guard remains an equal partner with the Air and
Space Expeditionary Forces that are tasked to meet the future challenges and mis-
sions. Because of budget constraints, it is incumbent upon the Air Guard to maxi-
mize combat capability for every dollar spent. The Air National Guard includes all
aircraft, ground command and control systems, and training and simulation systems
in this modernization effort. The requirements necessary to focus this effort must
be grounded in clearly defined combat capabilities and missions. The foundation of
our future efforts is relevance with reliability and readiness. It is increasingly dif-
ficult to keep the Air National Guard legacy systems relevant given the trans-
formation of the Air Force to better, more effective technologies. Systems funding
will be a continuous and serious challenge since funding levels continue to fall short
of mission requirements. Over the foreseeable future, the Air Force will be stretched
to simultaneously fund current operations, modernization, and future research and
development projects.

In the near-term, our Modernization Program focuses on the ongoing Global War
on Terrorism. Theaters of operations range from domestic efforts, such as fire-fight-
ing, to full partners in overseas efforts, such as Operation Iraqi Freedom and Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom. The demands of the modern battlefield require the Air
Guard weapons systems and crews to have identical or equivalent capability as the
joint and coalition forces. The results of the modernization program were graphically
demonstrated in both Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom as
the Block 25/30/32 F-16s, with their laser designator LITENING II targeting pods,
the Enhanced Position Reporting System and Situation Awareness data links be-
came the weapons system of choice for the combatant commanders in both theaters.
Once air supremacy was achieved, the Air National Guard, Air Force Reserve Com-
mand and active A-10 aircraft became the primary choice in both theaters. We fully
expect that future threats will continue to evolve which will require continued mod-
ernization across all weapons systems.

Here is a summary of the Air National Guard’s force posture by weapons system:

The A-10 demonstrated its continued relevance in today’s battlefield as the Wart-
hog was the dominant weapon when coalition forces raced for Baghdad during Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom. Rapid integration and installation of the LITENING II laser
targeting pod in only a few days and subsequent spectacular precision attacks
served as a model for the future of the A-10. Several other limitations were identi-
fied to include the need to modernize the aircraft infrastructure through the Preci-
sion Engagement program. One particular limitation was the lack of a tactical data
link. The leading candidate in the near-term is the Joint Tactical Radio System,
with installation scheduled to begin in fiscal year 2005. During 2003, the A—10 mod-
ernization program experienced, increased emphasis including an aircraft modifica-
tion to house the personal locator system, further research into an adequate engine
replacement, continued testing of the AN/ALR 69 Radar Warning Receiver, contin-
ued COMET infrared countermeasures pod testing, continued acquisition of tar-
geting pods for precision guided munitions, and further work for the Precision En-
gagement program to upgrade the aircraft avionics continued development and inte-
gration.

During 2003, the Air Guard F-16s provided crucial combat capabilities in Oper-
ation Noble Eagle, Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom by
using advanced targeting pods funded by the Air National Guard’s Modernization
Program for precision-guided munitions. The Commercial Central Interface Unit,
Color Multifunctional Displays, the Heads Up Display Advanced Electrical Unit, the
Radar Modernized Programmable Signal Processor, the AN/ALR-69 Radar Warning
Receiver Antenna Optimization, Situational Awareness Data Link and the Elec-
tronic Attack Upgrade were all part of our successful modernization effort. Funding
for the Advanced Identify Friend or Foe upgrade was secured along with funding
for the final engine upgrade kits. The Theater Airborne Reconnaissance System con-
tinued its spiral development to bolster the manned tactical reconnaissance limita-
tion identified by the combatant commanders in every after-action report.

The HC-130 1s completing installation of the Forward Looking Infrared system,
an essential capability during combat rescue operations. The HC-130 starts integra-
tion and installation of the Large Aircraft Infrared Counter Measure system, in-
creasing survivability in face of the ever-increasing threat from hand-held missiles.

The HH-60 program started installa